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Abstract: The National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA), a separately organized
agency within DOE, has the responsibility to maintain and enhance the safety, reliability, and
performance of the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile to meet national security requirements.
NNSA manages DOE’s nuclear weapons programs and facilities, including those at Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL). The continued operation of LLNL is critical to NNSA’s
Stockpile Stewardship Program and to preventing the spread and use of nuclear weapons
worldwide. LLNL maintains core competencies in activities associated with research and
development, design, and surveillance of nuclear weapons, as well as the assessment and
certification of their safety and reliability.

This Site-wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory and Supplemental Stockpile Stewardship and Management Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (LLNL SW/SPEIS) prepared pursuant to NEPA, analyzes the
potential environmental impacts of continued operation, including near term proposed projects of
LLNL. Alternatives analyzed in this LLNL SW/SPEIS include the No Action Alternative, the
Proposed Action, and the Reduced Operation Alternative. This document is also a Supplement to
the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile Stewardship and
Management for use of proposed materials at the National Ignition Facility (NIF). This
combination ensures timely analysis of the reasonably foreseeable environmental impact of NIF
experiments using the proposed materials concurrent with the environmental analyses being
conducted for the site-wide activities and will be referred to as the LLNL SW/SPEIS.



This document assesses the environmental impacts of LLNL operations on land uses and
applicable plans, socioeconomic characteristics and environmental justice, community services,
prehistoric and historic cultural resources, aesthetics and scenic resources, geology and soils,
biological resources, water, noise, traffic and transportation, utilities and energy, materials and
waste management, human health and safety, site contamination, and accidents. For this Final
LLNL SWI/SPEIS the Proposed Action has been identified as the preferred alternative for the
continuing operations of LLNL.

Public Comments: The Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS was issued for public review and comment on
February 27, 2004. The public comment period was held from February 27, 2004 to May 27,
2004. Public meetings to solicit comments on the Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS were held in
Livermore, California; Tracy, California; and Washington, D.C. All comments were considered
during the preparation of the Final LLNL SW/SPEIS, which also incorporates additional and
new information received since the issuance of the Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS. In response to
comments on the Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS, the Final LLNL SW/SPEIS contains revisions and
new information. These revisions and new information are indicated by a sidebar in the margin.
Volume IV contains the comments received during the public comment period on the Draft
LLNL SW/SPEIS and NNSA'’s responses to these comments. NNSA will use the analyses
presented in this Final LLNL SW/SPEIS as well as other information in preparing the Record of
Decision (ROD). NNSA will issue this ROD no sooner than 30 days after the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency publishes a notice of availability of this Final LLNL
SW/SPEIS in the Federal Register.
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CHAPTER 1: PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS

This chapter of the Comment Response Document describes the public comment process for the
Draft Site-wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory and Supplemental Stockpile Stewardship and Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS) and the procedure
used in responding to those comments. Section 1.1 describes the means through which
comments were acquired, summarized, and numbered. Section 1.2 discusses the public hearing
format that was used to solicit comments from the public. Section 1.3 describes the organization
of this document as well as how the comments were categorized, addressed, and documented.
Sections 1.3 and 1.4 also provide guidance on the use of this document to assist the reader. The
chapter concludes with a discussion of the major comments and changes to the Draft LLNL
SW/SPEIS resulting from the public comment process.

11 INTRODUCTION

In February 2004, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) published the Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS,
which analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated with continuing current Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) operations and foreseeable new and/or modified
operations and facilities. The Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS analyzed a Proposed Action and two
alternatives; the No Action Alternative and a Reduced Operation Alternative. The No Action
Alternative would continue operation of current LLNL programs in support of currently assigned
missions. The Proposed Action includes operations discussed under the No Action Alternative
plus new and/or expanded LLNL operations in support of reasonably foreseeable future mission
requirements. The Reduced Operation Alternative includes an overall reduction of LLNL
activities below the No Action Alternative level. The 90-day public comment period for the
Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS began on February 27, 2004 and ended on May 27, 2004. Late
comments were considered up to two weeks after the close of the public comment period and
were specifically listed in the Comment Response Document. Comments received more than 2
weeks late were also considered, although were not specifically listed in this Comment Response
Document.

During the comment period, public hearings were held in Livermore, CA; Tracy, CA; and
Washington, DC. Figure 1.1-1 shows the locations and dates of the hearings. In addition, the
public was encouraged to provide comments via mail, fax, or e-mail.
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FIGURE 1.1-1.—Public Hearing Locations and Dates

Attendance at each hearing, together with the number of comments recorded, is presented in
Table 1.1-1. Attendance numbers are based on the number of participants who completed and
returned registration forms and may not include all of those present at the hearings. In addition
to comments received at the public hearings, comments were also received during the public
comment period through the other means described above.

TABLE 1.1-1.—Public Hearing Locations, Attendance, and Comment Summaries

Hearing Location Total Attendance Comments
Livermore, CA 106 61
(Afternoon session)

Livermore, CA 86 82
(Evening session)

Tracy, CA 25 68
(Afternoon session)

Tracy, CA 25 36
(Evening session)

Washington, DC 25 39

All public hearing comments were included with comments received by other means during the
public comment period. Comments received by mail and fax were date stamped. Comments
received by e-mail have the date automatically included. Chapter 2 of this volume contains
copies of the documents DOE received. Table 1.1-2 provides an overview of the number of
documents and comments submitted by each method.
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TABLE 1.1-2.—Document and Comment Submission Overview

Method Documents Received Total Comments Received
Hand-in at public hearings 26 94
Mail-in 161 701
Letter/postcard campaigns 1,534 7,765
Fax 22 60
E-mails 56 152
Transcripts 6 371
1.2 PuBLIC HEARING FORMAT

The public hearings were conducted using a traditional hearing format. A neutral facilitator was
present at each hearing to direct and clarify discussions and comments. Court reporters were also
present to provide a verbatim transcript of the proceedings and record all formal comments that
the public wished to present.

The format used for each hearing included presentations on the LLNL mission, a summary of the
LLNL SWY/SPEIS, and a discussion of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.
The presentations were followed by a period of clarifying questions by the public. The hearing
concluded with a comment period for attendees.

After the clarifying questions were addressed, the facilitator opened the hearing for any attendee
who wished to make a comment. Attendees who wished to speak at the hearing were required to
sign up on a speakers’ list before the hearing began. Federal- and state-wide elected
representatives attending the hearings were afforded priority to speak. Locally-elected officals
were alternated with other attendees who spoke on a “first come” basis according to their order
on the speakers’ list.

1.3 ORGANIZATION OF THIS COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT
This Comment Response Document has been organized into the following sections:
e Chapter 1 describes the public comment process and contains tables to assist readers.

e Chapter 2 contains scanned copies of comment documents received during the public
comment period including scans of the public hearing transcripts.

e Chapter 3 contains comment summaries and DOE responses by category.

Tables are provided at the end of this chapter to assist commentors and other readers in locating
individual comments regarding the LLNL SW/SPEIS. Once comments were received, they were
categorized by issue (e.g., land use, air quality, etc.) and assigned a category code. Table 1.3-1
lists the issue categories and corresponding category codes. Similar comments within the same
issue category were then summarized and assigned a summary code.

Table 1.3-2 identifies the individuals who attended public hearings and the pages where
comments from those hearings appear. Table 1.3-3 identifies the individuals who presented
comments at the hearings. Commentors interested in locating their comment document and
reviewing how it was coded can use Tables 1.3-4 and 1.3-5. Table 1.3-4 consists of a list of
members of the general public who submitted comments. Commentors are listed by last name
and the pages on which their comment documents appear. Table 1.3-5 consists of a list of state
and local officials and agencies, companies, organizations, and special interest groups that
submitted comments. The commentors in Table 1.3-5 are listed by organization in alphabetical
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order with the names of the particular individuals who submitted those documents. For each
commentor, the pages on which their comment documents appear are listed.

Some commentors submitted documents which were classified as “letter or postcard campaigns.”
These campaigns were conducted by various organizations and special interest groups to express
either support or opposition to aspects of the LLNL SW/SPEIS. Although many duplicate
documents were received from each campaign, only one document scan of each type is included
in Chapter 2. Table 1.3-6, Table 1.3-7, and Table 1.3-8, identify the individuals who submitted
documents as part of the three letter campaigns and the page numbers where the scans of the
letters can be found. Table 1.3-9 identifies the individuals who submitted documents as part of
the postcard campaign and the page number where the scan of the postcards can be found. Four
multiple signatory documents were received, (a document was considered a multiple signatory
document if it was signed by more than two individuals). Table 1.3-10 identifies the individuals
who submitted multiple signatory documents and the page number where the scan of the multiple
signatory documents can be found.

Table 1.3-11 is organized by summary code. Using the appropriate summary code, commentors
can locate all of the comments that are reflected in each summary. The table also lists the page
on which the comment summary and corresponding response appear and the pages on which the
actual comment documents appear. Some comment documents presented in Chapter 2 consist of
multiple pages. The document page number given in Tables 1.3-2 through 1.3-10 refers to the
first page on which the comment document appears. The document page number given in Table
1.3-11 refers to the page on which the individual comment begins within the commentor’s
document.

14 How TO USE THIS COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

Begin by locating the commentor’s name in Tables 1.3-3, 1.3-4, or 1.3-5 as appropriate. These
tables list the page number on which that commentor’s document appears in Chapter 2. To see
what issue codes were assigned to the comments identified within a document, locate the
document in Chapter 2. Chapter 2 contains scans of the document with sidebars identifying the
issue code assigned to each comment and the summary code. Chapter 3 contains comment
summary and responses to the comments identified in Chapter 2.

For example, if Ms. Betty Heffernan wanted to track her comments, she would go to Table 1.3-4
to find her name, and the corresponding page on which her document appears in Chapter 2 (page
2-157). On page 2-157, Ms. Heffernan would find that her scanned document has been side-
barred and coded 02.01 for the first comment and 03.01 for the second comment. After
obtaining the issue code from the scanned document, Ms. Heffernan could go to Chapter 3 to
locate the summary codes that were assigned to the identified comments and read the responses.
For example, the first comment was assigned summary code 02.01. She would then go to
Chapter 3 and find the response to summary code 02.01 on page 3-4. The second comment was
assigned summary code 03.01. She would go to Chapter 3 and find the response to summary
code 03.01 on page 3-6. Ms. Heffernan could use Table 1.3—-11 to see how her comments were
categorized, and locate the page numbers on which other comments that express similar concerns
appear in Chapter 2.
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1.5

MAJOR COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PuBLIC COMMENT PERIOD ON THE
DrAFT LLNL SW/SPEIS

Approximately 9,000 comments (including approximately 7,770 comments as part of 4 letter and
postcard campaigns) were received from individuals, interested groups, Native Americans, and
Federal, state, and local agencies during the public comment period on the Draft LLNL
SWI/SPEIS, including approximately 286 comments made during the five public hearings. The
majority of comments focused on policy issues related to the mission and need for LLNL. The
major comments included the following:

Many commentors were opposed to conducting nuclear weapons research and
development activities at LLNL. Reasons stated for this opposition included:

- Is not in compliance with Article VI of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty
- Promotes a nuclear arms race

- Involves the use or increased use of radioactive and toxic materials (e.g., BSL-3)
which are a health risk to the public

- Concerns about preservation of the local environment and endangered species
- Leads to development of new weapons designs
- Redundant with other DOE laboratory activities

Many commentors requested that a nonproliferation and treaty compliance review be
conducted for the activities covered in the LLNL SW/SPEIS, including the National
Ignition Facility (NIF) and the Integrated Technology Project (ITP).

Many commentors stated that the United States should reduce the current size of the
stockpile.

Many commentors expressed the opinion that spending money on nuclear weapons and
LLNL would be a waste of taxpayers’ money. Many commentors advocated spending
this money on education, health care, environmental cleanup, renewable sources of
energy, and other social programs.

Some commentors questioned why the LLNL SW/SPEIS did not provide a “true” No
Action Alternative. These commentors stated that many projects that are not yet built
are improperly considered within the No Action Alternative.

Many commentors expressed concerns regarding contamination and mitigation
measures to prevent or minimize additional contamination at LLNL.

Several commentors expressed concern regarding terrorist attacks and security at
LLNL. These commentors requested that information regarding terrorist attacks and
security be made public.

Many commentors expressed concern and opposition regarding plans to use plutonium,
highly enriched uranium, and lithium hydride in experiments in the NIF. Concerns
centered on the potential for increasing the usefulness of the NIF for nuclear weapons
development, including the design of new nuclear weapons. There were also concerns
over the hazards to workers and the environment from these experiments.
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1.6

Several commentors stated that the ITP is not needed.

Many commentors expressed opposition to increasing the administrative limit for
plutonium at LLNL.

Many commentors expressed concern and opposition regarding the manufacture of
tritium targets for the NIF, stating that this would increase the amount of airborne
radioactivity emanating from LLNL. There was also concern that the tritium used in
the Tritium Facility would increase from the current limit of just over 3 grams to 30
grams.

Many commentors questioned the need for the BSL-3 Facility and opposed siting this
facility at LLNL.

MAJOR CHANGES FROM THE DRAFT LLNL SW/SPEIS

In response to comments received on the Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS, and to include technical
information not available at the time of issuance, DOE made changes to the Draft LLNL
SW/SPEIS. The Summary and Volumes I, Il, and Il of the Final LLNL SW/SPEIS contain
changes, which are indicated by a sidebar in the margin. A brief discussion of the more
significant changes is provided below.

In the Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS NNSA proposed implementing atomic vapor laser
isotope separation technology for the Advanced Materials Program (AMP) and the ITP
to provide isotopes for Stockpile Stewardship Program experiments. NNSA has
reconsidered its material requirements and determined that it has a sufficient inventory
for the planned experiments. Therefore, NNSA has not identified a reasonably
foreseeable need to pursue either the AMP or ITP. Therefore, the AMP has been
removed from the No Action Alternative and ITP has been removed from the Proposed
Action. As a result of this, there were several changes to the environmental impact
analysis, which are discussed as follows:

- Removing the ITP from the Proposed Action reduces the proposed increase in the
administrative limit for storing plutonium in the Superblock. It was estimated that
up to 100 kilograms of plutonium would be stored in the Plutonium Facility.
Consequently, the proposed increase above the current 700 kilogram limit has been
reduced from 1,500 kilograms to 1,400 kilograms of plutonium.

- Removing the ITP from the Proposed Action reduces the proposed increase in the
material-at-risk limit for the Plutonium Facility from the 60 kilograms that was
analyzed in the Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS. Without the ITP, the Proposed Action
would increase the plutonium material-at-risk limit from 20 to 40 kilograms of fuel-
grade equivalent plutonium in each of two rooms of the Plutonium Facility. The
material-at-risk limit for all other rooms would remain 20 kilograms fuel-grade
equivalent plutonium. This increase is needed to meet future Stockpile Stewardship
Programs such as the casting of plutonium parts. These activities support campaigns
for advanced radiography, pit manufacturing and certification programs. This
revised material-at-risk increase reduces the bounding accident consequences of the
Proposed Action. Based on this proposed material-at-risk increase, the bounding
Plutonium Facility accident consequences to the population surrounding LLNL
would be an unfiltered fire involving 40 kilograms fuel-grade equivalent plutonium

1-6
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resulting in 1.12 x 10 latent cancer fatality (LCFs) per year under the Proposed
Action. This is double that of the No Action Alternative and a 33 percent reduction
compared to the impacts that were presented in the Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS (i.e.,
1.68 x 10" LCFs per year) for the Proposed Action.

- Without the ITP, there would be less of an increase in radiological wastes compared
to the No Action Alternative. The waste management sections of the SW/SPEIS
have been updated to reflect these new waste generation volumes. This in turn
would result in less radiological waste transportation than was analyzed in the Draft
LLNL SWI/SPEIS. As a result, Appendix J has been revised to analyze the new
transportation impacts.

- Without the ITP, the worker dose for the Proposed Action would be 93 person-rem
instead of 125 person-rem as reflected in the Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS. The No
Action Alternative worker dose would be 89 person-rem. The dose to the
population and the maximally exposed individual (MEI) was virtually unaffected
because the predominant impacts from ITP would have been direct radiation to
involved workers, as opposed to radiological emissions.

- The removal of ITP from the Proposed Action had an insignificant effect on other
resources, such as land use, electricity, traffic, and socioeconomics. Consequently,
these sections of the SW/SPEIS were not changed. Similarly, the AMP contributed
such a small fraction to impacts associated with the No Action Alternative;
therefore, the removal of AMP had an insignificant effect on the No Action impact
assessment.

Projected air pollutant emission rates associated with increased fuel combustion in
boilers and engines, and increased vehicular activity associated with increased
workforce under the Proposed Action and Reduced Operation Alternative were
provided in air sections of the Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS. Total emissions were also
provided for comparison with significance and conformity levels. Annual and daily
significant emission levels were established by local air districts in response to local air
quality concerns. A project that generates criteria air pollutant emissions in excess of
these levels would be considered to have a significant air quality impact and stringent
mitigation would be required. By evaluating project emissions as a whole, including
motor vehicle emissions, the air district has a greater level of control over a project (i.e.,
it is not limited to stationary source permitting). In the Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS it was
stated that a conformity review would be conducted and reported in the Final LLNL
SWISPEIS on projects that would generate criteria air pollutant emissions in excess of
these levels. These sections have been updated to include the air conformity review for
projects under the Proposed Action and Reduced Operation Alternative.

A nonproliferation and treaty compliance discussion of the NIF project is included in
the Final LLNL SW/SPEIS. These additions were made to Chapter 1 and Appendix M.

The Proposed Action for a one time shipment of drums of mixed transuranic waste
from Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory to LLNL, so that LLNL can prepare
them for shipment to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) has been reduced from 14
to 5.
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LLNL SW/SPEIS

TABLE 1.3-1.—Issue Categories

Category Code Issue Category
01 Policy
02 Programmatic Purpose and Need
03 Cost and Schedule
04 Proposed Action
05 No Action Alternative
06 Reduced Operation Alternative
07 Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
08 Other Alternatives
09 Land Use
10 Community Services
11 Prehistoric and Historic Cultural Resources
12 Aesthetics and Scenic Resources
13 Meteorology
14 Geology
15 Socioeconomics/Environmental Justice
16 Biological Resources
17 Air Quality
18 Water
19 Noise
20 Traffic and Transportation
21 Utilities and Energy
22 Materials and Waste Management
23 Human Health and Safety
24 Site Contamination and Remediation
25 Accidents
26 National Ignition Facility
27 Integrated Technology Project
28 Pollution Prevention
29 Emergency Response
30 Security
31 Regulatory Compliance (NEPA Process/Public Involvement/Community Relations)
32 Outside the Scope of the EIS
33 Plutonium Limits
34 Tritium Limits
35 BioSafety Level-3 Facility
36 Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory Waste Drums
37 Developing New Technologies for Plutonium Pit Manufacturing
38 Container Security Testing Facility
39 Preparation for Test Readiness
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TABLE 1.3-2.—Index of Attendance at Public Hearings

Public Hearing Attendees Document Page Number

April 27, 2004 — Livermore, CA-Afternoon Session 2-270 — 2-328

Abbott, Robert, Livermore, CA

Aguirre, Ena, Stockton, CA

Alamede, Pasita, El Cerrito, CA

Anderson, Carl, Oakland, CA

Arnold, Janet, Oakland, CA

Bardet, Marilyn, Benicia, CA

Bauer, Crisley, Berkeley, CA

Bechtel, Marilyn, Oakland, CA

Boehm, Marjorie, WILPF, Elk Grove, CA
Bough, Patricia, Livermore, CA

Bowman, Margaret, Piedmont, CA
Buchanan, Pat, Pax Christi, Hayward, CA
Bunstock, Stuart, Davis, CA

Burlingame, Shirley, Berkeley, CA

Butler, Faye, Pax Christi, Fremont, CA
Carlstad, Hal, Kensington, CA

Carrosco, Frank

Chambers, Frank

Childs, Courtney, Pacific Grove, CA
Clark, Dr. Henry, Richmond, CA
Collonge, Chelsea, Berkeley, CA

Conable, Sherry, Santa Cruz, CA

Coons, Dean, Lafayette, CA

Cuddy, Gayle, Livermore, CA

De Bellis, Tony, Danville, CA

De Jaegher, Veronique, San Geronimo, CA
Dean, Michael, Colma, CA

Dicus, Lyda, Walnut Creek, CA

Dorabji, Tara, Tri-Valley CARES, Livermore, CA
Dubrin, Jim, Walnut Creek, CA

Evans, Peta, Livermore, CA

Gallagher, Steve, Santa Rosa, CA

Gaylord, Jean, Tri-Valley CARES, Castro Valley, CA
George, Valori, Peace Coalition, Monterey Co., Pacific Grove, CA
Gilbert, Ellen, Walnut Creek, CA

Goodier, Lucille, Hillsborough, CA
Goodpasture, O.P., Stella, Oakland, CA
Gordon, Gene, Walnut Creek, CA

Gould, Jeff

Griffin, Annie
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LLNL SW/SPEIS

TABLE 1.3-2.—Index of Attendance at Public Hearings (continued)

Public Hearing Attendees Document Page Number

April 27, 2004 — Livermore, CA-Afternoon Session (continued)

2-270 - 2-328

Handell, David, Livermore, CA

Hanson, Bob, Walnut Creek, CA

Harrison, Norma

Hart, Jon, Livermore, CA

Hartono, Carmen, Oakland, CA

Hoffman, Ron, Berkeley, CA

Holman, Ed, Fremont, CA

James, Helen, Pacifica, CA

Jerbic, Ed

Johnson, Cynthia, Berkeley, CA

Kelley, Marylia, Tri-Valley CARES, Livermore, CA
Kidder, Ray, Pleasanton, CA

Kinfchak, Lorraine, Grandmothers for Peace, Elk Grove, CA
King, Beverly, Livermore, CA

King, Donald

Kozak, Gina

Kring, Bernice, Grandmothers for Peace, Sacramento, CA
Krska, Dan, Livermore, CA

Lamarre, Albert, Livermore, CA

Lasciak, Valerie, Santa Cruz, CA

Levine, June, Walnut Creek, CA

Loebel, Jane, Walnut Creek, CA

Lubovoski, Barry, Alameda County Trades Council
Lynch, Louise, Pax Christi, Fremont, CA

Manley, James, Berkeley, CA

Maxwell, Jane, Berkeley, CA

McKee, Terri, Livermore, CA

McKinnon, Rev. Don, Oakland, CA

Miles, Bill, Livermore, CA

Miles, Loulena, Tri-Valley CARES, Livermore, CA
Miles, Yvonne, Pittsburg, CA

Morgan, Jason, GreenLaw, Yakima, WA

Munoz, Kelley, Livermore, CA

Neyhart, Dirk, Berkeley, CA

Oldfather, John, San Anselmo, CA

Olin, Phyllis, Western States Legal Foundation, Berkeley, CA
Olsen, Hebard, Monterey, CA

Orman, Janet, Walnut Creek, CA

Orton, J.C., Berkeley, CA

Ott, Jim, Livermore Chamber of Commerce, Livermore, CA
Perner, Mary, Tri-Valley CARES, Livermore, CA

1-10
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TABLE 1.3-2.—Index of Attendance at Public Hearings (continued)

Public Hearing Attendees Document Page Number

April 27, 2004 — Livermore, CA-Afternoon Session (continued) 2-270 — 2-328

Piper, Josh, GreenLaw, Seattle, WA
Priebat, Martha, Pleasanton, CA

Rachel, Fran, Grandmothers for Peace, Berkeley, CA
Rea, Paul, Concord, CA

Reyes, Oscar

Russell, Bob, Pleasant Hill, CA

Russell, Natalie, Pleasant Hill, CA
Sartor, Linda, Santa Rosa, CA

Sovejec, Sasha, GreenLaw

Schultz, Amy, Oakland, CA

Sinclair, Alan, Santa Cruz, CA

Spake, Eugene

Strauss, Peter, San Francisco, CA
Stribling, Jonathan

Thomas, Dennis, Pleasant Hill, CA
Thornton, Corine, Grandmothers for Peace, Hayward, CA
Thornton, James, Hayward, CA

Turner, Dan, Oakland, CA

Tyndall, J.G., Oakland, CA

\Van de Brooke, Tomi, Rebuild California
Wayne, Kim, Oakland, CA

Wildwood, Annie, Cotati, CA

Wright, Armin, Oakland, CA

Yundt, Nanci, Loomis, CA

Yundt, Scott, Berkeley, CA

Zipoli, M., Dublin, CA

April 27, 2004 — Livermore, CA-Evening Session 2-329 — 2-392

Akacich, Buddy, Tri-Valley CARES, San Ramon, CA
Anderson, Mitchell, San Francisco Bay Guardian, Corte Madera, CA
Bakhar, Lexi, Fairfield, CA

Barber, Rachel, Concord, CA

Benhard, Hans

Best, Renee, Livermore, CA

Bouyea, Lauren, Sausalito, CA

Brechin, Vernon, Tri-Valley CARES, Mountain View, CA
Browning, Virginia, Oakland, CA

Bruner, Eva

Buckley, Thad, Pleasanton, CA

Burkhart-Schultz, Gordon, AID Employment, Castro Valley, CA
Busby, Lee, Livermore, CA

Buxton, Tia, Livermore, CA

Cabanne, Donna, Sierra Club, Livermore, CA
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LLNL SW/SPEIS

TABLE 1.3-2.—Index of Attendance at Public Hearings (continued)

Public Hearing Attendees Document Page Number

April 27, 2004 — Livermore, CA-Evening Session (continued) 2-329 — 2-392

Candell, Marlene, Berkeley, CA

Clark, Norma, San Jose, CA

Clinton, Alison, Livermore, CA

Cox, Alice Jane, Morgan Hill, CA

Cox, William, San Jose, CA

Crosby, Betty, Livermore, CA

Cuddy, Gayle

Curien-Garcia, Michelle, Livermore, CA

Dabrusin, Karen, California Peace Action, Berkeley, CA
Davies, Walter, Livermore, CA

DeVinney, Jean, Oakland, CA

Dias, Tiffany, Livermore, CA

Dolan, Eileen, Walnut Creek, CA

Dunn, Chris, California Peace Action, San Francisco, CA
Ender, Michael, Tracy, CA

Ericson, Stephanie, Tri-Valley CARES, Dublin, CA
Frisch, JoAnn, Tri-Valley CARES, Livermore, CA
Garcia, Sharon, Livermore, CA

Gould, Robert, Physicians for Social Responsibility, San Francisco, CA
Graban-Smith, Shelly, Livermore, CA

Graf, Daniel

Guist, Susan, WILPF, Morgan Hill, CA

Hartmann, Maureen, Circle of Concern, Oakland, CA
Hoon, Daryl, Livermore, CA

Ipsen, Avaren, Berkeley, CA

Israel, Carolyn, WILPF, Santa Cruz, CA

Jardine, Phyllis, Pleasanton, CA

Jimenez, Irene, Berkeley, CA

Keehn, Suzanne, Palo Alto, CA

Kelly, Marylia, Tri-Valley CARES

Kelly, Stephen, Tri-Valley CARES, Oakland, CA
Kendrick, Daniel, Tri-Valley CARES, Pleasanton, CA
King, Donald

Larkin, Don, Santa Cruz, CA

Liebman, Matthew, Mountain View, CA

Louder, Ben, Livermore, CA

Lowell, Audrey & Fred

Marin, Lynda, Santa Cruz WIT, Watsonville, CA
Merrigan, Jean, Santa Cruz, CA

Miles, Loulena, Tri-Valley CARES, Livermore, CA
Morgan, Jason, GreenLaw, Yakima, WA

Morgan, Noreen

1-12
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TABLE 1.3-2.—Index of Attendance at Public Hearings (continued)

Public Hearing Attendees Document Page Number

April 27, 2004 — Livermore, CA-Evening Session (continued) 2-329 — 2-392

Moyer, Lucille, San Jose, CA

Namperumal, Srihari, California Peace Action, Berkeley, CA
Nesbitt, Dale, East Bay Peace Action, Berkeley, CA
Peace and Freedom Party

Piper, Josh, GreenLaw, Seattle, WA

Prisbrey Family, Livermore, CA

Pryor, Mary & Tom, Livermore, CA

Ramos, Vincent, Vallejo, CA

Rauen, Elena, Santa Cruz WIT, Santa Cruz, CA
Russell, Bob

Sajoric, Sasha

Sandine, Al, Kensington, CA

Sara Ponsetti, Livermore, CA

Schleis, August, Berkeley, CA

Schultz, Gordon

Shaw, Laura, Bonny Doon, CA

Sheaffer, M.K., Livermore, CA

Smith, Bennett, Livermore, CA

Smith, Jerry & Nancy, Livermore, CA

Sorgen, Phoebe, Berkeley, CA

Spake, Eugene, Mill Valley, CA

Stamps, Jacqueline, Livermore, CA

Steinberg, D. Leah, El Sobrante, CA

Stokes, Kathy, Livermore, CA

Sutton, Patrice, Western States Legal Foundation, San Francisco, CA
Tahir, Edna, Livermore, CA

Torres, Diana, Vallejo, CA

Veiluva, Michael, Western States Legal Foundation, Walnut Creek, CA
Vernieu, Peggy, Berkeley, CA

Vittitow, Marion, Santa Cruz WIT, Santa Cruz, CA
\Voss, Kara, California Peace Action, Berkeley, CA
\Vu, Quang

Warner, John, Livermore, CA

\Wennenger, James & Janet, Oakland, CA
Wildwood, Annie

Williams, Stacy, Tri-Valley CARES, Livermore, CA
Wing, Donna, Livermore, CA

April 28, 2004 — Tracy, CA-Afternoon Session 2-393 — 2-426

Aguirre, Ena, Stockton, CA

Bailey, Gary, Sunnyvale, CA

Bakewell, Grant, Fellowship of Reconciliation, Carmichael, CA
Belnap, Christopher, Berkeley, CA
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TABLE 1.3-2.—Index of Attendance at Public Hearings (continued)
Public Hearing Attendees Document Page Number

April 28, 2004 — Tracy, CA-Afternoon Session (continued) 2-393 - 2-426
Bliss, Virginia, Santa Cruz, CA
Chapot, Eric, Tracy, CA
Courtright, Caroline, Grass Valley, CA
Dorabiji, Tara, Tri-Valley CARES
Eldredge, Lynnette, Nevada City, CA
Feher, Zsuzsanna, Livermore, CA
Flanagan, Judith, Berkeley, CA

Fries, Marj, Connections-Peace & Justice Network San Joaquin County,
Stockton, CA

Huntoon, John, Stockton, CA

Huntoon, Suzanne, Stockton, CA

Kearns, Josh, Berkeley, CA

Kelley, Marylia, Tri-Valley CARES, Livermore, CA
Kuczora, Carol, Grass Valley, CA

Langford, Bill, Tracy, CA

Lombardo, Vicki, City of Tracy, Tracy, CA

Marraco, Richard, Redwood City, CA

McNeil, Ken, Tri-Valley Herald Newspaper, Pleasanton, CA
Miles, Loulena, Tri-Valley CARES

Salemi, Kombil, Santa Clara, CA

Schmidt, Mike, Tracy Chamber of Commerce, Tracy, CA
Schwartz, Sandra, AFSC, San Francisco, CA

Seymour, Gail, Carmichael, CA

Strauss, Peter, San Francisco, CA

April 28, 2004 — Tracy, CA-Evening Session 2-427 — 2-448
Appleman, Francis, Tracy, CA

Cadotte, Sister Blanche, Daughters of the Holy Spirit, Patterson, CA
Cameron, Jack, Livermore, CA

Carreau, Lucille, Patterson, CA

Christian, Allen, Tracy, CA

Condy, Alexis, Sacramento, CA

de Groot, Ria, Pax Christi, Stockton, CA

Enero, Ruth, Ceres, CA

Forrest, John, Tracy, CA

Fretter, Travis, Berkeley, CA

Getty, Greg, Nuremberg Actions, Pittsburg, CA

Green, Shirley, Sunol, CA

Hoff, Marsha, Stockton, CA

Janes, Shelby, Peace Action, Sacramento, CA

Kelley, Marylia, Tri-Valley CARES, Livermore, CA
Larkin, Don

LeVeck, Paula, Peace & Justice Network, Stockton, CA
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TABLE 1.3-2.—Index of Attendance at Public Hearings (continued)
Public Hearing Attendees Document Page Number
April 28, 2004 — Tracy, CA-Evening Session (continued) 2-427 — 2-448
Maddech, Don, Valley Springs, CA
Moore, Patricia, Tri-Valley CARES, Livermore, CA
Padilla, Manuel, Livermore, CA
Rieger, Gail, Tracy, CA
Sarvey, Bob, Tracy, CA
Stone, R.E., Valley Springs, CA
Turoff, Bernice, California Womens' Agenda, Stockton, CA
Zahn, Ken, Tracy, CA
April 30, 2004 — Washington, DC 2-449 - 2-473
Arant, Kristen, Rhythm Workers Union, Washington, DC
Bloum, Peter, Alliance for Nuclear Accountability, Washington, DC
Bridgman, Jim, Alliance for Nuclear Accountability, Washington, DC
Brumfield, Geoff, Nature Magazine, Washington, DC
Burnham, Michael, Greenwire, Washington, DC
Castaldini, Carlo, Sunnyvale, CA
D'Arrigo, Diane, NIRS, Washington, DC
Davis, Syrena, Rhythm Workers Union, Silver Spring, MD
Doyle, Michael, McClatchy Newspapers, Washington, DC
Ellington, Jenefer, Green Party, Washington, DC
Glenzer, Michael, Exchange Monitor Publications, Washington, DC
Harrington, Chris, University of California, Washington, DC
Krieger, Kim, AAAS, Washington, DC
LaLand, llene, Rhythm Workers Union, Reisterstown, MD
Leventhal, Paul, Nuclear Control Institute, Washington, DC
Makhijani, Arjun, IEER, Takoma Park, MD
Miles, Loulena, Tri-Valley CARES, Livermore, CA
Oelrich, Ivan, Federation of American Scientists, Washington, DC
Paine, Christopher, NRDC, Washington, DC
Post, Carol, Silver Spring, MD
Safdeye, Francine, Physicians for Social Responsibility, Washington, DC
Samson, Victoria, Center for Defense Information, Washington, DC
Stanlick, Sarah, Physicians for Social Responsibility, Washington, DC
Sterner, Andrea, Rhythm Workers Union, Clifton, VA
Yaroswinskaya, Alla, IEER, Takoma Park, MD

TABLE 1.3-3.—Index of Attendees at Public Hearings that Presented Comments

Public Hearing Speakers Document Page Number
April 27, 2004 — Livermore, CA-Afternoon Session 2-270 — 2-328
Anderson, Carl 2-310
Bardet, Marilyn 2-320
Bowman, Margaret 2-314
Bunstock, Stewart 2-273
Carlstad, Hal 2-316

March 2005 1-15



Chapter 1 — Public Comment Process

LLNL SW/SPEIS

TABLE 1.3-3.—Index of Attendees at Public Hearings that Presented Comments

(continued)

Public Hearing Speakers Document Page Number
April 27, 2004 — Livermore, CA-Afternoon Session 2-270 — 2-328
Chambers, Frank 2-322
Clark, Henry 2-315
Coons, Dean 2-325
Dorabiji, Tara, Tri-Valley CARES 2-287
Gallagher, Steve 2-308
Goodpasture, Stella 2-303
Gould, Jeff 2-297
Griffin, Annie 2-281
Harrison, Norma 2-312
Hartono, Carmen 2-306
Hoffman, Ron 2-311
Johnson, Cynthia 2-324
Kelley, Marylia, Tri-Valley CARES 2-282
Kidder, Ray 2-300
King, Beverly 2-318
Lubovoski, Barry, Alameda County Trades Council 2-274
Maxwell, Jane 2-315
Miles, Bill 2-317
Miles Loulena, Tri-Valley CARES 2-285
Morgan, Jason, GreenLaw 2-279
Olin, Phyllis, Western States Legal Foundation 2-294
Ott, Jim, Livermore Chamber of Commerce 2-292
Perner, Mary, Tri-Valley CARES 2-272
Piper, Josh, GreenLaw 2-277
Rachel, Fran, Grandmothers for Peace 2-296
Rea, Paul 2-306
Reyes, Oscar 2-290
Sinclair, Alan 2-301
Sovejec, Sasha, GreenLaw 2-275
Thomas, Dennis 2-299
Thornton, James 2-291
Van de Brooke, Tomi, Rebuild California 2-298
Wright, Armin 2-302
April 27, 2004 — Livermore, CA, Evening Session 2-329 — 2-392
Akacich, Buddy, Tri-Valley CARES 2-335
Barber, Rachel, Tri-Valley CARES 2-377
Brechin, Vernon, Tri-Valley CARES 2-384
Browning, Virginia 2-357
Bruner, Eva 2-361
Cabanne, Donna, Sierra Club 2-341
Candell, Marlene 2-347
Cuddy, Gayle 2-332
DeVinney, Jean 2-349
Ender, Michael 2-382
Ericson, Stephanie, Tri-Valley CARES 2-379
Frisch, JoAnn, Tri-Valley CARES 2-373
Gould, Bob, Physicians for Social Responsibility 2-351
Graf, Daniel 2-349
Hartmann, Maureen, Circle of Concern 2-359
Ipsen, Avaren 2-360
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TABLE 1.3-3.—Index of Attendees at Public Hearings that Presented Comments
(continued)

Public Hearing Speakers Document Page Number
April 27, 2004 — Livermore, CA-Evening Session (continued) 2-329 — 2-392
Keehn, Suzanne 2-343
Kelley, Marylia, Tri-Valley CARES 2-375
Kelly, Stephen, Tri-Valley CARES 2-372
King, Donald 2-329
Larken, Don 2-362
Liebman, Matthew 2-355
Marin, Lynda, Santa Cruz WIT 2-364
Morgan, Jason, GreenLaw 2-369
Moyer, Lucille 2-338
Piper, Josh, GreenLaw 2-368
Russell, Bob 2-371
Sajovic, Sasha 2-366
Schleis, Gus 2-361
Shaw, Laura 2-337
Smith, Jerry 2-346
Sorgen, Phoebe 2-387
Sutton, Patrice, Western States Legal Foundation 2-389
Steinberg, Leah 2-344
Veiluva, Mike 2-385
Wildwood, Annie 2-333
April 28, 2004 — Tracy, CA-Afternoon Session 2-393 — 2-426
Aguirre, Ena, Tri-Valley CARES 2-416
Bailey, Gary 2-416
Bakewell, Grant, Fellowship of Reconciliation 2-414
Bliss, Virginia 2-394
Courtright, Caroline 2-396
Dorabji, Tara, Tri-Valley CARES 2-403
Eldredge, Lynnette 2-418
Fries, Marj, Connections-Peace & Justice Network San Joaquin County 2-421
Huntoon, Suzanne 2-409
Kearns, Josh 2-420
Kelley, Marylia, Tri-Valley CARES 2-400
Kuczora, Carol 2-398
Marraco, Richard 2-395
Miles, Loulena, Tri-Valley CARES 2-406
Schmidt, Mike 2-399
Schwartz, Sandra, AFSC 2-422
Seymour, Gail 2-417
Strauss, Peter 2-413
April 28, 2004 — Tracy, CA-Evening Session 2-427 — 2-448
Condy, Alexis 2-446
de Groot, Ria, Pax Christi 2-429
Fretter, Travis 2-443
Getty, Greg, Nuremberg Actions 2-430
Green, Shirley 2-444
Janes, Shelby, Peace Action 2-443
Kelley, Marylia, Tri-Valley CARES 2-434
Larkin, Don 2-441
LeVeck, Paula 2-428
Moore, Patricia, Tri-Valley CARES 2-431
Rieger, Gail 2-440
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LLNL SW/SPEIS

TABLE 1.3-3.—Index of Attendees at Public Hearings that Presented Comments

(continued)

Public Hearing Speakers Document Page Number
April 28, 2004 — Tracy, CA-Evening Session (continued) 2-427 — 2-448
Sarvey, Bob 2-437
Turoff, Bernice, California Womens’ Agenda 2-427
April 30, 2004 — Washington, DC 2-449 — 2-473
Bridgman, Jim, Alliance for Nuclear Accountability 2-468
D’Arrigo, Diane, NIRS 2-471
LaLand, llene, Rhythm Workers Union 2-450
Leventhal, Paul, Nuclear Control Institute 2-452
Makhijani, Arjun, IEER 2-459
Miles, Loulena, Tri-Valley CARES 2-461
Paine, Christopher, NRDC 2-464
Samson, Victoria, Center for Defense Information 2-457

TABLE 1.3-4.—Index of Commentors, Private Individuals

Commentor Information

Document Page Number

A High School Student

A Livermore Employee who lives in Tracy, California
Aaland, Hans

Aaland, Hans

Aaland, Hans

Aaland, Hans

Aaland, Hans

Aaland, Hans

Abrahamson, Carl C.

Allen, Karen, Concord, CA
Anderson, Carl, Oakland, CA
Anderson, Carl N., Oakland, CA
Anonymous 1

Anonymous 2

Anonymous 3

Anonymous 4

Balestreri, Joe, Oakland, CA
Barrett867 (e-mail moniker)

Bauer, Peter, Santa Cruz, CA

Bault, William, Nevada City, CA
Baxter, Alex

Bell, Pastor Bonnie, Scotts Valley, CA
Berkey, Andrea and Family, Livermore, CA
Billings, Susan, El Cerrito, CA

Bock, Jim

Bohn, Diana, Berkeley, CA

Booth, Elaine, Irvine, CA

Boudreau, Drew, Santa Ana, CA
Bough, Patricia

Bournique, Roger

Bournique, Roger

Bouyea, Lauren D., Muir Beach, CA
Bowman, Margaret

Boydston, Stanley, Stanley, CA
Brazil, Mike

Brechin, Vernon, Mountain View, CA

2-2
2-2
2-3
2-5
2-5
2-8
2-9
2-10
2-11
2-13
2-18
2-19
2-20
2-20
2-22
2-24
2-25
2-25
2-26
2-26
2-27
2-27
2-28
2-28
2-32
2-33
2-33
2-34
2-34
2-35
2-35
2-36
2-36
2-37
2-38
2-39
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TABLE 1.3—-4.—Index of Commentors, Private Individuals (continued)

Commentor Information

Document Page Number

Brechin, Vernon, Mountain View, CA
Brooke, Lindsay

Browning, Virginia, Oakland, CA
Buchanan, Pat

Buck, Constance E., Portland, OR
Bunting, Daralen, Albuquerque, NM
Cadotte, Blanche

Campaign Letter 1

Campaign Letter 2

Campaign Letter 3

Candell, Marlene, Berkeley, CA
Casey, Donald

Cato, Julia, Berkeley, CA

Conable, Sherry, Santa Cruz, CA
Congress, Laura, Palo Alto, CA
Courtright, Caroline, Grass Valley, CA
Courtright, Caroline, Grass Valley, CA
Cousino, Val, San Jose, CA

Darr, Norma, Venice, CA
Dayaneni, Gopal, Berkeley, CA
deBellis, Tony, Danville, CA
Dennis, Amy, Ojai, CA

DeVinney, Jean, Oakland, CA
Dionisi, David, San Francisco, CA
Donahue, Peggy and Mike
Drebmeir, Peter, Palo Alto, CA
Duane, Judy

Duane, Judy

Duncan, Susan, Oakland, CA
Dunham, Rodger, Grass Valley, CA
Dust, Ernest and Arline, Livermore, CA
Eiseley, Jane, Berkeley, CA
Eiseley, Jane, Berkeley, CA
Elhayek, Jalal, Santa Cruz, CA
Ellis, Rob, Nederland, CO

Ericson, Stephanie

Ferneau, Jo, Sausalito, CA

Fischer, Bernice, Los Altos, CA
Fisher, Helen M., Bend, OR
Fitzmauriel, Anne

Forrest, Elizabeth, Tracy, CA
Fountain, Aimee

Fouts, Vickie

Garrison, Richard, Stone Mountain, CA
Gass, Michael

Gilbert, Carol, Alderson, WV
Gould, Jeff, Alameda, CA

Graf, Daniel, Sunnyvale, CA
Graham, Kellie, Berkeley, CA
Griffin, Annie, Monterey, CA
Guffey, John

Hamlett, Catherine

Hamstring, Vance

2-40
2-52
2-52
2-53
2-53
2-54
2-55
2-60
2-62
2-64
2-64
2-65
2-66
2-81
2-85
2-86
2-86
2-87
2-88
2-88
2-89
2-89
2-92
2-93
2-93
2-94
2-94
2-95
2-96
2-96
2-97
2-99
2-100
2-100
2-101
2-101
2-105
2-107
2-107
2-108
2-108
2-109
2-109
2-112
2-112
2-113
2-113
2-114
2-116
2-151
2-153
2-155
2-155
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TABLE 1.3—-4.—Index of Commentors, Private Individuals (continued)

Commentor Information

Document Page Number

Harold, Gary S., Aptos, CA

Hartono, Carmen, Oakland, CA
Heffernan, Betty, Hayward, CA

Hirt, James, Pleasanton, CA

Ho, Esther M., Hayward, CA
Houston, Betty S., Davis, CA

Hudson, Jackie, Adelanto, CA
Huntoon, Siri

Illegible name

Intrator, Joan, San Francisco, CA
Ipsen, Avaren, Berkeley, CA

Israel, Carolyn

J., Shelby

Jackson, Janet F., Windsor, CA

Joan

Judge, Jane

Junell, Greg, San Luis Obispo, CA
Kate-Turner, Janis, Livermore, CA
Katz, Joanna, Berkeley, CA

Kendrick, Daniel, Pleasanton, CA
Kent, Stephen, Garrison, NY

Kidder, Dr. Ray E., Pleasanton, CA
King, Beverly

King, Donald F., Livermore, CA
Klitz, William, Berkeley, CA
Kozanitas, Cheryl, San Mateo, CA
Kuczora, Carol, Grass Valley, CA
Kuczora, Carol, Grass Valley, CA
Labriola, Kathy, Berkeley, CA

Lang, Michael, Berkeley, CA

Larkin, Don

Lasciak, Valerie, Santa Cruz, CA

Lea, Meri

Logan, Yvonne, St. Louis, MO
Lonhart, Julia

Lonzarich, Adriane, San Mateo, CA
Ludwig-Goeman, Karen, Livermore, CA
Lytle, Jackie

MacDougall, John, Lowell, MA
MacKinnon, Fr. Donald, CSsR, Berkeley, CA
Makhijani, Arjun, Ph.D., Washington, DC
Manley, James, Berkeley, CA

Manley, James, Berkeley, CA
Markman, Leona

Marks, Diane D., Bass Lake, CA
Marquis, Louise, Berkeley, CA
Martin, John W., Thousand Palms, CA
Maybury, John, Pacifica, CA
McCann, Katherine, Hillsborough, CA
McCauley, Jacqueline, La Miranda, CA
McFadden, Ray, San Francisco, CA
McGee, Claire, Portland, OR
McGovern, Shirley, Laguna Woods, CA

2-156
2-157
2-157
2-158
2-158
2-159
2-160
2-160
2-161
2-161
2-162
2-163
2-164
2-165
2-165
2-166
2-166
2-167
2-168
2-168
2-169
2-171
2-172
2-174
2-174
2-175
2-177
2-177
2-179
2-179
2-180
2-182
2-183
2-188
2-188
2-189
2-189
2-190
2-191
2-191
2-192
2-193
2-194
2-195
2-197
2-197
2-199
2-199
2-200
2-200
2-201
2-201
2-202
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TABLE 1.3—-4.—Index of Commentors, Private Individuals (continued)

Commentor Information

Document Page Number

McNulty, Robin, Palo Alto, CA
Menteer, Eileen, Mountain View, CA
Miles, Del

Moeller, Rebecca

Moon, Donald W.

Moore, Charles V., Laguna Woods, CA
Moore, Patricia, Livermore, CA
Mueller, Lynn, Berkeley, CA

Murray, Sarah

Namperumal, Srihari, Berkeley, CA
Nielsen, David, Mountain View, CA
Nordlund, James M.

Oldfather, Jonathan, San Anselmo, CA
Osman, Jeffrey, Santa Cruz, CA
Palmer, Janet L., Livermore, CA
Pardee, Thomas and Marjorie, Davis, CA
Perdomo, Cristina

Perry, Diana, Berkeley, CA

Pollock, Anneliese, Palo Alto, CA
Portis, Leal

Postcard Campaign

Priebat, Martha K., Pleasanton, CA
Raycraft, Susan, Lockwood, CA
Reddy, Ajay

Reid, Heather, Martinez, CA

Reim, Nancy

Rendon, Mark, Berkeley, CA

Rentz, Tanya, Grass Valley, CA
Reynolds, Joan, Ludlow, WA

Ricker, Jr., T.G., Mountain View, CA
Riley, George, Pacific Grove, CA
Riverwoman, Barbara

Rothenberg, P.E., Keith, Livermore, CA
Sarvey, Bob

Savage, Matt

Sawyer, Kathryn S., Oakland, CA
Schleis, Gus, Berkeley, CA
Schneider, David, Berkeley

Schwartz, Elaine G., Santa Cruz, CA
Seitz, Ann, Hayward, CA

Shaw, Laura, San Jose, CA

Sieck, Daryl, Berkeley, CA

Siino, Sabrina

Siskind, Erica, Berkeley, CA

Siskind, Erica, Berkeley, CA

Soske, Julie, Ojai, CA

Spann, Mark, Seattle, WA

Sroufer, Becky, Sacramento, CA
Stanislawsky, Ann L., Santa Cruz, CA
Sterner, Andrea, Clifton, VA
Stevenson, Bill and Maria, Davis, CA
Stevenson, Martin, Santa Barbara, CA
Stocking, Dale E., Stockton, CA

2-202
2-208
2-208
2-210
2-210
2-211
2-211
2-213
2-218
2-219
2-235
2-235
2-253
2-253
2-258
2-258
2-259
2-261
2-266
2-267
2-268
2-268
2-475
2-477
2-477
2-478
2-478
2-479
2-479
2-481
2-482
2-482
2-483
2-484
2-488
2-489
2-489
2-490
2-491
2-492
2-493
2-494
2-496
2-497
2-497
2-501
2-502
2-503
2-504
2-505
2-506
2-506
2-507
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TABLE 1.3—-4.—Index of Commentors, Private Individuals (continued)

Commentor Information Document Page Number
Stone, Richard E. 2-507
Strauss, Peter M. 2-508
Sultar, Joanne, Berkeley, CA 2-511
Sumrall, Amber, Coverdale, Soquel, CA 2-511
Sutton, Patrice, M.P.H., San Francisco, CA 2-513
Thomas, Dennis, Pleasant Hill, CA 2-523
Thompson, Bill and June, Bayside, CA 2-523
Thompson, John, Carmel, CA 2-524
Thompson, June, Bayside, CA 2-524
Tobin, Bryndis 2-525
Torres, Zoe Marie, San Francisco, CA 2-525
Vernieu, Peggy, Berkeley, CA 2-573
Vince 2-574
Wahrer, Carol, Livermore, CA 2-575
Weil, Janet, Concord, CA 2-577
Weinstein, Bonnie, San Francisco, CA 2-577
Wenninger, James and Janet, Oakland, CA 2-579
White, Danielle 2-586
Wieder, Mark, Berkeley, CA 2-590
Wilson, Beth, Davis, CA 2-590
Woodcock, Charlene, Berkeley, CA 2-591
Woodcock, Charlene M., Berkeley, CA 2-591
Wysel, Lisa 2-592
Young, Kathryn, Berkeley, CA 2-595

TABLE 1.3-5.—Index of Commentors, Organizations, and Public Officials

Document
Commentor Information Page
Number
Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District,

Jim Horen, Pleasanton, CA 2-11
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability, John Bridgman, Washington, DC 2-14
American Friends Service Committee, Sandra Schwartz, Peace Education Coordinator 2-15
Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League, Louis A. Zeller, Glendale Springs, CA 2-29
California Air Resources Board, Research Division, Bart E. Croes, P.E., Chief, Sacramento,

CA 2-56
California Energy Commission, Robert L. Therkelsen, Executive Director, Sacramento, CA 2-56
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region,

Susan Timm, Site 300 Remedial Project Manager, Rancho Cordova, CA 2-58
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region,

Naomi Feger, Remedial Project Manager, Oakland, CA 2-59
Center for Defense Information, Victoria Samson, Research Analyst, Washington, DC 2-66
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board,

Susan Timm, Project Manager, Rancho Cordova 2-67
Citizens for Alternatives to Chemical Contamination, Kay Cumbow, Chairperson, Lake, Ml 2-67
City of Livermore, Marshall Kamena, Mayor, Livermore, CA 2-70
City of Santa Cruz, Scott Kennedy, Santa Cruz, CA 2-74
Coalition for a Safe Lab, Mary Wulf, Hamilton, MT 2-74
Committee to Minimize Toxic Waste, Pamela Sihyola, Co-Chair, Berkeley, CA 2-76
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety, Amy Williams, Media Network Coordinator, Santa

Fe, NM 2-83
Department of California Highway Patrol, D.O. Helmick, Commissioner, Sacramento, CA 2-90
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TABLE 1.3-5.—Index of Commentors, Organizations, and Public Officials (continued)

Commentor Information DRUIIETE (PE3
Number
Department of Toxic Substances Control, Paul E. Ruffin, P.E., Supervising Hazardous

Substances Engineer |, Sacramento, CA 2-91
Economic Development Alliance for Business, Bruce Kern, Executive Director,

Oakland, CA 2-98
Fellowship of Reconciliation, Grant Bakewell, Chaplain and Facilitator, Sacramento

Valley Chapter, Oakland, CA 2-103
Grandparents for Peace of Rossmoor, Robert Hanson 2-117
Gray Panthers of Marin, Louise Aldrich, Co-Convenor, San Rafael, CA 2-117
GreenLaw, University of Washington School of Law, Seattle, WA 2-118
Green Party USA, Don Fitz 2-151
Livermore Chamber of Commerce, Jim Ott, Livermore, CA 2-186
Medact, Dr. E. Waterston, London, UK 2-203
Natural Resources Defense Council, Christopher Paine, Senior Nuclear Program

Analyst, Charlottesville, VA 2-220
Natural Resources Defense Council, Nuclear Program, Christopher Paine, Senior

Analyst, Charlottesville, VA 2-223
Natural Resources Defense Council, Matthew McKinzie, Ph.D.,

Staff Scientist, Washington, DC 2-230
Nevada Desert Experience, May F. Schultz, Outreach Coordinator, Oakland, CA 2-233
Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, David Krieger, President, and Justine Wang, Research

and Advocacy Coordinator, Santa Barbara, CA 2-237
Nuclear Control Institute, Paul Levanthal, President, Washington, DC 2-239
Nuclear Control Institute, Paul Levanthal, President, Washington, DC 2-239
Nuclear Information and Resource Service, Diane D’ Arrigo, Washington, DC 2-244
Nuclear Watch of New Mexico, Jay Coghlan 2-247
Nuremberg Actions, Greg Getty, Pittsburg, CA 2-250
Nuremberg Actions, Greg Getty, Pittsburg, CA 2-250
Office of Peace, Justice, and Care of Creation, Dominican Sisters of Mission San Jose,

CA, Stella Goodpasture, Oakland, CA 2-251
Physicians for Social Responsibility, Robert M. Gould, MD, President, Berkeley, CA 2-261
Physicians for Social Responsibility, Robert K. Musil, Ph.D., M.P.H.,

Washington, DC 2-264
Rich Buckley Realty, Rich Buckley, Livermore, CA 2-480
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, Naomi L. Feger, Remedial

Project Manager, Oakland, CA 2-484
Sierra Club, Tri-Valley Regional Group, Donna Cabanne, Pleasanton, CA 2-495
Snake River Alliance, Jeremy M. Maxand, Boise, ID 2-498
State of California, Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse, Sacramento, CA 2-504
Taxpayers for Common Sense, Austin Clemens, Washington, DC 2-515
The Magic Carpet, Eileen Jorgensen, Nevada City, CA 2-516
The RadioActivist Campaign (TRAC), Norm Buske 2-516
Tracy Region Alliance for a Quality Community 2-526
Tri-Valley CAREs, Loulena Miles, Staff Attorney, Livermore, CA 2-526
Tri-Valley CAREs, Marylia Kelley, Livermore, CA 2-527
Tri-Valley CAREs, Marylia Kelley, Livermore, CA 2-528
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, Naomi L. Feger, Remedial

Project Manager, Oakland, CA 2-484
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TABLE 1.3-5.—Index of Commentors, Organizations, and Public Officials (continued)

Commentor Information DOEUIETE PEER
Number

Tri-Valley CAREs, Marylia Kelley, Livermore, CA 2-529
Tri-Valley CAREs, Livermore, CA 2-531
U.S. Department of the Interior, Patricia Sanderson Port, Regional Environmental

Officer, Oakland, CA 2-563
U.S. Department of Peace Coalition, Prof. Marjorie Zamora and

Peacemakers Action Coalition, Alan Sinclair 2-563
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Lisa B. Hanf, Manager, Federal Activities

Office, San Francisco, CA 2-564
U.S. Senate, Barbara Boxer, U.S. Senator, Washington, DC 2-572
Western States Legal Foundation and the Lawyers Committee for Nuclear Policy,

Andrew Lichterman, Program Director, Oakland, CA 2-579
Western States Legal Foundation, Phyllis Olin, Esg., President of the Board,

Oakland, CA 2-585

TABLE 1.3-6.—Signatories to Campaign Letter 1

List of Signatories — Campaign Letter 1
(Sample Document Page Number 2-60

Acosta, Patricia, San Francisco, CA
Acquista, Susan, Santa Barbara, CA
Agosta, Sharrel, Arcadia, CA
Aguilar, Felix, Long Beach, CA
Allebe, Adrienne, Long Beach, CA
Allen, Bridget, Santa Barbara, CA
Alliot, Emmanuel, San Ramon, CA
Alpert-Sandler, Blair, San Francisco, CA
Anant, Birjinder

Anderson, John H., San Diego, CA
Arbuckle, Nancy, Redwood City, CA
Aronoff, Shelley, Los Angeles, CA
Arsenault, Wendy, Capitola, CA
Atchison, Jasmine, Alameda, CA

Aul, David, Los Angeles, CA

Bade, Anne, Berkeley, CA
Baeuchene, Kate, Santa Monica, CA
Bailey, Charmaine, San Francisco, CA
Bains, Betty, Glendale, CA

Baldwin, Suzanne, Fremont, CA
Baloun, Karel, Orinda, CA

Banzhaf, Desiree, Santa Cruz, CA
Banzhaf, Joyce, Santa Cruz, CA
Barnard, Irene, San Francisco, CA
Bartulovich, Joan Backus, El Cerrito, CA
Bates, Angela, Santa Barbara, CA
Beadman, Nick, San Luis Obispo, CA
Beall, Dennis, Cazadero, CA

Belisle, Mavis, Panhandle, TX

Bell, Cheryl, Culver City, CA
Bennett, Alice J., South Pasadena, CA
Berg, Douglas, San Jose, CA

Berg, Ricardo U., Los Angeles, CA
Bertulis, Nik, Oakland, CA

Bess, Mary, San Mateo, CA

Bethany

Bettencourt, Gilda, San Francisco, CA
Beverly, Parrish, Oakland, CA

Biggs, John, Ojai, CA

Binckley, Charles, Richmond, CA
Bleu, Roland

Blosdale, Christine, North Hollywood, CA
Blumberg, Marc, Santa Cruz, CA
Bojorquez, Kathryn, Los Angeles, CA
Borrego, Coleen, Davis, CA

Bouton, Pauline, Los Angeles, CA
Bowman, Katherine, Berkeley, CA
Boydston, Stanley, Santa Barbara, CA
Brackett, Alan, Los Angeles, CA
Brady, Theresa, Chatsworth, CA
Breiby, Wendy, Tisbury, MA
Briones, Elena, Los Angeles, CA
Brown, Margaret, Arcata, CA

Brown, Tom, Santa Monica, CA
Buerkle, Melanie, Ventura, CA
Buice, Charles, Berkeley, CA
Bunstock, Stuart, Davis, CA

Burke, Elizabeth, Oak View, CA
Burkey, Doug, Point Arena, CA
Burkey, Jedediah, Santa Clara, CA
C.R., Berkeley, CA

C.S., Berkeley, CA

Caindec, Cara, San Rafael, CA
Callan, Sean, Pacifica, CA

Cameron, Ethan, Nevada City, CA
Carroll, Sharon, Santa Barbara, CA
Carter, Channing, Santa Barbara, CA
Casey, Charles, Morgan Hill, CA
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TABLE 1.3-6.—Signatories to Campaign Letter 1 (continued)

List of Signatories — Campaign Letter 1
(Sample Document Page Number 2-60)

Castelli, Emily, Berkeley, CA
Cayton, Sheila, Santa Cruz, CA
Chace, Cindy, Santa Cruz, CA
Childs, Courtney, Carmel, CA
Christianson, Kathleen, Valencia, CA
Chyou, Shang-Woo, Oak Park, CA
Clarke, Marilyn, Danville, CA
Claycomb, Andrew, Los Angeles, CA
Coale, Ruth, Los Altos, CA

Cohen, David, Tarzana, CA

Cory, Joya, San Francisco, CA
Cothes, Gail, Capitola, CA

Cowan, Barry, Santa Monica, CA
Cox, William, Morgan Hill, CA

CR, Berkeley, CA

Craig, Carrie, Santa Cruz, CA

CS, Berkeley, CA

Cullimore, Holliday, Berkeley, CA
Cutler, Gregory, Los Angeles, CA
Cuyugan, Vivena, San Francisco, CA
Daane, Jack, San Mateo, CA

de Anelis, Fusako, Berkeley, CA
del’Giudice, Janet, Santa Barbara, CA
Denny, Wendy, Sebastopol, CA
Depew, Joan, Pasadena, CA
Detwiler, Winifred, Sacramento, CA
Dietlin, Therese, Los Angeles, CA
Dimillo, Jean, San Francisco, CA
Dishion, Catherine, Santa Barbara, CA
Dobrowolski, Rafal, San Diego, CA
Domenzain, Alejandra, Los Angeles, CA
Dorabji, Sohrab, Santa Rosa, CA
Dorabji, Tara, Livermore, CA
Dourley, Kathleen, Claremont, CA
Dowd, Dristine, Aptos, CA

Edgar, Elaine, Sacramento, CA
Eldredge, Lynnette, Nevada City, CA
Ellison, George, San Diego, CA
Elsdon, Linda, Danville, CA

Elsdon, Ron, Danville, CA
Englander, Claire, Oakland, CA
Enright, Mary, Grass Valley, CA
Epps, Jennifer, Milwaukee, WI
Ercolani, Henry, Long Beach, CA
Evjion, Virginia, Kensington, CA
Fairfield, Mary Eaton, Oakland, CA
Fani, Natali, Silver Spring, MD
Fargey, Emy, Santa Barbara, CA
Farrell, Patricia, San Francisco, CA
Festo, Gregory, Simi Valley, CA
Finn, Daniel, Los Angeles, CA
Fischer, Doug, Santa Barbara, CA
Fishman, Mary, Berkeley, CA

Fitzpatrick, Tom, Los Angeles, CA
Foisie, Greg, Lancaster, CA
Fontenot, Rodney, Los Angeles, CA
Foss, Janice, El Cerrito, CA

Foster, Claudia, Venice, CA

Fox, Noah, Berkeley, CA

Frankel, Seth, Los Angeles, CA
Fung, Sherman, Pasadena, CA
Gaeta, Michael, San Jose, CA
Galieti, Ronald J., San Diego, CA
Garberpro, David, Pasadena, CA
Garcia, Michael J., Huntington Beach, CA
Gardner, Jon, Mill Valley, CA
Garelick, Avi, Berkeley, CA
Glasgow, Hamidah, Los Angeles, CA
Gonzélez, Rafael J., Berkeley, CA
Gordon, Malcolm, Marina del Rey, CA
Gorin, Shlomit, San Francisco, CA
Gotvald, Mark, Pleasant Hill, CA
Grace, Cindee, Eureka, CA

Graham, Kimberley, Coronado, CA
Granda, Melosa, Los Agneles, CA
Granda, Melosa, Los Angeles, CA
Green, Douglas, Sherman Oaks, CA
Greene, Richard, Seaside, CA
Greenfield, Deborah, Sylmar, CA
Griffin, Rebecca, Berkeley, CA
Griswold, Elizabeth, Carlsbad, CA
Grunbaum, Dorien, Los Angeles, CA
Guffey, John, Estes Park, CO

Guice, Jill, Berkeley, CA

Guy, Darien, Campbell, CA
Guzzetta, Steve, San Jose, CA
Gwinn, Deanne, Soledad, CA

Haar, Eric, Oakland, CA

Hall, Sarah Jane, Burbank, CA

Hall, William, Palo Alto, CA
Hallidy, Shelli, Carlsbad, CA
Hanson, Nancy, Topanga, CA
Harary, Carla, Los Angeles, CA
Hardack, Richard, Berkeley, CA
Harman, R. Michael, Palo Alto, CA
Harper, Jeana, Nambour, Queensland
Harradine, Gabrielle, Los Angeles, CA
Harrison, Francesca, Altadena, CA
Harrison, Joseph, Oakland, CA
Harrison, Norma J.F., Berkeley, CA
Hartsough, David, San Francisco, CA
Haskins, John, Castroville, CA
Hatfield, Richard, Palo Alto, CA
Haugan, Janice, Berkeley, CA
Hawkins, Tyler, Davis, CA

Henson, Brad, Los Angeles, CA
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TABLE 1.3-6.— Signatories to Campaign Letter 1 (continued)

List of Signatories — Campaign Letter 1
(Sample Document Page Number 2-60)

Heyward, J.L., San Francisco, CA
Hiser, Julia, Santa Cruz, CA
Hofmann, Daniel, Newport Beach, CA
Honey, Helen, Santa Cruz, CA
Horstmann, Melanie, Santa Cruz, CA
Hull, Hazel, Goleta, CA

Hulsman, Maryann, Davis, CA

Hyde, Jane, Orinda, CA

Irvine, Marion, San Rafael, CA
Irving, Bruce, San Francisco, CA
Israel, James, Sacramento, CA
Jackson, Phyllis, Glendale, CA
Jacobson, Dana, Aptos, CA

James, Barbara and Phil, Claremont, CA
James, LeeAnn, Mountain View, CA
Jameson, Brigita, Sherman Oaks, CA
Jantzen, Carell, Santa Barbara, CA
Jess, Maura, Goleta, CA

Johnson, Marta, Mokelumne Hill, CA
Johnston, Alison, San Francisco, CA
Johnston, Jill, San Antonio, TX

Joi, Suzanne, Berkeley, CA

Jones, Georja, Santa Monica, CA
Jones, Gerald, Sherman Oaks, CA
Kalins, David, Richmond, CA

Katz, Michael, Berkeley, CA
Kaufman, Katherine, Los Angeles, CA
Kealey, Melissa, Berkeley, CA
Kellett, Jessica, Tiburon, CA

Kelly, Carol, Oakland, CA

Kendrick, Daniel, Pleasanton, CA
Kerr, Joshua, Los Angeles, CA

King, Shawn, Davis, CA

Kinne, Anne, Arcata, CA

Kitwana, Ajamu, New York, NY
Klecker, Janet, Sonoma, CA
Kleinhans, Penelope, Scotts Valley, CA
Klusman, Eric, Los Angeles, CA
Kluter, Andrew, Berkeley, CA
Knight, James, Los Angeles, CA
Koivisto, Ellen, San Francisco, CA
Korzen, Katie, Reseda, CA

Kramer, Nancy, San Francisco, CA
Kramer, Nora, San Francisco, CA
Krupnik, Tim, Davis, CA

Kvammen, John, Pasadena, CA

La Chance, Christine, Summerland, CA
Laiti, Jared, Santa Rosa, CA

Lamotte, Diane, Aptos, CA
Lancelotlotti, Peter, Los Angeles, CA
Lang, E., Oakland, CA

Langan, Mark, San Francisco, CA
Lapides, Jeffrey, Sierra Madre, CA

Lasciak, Valerie, Santa Cruz, CA
Leary, Marjean, St. Paul, MN

Lee, Susan, Palo Alto, CA

Legacki, Wendy, Los Angeles, CA
Lehr, Jennifer, Topanga, CA
Lemone, Susan, Los Angeles, CA
Lerner, Lora, Santa Cruz, CA

Lewis, Debra, Richmond, CA

Lewis, Marvin, Philadelphia, PA
Lierheimer, Lance, Oakland, CA
Lilly, Heather, Venice, CA

Lind, Pedro, Oakland, CA

Lista, Cassandra, Santa Rosa, CA
Loft, Lindsay, Davis, CA

Long, Travis, Monterey, CA

Lopez, Natalia, Washington, DC
Lopez-Balbontin, Adrian, Santa Monica, CA
Lords, Erik, North Hollywood, CA
Loren, Giselle, Los Angeles, CA
Lorenzo, Lori, Oakland, CA
Lunsford, Jessica, Carpinteria, CA
Lusgarden, Steve, Santa Cruz, CA
Maclain, Adrienne, Goleta, CA
Magruder, Graeme, Northridge, CA
Mahan, James, West Hollywood, CA
Mahan, Jodi, Felton, CA

Mak, Karin, Monterey Park, CA
Malouf, Patricia, Burbank, CA
Markley, Karen, Laguna Niguel, CA
Markman, Leona, Aptos, CA

Marks, Todd, Pasadena, CA

Markus, Mark, Garden Grove, CA
Marr, Patrick, Santa Barbara, CA
Marshall, Patricia, Pacific Grove, CA
Mastramico, Lisa, Santa Cruz, CA
Maxand, Jeremy, Boise, ID
MccCarthy, Cindy, Santa Rosa, CA
McCorkle, Locke, Palo Alto, CA
McCourt, Linda, Belmont, CA
McDonald, Alexandra, Occidental, CA
McDonald, Lucy, Pleasanton, CA
McDonald, Mary Ann, Sacramento, CA
McGinnis, Patrick, Twain harte, CA
McHarg, Cameron, Los Angeles, CA
Mclntosh, William, San Anselmo, CA
McKnight, Shoshanah, Santa Cruz, CA
Meckfessel, Tom, Pt. Reyes, CA
Meek, Justin, Los Angeles, CA
Meyers, Gabe, Oakland, CA
Michael, Wike, Studio City, CA
Miller, Leslie, Northridge, CA
Moeller, Michael, Los Angeles, CA
Mohr, Gregory, Santa Barbara, CA
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TABLE 1.3-6.— Signatories to Campaign Letter 1 (continued)

List of Signatories — Campaign Letter 1
(Sample Document Page Number 2-60)

Moran, Andrew, San Francisco, CA
Morin, Ed, Santa Barbara, CA
Nack, Jessica, Berkeley, CA

Nakai, Aaron, San Francisco, CA
Narey, Daniel, Santa Cruz, CA
Naylor, William, Topanga, CA
Newburgh, Tobin, Davis, CA
Nicholas, Madonna, Newark, CA
Nielson, Bridger, Los Angeles, CA
Nokes, Mark, Palo Alto, CA

Nolan, Kim, Waterford, CA
Nordlund, James M., Stockton, KS
Norsigian, Judy, Newton, MA
Nowak, Susan, Los Angeles, CA
Olson, Miles, Santa Rosa, CA
Orlando, Anne, Davis, CA

Osman, Jeffrey, Santa Cruz, CA
Owings, Sarah, Los Angeles, CA
Pacheco, Lorraine, Millbrae, CA
Pampalone, Barbara, Chatsworth, CA
Pann, Robert, Los Angeles, CA
Paolilli, Dena, Long Beach, CA
Parrish, Beverly, Oakland, CA
Partovi, Ali, San Francisco, CA
Pearson, Todd, Redondo Beach, CA
Pella, Philip, San Lorenzo, CA
Pendleton, Jenny, Altadena, CA
Perez, Rosenda, Santa Cruz, CA
Perner, Mary, Livermore, CA
Pierce, Carol, Ojai, CA

Platt, Ronald, Santa Cruz, CA
Plowright, Raina, Davis, CA

Port, Holly, Culver City, CA
Povill, Jon, Topanga, CA

Powers, Kristen, Katy, TX

Prola, Jim, San Leandro, CA
Puuohau-Pummill, Lenore, Hilo, HI
Rad, Kaveh, Oakland, CA
Rainville, Michelle, Santa Barbara, CA
Ramirez, Adam, Santa Barbara, CA
Randolph, Robin, Berkeley, CA
Rankow, Elizabeth, Oakland, CA
Rauh, Peter, Los Angeles, CA
Read, Michelle, San Bernardino, CA
Reagan, Gertrude, Palo Alto, CA
Reback, Mark, Los Angeles, CA
Renaker, Marilyn, Hyampom, CA
Reynolds, CJ, Burbank, CA

Rice, William, Santa Barbara, CA
Richards, Lawrence S., Lake Balboa, CA
Richmond, Simone, Oakland, CA
Rideout, Scott, Oakland, CA
Ritmit, Joshua, Pasadena, CA

Rocchio, Anne, West Hollywood, CA

Rood, Timothy, Piedmont, CA

Rosanelli, Donald, East Rutherford, NJ

Rosen, Jo-Anne, Petaluma, CA

Rosenberg, Laura, Ventura, CA

Rosenblum, Stephen, Palo Alto, CA

Rosenstein, Richard and Carolyn, Los Angeles,
CA

Ross, Marie, Vallejo, CA

Roth, Jean, Los Altos Hills, CA

Royse, Justin, Claremont, CA

Rundle, Robert, Studio City, CA

Ruth, Carol, Stanford, CA

Ruymaker, Ethel, Oakland, CA

Sackman, Mike and Family, Savage, MN

Salcido, Michael, Pinole, CA

Sall, Jeni, Descanso, CA

Salvato, Rosalie, Torrance, CA

Samsami, Farshid, Burlingame, CA

Sanchez, Ana, Newport Beach, CA

Sanders, Gary, Palo Alto, CA

Sands, Diane, Sierra Madre, CA

Santos, Brooke, Goleta, CA

Schaaf, Stephanie, Mountain View, CA

Scarpulla, Michael, Berkeley, CA

Scharlack, Meyer, Santa Cruz, CA

Scherb, Eva, Los Angeles, CA

Schoen, Lora, Walnut Creek, CA

Schoenstein, Cecilia, Fremont, CA

Schreck, Heather, Los Angeles, CA

Schrerb, Eva, Los Angeles, CA

Schwartz, Elaine G., Ph.D, Santa Cruz, CA

Semo, Todd, San Francisco, CA

Seymour, Paul, Aptos, CA

Shabazian-Clark, Karen, Walnut Creek, CA

Shafer, Brook, Santa Monica, CA

Sieck, David, Mokelumne Hill, CA

Sievers, Lori, Davis, CA

Simpson, David, Berkeley, CA

Sinclair, John, Petaluma, CA

Slater, Alice, New York, NY

Smiley, Susan, Goleta, CA

Smith, Paul, Oakland, CA

Smith, Sonja, Los Angeles, CA

Smith, Zeke, San Anselmo, CA

Snap, Frank, Oakland, CA

Snow, Scott, Oakland, CA

Snowber, Timothy, Camarillo, CA

Sobel, Valerie, Oakland, CA

Sollars, Chris, San Francisco, CA

Sonnenfeld, Josh, Santa Cruz, CA

Soost, Robert, Inverness, CA

Spann, Mark, Seattle, WA
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TABLE 1.3-6.— Signatories to Campaign Letter 1 (continued)

List of Signatories — Campaign Letter 1
(Sample Document Page Number 2-60)

Spatz, Tenley, San Francisco, CA Van Belleghem, Bridgit, Arroyo Grande, CA
Spear, Vanessa, San Francisco, CA Van Doren, Diana, Berkeley, CA
Sperry, Raphael, San Francisco, CA Vance, Aileen, Santa Cruz, CA
Spiegel, Sara, Redwood City, CA VanderZanden, Vanessa, Los Angeles, CA
Spiegel, Victor, Berkeley, CA Velazquez, Gerardo, Soquel, CA
Stambler, Deborah, Los Angeles, CA Vick, Julie, Los Angeles, CA
Steane, Catherine, Oakland, CA Vinit, Allen, San Rafael, CA

Steen, Alan, Napa, CA Visscher, William, Oakland, CA
Stein, Andrew, Davis, CA Vogel, Eric, Venice, CA
Steinberger, Joseph, San Francisco, CA Wallace, Holly, San Rafael, CA
Steiner, Neal, Los Angeles, CA Waller, Carolyn, Strathmore, CA
Stewart, Margaret Macdonald, Ketchum, 1D Waln, Kirk, Ventura, CA

Stocking, Arianne, San Rafael, CA Walters, Lawrence, Flagstaff, AZ
Stone, Helen, Bend, OR Walton, Joyce, Berkeley, CA
Stovall, Josephine, Santa Cruz, CA Wang, T.K., Los Angeles, CA
Strickland, Juila, Los Angeles, CA Wechsler, Curt, San Mateo, CA
Stucker, Nancy, Soquel, CA Weicker, Dorothy, Gualala, CA
Suh, Tony, Lafayette, CA Wenzlaff, Frederick, Los Angeles, CA
Suzuki, Lorraine, Los Angeles, CA Whisman, Jon, Long Beach, CA
Swanson, Roberta, Los Angeles, CA White, Steven, Spring Valley, NY
Swartz, Brianna, San Luis Obispo, CA Whitis, Van, Palo Alto, CA
Tallman, Molly, Berkeley, CA Williams, Amy, Santa Fe, NM
Taormina, Talma, Pacific Grove, CA Winslow, George, Capitola, CA
Tasi, Deanna, Albany, CA Wittenstein, Andreas, San Geronimo, CA
Taussig, Thomas, Richmond, CA Witty, Lora, North Hollywood, CA
Terrall, Ben, San Francisco, CA Woods, Alexandra, Soquel, CA
Terrill, K., Los Angeles, CA Wool, Abigale, Long Beach, CA
Terry, Elizabeth, Oakland, CA Worlow, Linda Lee, Claremont, CA
Thole, Tani, Santa Cruz, CA Wright, Lori, San Anselmo, CA
Thompson, Johanna, San Jose, Costa Rica Wright, Warren, Oakland, CA
Tichman, Nadya, Oakland, CA Wrye, Sriel, Los Angeles, CA
Toback, Dan, Los Angeles, CA Woysel, Lisa, Santa Barbara, CA
Tolberg, Adelaide, Kensington, CA Wysocki, Cheryl, Pasadena, CA
Tollefson, Donald, Encino, CA Wysocki, Tao, Davis, CA
Tremaine, Leonie, Oceanside, CA Yeretsian, Ojig, Oakland, CA
Troup, Dave, Fairfax, CA Young, Kathryn, Berkeley, CA
True, Patrick, Soquel, CA Young, Kristofer, Ojai, CA

Tucker, Laurel, Claremont, CA Young, Laurie, Los Angeles, CA
Tullius, Michael, Encino, CA Yundt, Scott, Berkeley, CA

Ulring, Karen, San Francisco, CA Zapeta, Jose, Oakland, CA

Unnold, Patrick, Brisbane, CA Zeiss, McKenzie, Irvine, CA

V., Bethany, Baltimore, MD Zeller, Rudy, El Sobrante, CA

Van Alen, Emily, La Verne, CA Zents, Amy, Davis, CA

Zylius, Patricia, Santa Cruz, CA
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TABLE 1.3-7.—Signatories to Campaign Letter 2

List of Signatories — Campaign Letter 2
(Sample Document Page Number 2-62)

Binkley, Thad L., Pleasanton, CA

California Communtities Against Toxics, Jane Williams, Rosamond, CA
Cantu, Katrina, San Diego, CA

Citizen Alert, Peggy Maze Johnson, Las Vegas, NV

Eichelberger, Serina

Greenpeace International, Tom Clements, Washington, DC
Hoffman, Brendan, Washington, DC

Kneeland, Suzy

Layborurn, Bob and Margaret

Laybourn, Dan

Laybourn, Jim

Laybourn, John

Laybourn, Royal

Lewis, Marvin, Philadelphia, PA

Livermore Conversion Project, Sherry Larson- Beville, Oakland, CA
Maxwell, Paul

Maxwell, Tat

McComb, Angela

Morearty, John, Ph.D

Peninsula Peace and Justice Center, Paul George, Palo Alto, CA
Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center, Erin Hamby, Boulder, CO
Texuria, Deborah M., Santa Cruz, CA

Walker, Sydney, Santa Rosa, CA

Wolff, Jesa, San Francisco, CA

Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom, Sandy Silver and Darien De Lu, Philadelphia, PA

Wulff, Mary, Hamilton, MT
Illegible name
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TABLE 1.3-8.—Signatories to Campaign Letter 3

List of Signatories — Campaign Letter 3
(Sample Document Page Number 2-64)

Alibrandi, Tom, Yuma, AZ
Beyea, Marsha, Santa Cruz, CA
Bloom, Jenica, Watsonville, CA
Branson, Joshua, Santa Cruz, CA
Cerza, Patrick, Watsonville, CA
Click, Stuart, Santa Cruz, CA
Dennis, Dusten, Santa Curz, CA
Derby, Kristin, Santa Cruz, CA
Entropo, Maia, Santa Cruz, CA
Fallon, Sharon, Santa Cruz, CA
Freeman, Susan, Santa Cruz, CA
Garrett, Marilyn, Aptos, CA
Gift, Joshua, Ben Lomond, CA
Goodman, Judith, Santa Cruz, CA
Grace, Marie, Santa Cruz, CA
Granat, Robert, Boulder Creek, CA
Hanson, Kendra, Capitola, CA
Israel, Carolyn, Santa Cruz, CA
Jardine, Phyllis, Pleasanton, CA
Jorson, Jennifer, Santa Cruz, CA
Kennedy, David, Foster City, CA
Kimel Family, Scotts Valley, CA
Maki, Linda, Menlo Park, CA

Morrison, Lisa, Santa Cruz, CA

O’Brian, Sandra, Felton, CA

Ojie, Semla, San Diego, CA

Posner, Micah, Santa Cruz, CA

Rees, Ruth S., Brookdale, CA

Ruderman, Lily, Santa Cruz, CA

Scott, Emily, Ardmore, PA

Sibley, Kevin, Boulder Creek, CA

Smith, Jeri Ann, Santa Cruz, CA

Smith, Jesse, Santa Cruz, CA

Smith, Zach, Santa Cruz, CA

Travis, Charles, Santa Cruz, CA

Wold, Eby, Big Sur, CA

Wylde, Gail, Santa Cruz, CA
Wylde-Lalamm, Cordelia, Santa Cruz, CA
Zarakov, Daniel, Los Gatos, CA
Zarakov, Eric, Los Gatos, CA

Illegible last name, Anne Marie, Santa Cruz, CA
Illegible last name, Sara, Santa Cruz, CA
Illegible last name, Scott, Duarte, CA
Illegible last name, Tony, Santa Cruz, CA
Illegible name, Aptos, CA

Illegible name, Los Gatos, CA
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TABLE 1.3-9.—Signatories to Campaign Postcard

List of Signatories — Campaign Postcard
(Sample Document Page Number 2-268)

Abranches, Johanna, Pleasanton, CA
Akacich, Buddy, San Ramon, CA
Alavara, Rolad, Livermore, CA
Alexander, Mary, Livermore, CA
Allen, Elise R., Livermore, CA
Allen, Jackey, Livermore, CA
Allen, Jamie, La Honda, CA
Allen, Kaleb C., Livermore, CA
Allen, Mary, Livermore, CA
Alvarado, Emily, Oakland, CA
Amezcua, Josefina, Santa Cruz, CA
Amiles, William, Philadelphia, PA
Anderson, Grant, Capitola, CA
Anderson, Lee, Oakland, CA
Anderson, Shante

Andrews, Evelyn, Frackville, PA
Angelo, Renafel, Livermore, CA
Anzelmo, Gene, Santa Cruz, CA
Ardez, Marta, Livermore, CA
Ardraghetto, Anne, Sacramento, CA
Arnold, Janet S., Oakland, CA
Arreaga, Daurina R., Stockton, CA
Atkinson, Carol, Livermore, CA
B., Karen, Fairfax, CA

Bailey, Jo Ann, Livermore, CA
Bair, Barbara, Altadena, CA
Bajas, Pat

Balls, Deborah, San Francisco, CA
Balto, Odena, Oakland, CA
Bannah, Margaret

Bannister, Kashia, Livermore, CA
Barbero, Joan, Livermore, CA
Barker, Jean E., Santa Rosa, CA
Barn, Troy, Petaluma, CA

Barnes, Kathryn

Barnhill, Susan, Sacramento, CA
Bate, Charles, Berkeley, CA
Beann, Maria, Pacifica, CA

Bell, Daphae L., Berkeley, CA
Bell, Rose, Grass Valley, CA
Bellins, Jesse, Livermore, CA
Bennell, Laura, Livermore, CA
Bennett, Taylor, Berkeley, CA
Bennett, Winifred B., Santa Barbara, CA
Best, Michele, Pleasanton, CA
Bettencourt, R. B., Livermore, CA
Betts, Rick, Sacramento, CA
Berger, Rose, R., Berkeley, CA
Berman, M., Pleasanton, CA
Bernardi, Gene, Berkeley, CA
Beville, Frank and Sherry, Oakland, CA
Bidori, Juliette A., Berkeley, CA

Billan, Carrie, Livermore, CA

Bishel, Helen, Colma, CA

Blair, Carolyn, Livermore, CA

Blass, Lucille, Carmichael, CA

Blijleur, Laura, San Francisco, CA

Bloompoutener, Judith, Santa Cruz, CA

Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League,
Glendale Spring, NC

Blushan, lllegible first name, Palo Alto, CA

Boeder, Denise, Livermore, CA

Boeder, Susan, Livermore, CA

Borrough, D., Dublin, CA

Bohn, Diana, Berkeley, CA

Boldock, Barbara, Monterey, CA

Bollock, Max and Margot, Belmont, CA

Bolnett, Eric, Santa Cruz, CA

Bosinger, Jean, Des Moines, IN

Bouscal, L.

Bowman, Connie, Sacramento, CA

Bowman, Margaret, Piedmont, CA

Brady, Susan, San Francisco, CA

Branchaud, Tone, Livermore, CA

Brant, Illegible first name, Pittsberg, CA

Braunstein, Lina, Petaluma, CA

Breen, Barbara, Livermore, CA

Brennan, G., Livermore, CA

Bressler, Jen, San Francisco, CA

Brown, Alden

Brown, Elizabeth, Kensington, CA

Brown, Julie M., Surfside, FL

Brunner, Eva, Santa Cruz, CA

Bucher, Anne Symens, Oakland, CA

Buck, Constance, Portland, OR

Buckley, Chris, San Francisco, CA

Buell, John, Sunnyvale, CA

Bullute, M., Dublin, CA

Buntz, David, Calistoga, CA

Burkhardt, Leonard B.

Burks, Paul, Santa Rosa, CA

Burnes, Marilyn, Palo Alto, CA

Burnt, Slone, Livermore, CA

Busher, Catherine

Byrd, Brenda, Livermore, CA

Cadotte, Blanche E., Patterson, CA

Cadwilader, Barbara, Oakland, CA

Calval, Renee, Livermore, CA

Candell, C., Berkeley, CA

Canham, Mary P., Oakland, CA

Canto, lllegible first name, Livermore, CA

Carey, Mary Lou, Oakland, CA

Carmen, Marg, Livermore, CA

Carmino, lllegible first name, San Francisco, CA
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TABLE 1.3-9.—Signatories to Campaign Postcard (continued)

List of Signatories — Campaign Postcard
(Sample Document Page Number 2-268)

Carreau, Lucille, Patterson, CA
Casey, Donald, Henderson, NV
Castillo, Paul, Livermore, CA
Cassell, Marie, Livermore, CA
Cato, Alice, Santa Cruz, CA

Catz, Randall, Livermore, CA
Cavalieri, Athena, Livermore, CA
Cavalieri, Lida, Livermore, CA
Cawytrell, Illegible first name, San Francisco, CA
Charger, Joyce L., Lincoln, CA
Chew, Thomas, J., Livermore, CA
Chopman, Adrian

Chong, Quck, Livermore, CA
Christensen, Dorothy, Valleijo, CA
Churchill, Julianne, Livermore, CA
Churna, Jill, Soquel, CA

Clark, Elaine, Stockton, CA

Clark, Sue, San Francisco, CA
Clavell, Lou, Livermore, CA
Cleland, Robert A., Wilmette, IL
Coates, Helen T., Altadena, CA
Cobase, Maria, Livermore, CA
Colbert, Mary K., Pleasanton, CA
Conable, Sherry, Santa Cruz, CA
Connell, Pat, Livermore, CA
Connor, Illegible first name, Livermore, CA
Contreras, Mauricie, Berkeley, CA
Cook, Cati, Nevada City, CA
Cooper, Debbie, Livermore, CA
Copeland, Paul, Ashland, OR
Copeland, Salina, Mountain View, CA
Cordtz, M., Pleasanton, CA
Cornwell, K., Davis, CA

Corts, Katherine G., Livermore, CA
Cox, Alice, Morgan Hill, CA
Creamer, David, Nevada City, CA
Cross, Carol, Redwood City, CA
Crowder, Carol, Livermore, CA
Crumpley, F. and E., Oakland, CA
Cruser, Richard, B., Walnut Creek, CA
Cuddy, Gayle, Livermore, CA
Cunningham, Ellen M., Fremont, CA
D., Katie, Livermore, CA
D’Amore, Shelley, Santa Cruz, CA
Dabresin, Karen, Berkeley, CA
Dagle, C., Livermore, CA

Dain, Ra, Belmont, CA

Davey, Ronald, San Francisco, CA
Davidson, Karen, Grass Valley, CA
Davidson, Sandra, Oakland, CA
Day, Charlotte, Livermore, CA
Dean, Glenn A,, Livermore, CA

DeBellis, Tony, Danville, CA
DeCaer, Shirley, Livermore, CA
DelJaegher, Veronique, San Geronimo, CA
Delanohue, Eddie, Carmichael, CA
Del auer, Betty, El Sobrante, CA
Delauer, Mary Lou, Oakland, CA
Deleon, R., Tracy, CA

Delgado, Maria I., Tracy, CA
Deluvartz, Martha, Soquel, CA
Denardo, Dana D., Livermore, CA
Desrosei, Victoria, Livermore, CA
Diagonal, Martha

Diaz, Joey, El Cerrito, CA

Diel, Chloe, Livermore, CA

Dieraf, Edward, San Francisco, CA
Dishong, Ellen, Livermore, CA
Domsiz, Connie, Livermore, CA
Dorabji, Tara, Livermore, CA
Dorais, Jason, Pleasant Hill, CA
Dotsen, Janette D., Oakland, CA
Draske, Karen A., Pleasanton, CA
Duddie, Kay, Livermore, CA
DuPrau, Dolly, Palo Alto, CA
Echerisna, P., San Francisco, CA
Edelman, Ann and Richard, Los Angeles, CA
Edy, MacGreger, Salinas, CA
Eicher, Carol Ann, Livermore, CA
Eisman, Beatrice, San Francisco, CA
Ellis, S., San Francisco, CA
Emshoff, Jeff, Felton, CA

Engel, Vicki, San Francisco, CA
Enger, Barbara, San Ramon, CA
Eniti, Barbara, H., Livermore, CA
Ericson, Stephanie, Dublin, CA
Fanslow, Barbara J., Sebastopol, CA
Favor, Rev. Judith L., Claremont, CA
Feldman, Ruth, Alamo, CA

Feliz, Donald, Sacramento, CA

Fels, Harrison, Grass Valley, CA
Fely, Elsie P., Sacramento, CA
Fendell, Corinne, San Francisco, CA
Fernandez, Luz, Livermore, CA
Fine, S., Fremont, CA

Finkel, Star, Pleasanton, CA

Fisher, Camille, Livermore, CA
Fisher, Lorito, Monterey, CA
Fisher, Dr. and Mrs. A.A., Los Altos, CA
Fornnery, April, Whitmore, CA
Forsyth, James, Hayward, CA
Foster, Abby, San Jose, CA
Freemire, Michael, North Fork, CA
Freemott, George, Inverness, CA
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TABLE 1.3-9.—Signatories to Campaign Postcard (continued)

List of Signatories — Campaign Postcard
(Sample Document Page Number 2-268)

Friscek, Jo Anne, Livermore, CA
Fritter, Michael

Fromstad, Nita, Sacramento, CA
Fuller, Carol, Santa Cruz, CA
Fuller, DC, Livermore, CA

Fuller, Robert R., Livermore, CA
Fuller, Staci, Livermore, CA

G., Carolyn, Santa Cruz, CA

Ga, Linda, Livermore, CA

Garcia, Jose, San Francisco, CA
Genet, Joanne B., Lafayette, CA
George, C., Livermore, CA
George, Valori, Pacific Grove, CA
Gilday, Erin, Santa Cruz, CA
Glick, David, Fairfax, CA

Goff, Natalie, Santa Cruz, CA
Gonsales, Dora, Walnut Creek, CA
Gordon, Gene, Walnut Creek, CA
Gordon, K., Littleton, CO
Goudreau, Pamela, Livermore, CA
Gray Panthers, Sacramento, CA
Green, Charles, Walnut Creek, CA
Greenman, Jessea, Oakland, CA
Gershenberg, Amy, Berkeley, CA
Gholami, Saeed, Livermore, CA
Gilmore, Virginia, Salinas, CA
Ginnis, Bonnie, Soquel, CA

Grah, Mary B., Orinda, CA

Graje, Kim, Livermore, CA
Grant, Marian, Santa Cruz, CA
Gregg, Abbie, Livermore, CA
Griffin, Rebecca, Berkeley, CA
Gump, Joseph, Bloomingdale, Ml
Gupta, AK, Dublin, CA

Guth, Virginia, San Francisco, CA
Gutierez, Maria, Livermore, CA
Haas, Adriane P., Livermore, CA
Hain, Liana, Santa Cruz, CA
Hale, E. Janet, Palo Alto, CA
Ham, Christine L., Livermore, CA
Hamburger, Naomi, Davis, CA
Hamilton, Gilbert, Davis, CA
Hannugnut, Joe, Santa Rosa, CA
Harrob, Deborah, Livermore, CA
Harrison, David, San Francisco, CA
Harrison, Norma, Berkeley, CA
Haut, Paul, Santa Cruz, CA

Hay, Steve, Livermore, CA
Hayworth, Sean, Livermore, CA
Heaze, Claire, Pleasanton, CA
Heilburn, S., Grass Valley, CA
Helton, Ray, Laytonville, CA
Hendricks, Patricia, San Francisco, CA
Henry, Edith, Duante, CA

Hensley, Lisa, Livermore, CA
Heusingkueld, Dana, Livermore, CA
Hill, llegible first name, Newport Beach, CA
Hilliand, Tim, Livermore, CA

Him, Alex, San Francisco, CA
Hindurarsh, Levan, Livermore, CA
Hobson, John, Livermore, CA
Holman, Betsy, Fremont, CA
Holman, Edward, Fremont, CA
Hoon, Daryl, Livermore, CA

Hope, Brandon, Sacramento, CA
Hopkins, Susan, D., Nevada City, CA
Hopper, Marilyn J., Lafayette, CA
Hostetter, Marandi, Santa Cruz, CA
Houd, Rebecca, San Francisco, CA
Houston, Betty, Davis, CA

Houston, Robin, Davis, CA
Howard, Justin, Soquel, CA

Howe, Julianne M., Fremont, CA
Hub, Mark, Pleasanton, CA
Hubbard, Susan, Marina, CA
Hudson, Bonnie, Ben Lomond, CA
Hunter, Ruth, Santa Cruz, CA
Irvine, Marion, San Rafael, CA

Isel, Jack, Sacramento, CA

Islen, D.B., Albany, CA

Jackman, Jean, Davis, CA

Jacobs, Margaret

James, Helen, Pacifica, CA

Jandine, A., Kensington, CA

Janets, Mark, San Francisco, CA
Jaynes, Amy, Sacramento, CA
Jaynes, Phil, Sacramento, CA
Johansen, P., Livermore, CA
Johnson, Beverly, San Leandro, CA
Johnston, Victoria, Livermore, CA
Jones, Charlie, Sacramento, CA
Jones, Elizabeth Israel, Santa Rosa, CA
Jones, Robert
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TABLE 1.3-9.—Signatories to Campaign Postcard (continued)

List of Signatories — Campaign Postcard
(Sample Document Page Number 2-268)

Jones, Teri, Eugene, OR

Jong, A., Cambridge, UK

Jorgensen, Nan E.W., Pacific Grove, CA
K., Allen, Concord, CA

Kaiser, Kimberly, Livermore, CA
Kanori, lllegible first name, Oakland, CA
Karas, Judith, Monterey, CA

Karter, Chris, San Francisco, CA
Keene, Stephanie, Watsonville, CA
Kelion, Dorothy, Pasadena, CA
Kellerband, Anne, Pleasanton, CA
Kelley, JDS, Livermore, CA

Kelley, Marylia, Livermore, CA
Kelly, Stephen, Oakland, CA

Kerr, Kim, Livermore, CA

Keila, Suzanne, Palo Alto, CA
Keuicu, lllegible first name, Pleasanton, CA
Kiesak, George W., San Francisco, CA
Kilchenman, Candace, Berkeley, CA
Kilebrew, Martha, Oakland, CA
Killman, Lisa, San Francisco, CA
Kim, Mary, Berkeley, CA

Kim, Toni, Novato, CA

King, Emily, Mountain View, CA
King, J., Livermore, CA

King, James, Livermore, CA

Kioll, Wendy Jo, Santa Cruz, CA
Kluonder, Rhonda, Modesto, CA
Koch, Sandy, Livermore, CA

Kohl, Illegible first name, Sacramento, CA
Kosman, Alicia, Santa Cruz, CA
Kostoff, John, Soquel, CA
Kueyayul, M., Berkeley, CA
LaFond, Victoria, Berkeley, CA
Landis, James, Mariposa, CA

Lang, Lola, Sacramento, CA
Langren, Andrea, Santa Cruz, CA
Langhom, Sarah, Aptos, CA

Lanier, Jody, Savannah, GA

Larry, Debra

Lau, Kelly, Livermore, CA

Laurel, Steph, Santa Cruz, CA
Lauretta, Vickie, Pittsburg, CA
Lawson, Sean, San Francisco, CA
Lee, Turin, Livermore, CA

Lemba, Janet S., Monterey, CA
Leonard, A., Berkeley, CA

Levick, Paula, Stockton, CA

Levine, Jane, Walnut Creek, CA
Lewis, Emily, Watsonville, CA
Liebman, Matthew

Luma, Diane, Livermore, CA

Lin, lllegible first name, San Francisco, CA
Lin, lllegible first name, Soquel, CA
Lindeman, William, San Geronimo, CA
Lista, Cassandra B., Santa Rosa, CA
Litton, Kathryn, Nevada City, CA
Lockett, Melvin, Berkeley, CA
Logan, Yvonne, St. Louis, MO
Loges, John, Concord, CA

Lopez, Lolita, Livermore, CA

Lorain, Mary, Berkeley, CA

Love, Rachelle, Livermore, CA
Lubun, Summer, Berkeley, CA
Lucas, D.C., San Francisco, CA

Luna, Elizabeth, Stockton, CA

Lund, James, Livermore, CA

Lund, Illlegible first name, Livermore, CA
Luong, Anna, Berkeley, CA

Lutton, Kevyn, San Francisco, CA
Lynch, Louise, Fremont, CA
MacKnight, Maria, Livermore, CA
MacLain, Sarah, Livermore, CA
Maechtlen, Katie, EI Monte, CA
Mahoney, Chris, Livermore, CA
Mahoney, S., Livermore, CA

Major, Diane, Livermore, CA
Makyeae, Monique, Livermore, CA
Malato, Livermore, CA

Malone, Sean, Santa Clara, CA
Manning, Stephanie, Berkeley, CA
Mark, Heather

Martin, Cheryl, Livermore, CA
Martin, Willard, San Francisco, CA
Martinez, Antonio, Livermore, CA
Martinez, Oakland, CA

Matt, N.

Mattern, Rodger, Livermore, CA
Mattern, Sarah

Mattern, Sharon, Livermore, CA
Matthews, lllegible first name, Pleasanton, CA
Matthews, H. Marie

Maubna, Eveline, Livermore, CA
Mauk, Allyson, Pebble Beach, CA
Mazzamuto, Julie

Meinze, Ailene

Medina, Edwina, Livermore, CA
McAlundes, Sheila, Castro Valley, CA
McAnoney, Maggie, Sacramento, CA
McCauley, Miguel, Livermore, CA
McDermott, Lila, Santa Rosa, CA
McDonald, Susan, Carmel Valley, CA
McFadden, Jean W.

Mclnteer, Jonathan, Redding, CA
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TABLE 1.3-9.—Signatories to Campaign Postcard (continued)

List of Signatories — Campaign Postcard
(Sample Document Page Number 2-268)

McKay, Dana, San Ramos, CA
McKinne, Jane, Berkeley, CA
McWalters, Ann V., Oakland, CA
McWell, J., Berkeley, CA
McWeyiel, Howard, Berkeley, CA
Melt, Karedeen, Davis, CA

Menge, Virginia, Canyon, CA
Michael, Cecilia, San Francisco, CA
Michaud, Imeldo, Patterson, CA
Miller, Estelle, Livermore, CA
Minkler, D., Berkeley, CA

Moffe, Linda, Sunol, CA

Moffett Hall, Mike L., Albany, CA
Moffett, Patricia, Livermore, CA
Moore, Carmela, San Francisco, CA
Moore, Sue, San Francisco, CA
Morgan, Stephen, Livermore, CA
Morris, Joyce O., Davis, CA

Moser, Thomas, Berkeley, CA
Muger, Avis, Oakland, CA

Murphy, Leona

Murphy, Michael, Livermore, CA
Myer, O.J.

Nara, Rachael, Santa Clara, CA
Narman, Bethe and Fred, Pleasanton, CA
Navarro, Hilda, Livermore, CA
Neblett, Pam, San Francisco, CA
Nelson, Brian, El Cerrito, CA
Nelson, E., Livermore, CA

Nelson, Frank, San Francisco, CA
Nemett, Teresa, Berkeley, CA
Nesmith, David, Oakland, CA
Nickl, Ally, Santa Cruz, CA
Nikolaus, Ana, San Jose, CA

Nolan, Lynn, Livermore, CA

Nolan, William, Browns Valley, CA
Nolet, Lee, Loma Rica, CA
O’Connor, Bridget, Sacramento, CA
Odell, A., Berkeley, CA

Olson, Patricia A., Livermore, CA
Ongaim, Jeremy, San Francisco, CA
Orloff, Paula and Jerome, Nevada City, CA
Ormond, Elizabeth K., Grass Valley, CA
Orser, Robert D., Oakland, CA
Ortner, Mary, Livermore, CA
Owens, Carly C., Alamo, CA
Padgett, Mavis E.

Page, lllegible first name

Paige, Theo, Santa Cruz, CA

Pallas, Amy, San Francisco, CA
Palley, May K., Nevada City, CA
Pargett, Mary Anne, Fremont, CA

Parker, Jean, Livermore, CA

Parly, Beverely, Livermore, CA
Paroman, Arnold, Berkeley, CA
Pasqualini, C., San Francisco, CA
Patel, Jita, San Francisco, CA
Patel, Ropal, Livermore, CA
Payne, Jewel, Davis, CA

Pearce, Marilyn, Fair Oaks, CA
Perees, Sheri, Lafayette, CA

Perez, Amy, Pittsberg, CA

Perez, Suzanne

Perner, Mary, Livermore, CA
Perry, Bethany, Livermore, CA
Perry, Diana P., Berkeley, CA
Peterson, Gary, Santa Cruz, CA
Peterson, Jean Marie, Santa Cruz, CA
Peterson, Terry N., Livermore, CA
Pettit, Andrea, Pleasanton, CA
Pham, Joy, Livermore, CA
Phillips, Jeff, Los Banos, CA
Piraim, Jean, Royal Oaks, CA
Platt, Elisabeth, Livermore, CA
Poole, Edy, Sacramento, CA
Priebat, Martha, Pleasanton, CA
Preciads, Susan, Watsonville, CA
Preston, Jayne A., San Francisco, CA
Price, C., Los Gatos, CA

Prode, Kathy, Pleasanton, CA
Purcell, Gloria R., Livermore, CA
Quinn, Dejonghe, Pleasanton, CA
Ranta, Nell, EIk Grove, CA
Rasure, Ron, Berkeley, CA
Raymond, Bethany, Dublin, CA
Razari, Layla, San Diego, CA

Rea, Phil, Concord, CA

Reed, Dorothey, Fairfax, CA
Rents, Scott

Rents, Tanya, Grass Valley, CA
Reed, Dorothy, Fairfax, CA

Reed, Gloria, Soquel, CA

Reese, Dan, San Francisco, CA
Reil, D.

Reiler, Lorraine, Nevada City, CA
Renard, Helene, Livermore, CA
Rezlan, Scott

Rigley, Buton J., Castro Valley, CA
Rigley, June, Castro Valley, CA
Risdon, Glen A., San Francisco, CA
Ritch, Kim, Livermore, CA
Roberts, Hilda, Berkeley, CA
Roberts, Linda E., Sacramento, CA
Robertson, Duane, Orangevals, CA
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TABLE 1.3-9.—Signatories to Campaign Postcard (continued)

List of Signatories — Campaign Postcard
(Sample Document Page Number 2-268)

Robertson, lan Baron, Walnut Creek, CA

Robertson, Isabella, Orangevale, CA

Robertson, Marilyn, Felton, CA

Robertson, Wendy, Castro Valley, CA

Robinson, Linda, Livermore, CA

Robinson, N., Livermore, CA

Robles, Maria, Livermore, CA

Robruso, Susie, Livermore, CA

Rocchio, Judith, Menlo Park, CA

Rodriguez, Dolores, Richmond, CA

Romano, Debbie, Livermore, CA

Rooney, Julie, Pleasanton, CA

Rose, Illegible first name, Hollywood, CA

Rosenthal, Michael, Fairfax, CA

Ruxroth, Ella C., Livermore, CA

Ryan, Amanda, Livermore, CA

Saldare, Josh, EI Monte, CA

Saltzen, Jean, Yreka, CA

Salim, A., San Francisco, CA

Salinas, Mauricio, San Jose, CA

Salo, Lois, Palo Alto, CA

Samford, Craig, Albany, CA

Sanchez, Jose, Livermore, CA

Sanger, Calanit, Berkeley, CA

Sandberg, Louise, Corinth, VT

Sanford, Doris, Sacramento, CA

Sanford, James, Sacramento, CA

Scaff, Lloyd and Beverly, Walnut Creek, CA

Scails, Esther, Santa Cruz, CA

Scarborough, Doris, Berkeley, CA

Schleis, August, Berkeley, CA

Schleis, Samantha, Berkeley, CA

Schleis, Tom, Berkeley, CA

Schmidt, Anthony, Sacramento, CA

Schmidt, Caroline, Sacramento, CA

Schultz, Amy F., Oakland, CA

Schultz, Jeffrey, Gualala, CA

Schust, James, Livermore, CA

Schwartz, Daniel, Santa Cruz, CA

Seguhamm, Christine, Palo Alto, CA

Sekara, lllegible first name, San Francisco, CA

Serrano, R.C., Santa Cruz, CA

Shaw, K., Pleasanton, CA

Shere, Lindsey, Healdsburg, CA

Sherman, Alan, and lllegible last name, Mary Jane,
Paso Robles, CA

Shila, Sylvia, Salinas, CA

Sibourn, Dorothy, Livermore, CA

Silva, Helen, Livermore, CA

Silva, William, Livermore, CA

Smart, Jean E., Oakland, CA

Smick, Kathryn, Lafayette, CA

Smith, Edward, San Francisco, CA
Smith, Glen, Livermore, CA

Smith, JC, Pleasanton, CA

Snyder, Dona, Auburn, CA

Soluaf, Claire, Santa Cruz, CA
Sonnenburg, Sonja, San Francisco, CA
Sorie, Michelle Carier

Spake, Anne and Gene, Mill Valley, CA
Spatz, Midgene, Las Vegas, NV
Specht, Mary, Livermore, CA
Sprivell, Kelly, Livermore, CA
Stand, Christi, Paris, TX

Stark, F., Livermore, CA

Statt, Jeanmarie, San Leandro, CA
Steadman, Gregg, Santa Rose, CA
Steely, R., Hayward, CA

Steinberg, Susan, Livermore, CA
Stevenson, Maria, Davis, CA
Stoffer, Karl E., Sacramento, CA
Stone, Holly, Aptos, CA

Streim, Lori, Santa Cruz, CA
Stroud, Linda, Livermore, CA
Surra, Marvel, Stockton, CA

Surra, Mary C., Stockton, CA
Suton, C., Santa Cruz, CA

Swan, June, Corte Madera, CA
Swat, Dr. Bill M., Walnut Creek, CA
Swenson, Adrienne, Santa Rosa, CA
Taeger, Frances, Davis, CA
Tarricong, Jason, Palo Alto, CA
Taylor, Kimberly, Aptos, CA
Terrazas, Laura, Soquel, CA
Thomas, Dennis, Pleasant Hill, CA
Thompson, Deanne, Sebastopol, CA
Thurace, Chris, San Fransicso, CA
Tilleman, Anna, Livermore, CA
Todd, John, Livermore, CA
Toscano, Dolores, Livermore, CA
Toupadakis, Barbara, Woodland, CA
Trice, Jr., Billy, Oakland, CA
Tsutsui, M., Stockton, CA

Turner, Chris

Tyndall, Margaret, Oakland, CA
Umble, Ethel K., Goshen, IN
Vahidi, Katrina, Berkeley, CA
Valleley, Judith, Sacramento, CA
Van Arttes, K.L., Oakland, CA
Vandevese, Joyce K., Monterey, CA
Vanderloo, Margaret, Sacramento, CA
Vasconte, Eve, San Mateo, CA
Vayne, Kim, Oakland, CA

Venet, Lisa, Livermore, CA
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TABLE 1.3-9.—Signatories to Campaign Postcard (continued)

List of Signatories — Campaign Postcard
(Sample Document Page Number 2-268)

Venet, Philippe, Livermore, CA
Velle, Karen, San Francisco, CA
Vick, Jennifer, Livermore, CA
Villasenor, Cathryn, Castro Valley, CA
Villy, Leanne, Berkeley, CA
Vittitow, Marion, Santa Cruz, CA
Vittitow, Richard L., Santa Cruz, CA
Vurick, Jennifer O., Tecopa, CA
W.A., Kurt, Livermore, CA

Wagpner, lllegible first name, San Francisco, CA
Wain, David, Livermore, CA
Walker, G., Livermore, CA

Walker, Kevin, Pleasanton, CA
Waller, Rebecca, Pleasanton, CA
Walters, Linda, Livermore, CA
Wanka, Jie M., Livermore, CA
Warauff, Katrine, Davis, CA
Warrive, Kristie, Sacramento, CA
Wathen, Stephen, Davis, CA

Weber, Dena, Pacific Grove, CA
Weber, J. Martin, Sacramento, CA
Weil, Janet, San Francisco, CA
Weimer, Abby, Santa Cruz, CA
Weimer, Nicole, Aptos, CA

Weis, Betty, Los Gatos, CA

Weiss, Steve

Weinland, Sally S., Carmichael, CA
Welton, Jack P., Las Vegas, NV
Wenninger, Janet E., Oakland, CA
Wernhand, Sally S., Carmichael, CA
Werz, Diane, Santa Cruz, CA

Werz, Rhonda, Livermore, CA
Wesephal, Sheila L., San Ramon, CA
Wesley, Laurie, Berkeley, CA

West, Ryan, Livermore, CA
Westerbrook, Diane, Pleasanton, CA
Westerguard, Joyce, Sacramento, CA
Wetthall, Earl, Pleasanton, CA
White, Arnie, Berkeley, CA

Whittey, Shirley, Sacramento, CA
Wiebe, Helena, Pasadena, CA
Wieland, Barb, Martinez, CA
Wilcox, Wandis, Santa Cruz, CA
Wiley, lllegible first name, San Francisco, CA
Williams, D., Livermore, CA
Williams, Leslie, Livermore, CA
Williams, Patricia, Davis, CA
Williams, Sally L., Oakland, CA
Willis, Juli, Livermore, CA

Willis, Stacey, Livermore, CA
Willis, Stephanie, Livermore, CA
Wilson, Kathleen, Livermore, CA

Wilson, Rachel, Berkeley, CA
Wilson, S., Bellevue, WA

Winter, Barbara, Livermore, CA
Winwood, Joya, Santa Cruz, CA
Witer, Annie, Berkeley, CA
Wolfe, Heather, Livermore, CA
Wolfe, Nany Louise, Santa Cruz, CA
Wood, Alice, Livermore, CA
Wood, Chloe, Central Point, OR
Wooly, Jennie, San Francisco, CA
Worth, Darby Moss, Carmel, CA
Wright, Paul, Santa Cruz, CA
Wynne, Pat, Grass Valley, CA
Yadon, Carol, Livermore, CA
Yial, Felicia, J., Livermore, CA

Z., Krista, Livermore, CA

Zahn, Barbara E., Pasadena, CA
Zengel, P., Pleasanton, CA
Zimmerman, Bob, Concord, CA
Zimmerman, Dustin, Santa Cruz, CA
Zobreskie, Carmen, Livermore, CA
Illegible name, Alamo, CA

4 Illegible names, Aptos, CA
Illegible name, Ashland, OR
Illegible name, Bayside, CA

10 Illegible names, Berkeley, CA
Illegible name, Bolivas, CA

3 Illegible names, Boulder Creek, CA
Illegible name, Brentwood, CA
Illegible name, Browns Valley, CA
Illegible name, Burbank, CA
Illegible name, Carmel, CA
Illegible name, Ceritos, CA
Illegible name, Davenport, CA

4 Illegible names, Davis, CA

11 lllegible names, Dublin, CA

2 lllegible names, EI Cerrito, CA

5 Illegible names, Fairfax, CA

3 lllegible names, Fair Oaks, CA

2 lllegible names, Felton, CA
Illegible name, Freedom, CA
Illegible name, Fremont, CA
Illegible name, Lincoln, CA

44 lllegible names, Livermore, CA
Illegible name, Los Altos, CA
Illegible name, Los Angeles, CA
Illegible name, Manteca, CA
Illegible name, Marina, CA
Illegible name, Martinez, CA
Illegible name, Modesto, CA
Illegible name, Mountain View, CA
4 1llegible names, Nevada City, CA
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List of Signatories — Campaign Postcard
(Sample Document Page Number 2-268)

10 Illegible names, Oakland, CA

Illegible name, Orlando, FL

Illegible name, Pacific Grove, CA

2 lllegible names, Pacifica, CA

2 lllegible names, Palo Alto, CA

Illegible name, Pasadena, CA

Illegible name, Pebble Beach, CA

2 lllegible names, Pittsburg, CA

4 lllegible names, Pleasanton, CA

Illegible name, Providence, CA

Illegible name, Redwood City, CA
Illegible name, Reno, NV

Illegible name, Riverbank, CA

2 lllegible names, Sacramento, CA

39 Illegible names, San Francisco, CA

2 lllegible names, San Geronimo, CA
Illegible name, Santa Clara, CA

28 Illegible names, Santa Cruz, CA

3 lllegible names, San Jose, CA

Illegible name, San Pablo

Illegible name, San Ramos, CA

2 lllegible names, Saratoga, CA

2 lllegible names, Scott’s Valley, CA
Illegible name, Soquel, CA

Illegible name, Venice, CA

2 lllegible names, Walnut Creek, CA

4 llegible names, Watsonville, CA

2 lllegible names, Washington, DC
Illegible last name, A., Dublin, CA
Illegible last name, Akbar, Tracy, CA
Illegible last name, Alexandre, Los Gatos, CA
Illegible last name, Bruce, Modesto, CA
Illegible last name, Christopher, Davis, CA
Illegible last name, Curtiz, San Francisco, CA
Illegible last name, Dan, Santa Cruz, CA
Illegible last name, David, Santa Cruz, CA
Illegible last name, David, Livermore, CA
Illegible last name, Dylan, Fairfax, CA
Illegible last name, Eleanor, San Francisco, CA
Illegible last name, Ernest, Pittsburg, CA

Illegible last name, Gavin, Los Angeles, CA
Illegible last name, H., San Francisco, CA
Illegible last name, Howard, San Francisco, CA
Illegible last name, J.S., Fairfax, CA
Illegible last name, Jacqueline, Santa Clara, CA
Illegible last name, Jamie, Hayward, CA
Illegible last name, Joan, Martinez, CA
Illegible last name, Jodi, Penn Valley, CA
Illegible last name, Judith, Oakland, CA
Illegible last name, Kathryn, Pleasanton, CA
Illegible last name, Katie, Livermore, CA
Illegible last name, Kylie, Livermore, CA
Illegible last name, Laura, Fairfax, CA
Illegible last name, Laura, Oakland, CA
Illegible last name, Linda, Livermore, CA
Illegible last name, Lindsay, San Francisco, CA
Illegible last name, Luana, Martinez, CA
Illegible last name, Matt, Pleasanton, CA
Illegible last name, Max, Oakland, CA
Illegible last name, Megan, Carmichael, CA
Illegible last name, Michelle, Oakland, CA
Illegible last name, Miguel, Pittsberg, CA
Illegible last name, Natalie, Santa Cruz, CA
Illegible last name, Paula, Santa Cruz, CA
Illegible last name, Rachael, Oakland, CA
Illegible last name, Richelln, Berkeley, CA
Illegible last name, Robert, Livermore, CA
Illegible last name, Robert, Felton, CA
Illegible last name, Russell

Illegible last name, Sandra

Illegible last name, Sarah, Richmond, CA
Illegible last name, Sheldon, Cotati, CA
Illegible last name, Sherry, Santa Cruz, CA
Illegible last name, Teresa, San Ramon, CA
Illegible last name, Tim, El Cerrito, CA
Illegible last name, Donna, Berkeley, CA
Illegible last name, Shula, San Anselmo, CA
18 Illegible names

1 Unsigned
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TABLE 1.3-10.—Index of Commentors, Multiple Signatory Documents

Commentor Information

Document Page Number

Multiple Signatory Letter 1
Brown, Carol Marie
Carrigan, Marleen H.
Conant, Mary J.
Cunningham, Ellen, M
Garrison, Judy Jennena
Hewelcke, Ruth E.
Koscieliki, Eleanor A.
Rielly, Catherine D.

Sister Smith, Jean Matthew
Soboron, Cecilia

Vegas, Lucille A.

Walsh, Patricia M.

2-213

Multiple Signatory Letter 2
Arends, Joni

Cabasso, Jacqueline
Carpenter, Tom
Clements, Tom
Coghlan, Jay
D’Arrigo, Diane
Deitweiler, Winnie
Gould, Robert M., MD
Hutchinson, Ralph
Johnson, Peggy Maze
Kelley, Marylia
Krofchok, Lorraine
Lee, Joan B.
Leventhal, Paul
Maxand, Jeremy
Musil, Robert K., Ph.D, MPH
Paine, Christopher
Schwartz, Sandra
Sihvola, Pamela
Williams, Jane

Zeller, Louis

2-214

Multiple Signatory Letter 3
Mary Virginia Leoch
Kathleen McAvay

Cecilia Schoenstein

2-215

Multiple Signatory Letter 4
Betty Brown

Dale Nesbhitt

Rita B. Perry

Dolores Rodriquez

2-216
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TABLE 1.3-11.—Comments Sorted by Summary Code

Summary Code

Summary Page No.

Document Page No.

Policy

01.01

3-1

2-11, 2-14, 2-15, 2-26, 2-29, 2-31, 2-37, 2-52, 2-53, 2-54,
2-55, 2-63, 2-65, 2-66, 2-69, 2-74, 2-76, 2-77, 2-81, 2-84,
2-86, 2-87, 2-96, 2-99, 2-100, 2-102, 2-105, 2-107, 2-110,
2-111, 2-113, 2-114, 2-128, 2-129, 2-151, 2-153, 2-158,
2-160, 2-161, 2-163, 2-165, 2-169, 2-170, 2-171, 2-174,
2-175, 2-177, 2-180, 2-181, 2-186, 2-200, 2-209, 2-216,
2-217, 2-222, 2-223, 2-224, 2-225, 2-229, 2-234, 2-238,
2-239, 2-240, 2-241, 2-246, 2-248, 2-251, 2-253, 2-254,
2-258, 2-260, 2-263, 2-266, 2-268, 2-277, 2-278, 2-279,
2-280, 2-283, 2-288, 2-289, 2-294, 2-295, 2-296, 2-300,
2-301, 2-305, 2-325, 2-339, 2-347, 2-348, 2-352, 2-359,
2-360, 2-362, 2-364, 2-368, 2-373, 2-380, 2-381, 2-387,
2-388, 2-390, 2-398, 2-402, 2-403, 2-409, 2-417, 2-423,
2-437, 2-442, 2-452, 2-453, 2-456, 2-457, 2-458, 2-459,
2-463, 2-464, 2-468, 2-470, 2-481, 2-489, 2-497, 2-500,
2-503, 2-504, 2-506, 2-511, 2-513, 2-514, 2-523, 2-524,
2-533, 2-535, 2-538, 5-540, 2-545, 2-546, 2-547, 2-576,
2-583, 2-584, 2-586, 2-589, 2-591

01.02

3-3

2-18, 2-114, 2-116, 2-129, 2-130, 2-159, 2-162, 2-285,
2-514, 2-538, 2-540, 2-541, 2-542, 2-583

01.03

3-3

2-11, 2-161, 2-173, 2-221, 2-324, 2-248, 2-252, 2-324,
2-386, 2-443, 2-467, 2-478, 2-506

Programmatic Response and Need

02.01

34

2-14, 2-18, 2-25, 2-27, 2-29, 2-33, 2-35, 2-36, 2-37, 2-55,
2-60, 2-66, 2-81, 2-88, 2-92, 2-94, 2-102, 2-105, 2-110,
2-111, 2-113, 2-117, 2-153, 2-156, 2-157, 2-158, 2-166,
2-168, 2-173, 2-174, 2-175, 2-178, 2-182, 2-195, 2-197,
2-200, 2-201, 2-209, 2-210, 2-219, 2-221, 2-222, 2-235,
2-247, 2-248, 2-251, 2-253, 2-255, 2-258, 2-273, 2-274,
2-280, 2-281, 2-295, 2-297, 2-303, 2-305, 2-314, 2-315,
2-316, 2-318, 2-321, 2-322, 2-338, 2-346, 2-349, 2-350,
2-352, 2-388, 2-395, 2-396, 2-410, 2-419, 2-420, 2-421,
2-423, 2-441, 2-443, 2-458, 2-459, 2-461, 2-463,2-464,
2-466, 2-467, 2-470, 2-475, 2-477, 2-478, 2-479, 2-486,
2-491, 2-492, 2-494, 2-497, 2-502, 2-511, 2-525, 2-532,
2-533, 2-546, 2-563, 2-577, 2-578, 2-579, 2-585, 2-590,
2-592, 2-595

02.02

2-25, 2-540, 2-541, 2-581

Cost and Schedule

03.01

2-14, 2-53, 2-69, 2-99, 2-157, 2-176, 2-179, 2-213, 2-215,
2-252, 2-353, 2-359, 2-360, 2-361, 2-375, 2-406, 2-418,
2-419, 2-430, 2-440, 2-442, 2-471, 2-478, 2-489, 2-511,
2-577

03.02

2-84, 2-402, 2-403
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TABLE 1.3-11.—Comments Sorted by Summary Code (continued)

Summary Code

Summary Page No.

Document Page No.

Proposed Action

04.01

3-6

2-13, 2-14, 2-15, 2-20, 2-23, 2-25, 2-26, 2-27, 2-28, 2-32,
3-34, 2-35, 2-36, 2-38, 2-52, 2-53, 2-54, 2-55, 2-61, 2-64,
2-65, 2-66, 2-74, 2-82, 2-85, 2-86, 2-87, 2-88, 2-89, 2-92,
2-93, 2-94, 2-95, 2-96, 2-97, 2-98, 2-99, 2-100, 2-101,
2-105, 2-106, 2-107, 2-108, 2-109, 2-112, 2-113, 2-114,
2-115, 2-116, 2-131, 2-154, 2-155, 2-158, 2-159, 2-160,
2-161, 2-163, 2-165, 2-169, 2-170, 2-175, 2-176, 2-177,
2-178, 2-179, 2-182, 2-183, 2-186, 2-188, 2-189, 2-196,
2-197, 2-199, 2-200, 2-201, 2-202, 2-208, 2-210, 2-211,
2-215, 2-218, 2-219, 2-233, 2-234, 2-236, 2-251, 2-256,
2-258, 2-261, 2-266, 2-267, 2-268, 2-275, 2-280, 2-287,
2-290, 2-291, 2-292, 2-293, 2-294, 2-295, 2-298, 2-302,
2-315, 2-318, 2-319, 2-320, 2-325, 2-338, 2-341, 2-348,
2-349, 2-353, 2-354, 2-360, 2-379, 2-382, 2-396, 2-398,
2-399, 2-400, 2-412, 2-416, 2-418, 2-421, 2-422, 2-423,
2-428, 2-432, 2-434, 2-439, 2-440, 2-451, 2-452, 2-464,
2-465, 2-471, 2-472, 2-476, 2-477, 2-478, 2-480, 2-481,
2-482, 2-486, 2-488, 2-489, 2-491, 2-493, 2-495, 2-496,
2-497, 2-501, 2-503, 2-504, 2-506, 2-512, 2-513, 2-516,
2-523, 2-524, 2-525, 2-562, 2-573, 2-574, 2-577, 2-578,
2-585, 2-590, 2-591, 2-593, 2-595

04.02

3-7

2-126, 2-405, 2-483, 2-509, 2-546, 2-567

04.03

3-8

2-51, 2-121

No Action Alternative

05.01

3-8

2-30, 2-31, 2-130, 2-192, 2-279, 2-280

Reduced Operation Alternative

06.01

3-9

2-29, 2-32, 2-39, 2-51, 2-86, 2-95, 2-96, 2-177, 2-330,
2-385, 2-397, 2-399, 2-486, 2-546

Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

07.01

3-9

2-15, 2-26, 2-27, 2-33, 2-33, 2-36, 2-38, 2-52, 2-53, 2-
54, 2-55, 2-61, 2-63, 2-64, 2-65, 2-69, 2-76, 2-77, 2-80,
2-82, 2-84, 2-86, 2-94, 2-96, 2-100, 2-106, 2-111, 2-117,
2-152, 2-154, 2-158, 2-160, 2-161, 2-163, 2-166, 2-168,
2-168, 2-169, 2-174, 2-177, 2-178, 2-179, 2-183, 2-186,
2-191, 2-194, 2-196, 2-197, 2-199, 2-200, 2-201, 2-209,
2-212, 2-217, 2-219, 2-220, 2-234, 2-236, 2-238, 2-246,
2-252, 2-253, 2-254, 2-256, 2-258, 2-260, 2-263, 2-266,
2-268, 2-285, 2-294, 2-297, 2-302, 2-316, 2-318, 2-333,
2-344, 2-361, 2-382, 2-397, 2-398, 2-401, 2-410, 2-411,
2-414, 2-418, 2-419, 2-420, 2-423, 2-424, 2-429, 2-434,
2-437, 2-441, 2-472, 2-476, 2-478, 2-479, 2-481, 2-489,
2-491, 2-493, 2-497, 2-500, 2-501, 2-503, 2-504, 2-506,
2-512, 2-524, 2-533, 2-537, 2-562, 2-573, 2-576, 2-577,
2-578, 2-579, 2-591, 2-593, 2-595

07.02

3-10

2-39, 2-119, 2-233, , 2-295, 2-384, 2-385, 2-420

07.03

3-10

2-160, 2-386, 2-387, 2-411, 2-582
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TABLE 1.3-11.—Comments Sorted by Summary Code (continued)

Summary Code

Summary Page No.

Document Page No.

Other Alternatives

08.01 3-10 2-37, 2-39, 2-152, 2-199, 2-217, 2-221, 2-222, 2-225,
2-226, 2-227, 2-228, 2-247, 2-248, 2-281, 2-314, 2-315,
2-342, 2-408, 2-409, 2-443, 2-465, 2-466, 2-467, 2-483,
2-534, 2-536, 2-537, 2-581, 2-582, 2-583

08.02 3-12 2-14, 2-16, 2-37, 2-60, 2-62, 2-67, 2-68, 2-74, 2-75,
2-76, 2-77, 2-80, 2-81, 2-105, 2-109, 2-153, 2-174,
2-182, 2-184, 2-194, 2-195, 2-217, 2-219, 2-232, 2-233,
2-235, 2-237, 2-244, 2-248, 2-253, 2-255, 2-259, 2-261,
2-262, 2-264, 2-269, 2-286, 2-295, 2-342, 2-373, 2-401,
2-402, 2-403, 2-405, 2-406, 2-470, 2-471, 2-475, 2-491,
2-492, 2-495, 2-498, 2-499, 2-502, 2-511, 2-513, 2-533,
2-536, 2-542, 2-543, 2-573, 2-575, 2-578, 2-585, 2-586,
2-587, 2-592, 2-595

08.03 3-12 2-70

Land Use

09.01 3-12 2-70

09.02 3-13 2-70, 2-71

09.03 3-13 2-71, 2-509, 2-526, 2-537, 2-538

Community Services
10.01 3-14 2-584
Prehistoric and Historic Cultural Resources

11.01 3-14 2-127, 2-486

11.02 3-15 2-123, 2-124

11.03 3-15 2-124

Aesthetics and Scenic Resouces
12.01 3-15 2-71

Meteorology

No comments were received related to meterology.

Geology

14.01 3-16 2-17, 2-63, 2-69, 2-76, 2-77, 2-84, 2-87, 2-110, 2-115,
2-125, 2-172, 2-173, 2-176, 2-185, 2-200, 2-234, 2-238,
2-246, 2-260, 2-263, 2-265, 2-273, 2-286, 2-319, 2-332,
2-351, 2-361, 2-397, 2-406, 2-461, 2-472, 2-485, 2-493,
2-494, 2-500, 2-537, 2-548, 2-576, 2-588

14.02 3-18 2-121

14.03 3-19 2-115, 2-125, 2-126, 2-280, 2-548

Socioeconmics/Environmental Justice

15.01 3-20 2-26, 2-98, 2-115, 2-186, 2-292, 2-293, 2-381, 2-399,
2-400

15.02 3-20 2-130, 2-401, 2-439, 2-548, 2-549, 2-581

Biological Resources
16.01 3-21 2-178, 2-212, 2-269, 2-342, 2-424, 2-433, 2-495, 2-544
16.02 3-22 2-59, 2-127, 2-378, 2-407, 2-483, 2-485, 2-509, 2-537,
2-554, 2-555, 2-556, 2-557, 2-558
16.03 3-25 2-126, 2-127, 2-130, 2-407, 2-408, 2-472, 2-483, 2-485,
2-509, 2-523, 2-537, 2-554, 2-555, 2-556, 2-557, 2-558

16.04 3-26 2-407, 2-483, 2-485, 2-557

16.05 3-26 2-407, 2-483, 2-485
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TABLE 1.3-11.—Comments Sorted by Summary Code (continued)

Summary Code

Summary Page No.

Document Page No.

Air Quality
17.01 3-26 2-2, 2-58, 2-115, 2-121, 2-178, 2-401, 2-439, 2-484,
2-509, 2-558, 2-567
17.02 3-28 2-58, 2-72, 2-272, 2-273, 2-544
17.03 3-30 2-72, 2-124, 2-486, 2-559, 2-566, 2-567
17.04 3-32 2-28, 2-188, 2-190, 2-218, 2-266, 2-267, 2-268, 2-405,
2-439, 2-495, 2-537, 2-566
17.05 3-33 2-560
17.06 3-34 2-59, 2-483, 2-567
17.07 3-34 2-2, 2-414, 2-509, 2-551
Water
18.01 3-35 2-28, 2-115, 2-178, 2-281, 2-341, 2-342, 2-509, 2-544,
2-567
18.02 3-36 2-28, 2-59, 2-60, 2-495
18.03 3-36 2-548
18.04 3-36 2-11
Noise

No comments were received related to noise.

Trafffic and Transportation

20.01 3-37 2-56, 2-57, 2-90, 2-119, 2-123, 2-193, 2-277, 2-438,
2-439, 2-439, 2-478, 2-552, 2-553

20.02 3-39 2-123, 2-559

20.03 3-39 2-71, 2-72

20.04 3-40 2-526

20.05 3-41 2-17, 2-31, 2-58, 2-63, 2-69, 2-76, 2-77, 2-84, 2-110,
2-123, 2-186, 2-234, 2-238, 2-246, 2-249, 2-260, 2-263,
2-265, 2-266, 2-370, 2-371, 2-377, 2-500, 2-514, 2-552,
2-553, 2-559, 2-576, 2-589

Utilities and Energy
21.01 3-41 2-194, 2-548
Materials and Waste Management

22.01 3-42 2-17, 2-57, 2-58, 2-63, 2-69, 2-76, 2-77, 2-84, 2-110,
2-185, 2-186, 2-193, 2-234, 2-238, 2-246, 2-249, 2-260,
2-263, 2-265, 2-331, 2-370, 2-500, 2-514, 2-549, 2-559,
2-559, 2-576, 2-589

22.02 3-43 2-90, 2-118, 2-119, 2-122, 2-168, 2-168, 2-176, 2-276,
2-280, 2-338, 2-367, 2-368, 2-420, 2-485, 2-486, 2-509

22.03 3-43 2-58, 2-91, 2-122, 2-277, 2-559

22.04 3-44 2-99, 2-472

22.05 3-44 2-559

22.06 3-44 2-58, 2-119

22.07 3-45 2-91, 2-123, 2-125

Human Health and Safety
23.01 3-45 2-27, 2-28, 2-29, 2-30, 2-85, 2-92, 2-99, 2-101, 2-102,

2-115, 2-116, 2-158, 2-167, 2-175, 2-177, 2-179, 2-212,
2-233, 2-252, 2-273, 2-302, 2-335, 2-339, 2-378, 2-379,
2-390, 2-417, 2-422, 2-433, 2-469, 2-479, 2-484, 2-505,
2-513, 2-523, 2-525, 2-537, 2-543, 2-554, 2-563, 2-581
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TABLE 1.3-11.—Comments Sorted by Summary Code (continued)

Summary Code Summary Page No. Document Page No.
Human Health and Safety (continued)
23.02 3-46 2-30, 2-87, 2-100, 2-107, 2-114, 2-120, 2-151, 2-152,

2-211, 2-212, 289, 2-322, 2-323, 2-324, 2-350, 2-351,
2-352, 2-353, 2-378, 2-432, 2-433, 2-434, 2-438, 2-440,
2-447, 2-478, 2-479, 2-537, 2-543, 2-545, 2-553, 2-589

23.03 3-48 2-100, 2-153, 2-194, 2-280, 2-288, 2-434
23.04 3-49 2-160, 2-404, 2-433
23.05 3-49 2-30, 2-581, 2-582

Site Contamination and Remediation
24.01 3-49 2-105, 2-353, 2-366, 2-367, 2-368, 2-397, 2-398, 2-425,

2-478, 2-495, 2-523
24.02 3-50 2-26, 2-86, 2-107, 2-401, 2-405, 2-422, 2-483, 2-485
24.03 3-50 2-86, 2-342, 2-413, 2-558
24.04 3-51 2-188, 2-529, 2-554
24.05 3-51 2-122,2-124
Accidents

25.01 3-52 2-16, 2-62, 2-68, 2-75, 2-77, 2-83, 2-102, 2-110, 2-120,

2-173, 2-175, 2-184, 2-193, 2-213, 2-215, 2-233, 2-237,
2-244, 2-259, 2-262, 2-265, 2-268, 2-273, 2-319, 2-388,
2-499, 2-508, 2-509, 2-537, 2-551, 2-575, 2-587

25.02 3-55 2-91, 2-509

25.03 3-56 2-153, 2-485

25.04 3-56 2-194, 2-374, 2-381, 2-408, 2-509, 2-542

25.05 3-57 2-108, 2-192, 2-211, 2-231, 2-232, 2-342, 2-343, 2-381,
2-452, 2-495, 2-496, 2-508, 2-509, 2-550, 2-551, 2-553,
2-581

25.06 3-59 2-56, 2-100, 2-115, 2-151, 2-152, 2-153, 2-168, 2-176,

2-181, 2-192, 2-193, 2-339, 2-413, 2-414, 2-446, 2-447,
2-459, 2-460, 2-508, 2-509, 2-530, 2-550, 2-551, 2-554,
2-559, 2-560, 2-567, 2-584

25.07 3-62 2-288, 2-375, 2-376, 2-413, 2-434, 2-435, 2-462, 2-508,
2-543, 2-544, 2-550, 2-551, 2-553, 2-554, 5-567
25.08 3-63 2-89, 2-127, 2-153, 2-175, 2-193, 2-278, 2-279, 2-330,
2-368, 2-369, 2-413, 2-414, 2-416, 2-417, 2-508, 2-550
25.09 3-64 2-124, 2-125
25.10 3-64 2-115, 2-337, 2-351, 2-493
National Ignition Facility
26.01 3-65 2-16, 2-33, 2-37, 2-61, 2-62, 2-63, 2-68, 2-75, 2-77,

2-82, 2-84, 2-105, 2-110, 2-116, 2-117, 2-120, 2-153,
2-154, 2-159, 2-167, 2-217, 2-219, 2-222, 2-234, 2-236,
2-238, 2-245, 2-249, 2-253, 2-254, 2-255, 2-256, 2-258,
2-259, 2-260, 2-170, 2-262, 2-265, 2-283, 2-301, 2-331,
2-363, 2-373, 2-374, 2-402, 2-437, 2-468, 2-475, 2-477,
2-478, 2-491, 2-492, 2-499, 2-502, 2-511, 2-512, 2-513,
2-514, 2-538, 2-539, 2-539, 2-540, 2-573, 2-576, 2-578,
2-588, 2-592, 2-595

26.02 3-67 2-31, 2-228, 2-229, 2-539, 2-564
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TABLE 1.3-11.—Comments Sorted by Summary Code (continued)

Summary Code Summary Page No. Document Page No.
National Ignition Facility (continued)
26.03 3-67 2-16, 2-19, 2-40, 2-42, 2-44, 2-46, 2-47, 2-48, 2-49,

2-50, 2-51, 2-62, 2-63, 2-68, 2-73, 2-75, 2-77, 2-110,
2-153, 2-159, 2-161, 2-170, 2-182, 2-185, 2-192, 2-196,
2-219, 2-234, 2-236, 2-238, 2-245, 2-249, 2-253, 2-255,
2-258, 2-259, 2-260, 2-262, 2-265, 2-283, 2-364, 2-475,
2-491, 2-492, 2-499, 2-501, 2-539, 2-539, 2-576, 2-578,
2-588, 2-592, 2-595

26.04 3-72 2-16, 2-45, 2-50, 2-63, 2-68, 2-75, 2-77, 2-110, 2-117,
2-119, 2-159, 2-167, 2-185, 2-191, 2-194, 2-234, 2-238,
2-245, 2-260, 2-262, 2-265, 2-284, 2-318, 2-403, 2-499,
2-534, 2-545, 2-576, 2-577, 2-588

26.05 3-74 2-39, 2-40, 2-41, 2-43, 2-44, 2-45, 2-46, 2-47, 2-50,
2-334, 2-385
26.06 3-76 2-42, 2-43, 2-46, 2-47, 2-48, 2-49, 2-526, 2-540
26.07 3-76 2-42, 2-539
Integrated Technology Project
27.01 3-77 2-16, 2-18, 2-19, 2-26, 2-31, 2-33, 2-37, 2-51, 2-60,

2-62, 2-68, 2-75, 2-77, 2-81, 2-82, 2-83, 2-105, 2-107,
2-110, 2-116, 2-117, 2-120, 2-153, 2-161, 2-170, 2-174,
2-182, 2-184, 2-192, 2-195, 2-196, 2-217, 2-219, 2-220,
2-223, 2-224, 2-225, 2-229, 2-230, 2-234, 2-235, 2-237,
2-239, 2-240, 2-241, 2-245, 2-249, 2-253, 2-255, 2-256,
2-259, 2-262, 2-265, 2-266, 2-283, 2-286, 2-287, 2-311,
2-373, 2-376, 2-377, 2-380, 2-402, 2-410, 2-432, 2-436,
2-452, 2-444, 2-454, 2-455, 2-456, 2-459, 2-464, 2-471,
2-475, 2-477, 2-478, 2-491, 2-492, 2-499, 2-501, 2-502,
2-511, 2-535, 2-546, 2-547, 2-573, 2-575, 2-577, 2-578,
2-587, 2-592, 2-595

27.02 3-78 2-101, 2-120, 2-191, 2-223, 2-224, 2-225, 2-229, 2-523,
2-547

27.03 3-78 2-121, 2-223, 2-224, 2-225, 2-229, 2-460, 2-461
Pollution Prevention

28.01 3-79 2-12,2-59
Emergency Response

29.01 3-79 2-57, 2-58, 2-127, 2-175, 2-374, 2-484, 2-485, 2-552

Security
30.01 3-80 2-2,2-14, 2-28, 2-31, 2-57, 2-58, 2-87, 2-88, 2-89,

2-127, 2-168, 2-170, 2-193, 2-230, 2-231, 2-232, 2-268,
2-269, 2-286, 2-332, 2-337, 2-439, 2-440, 2-451, 2-469,
2-525, 2-543, 2-551, 2-552

30.02 3-81 2-2,2-31, 2-83, 2-107, 2-127, 2-217, 2-221, 2-248,
2-279, 2-286, 2-338, 2-342, 2-346, 2-421, 2-427, 2-494,
2-495, 2-508, 2-543, 2-551

Regulatory Compliance (NEPA Process/Public Involvement/Community Relations)

31.01 3-82 2-120, 2-130, 2-194, 2-151, 2-152, 2-169, 2-177, 2-222,
2-225, 2-226, 2-227, 2-228, 2-229, 2-248, 2-279, 2-369,
2-467, 2-468, 2-536, 2-583

March 2005 1-45




Chapter 1 — Public Comment Process LLNL SW/SPEIS

TABLE 1.3-11.—Comments Sorted by Summary Code (continued)

Summary Code Summary Page No. Document Page No.
Regulatory Compliance (NEPA Process/Public Involvement/Community Relations) (continued)
31.02 3-84 2-39, 2-67, 2-74, 2-86, 2-118, 2-151, 2-214, 2-269, 2-

277, 2-321, 2-322, 2-383, 2-384, 2-387, 2-401, 2-405,
2-416, 2-428, 2-484, 2-507, 2-526, 2-526, 2-527, 2-528,
2-532, 2-562, 2-572, 2-580, 2-581, 2-282, 2-583, 2-584

31.03 3-85 2-299, 2-300, 2-523, 2-564, 2-580, 2-582

31.04 3-86 2-15, 2-62, 2-67, 2-74, 2-76, 2-83, 2-86, 2-96, 2-1009,
2-118, 2-131, 2-176, 2-180, 2-183, 2-192, 2-223, 2-230,
2-232, 2-233, 2-237, 2-244, 2-248, 2-259, 2-261, 2-264,
2-279, 2-283, 2-288, 2-365, 2-366, 2-368, 2-397, 2-403,
2-418, 2-420, 2-437, 2-498, 2-513, 2-516, 2-518, 2-532,
2-547, 2-561, 2-575, 2-586

31.05 3-86 2-120, 2-126, 2-223, 2-224, 2-225, 2-229, 2-280, 2-582
31.06 3-86 2-40, 2-88, 2-118, 2-119, 2-123, 2-130, 2-130, 2-214,
2-526, 2-527, 2-528, 2-530, 2-532, 2-547, 2-560, 2-561
31.07 3-88 2-288, 2-565, 2-566
31.08 3-88 2-404
31.09 3-88 2-31, 2-128, 2-549, 2-550
31.10 3-89 2-288, 2-419, 2-532, 2-536
Outside the Scope of the LLNL SW/SPEIS
32.01 3-89 2-56, 2-405, 2-560
32.02 3-89 2-11, 2-22, 2-24, 2-55, 2-108, 2-117, 2-203, 2-233,
2-250, 2-410, 2-412, 2-430, 2-441, 2-443
32.03 3-90 2-20, 2-80, 2-302, 2-404, 2-405, 2-563
32.04 3-90 2-3, 2-24, 2-35, 2-105, 2-113, 2-217, 2-251, 2-359,
2-371
32.05 3-90 2-20, 2-445
Plutonium Limits
33.01 3-90 2-14, 2-16, 2-26, 2-28, 2-31, 2-33, 2-37, 2-56, 2-57,

2-60, 2-62,2-64, 2-66, 2-68, 2-73, 2-75, 2-77, 2-81,
2-83, 2-94, 2-101, 2-105, 2-107, 2-108, 2-110, 2-115,
2-116, 2-117, 2-120, 2-121, 2-122, 2-153, 2-155, 2-161,
2-167, 2-167, 2-173, 2-179, 2-182, 2-184, 2-188, 2-190,
2-191, 2-192, 2-193, 2-195, 2-197, 2-199, 2-218, 2-219,
2-231, 2-233, 2-234, 2-235, 2-237, 2-244, 2-245, 2-248,
2-253, 2-255, 2-256, 2-257, 2-259, 2-262, 2-265, 2-266,
2-268, 2-269, 2-280, 2-283, 2-285, 2-289, 2-331, 2-336,
2-379, 2-402, 2-429, 2-430, 2-432, 2-435, 2-436, 2-437,
2-440, 2-461, 2-463, 2-469, 2-475, 2-491, 2-492, 2-499,
2-502, 2-505, 2-507, 2-511, 2-513, 2-523, 2-542, 2-543,
2-544, 2-546, 2-547, 2-573, 2-575, 2-587, 2-590

Tritium Limits

34.01 3-92 2-16, 2-26, 2-33, 2-62, 2-64, 2-68, 2-75, 2-77, 2-83,
2-84, 2-110, 2-115, 2-116, 2-117, 2-184, 2-209, 2-233,
2-234, 2-237, 2-244, 2-245, 2-256, 2-257, 2-259, 2-262,
2-265, 2-268, 2-269, 2-283, 2-374, 2-403, 2-424, 2-430,
2-432, 2-499, 2-513, 2-514, 2-534, 2-535, 2-544, 2-545,
2-575, 2-587
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TABLE 1.3-11.—Comments Sorted by Summary Code (continued)

Summary Code

Summary Page No.

Document Page No.

BioSafety Level-3 Facility

35.01

3-93

2-2,2-11, 2-17, 2-18, 2-28, 2-38, 2-61, 2-63, 2-64,
2-68, 2-69, 2-75, 2-76, 2-77, 2-82, 2-84, 2-88, 2-102,
2-106, 2-110, 2-117, 2-127, 2-128, 2-154, 2-159, 2-162,
2-170, 2-173, 2-174, 2-176, 2-177, 2-178, 2-182, 2-185,
2-188, 2-190, 2-191, 2-193, 2-194, 2-196, 2-201, 2-217,
2-219, 2-234, 2-236, 2-238, 2-246, 2-249, 2-254, 2-256,
2-260, 2-262, 2-265, 2-310, 2-331, 2-354, 2-355, 2-374,
2-380, 2-406, 2-408, 2-410, 2-444, 2-476, 2-477, 2-478,
2-490, 2-491, 2-492, 2-493, 2-500, 2-501, 2-502, 2-512,
2-573, 2-576, 2-577, 2-578, 2-581, 2-588, 2-592, 2-593,
2-595

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory Waste Drums

36.01

3-95

2-81, 2-194, 2-276, 2-367, 2-552

Developing New Technologies for Plutonium Pit Manufacturing

37.01

3-96

2-2,2-14, 2-16, 2-38, 2-61, 2-62, 2-64, 2-66, 2-68,
2-75, 2-77, 2-82, 2-83, 2-84, 2-94, 2-102, 2-106, 2-110,
2-116, 2-117, 2-159, 2-170, 2-179, 2-182, 2-184, 2-185,
2-191, 2-196, 2-197, 2-198, 2-202, 2-217, 2-218, 2-219,
2-234, 2-236, 2-237, 2-245, 2-249, 2-254, 2-255, 2-256,
2-259, 2-262, 2-265, 2-266, 2-284, 2-299, 2-348, 2-374,
2-380, 2-425, 2-429, 2-436, 2-469, 2-470, 2-475, 2-491,
2-492, 2-499, 2-501, 2-502, 2-512, 2-513, 2-515, 2-535,
2-543, 2-546, 2-573, 2-575, 2-578, 2-587, 2-588, 2-592,
2-595

Container Security Testing Facility

38.01

3-97

2-31, 2-128, 2-193, 2-549

Preparation for Test Readiness

39.01

3-97

2-17, 2-28, 2-33, 2-38, 2-61, 2-63, 2-64, 2-66, 2-68,
2-75, 2-77, 2-82, 2-84, 2-94, 2-95, 2-159, 2-170, 2-185,
2-191, 2-196, 2-198, 2-202, 2-209, 2-219, 2-233, 2-234,
2-236, 2-238, 2-245, 2-246, 2-249, 2-254, 2-255, 2-257,
2-258, 2-262, 2-265, 2-284, 2-285, 2-348, 2-374, 2-403,
2-458, 2-459, 2-475, 2-476, 2-491, 2-492, 2-499, 2-501,
2-502, 2-512, 2-514, 2-535, 2-545, 2-573, 2-576, 2-578,
2-588, 2-592, 2-595
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CHAPTER 2: COMMENT DOCUMENTS

This chapter is a compilation of all the documents that the Department of Energy (DOE)
received during the public comment period on the Draft Site-wide Environmental Impact
Statement for Continued Operation of Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory and
Supplemental Stockpile Stewardship and Management Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement. The documents are presented alphabetically. On each document the first number
represents the comment number within that document and the second number represents the
issue summary code assigned to this comment. This number can be used to locate the summary
and response relating to this comment. Section 1.3 describes the organization of this Comment
Response Document and discusses the tables provided in Chapter 1 to assist readers in tracking
their comments to the respective comment summary and responses. Chapter 3 provides comment
summaries and DOE responses by category.
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Aaland, Hans
Page 1 of 4

1/32.04

Aaland, Hans
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1/32.04
cont.

March 2005

2-3




Chapter 2 - Comment Documents

LLNL SW/SPEIS

Aaland, Hans
Page 3of4

1/32.04
cont.
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cont.
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Aaland, Hans Aaland, Hans
Page 1 of 1 Page 1 0f6
1/32.04
cont.
NO COMMENTS IDENTIFIED IN THIS SUBMITTAL
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Aaland, Hans Aaland, Hans
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NO COMMENTS IDENTIFIED IN THIS SUBMITTAL
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Abrahamson, Carl C. Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District,
Page 1 of 1 Jim Horen, Principal Engineer, Advance Planning Section
Page 1 of 4

-----Original Message--—-

From: Mary Abrahamson [mailto: mabrason@ hickorytech.net]
Sent: Wednesday, May 12, 2004 7:06 PM

To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

Subject: nuclear weapons

1/01011 Now is the time to end the nuclear threat. The only way to do that is for the two most
01.03 | threatening nations to disarm. Yes, | am talking about Russia and the US. According ta stalistics,
' both nations have over 8,000 warheads still in their stockpile. More than 2,000 of our nations
missiles are on hair frigger. This means that a president with a hair trigger temper (like Bush)
2/3202 could end the lives of 10's of millions of innocent people with a quick button push. This will truly
be the end of the world as we know it. Sincerely, Carl C. Abrahamson, concerned citizen.

1/18.04

2/35.01
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Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District,

Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District,

Jim Horen, Principal Engineer, Advance Planning Section Jim Horen, Principal Engineer, Advance Planning Section
Page 2 of 4 Page 3 of4

2/35.01

cont.
3/28.01
4/35.01
2-12
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Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District,
Jim Horen, Principal Engineer, Advance Planning Section
Page 4 of 4

Allen, Karen

Page 1of1

4/35.01
cont.

1/04.01

RE: Comments on the Department of Energy's Site-Wide Environmental
Impact Statement (SWEIS) for Continued Operations at Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL).

Dear Mr. Grim:

Our world is becoming increasingly more dangerous. The nations of
the world should be decreasing the number and lethality of weapons,
including nuclear weapons, and the U.S. should be in the forefront of
that effort. Sadly (embarrassingly), such is not the case.

To my mind, designing new nuclear weapons, when we should be
destroying all nuclear weapons, is simply unconscionable. It heads
the "What Are They Thinking!” top 10 list for wickedly despicable
ideas.

The U.8. is now viewed by other nations as a rogue nation, intent on
dominating the world. If we allow ourselves to continue down this
path...we simply must NOT continue down this path! We must rejoin
the community of nations and work together to make the world a better
place.

1 care about my children and grandchildren. I want them to have a
beautiful world to live in: a nuclear arms race, which will be the
result of continued and expanded operations at LLNL, is incompatible
with my hopes and dreams for my children.

Please do not do this!
-Karen Allen

1430 Bel Air Drive, #101
Concord, CA 94521
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1/04.01

2/01.01

3/07.01

2/01.01
cont.

4/31.04

May 21, 2004

Mr. Thomas Grim, [.-293

U.S. Department of Energy.

National Nuclear Security Administration Livermore Site Office,
SWEIS Document Manager

7000 East Avenue

Livermore, CA 94550-9234

Dear Mr. Grim:

I oppose the proposed expansion of new nuclear weapons activity
at Lawrence Livermore National Labs (LLNL). The specific technical
inadequacies of the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement ( SWEIS)
are identified and discussed at length. In addition, to the technical
inadequacies there are legal and moral reasons to revise these plans.
The Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS relies heavily upon the US
Nuclear Posture Review, which calls for an aggressive modernization and
manufacturing base within the US nuclear weapons complex. This stands
in stark contrast to the binding legal mandate to comply with our treaty
obligations under the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT),

"...to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures
relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to
nuclear disarmament and on a Treaty on general and complete disarmament
under strict and effective international control." (Article VI of the
NPT)

In addition, this plan is in direct violation of the advisory
opinion of the World court which affirms among other things the
obligation to comply with Article VI of the NPT. To continue to pursue
the development of new nuclear weapons technologies and capacities
renders us, by our own definition, applied to others, a rogue state. It
is time to say NO; no to the entire nuclear weapons complex and
especially the role of the LLNL within that complex. Instead the
alternatives analysis should be revised to consider LLNL's important
role in civilian science.

I join my colleagues expression of deep concern with the
health and environmental risks posed by the expanded nuclear weapons
mission for the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) into the
indefinite future. We appreciate your focused attention to this matter.

Below, is outlined a number of specific concerns that, taken
cumulatively, lead to the conclusion that the Site Wide Environmental
Impact Statement (SWEIS) for the continuing operation of LLNL is so
deficient in information and analysis that it must be fixed and

March 2005

2-15




Chapter 2 -

Comment Documents

LLNL SW/SPEIS

American Friends Service Committee, Sandra Schwartz, Peace Education

Coordinator
Page 2 of 5

4/31.04
cont.

5/08.02

6/34.01
7/33.01,
25.01

re-circulated in draft form. This would allow the community, the
regulators, and the legislators to have the opportunity to evaluate the
new information that is requested in these comments. The specific
concemns are:

1. The same day of the public hearings for the SWEIS, April 27, 2004,

the Congressional Subcommittee on National Security, Emerging Threats,
and International Relations for the Committee on Government Reform held
a hearing on the security of nuclear materials. The hearing highlighted
potentially insurmountable problems with plutonium and highly enriched
uranium at certain Department of Energy (DOE) sites, with a focus on the
wvulnerability of nuclear materials storage at LLNL. On May 7, 2004,
Energy Secretary Spencer Abraham delivered a speech on the deficiencies
in the security of nuclear materials at LLNL and other DOE sites. The
Energy Secretary made a commitment to consider removing the special
nuclear materials at LLNL by 2005. This recent acknowledgement by the
DOE that security at LLNL is questionable makes it imperative that the
SWEIS evaluate an alternative that would remove all special nuclear
materials from LLNL. These acknowledgements make this not only a
reasonable option, but one that should be evaluated because it is a
foreseeable outcome within the next decade at LLNL.

2. Instead of reducing the amount of special nuclear materials on-site

at LLNL, this plan proposes to more than double the limit for plutonium

at Livermore Lab from 1,540 pounds to 3,300 pounds. Additionally, under

the Proposed Action, the administrative limit for highly enriched

uranium in Building 239 would increase from 55 pounds to 110 pounds.
Seven million people live in surrounding areas, and residences

are built right up to the fence. Plutonium is difficult to store safely

because, in certain forms, it can spontaneously ignite and burn.

Moreover, it poses a cality risk when significant quantities are

stared in close proximity. The amount of plutonium proposed for LLNL is

sufficient to make more than 300 nuclear bombs. Because of the health

risks, the proliferation dangers, storage hazards, and very serious

security concerns, we believe it is irresponsible to store plutonium,

highly enriched uranium and tritium at LLNL. We are calling upon the DOE

to de-inventory the plutonium, highly enriched uranium and tritium

stocks at LLNL rather than to increase them.

3. The SWEIS proposes to increase the at-risk limits for tritium ten

fold, from just over 3 grams to 30 grams. The SWEIS proposes to increase
the at-risk limit for plutonium from 44 pounds to 132 pounds. We believe
it is unsafe to increase the amount of tritium and plutonium that can be

"in process" in one room at one time. LLNL has a history of criticality
violations with plutonium and releases of both tritium and plutonium,

American Friends Service Committee, Sandra Schwartz, Peace Education

Coordinator
Page 30f5

6/34.01

making it evident that these amounts should be decreased, rather than

7/33.01 increased.

2501 4. This plan will revive a project that was canceled more than 10 years
cont. ago because it was dangerous and unnecessary. The project was called
Plutonium - Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS). Now it is
called the "Integrated Technology Project”(ITP) and the "Advanced
8/27.01 Materials Program"(AMP). This is a scheme 1o heat and vaporize plutonium
and then shoot multiple laser beams through the vapor to separate out
plutonium isotopes. The ITP / AMP is a health risk and a nuclear
proliferation nightmare. We believe the ITP and AMP work should be
cancelled as the Plutonium AVLIS was cancelled in 1990 - this time
permanently,

5. This plan makes Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing
technologies for producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is
the softball-sized piece of plutonium that sits inside a modern nuclear
weapon and triggers its thermonuclear explosion. DOE says these new
technologies will then be used in a new bomb factory, called the Modem
Pit Facility (MPF). Public and Congressional opposition to the MPF has
caused its delay this year. The Livermore Lab plutonium pit program goes
9/37.01 full-speed ahead in the wrong direction. It will enable the MPF and
production of 150 - 450 plutonium bomb cores annually, with the ability
to run double shifts and produce 900 cores per year. This production
capability would approximate the combined nuclear arsenals of France and
China - each year. We call upon the DOE to halt all work on plutonium
pit production technologies at Livermore Lab. We believe it is

premature for the DOE to spend taxpayer dollars on this technology and
the prudent and reasonable outcome is to delay or cancel this project.

6. This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and large

quantities of lithium hydride to experiments in the National Ignition

Facility mega-laser when it is completed at Livermore Lab. Using these

materials in the NIF will increase its usefulness for nuclear weapons

development, including for the design of new types of nuclear weapons.
It will also make the NIF more hazardous to workers and the

10/26.01 environment.

This is not only dangerous to people's health and safety, and a

11/ 2603 proliferation risk, but it is sure to result in an inordinate cost to

the taxpayer. No cost estimate associated with this proposal has been

released to date. We ask the DOE to cancel these dangerous, polluting,

proliferation-provocative and unnecessary new experiments proposed for

the NIF.

12/26.04 7. The SWEIS reveals plans to manufacture tritium targets at LLNL. The
. tritium-filled targets are the radioactive fuel pellets that the NIF's
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12/26.04
cont.

13/39.01

14/35.01

15/14.01

16/22.01

192 laser beams will "shoot" in an attempt to create a thermonuclear
explosion. Producing the targets will increase the amount of tritium
that is used in any one room at Livermore Lab from the current limit of
Jjust over 3 grams to 30 grams - nearly 10-fold more. In the mid-1990's,
LLNL stated that target fabrication was to occur ofI-site because of
LLNL's proximity to large populations. Livermore Lab has a history of
tritium accidents. spills and releases. The NIF will increase the amount
of airborne radioactivity emanating from LLNL. We call on DOE to cancel
plans to manufacture tritium targets for NIF at Livermore Lab. Further,
we urge cancellation of the NIF megalaser. Cancellation of NIF is a
reasonable alternative that should be fully analyzed in the SWEIS.

8. This plan also calls for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to
"enhance" the nation’s readiness to conduct full-scale underground
nuclear tests. This is a dangerous step back to the days of unrestrained
nuclear testing. All work at LLNL to reduce the time it takes to conduct
a full-scale underground nuclear test should be terminated immediately.

9. This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore. It calls for collocating
an advanced bio-warfare agent facility (BSL-3) with nuclear weapons
activities in a classified area at Livermore Lab. The plan proposes
genetic modification and aerosolization (spraving) with live anthrax,
plague and other deadly pathogens. This could weaken the international
biological weapons treaty -- and it poses a risk to workers, the public
and the environment here in the Bay Area. The draft SWEIS does not
adequately describe these programs. or the unique security, health and
environmental hazards they present. Construction should be halted on the
portable BSL-3 facility. All plans to conduct advanced bio-warfare agent
(BSL-3) research on site at LLNL should be terminated.

10. There are 108 buildings identified at LLNL as having potential
seismic deficiencies relative to current codes. The SWEIS should include
a complete list of these buildings and an accounting of the ones that
house or may house hazardous, radiological and biological research
materials. LLNL is Jocated within 1 kilometer of two significant
earthquake faults, including the Las Positas Fault Zone less than 200
feet from the LLNL boundary. How can we mitigate harm done from an
earthquake that damages these buildings before they are brought up to
code? We urge the Livermore Lab to stop any work with hazardous,
radioactive or biological substances that may be occurring in any
building that does not comply with federal standards.

11. A contractor will be paid to package and ship more than 1.000 drums
of transuranic and mixed transuranic waste to the WIPP dump in New
Mexico, yet the SWEIS says this is exempt from environmental review.
This work in its entirety must be included in the review.

American Friends Service Committee, Sandra Schwartz, Peace Education
Coordinator
Page50f5

17/20.05

12. The DOE does not acknowledge in the SWEIS that the double-walled
shipping containers described in the document may be replaced by less
health - protective single-lined containers. We believe that no waste
should be shipped in single-walled containers and the SWEIS should
provide a guarantee to that effect.

Sincerely,

Sandra Schwartz
Peace Education Coordinator
American Friends Service Committee, PMR

March 2005
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DOE/EIS-0348

DOE/EIS-0236-S3

Draft Site-wide Environmental Impact Statement

for Continued Operation of Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory and
Supplemental Stockpile Stewardship and Management Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement

February 2004

Comments prepared by

Carl Anderson

439 401h St. #35
Qakland, CA 84609-2156
510/654-4983
cna462@frys.com

April 27, 2004

PREFACE

These comments were prepared before going to Livermore. Comments may be
modified on-site.

BIOSAFETY LEVEL-3 (BSL-3) FACILITY

Under internaticnal law, offensive uses of biological warfare are completely

prohibited. Existing international law has been criticized by many, including the

current US administration, who have pointed out that a rigorous, on-demand,

transparent inspection regime is necessary to have confidence that such

laboratories are not to be used in any way that might facilitate offensive use of
1/01.02 biological warfare.

There is an urgent problem with ca-locating any advanced biosafety facility at the
Livermore site. A BioSafety Level-3 (BSL-3) Facility is proposed. Hewesor, As
stated on page S-1:

"The primary purpose of continuing operation of LLNL is to provide support for
the National Nuclear Security Administration’s (NNSA’s) nuclear weapons
stockpile stewardship missions."

2/02.01 That is, weapons of mass destruction. Furthermore, LLNL is deseply involved in
. “offensive strike systems, nuclear” {page S-2); and ever since 1945, offensive

Anderson, Carl

Page 2

of 2

2/02.01
cont.

3/35.01
01.02

4/27.01

nuclear strike systems have been fundamentally conceived as a means of
escalation of non-WMD war to nuclear war. These fundamental elements of
LLNL's primary mission cannot be sustained without a rigorous program of
security and confidentiality (opaqueness).

It is unlikely, in my opinion, that LLNL will conduct research in offensive uses of
biological warfare. However, given the laboratory's record in offensive uses of
weapons of mass destruction other than biological, and given the security
requirements of a facility whose "primary purpose" is WMDs, | don't see how any
objective observer can have full confidence in any inspection regime for anything
like a BSL-3 Facility, if itis located at a site with the necessary opaqueness of
LLNL. People: Opaqueness and transparency are antonyms.

So a BSL-3 Facility at Livermore will not be understood as certainly out of the
offensive WMD business. This lack of confidence will significantly undermine the
international norm against biological warfare. The environmental consequences
of biological war, caused in significant part by location of the BSL-3 Facility at the
Livermore site, must therefore be part of a realistic Site-wide Environmental
Impact Statement.

PLUTONIUM AVLIS

(Atomic vapor laser isotope separation; page S-iv has typographic error)

Weapons-grade plutonium is not in short supply. Some years back, the National
Academy of Sciences did a whole study on what to do with the *surplus* of Pu-
239. lts decay is so slow as to be truly negligible from a supply standpoint. | see
no reasonable reason for production of weapons-grade plutonium. Furthermore,
as demonstrated at Rocky Flats, plutonium vapors are notoriously toxic and
difficult to clean up.

Perhaps there are hopes that with Pu of even higher isotopic purity than currently
stockpiled, nuclear weapons might be designed to give more hope for victory
through nuclear escalation. Those hopes are utterly vain. As Ronald Reagan
once said, “A nuclear war can never be won and must never be fought.” (As
McGeorge Bundy pointed out, perhaps he didn't mean what he said. This fact
doesn't change the truth of what Reagan said on that occasion.)

Given these facts, | see no reason whatsoever for the acceptability of Pu-AVLIS.
In scoping of this SWEIS, AVLIS was not originally mentioned. Someone in DOE
thought that such an idea could be hidden from view. Perhaps they realized, at

some level, that an idea as fundamentally stupid as Pu-AVLIS would not
withstand public scrutiny.

30—
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1/26.03

To: Thomas Grim, Document Manager

National Nuclear Security Administration. Livermore Site Office
7000 East Avenue, [-293
Livermore, CA 94550-9234

From: Carl N. Anderson
439 49th St. #35
Oakland, CA 94609-2156

Comments of May 27, 2004 (supplementary to comments of April 27, 2004) on:

DOE/EIS-0348

DOE/EIS-0236-83

Draft Site-wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory and Supplemental Stockpile Stewardship and
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

February 2004

1 wish to follow up on my comments (written and oral) of April 27.

1. CRITICALITY AT THE NATIONAL IGNITION FACILITY

The NNSA proposes to use fissile isotopes in the National Ignition Facility. 1am quite
concemed about criticality there, under conditions of pressure that may oceur during NIF
operations.

Ome sense of the 1dea of criticality is at near-ordinary pressures, which do not greatly
compress solids. As examples, in storage and production of the spherical shells at the
center of nuclear explosives, and in the production and purification of fissile materials,
there are standard procedures to avoid criticality and the intense release of radicactivity
associated with it. Livermore Lab has a mediocre record in this regard. It has been
decades, I think, since criticality actually occurred at the Livermore site; however,
violations of vital safeguards have occurred in recent years at Livermore, and are a fairly
SErious ongoing concem.

Another sense of criticality is under the pressures produced by chemical explosives,
probably augmented by neutron reflectors and tampers. In this sense, criticality is
approached at the Nevada Test Site; [ find this objectionable.

But my main point here is a different one. The National Ignition Facility produces
implosion pressures of enormous intensity, far beyond what is produced by chemical
explosives. The NNSA proposes to put fissile isotopes under these pressures, in which
the nuclei might be much more densely packed than at near-atmospheric pressures. Will,
or will not, these pressures produce build-ups of neutron flux and rates of fission

Anderson, Carl N.
Page 2 of 2

1/26.03
cont.

2/27.01

(eriticality)? Ifthere is any possibility at all that criticality may oceur in the NIF, does
Appendix M fully consider the consequences? It would not suffice merely to state that
the total energy released by the fissions would be inconsequential. The consideration
must include all aspects: The amount of fissioning (whether or not intended), radiation
dosing to workers, releases of gaseous fission products, radicactive waste, the political
effects of establishing eriticality as acceptable behavior by governments, and any other
consequences that might occur.

2. MINOR CORRECTION OF QUOTATION

On April 27, I quoted Ronald Reagan as follows: “A nuclear war can never be won and
must never be fought." This contains a minor error. A check of the quotation indicates
that Reagan's words were: "A nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought.”

(April 17, 1982) The two wordings have the same meaning. Even though Reagan "may

not have meant exactly what these words say" (McGeorge Bundy, being diplomatic in

"No First Use' Needs Careful Study," Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, v. 38, no. 6, pp.

6-8, June/July 1982), the sense of the quotation is still absolutely correct. I continue to
suspect that NNSA's failure to grasp this point underlies Pu-AVLIS.
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1/04.01

2/32.05

1/04.0
cont.

The LLNL has many severe prablems arising ou of its history and that of the national government.
However, there is one overwhelming problem - we have no mission. The cold war is over, we won, pack
up - go home. (Note how in your mission question you had to staie the mission). Stockpile Stewardship
(SBSS) is the new Y2K hoax, a real but relatively small problem blown up 1o atempt ©© Justify the
‘business as usual’atmosphere at the LLNL. NIF is hush money for the test ban Lreaty; note how it was so
impartant but delays of 5-10 years donY seem 0 matter, Withour a pressing mission we arc battered about
by trendy movements (Diversity - something the lab knows nothing about, Safety, Security, Computer
Security, Personal Security, lie detectors...) without shielding or Ieadership from ranagement. While I am
personally discouraged by the behavior of labaratory management most of us could simply ignore the
foibles if we had a clear and meaningful mission.] believe the LLNL management should congratulate us
on a job well done in maintainimg a credibic nuclear defense during the cold war, acknowledge the world
has changed, develop the programs to retire andfaor transfer employees 1o Los Alamos, and turn over the
facility to California for a new UC, UC Livermore.

Candor - there are many problems and serious issues at the LLNL - they are barely acknowledged {and this
is a marked improvement) by cur management. You cannot fix a problem you will aot acknowledge.
Under the guise of being ‘an optimist’or a ‘positive person’ our management does not admit 1o failures nor
deal with the consequences. For example, ISM is an immense failure - we employees know now - if you
get burt get off site. Reams of paperwork have been generated, the IWS etc. When I reported a legitimate
safety concern (road conditions) it was first ignared, when 1 pressed the system the response degenerated
into a pissing contest between departments as 1o who might pay and for the fast two years nothing has been
done. When | reported a serious breach of scourity (assualt rifles brought in in visitors vehicles) I was told
there would be no investigation because Tt would embarrass the laboratory” We get Newsline, a propaganda
sheet which never covers the real issues at the Laboratory (Mike Campbell's departure {which for many of
us crushed our hopes for the LLNL's future}, the termination of AVLIS, etc). We have Science and
Technology Review - a glossy on our claimed successes. As a 25 year employee 1 never worked on a
project which eventually succeeded. Perhaps we should have a glassy on our High Risk’ ventures and their
true outcomes - this glossy could be monthly and mammoth. Finally we have Fitnotes from the folks who
can run a Yuppie Toy Store but cant run a daycare facility. Two items symbolize a major laboratory
prablem. In building 111 the elevators only stop at certain floors; in HR the last time I was there several
years ago there was a locked glass door barring access to a number of the offices.

Having seen the LLNL bookmark we devoted ourselves to determining what are the strengths at the LLNL.

1. The retirement system - this is why my contemporaries are staying put. And the pay isnt bad.

2. The best toys - we can order the latest and fastest computers and other (oys (opps! - analysis tools) we
think we need, money is really no object. Then in September comes 'end of the year’ money where we
can buy whatever we want whether we need it or not.

3. Low pressure, the deadlines are not real, neither are the budget constraints (look at NIF). We have no

time critical missions; we may pay lip service 1o ‘on time, under budget' but we (and our sponsers Lo

some extent) understand the vagaries of high tech, high risk work.

Flex time - we can come and go as we please - maybe one week sixty hours, the next week thirty.

Education - we can take courses and training is well supported

Travel - we can go many places with minimal justification.

Job security

No matter how bad we screw up there is aiways Los Alamos.

RS

Q. What is the difference between the LLNL and the Titanic?
A. The Titanic had a band.

The LLNL did help 1o win the cold war - our contributions were real. That our product was not used is the
crowniag achievement of mankind in the 20th century. We helped to make this occur. Now we must find 2
mission of comparable importance for the next century. Perhaps that mission is here at the LLNL. perhaps
the mission is o let our people £0 1o where they can be productive. No more business as usual’, time for
management 10 give way 1o leadership.

Anonymous 2
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1/03.01
2/04.01

Joe Balestreri
6568 Lucas
Oakland, CA 94611

May 20, 2004

Mr. Tom Grim

DOE, NNSA 1-293
7000 East Ave.
Livermore, CA 94550

Dear Mr. Grim:

Please consider this letter with my comments on the environmental and
proliferation risks from proposed nuclear weapons development and new
plutonium and tritium programs at the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE)
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL).

I oppose the use of my tax money for the creation of weapons of mass
destruction. This includes the nuclear and biological weapons programs
proposed for LLNL. The development of these weapons clearly poses a
significant risk to the people and environment of Berkeley. But more
importantly, the hypocrisy of the US persuing these technologies even as
we condemn and destroy other nations for seeking them undermines our
credibility and security. They should not be made anywhere.

Thank you,

Joe Balestreri

Barrett867 (email moniker)
Page 1 of 1

-----Original Message-----

From: Barrett867(@aol.com [mailto: Barrett867@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, April 26, 2004 2:16 PM

To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

Subject: Comment on Livermore lab proposal

Just want to express my disagreement with the proposed changes to the Livermore lab as
1/0401 it applies to Plutonium and Tritium, etc. as [ am unable to attend any of the public
hearings to express my concerns.

Thank you.
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1/33.01,
15.01

2/34.01,
33.01

3/27.01

RE: Comments on the Department of Energy's Site-Wide Environmental
Impact Statement (SWEIS) for Continued Qperations at Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory (LLNL).

Dear Mr. Grim:

1. Go ahead and double the limit for plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1,540 pounds to
3.300 pounds. Additionally, under the Proposed Action, the administrative limit for
highly enriched

uranium in Building 239 would increase from 55 pounds to 110 pounds. The Seven
million people live in surrounding areas need jobs!

2. The SWEIS proposes to increase the at-risk limits for tritium ten

fold, from just over 3 grams to 30 grams. The SWEIS proposes to increase

the at-risk limit for plutonium from 44 pounds to 132 pounds. It is not unsafe to increase
the amount of tritium and plutonium that can be "in process" in one room at one time.
LLNL has a history of no violations with plutonium and releases of both tritium and
plutonium,

making it evident that these amounts should be increased.

3. This plan will revive a project that was canceled more than 10 years

ago. The project was called Plutonium - Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation
(AVLIS). Now it is called the "Integrated Technology Project"(ITP) and the "Advanced
Materials Program"(AMP). This is a scheme to heat and vaporize plutonium

and then shoot multiple laser beams through the vapor to separate out

plutonium isotopes. The ITP / AMP is not a health risk and the I'TP and AMP work
should go ahead.

peter bauer

114 mission ave

srca

Bault, William
Page 1 of 1

1/24.02
2/01.01
3/04.01 |
4/07.01

2-26

March 2005



LLNL SW/SPEIS Chapter 2 - Comment Documents

Baxter, Alex Bell, Pastor Bonnie
Page 1 of 1 Page 1 of 1
1/02.01,
04.01
1/04.01
2/23.01
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Berkey, Andrea and Family
Page 1 of 1

Billings, Susan
Page 1 of 1

1/17.04 |

2/18.02)|
31801

4/23.01,
30.01

5/35.01

1/04.01

2/33.01

3/23.01

4/39.01

1/04.01
cont.
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Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League, Louis A. Zeller Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League, Louis A. Zeller
Page 1of7 Page 2 of 7

1/23.01

cont. |
2/02.01,|

01.01
3/06.01

4/01.01

1/23.01 5/06.01
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Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League, LouisA. Zeller Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League, LouisA. Zeller
Page 3 of 7 Page 4 of 7
6/23.02
7/23.05,
23.01
cont.
7/23.05,
23.01
8/05.01
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Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League, Louis A. Zeller Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League, Louis A. Zeller

Page 5of 7 Page 6 of 7
9/38.01,

31.09, 13/33.01
05.01 cont.
10/26.02 14/27.01

15/01.01
11/33.01
16/20.05,
12/30.02, 30.01
30.01
13/33.01
March 2005
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Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League, LouisA. Zeller Bock, Jim
Page 7 of 7 Pagelofl

17/06.01
1/04.01
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Bohn, Diana Booth, Elaine
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1/33.01

2/02.01
1/02.01

3/39.01

4/27.01

33.01 2/07.01

5/26.01
26.03

6/34.01|

7/07.01l
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Boudreau, Drew M.
Page 1 of 1

Bough, Patricia
Page 1 of 1

-----Original Message-----

From: Drew [mailto:peopleschampion@cox.net]
Sent: Monday, April 26, 2004 7:58 PM

To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

Subject: No Nuclear or Chemical tests

Mr. Grim,

As a Californian, American and anti-nuclear patriot. [ urge you not to go through with
the 10-year plan proposed by President Bush's ODE. Nuclear weapons are a threat to all

humanity and their existence should be ended as quickly and safely as possible. America
1/04.01

cannot continue the nuclear arms race by itself. And chemical weapons are dangerous
and have no place in an American army, which has always had a fine reputation for
justice and balance, while chemical weapons are torturous to their victims are
indisputably cruel. Thank vou for your consideration.

Drew Boudreau, Santa Ana, Ca.

Drew M. Boudreau
PeoplesChampion(@cox.net

1/04.01,
32.04
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Bournique, Roger Bournique, Roger
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32.04
1/04.01
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Bouyea, LaurenD.
Page 1 of 1

Dear Mr. Grim,

I am writing in regards to the draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for the
proposed 10-year plans at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. I had the
privilege and pleasure to attend the public hearings regarding the proposed changes in
Livermore on April 27, and was deeply moved by the eloquence and power of the
speakers present. I am writing in accord with those speakers to ask that the plan not be
implemented, and that all nuclear weapon creation be phased out at Lawrence
Livermore, for environmental, health, security. and ethical reasons.

1/04.01 The lethal effects of nuclear waste and dangerous radioactive materials such as tritium
and plutonium are well-documented. Cancer and asthma rates are high in Livermore, as
they are in most communities that have been touched by nuclear testing, Livermore wines
cannot be sold in Europe because the tritium levels of the wines are three times the
European allowable rate. Livermore suffers from air pollution and contaminated water
due to the work at the lab. The ereation of nuclear weapons threatens Americans' safety
for these reasons and also by encouraging other nations to create weapons of their own.
By violating the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act, America a poor example for the rest
of the world. Instead of being a leader for peace and mature international relations,
America uses its disproportionate wealth to create weapons of mass destruction in order
to intimidate and incite fear. Livermore Labs is the root source of this action, and if the
10-year plan is implemented, it will only exacerbate an already dangerous situation. This
1s not a sustainable practice. This cannot last long.

The amazing minds at Livermore should be applied towards finding solutions for dealing
2/07.01 with our existing nuclear waste and creating alternative energy technologies that will
carry us forward many years into the future. I urge vou to reflect on the comments
submitted by myself and others with full attention and care, with your mind and heart.
What a grave and far-reaching decision lies before you.

Thank you for your time, and peace be with you.

Sincerely,

Lauren D. Bouyea

1601 Shoreline Highway
Muir Beach, CA 94965

Bowman, Margaret
Page 1 of 2

1/02.01]
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Bowman, Margaret Boydston, Stanley

Page 2 of 2 Page 1 of 2
2/01.01,
08.01
1/02.01
3/02.01
2/08.02
3/27.01,
33.01
4/26.01,
26.03
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Boydston, Stanley Brazil, Mike
Page 2 of 2 Page 1 of 1

4/26.01,
26.03
cont.

5/37.01

6/39.01
1/04.01

7/35.01

8/04.01

9/07.01
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Brechin, Vernon Brechin, \Vernon
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4/26.05
5/06.01
1/31.02
2/08.01
3/07.02
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Brechin, Vernon Brechin, Vernon
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2/26.05
cont.
3/26.05
1/31.06
4/26.03
2/26.05
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Brechin, Vernon Brechin, Vernon
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5/26.03
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6/26.05 8/26.05
9/26.03
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Brechin, Vernon Brechin, Vernon
Page 5 of 24 Page 6 of 24
10/26.03
7/26.05
cont.
11/26.03
12/26.06
13/26.07
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Brechin, Vernon Brechin, \Vernon
Page 7 of 24 Page 8 of 24
14/26.06
15/26.05
cont.
15/26.05
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Brechin, Vernon Brechin, Vernon
Page 9 of 24 Page 10 of 24
15/26.05
cont.
15/26.05
cont.
16/26.03
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Brechin, Vernon Brechin, \Vernon
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18/26.04
cont.
17/26.05
19/26.04
18/26.04
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Brechin, Vernon Brechin, Vernon
Page 13 of 24 Page 14 of 24
21/26.05
19/26.04
cont.
4/26.03
cont.
20/26.06
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Brechin, Vernon Brechin, Vernon
Page 15 of 24 Page 16 of 24
22/26.03
24/26.03
cont.
23/26.03
24/26.03 25/26.05
26/26.06

March 2005 2-47



Chapter 2 - Comment Documents LLNL SW/SPEIS

Brechin, Vernon Brechin, Vernon
Page 17 of 24 Page 18 of 24
29/26.06
cont.
27/26.03
30/26.03
28/26.03
29/26.06
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Brechin, Vernon Brechin, Vernon
Page 19 of 24 Page 20 of 24
31/26.03
cont.
30/26.03
cont.
32/26.06
31/26.03
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Brechin, Vernon Brechin, Vernon
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34/26.04
cont.
33/26.05
35/26.03
36/26.03
34/26.04
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Brechin, Vernon Brechin, Vernon
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36/26.03
cont.
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Brooke, Lindsay
Page 1 of 1

Browning, Virginia
Page 1 of 1

1/04.01

1/01.01
2/04.01
3/07.01
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Buchanan, Pat
Page 1 of 1

1/03.01

Buck, Constance E.
Page 1 of 1

7N a? 1 2 604
Dear DOE:
LEASE kEAD!

Here is my comment on the draft Site-Wide
Environmental Impact Statement on Livermore
Lab operations over the next ten years. The
SWEIS calls for major increases in nuclear weapo
design and manufacture. New plutonium
activities include: raising the inventory from
1,540 nds to 3,300 pounds; tripling the
amount “at risk” at one time; :rea(in#or;rype
bomb cores for a new “Modern Pit Facility;”
fissioning plutonium in the NIF me'g?-lascr; and,
vaporizing plutonium oxide on-site to separate
isotopes. The SWEIS also reveals plans to increase
the “at risk” I‘i(r’n'n for radioactive tritium 10-fold.
=
/‘“mggg Netipt Ay ey
increase nuclear M{gmand dw

-] call on you to analyze conversion

of the Lab tg::zful purpns?,an ahemmve

Signed: _

¥ Ms. Constanee Buck
Tl ST L

il ratsvisisdsed

portland, OR 9721 1-34%6

d-rf-ﬁ.s.
fes

5

12!:.f;:!:ﬁ}!1'lilf!llflﬂ!lrﬁl!l}{lj{ \

To:

Mr. Tom Grim

DOE, NNSA, L-293

7000 East Avenue

Livermore, CA
94550

3

March 2005
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Bunting, Daralen
Page 1 of 1

1/01.01
2/04.01
3/07.01
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Cadotte, Blanche
Page 1 of 2

1/04.01}

P/32.02

3/02.01

4/01.01

Draft Site-wide Environmental Impact Statement \

for Continued Operation of Lawrence Livermore W
National Laboratory and Supplemental Stockpile ,./r‘
Stewardship and Manags t Progra i National Nuciesr Secusily Adminiairstion
Envir | Impact t

U.S. Department of Energy

National Nuclear Security Administration

Written Comment Form
Must be received an or before May 27, 2004.

A P Z L p ] 7
ALyt fog oty AT o ,/.17"_ 2t R W s A e L FLE
T i T et st ot
oastonge 44.;,.5 4;_;,-."_. Al bt ) Ll sig
F = P . 7 , YAy
7..;1. gt P LAl A e PPt P S d freprea)
/ 7 g ; i :
Llaial, Bin pdafies portt terpeebil fro, o hre ot et
. J ;L
Al e e g 1 Aottt b B PRt gt opt) APEAEL G0 Breger o Login

Please use other side if more space is needed.

Comment forms may be mailed to: Comment forms.may be faxed to: %%
Mr, Tom Grim . Mr. Tom Grim

Document Manager (925)422-1776

National Nuclear Security Administration

Livermore Site Office, L-293

7000 East Avenue

Livermore, CA 9455(-9234

Cadotte, Blanche
Page 2 of 2

5/07.01

March

2005
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California Air Resources Board, Bart E. Croes, P.E., Chief California Energy Commission, Robert L. Therkelsen, Executive
Page 1 of 1 Director
Page 1 of 4
1/32.01|
1/20.01
2/33.01
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California Energy Commission, Robert L. Therkelsen, Executive California Energy Commission, Robert L. Therkelsen, Executive
Director Director
Page 2 of 4 Page 3 of 4
3/20.01
4/29.01
5/33.01
6/25.06,
30.01,
33.01,
29.01
7/22.01
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California Energy Commission, Robert L. Therkelsen, Executive
Director
Page 4 of 4

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley
Region, Susan Timm, Site 300 Remedial Project Manager
Page 1 of 2

7/22.01
cont.

8/20.05

9/22.01,
30.01

4/29.01
cont.

Q California Regional Water Quality Control Board

Central Valley Region
Robert Schneider, Chair

£

Arnold Schwarzenegger

Terry Tamminen
Secretary for Sacramento Main Office CGlovernor
Environmental Internet Address: Bip:Awww.swrb,ca soviwaebs
Protection 11020 Sun Center Drive #200 Rancho Cordova, CA 95670-6114

Phone (916) 461-3291
8 June 2004

Mr. Tom Grim

DOE, NNSA, 1L-293
7000 East Avenue
Livermore, CA 94550

DRAFT SITE-WIDE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR CONTINUED
OPERATION OF LAWRENCE LIVERMORE NATIONAL LABORATORY AND
SUPPLEMENTAL STOCK PILE STEWARDSHIP AND MANAGEMENT PROGRAMMATIC
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Regional Board staff thank the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) for agreeing to accept comments on

the February 2004 Draft Site-Wide Envir ! Impact Si For Continued Operation Of
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory And Supplemental Stock Pile Stewardship And Management
Progr: tic Envire { Impact St within the two weeks following the due date of 27 May

2004. We have the following comments with respect to operations at Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory Experimental Test Site (Site 300):

1. | Section 3.4.7. states that tritium emissions to the air from hydroshots at Site 300 would result in 150
curies under the Reduced Operation Alternative or 200 curies per year under the No Action
Alternative. DOE does not state if, under the Proposed Action Alternative, the quantity of tritium
1/17.01 used in hydroshots wil] change. A! pljcscnl there is a very largc tritium plume in grouqdwalcr from

*¥ | releases from the firing table at Building 850 and from the Pit 7 Complex. Please clanify the
17.02 |frequency of releases. the quantity of tritium per shot. the amount of tritium estimated to remain
airborne versus the amount that will potentially fallout and pollute the soil and groundwater. DOE
needs to discuss mitigation measures to prevent or minimize additional soil and groundwater
pollution.

2. | The Regional Board has issued Waste Discharge Requirements to DOE and Site 300 for discharge of
domestic and industrial waste. With the construction of new buildings for processing energetic
2/22.03]| materials and conducting experiments, DOE and Site 300 will need to submit, prior to beginning
operations in the new facilities, a Report of Waste Discharge requesting the Regional Board to revise
the existing permits or prepare new permits for industrial and domestic waste disposal.

3. | DOE needs to explain how it will discharge waste from the new Energetic Materials Processing
Center and the High Explosives Development Center. DOE is planning either to repair the Class II
3/22.06 Surface Impoundments or close them. DOE needs to include information regarding disposition of

. waste, waste composition, quantity of waste, the method of transporting the waste to its discharge
location, and spill prevention plans. Contingency plans for soil and groundwater cleanup in case of
a spill also need to be discussed.

California Environmental Protection Agency

§3 Recycled Paper
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay
Region, Susan Timm, Site 300 Remedial Project Manager Region, Naomi Feger, Remedial Project Manager
Page 2 of 2 Page 1 of 2

Mr. Tom Grim 2 8 June 2004

National Nuclear Security Administration
U.S Department of Energy

4.

4/28.01

5. | DOE proposes replacing the wetlands created by cooling tower runoff from Building 865 with
wetlands at other locations. At least one of the proposed locations has tritium in the surface water.
5/16.02 DOE needs to present an ecological risk assessment to determine if the surface water in the new
wetlands will cause ecological impacts.

DOE will need to revise its storm water pollution prevention plan to include the new locations of
operations.

6.

6/17.06

Please discuss what other potential soil and groundwater pollutants could be by-products of the
outdoor firing table shots and what disposal methods will be used for the firing table debris and
gravel.

If you have any questions, you may contact me at (916) 464-4657.

SUSAN TIMM
Site 300 Remedial Project Manager

1/18.02
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay
Region, Naomi Feger, Remedial Project Manager
Page 2 of 2

Campaign Letter 1
Page 1 of 3

1/18.02
cont.

1/02.01

2/08.02

3/27.01,
33.01

patricia Acosta
135 Clipper St., #10
San francisco, CA 94114

May 18, 2004

Mr. Tom Grim

DOE, NNSA L-293
7000 East Ave.
Livermore, CA 94550

Dear Mr. Grim:

Please consider this letter with my comments on the environmental and
proliferation risks from proposed nuclear weapons development and new
plutonium and tritium programs at the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE)
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL).

Twrite to you because the DOE has prepared a draft Site Wide
Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) that proposes to ramp up nuclear
weapons activities at the Livermore Lab in Northern California. Livermore
Lab is working on the design of a new, high-vield nuclear bunker-buster,
called the "Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator.” and I oppose its

development. Additionally, I oppose the development of so-called
"mini-nukes” and other new nuclear weapons concepts being researched at
Livermore Lab.

Here are my comments on six dangerous new programs being proposed at
Livermore Lab.

1. Storage of More Nuclear Materials: This plan will more than double the
storage limit for plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1,540 pounds to 3,300
pounds. It would increase the radioactive tritium storage limit from 30

grams to 35 grams. I join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based
Tri-Valley CAREs group in calling on DOE to de-inventory the plutonium and
tritium stocks at Livermore Lab, not increase them.

2. Plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS): This plan will
revive a project that was canceled more than 10 years ago because it was
dangerous and unnecessary. The project is Plutonium AVLIS. This is a
scheme to heat and vaporize plutonium and then shoot multiple laser beams
through the hot vapor to separate out plutonium isotopes. To do this,
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Page 2 of 3

3/27.01,| Livermore Lab plans to increase the amount of plutonium that can be used
at one time in any one room from 44 pounds to 132 pounds - a 3-fold
33.01 increase. I join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based

cont. | Tri-Valley CARE:s in calling for cancellation of this project.

3. Dangerous New Experiments in the National Ignition Facility Mega-Laser:
This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and lithium hydride
to experiments in the National Ignition Facility (NIF) mega-laser when it
is completed at Livermore Lab. Using these materials in the NIF will
4/2601, increase its usefulness for nuclear weapons development. It will also make

26.03 the NIF more hazardous to workers and the environment. I join California

. Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for a

close out of the NIF project and termination of plans to use plutonium and
other new materials in it.

4, New Technologies for Producing Plutonium Bomb Cores: This plan makes
Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies for
producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the softball-sized
piece of plutonium that sits inside a modern nuclear weapon and triggers

its thermonuclear explosion. DOE says these new technolo, will then be
used in a new bomb core factory, called the Modern Pit Facility (MPF). The
5/37.01] Livermore Lab plutonium pit program will enable the MPF and production of
150 - 450 plutonium bomb cores annually, with the ability to run double
shifts and produce 900 per vear. This production capability would
approximate the combined nuclear arsenals of France and China - each year.
1 join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in
calling for termination of this technology development project.

5. Enhancing Readiness to Resume Full-Scale Nuclear Tests: This plan calls
for Livermore Lab to develop diagno: to "enhance" the nation's

readiness to conduct full-scale underground nuclear tests at the Nevada
6/39.01 Test Site. This is a dangerous step back to the days of unrestrained

nuclear testing and I join with California Peace Action and Tri-Valley
CAREs to oppose any move to "enhance” U.S. readiness to conduct full-scale
tests.

6. Mixing Bugs and Bombs: This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore Lab.
It calls for collocating an advanced bio-warfare agent research facility

with nuclear weapons activities in a classified area at Livermore Lab. The

DOE proposes genetic modification and aerosolization (spraying) with live
anthrax, plague and other deadly pathogens on site at LLNL. This could
7/3501 weaken the international biological weapons treaty -- and it poses a risk

to workers, the public and the environment here in the California.

Interestingly. this program is listed as part of LLNL's "no action

alternative” as though it were an existing program -- even though it is

not yet constructed, Tri-Valley CAREs has brought litigation against it,

Campaign Letter 1
Page 3 of 3

7/35.01
cont.

8/04.01

9/07.01

and a federal Judge has issued a "stay" prohibiting the importation of
dangerous pathogens into the facility while the lawsuit moves forward. 1
join Tri-Valley CARESs in opposing the operation of a bio-warfare agent
facility at Livermore Lab.

T believe the DOE plan to introduce new weapons programs into LLNL will
promote a new arms race and escalate the nuclear danger. Further, the DOE
proposal to double LLNL's plutonium storage limit to 3,300 pounds and
triple the amount held "at risk" in any one room increases the
environmental threat LLNL poses to the people of California. The SWEIS
propels Livermore Lab in exactly the wrong direction.

Instead of proposing new weapons projects, DOE should enhance the
peaceful, civilian scientific capabilities and mission at Livermore Lab by
proposing new, unclassified programs in environmental cleanup,
non-polluting and renewable energy, earth sciences, astrophysics,
atmospheric physics and others. The alternative of a "green lab" in
Livermore should be pursued instead of the dangerous nuclear weapons
future proposed by the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely,

Patricia Acosta

March 2005
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1/31.04

2/08.02

May 20, 2004

Mr. Thomas Grim, L-293

U.8. Department of Energy,

National Nuclear Security Administration
Livermore Site Office, SWEIS Document Manager
7000 East Avenue

Livermore, CA 94550-9234

Fax: (925) 422-1776
Email: tom.grimi@oak.doe.gov

RE: Comments on the Department of Energy's Site-Wide Environmental Impact
Statement (SWEIS) for Continued Operations at Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory (LLNL).

Dear Mr. Grim:

Through this letter I am expressing my deep concern with the health and environmental
risks posed by the expanded nuclear weapons mission for the Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory (LLNL) into the indefinite future. I appreciate your focused attention
to this matter. Below, I have outlined a number of specific concerns that, taken
cumulatively, lead me to the conclusion that the Site Wide Environmental Impact
Statement (SWEIS) for the continuing operation of LLNL is so deficient in information
and analysis that it must be fixed and re-circulated in draft form. This would allow the
community, the regulators, and the legislators to have the opportunity to evaluate the new
information that is requested in these comments. My specific concerns are:

1. The same day of the public hearings for the SWEIS, April 27, 2004, the Congressional
Subcommittee on National Security, Emerging Threats, and International Relations for
the Committee on Government Reform held a hearing on the security of nuclear
materials. The hearing highlighted potentially insurmountable problems with plutonium
and highly enriched uranium at certain Department of Energy (DOE) sites, with a focus
on the vulnerability of nuclear materials storage at LLNL. On May 7, 2004, Energy
Secretary Spencer Abraham delivered a speech on the deficiencies in the security of
nuclear materials at LLNL and other DOE sites. The Energy Secretary made a
commitment to consider removing the special nuclear materials at LLNL by 2005, This
recent acknowledgement by the DOE that security at LLNL is questionable makes it
imperative that the SWEIS evaluate an alternative that would remove all special nuclear
materials from LLNL. These acknowledgements make this not only a reasonable option,
but one that should be evaluated because it is a foreseeable outcome within the next
decade at LLNL.

2. Instead of reducing the amount of special nuclear materials on-site at LLNL, this plan
proposes to more than double the limit for plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1,540
pounds to 3,300 pounds. Additionally, under the Proposed Action, the administrative

Campaign Letter 2
Page 2 of 4

2/08.02
cont.

3/34.01
4/33.01,
25.01

5/27.01

6/37.01

7/26.01
8/26.03

limit for highly enriched uranium in Building 239 would increase from 55 pounds to 110
pounds. Seven million people live in surrounding areas, and residences are built right up
to the fence. Plutonium is difficult to store safely because, in certain forms, it can
spontaneously ignite and burn. Moreover, it poses a criticality risk when significant
quantities are stored in close proximity. The amount of plutonium proposed for LLNL is
sufficient to make more than 300 nuclear bombs. Because of the health risks, the
proliferation dangers. storage hazards, and very serious security concerns, we believe it is
irresponsible to store pl ium, highly enriched uranium and tritium at LLNL. We are
calling upon the DOE to de-inventory the plutonium, highly enriched uranium and tritium
stocks at LLNL rather than to increase them.

3. The SWEIS proposes to increase the at-risk limits for tritium ten fold, from just over 3
grams to 30 grams. The SWEIS proposes to increase the at-risk limit for plutonium from
44 pounds to 132 pounds. We believe it is unsafe to increase the amount of tritium and
plutonium that can be "in process” in one room at one time. LLNL has a history of
criticality violations with plutonium and releases of both tritium and plutonium, making it
evident that these amounts should be decreased, rather than increased.

4. This plan will revive a project that was canceled more than 10 years ago because it was
dangerous and unnecessary. The project was called Plutonium - Atomic Vapor Laser
Isotope Separation (AVLIS). Now it is called the "Integrated Technology Project"(ITP)
and the "Advanced Materials Program"(AMP). This is a scheme to heat and vaporize
plutenium and then shoot multiple laser beams through the vapor to separate out
plutonium isotopes. The ITP / AMP is a health risk and a nuclear proliferation nightmare.
We believe the ITP and AMP work should be cancelled as the Plutonium AVLIS was
cancelled in 1990 - this time permanently.

5. This plan makes Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies for
producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the softball-sized piece of
plutonium that sits inside a modem nuclear weapon and triggers its thermonuclear
explosion. DOE says these new technologies will then be used in a new bomb factory,
called the Modern Pit Facility (MPF). Public and Congressional opposition to the MPF
has caused its delay this year. The Livermore Lab plutonium pit program goes full-speed
ahead in the wrong direction. It will enable the MPF and production of 150 - 450
plutonium bomb cores annually, with the ability to run double shifts and produce 900
cores per year. This production capability would approximate the combined nuclear
arsenals of France and China - each year. We call upon the DOE to halt all work on
plutonium pit production technologies at Livermore Lab. We believe it is premature for
the DOE to spend taxpayer dollars on this technology and the prudent and reasonable
outcome is to delay or cancel this project.

6. This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and large quantities of lithium
hydride to experiments in the National Ignition Facility mega-laser when it is completed
at Livermore Lab. Using these materials in the NIF will increase its usefulness for
nuclear weapons development, including for the design of new types of nuclear weapons.
It will also make the NIF more hazardous to workers and the environment. This is not
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7/26.01 only dangerous to people's health and safety, and a proliferation risk, but it is sure to

8, / 26.03 result in an inordinate cost to the taxpayer. No cost estimate associated with this proposal
has been released to date. We ask the DOE to cancel these dangerous, polluting,

cont. proliferation-provocative and unnecessary new experiments proposed for the NIF.

7. The SWEIS reveals plans to manufacture tritium targets at LLNL. The tritium-filled
targets are the radioactive fuel pellets that the NIF's 192 laser beams will “shoot" in an
attempt to create a thermonuclear explosion. Producing the targets will increase the
amount of tritium that is used in any one room at Livermore Lab from the current limit of
just over 3 grams to 30 grams - nearly 10-fold more. In the mid-1990's, LLNL stated that
9/26.04 target fabrication was to occur off-site because of LLNL's proximity to large populations.

. Livermore Lab has a history of tritium accidents, spills and releases. The NIF will
increase the amount of airbome radioactivity emanating from LLNL. We call on DOE to
cancel plans to manufacture tritium targets for NIF at Livermore Lab. Further, we urge
cancellation of the NIF megalaser. Cancellation of NIF is a reasonable altemative that
should be fully analyzed in the SWEIS.

8. This plan also calls for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to “enhance"” the nation's
10/39.01 readiness to conduct full-scale underground nuclear tests. This is a dangerous step back to

' the days of unrestrained nuclear testing. All work at LLNL to reduce the time it takes to
conduct a full-scale underground nuclear test should be terminated immediately.

9. This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore. It calls for collocating an advanced bio-
warfare agent facility (BSL-3) with nuclear weapons activities in a classified area at
Livermore Lab. The plan proposes genetic modification and aerosolization (spraying)
11/35.01 | with tive anthrax, plague and other deadly pathogens. This could weaken the international
biological weapons treaty -- and it poses a risk to workers, the public and the
environment here in the Bay Area. The draft SWEIS does not adequately describe these
programs, or the unique security, health and environmental hazards they present.
Construction should be halted on the portable BSL-3 facility. All plans to conduct
advanced bio-warfare agent (BSL-3) research on site at LLNL should be terminated.

10. There are 108 buildings identified at LLNL as having potential seismic deficiencies
relative to current codes. The SWEIS should include a complete list of these buildings
and an accounting of the ones that house or may house hazardous, radiological and
biological research materials. LLNL is located within 1 kilometer of two significant
12/14.01 earthquake faults, including the Las Positas Fault Zone less than 200 feet from the LLNL
boundary. How can we mitigate harm done from an earthquake that damages these
buildings before they are brought up to code? We urge the Livermore Lab to stop any
work with hazardous, radioactive or biological substances that may be occurring in any
building that does not comply with federal standards.

11. A contractor will be paid to package and ship more than 1,000 drums of transuranic
13/22 01 and mixed transuranic waste to the WIPP dump in New Mexico, yet the SWEIS says this

. is exempt from environmental review. This work in its entirety must be included in the
review.

Campaign Letter 2
Page 4 of 4

14/20.05

15/01.01

16/07.01

12. The DOE does not acknowledge in the SWEIS that the double-walled shipping
containers described in the document may be replaced by less health - protective single-
lined containers. We believe that no waste should be shipped in single-walled containers
and the SWEIS should provide a guarantee to that effect.

13. The Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS relies heavily upon the US Nuclear
Posture Review, which calls for an aggressive modernization and manufacturing base
within the US nuclear weapons complex. This stands in stark contrast to the binding legal
mandate to shift "from developing and producing new weapons designs to dismantling
obsolete weapons and maintaining a smaller weapons arsenal”. We believe a revised
Purpose and Need statement should accurately reflect the Livermore Lab's legal
responsibility with regard to US law, including US obligations under the nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT).

Further, the Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS almost completely omits LLNL's
important role in civilian science research. This omission fatally flaws the alternatives
analysis in the SWEIS by neglecting to consider the expanded role that civilian science
programs at the LLNL could play in the next decade.

The alternatives analysis should be revised to consider LLNL's role in light of the
commitments in the NPT and the Livermore Lab's civilian science mission as well as the
compelling case for removing special nuclear materials (i.e., plutonium and highly
enriched uranium) from the LLNL site.

Sincerely,

Jesa Wolff

169 18" Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94121

March 2005
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2/33.01

3/37.01

4/39.01

5/34 01|

1/04.011 1/01.01
2/04.06
2/07.01 3/09/5p101
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Dear Mr. Grim,

Tam sending these comments on letterhead, (faxing). and I would like the
comments to be posted officially with the leiterhead. I am sending these by
email just in case the fax does not work. Thank you. - Kay Cumbow, Citizens
for Alternatives to Chemical Contamination.

tom.grim(@oak.doe.gov

1 /3 1.02 RE: Comments on the Department of Energy's Site-Wide Environmental Impact
' Statement (SWEIS) for Continued Operations at Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory (LLNL).

Dear Mr. Grim:

Citizens for Alternatives to Chemical Contamination, a Statewide
environmental group, is highly concerned and troubled by the health and
environmental risks posed by an expanded nuclear weapons mission for the
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) into what appears to be the
indefinite future. This kind of expansion needs serious review. We have

listed some of our most serious concerns below. This is certainly not all

of the concerns that we have. Due to these very grave concerns, we are
convinced that the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) for
continuing operation of LLNL is so deficient in information and analysis
that it must be fixed and re-circulated in draft form. This would allow the

l/ 31.04 community, (including the extended U.S. tax-paver community who foots the
huge bill), the regulators, and the legislators to have the opportunity to
evaluate the new information that is requested in these comments. Our
specific concemns are:

1. The same day of the public hearings for the SWEIS. April 27, 2004, the
Congressional Subcommittee on National Security, Emerging Threats, and
International Relations for the Committee on Government Reform held a
hearing on the security of nuclear materials. The hearing highlighted
potentially insurmountable problems with plutonium and highly enriched
uranium at certain Department of Energy (DOE) sites, with a focus on the
vulnerability of nuclear materials storage at LLNL. On May 7, 2004, Energy
2/08.02 Secretary Spencer Abraham delivered a speech on the deficiencies in the

: security of nuclear materials at LLNL and other DOE sites. The Energy
Secretary made a commitment to consider removing the special nuclear
materials at LLNL by 2003, This recent acknowledgment by the DOE that
security at LLNL is questionable makes it imperative that the SWEIS
evaluate an alternative that would remove all special nuclear materials
from LLNL. These acknowledgments make this not only a reasonable option,
but one that should be evaluated because it is a foreseeable outcome within
the next decade at LLNL.
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Citizens for Alternatives to Chemical Contamination, Kay Cumbow,
Chairperson
Page 3 of 5

2/08.02
cont.

3/34.01
4/33.01,
25.01

5/27.01

6/37.01

2. Instead of reducing the amount of special nuclear materials on-site at
LLNL. this plan would more than double the limit for plutonium at Livermore
Lab from 1,540 pounds to 3,300 pounds. Additionally, under the Proposed
Action, the administrative limit for highly enriched uranium in Building

239 would increase from 55 pounds to 110 pounds. Seven million people live
in surrounding areas, and residences are built right up to the fence.

Plutonium is difficult to store safely because, in certain forms, it can
spontaneously ignite and burn. Moreover, it poses a criticality risk when
significant quantities are stored in close proximity. The amount of

plutonium proposed for LLNL is sufficient to make more than 300 nuclear
bombs. Because of the health risks, the proliferation dangers, storage

hazards, and very serious security concerns, we believe it is irresponsible

to store plutonium. highly enriched uranium and tritium at LLNL. We are
calling upon the DOE to de-inventory the plutonium, highly enriched uranium
and tritium stocks at LLNL rather than to increase them.

3. The SWEIS proposes to increase the at-risk limits for tritium ten fold,
from just over 3 grams to 30 grams. The SWEIS proposes to increase the
at-risk limit for plutonium from 44 pounds to 132 pounds. We believe it is
unsafe to increase the amount of tritium and plutonium that can be "in
process” in one room at one time. LLNL has a history of criticality
violations with plutonium and releases of both tritium and plutonium,
making it evident that these amounts should be decreased, rather than
increased.

4. This plan will revive a project that was canceled more than 10 years ago
because it was dangerous and unnecessary. The project was called Plutonium
- Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS). Now it is called the
"Integrated Technology Project"(I'TP) and the "Advanced Materials
Program"(AMP). This is a scheme to heat and vaporize plutonium and then
shoot multiple laser beams through the vapor to separate out plutonium
isotopes. The ITP / AMP is a health risk and a nuclear proliferation
nightmare. We believe the ITP and AMP work should be canceled as the
Plutonium AVLIS was canceled in 1990 - this time permanently.

5. This plan makes Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing
technologies for producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the
softball-sized piece of plutonium that sits inside a modern nuclear weapon
and triggers its thermonuclear explosion. DOE says these new technologies
will then be used in a new bomb factory, called the Modern Pit Facility
(MPF). Public and Congressional opposition to the MPF has caused its delay
this year. The Livermore Lab plutonium pit program goes full-speed ahead in
the wrong direction. It will enable the MPF and production of 150 - 450
plutonium bomb cores annually, with the ability to run double shifts and
produce 900 cores per year. This production capability would approximate
the combined nuclear arsenals of France and China - each year. We call upon

6/37.01
cont.

7/26.01
8/26.03

9/26.04

10/39.01

11/35.01

the DOE to halt all work on plutonium pit production technologies at
Livermore Lab. We believe it is premature for the DOE to spend taxpayer
dollars on this technology and the prudent and reasonable outcome is to
delay or cancel this project.

6. This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and large
quantities of lithium hydride to experiments in the National Ignition
Facility mega-laser when it is completed at Livermore Lab. Using these
materials in the NIF will increase its usefulness for nuclear weapons
development, including for the design of new types of nuclear weapons. It
will also make the NIF more hazardous to workers and the environment. This
is not only dangerous to people's health and safety, and a proliferation

risk, but it is sure to result in an inordinate cost to the taxpayer. No

cost estimate associated with this proposal has been released to date. We
ask the DOE 1o cancel these dangerous, polluting, proliferation-provocative
and unnecessary new experiments proposed for the NIF.

7. The SWEIS reveals plans to manufacture tritium targets at LLNL. The
tritium-filled targets are the radioactive fuel pellets that the NIF's 192
laser beams will "shoot" in an attempt to create a thermonuclear explosion.
Producing the targets will increase the amount of tritium that 1s used in
any one room at Livermore Lab from the current limit of just over 3 grams
to 30 grams - nearly 10-fold more. In the mid-1990's, LLNL stated that
target fabrication was to occur off-site because of LLNL's proximity to
large populations. Livermore Lab has a history of tritium acciden
and releases. The NIF will increase the amount of airborne radi

Ils

ity
emanating from LLNL. We call on DOE to cancel plans to manufacture tritium
targets for NIF at Livermore Lab. Further, we urge cancellation of the NIF
megalaser. Cancellation of NIF is a reasonable alternative that should be

fully analyzed in the SWEIS.

8. This plan also calls for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to
"enhance" the nation's readiness to conduct full-scale underground nuclear
tests. This is a dangerous step back to the days of unrestrained nuclear
testing. All work at LLNL to reduce the time it takes to conduct a
full-scale underground nuclear test should be terminated immediately.

9. This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore. It calls for collocating an
advanced bio-warfare agent facility (BSL-3) with nuclear weapons activities
in a classified area at Livermore Lab. The plan proposes genetic
modification and acrosolization (spraying) with live anthrax, plague and
other deadly pathogens. This could weaken the international biological
weapons treaty -- and it poses a risk to workers, the public and the
environment here in the Bay Area. The draft SWEIS does not adequately
describe these programs, or the unique security, health and environmental
hazards they present. Construction should be halted on the portable BSL-3
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Citizens for Alternatives to Chemical Contamination, Kay Cumbow, Citizens for Alternatives to Chemical Contamination, Kay Cumbow,
Chairperson Chairperson
Page 4 of 5 Page 5 of 5

11/35.01 facility. All plans to conduct advanced bio-warfare agent (BSL-3) research 17/03.01 |in national laboratories, it scems that there should be hearings in every
cont on site at LLNL should be terminated. cont state of the Union. It also is hypocritical that our United States
. : Government should call other nations to heed disarmament, and nuclear
10. There are 108 buildings identified at LLNL as having potential seismic non-proliferation and yet we ourselves do not lead the way.
deficiencies relative to current codes. The SWEIS should include a complete
list of these buildings and an accounting of the ones that house or may Sincerely,
house hazardous, radiological and biological research materials. LLNL is
located within 1 kilometer of two significant earthquake faults, including. Kay Cumbow,
12/1401 the Las Positas Fault Zone less than 200 feet from the LLNL boundary. How Chairperson, Citizens for Alternatives to Chemical Contamination
can we mitigate harm done from an earthquake that damages these buildings 8735 Maple Grove Road - Lake, MI 48632-9511
before they are brought up to code? We urge the Livermore Lab to stop any phone and fax 517-544-3318

work with hazardous, radioactive or biological substances that may be
occurring in any building that does not comply with federal standards.

11. A contractor will be paid to package and ship more than 1,000 drums of
transuranic and mixed transuranic waste to the WIPP dump in New Mexico, vet
13/22.014 the SWEIS says this is exempt from environmental review. This work in its
entirety must be included in the review.

12. The DOE does not acknowledge in the SWEIS that the double-walled
shipping containers described in the document may be replaced by less
14/20.05| health - protective single-lined containers. We believe that no waste

should be shipped in single-walled containers and the SWEIS should provide
a guarantee to that effect.

13. The Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS relies heavily upon the US
Nuclear Posture Review, which calls for an aggressive modemization and
manufacturing base within the US nuclear weapons complex. This stands in
15/01.01 stark contrast to the binding legal mandate to shift "from developing and

' producing new weapons designs to dismantling obsolete weapons and
maintaining a smaller weapons arsenal”. We believe a revised Purpose and
Need statement should accurately reflect the Livermore Lab's legal
respor lity with regard to US law, including US obligations under the
nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).
Further, the Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS almost completely
omits LLNL's important role in civilian science research. This omission
fatally flaws the alternatives analysis in the SWEIS by neglecting to
consider the expanded role that civilian science programs at the LLNL could
16/0701 play in the next decade.
The alternatives analysis should be revised to consider LLNL's role in
light of the commitments in the NPT and the Livermore Lab's civilian
science mission as well as the compelling case for removing special nuclear
materials (i.e., plutonium and highly enriched uranium) from the LLNL site.

Although we live in the Midwest, these are our limited tax dollars!! When
17/03.01 tax dollars are going to go for such big changes and expansion of purposes
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1/08.03

City of Livermore, Dr. Marshall Kamena, Mayor
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2/09.01

3/09.02
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City of Santa Cruz, Scott Kennedy, Caoalition for a Safe Lab, Mary Wulff
Mayor Page 1 of 4
Page 1 of 1

May 25, 2004

Mr. Thomas Grim, 1-293
U.S. Department of Energy.
National Nuclear Security
Administration
Livermore Site Office, SWEIS Document Manager
7000 East Avenue
Livermore, CA 94550-9234

Email: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

RE: Comments on the Department of Energy's Site-Wide Environmental
Impact Statement (SWEIS) for Continued Operations at Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory (LLNL).

Dear Mr. Grim:

Through this letter we are expressing our deep concern with the health
and environmental risks posed by the expanded nuclear weapons missi
the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) into the indefinite

future. We appreciate your focused attention to this matter. Below, we have
1/31.04 | outlined a number of specific concerns that, taken cumulatively, lead us to the
conclusion that the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) for the
continuing operation of LLNL is so deficient in information and analysis

that it must be fixed and re-circulated in draft form. This would allow the
community, the regulators, and the legislators to have the opportunity to evaluate
the new information that is requested in these comments. We also request that
2/31.02 the public comment period be extended another 30 days. Our specific

concems are:

on for

1/01.011 1. The same day of the public hearings
for the SWEIS, April 27, 2004, the Congressional Subcommittee on National
2/04.01 Security, Emerging Threats, and International Relations for the

Committee on Government Reform held a hearing on the security of nuclear
materials. The hearing highlighted potentially insurmountable problems

with plutonium and highly enriched uranium at certain Department of Energy
3/0802 (DOE) sites, with a focus on the vulnerability of nuclear materials

storage at LLNL. On May 7, 2004, Energy Secretary Spencer Abraham delivered a
speech on the deficiencies in the security of nuclear materials at LLNL

and other DOE sites. The Energy Secretary made a commitment to consider
removing the special nuclear materials at LLNL by 2005. This recent
acknowledgement by the DOE that security at LLNL is questionable makes
it imperative that the SWEIS evaluate an alternative that would remove all
special nuclear materials from LLNL. These acknowledgements make this not
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only a reasonable option, but one that should be evaluated because it is a
foreseeable outcome within the next decade at LLNL.

2. Instead of reducing the amount of special nuclear materials on-site at LLNL.
this plan proposes to more than double the limit for plutonium at Livermore
Lab from 1,540 pounds to 3,300 pounds.
Additionally, under the Proposed Action, the administrative limit for
highly enriched uranium in Building 239 would increase from 55 pounds to 110
3/08.02 pounds. Seven million people live in surrounding areas, and residences are
built right up to the fence. Plutonium is difficult to store safely because, in
cont. . - L .
certain forms, it can spontaneously ignite and burn. Moreover, it poses a
criticality risk when significant quantities are stored in close proximity. The amount
of plutonium proposed for LLNL is sufficient to make more than 300
nuclear bombs. Because of the health risks, the proliferation dangers, storage
hazards, and very serious security concerns, we believe it is irresponsible to store
plutonium, highly enriched uranium and tritium at LLNL. We are calling upon
the DOE to de-inventory the plutonium, highly enriched uranium and tritium
stocks at LLNL rather than to increase them.

3. The SWEIS proposes to increase the at-risk limits for tritium ten fold, from
Just over 3 grams to 30 grams. The SWEIS proposes to increase the at-ris

limit for plutonium from 44 pounds to 132 pounds. We believe it is unsafe to
4/3401 increase the amount of tritium and plutonium that can be "in process" in one
5/3301, room at one time. LLNL has a history of eriticality violations with plutonium
and releases of both tritium and plutonium, making it evident that these
25-01 amounts should be decreased, rather than increased.

4. This plan will revive a project that was canceled more than 10 years ago
because it was dangerous and unnecessary. The project was called Plutonium -
Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS). Now it is called the
"Integrated Technology Project”(ITP) and the "Advanced Materials

6/27.01 Program"(AMP). This is a scheme to heat and vaporize plutonium and then
shoot multiple laser beams through the vapor to separate out plutonium
isotopes. The ITP / AMP is a health risk and a nuclear proliferation nightmare.
We believe the ITP and AMP work should be cancelled as the Plutonium AVLIS
was cancelled in 1990 - this time permanently.

5. This plan makes Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing
technologies for producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the
softball-sized piece of plutonium that sits inside a modern nuclear weapon and
triggers its thermonuclear explosion. DOE says these new technologies will
7/37.01 | then be used in a new bomb factory, called the Modern Pit Facility (MPF).
Public and Congressional opposition to the MPF has caused its delay this year.
The Livermore Lab plutonium pit program goes full-speed ahead in the wrong
direction. It will enable the MPF and production of 150 - 450 plutonium bomb
cores annually, with the ability to run double shifts and produce 900 cores per

Coalition for a Safe Lab, Mary Wulff
Page 3 of 4

wvear. This production capability would approximate the combined nuclear
arsenals of France and China - each year. We call upon the DOE to halt all
7/37.01 | work on plutonium pit production technologies at Livermore Lab. We believe it
1s premature for the DOE to spend taxpayer dollars on this technology and the
cont. prudent and reasonable outcome is to delay or cancel this project.

6. This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and large quantities
of lithium hydride to experiments in the National Ignition Facility mega-laser
when it is completed at Livermore Lab. Using these materials in the NIF will
increase its usefulness for nuclear weapons development, including for the
8/26.01 design of new types of nuclear weapons. It will also make the NIF more

. hazardous to workers and the environment. This is not only dangerous to
9/26.03 | people’s health and safety, and a proliferation risk, but it is sure to result in an
inordinate cost to the taxpayer. No cost estimate associated with this proposal
has been released to date. We ask the DOE to cancel these dangerous,
polluting, proliferation-provocative and unnecessary new experiments

proposed for the NIF.

7. The SWEIS reveals plans to manufacture tritium targets at LLNL. The
tritium-filled targets are the radioactive fuel pellets that the NIF's 192 laser
beams will "shoot" in an attempt to create a thermonuclear explosion.
Producing the targets will increase the amount of tritium that is used in any
one room at Livermore Lab from the current limit of just over 3 grams to 30
grams - nearly 10-fold more. In the mid-1990's, LLNL stated that target
10/26.04 | fabrication was to occur off-site because of LLNL's pro ity to large
populations. Livermore Lab has a history of tritium accidents, spill.
tivity emanating
from LLNL. We call on DOE to cancel plans to manufacture tritium targets for
NIF at Livermore Lab. Further, we urge cancellation of the NIF megalaser.
Cancellation of NIF is a reasonable alternative that should be fully analyzed in
the SWEIS.

releases. The NIF will increase the amount of airbome radioa

8. This plan also calls for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to "enhance”

the nation's readiness to conduct full-scale underground nuclear tests. This is a
11/39.01 dangerous step back to the days of unrestrained nuclear testing. All work at
LLNL to reduce the time it takes to conduct a full-scale underground nuclear
test should be terminated immediately.

9. This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore. It calls for collocating an
advanced bio-warfare agent facility (BSL-3) with nuclear weapons activities in
a classified area at Livermore Lab. The plan proposes genetic modification and
aerosolization (spraying) with live anthrax, plague and other deadly
12/35.01 pathogens. This could weaken the international biological weapons treaty --
and it poses a risk to workers, the public and the environment here in the Bay
Area. The draft SWEIS does not adequately describe these programs, or the
unique security, health and environmental hazards they present. Construction
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12/35.01
cont.

13/14.01

14/22.01

15/20.05

16/01.01

17/07.01

should be halted on the portable BSL-3 facility. All plans to conduct advanced
bio-warfare agent (BSL-3) research on site at LLNL should be terminated.

10. There are 108 buildings identified at LLNL as having potential seismic
deficiencies relative to current codes. The SWEIS should include a complete list
of these buildings and an accounting of the ones that house or may house
hazardous, radiological and biological research materials. LLNL is located
within 1 kilometer of two significant earthquake faults, including the Las
Positas Fault Zone less than 200 feet from the LLNL boundary. How can we
mitigate harm done from an earthquake that damages these buildings before
they are brought up to code? We urge the Livermore Lab to stop any work
with hazardous, radioactive or biological substances that may be occurring in
any building that does not comply with federal standards.

11. A contractor will be paid to package and ship more than 1.000 drums of
transuranic and mixed transuranic waste to the WIPP dump in New Mexico,
vet the SWEIS says this is exempt from environmental review. This work in its
entirety must be included in the review.

12. The DOE does not acknowledge in the SWEIS that the double-walled
shipping containers described in the document may be replaced by less health

- protective single-lined containers. We believe that no waste should be
shipped in single-walled containers and the SWEIS should provide a guarantee
to that effect.

13. The Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS relies heavily upon the US
Nuclear Posture Review, which calls for an aggressive modernization and
manufacturing base within the US nuclear weapons complex. This stands in
stark contrast to the binding legal mandate to shift “from developing and
producing new weapons designs to dismantling obsolete weapons and
maintaining a smaller weapons arsenal”. We believe a revised Purpose and
Need statement should accurately reflect the Livermore Lab's legal
responsibility with regard to US law, including US obligations under the nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).

Further, the Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS almost completely
omits LLNL's important role in civilian science research. This omission fatally
flaws the alternatives analysis in the SWEIS by neglecting to consider the
expanded role that civilian science programs at the LLNL could play in the next
decade.

The alternatives analysis should be revised to consider LLNL's role in light of
the commitments in the NPT and the Livermore Lab's civilian science mission
as well as the compelling case for removing special nuclear materials (i.e..
plutonium and highly enriched uranium) from the LLNL site.

Sincerely,

Mary Wulff

Coalition For a Safe Lab
PO BOX 1803
Hamilton MT 59840

Committee to Minimize Toxic Waste, Pamela Sihyola, Co-Chair
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13/14.01

14/22.01
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16/01.01

17/07.01

should be halted on the portable BSL-3 facility. All plans to conduct advanced
bio-warfare agent (BSL-3) research on site at LLNL should be terminated.

10. There are 108 buildings identified at LLNL as having potential seismic
deficiencies relative to current codes. The SWEIS should include a complete list
of these buildings and an accounting of the ones that house or may house
hazardous, radiological and biological research materials. LLNL is located
within 1 kilometer of two significant earthquake faults, including the Las
Positas Fault Zone less than 200 feet from the LLNL boundary. How can we
mitigate harm done from an earthquake that damages these buildings before
they are brought up to code? We urge the Livermore Lab to stop any work
with hazardous, radioactive or biological substances that may be occurring in
any building that does not comply with federal standards.

11. A contractor will be paid to package and ship more than 1.000 drums of
transuranic and mixed transuranic waste to the WIPP dump in New Mexico,
vet the SWEIS says this is exempt from environmental review. This work in its
entirety must be included in the review.

12. The DOE does not acknowledge in the SWEIS that the double-walled
shipping containers described in the document may be replaced by less health

- protective single-lined containers. We believe that no waste should be
shipped in single-walled containers and the SWEIS should provide a guarantee
to that effect.

13. The Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS relies heavily upon the US
Nuclear Posture Review, which calls for an aggressive modernization and
manufacturing base within the US nuclear weapons complex. This stands in
stark contrast to the binding legal mandate to shift “from developing and
producing new weapons designs to dismantling obsolete weapons and
maintaining a smaller weapons arsenal”. We believe a revised Purpose and
Need statement should accurately reflect the Livermore Lab's legal
responsibility with regard to US law, including US obligations under the nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).

Further, the Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS almost completely
omits LLNL's important role in civilian science research. This omission fatally
flaws the alternatives analysis in the SWEIS by neglecting to consider the
expanded role that civilian science programs at the LLNL could play in the next
decade.

The alternatives analysis should be revised to consider LLNL's role in light of
the commitments in the NPT and the Livermore Lab's civilian science mission
as well as the compelling case for removing special nuclear materials (i.e..
plutonium and highly enriched uranium) from the LLNL site.

Sincerely,

Mary Wulff

Coalition For a Safe Lab
PO BOX 1803
Hamilton MT 59840

Committee to Minimize Toxic Waste, Pamela Sihyola, Co-Chair
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Dear Mr Grim:

T'would like to add the following comments to the ones below that I am submitting at the
request of TriValley cares in Livermore - they are doing the most important and valuable
work. and I thank them!

the proposed expansion at Livermore is frightening and truly hard to believe at this
juncture in history - it is time for this nation to take responsibility for stopping the
proliferation of weapons of all kinds, and especially WMD, and for beginning a true path

1/01.01 of disarmament this proposal puts us in a position of great hypocrisy in the world
community and stands in direct contradiction to the creative intention of the universe and
the commitments we need to be making now to come into alignment with that intention -
that intention moves toward love and gentleness and reverence for all of life and for this
planet itself. not toward destruction or the means to destroy and injure

Ithank for your careful consideration and review of a proposal that should be abandoned

sincerely

sherry conable
20/36.01 Please consider this letter with my comments on the environmental and proliferation risks
from proposed nuclear weapons development and new plutonium and tritium programs at
the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE) Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
(LLNL).

T write to you because the DOE has prepared a draft Site Wide Environmental Impact
Statement (SWEIS) that proposes to ramp up nuclear weapons activities at the Livermore
Lab in Northern California. Livermore Lab is working on the design of a new, high-yield
2/02.01 nuclear bunker-buster, called the "Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator," and I oppose its
development. Additionally, T oppose the development of so-called "mini-nukes" and
other new nuclear weapons concepts being researched at Livermore Lab.

Here are my comments on six dangerous new programs being proposed at Livermore

Lab.

1. Storage of More Nuclear Materials: This plan will more than double the storage
limit for plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1,540 pounds to 3,300 pounds. It would
3/08.02 |increase the radioactive tritium storage limit from 30 grams to 35 grams. [ join California
Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs group in calling on DOE to
de-inventory the plutonium and tritium stocks at Livermore Lab, not increase them.

2. Plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS): This plan will revive a

4/2701, project that was canceled more than 10 years ago because it was dangerous and
unnecessary. The project is Plutonium AVLIS. This is a scheme to heat and vaporize

33.01 plutonium and then shoot multiple laser beams through the hot vapor to separate out
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other new nuclear weapons concepts being researched at Livermore Lab.

Here are my comments on six dangerous new programs being proposed at Livermore

Lab.
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Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs group in calling on DOE to
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33.01
cont.

5/26.01,
26.03

6/37.01

7/39.01

8/35.01

plutonium isotopes. To do this, Livermore Lab plans to increase the amount of plutonium
that can be used at one time in any one room from 44 pounds to 132 pounds a 3-fold
increase. [ join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in
calling for cancellation of this project.

3. Dangerous New Experiments in the National Ignition Facility Mega-Laser: This
plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and lithium hydride to experiments in
the National Ignition Facility (NIF) mega-laser when it is completed at Livermore Lab.
Using these materials in the NIF will increase its usefulness for nuclear weapons
development. It will also make the NIF more hazardous to workers and the environment.
1 join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for
a close out of the NIF project and termination of plans to use plutonium and other new
materials in it.

4. New Technologies for Producing Plutonium Bomb Cores: This plan makes
Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies for producing plutonium
pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the softball-sized piece of plutonium that sits inside a
modern nuclear weapon and triggers its thermonuclear explosion. DOE says these new
technologies will then be used in a new bomb core factory, called the Modern Pit Facility
(MPF). The Livermore Lab plutonium pit program will enable the MPF and production
of 150 - 450 plutonium bomb cores annually, with the ability to run double shifts and
produce 900 per vear. This production capability would approximate the combined
nuclear arsenals of France and China each year. I join California Peace Action and the
Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for termination of this technology
development project.

5. Enhancing Readiness to Resume Full-Scale Nuclear Tests: This plan calls for
Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to "enhance” the nation's readiness to conduct full-
scale underground nuclear tests at the Nevada Test Site. This is a dangerous step back to
the days of unrestrained nuclear testing and I join with California Peace Action and Tri-
Valley CAREs to oppose any move to "enhance” U.S. readiness to conduct full-scale
tests.

6. Mixing Bugs and Bombs: This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore Lab. It
calls for collocating an advanced bio-warfare agent research facility with nuclear
weapons activities in a classified area at Livermore Lab. The DOE proposes genetic
modification and aerosolization (spraying) with live anthrax, plague and other deadly
pathogens on site at LLNL. This could weaken the international biological weapons
treaty -- and it poses a risk to workers, the public and the environment here in the
California. Interestingly, this program is listed as part of LLNL's "no action alternative"
as though it were an existing program -- even though it is not yet constructed, Tri-Valley
CAREs has brought litigation against it, and a federal Judge has issued a "stay"
prohibiting the importation of dangerous pathogens into the facility while the lawsuit
moves forward. I join Tri-Valley CAREs in opposing the operation of a bio-warfare agent
facility at Livermore Lab,

Conable, Sherry
Page 3 of 3

9/04.01

10/07.01

T believe the DOE plan to introduce new weapons programs into LLNL will promote a
new arms race and escalate the nuclear danger. Further, the DOE proposal to double
LLNL's plutonium storage limit to 3,300 pounds and triple the amount held "at risk" in
any one room increases the environmental threat LLNL poses to the people of California.
The SWEIS propels Livermore Lab in exactly the wrong direction.

Instead of proposing new weapons projects, DOE should enhance the peaceful, civilian
scientific capabilities and mission at Livermore Lab by proposing new, unclassified
programs in environmental cleanup, non-polluting and renewable energy, earth sciences.
astrophysics, atmospheric physics and others. The alternative of a "green lab" in
Livermore should be pursued instead of the dangerous nuclear weapons future proposed
by the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely,

Name: Sherry Conable

Address: 2120 N. Pacific Avenue #76, Santa Cruz

State: Califormia 93060
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Dayaneni, Gopal
Page 1of1

1/04.01

2/35.01
3/31.06

4/30.01

5/02.01

1/04.01
cont.

Gopal Dayaneni
1538 Martin Luther King Jr Way
Berkeley, CA 94709

May 28, 2004

Mr. Tom Grim

DOE, NNSA L-293
7000 East Ave.
Livermore, CA 94550

Dear Mr. Grim:

Please accept my comments regarding the proposed expansion of nuclear
weapons and biological agents development.

As a resident of the Bay Area, I must strongly express my opposition to
these proposed expansions in the opperations at the lab.

Genetically engineered biological agents present dangers which our
countries Secretary of Defense would term. "knows and unknowns." The
precautionary principle (better safe than sorry) would demand of us much
greater caution.

Just this week, we have been warned of greater threats by "terrorists.”
Increasing the handling, storage and experimentation with radiological and
biological materials is unsafe and insecure.

Mini-nukes and bunker-busters- are tools for killing. and have no place in
a the world of science. We should head the warnings of Einstein and others
who lived through the development of the A-Bomb- this is bad science.

For reasons of safety (there is no way to guarantee safe handling of
radiological and biological matterials); security (there is no way to

guarantee that the facilitity is secure from outside influences- as has

been established in recent months); community health (we all know that

this lab has exposed the local community to elevated levels of radiation

and has caused cancers), global responsibility (we must reduce the threat

of WMD, not create it) and plain common sense, I oppose any expansions of’
nuclear weapons and biological agents research.

Terrified by our reckless behavior;

Gopal Dayaneni
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Amy Dennis
501 Shady Lane
Ojai. CA 93023

May 19, 2004

Mr. Tom Grim
1/30.01 DOE. NNSA 1.-293

7000 East Ave.
Livermore, CA 94550

Dear Mr. Grim:

2/25.08 Nuclear weapons hurt everyone, not just the desired targets. Using

: weapons of this type is a lose/lose situation.

1/04.01
Think big, think long-range. More nuclear weapons are not needed. Jobs
can be created in other areas of defense and/or manufacturing.

Sincerely,

Amy Dennis
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-----Original Message-----

From: Peggy & Mike Donahue [mailto:summitsic@earthnet.net]
Sent: Saturday, May 01, 2004 10:39 AM

To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

Subject: Livermore

Dear Sir,

This note is being written to express extreme opposition to the proposed expansion at
Livermore National Laboratory east of San Francisco. The plan purportedly triples the
amount of plutonium that seientists can work with at any one time while also greatly
increasing the potential for an accidental chain reaction. Additionally, the plan will add
plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and lithium hydride to experiments at the NIF
(National Ignition Facility), to increase its usefulness for nuclear weapons development.
1/04.01 It allows the mam!faclqrc of tritium targets for the NIF megalaser. 'lhc? lritium-ﬁl]cd
targets are the radioactive fuel pellets that the NIF's 192 laser beams will "shoot" in an
attempt to create controlled thermonuclear explosion. According to Marylia Kelley, of
Tri-Valley CAREs (www.trivalleycares.org). producing the targets will increase the
amount of tritium that is used in any one room at Livermore Lab from the current limit of
just over 3 grams to 30 grams. The lab has a history of tritium accidents, spills and
releases. Does this pattern sound familiar?

All of this poses inestimable risk to the workers, the citizens around the lab, the poeple
of the world and the entire plant. 1t weakens the treaties put in place through tireless
work and hard fought negoriations by world citizens who understand full well that
nuclear P and their thr d use make war not only utterly insane but
obsolete in a very practical sense.

1/04.01

Thank you for your time and thanks in advance for wisely and immediately stopping this

DOE plan.

Sincerely,
Peggy & Mike Donahue

Concerned Citizens
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-----Original Message-----
From: judyduane(@fastmail.fm [mailto:judyduane(@ fastmail.fm
Sent: Monday, April 26, 2004 4:01 PM

1/02.01 To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov
Subject: Public Comment on the Environmental Impact of Lawrence Livermore Lab

To: Mr. Tom Grim
Department of Defense

Dear Mr. Grim:
2/33.01 As a member of the public, I wish to provide my input regarding the environmental
impact of Lawrence Livermore Lab in the past, present and future, as follows:

3/37.01 L. In the past, this facility has been a danger to the health and the life, not only of human
: beings in the area, but to those in the entire world, because of its purpose--which is to
create the ability to kill and harm life itself in a catastrophic manner. The types of
harmful products being developed and tested there are anathema to life and to the earth,
in themselves, and should be banned.

4/39.01

2. Inthe present, the situation described above is still in effect, and should be banned.

3. In the future, which this environmental impact statement for Lawrence Livermore Lab
addresses, I understand that the DOE and Livermore Lab plan to

a. More than double the plutonium limit at the lab from 1,540 to
3,300 pounds.
1/04.01 b. Manufacture prototype plutonium bomb cores (pits) on site.
. <. Heat plutonium and shoot multiple laser beams through the vapor

cloud, in an

attempt to create a nuclear explosion.
d. Manufacture tritium targets (radioactive fuel pellets).
e. Undertake a speedy return to full-scale nuclear testing.
f. Import live anthrax, plague and other pathogens, co-locating a
bio-warfare

agent research facility with nuclear weapons,

5/07.01

There is already an increase in cancer rates around the Lab.
The Lab sits on two earthquake faults.

Microscopic amounts of some or all of the ingredients to be manipulated and stored there
can cause lung cancer and carry additional risks,

The amount of airborne radioactivity emanating from the Lab will be increased, while the
Lab already has a history of tritium accidents, spills and releases.
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To: Mr. Tom Grim

The Lab would be taking a dangerous step back to the days of unrestrained nuclear Dept. of Energy
2/39.01 testing by pursuing the development of diagnostics to enhance the nation's readiness to
conduct nuclear testing. Dear Mr. Grim:
1/04.01 1 \-'el?ement]y oppose any and all of the above proposed 'chzm'ges, and I ask that the work Tam vehemently opposed to the proposed changes and adc!iiions to the
. that is presently being done there that [ have addressed in this letter be stopped, as well. program at Lawrence Livermore Lab, as well as the the existence of the
cont. present program.

Thank you for your morally conscious attention to my input.
1/0401 Any one of these factse-that the Lab sits on two earthquake faults, that

Sincerely, it has a history of tritium accidents, spills and releases, and that
there is already an increase in cancer rates around the Lab, should be
Judy Duane enough to terminate the present program, let alone allow the

- consideration of an increase in its operations.

judyduane@fastmail fim 2/06.01 Turge you to cancel any further plans to add to the program, and I urge
: vou to terminate the present program.

Please listen to vour conscience in considering the best and the right
decision on this extremely important matter. The environment of the Lab
is depending on you, and the world awaits your ethical judgment.

Thank you so much for your very conscious attention to what I hav
Sincerely,

Judy Duane

judyduane(@fastmail.fim
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cont.
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Elhayek, Jalal

Page 1of1

1/01.01
2/04.01
3/07.01

1/23.03

2/25.06

3/04.01

4/23.02

Dear Mr. Grim:

I am concerned with the manner in which you state the risk of continued
operations at LLNL. Tassume that a probablistic assessment was conducted.
I wonder how you can state with confidence that there is no risk from
radiation when the only experiments possible are those done on rats with
high doses of radiation over a short period of time. According to many
experts, this does not necessarily provide insight into the effects of low
doses of radiation over long periods of time (Silbergeld 1991: Jasanoff’
1991). It seems that you must have simply disregarded the uncertainty
involved with such a complex issue, and taken what can be currently known as
the only important aspect of risk assessment. 1 think that, considering the
potentially fatal nature of the materials at LLNL, this is a foolhardy
approach. Also, [ have not been convinced that LLNL needs to continue its
operations as you have defined them, and therefore question the
acceptability any risk at all. Given the fact that we are at risk of

suffering irreversible damage to the environment and human health -
especially considering LLNL's lackluster history of accidents and
mishandling of dangerous materials alluded to in the recent GAO report -
isn't this a good opportunity to enact the Precautionary Principle at least

in order to give the community at risk an chance to assess the alternatives
(O'Brien 1999). I hope that you will familiarize yourself with the
references [ have provided and consider a different approach to risk
assessment.

Thank you,

Jalal Elhayek
914 Cayuga Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95062

Sources

Jasanoff, Sheila. "Acceptable Evidence in a Pluralistic Society.” In

Acceptable
Evidence ed. Deborah G. Mayo & Rachelle D. Hollander. Oxford University
Press, Inc. New York, NY. 1991.

O'Brien, Mary. "Alternatives Assessment: Part of Operationalizing and
Institutionalizing

the Precautionary Principle. In Protecting Public Health & the
Environment. ed.

Carolyn Raffensperger and Joel Tickner. Island Press. Washington, DC and

Covello, CA. 1999.

Silbergeld, Ellen K. "Risk Assessment and Risk Management: An Uneasy

Divorce." In
Acceptable Evidence. ed. Deborah G. Mayo and Rachelle D. Hollander.
Oxford

University Press, Inc. New York, NY. 1991.
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jo ferneau
1601 Shoreline Hwy.
Sausalito, ca 949635

May 27, 2004

Mr. Tom Grim

DOE, NNSA L-293
7000 East Ave.
Livermore, CA 94550

Dear Mr. Grim:
Mr Grim,

Twas just about to write up my own letter to you when I ran across this
California Peace Action email and I feel that it just about covers the

most essential points. T would only add a few of my own: 1. Weapons of
Mass Destruction are unnacceptable for ANY nation, not just our "enemies".
We can and should be in the business of working with other nations to
eliminate our stockpiles thereby encouraging an atmosphere of trust and
cooperation rather than fear, suspicion, animosity, war, etc. 2. We

should not be generating more nuclear waste until we can ensure that it

can be contained for the duration of its half-life--26,000 years. We

already have radioactive waste contaminating water sources all over this
country because the f ties don't know what to do with all the waste

and so they do stupid things like bury barrels of it in their own backyard

(or ship it off to someone else’s backyard). the former, I'm sure you're
aware, was an incident that happened at Livermore Labs and was only
discovered when contractors went to break ground for the NIF. 3. Are you
a Christian? What would Jesus do? I'm Buddhist myself and I'm sure that
the Buddha would not ensure the safety of his people by building the most
destructable bombs ever know to mankind...For that matter, I bet Moses or
Ghandi or Martin Luther King Jr. or the Dalai Lama, etc. wouldn't either.
Maybe Jerry Falwell would but who's side would you rather be on? 4. More
"usable" nuclear bombs? That's just what we need to develop for the ever
increasingly resourceful terrorists that may even be working in the labs.
Proliferation happens because people design this stuff in the first place.

5. The public, the people, are overwhelmingly opposed to this insanity.
T'wasn't at the public hearings last month (which is why I'm writing) but

T heard from a close friend who went that NOT ONE single person had a
positive thing to say for the plan from 7pm on and between 2 and 6pm, only

5/04.01
cont.

6/02.01

7/08.02

8/27.01,
33.01

9/26.01,
26.03

2 people thought that the plan was a winner (members of the city
council?). 6. If you love this planet and you want it to be around for
wvour children (if you have them) and your families' children then PLEASE

DON'T GO THROUGH WITH THIS! Thank you, I'm impressed if you got this far.

Please consider this letter with my comments on the environmental and
proliferation risks from proposed nuclear weapons development and new
plutonium and tritium programs at the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE)
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL).

T write to you because the DOE has prepared a drafi Site Wide
Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) that proposes to ramp up nuclear
weapons activities at the Livermore Lab in Northern California. Livermore
Lab is working on the design of a new, high-vield nuclear bunker-buster,
called the "Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator." and I oppose its

development. Additionally, I oppose the development of so-called
"mini-nukes” and other new nuclear weapons concepts being researched at
Livermore Lab.

Here are my comments on six dangerous new programs being proposed at
Livermore Lab.

1. Storage of More Nuclear Materials: This plan will more than double the
storage limit for plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1,540 pounds to 3,300
pounds. It would increase the radioactive tritium storage limit from 30

grams to 35 grams. I join Califorma Peace Action and the Livermore-based
Tri-Valley CAREs group in calling on DOE to de-inventory the plutonium and
tritium stocks at Livermore Lab, not increase them.

2. Plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS): This plan will
revive a project that was canceled more than 10 years ago because it was
dangerous and unnecessary. The project is Plutonium AVLIS. This is a
scheme to heat and vaporize plutonium and then shoot multiple laser beams
through the hot vapor to separate out plutonium isotopes. To do this,
Livermore Lab plans to increase the amount of plutonium that can be used

at one time in any one room from 44 pounds to 132 pounds - a 3-fold
increase. I join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based

Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for cancellation of this project.

3. Dangerous New Experiments in the National Ignition Facility Mega-Laser:
This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and lithium hydride
to experiments in the National Ignition Facility (NIF) mega-laser when it

is completed at Livermore Lab. Using these materials in the NIF will
increase its usefulness for nuclear weapons development. It will also make
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10/37.01

11/39.01

12/35.01

13/04.01

the NIF more hazardous to workers and the environment. I join California
Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for a
close out of the NIF project and termination of plans to use plutonium and
other new materials in it.

4, New Technologies for Producing Plutonium Bomb Cores: This plan makes
Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies for
producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the sofiball-sized
piece of plutonium that sits inside a modern nuclear weapon and triggers

its thermonuclear explosion. DOE says these new technologies will then be
used in a new bomb core factory, called the Modern Pit Facility (MPF). The
Livermore Lab plutonium pit program will enable the MPF and production of
150 - 450 plutonium bomb cores annually, with the ability to run double
shifts and produce 900 per year. This production capability would
approximate the combined nuclear arsenals of France and China - each vear.
1join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in
calling for termination of this technology development project.

5. Enhancing Readiness to Resume Full-Scale Nuclear Tests: This plan calls
for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to "enhance" the nation's

readiness to conduct full-scale underground nuclear tests at the Nevada

Test § his is a dangerous step back to the days of unrestrained

nuclear testing and [ join with California Peace Action and Tri-Valley
CAREs to oppose any move to "enhance” U.S. readiness to conduct full-scale
tests.

6. Mixing Bugs and Bombs: This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore Lab.
It calls for collocating an advanced bio-warfare agent research facility
with nuclear weapons activities in a ¢f fied area at Livermore Lab. The
DOE proposes genetic modif 1 and aerosol on (spraying) with live
anthrax, plague and other deadly pathogens on site at LLNL. This could
weaken the international biological weapons treaty -- and it poses a risk

to workers, the public and the environment here in the California.
Interestingly. this program is listed as part of LLNL's "no action
alternative” as though it were an existing program -- even though it is

not yet constructed, Tri-Valley CAREs has brought litigation against it,
and a federal Judge has issued a "stay" prohibiting the importation of
dangerous pathogens into the facility while the lawsuit moves forward. I
join Tri-Valley CAREs in opposing the operation of a bio-warfare agent
facility at Livermore Lab.

I believe the DOE plan to introduce new weapons programs into LLNL will
promote a new arms race and escalate the nuclear danger. Further, the DOE
proposal to double LLNL's plutonium storage limit to 3,300 pounds and
triple the amount held "at risk" in any one room increases the

13/04.01
cont.

14/07.01

environmental threat LLNL poses to the people of California. The SWEIS
propels Livermore Lab in exactly the wrong direction.

Instead of proposing new weapons projects, DOE should enhance the
peaceful, civilian scientific capabilities and mission at Livermore Lab by
proposing new, unclassified programs in environmental cleanup,
non-polluting and renewable energy, earth sciences, astrophysics,
atmospheric physics and others. The alternative of a "green lab" in
Livermore should be pursued instead of the dangerous nuclear weapons
future proposed by the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely,

Jjo ferneau
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Dear Mr. Grim:

RE: Comments on the Department of Energy's Site-Wide Environmental Impact
Statement (SWEIS) for Continued Operations at Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory (LLNL).

The nearly 200 members of the Fresno, CA Branch of the Women’s International League
for Peace and Freedom (WILPF) wish to express our deep concern with the health and
environmental risks posed by the expanded nuclear weapons mission for the Lawrence
1/04.01 Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) into the indefinite future. We appreciate your

1/3104 focused attention to this matter. Below, we have outlined a number of specific concerns
that, taken cumulatively, lead us to the conclusion that the Site Wide Environmental
Impact Statement (SWEIS) for the continuing operation of LLNL is so deficient in
information and analysis that it must be fixed and re-circulated in draft form. This would
allow the community. the regulators, and the legislators to have the opportunity to
evaluate the new information that is requested in these comments. Our specific concerns
are:

1. The same day of the public hearings for the SWEIS, April 27, 2004, the Congressional
Subcommittee on National Security, Emerging Threats, and International Relations for
the Committee on Government Reform held a hearing on the security of nuclear
materials. The hearing highlighted potentially insurmountable problems with plutonium
and highly enriched uranium at certain Department of Energy (DOE) sites, with a focus
on the vulnerability of nuclear materials storage at LLNL. On May 7. 2004, Energy
Secretary Spencer Abraham delivered a speech on the deficiencies in the security of
nuclear materials at LLNL and other DOE sites. The Energy Secretary made a
commitment to consider removing the special nuclear materials at LLNL by 2005. This
recent acknowledgement by the DOE that security at LLNL is questionable makes it
imperative that the SWEIS evaluate an alternative that would remove all special nuclear
2/08.02 materials from LLNL. These acknowledgements make this not only a reasonable option,

. but one that should be evaluated because it is a foreseeable outcome within the next
decade at LLNL.

2. Instead of reducing the amount of special nuclear materials on-site at LLNL, this plan
proposes to more than double the limit for plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1,540
pounds to 3,300 pounds. Additionally, under the Proposed Action, the administrative
limit for highly enriched uranium in Building 239 would increase from 55 pounds to 110
pounds. Seven million people live in surrounding areas, and residences are built right up
to the fence. Plutonium is difficult to store safely because, in certain forms, it can
spontaneously ignite and burn. Moreover, it poses a criticality risk when significant
quantities are stored in close proximity. The amount of plutonium proposed for LLNL is
sufficient to make more than 300 nuclear bombs. Because of the health risks, the
proliferation dangers, storage hazards, and very serious security concerns, we believe it is
irresponsible to store plutonium, highly enriched uranium and tritium at LLNL. We are
calling upon the DOE to de-inventory the plutonium, highly enriched uranium and tritium
stocks at LLNL rather than to increase them.
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3. The SWEIS proposes to increase the at-risk limits for tritium ten fold, from just over 3
grams to 30 grams. The SWEIS proposes to increase the at-risk limit for plutonium from
44 pounds to 132 pounds. We believe it is unsafe to increase the amount of tritium and
plutonium that can be "in process” in one room at one time. LLNL has a history of
eriticality violations with plutonium and releases of both tritium and plutonium, making it
evident that these amounts should be decreased, rather than increased.

4. This plan will revive a project that was canceled more than 10 years ago because it
was dangerous and unnecessary. The project was called Plutonium - Atomic Vapor Laser
Isotope Separation (AVLIS). Now it is called the "Integrated Technology Project"(ITP)
and the "Advanced Materials Program"(AMP). This is a scheme to heat and vaporize
plutonium and then shoot multiple laser beams through the vapor to separate out
plutonium isotopes. The ITP/AMP are a health risk and a nuclear proliferation nightmare.
We believe the ITP and AMP work should be cancelled as the Plutonium AVLIS was

cancelled in 1990 - this time permanently.

5. This plan makes Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies for
producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the softball-sized piece of
plutonium that sits inside a modern nuclear weapon and triggers its thermonuclear
explosion. DOE says these new technologies will then be used in a new bomb factory.
called the Modern Pit Facility (MPF). Public and Congressional opposition to the MPF
has caused its delay this year. The Livermore Lab plutonium pit program goes full-speed
ahead in the wrong direction. It will enable the MPF and production of 150 - 450
plutonium bomb cores annually. with the ability to run double shifts and produce 900
cores per year. This production capability would approximate the combined nuclear
arsenals of France and China - each year. We call upon the DOE to halt all work on
plutonium pit production technologies at Livermore Lab. We believe it is premature for
the DOE to spend taxpayer dollars on this technology and the prudent and reasonable
outcome is to delay or cancel this project.

6. This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and large quantities of lithium
hydride to experiments in the National Ignition Facility mega-laser when it is completed
at Livermore Lab. Using these materials in the NIF will increase its usefulness for
nuclear weapons development, including for the design of new types of nuclear weapons.
It will also make the NIF more hazardous to workers and the environment. This is not
only dangerous to people’s health and safety, and a proliferation risk, but it is sure to
result in an inordinate cost to the taxpayer. No cost estimate associated with this proposal
has been released to date. We ask the DOE to cancel these dangerous, polluting,
proliferation-provocative and unnecessary new experiments proposed for the NIF.

7. The SWEIS reveals plans to manufacture tritium targets at LLNL. The tritium-filled
targets are the radioactive fuel pellets that the NIF's 192 laser beams will "shoot" in an
attempt to create a thermonuclear explosion. Producing the targets will increase the
amount of tritium that is used in any one room at Livermore Lab from the current limit of
just over 3 grams to 30 grams - nearly 10-fold more. In the mid-1990's, LLNL stated that

9/26.04
cont.

10/39.01

11/35.01

12/14.01

13/22.01

14/20.05

15/01.01

target fabrication was to occur off-site because of LLNL's proximity to large populations.
Livermore Lab has a history of tritium accidents, spills and releases. The NIF will
increase the amount of airborne radioactivity emanating from LLNL. We call on DOE to
cancel plans to manufacture tritium targets for NIF at Livermore Lab. Further, we urge
cancellation of the NIF mega laser. Cancellation of NIF is a reasonable alternative that
should be fully analyzed in the SWEIS.

8. This plan also calls for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to "enhance” the nation's
readiness to conduet full-scale underground nuclear tests. This is a dangerous step back to
the days of unrestrained nuclear testing. All work at LLNL to reduce the time it takes to
conduct a full-scale underground nuclear test should be terminated immediately.

9. This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore. It calls for collocating an advanced
bio-warfare agent facility (BSL-3) with nuclear weapons activities in a classified area at
Livermore Lab. The plan proposes genetic modification and aerosolization (spraying)
with live anthrax, plague and other deadly pathogens. This could weaken the international
biological weapons treaty -- and it poses a risk to workers, the public and the
environment here in the Bay Area. The draft SWEIS does not adequately describe these
programs, or the unique security, health and environmental hazards they present.
Construction should be halted on the portable BSL-3 facility. All plans to conduct
advanced bio-warfare agent

(BSL-3) research on site at LLNL should be terminated.

10. There are 108 buildings identified at LLNL as having potential seismic deficiencies
relative to current codes. The SWEIS should include a complete list of these buildings
and an accounting of the ones that house or may house hazardous, radiological and
biological research materials. LLNL is located within 1 kilometer of two significant
earthquake faults, including the Las Positas Fault Zone less than 200 feet from the LLNL
boundary. How can we mitigate harm done from an earthquake that damages these
buildings before they are brought up to code? We urge the Livermore Lab to stop any
work with hazardous, radioactive or biological substances that may be occurring in any
building that does not comply with federal standards.

11. A contractor will be paid to package and ship more than 1,000 drums of transuranic
and mixed transuranic waste to the WIPP dump in New Mexico, yet the SWEIS says this
is exempt from environmental review. This work in its entirety must be included in the
review.

12. The DOE does not acknowledge in the SWEIS that the double-walled shipping
containers described in the document may be replaced by less health - protective single-
lined containers. We believe that no waste should be shipped in single-walled containers
and the SWEIS should provide a guarantee to that effect.

13. The Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS relies heavily upon the US Nuclear
Posture Review, which calls for an aggressive modernization and manufacturing base
within the US nuclear weapons complex. This stands in stark contrast to the binding
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legal mandate to shift "from developing and producing new weapons designs to
dismantling obsolete weapons and maintaining a smaller weapons arsenal”. We believe a
revised Purpose and Need statement should accurately reflect the Livermore Lab's legal
responsibility with regard to US law, including US obligations under the nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT).

Further, the Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS almost completely omits LLNL's
important role in civilian science research. This omission fatally flaws the alternatives
analysis in the SWEIS by neglecting to consider the expanded role that civilian science
programs at the LLNL could play in the next decade.

The alternatives analysis should be revised to consider LLNL's role in light of the
commitments in the NPT and the Livermore Lab's civilian science mission as well as the
compelling case for removing special nuclear materials (i.e.. plutonium and highly
enriched Uranium) from the LLNL site.

Please do all you can to address the health and environmental risks posed by the
expanded nuclear weapons mission for the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
(LLNL). We would like to see the end of all nuclear weapons worldwide, but since that
will not happen in the near future we ask that you do all vou can to not allow the
development of a whole new generation of nuclear bombs at LLNL and to find the best
possible ways to deal with the waste already there.

In Peace,

Vickie Fouts

WILPF Branch President
PO Box 5114

Fresno, CA 93755

ce: Senator Box, Senator Feinstein

Since 1915, WILPF has worked to achieve through peaceful means: world disarmament,
full rights for women, racial and economic justice, an end to all forms of violence, and to
establish those political, social, and psychological conditions which can assure peace,
freedom, and justice for all.
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To Mr Tom Grim, DOE health. Further, they make our country LESS safe by aggravating the risk of
1/04.01 nuclear proliferation, and by contributing to the development, testing and

cont, |deployment of highly-provocative weapons.

20 May 2004

Sincerely yours,
Dear Mr Grim:
| am shocked at plans to increase nuclear-weapons activities and double the Kellie Graham

1/04.01 | amount of plutonium at Livermore National Laboratory. | urge you to cancel
those plans, and the following are some critical reasons for this.

One of these plans was cancelled over ten years ago, on the grounds of being
dangerous and unnecessary. This is the Plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope
2/27.01, Separation. This would require a 3-fold increase in the amount of plutonium
33.01 used in a single rcom-which would pose grave dangers to public health, and
. cause serious risks of nuclear nonproliferation in the event some plutonium was
stolen.
Another plan involves testing new technologies to manufacture plutonium pits for
nuclear weapons. This-jointly with the Modern Pit Facility--would make possible
3/37.01 the production of 150-450 bomb cores annually, which is about the double the
combined nuclear arsenals of France and China. This program would gravely
destabilize and already-hazardous world.
As a result of these plans, plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and litium hydride
4/26.01, would be added to experiments in the National Ignition Facility (NIF) when the
latter is completed at Livermore. That will in turn increase the possibility of using
26.03 | the NIF to develop nuclear weapons, and create additional public-health risks for
workers at Livermore.
5/23.01 Under the plans, the amount of tritium in test targets will rise tenfold. Here again
‘7| there is a serious radiation danger for Livermore workers-particularly given that
34.01 | Livermore has a history of tritium spills, releases and accidents.
The plans call for Livermore to develop diagnostics to "enhance” the readiness of
6/39.01 | the US to conduct full-scale underground nuclear tests. This will lead the world
back to the dangerous days of unrestrained nuclear testing..
The plans provide for an advanced bio-warfare agent facility located at the same
area at Livermore as the nuclear-weapons work. This could weaken the
international treaty against biological weapons. In addition, at a time of public
7/01.02 | concern about bioterrorism, the plan could cause the equivalent of a bioterror
attack in the event that harmful organisms got out of Livermore. Such an event
would threaten not only Livermore workers and residents but millions of people in
the nearby Bay Area.

1/04.01 | In short, the new plans for Livermore cause very serious problems for public
cont.
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4/26.01,

a close out of the NIF project and termination of plans to use plutonium and other new 9/ 07.01 | Livermore should be pursued instead of the dangerous nuclear weapons future proposed
26.03 | materials in it. cont by the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement.
cont. 4. New Technologies for Producing Plutonium Bomb Cores: This plan makes Sincerely,

Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies for producing plutonium

pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the softball-sized piece of plutonium that sits inside a John Guffey

modern nuclear weapon and triggers its thermonuclear explosion. DOE says these new P.O. Box 1770

technologies will then be used in a new bomb core factory, called the Modern Pit Facility Estes Park, Colorado

5/37.01 | MPE

TheLivermore Lab plutonium pit program will enable the MPF and production of 150 -
450 plutonium bomb cores annually, with the ability to run double shifts and produce 900
per year. This production capability would approximate the combined nuclear arsenals of
France and China each year. I join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-
Valley CAREs in calling for termination of this technology development project.

5. Enhancing Readiness to Resume Full-Scale Nuclear Tests: This plan

calls for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to "enhance” the nation's readiness to
conduct full-scale underground nuclear tests at the Nevada Test Site. This is a dangerous
6/39.01 step back to the days of unrestrained nuclear testing and [ join with California Peace
Action and Tri-Valley CAREs to oppose any move to "enhance” U.S. readiness to
conduct full-scale tests.

6. Mixing Bugs and Bombs: This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore

Lab. It calls for collocating an advanced bio-warfare agent research facility with nuclear
weapons activities in a classified area at Livermore Lab. The DOE proposes genetic
modification and aerosolization (spraying) with live anthrax, plague and other deadly
pathogens on site at LLNL.

Thiscould weaken the international biological weapons treaty -- and it poses a risk to
workers, the public and the environment here in the California.

7/3501 Interestingly, this program is listed as part of LLNL's "no action alternative" as though it
were an exisling program -- even though it is not yet constructed, Tri-Valley CAREs has
brought litigation against it, and a federal Judge has issued a “stay" prohibiting the
importation of dangerous pathogens into the facility while the lawsuit moves forward. I
join Tri-Valley CAREs in opposing the operation of a bio-warfare agent facility at
Livermore Lab.

1 believe the DOE plan to introduce new weapons programs into LLNL will promote a
new arms race and escalate the nuclear danger. Further, the DOE proposal to double
8/04.01 | LLNL's plutonium storage limit to 3,300 pounds and triple the amount held "at risk" in
any one room increases the environmental threat LLNL poses to the people of California.
The SWEIS propels Livermore Lab in exactly the wrong direction.

Instead of proposing new weapons projects, DOE should enhance the peaceful, civilian
9/07.01 scientific capabilities and mission at Livermore Lab by proposing new, unclassified

. programs in environmental cleanup, non-polluting and renewable energy, earth sciences,
astrophysics, atmospheric physics and others. The alternative of a "green lab" in
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-----Original Message-----

From: jim [mailto:footdpmic@vahoo.com
Sent: Thursday, April 29, 2004 1:09 PM
To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

Subject: Stop building more WMD

Hello,

1am a California resident and 1 am very concerned with the proposed increase in nuclear
weapons in Livermore.

The last thing this country/world needs in more nuclear weapons. We have enough to
destroy this world several times over. We (the USA) are the only ones who have used
atomic weapons and we saw the mass

destruction that caused.

You say we need "buster bunkers”. So this sounds like the USA will be using these in
the new future (why else would be build them). So when we use a nuclear weapon we
open the flood gates of every country to use nuclear weapons when ever they want.

1 am scared, if our country continues on the path it is now. We will be in a state of
continous war. We need to be the leaders in the world and stop making new WMD and
start destroying the ones we have,

How many people you think making this decision to make more Nukes, would like it
done next to there house and family. Not to mention the mass murder these weapons
cause, could you really sleep at night knowing you were the one that approved the killing
of millions of men, women, and children.

sincerely,
James Hirt
Pleasanton, CA

Ho, Esther M.
Page 1of1
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2/04.01
3/07.01
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-----Original Message--—--

From: sirihuntoon [mailto:sirihuntoon/@earthlink.net]
Sent: Sunday, May 09, 2004 3:24 PM

To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

Subject: Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Grim,

I live in Mountain View, on the peninsula, with my two boys aged 7 and 2, and my
husband. We live near Moffet Field. My parents live in Stockton, and have become
concerned about the radiation levels at Livermore Lab. They forwarded me the
information about the proposed expansion of Livermore Lab from Tri-Valley Cares
which 1 found distressing to read. [ don't know what's worse - the plans to build 900
atomic bomb cores, or the biowarfare plans.

1/04.01
1/01.01 ‘Words fail me. Our country has gone down the wrong road. These plans for the
. expansion at Livermore Lab send us even farther down the terrible path which leads only
10 more violence, destruction and death.
‘The normal functioning of government is becoming surreal: an environmental impact
statement for the manufacture of 900 plutonium bomb cores?

2/07.071 | Help us wake up from this living nightmare. Convert Livermore Lab into a research
’ facility for alternative forms of energy. Humanity has had enough of violence,
destruction, death.

2/23.04

With best wishes,

3/07.03 Siri Huntoon
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-----Original Message-----

From: janet f jackson [mailto:janslot@sonic.net
Sent: Tuesday, April 27, 2004 3:01 PM

To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

Subject: Nuclear Weapons

1/04.01 |1am very disturbed that our Congress has allowed the Bush administration to step up the
building of nuclear weapons. The danger of nuclear proliferation is well known, and any
threats to our country surely do not justify the blatant waste of tax revenues for such an

2/01.01 endeavor. It is an absurd twist of logic to argue that we will be safer with increased

. nuclear weapon buildup.

Please take my comments to heart. sincerely, Janet F.
Jackson

2301 Silk Rd.

Windsor, CA
95492

Joan
Page 1 of 1
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-----Original Message-----

From: Janeejudge(c@aol.com [mailto:Janecjudge@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 06, 2004 5:18 AM

To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

Subject: No Doe Plan

Let's stop the insanity now. Otherwise, world destruction.

Jane Judge

1/02.01

2/07.01|

NO COMMENTS IDENTIFIED IN THIS SUBMITTAL
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Stephen Ke
5/31.01 Stephen Kent

Garrison, NY 10524

6/04.01

May 27, 2004

Mr. Tom Grim
DOE. NNSA L-293
7/07.01 7000 East Ave.

Livermore, CA 94550

Dear Mr. Grim:

T oppose the draft Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) that
proposes to vastly expand nuclear weapons activities at the Livermore
National Labs. Ireject it on the grounds the new functions it envisions

are destabilizing, are illegal under duly ratified treaties, and put

public health and the environment at risk.

Don't think the public doesn't understand or doesn't care about the
implications of the precipitous swerve of the Bush administration towards

an aggressive and illegal nuclear posture. The community of nations and
Americans living downwind of the nuclear complex are capable of
recognizing it for what it is, and seeing their interest in opposing and
denouncing it. As one of them, I oppose SWEIS and denounce the mentality
1/04.01 | within DOE that produced it.

When will the US government cease seeking false security from ever greater
reliance on nuclear weapons, at the cost of ever greater repression of the
rights, values and wishes of citizens at home and stimulation of hatred

for the US and WMD proliferation abroad? I have no illusions DOE will
change course no matter what the public says: recent history is clear on

the matter of how administrations ignore public opinion on nuclear issues.
But they do so at their peril, and cannot long retain public support by
ignoring deeply felt public opinion. Implementing the SWEIS proposal can
only deepen public disaffection and exacerbate DOFE's credibility gap.

Specifically:
The so-called "Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator.” so-called "mini-nukes"

2/01.01 | and other new nuelear weapons concepts heing researched at Livermore Lab
are a violation of US treaty commitments including the Nuclear

March 2005
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4/27.01

5/26.01,
26.03

6/37.01

7/39.01

8/35.01

Non-Proliferation Treaty, signed and ratified by the US and the law of the
land.

As recently highlighted by congressional hearings. the labs can't even
safeguard their existing nuclear materials from terrorist attacks, let
alone doubling and trippling the quantities stored there.

The Plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS) planned for
LLNL will revive a project that was canceled more than 10 vears ago
because it was dangerous and unnecessary.  The US stated categorically

to the 1995 NPT review conference it would not embark on such a project.
Doing so will further undermine US credibility with nuclear weapons states
and non-weapons states alike, already at a dangerous low.

Dangerous New Experiments in the National Ignition Facility Mega-Laser
will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and lithium hydride to
experiments in the National Ignition Facility (NIF) mega-laser when it is
completed at Livermore Lab. Using these materials in the NIF will increase
its usefulness for developing new generation nuclear weapons designs, an
abrogation of NPT treaty commitments. [t is part of an enabling
technology structure for offense nuclear powered lasers including
destabilizing space weapons envisioned in US strategic documents. It will
also make the NIF more hazardous to workers and the environment.

SWEIS proposes to make Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing
technologies for producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. DOE says
these new technologies will then be used in a new bomb core factory,
called the Modern Pit Facility (MPF). The Livermore Lab plutonium pit
program will enable the MPF and production of 150 - 450 plutonium bomb
cores annually, with the ability to run double shifts and produce 900 per
wvear. This production capability would approximate the combined nuclear
arsenals of France and China - each year, signalling our intentions

despite the NPT and the recent Moscow Treaty to retain and even build on
our huge Cold War era arsenals and rely on nuclear hegemony -- a strategy
which betrays utter failure to draw the lessons of history.

SWEIS calls for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to "enhance” the
nation's readiness to conduct full-scale underground nuclear tests at the
Nevada Test Site. This is a dangerous step back to the days of
unrestrained nuclear testing which will destabilize the world and cause
environmental and public health damage.

Plans for collocating an advanced weaponized bio-warfare agent research
facility with nuclear weapons activities in a classified area at Livermore
Lab entail genetic modification and aerosolization (spraying) with live
anthrax, plague and other deadly pathogens on site at LLNL. This could

Kent, Stephen
Page 3 of 3

8/35.01
cont.

1/04.01
cont.

weaken the international biological weapons treaty -- and it poses a risk
to workers, the public and the environment.

The DOE plan to introduce new weapons programs into LLNL will promote a
new arms race and escalate nuclear danger Americans face while putting the
public and the environment at needless risk at a time when the threat
environment is already accute. Don't pretend a limited public comment
period legitimizes it, as if it is being done in the name of or for the

benefit of citizens, or with their tacit consent . If it happens, it will

have been forced down our throats, like much else this DOE and this
administration has already done.

Sincerely,

Stephen Kent
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The above text reads as follows:

on defense.

The U.S. is already spending more than a billion dollars every 24 hours

I urge the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory to devote its
resources to developing the peaceful use of the atom.
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Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory

Don Larkin
May 27, 2004

Ongoing and proposed activities at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory have an
environmental impact far beyond the immediate vicinity of Livermore.

An honest assessment of that impact must take into account at least:
+ How weapons research and development at the lab affects the worldwide climate for nuclear

weapons—in particular, how it affects the proliferation of nuclear weapons. (Some specific
comments on this point are included below.)

How the products that begin their life at the lab will affect the environment in which we live.

The intention, of course, is to produce a new generation of nuclear weapons, including so-
called “bunker busters” and “mini-nukes.” I’s clear that the government intends these
weapons to be more “usable” than the ones currently in the arsenal. Their use is inherent in
the missions for which they re being designed and the design requirements. For instance, the
whole idea behind developing weapons with smaller yields is that it reduces one of the
barriers to their use.

Therefore, the likely environmental effects of these weapons in use must be included as part
of the study.

The draft environmental impact statement omits these concerns and, therefore, is flawed. It
should be redone to address these concerns. Or separate studies with public comment should be
initiated to address them. No action should be taken until those studies are complete.

Proliferation

Research and development on nuclear weapons is the engine that drives proliferation. It’s where
proliferation begins.

There are several reasons why this is the case:

+ First, and most obviously, without weapons R&DD there would be nothing to proliferate. The
technologies that we fear others may acquire and use against us are invented at the Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory. It all begins here.

Some people say that if the United States didn’t work on advancing nuclear weapons
technology, others would and this country would fall behind. This is patently false. No other
country has the inclination or the money to do this work. If the U.S. didn’t do it, it wouldn’t
get done—and the world would be safer, now and in the future. We cannot use others as an
excuse.

27 May 2004 page 1 of 4
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+ Moreover, weapons R&D legitimizes the possession of nuclear weapons. If it makes sense
and is morally acceptable for the United States to develop these devices, then it makes sense
and is morally acceptable for others to do the same.

Current weapons R&D also legitimizes the use of nuclear weapons—especially given that the
intention is to design more “usable” weapons and weapons tailored for specific, foreseeable
functions, such as destroying underground bunkers.

Weapons R&D creates curiosity and anxiety: Others wonder what you have learned and what
you are inventing based on that knowledge. They engage in activities to compensate for the
possibilities.

Lately, the idea has been floating around that if the US just maintains overwhelming force,
others will see how futile anything their poor societies might do to stand against us would
be—and they won't try. The Nuclear Posture Review calls this “dissuasion”™ and says that
“[t]he capacily . .. to upgrade existing weapons systems, surge production of weapons, or
develop and field entirely new systems . . . can discourage other countries from competing,
militarily with the United States.” Our might prevails because others know it is hopeless to
stand against us. They give up without a fight.

This is an idea grounded only in wishful thinking and thoughts of global empire. Nothing in
history backs it up. Others may change their behavior in response to our armaments, but it is
not to get rid of their own weapons, but to enhance them to counter ours.

Weapons R&D also undermines the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). That treaty obliges
countries without nuclear weapons to forego acquiring them. In return, countries with nuclear
weapons promise to negotiate the means they will use to get rid of them. Article VI of the
treaty requires “negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the
nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a Treaty on general and
complete disarmament under strict and effective international control.”

If the United States continues to violate that article, other nations will not feel bound by their
promise not to acquire nuclear weapons.

In sum, the research and development of nuclear weapons in the U.S. models and initiates the
processes that lead to proliferation.

All technology proliferates—perhaps especially weapons technology, since its pursuit is
motivated both by fear and dreams of power. Proliferation doesn’t require espionage—though
that oceurs. Sooner or later, others figure out what you have done and refrace your steps. They
note the direction of nonclassified research that might be informed by classified research. They
see what hypotheses are being tested and which avenues are no longer being pursued. They
discern what direction the technology is moving, they see the activity that surrounds what you're
trying to keep secret, and they draw conclusions.

Afier the first atomic bombs were developed in 1945, scientists in the Manhattan project predicted
that the Soviet Union would duplicate that feat within 5 or 6 years. They were close. Fifty-nine
years later, the technology for fission bombs is widely understood and the world is awash in
plutonium. We now worry about nuclear bombs in suitcases and car trunks, put there not by
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countries, but by nongovernmental groups like Al-Qaeda. Did anyone predict this in 19457 How
long do lab scientists think it will take for this history {or something paralleling it) to be repeated
for their current inventions? When do they think the technology behind the next generation of
nuclear weapons will be commonplace?

Once a technology is invented, others can duplicate it with much less effort and for a small
fraction of the original cost—for you will have found the path and paved the way for them. Does
it make sense for the United States to devote so much of its talent and so many of its resources to
develop these extremely dangerous, terrible technologies that will eventually, in time, target our
grandchildren?

You can’t fight terror with war and new weapons—especially weapons of terror like those
designed at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory.

And you can’t end proliferation by creating more weapons to proliferate.

Proliferation Study

In 1995, the Department of Energy conducted hearings on whether the centerpiece of the
Stockpile Stewardship program, the National [gnition Facility (NIF), posed a proliferation risk.
The final report, titled “The National Ignition Facility and the Issue of Proliferation,” came out in
December of that year. Predictably, it concluded that NIF would not contribute to proliferation. It
rested that conclusion on two main assertions:

+ First, that the labs were not pursuing and NIF would not be used to pursue new weapons
designs or advanced weapons concepts.

If that was ever the case, it clearly isn’t any longer. In contrast to 1995, the government has
been very public about its intent to develop another generation of nuclear weapons. For
example, the Nuclear Posture Review of December 2001 talks about the need to “design,
develop, manufacture, and certify new warheads in response to new national requirements”™
(p. 30} and speaks of the hope that “it will not take 20 years or more to field new generations
of weapon systems,” including nuclear weapons (foreword).

.

Second, that the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty would be in place to prevent test explosions;
and that test explosions were needed to actually verify a new design. In fact, the report
claimed that the experiments at NIF would contribute to the test ban by making it possible to
monitor the stockpile without testing. NIF made the test ban more acceptable to the nuclear
weapons establishment.

However, we now have the experience of warheads being designed without test explosions.
Moreover, the United States has refused to ratify the Test Ban Treaty and the Nuclear Posture
Review entertains the possibility of resuming full-scale underground testing (i.¢., more than
the “subcritical” tesis now taking place).

Thus, the main pillars upon which the claim that NIF would not contribute to proliferation
rested—extremely shaky pillars to begin with-—have now collapsed. Other parts of the edifice
have also crumbled. For example, the report asserted that openness at the lab would mitigate
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4/25.06

against others being concerned about what the U.S. was up to. And it said that plutonium would
not be used in NIF experiments. Neither assertion is valid today.

Therefore, the claim that activities at the lab won’t contribute to proliferation no longer can be
maintained. It is imperative that the issue of proliferation again be reopened in a comprehensive
way—with public comment and independent analysis. This time, the study should concern not
Jjust NIF, but all ongoing and proposed activities at the lab.

We need more than just an assertion from the government that NIF experimentation and the lab
enhancements won't contribute to proliferation (or, in the words of the 1995 study, that
“proliferation concemns . . . can be successfully managed”). We need evidence, analysis, and
argumentation. We need a comprehensive study and public input. We need independent
evaluators. In the end, we need an explanation of why the technology developed at the lab is the
exception to rule that all technology proliferates.

Risk Assessments

The past history of the laboratory shows that the optimistic risk assessments in the draft
environmental impact statement are inaccurate and not to be believed. There are a number of
reasons for the inaccuracies, including faulty initial assumptions about the probabilities of various
events. Garbage in, garbage out.

A core problem is that aggregate and contingent risks are not appropriately taken into account.
Suppose, for example, that three things (X, Y, and Z) must go wrong for, say, the release of
radioactive material during particular kinds of experiments. The EIS assumes that the probability
of the release is the product of the separate probabilities for X, Y, and Z occurring at the same
time. Since X, Y, and Z each have low probabilities, the probability of them happening in concert
is, mathematically, determined to be extremely low indeed.

This reasoning fails to take into account contingencies between events. X affects the probability
of Y and Z. For example, the heat of a fire (X) may make it more likely for a particular piece of
equipment to fail (Y) or for a human actor to do something out of the ordinary (7). Overlooked
wear and tear on a part (X} may make a short circuit {Y) more probable along with the failure of
other systems (7). I have a steady hand, so the probability of my spilling orange juice as I pour it
in the morning is perhaps 1 in 150 (I spill some about twice a year). However, during an
earthquake that probability shoots up to close to 1 in 1. It would be totally misleading to assume
that the probability of orange juice being spilled is 1/150 times the probability of an earthquake
occurring at that time. Yet this is equivalent to the reasoning on risk assessments in the EIS.

In addition, human error—everything from ordinary mistakes to the determined actions of a
disgruntled employee—is not adequately taken into account. Illness (such as a cold or even the
lack of sleep) can make someone more error prone.

The risk assessments in the EIS need to be redone.

27 May 2004 page 4 of 4
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Dear Mr. Grim,
>

> Please consider this letter with my comments on the environmental and

= proliferation risks from proposed nuclear weapons development and new

> plutonium and tritium programs at the U.S. Department of Energy's

> (DOE) Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL).

>

> [ write to you because the DOE has prepared a draft Site Wide

> Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) that proposes to ramp up

> nuclear weapons activities at the Livermore Lab in Northern

1/02.01 | California. Livermore Lab is working on the design of a new,

> high-yield nuclear bunker-buster, called the "Robust Nuclear Earth

> Penetrator,” and [ oppose its development. Additionally, I oppose the

> development of so-called "mini-nukes" and other new nuclear weapons

> concepts being researched at Livermore Lab.

>

> Here are my comments on six dangerous new programs being proposed at

> Livermore Lab.

> 1. Storage of More Nuclear Materials: This plan will more than

> double the storage limit for plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1,540

2/08.02 | pounds to 3,300 pounds. It would increase the radioactive tritium

> storage limit from 30 grams to 35 grams. [ join California Peace

> Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs group in calling on

> DOE to de-inventory the plutonium and tritium stocks at Livermore Lab,

> not increase them.

>

>2.  Plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS): This

> plan will revive a project that was canceled more than 10 years ago

> because it was dangerous and unnecessary. The project is Plutonium

3 /27 01 > AV L_.lS. This is a scheme to heat and vaporize plutonium and lhcn_l shoot
Y11= multiple laser beams through the hot vapor to separate out plutonium

33.01 [ isotopes. Ta do this, Livermore Lab plans to increase the amount of

> plutonium that can be used at one time in any one room from 44 pounds

[~ to 132 pounds a 3-fold increase. I join California Peace Action and

[~ the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for cancellation of

> this project.

>

3. Dangerous New Experiments in the National Ignition Facility
Mega-Laser: This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and
lithium hydride to experiments in the National Ignition Facility (NIF)
4/26.01 mega-laser when it is completed at Livermore Lab. Using these

*~ =1 materials in the NIF will increase its usefulness for nuclear weapons
26.03 [ development. It will also make the NIF more hazardous to workers and
the environment. [ join California Peace Action and the
Livermore-based Tri-Valley CARESs in calling for a close out of the NIF

Lasciak, Valerie
Page 2 of 3

4/26.01,
26.03
cont.

5/37.01

6/39.01

7/35.01

8/04.01

> project and termination of plans to use plutonium and other new

> materials in it.

>

>4, New Technologies for Producing Plutonium Bomb Cores: This plan
> makes Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies
> for producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the

> softball-sized piece of plutonium that sits inside a modern nuclear

> weapon and triggers its thermonuclear explosion. DOE says these new
> technologies will then be used in a new bomb core factory. called the

> Modern Pit Facility (MPF). The Livermore Lab plutonium pit program
> will enable the MPF and production of 150 - 450 plutonium bomb cores
> annually, with the ability 1o run double shifis and produce 900 per

= year. This production capability would approximate the combined

> nuelear arsenals of France and China each year. I join California

> Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for
> termination of this technology development project.

>35.  Enhancing Readiness to Resume Full-Scale Nuclear Tests: This

> plan calls for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to "enhance" the

> nation's readiness to conduct full-scale underground nuclear tests at

> the Nevada Test Site. This is a dangerous step back to the days of

> unrestrained nuclear testing and I join with California Peace Action

> and Tri-Valley CARESs to oppose any move to "enhance” U.S. readiness to
> conduct full-seale tests.

>6. Mixing Bugs and Bombs: This plan mixes bugs and bombs at

> Livermore Lab. It calls for collocating an advanced bio-warfare agent
> research facility with nuclear weapons activities in a classified area

> at Livermore Lab. The DOE proposes genetic modification and

> aerosolization (spraying) with live anthrax, plague and other deadly

> pathogens on site at LLNL. This could weaken the international

> biological weapons treaty -- and it poses a risk to workers, the

> public and the environment here in the California. Interestingly, this

> program is listed as part of LLNL's "no action altenative" as though

> it were an ting program -- even though it is not yet constructed,

= Tri-Valley CAREs has brought litigation against it, and a federal

> Judge has issued a "stay” prohibiting the importation of dangerous

> pathogens into the facility while the lawsuit moves forward. I join

> Tri-Valley CAREs in opposing the operation of a bio-warfare agent

> facility at Livermore Lab.

>

> [ believe the DOE plan to introduce new weapons programs into LLNL
= will promote a new arms race and escalate the nuclear danger. Further,
> the DOE proposal to double LLNL's plutonium storage limit to 3,300
> pounds and triple the amount held "at risk" in any one room increases

> the environmental threat LLNL poses to the people of California. The
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8/04.01
cont.

9/07.01

> SWEIS propels Livermore Lab in exactly the wrong direction,

>

> Instead of proposing new weapons projects, DOE should enhance the

> peaceful, civilian scientific capabilities and mission at Livermore

> Lab by proposing new, unclassified programs in environmental cleanup,
= non-polluting and renewable energy. earth sciences, astrophysics,

> atmospheric physics and others. The alternative of a "green lab" in

> Livermore should be pursued instead of the dangerous nuclear weapons
> future proposed by the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement.

>

> Sincerely,

>

> Name: Valerie Lasciak

>

> Address: 1555 Merrill St. 139

>

> State: CA 95062

>

> The Department of Energy has released a draft site-wide Environmental
> [mpact Statement on Livermore Lab's planned operations for the coming
>tenyears. The law requires DOE to seek public input before

> moving forward. This is a once in a decade chance to make our voices

> heard.

Lea, Meri

Page 1 of 6

1/04.01

2/31.04

RE: Comments on the Department of Energy’s Site-Wide
Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) for Continued
Operations at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
(LLNL).

Dear Mr. Grim,

T had the opportunity to attend the public comment
hearing held April 27th at the Double Tree Club Hotel
in Livermore.

It is ABSOLUTELY eritical for our very human survival,
as well as all other living beings that we share this

planet with that the Bush administration's policy of
developing even more dangerous nuclearand biological
weapons be stopped!!

The Lab is a leaky boat, built between 2 earthquake
fault lines. There has already been leakage of nuclear
materials into the immediate surrounding, including SF
Bay. This information is a giant RED FLAG, don't you
and the other commissioners think? And now it is being
proposed that the lab handle twice as much plutonium
and engage in the development of germ warfare
programs.

Are you and your fellow commissioners conemned about
this, for your self, your families, friends and all

peoples of the world? How much longer do you think
humanity has to survive? We have already changed our
climate, polluted our vast oceans so much so that now
even deep ocean water fish (swordfish) are too

polluted to consume as food.

You and the other commissioners are in a position to
require more control over the ecological threat that
the weapons program at Lawrence Livermore Labs poses.

Thank you for your time and consideration of my
comments.

I wholeheartedly support and stand with the other
Americans who support the following letter:

Through this letter we are expressing our deep concern
with the health and environmental risks posed by the

March 2005

2-183



Chapter 2 - Comment Documents

LLNL SW/SPEIS

Lea, Meri

Page 2 of 6

Lea, Meri
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2/31.04
cont.

3/08.02

expanded nuclear weapons mission for the Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) into the
indefinite future. We appreciate your focused
attention to this matter. Below, we have outlined a
number of specific concerns that, taken cumulatively,
lead us to the conclusion that the Site Wide
Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) for the
continuing operation of LLNL is so deficient in
information and analysis that it must be fixed and
re-circulated in draft form. This would allow the
community, the regulators, and the legislators to have
the opportunity to evaluate the new information that
is requested in these comments. Our specific concerns
are:

1. The same day of the public hearings for the SWEIS.
April 27, 2004, the Congressional Subcommittee on
National Security, Emerging Threats, and International
Relations for the Committee on Government Reform held
a hearing on the security of nuclear materials. The
hearing highlighted potentially insurmountable

problems with plutonium and highly enriched uranium at
certain Department of Energy (DOE) sites, with a focus
on the vulnerability of nuclear materials storage at

LLNL. On May 7, 2004, Energy Secretary Spencer Abraham

delivered a speech on the deficiencies in the security

of nuclear materials at LLNL and other DOE sites. The
Energy Secretary made a commitment to consider
removing the special nuclear materials at LLNL by
2005. This recent acknowledgement by the DOE that
security at LLNL is questionable makes it imperative
that the SWEIS evaluate an alternative that would
remove all special nuclear materials from LLNL. These
acknowledgements make this not only a reasonable
option, but one that should be evaluated because it is

a foreseeable outcome within the next decade at LLNL.

2. Instead of reducing the amount of special nuclear
materials on-site at LLNL, this plan proposes to more
than double the limit for plutonium at Livermore Lab
from 1,540 pounds to 3,300 pounds. Additionally, under
the Proposed Action, the administrative limit for

highly enriched uranium in Building 239 would increase
from 35 pounds to 110 pounds. Seven million people
live in surrounding areas, and residences are built

right up to the fence. Plutonium is difficult to store

3/08.02
cont.

4/34.01
5/33.01,
25.01

6/27.01

7/37.01

safely because, in certain forms, it can spontaneously
ignite and burn. Moreover, it poses a criticality risk
when significant quantities are stored in close

proximity. The amount of plutonium proposed for LLNL
is sufficient to make more than 300 nuclear bombs.
Because of the health risks, the proliferation

dangers, storage hazards, and very serious security
concerns, we believe it is irresponsible to store
plutonium, highly enriched uranium and tritium at
LLNL. We are calling upon the DOE to de-inventory the
plutonium, highly enriched uranium and tritium stocks
at LLNL rather than to increase them.

3. The SWEIS proposes to increase the at-risk limits
for tritium ten fold, from just over 3 grams to 30
grams. The SWEIS proposes to increase the at-risk
limit for plutonium from 44 pounds to 132 pounds. We
believe it is unsafe to increase the amount of tritium
and plutonium that can be "in process” in one room at
one time. LLNL has a history of criticality violations
with plutonium and releases of both tritium and
plutonium, making it evident that these amounts should
be decreased, rather than increased.

4. This plan will revive a project that was canceled
more than 10 years ago because it was dangerous and
unnecessary. The project was called Plutonium - Atomic
Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS). Now it is
called the "Integrated Technology Project”(ITP) and
the "Advanced Materials Program™(AMP). This is a
scheme to heat and vaporize plutonium and then shoot
multiple laser beams through the vapor to separate out
plutonium isotopes. The ITP / AMP is a health risk and
anuclear proliferation nightmare. We believe the ITP
and AMP work should be cancelled as the Plutonium
AVLIS was cancelled in 1990 - this time permanently.

5. This plan makes Livermore Lab the place to test new
manufacturing technologies for producing plutonium
pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the softball-sized
piece of plutonium that sits inside a modern nuclear
weapon and triggers its thermonuclear explosion. DOE
says these new technologies will then be used in a new
bomb factory, called the Modern Pit Facility (MPF).
Public and Congressional opposition to the MPF has
caused its delay this year. The Livermore Lab
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7/37.01
cont.

8/26.01
9/26.03

10/26.04

plutonium pit program goes full-speed ahead in the
wrong direction. It will enable the MPF and production
of 150 - 450 plutonium bomb cores annually, with the
ability to run double shifts and produce 900 cores per
year. This production capability would approximate the
combined nuclear arsenals of France and China - each
vear. We call upon the DOE to halt all work on
plutonium pit production technologies at Livermore
Lab. We believe it is premature for the DOE to spend
taxpayer dollars on this technology and the prudent
and reasonable outcome is to delay or cancel this
project.

6. This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched
uranium and large quantities of lithium hydride to
experiments in the National Ignition Facility
mega-laser when it is completed at Livermore Lab.
Using these materials in the NIF will increase its
usefulness for nuclear weapons development, including
for the design of new types of nuclear weapons. It

will also make the NIF more hazardous to workers and
the environment. This is not only dangerous to

people's health and safety, and a proliferation risk,

but it is sure to result in an inordinate cost to the
taxpayer. No cost estimate associated with this
proposal has been released to date. We ask the DOE to
cancel these dangerous, polluting,
proliferation-provocative and unne
experiments proposed for the NIF.

ary new

7. The SWEIS reveals plans to manufacture tritium
targets at LLNL. The tritium-filled targets are the
radioactive fuel pellets that the NIF's 192 laser

beams will "shoot"” in an attempt to create a
thermonuclear explosion. Producing the targets will
increase the amount of tritium that is used in any one
room at Livermore Lab from the current limit of just
over 3 grams to 30 grams - nearly 10-fold more. In the
mid-1990's, LLNL stated that target fabrication was to
oceur off-site because of LLNL's proximity to large
populations. Livermore Lab has a history of tritium
accidents, spills and releases. The NIF will increase
the amount of airborne radioactivity emanating from
LLNL. We call on DOE to cancel plans to manufacture
tritium targets for NIF at Livermore Lab. Further, we
urge cancellation of the NIF megalaser. Cancellation

10/26.04 of NIF is a reasonable alternative that should be
cont. fully analyzed in the SWEIS.

8. This plan also calls for Livermore Lab to develop
diagnostics to "enhance” the nation's readiness to
11/39.01 conduct full-scale underground nuclear lesls,.This is
a dangerous step back to the days of unrestrained
nuclear testing. All work at LLNL to reduce the time
it takes to conduct a full-scale underground nuclear
test should be terminated immediately.

9. This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore. It
calls for collocating an advanced bio-warfare agent
facility (BSL-3) with nuclear weapons activities in a
classified area at Livermore Lab. The plan proposes
genetic modification and aerosolization (spraying)
with live anthrax, plague and other deadly pathogens.

12/35.01 treaty -- and it poses a risk to workers, the public
and the environment here in the Bay Area. The draft

they present. Construction should be halted on the

bio-warfare agent (BSL-3) research on site at LLNL
should be terminated.

10. There are 108 buildings identified at LLNL as
having potential seismic deficiencies relative to

list of these buildings and an accounting of the ones
that house or may house hazardous, radiological and

1 kilometer of two significant earthquake faults,
13/14.01 including the Las Positas Fault Zone less than 200

before they are brought up to code? We urge the
Livermore Lab to stop any work with hazardous,
radioactive or biological substances that may be
occurring in any building that does not comply with
federal standards.

This could weaken the international biological weapons
SWEIS does not adequately describe these programs, or
the unique security, health and environmental hazards

portable BSL-3 facility. All plans to conduct advanced

current codes. The SWEIS should include a complete

biological research materials. LLNL is located within

feet from the LLNL boundary. How can we mitigate harm
done from an earthquake that damages these buildings

11. A contractor will be paid to package and ship more
14/22.01 |than 1,000 drums of transuranic and mixed transuranic
waste to the WIPP dump in New Mexico, vet the SWEIS
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Livermore Chamber of Commerce, Jim Ott, Chairman
Page 1 of 3

: says this is exempt from environmental review. This
cont. work in its entirety must be included in the review.

12. The DOE does not acknowledge in the SWEIS that the

double-walled shipping containers described in the
document may be replaced by less health - protective

15/20.05 single-lined containers. We believe that no waste

should be shipped in single-walled containers and the

SWEIS should provide a guarantee to that effect.

13. The Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS relies
heavily upon the US Nuclear Posture Review, which
calls for an aggressive modernization and
manufacturing base within the US nuclear weapons
complex. This stands in stark contrast to the binding
16/01.01 legal mandate to ﬁhiﬁ. "fro_m dcvc_lopiug and producing

) new weapons designs to dismantling obsolete weapons
and maintaining a smaller weapons arsenal”. We believe
arevised Purpose and Need statement should accurately
reflect the Livermore Lab's legal responsibility with
regard to US law, including US obligations under the
nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).

Further, the Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS
almost completely omits LLNL's important role in
civilian science research. This omission fatally flaws
the alternatives analysis in the SWEIS by neglecting
to consider the expanded role that civilian science
programs at the LLNL could play in the next decade.

17/07.01

The alternatives analysis should be revised to
consider LLNL's role in light of the commitments in
the NPT and the Livermore Lab's
ission as well as the compelling case for removing
special nuclear materials (i.¢., plutonium and highly
enriched uranium) from the LLNL site.

an science

Sincerely,

Meri Lea
merileai@yahoo.com

1/04.01

2/15.01
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Ludwig-Goeman, Karen

Page 1 of 1 Page 1 of 1
-----Original Message--—-
From: karen.ludwig@philips.com [mailto:karen.ludwig@philips.com]
Sent: Monday, April 26, 2004 6:20 AM
To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov
Subject: Livermore lab changes
Mr. Grim,
1 will not be able to attend the Tuesday public hearing in Livermore but wanted to voice my
1/04 01 opinion that | am adamantly opposed to the proposed changes to double the plutonium limit,

: manufacture prototype plutonium bomb cores, use plutomium in NIF experiements, manufacture
radioactive tritium targets at NIF and import live anthrax, plague and other pathogens by
collocating a biowarfare agent research facitlity with nuclear weapons.

Best Regards,
Karen Ludwig-Goeman
769 Via Del Sol
Livermore CA 94550
March 2005 2-189



Chapter 2 - Comment Documents LLNL SW/SPEIS

Lytle, Jackie
Page 1 of 1

1/04.01

2/33.01 |

3/17.04

4/35.01
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1/33.01

2/27.02

3/37.01

4/26.01,
26.03

5/26.04

6/39.01

7/35.01

Dear Mr Grim:

T am shocked at plans to increase nuclear-weapons activities and double the

amount of plutonium at Livermore National Laboratory. [ urge you to cancel those plans,
and the following are some critical reasons for this.

1.

One of these plans was cancelled over ten years ago. on the grounds of being
dangerous and unnecessary. This is the Plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope
Separation. This would require a 3-fold increase in the amount of plutonium used
in a single room-which would pose grave dangers to public health, and cause
serious risks of nuclear nonproliferation in the event some plutonium was stolen.
Another plan involves testing new technologies to manufacture plutonium pits for
nuclear weapons. This-jointly with the Modern Pit Facility--would make possible
the production of 150-450 bomb cores annually, which is about the double the
combined nuclear arsenals of France and China. This program would gravely
destabilize and already-hazardous world.

As a result of these plans, plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and litium hydride
would be added to experiments in the National Ignition Facility (NIF) when the
latter is completed at Livermore. That will in turn increase the possibility of
using the NIF to develop nuclear weapons, and create additional public-health
risks for workers at Livermore.

Under the plans, the amount of tritium in test targets will rise tenfold. Here again
there is a serious radiation danger for Livermore workers-particularly given that
Livermore has a history of tritium spills, releases and accidents.

The plans call for Livermore to develop diagnostics to "enhance" the readiness of
the US to conduct full-scale underground nuclear tests. This will lead the world
back to the dangerous days of unrestrained nuclear testing..

The plans provide for an advanced bio-warfare agent facility located at the same
area at Livermore as the nuclear-weapons work. This could weaken the
international treaty against biological weapons. In addition, at a time of public
concemn about bioterrorism, the plan could cause the equivalent of a bioterror
attack in the event that harmful organisms got out of Livermore. Such an event
would threaten not only Livermore workers and residents but millions of people
in the nearby Bay Area.

In short, the new plans for Livermore cause very serious problems for public

health. Further, they make our country LESS safe by aggravating the risk of nuclear
proliferation, and by contributing to the development, testing and deployment of highly-
provocative weapons.

Sincerely yours,

John MacDougall, Professor

Department of Regional Economic & Social Development
University of Massachusetts Lowell

61 Wilder St.

Lowell MA 01854

Tel. 978-934-4303, fax 978-934-4028

MacKinnon, Fr Donald, CSsR
Page 1 of 1

1/07.01
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Leona

~will revive a project that was canceled more than 10 years ago because
it was dangerous and unnecessary. The project is Plutonium AVLIS. This
3/2701 is a scheme to heat and vaporize plutonium and then shoot multiple
33.01 laser beams through the hot vapor to separate out plutonium isotopes.
To do this, Livermore Lab plans to increase the amount of plutonium
cont. [that can be used at one time in any one room from 44 pounds to 132
-pounds a 3-fold increase. I join California Peace Action and the
Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for cancellation of this project.
>
3. Dangerous New Experiments in the National Ignition Facility
>Mega-Laser: This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and
lithium hydride to experiments in the National Ignition Facility (NIF)
>mega-laser when it is completed at Livermore Lab. Using these materials
4/2601, >in the NIF will increase its usefulness for nuclear weapons
26.03 "dcvclopmcm. It wiU glso n{akc Iihc NIF more hazardous to workers and
>the environment. I join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based
> Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for a close out of the NIF project and
“termination of plans to use plutonium and other new materials n it.
4. New Technologies for Producing Plutonium Bomb Cores: This plan
>malkes Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies
>for producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the
=softball-sized piece of plutonium that sits inside a modern nuclear
~weapon and triggers its thermonuelear explosion. DOE says these new
5/37.01 Ftechnologies will then be used in a new bomb core factory, called the
>Modern Pit Facility (MPF). The Livermore Lab plutonium pit program will
>enable the MPF and production of 150 - 450 plutonium bomb cores
~annually, with the ability to run double shifts and produce 900 per

Irance and China each year.
>1 join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs
>in calling for termination of this technology development project.
>5.  Enhancing Readiness to Resume Full-Scale Nuclear Tests: This plan
>calls for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to "enhance" the

nation's readiness to conduct full-scale underground nuclear tests at
6/39.01 -the Nevada Test Site. This is a dangerous step back to the days of
' ~unrestrained nuclear testing and I join with California Peace Action

and Tri-Valley CAREs to oppose any move to "enhance” U.S. readiness to
conduct full-scale tests.
>
6. Mixing Bugs and Bombs: This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore
Lab. It calls for collocating an advanced bio-warfare agent research
7/35.01 facility with nuclear weapons activities in a classified area at

Livermore Lab. The DOE proposes genetic modification and aerosolization
>(spraying) with live anthrax, plague and other deadly pathogens on site

>year. This production capability would approximate the combined nuclear arsenals of

7/35.01
cont.

8/04.01

9/07.01

>at LLNL. This could weaken the international biological weapons treaty
=-- and it poses a risk to workers, the public and the environment here in the California.
>Interestingly, this program is listed as part of LLNL's "no action
=alternative” as though it were an existing program -- even though it is
>not yet constructed, Tri-Valley CAREs has brought litigation against

=it, and a federal Judge has issued a "stay" prohibiting the importation

>of dangerous pathogens into the facility while the lawsuit moves
>forward. I join Tri-Valley CAREs in opposing the operation of a
>hio-warfare agent facility at Livermore Lab.

>

>I believe the DOE plan to introduce new weapons programs into LLNL will
>promote a new arms race and escalate the nuclear danger. Further, the
>DOE proposal to double LLNL's plutonium storage limit to 3.300 pounds
>and triple the amount held "at risk" in any one room increases the
>environmental threat LLNL poses to the people of California. The SWEIS
=propels Livermore Lab in exactly the wrong direction.

>

>Instead of proposing new weapons projects, DOE should enhance the
>peaceful, civilian scientific capabilities and mission at Livermore Lab

>by proposing new, unclassified programs in environmental cleanup,
>non-polluting and renewable energy, earth sciences, astrophysics,
~atmospheric physics and others. The alternative of a "green lab" in
>Livermore should be pursued instead of the dangerous nuclear weapons
>future proposed by the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement.
>Sincerely.

leona markman,

509 townsend drive

aptos ca 95003
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1/02.01 |

2/04.01

3/35.01 |

4/07.01

Ray McFadden
527 29th St
San Francisco, CA 94131

May 25, 2004

Mr. Tom Grim

DOE, NNSA L-293
7000 East Ave.
Livermore, CA 94550

Dear Mr. Grim:

Regarding the risks from proposed nuclear weapons development at Lawrence
Livermore Labs.

I strongly oppose the proposed development of the mini-nukes and new
nuclear bunker-buster at Livermore Labs.

We need less plutonium at Livermore Labs, not more. It is insane to
increase the radioactive capacity of this facility so close to major

population centers and seismic faults. I fully support the advocacy of
Tri-Valley CAREs and the California Peace Action group a st Livermore
Labs. T am particularly concerned about the discussion to research

biologic and nuclear weaponry in our community. This needs to stop. Please
re-focus the incredible talent of that facility on programs that would

reduce our reliance on non-renewable energy and on the critical issues
facing our children such as global warming, sustainable energy and clean
water supplies.

Sincerely,

Ray McFadden

1/04.01

Gentlemen:

You are no doubt getting many copies of a letter, against ramping up
nuclear activities at Livermore Lab.

Twill not reprint it here. [ agree with i, and urge you to stop
the insanity.

If a car is headed for a clifT, what is needed is to put on the

brakes and turn around and get away from the cliff. We need to stop
adding to nuclear weapons now, before it is too late. We are headed
over the cliff.

Thank you for your consideration.

Claire McGee
2236 SE Brooklyn
Portland OR 97202
503 901-1450
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-----Original Message--—-

From: Donald W. Moon [mailto:dw_moon@comcast.net]
Sent: Sunday, April 25, 2004 10:05 PM

To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

Subject: livermore publications re: the Lab.

Dear Mr. Grim:

I am troubled by statements in local publications about operations at LLNL. | retired from the lab
about 10 years ago. | have tried to contact one of the "letters to the editors” regarding Tritium
and found that the stated telephone number was for the "Holiday Inn Express--Tracey". Next, |
am trying to contact you. | also suspect that the information is bogus

If you receive this email-- refer you a Newspaper "The Independent” April 22, 2004 editorial page
4. It includes a "Mail Box" letter from Mary Perner, Livermore. She has NO listed phone number
in Livermore.

The entry is nothing but a scare tactic--stating half-truths and claims of scientific truths-- which
have nathing to do with reality

I would like to know that you are aware of this trash. | would like to receive an email "Got it,
1/0201 Working on it" from you. The editors of "The Independent--Mailbox" should be put on notice
How can LLNL do its job in such an hostile environment?

Regards, Donald W. Moon

2/04.01

NO COMMENTS IDENTIFIED IN THIS SUBMITTAL
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-----Original Message-----

From: moore [mailto:cvmoore(g@fea.net]
Sent: Tuesday, April 27, 2004 12:04 PM
To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

Ce: Nancy Steinbock

Subject: Proposed EIR for next 10 years

1/04.01 This nation should be decreasing it's Weapons of Mass Destruction Programs. not
) increasing them. What are they going to be used for?.

The plan looks like an attempt to maintain and enlarge a bureaucracy that should be
decreasing its activities.

Charles V. Moore, Laguna Woods, CA

1/04.01

2/25.05

3/23.02
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2/08.02
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33.01

Srihari Namperumal
3030 Dohr street
berkeley, ca 94702

May 25, 2004

Mr. Tom Grim

DOE, NNSA L-293
7000 East Ave.
Livermore, CA 94550

Dear Mr. Grim:

After attending the SWEIS review, the key piece of data that I have not
seen is a fair and honest cost/benefit analysis of the scaling up of
operations. Below are listed six of the proposed operational
expansions...I do not see valid benefits to these increases. Please
address my concerns on the environmental and proliferation risks from
proposed nuclear weapons development and new plutonium and tritium
programs at the U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE) Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory (LLNL).

1. Livermore Lab is working on the design of a new, high-yield nuclear
bunker-buster, called the "Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator," and [ oppose
its development. Additionally, I oppose the development of so-called
"mini-nukes" and other new nuclear weapons concepts being researched at
Livermore Lab. This only eggs on the rest of the world to step up their
development and lowers the nuclear threshold.

2. Storage of More Nuclear Materials: This plan will more than double the
storage limit for plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1,540 pounds to 3,300
pounds. It would increase the radioactive tritium storage limit from 30

grams to 35 grams, [ join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based
Tri-Valley CAREs group in calling on DOE to de-inventory the plutonium and
tritium stocks at Livermore Lab, not increase them. Having these

materials so close/in the middle of a densely populated suburban/urban

area poses serious risks due to both security and transportation.

2. Plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS): This plan will
revive a project that was canceled more than 10 years ago because it was
dangerous and unnecessary. The project is Plutenium AVLIS, This is a
scheme to heat and vaporize plutonium and then shoot multiple laser beams
through the hot vapor to separate out plutenium isotopes. To do this,
Livermore Lab plans to increase the amount of plutonium that can be used

at one time in any one room from 44 pounds to 132 pounds - a 3-fold
increase. I join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based

Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for cancellation of this project. Again, this

plan increases the risk from any accidental release by 3 fold

Namperumal, Srihari
Page 2 of 3

4/26.01,
26.03

5/37.01

6/39.01

7/35.01

8/04.01

9/07.01

3. Dangerous New Experiments in the National Ignition Facility Mega-Laser:
This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and lithium hydride
to experiments in the National Ignition Facility (NIF) mega-laser when it

is completed at Livermore Lab. Using these materials in the NIF will
increase its usefulness for nuclear weapons development, It will also make
the NIF more hazardous to workers and the environment. I join California
Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for a
close out of the NIF project and termination of plans to use plutonium and
other new materials in it.

4. New Technologies for Producing Plutonium Bomb Cores: This plan makes
Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies for
producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the softball-sized
piece of plutonium that sits inside a modern nuclear weapon and ers

its thermonuclear explosion. DOE says these new technologies will then be
used in a new bomb core factory, called the Modern Pit Facility (MPF). The
Livermore Lab plutonium pit program will enable the MPF and production of
150 - 450 plutonium bomb cores annually, with the ability to run double
shifts and produce 900 per year. This production capability would
approximate the combined nuclear arsenals of France and China - each year.

I join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in
calling for termination of this technology development project.

5. Enhancing Readiness to Resume Full-Scale Nuclear Tests: This plan calls
ermore Lab to develop diagnostics to "enhance” the nation's
nduct full-scale underground nuclear tests at the Nevada

is is a dangerous step back to the days of unrestrained

sting and [ join with California Peace Action and Tri-Valley
CAREs to oppose any move Lo "enhance” U.S. readiness to conduct full-scale
tests.

6. Mixing Bugs and Bombs: This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore Lab.
It calls for collocating an advanced bio-warfare agent research facility

with nuclear weapons activities in a classified area at Livermore Lab. The
DOE proposes genetic modification and aerosolization (spraying) with live
anthrax, plague and other deadly pathogens on site at LLNL. This could
weaken the international biological weapons treaty — and it poses a risk

to workers, the public and the environment here in the California,
Interestingly, this program is listed as part of LLNL's "no action
alternative” as though it were an existing program -- even though it is

not yet constructed, Tri-Valley CAREs has brought litigation against it,
and a federal Judge has issued a "stay" prohibiting the importation of
dangerous pathogens into the facility while the lawsuit moves forward. [
join Tri-Valley CARESs in opposing the operation of a bio-warfare agent
facility at Livermore Lab,

I believe the DOE plan to introduce new weapons programs into LLNL will
promote a new arms race and escalate the nuclear danger. Further, the DOE
proposal to double LLNL's plutonium storage limit to 3,300 pounds and
triple the amount held "at risk” in any one room increases the
environmental threat LLNL poses to the people of California. The SWEIS
propels Livermore Lab in exactly the wrong direction.

Instead of proposing new weapons projects, DOE should enhance the
peaceful, civilian scientific capabilities and mission at Livermore Lab by
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Namperumal, Srihari Natural Resources Defense Council, Christopher Paine, Senior Nuclear
Page 3 of 3 Program Analyst
Page 1 of5

proposing new, unclassified programs in environmental cleanup,
non-polluting and renewable energy. earth sciences, astrophysics,
9/07,01 atmospheric physics and others. The alternative of a "green lab" in
Livermore should be pursued instead of the dangerous nuclear weapons
CONt. | future proposed by the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely,

Srihari Namperumal

1/27.01

2/08.01
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David Nielsen
13101 Sunmor Avenue
Mountain View, CA 94040

May 18, 2004
Mr. Tom Grim
DOE. NNSA L-293

7000 East Ave.
Livermore, CA 94550

Dear Mr. Grim:
Please.

Do not create another
1/02.01 generation of nuclear weapons.

Thank you !
David Nielsen

Sincerely,

David Nielsen

1/02.01

2/08.02

3/27.01,
33.01

-----Original Message-----

From: james m nordlund [mailto:realiteeel @yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, May 07, 2004 9:03 PM

To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

Subject: Comments on: plutonium and tritium programs at the U.S. D.O.E's L.L.N.L.

Mr.Tom Grim

DOE, NNSA, L-293
7000 East Avenue
Livermore, CA 94550

Dear Mr. Grim,

Please consider this letter with my comments on the environmental and
proliferation risks from proposed nuclear weapons development and new
plutonium and tritium programs at the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE)
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL).

T write to you because the DOE has prepared a draft Site Wide Environmental
Impact Statement (SWEIS) that proposes to ramp up nuclear weapons

activities at the Livermore Lab in Northern California. Livermore Lab is
working on the design of a new, high-yield nuclear bunker-buster, called

the "Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator,” and I oppose its development.
Additionally, I oppose the development of so-called "mini-nukes" and other
new nuclear weapons concepts being researched at Livermore Lab. Here are my
comments on six dangerous new programs being proposed at

Livermore Lab.

1. Storage of More Nuclear Materials: This plan will more than double

the storage limit for plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1.340 pounds to 3,300
pounds. It would increase the radioactive tritium storage limit from 30

grams to 35 grams. [ join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based
Tri-Valley CAREs group in calling on DOE to de-inventory the plutonium and
tritium stocks at Livermore Lab, not increase them.

2. Plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS): This plan
will revive a project that was canceled more than 10 years ago because it
was dangerous and unnecessary. The project is Plutonium AVLIS. This is a
scheme to heat and vaporize plutonium and then shoot multiple laser beams
through the hot vapor to separate out plutonium isotopes. To do this,
Livermore Lab plans to increase the amount of plutonium that can be used at
one time in any one room from 44 pounds to 132 pounds a 3-fold increase. 1
join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in
calling for cancellation of this project.
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4/26.01,
26.03

5/37.01

6/39.01

7/35.01

3. Dangerous New Experiments in the National Ignition Facility
Mega-Laser: This plan will add plutonium. highly-enriched uranium and
lithium hydride to experiments in the National Ignition Facility (NIF)
mega-laser when it is completed at Livermore Lab. Using these materials in
the NIF will increase its usefulness for nuclear weapons development. It
will also make the NIF more hazardous to workers and the environment. I
join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in
calling for a close out of the NIF project and termination of plans to use
plutonium and other new materials in it.

4. New Technologies for Producing Plutonium Bomb Cores: This plan
makes Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies for
producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the softball-sized
piece of plutonium that sits inside a modern nuclear weapon and triggers

its thermonuclear explosion. DOE says these new technologies will then be
used in a new bomb core factory. called the Modemn Pit Facility (MPF). The
Livermore Lab plutonium pit program will enable the MPF and production of’
150 - 450 plutonium bomb cores annually, with the ability to run double
shifts and produce 900 per vear. This production capability would
approximate the combined nuclear arsenals of France and China each vyear. [
join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in
calling for termination of this technology development project.

5. Enhancing Readiness to Resume Full-Scale Nuclear Tests: This plan
calls for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to "enhance” the nation’s
readiness to conduct full-scale underground nuclear tests at the Nevada

Test Site. This is a dangerous step back to the days of unrestrained

nuclear testing and I join with California Peace Action and Tri-Valley
CARE:s to oppose any move to "enhance" U.S. readiness to conduct full-scale
tests.

6. Mixing Bugs and Bombs: This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore
Lab. It calls for collocating an advanced bio-warfare agent research

facility with nuclear weapons activities in a classified area at Livermore
Lab. The DOE proposes genetic modification and aerosolization (spraying)
with live anthrax, plague and other deadly pathogens on site at LLNL. This
could weaken the international biological weapons treaty -- and it poses a
risk to workers, the public and the environment here in the California.
Interestingly. this program is listed as part of LLNL's "no action
alternative" as though it were an existing program -- even though it is not
vet constructed, Tri-Valley CAREs has brought litigation against it, and a
federal Judge has issued a "stay" prohibiting the importation of dangerous
pathogens into the facility while the lawsuit moves forward. I join
Tri-Valley CAREs in opposing the operation of a bio-warfare agent facility
at Livermore Lab.

8/04.01

9/07.01

I believe the DOE plan to introduce new weapons programs into LLNL will
promote a new arms race and escalate the nuclear danger. Further, the DOE
proposal to double LLNL's plutonium storage limit to 3,300 pounds and
triple the amount held "at risk" in any one room increases the
environmental threat LLNL poses to the people of California. The SWEIS
propels Livermore Lab in exactly the wrong direction.

Instead of proposing new weapons projects, DOE should enhance the peaceful,
civilian scientific capabilities and mission at Livermore Lab by proposing
new, unclassified programs in environmental cleanup, non-polluting and
renewable energy, earth sciences, astrophysics, atmospheric physics and
others. The alternative of a "green lab" in Livermore should be pursued

instead of the dangerous nuclear weapons future proposed by the Site Wide
Environmental Impact Statement.

Truly,

James M Nordlund
813 N. 5 St., #3, Stockton, KS
67669-1561, U.S., phone :) 785-425-5042
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Justine Wang, Research and Advocacy Coordinator
Page 1 of 4

1/31.04

2/08.02

Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, David Krieger, President, and
Justine Wang, Research and Advocacy Coordinator
Page 2 of 4

2/08.02
cont.

3/34.01
4/33.01,
25.01

5/27.01

6/37.01

2. Instead of reducing the amount of special nuclear materials on-site at LLNL. this plan
proposes to more than double the limit for plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1,540
pounds to 3,300 pounds. Additionally, under the Proposed Action, the administrative
limit for highly enriched uranium in Building 239 would increase from 55 pounds to 110
pounds. Seven million people live in surrounding areas, and residences are built right up
to the fence. Plutonium is difficult to store safely because, in certain forms, it can
spontaneously ignite and burn. Moreover, it poses a criticality risk when significant
quantities are stored in close proximity. The amount of plutonium proposed for LLNL is
sufficient to make more than 300 nuclear bombs. Because of the health risks, the
proliferation dangers, storage hazards, and very serious security concerns, we believe it is
irresponsible to store plutonium, highly enriched uranium and tritium at LLNL. We are
calling upon the DOE to de-inventory the plutonium, highly enriched uranium and tritium
stocks at LLNL rather than to increase them.

3. The SWEIS proposes to increase the at-risk limits for tritium ten fold, from just over 3
grams to 30 grams. The SWEIS proposes to
44 pounds to 132 pounds. We believe it 1s unsafe to increase the amount of tritium and
plutonium that can be "in process” in one room at one time. LLNL has a history of
criticality violations with plutonium and releases of both tritium and plutonium, making it
evident that these amounts should be decreased, rather than increased.

4. This plan will revive a project that was canceled more than 10 years ago because it was
dangerous and unnecessary. The project was called Plutonium

- Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS). Now it is called the "Integrated
Technology Project"(ITP) and the "Advanced Materials Program"(AMP). This is a
scheme to heat and vaporize plutonium and then shoot multiple laser beams through the
vapor to separate out plutonium isotopes. The ITP / AMP is a health risk and a nuclear
proliferation nightmare. We believe the ITP and AMP work should be cancelled as the
Plutonium AVLIS was cancelled in 1990 - this time permanently.

3. This plan makes Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies for
producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the softball-sized piece of
plutonium that sits inside a modern nuclear weapon and triggers its thermonuclear
explosion. DOE says these new technologies will then be used in a new bomb factory,
called the Modern Pit Facility (MPF). Public and Congressional opposition to the MPF
has caused its delay this year. The Livermore Lab plutonium pit program goes full-speed
ahead in the wrong direction. It will enable the MPF and production of 150 - 450
plutonium bomb cores annually. with the ability to run double shifts and produce 900
cores per year. This production capability would approximate the combined nuclear
arsenals of France and China - each year. We call upon the DOE to halt all work on
plutonium pit production technologies at Livermore Lab. We believe it is premature for
the DOE to spend taxpayer dollars on this technology and the prudent and reasonable
outcome is to delay or cancel this project.
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Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, David Krieger, President, and
Justine Wang, Research and Advocacy Coordinator
Page 3 of4

7/26.01
8/26.03

9/26.04

10/39.01

11/35.01

12/14.01

6. This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and large quantities of lithium
hydride to experiments in the National Ignition Facility mega-laser when it is completed
at Livermore Lab. Using these materials in the NIF will increase its usefulness for
nuclear weapons development, including for the design of new types of nuclear weapons.
It will also make the NIF more hazardous to workers and the environment. This is not
only dangerous to people’s health and safety, and a proliferation risk, but it is sure to
result in an inordinate cost to the taxpayer. No cost estimate associated with this proposal
has been released to date. We ask the DOE to cancel these dangerous, polluting,
proliferation-provocative and unnecessary new experiments proposed for the NIF.

7. The SWEIS reveals plans to manufacture tritium targets at LLNL. The tritium-filled
targets are the radioactive fuel pellets that the NIF's 192 laser beams will "shoot" in an
attempt to create a thermonuclear explosion. Producing the targets will increase the
amount of tritium that is used in any one room at Livermore Lab from the current limit of
just over 3 grams to 30 grams - nearly 10-fold more. In the mid-1990's, LLNL stated that
target fabrication was to occur off-site because of LI proximity to large populations.
Livermore Lab has a history of tritium accidents, spills and releases. The NIF will
mncrease the amount of airbome radioactivity emanating from LLNL. We call on the
DOE to cancel plans to manufacture tritium targets for NIF at Livermore Lab. Further,
we urge cancellation of the NIF megalaser. Cancellation of NIF is a reasonable
alternative that should be fully analyzed in the SWEIS.

to "enhance" the nation's

8. This plan also calls for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics
readiness to conduet full-scale underground nuclear tests. This is a dangerous step back to
the days of unrestrained nuclear testing. All work at LLNL to reduce the time it takes to
conduct a full-scale underground nuclear test should be terminated immediately.

9. This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore. It calls for collocating an advanced bio-
warfare agent facility (BSL-3) with nuclear weapons activities in a classified area at
Livermore Lab. The plan proposes genetic modification and aerosolization (spraying)
with live anthrax, plague and other deadly pathogens. This could weaken the international
biological weapons treaty -- and it poses a risk to workers, the public and the
environment here in the Bay Area. The draft SWEIS does not adequately describe these
programs, or the unique security, health and environmental hazards they present.
Construction should be halted on the portable BSL-3 facility. All plans to conduct
advanced bio-warfare agent (BSL-3) research on site at LLNL should be terminated.

10. There are 108 buildings identified at LLNL as having potential seismic deficiencies
relative to current codes. The SWEIS should include a complete list of these buildings
and an accounting of the ones that house or may house hazardous, radiological and
biological research materials, LLNL is located within 1 kilometer of two significant
earthquake faults, including the Las Positas Fault Zone less than 200 feet from the LLNL
boundary. How can we mitigate harm done from an carthquake that damages these
buildings before they are brought up to code? We urge the Livermore Lab to stop any
work with hazardous, radioactive or biological substances that may be occurring in any
building that does not comply with federal standards.

Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, David Krieger, President, and
Justine Wang, Research and Advocacy Coordinator
Page 4 of 4

13/22.01

14/20.05

15/01.01

16/07.01

11. A contractor will be paid to package and ship more than 1,000 drums of transuranic
and mixed transuranic waste to the WIPP dump in New Mexico, vet the SWEIS says this
is exempt from environmental review. This work in its entirety must be included in the
review.

12. The DOE does not acknowledge in the SWEIS that the double-walled shipping
containers described in the document may be replaced by less health - protective single-
lined containers. We believe that no waste should be shipped in single-walled containers
and the SWEIS should provide a guarantee to that effect.

13. The Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS relies heavily upon the US Nuclear
Posture Review, which calls for an aggressive modernization and manufacturing base
within the US nuclear weapons complex. This stands in stark contrast to the binding
legal mandate to shift "from developing and producing new weapons designs to
dismantling obsolete weapons and maintaiming a smaller weapons arsenal”. We believe a
revised Purpose and Need statement should accurately reflect the Livermore Lab's legal
responsibility with regard to US law, including US obligations under the nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT).

Further, the Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS almost completely omits LLNL's
important role in civilian science research. This omission fatally flaws the alternatives
analysis in the SWEIS by neglecting to consider the expanded role that civilian science
programs at the LLNL could play in the next decade.

The alternatives analysis should be revised to consider LLNL's role in light of the
commitments in the NPT and the Livermore Lab's civilian science mission as well as the
compelling case for removing special nuclear materials (i.e., plutonium and highly

enriched uranium) from the LLNL site.

Sincerely,

David Krieger
President

ce: Senator Barbara Boxer
Senator Dianne Feinstein

Justine Wang

Research and Advocacy Coordinator
Nuclear Age Peace Foundation

PMB 121, 1187 Coast Village Road, Suite 1
Santa Barbara, California 93108-2794
USA

Te. (805) 965-3443

Fax (805) 568-0466
Wwww.wagingpeace.org
www.nuclearfiles.org
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Mr. Thomas Grim, L-293

U.S. Department of Energy,

National Nuclear Security Administration
Livermore Site Office, SWEIS Document Manager
7000 East Avenue

Livermore, CA 94550-9234

Fax: (925) 422-1776
Email: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

RE: Comments on the Department of Energy's Site-Wide Environmental
Impact

Statement (SWEIS) for Continued Operations at Lawrence Livermore
National

Laboratory (LLNL).

Dear Mr. Grim:

These comments supplement the oral testimony from Nuclear Information
and Resource Service presented at the Washington, DC hearing.

Through this letter we are expressing our deep concern with the health

and

environmental risks posed by the expanded nuclear weapons mission for
the

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) into the indefinite
1/31.04 | fugure.

We appreciate your focused attention to this matter. Below, we have
outlined a number of specific concerns that, taken cumulatively, lead us

to

the conclusion that the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS)

for the continuing operation of LLNL is so deficient in information and
analysis that it must be fixed and re-circulated in draft form. This
would

allow the community, the regulators, and the legislators to have the
opportunity to evaluate the new information that is requested in these
comments. Our specific concems are:

1. The same day of the public hearings for the SWEIS, April 27,

2004, the Congressional Subcommittee on National Security, Emerging
Threats, and International Relations for the Commitiee on Government
2/08.02 | reform

held a hearing on the security of nuclear materials. The hearing
highlighted potentially insurmountable problems with plutonium and

Nuclear Information and Resource Service, Diane D’Arrigo
Page 2 of 6

highly

enriched uranium at certain Department of Energy (DOFE) sites, with a
focus

on the vulnerability of nuclear materials storage at LLNL. On May 7,
2004,

Energy Secretary Spencer Abraham delivered a speech on the deficiencies
in

the security of nuclear materials at LLNL and other DOE sites. The
Energy

Secretary made a commitment to consider removing the special nuclear
materials at LLNL by 2005. This recent acknowledgement by the DOE that
security at LLNL is questionable makes it imperative that the SWEIS
evaluate an alternative that would remove all special nuclear materials
from LLNL. These acknowledgements make this not only a reasonable
option,

but one that should be evaluated because it is a foreseeable outcome
within

the next decade at LLNL.

2. Instead of reducing the amount of special nuclear materials
on-site at LLNL, this plan proposes to more than double the limit for

2/08.02 plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1,540 pounds to 3,300 pounds.

cont. Additionally,

under the Proposed Action, the administrative limit for highly enriched

uranium in Building 239 would increase from 55 pounds to 110 pounds.

Seven

million people live in surrounding areas, and residences are built right

up

to the fence. Plutonium is difficult to store safely because, in certain

forms, it can spontaneously ignite and bum. Moreover, it poses a
criticality risk when significant quantities are stored in close

proximity.

The amount of plutonium proposed for LLNL is sufficient to make more
than

300 nuclear bombs. Because of the health risks, the proliferation
dangers,

storage hazards, and very serious security concerns, we believe it is
irresponsible to store plutonium, highly enriched uranium and tritium at

LLNL. We are calling upon the DOE to de-inventory the plutonium, highly
enriched uranium and tritium stocks at LLNL rather than to increase
them.

3/34.01 3. The SWEIS proposes to increase the at-risk limits for
4/33.01 tritium
-Ul,
25.01
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Nuclear Information and Resource Service, Diane D’Arrigo
Page 30f6

ten fold, from just over 3 grams to 30 grams. The SWEIS proposes to

increase the at-risk limit for plutonium from 44 pounds to 132 pounds.

3/34.01) Ve . . .
«V4l believe it is unsafe to increase the amount of tritium and plutonium

4/33.01) that , , ‘

can be "in process” in one room at one time. LLNL has a history of

25.01 criticality violations with plutonium and releases of both tritium and

cont. plutonium, making it evident that these amounts should be decreased,

rather

than increased.

4. This plan will revive a project that was canceled more than

10

vears ago because it was dangerous and unnecessary. The project was
called

Plutonium - Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS). Now 1t is
called

the "Integrated Technology Project”(ITP) and the "Advanced Materials
Program"(AMP). This is a scheme to heat and vaporize plutonium and then
shoot multiple laser beams through the vapor to separate out plutonium
5/27.01 | isotopes. The ITP / AMP is a health risk and a nuclear proliferation
nightmare. We believe the ITP and AMP work should be cancelled as the
Plutonium AVLIS was cancelled in 1990 - this time permanently.

5. This plan makes Livermore Lab the place to test new
manufacturing technologies for producing plutonium pits for nuclear
weapons. A pit is the softball-sized piece of plutonium that side
a
modern nuclear weapon and triggers its thermonuclear explosion. DOE says

these new technologies will then be used in a new bomb factory, called

the

Modern Pit Facility (MPF). Public and Congressional opposition to the

MPF

has caused its delay this year. The Livermore Lab plutonium pit program
) ) P Pp1t progre

6/37.01 | &= full-speed ahead in the wrong direction. It will enable the MPF and

production of 150 - 450 plutonium bomb cores annually, with the ability
to

run double shifts and produce 900 cores per vear. This production
capability would approximate the combined nuclear arsenals of France and

China - each year. We call upon the DOE to halt all work on plutonium
pit
production technologies at Livermore Lab. We believe it is premature

Nuclear Information and Resource Service, Diane D’Arrigo
Page 4 of 6

6/37.01 | &

the DOE to spend taxpayer dollars on this technology and the prudent and
cont.
reasonable outcome is to delay or cancel this project.

6. This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and
large
quantities of lithium hydride to experiments in the National Ignition
Facility mega-laser when it is completed at Livermore Lab. Using these
materials in the NIF will increase its usefulness for nuclear weapons
development, including for the design of new types of nuclear weapons.
It
will also make the NIF more hazardous to workers and the environment.
This
7/26.01 is not only dangerous to people’s health and safety. and a proliferation

8/26_03 risk, but it is sure to result in an inordinate cost to the taxpayer. No

cost estimate associated with this proposal has been released to date.
We

ask the DOE to cancel these dangerous, polluting,
proliferation-provocative

and unnecessary new experiments proposed for the NIF.

7. The SWEIS reveals plans to manufacture tritium targets at
LLNL.
The tritium-filled targets are the radioactive fuel pellets that the
NIF's
192 laser beams will "shoot" in an attempt to create a thermonuclear
explosion. Producing the targets will increase the amount of tritium
9/26.04 |that
is used in any one room at Livermore Lab from the current limit of just
over 3 grams to 30 grams - nearly 10-fold more. In the mid-1990's, LLNL
stated that target fabrication was to occur off-site because of LLNL's
proximity to large populations. Livermore Lab has a history of tritium
accidents, spills and releases. The NIF will increase the amount of
airborne radioactivity emanating from LLNL. We call on DOE to cancel
plans
to manufacture tritium targets for NIF at Livermore Lab. Further, we
urge
cancellation of the NIF megalaser. Cancellation of NIF is a reasonable
alternative that should be fully analyzed in the SWEIS.

8. This plan also calls for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics

10/39.01

o
"enhance" the nation’s readiness to conduct full-scale underground
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Nuclear Information and Resource Service, Diane D’Arrigo Nuclear Information and Resource Service, Diane D’Arrigo
Page 50f6 Page 6 of 6

10/39.01
cont.

11/35.01

12/14.01

13/22.01

nuclear
tests. This is a dangerous step back to the days of unrestrained nuclear

testing. All work at LLNL to reduce the time it takes to conduct a
full-scale underground nuclear test should be terminated immediately.

9. This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore. It calls for
collocating an advanced bio-warfare agent facility (BSL-3) with nuclear
weapons activities in a classified area at Livermore Lab. The plan
proposes
genetic modification and aerosolization (spraying) with live anthrax,
plague and other deadly pathogens. This could weaken the international
biological weapons treaty -- and it poses a risk to workers, the public
and
the environment here in the Bay Area. The draft SWEIS does not
adequately
describe these programs, or the unique security. health and
environmental
hazards they present. Construction should be halted on the portable
BSL-3
facility. All plans to conduct advanced bio-warfare agent (BSL-3)
research
on site at LLNL should be terminated.

10. There are 108 buildings identified at LLNL as having
potential
seismic deficiencies relative to current codes. The SWEIS should include
a
complete list of these buildings and an accounting of the ones that
house
or may house hazardous, radiological and biological research materials.
LLNL is located within 1 kilometer of two significant earthquake faults,

including the Las Positas Fault Zone less than 200 feet from the LLNL
boundary. How can we mitigate harm done from an earthquake that damages

these buildings before they are brought up to code? We urge the
Livermore

Lab to stop any work with hazardous, radioactive or biological
substances

that may be oceurring in any building that does not comply with federal
standards.

11. A contractor will be paid to package and ship more than
1.000
drums of transuranic and mixed transuranic waste to the WIPP dump in New

13/22.01
cont.

14/20.05

15/01.01

16/07.01

Mexico, yet the SWEIS says this is exempt from environmental review.
This
work in its entirety must be included in the review.

12. The DOE does not acknowledge in the SWEIS that the
double-walled shipping containers described in the document may be
replaced
by less health - protective single-lined containers. We believe that no

waste should be shipped in single-walled containers and the SWEIS should
provide a guarantee to that effect.

13. The Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS relies heavily
upon
the US Nuclear Posture Review, which calls for an aggressive
modemization
and manufacturing base within the US nuclear weapons complex. This
stands
in stark contrast to the binding legal mandate to shift "from developing

and producing new weapons designs to dismantling obsolete weapons and
maintaining a smaller weapons arsenal”. We believe a revised Purpose and

Need statement should accurately reflect the Livermore Lab's legal
responsibility with regard to US law, including US obligations under the

nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).

Further, the Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS almost completely
omits LLNL's important role in civilian science research. This omission
fatally flaws the alternatives analysis in the SWEIS by neglecting to
consider the expanded role that civilian science programs at the LLNL
could

play in the next decade.

‘The alternatives analysis should be revised to consider LLNL's role in
light of the commitments in the NPT and the Livermore Lab's civilian
science mission as well as the compelling case for removing special
nuclear

materials (i.e., plutonium and highly enriched uranium) from the LLNL
site.

Sincerely,

Diane D’Arrigo

Nuclear Information and Resource Service
1424 16th Street, NW, Suite 404
Wiashington, DC 20036

202-328-0002 ext. 16

dianed@nirs.org
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1/08.02

2/01.01

3/07.01

2/01.01
cont.

1/02.01

2/08.02

3/27.01,
33.01

4/26.01,
26.03

Dear Mr. Grim,

Please consider this letter with my comments on the environmental and proliferation
risks from proposed nuclear weapons development and new plutonium and tritium
programs at the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE) Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory (LLNL).

1 write to you because the DOE has prepared a draft Site Wide Environmental

Impact Statement (SWEIS) that proposes to ramp up nuclear weapons activities at the
Livermore Lab in Northern California. Livermore Lab is working on the design of a
new, high-yield nuclear bunker-buster, called the "Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator." and
1 oppose its development.

Additionally, I oppose the development of so-called "mini-nukes" and other new nuclear
weapons concepts being researched at Livermore Lab.

Here are my comments on six dangerous new programs being proposed at Livermore
Lab.

1. Storage of More Nuclear Materials: This plan will more than double
the storage limit for plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1.540 pounds to 3,300

pounds. It would increase the radioactive tritium storage limit from 30 grams to 33
grams. I join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs group
in calling on DOE to de-inventory the plutonium and tritium stocks at Livermore Lab,
not increase them.

2. Plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS): This plan

will revive a project that was canceled more than 10 years ago because it was dangerous
and unnecessary. The project is Plutonium AVLIS. This is a scheme to heat and vaporize
plutonium and then shoot multiple laser beams through the hot vapor to separate out
plutonium isotopes. To do this, Livermore Lab plans to increase the amount of
plutonium that can be used at

one time in any one room from 44 pounds to 132 pounds a 3-fold increase. 1

join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for
cancellation of this project.

3. Dangerous New Experiments in the National Ignition Facility

Mega-Laser: This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and lithium
hydride to experiments in the National Ignition Facility (NIF) mega-laser when it is
completed at Livermore Lab. Using these materials in the NIF will increase its
usefulness for nuclear weapons development. It will also make the NIF more hazardous
to workers and the environment. [ join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based
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4/26.01. | Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for a close out of the NIF project and termination of plans
26.03 " | touse plutonium and other new materials in it.

cont. 4. New Technologies for Producing Plutonium Bomb Cores: This plan

makes Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies for producing
plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the softball-sized piece of plutonium that
sits inside a modern nuclear weapon and triggers its thermonuclear explosion. DOE says
5/37.01 | these new technologies will then be used in a new bomb core factory. called the Modern
Pit Facility (MPF). The Livermore Lab plutonium pit program will enable the MPF and
production of 150 - 450 plutonium bomb cores annually, with the ability to run double
shifts and produce 900 per year. This production capability would approximate the
combined nuclear arsenals of France and China each year. I

join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for
termination of this technology development project.

5. Enhancing Readiness to Resume Full-Scale Nuclear Tests: plan

calls for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to "enhance” the nation’s readiness to
6/39.01 conduct full-scale underground nuclear tests at the Nevada Test Site. This is a dangerous
step back to the days of unrestrained nuclear testing and I join with California Peace
Action and Tri-Valley CARESs to oppose any move to "enhance” U.S. readiness to
conduct full-scale tests.

6. Mixing Bugs and Bombs: This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore

Lab. It calls for collocating an advanced bio-warfare agent research facility with nuclear
weapons activities in a classified area at Livermore Lab. The DOE proposes genetic
modification and aerosolization (spraying) with live anthrax, plague and other deadly
pathogens on site at LLNL. This could weaken the international biological weapons
treaty -- and it poses a risk to workers, the public and the environment here in the
California.

7/35.01 Interestingly. this program is listed as part of LLNL's "no action alternative" as though it
were an existing program -- even though it is not

vet constructed, Tri-Valley CAREs has brought litigation against it, and a federal Judge
has issued a "stay" prohibiting the importation of dangerous pathogens into the facility
while the lawsuit moves forward. I join Tri-Valley CAREs in opposing the operation of a
bio-warfare agent facility at Livermore Lab.

1 believe the DOE plan to introduce new weapons programs into LLNL will promote a
new arms race and escalate the nuclear danger. Further, the DOE proposal to double
8/04.01 LLNL's plutonium storage limit to 3,300 pounds and triple the amount held "at risk" in
any one room increases the environmental threat LLNL poses to the people of
California. The SWEIS propels Livermore Lab in exactly the wrong direction.

9/07.01 | Instead of proposing new weapons projects, DOE should enhance the peaceful,

Osman, Jeffrey
Page 3 of 8

9/07.01
cont.

civilian scientific capabilities and mission at Livermore Lab by proposing new,
unclassified programs in environmental cleanup, non-polluting and renewable energy,
earth sciences, astrophysics, atmospheric physics and others. The alternative of a "green
lab™ in Livermore should be pursued instead of the dangerous nuclear weapons future
proposed by the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey Osman
Santa Cruz, Calif.
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26.03

14/37.01

15/39.01

Here are my comments on six dangerous new programs being proposed at Livermore
Lab.

1. Storage of More Nuclear Materials: This plan will more than double

the storage limit for plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1,540 pounds to 3,300 pounds. It
would increase the radioactive tritium storage limit from 30 grams to 35 grams. I join
California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs group in calling on
DOE to de-inventory the plutonium and tritium stocks at Livermore Lab, not increase
them.

2. Plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS): This plan

will revive a project that was canceled more than 10 years ago because it was dangerous
and unnecessary. The project is Plutonium AVLIS. This is a scheme to heat and vaporize
plutonium and then shoot multiple laser beams through the hot vapor to separate out
plutonium isotopes. To do this, Livermore Lab plans to increase the amount of plutonium
that can be used at one time in any one room from 44 pounds to 132 pounds a 3-fold
increase. I join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in
calling for cancellation of this project.

3. Dangerous New Experiments in the National Ignition Facility

Mega-Laser: This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and lithium hydride
to experiments in the National Ignition Facility (NIF) mega-laser when it is completed at
Livermore Lab. Using these materials in the NIF will increase its usefulness for nuclear
weapons development. It will also make the NIF more hazardous to workers and the
environment. I join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs
in calling for a close out of the NIF project and termination of plans to use plutonium and
other new materials in it.

4. New Technologies for Producing Plutonium Bomb Cores: This plan makes
Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies for producing plutonium
pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the softball-sized piece of plutonium that sits inside a
modemn nuclear weapon and triggers its thermonuclear explosion. DOE says these new
technologies will then be used in a new bomb core factory, called the Modern Pit Facility
(MPF). The Livermore Lab plutonium pit program will enable the MPF and production
of 150 - 450 plutonium bomb cores annually, with the ability to run double shifts and
produce 900 per year. This production capability would approximate the combined
nuclear arsenals of France and China each year. I join California Peace Action and the
Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for termination of this technology
development project.

5. Enhancing Readiness to Resume Full-Scale Nuclear Tests: This plan

calls for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to "enhance” the nation's readiness to
conduct full-scale underground nuclear tests at the Nevada Test Site. This is a dangerous
step back to the days of unrestrained nuclear testing and I join with California Peace
Action and Tri-Valley CAREs to oppose any move to "enhance" U.S. readiness to
conduct full-scale tests.
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6. Mixing Bugs and Bombs: This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore

Lab. It calls for collocating an advanced bio-warfare agent research facility with nuclear
weapons activities in a classified area at Livermore Lab. The DOE proposes genetic
modification and aerosolization (spraying) with live anthrax, plague and other deadly
pathogens on site at LLNL. This could weaken the international biological weapons
treaty -- and it poses a risk to workers, the public and the environment here in the
California.

Interestingly. this program is listed as part of LLNL's "no action alternative" as though it
were an exisling program -- even though it is not yet constructed, Tri-Valley CARESs has
brought litigation against it, and a federal Judge has issued a "stay” prohibiting the
importation of dangerous pathogens into the facility while the lawsuit moves forward. I
join Tri-Valley CAREs in opposing the operation of a bio-warfare agent facility at
Livermore Lab.

Ihelieve the DOE plan to introduce new weapons programs into LLNL will promote a
new arms race and escalate the nuclear danger. Further, the DOE proposal to double

LLNL's plutonium storage limit to 3,300 pounds and triple the amount held "at in

any one room increases the environmental threat LLNL poses to the people of California.

The SWEIS propels Livermore Lab in exactly the wrong direction.

Instead of proposing new weapons projects, DOE should enhance the peaceful, civilian
scientific capabilities and mission at Livermore Lab by proposing new, unclassified
programs in environmental cleanup, non-polluting and renewable energy, earth sciences,
astrophysics, atmospheric physics and others. The alternative of a "green lab" in
Livermore should be pursued instead of the dangerous nuclear weapons future proposed
by the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely,

Name:

Address:

State:

The Department of Energy has released a draft site-wide Environmental Impact
Statement on Livermore Lab's planned operations for the comingtenyears. The law
requires DOE to seek public input before moving forward. This is a once in a decade
chance to make our voices heard.

DOE and Livermore Lab plan to:

_ More than double the plutonium limit at the Lab from 1,540 to 3,300 pounds:

Manufacture prototype plutonium bomb cores on site; _ Heat plutonium and shoot
multiple laser beams through the vapor cloud;  Use plutonium in National Ignition

Osman, Jeffrey
Page 7 of 8

19/33.01

20/27.01

21/37.01

22/26.01,
26.03

23/26.04

Facility (NIF) experiments;  Manufacture radioactive tritium targets for NIF, increasing
the Lab's tritium at risk limit nearly 10-fold; _ Undertake activities to speed a return to
full-scale nuclear testing; and _ Collocate a bio-warfare agent research facility with
nuclear weapons -- and call it an existing facility even though its operation has been
prevented (so far) by Tri-Valley CAREs' legal challenge.

MORE ON THE PLAN TO DOUBLE THE PLUTONIUM AND RAMP UP NUCLEAR
WEAPONS ACTIVITIES AT LIVERMORE LAB

The Dept. of Energy has released its drafl site-wide Environmental Impact Statement on
Livermore Lab's planned operations for the next ten years.

Below, please find a short analysis of what is planned and why YOUR PRESENCE AT
ONE OF THE PUBLIC HEARINGS IS NEEDED to stop the bomb makers and the
pollution that comes with nuclear weapons.

1. This plan will more than DOUBLE the limit for PLUTONIUM at Livermore Lab from
1,540 pounds to 3,300 pounds. To give you some idea of what that means 3,300 pounds
of plutonium can make more than 300 nuclear bombs. One microscopic particle of
plutonium, if inhaled, can cause lung cancer or other diseases.

2. This plan will REVIVE a project that was canceled more than 10 years ago because it
was dangerous and unnecessary. The project is called PLUTONIUM ATOMIC VAPOR
LASER ISOTOPE SEPARATION. This is a scheme to heat and vaporize plutonium and
then shoot multiple laser beams through the vapor to separate out plutonium isotopes. To
do this, Livermore Lab plans to increase the amount of plutonium that can be used in a
single room from 44 pounds to 132 pounds a 3-fold increase. Plutonium Atomic Vapor
Laser [sotope Separation is a health risk and a nuclear proliferation nightmare.

3. This plan makes Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies for
PRODUCING PLUTONIUM PITS for nuclear weapons. A pit is the softball-sized piece
of plutonium that sits inside a modern nuclear weapon and triggers its thermonuclear
explosion. DOE says these new technologies will then be used in a new bomb factory,
called the Modem Pit Facility (MPF). Public and Congressional opposition to the MPF
has caused its delay this year. The Livermore Lab plutonium pit program goes full-speed
ahead in the wrong direction. It will enable the MPF and production of 150 - 450
plutonium bomb cores annually. with the ability to run double shifts and produce 900 per
vear. This production capability would approximate the combined nuclear arsenals of
France and China each year.

4. This plan will add PLUTONIUM, highly-enriched uranium and lithium hydride to
experiments in the NATIONAL IGNITION FACILITY megalaser when it is completed
at Livermore Lab. Using these materials in the NIF will increase its usefulness for
nuclear weapons development. It will also make the NIF more hazardous to workers and
the environment. We must stop NIF and these dangerous, new experiments in it.

5. This plan will allow the MANUFACTURE of TRITIUM TARGETS for the NIF
megalaser on site at Livermore Lab. The tritium-filled targets are the radioactive fuel
pellets that the NIF's 192 laser beams will "shoot" in an attempt to create a thermonuclear
explosion. Producing the targets will increase the amount of tritium that is used in any
one room at Livermore Lab from the current limit of just over 3 grams to 30 grams
nearly 10-fold more. Livermore Lab has a history of tritium accidents, spills and releases.
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23/26.04 - . N . ‘
The NIF will increase the amount of airborne radioactivity emanating from Livermore
cont. Lab.
6. This plan also calls for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to "enhance” the nation's
24/39.01 | readiness to conduct full-scale underground NUCLEAR TESTS. This is a dangerous step
back to the days of unrestrained nuclear testing.
7. This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore. It calls for collocating an advanced
BIO-WARFARE AGENT FACILITY with nuclear weapons activities in a classified area
at Livermore Lab. The lab proposes genetic modification and aerosolization (spraying)
25/35.01 | with live anthrax, plague and other deadly pathogens. This could weaken the international
biological weapons treaty -- and it poses a risk to workers, the public and the
environment here in the Bay Area.
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2/02.01
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26.03

4/39.01 |

2-258

March 2005



LLNL SW/SPEIS

Chapter 2 - Comment Documents

Perdomo, Cristina
Page 1 of 4

Perdomo, Cristina
Page 2 of 4

1/31.04

2/08.02

May 26, 2004

Mr. Thomas Grim, 1L-293

U.S. Department of Energy,

National Nuclear Security Administration
Livermore Site Office, SWEIS Document Manager
7000 East Avenue

Livermore, CA 94550-9234

Fax: (925)422-1776
Email: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

RE: Comments on the Department of Energy's Site-Wide Environmental Impact
Statement (SWEIS) for Continued Operations at Lawrence Livermore National
Laberatory (LLNL).

Dear Mr. Grim:

Through this letter we are expressing our deep concem with the health and environmental
risks posed by the expanded nuclear weapons mission for the Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory (LLNL) into the indefinite future. We appreciate your focused
attention to this matter. Below, we have outlined a number of specific concerns that,
taken cumulatively, lead us to the conclusion that the Site Wide Environmental Impact
Statement (SWEIS) for the continuing operation of LLNL is so deficient in information
and analysis that it must be fixed and re-circulated in draft form. This would allow the
community, the regulators, and the legislators to have the opportunity to evaluate the new
information that is requested in these comments. Our specific concerns are:

1. The same day of the public hearings for the SWEIS, April 27, 2004, the Congressional
Subcommittee on National Security, Emerging Threats, and International Relations for
the Committee on Government Reform held a hearing on the security of nuclear
materials. The hearing highlighted potentially insurmountable problems with plutonium
and highly enriched uranium at certain Department of Energy (DOE) sites, with a focus
on the vulnerability of nuclear materials storage at LLNL. On May 7, 2004, Energy
Secretary Spencer Abraham delivered a speech on the deficiencies in the security of
nuclear materials at LLNL and other DOE sites. The Energy Secretary made a
commitment to consider removing the special nuclear materials at LLNL by 2005. This
recent acknowledgement by the DOE that security at LLNL is questionable makes it
imperative that the SWEIS evaluate an alternative that would remove all special nuclear
materials from LLNL. These acknowledgements make this not only a reasonable option,
but one that should be evaluated because it is a foreseeable outcome within the next
decade at LLNL.

2. Instead of reducing the amount of special nuclear materials on-site at LLNL, this plan
proposes to more than double the limit for plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1,540
pounds to 3,300 pounds. Additionally, under the Proposed Action, the administrative

2/08.02
cont.

3/34.01
4/33.01,
25.01

5/27.01

6/37.01

7/26.01
8/26.03

limit for highly enriched uranium in Building 239 would increase from 55 pounds to 110
pounds. Seven million people live in surrounding areas, and residences are built right up
to the fence. Plutonium is difficult to store safely because, in certain forms, it can
spontaneously ignite and burn. Moreover, it poses a criticality risk when significant
quantities are stored in close proximity. The amount of plutonium proposed for LLNL is
sufficient to make more than 300 nuclear bombs. Because of the health risks, the
proliferation dangers, storage hazards, and very serious security concerns, we believe it is
irresponsible to store plutonium, highly enriched uranium and tritium at LLNL. We are
calling upon the DOE to de-inventory the plutonium, highly enriched uranium and tritium
stocks at LLNL rather than to increase them.

3. The SWEIS proposes to increase the at-risk limits for tritium ten fold, from just over 3
grams to 30 grams. The SWEIS proposes to increase the at-risk limit for plutonium from
44 pounds to 132 pounds. We believe it is unsafe to increase the amount of tritium and
plutonium that can be "in process” in one room at one time. LLNL has a history of
criticality violations with plutonium and releases of both tritium and plutonium, making it
evident that these amounts should be decreased, rather than increased.

4. This plan will revive a project that was canceled more than 10 years ago because it was
dangerous and unnecessary. The project was called Plutonium - Atomic Vapor Laser
Isotope Separation (AVLIS). Now it is called the "Integrated Technology Project"(I1TP)
and the "Advanced Materials Program"(AMP). This is a scheme to heat and vaporize
plutonium and then shoot multiple laser beams through the vapor to separate out
plutonium isotopes. The ITP / AMP is a health risk and a nuclear proliferation nightmare.
We believe the ITP and AMP work should be cancelled as the Plutonium AVLIS was
cancelled in 1990 - this time permanently.

3. This plan makes Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies for
producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the softball-sized piece of
plutonium that sits inside a modemn nuclear weapon and triggers its thermonuclear
explosion. DOE says these new technologies will then be used in a new bomb factory,
called the Modern Pit Facility (MPF). Public and Congressional opposition to the MPF
has caused its delay this year. The Livermore Lab plutonium pit program goes full-speed
ahead in the wrong direction. It will enable the MPF and production of 150 - 450
plutonium bomb cores annually, with the ability to run double shifts and produce 900
cores per year. This production capability would approximate the combined nuclear
arsenals of France and China - each year. We call upon the DOE to halt all work on
plutonium pit production technologies at Livermore Lab. We believe it is premature for
the DOE to spend taxpayer dollars on this technology and the prudent and reasonable
outcome is to delay or cancel this project.

6. This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and large quantities of lithium
hydride to experiments in the National Ignition Facility mega-laser when it is completed
at Livermore Lab. Using these materials in the NIF will increase its usefulness for
nuclear weapons development, including for the design of new types of nuclear weapons,
It will also make the NIF more hazardous to workers and the environment. This is not
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9/26.04

10/39.01

11/35.01

12/14.01

13/22.01

only dangerous to people's health and safety, and a proliferation risk, but it is sure to
result in an inordinate cost to the taxpayer. No cost estimate associated with this proposal
has been released to date. We ask the DOE to cancel these dangerous, polluting,
proliferation-provocative and unnecessary new experiments proposed for the NIF.

7. The SWEIS reveals plans to manufacture tritivm targets at LLNL. The tritium-filled
targets are the radioactive fuel pellets that the NIF's 192 laser beams will "shoot" in an
attempt to create a thermonuclear explosion. Producing the targets will increase the
amount of tritium that is used in any one room at Livermore Lab from the current limit of
just over 3 grams to 30 grams - nearly 10-fold more. In the mid-1990's, LLNL stated that
target fabrication was to occur off-site because of LLNL's proximity to large populations.
Livermore Lab has a history of tritium accidents, spills and releases. The NIF will
increase the amount of airbome radioactivity emanating from LLNL. We call on DOE to
cancel plans to manufacture tritium targets for NIF at Livermore Lab. Further, we urge
cancellation of the NIF megalaser. Cancellation of NIF is a reasonable altemative that
should be fully analyzed in the SWEIS.

8. This plan also calls for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to "enhance” the nation's
readiness to conduct full-scale underground nuclear tests. This is a dangerous step back to
the days of unrestrained nuclear testing. All work at LLNL to reduce the time it takes to
conduct a full-scale underground nuclear test should be terminated immediately.

9. This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore. It calls for collocating an advanced bio-
warfare agent facility (BSL-3) with nuclear weapons activities in a classified area at
Livermore Lab. The plan proposes genetic modification and aerosolization (spraying)
with live anthrax, plague and other deadly pathogens. This could weaken the international
biological weapons treaty -- and it poses a risk to workers, the public and the
environment here in the Bay Area. The draft SWEIS does not adequately describe these
programs, or the unique security, health and environmental hazards they present.
Construction should be halted on the portable BSL-3 facility. All plans to conduct
advanced bio-warfare agent (BSL-3) research on site at LLNL should be terminated.

10. There are 108 buildings identified at LLNL as having potential seismic deficiencies
relative to current codes. The SWEIS should include a complete list of these buildings
and an accounting of the ones that house or may house hazardous, radiological and
biological research materials. LLNL is located within 1 kilometer of two significant
earthquake faults, including the Las Positas Fault Zone less than 200 feet from the LLNL
boundary. How can we mitigate harm done from an earthquake that damages these
buildings before they are brought up to code? We urge the Livermore Lab to stop any
work with hazardous, radioactive or biological substances that may be oceurring in any
building that does not comply with federal standards.

11. A contractor will be paid to package and ship more than 1,000 drums of transuranic
and mixed transuranic waste to the WIPP dump in New Mexico, yet the SWEIS says this
is exempt from environmental review. This work in its entirety must be included in the

review.

Perdomo, Cristina
Page 4 of 4

14/20.05

15/01.01

16/07.01

12. The DOE does not acknowledge in the SWEIS that the double-walled shipping
containers described in the document may be replaced by less health - protective single-
lined containers. We believe that no waste should be shipped in single-walled containers
and the SWEIS should provide a guarantee to that effect.

13. The Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS relies heavily upon the US Nuclear
Posture Review, which calls for an aggressive modernization and manufacturing base
within the US nuclear weapons complex. This stands in stark contrast to the binding legal
mandate to shift "from developing and producing new weapons designs to dismantling
obsolete weapons and maintaining a smaller weapons arsenal”. We believe a revised
Purpose and Need statement should accurately reflect the Livermore Lab's legal
responsibility with regard to US law, including US obligations under the nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT).

Further, the Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS almost completely omits LLNL's
important role in civilian science research. This omission fatally flaws the alternatives
analysis in the SWEIS by neglecting to consider the expanded role that civilian science
programs at the LLNL could play in the next decade.

The alternatives analysis should be revised to consider LLNL's role in light of the
commitments in the NPT and the Livermore Lab's civilian science mission as well as the
compelling case for removing special nuclear materials (i.e., plutonium and highly
enriched uranium) from the LLNL site.

Sincerely, Cristina Perdomo

" A patriot is not a weapon. A patriot is the one who wrestles for the soul of her country as
she wrestles for her own being” (Adrienne Rich).

"Un patriota no es un arma. Un patriota es aquel que lucha por el alma de su pais al igual
que lucha por su propio bien" (Adrienne Rich).
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——-Original Message-—--

From: Diana Perry [mailto:dianasperry@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 13, 2004 11:59 AM

To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

Subject: Increase in nuclear weapon activities

Mr. Grim,

The plan to expand nuclear weapon activities at the Lawrencce Livermore Lab is a very
bad idea: in fact, in today's world, the last thing anyone should be doing is to expand
nuclear weapons period. It is especially alarming to hear that the amound of plutonium at
Livermore Labs would be double the present amound. [ also strongly object o the plan
to install an advanced Bio-Warfare Agent Facility at the lab. These plans for expansion
are beyond dangerous; they are insane. Please urge the Department of Energy to
formulate safer plans for Lawrence Livermore, a site near the highly populated Bay Area
which would be disasterously affected in the case of a lab accident.

Diana Perry, Berkeley, California

Physicians for Social Responsibility, Robert M. Gould, MD, President
Page 1 of 5
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2/08.02
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MARTHA K. PRIEBAT
3375 NORTON WAY #2
PLEASANTON, CA 94566

My family moved to Livermore in 1966. I raised my children here and today they are
both married and raising their families in this valley. In fact, one family lives within a
mile of the Plutonium building. My grandson is now in 31 grade at Arroyo Seco School,
right beside Big Trees park. Both the school grounds and park been shown to be
contaminated with plutonium.

When I read vour long and involved document, I felt concerned, even frightened, by your
plans to more than double the amount of Plutonium stored at Lawrence Livermore
Laboratory. You also want to increase the amount of Tritium ten-fold. This is truly
frightening to me. I believe LLNL should be looking for ways to decrease the plutonium
and tritium stored in this densely populated area, and was happy to read recently that
DOE has some thought of doing this. Qur valley is already contaminated with both of
i 33011 these highly radioactive and dangerous elements. Big Trees Park, Arrovo Seco School

34.01 grounds, and many of our private yards and gardens are contaminated. Over the years,

" | there have been accidental releases of both these elements. The Lab does not have a

17.04 good history of preventing these accidents. Yet you want to increase the amount of both
elements stored at the Lab. You want to double the amount of plutonium stored when, as
the SWEIS states, “no pathway for LNLL to dispose of excess plutonium currently

1 I-radiating
in the Sweis of what will

plutonium decomposing here? I would like to see an analysi

1/01.01 be needed to handle possible storage of this still-dangerous Pu 50 or 75 years from now.
2/04.01 This amount of Plutonium stored here would make Livermore into the 6™ largest nuclear
3/07.01 power in the world! Livermore would have materials equivalent to the current nuclear

. arsenal in all of France. This would certainly make us at high risk for terrorist attacks.

2/30.01 The SWEIS should analyze the need for increased security and show a plan to protect us
from terrorist attacks. It should also analyze the extent of loss, casualties and
contamination in the case of a successful terrorist attack.

1 read that you want to increase the amount of Plutonium that can be stored in one room
3/25.01 at any given time by 3-fold, to 132 pounds. The SWEIS does not analyze the increased

) risk of accidents from this amount of Plutonium stored in close proxi r._This analysis
should be included in the document.

Next, I would like to talk about your plans for Tritium. This is a gas at all normal
temperatures and pressures, a gas that is not absorbed by HEPA filters and, indeed, very
easily escapes to the environment. In the past there have been large accidental releases.
4/34.01 | An early one was tracked as far as Fresno. The current SWEIS mentions expectation of
losses of Tritium during experiments. Now you want to increase the amount of “at risk™
Tritium 10-fold in order to fill the targets needed for experiments in the NIF. This
increase will surely cause more Tritium releases to our environment. In fact, the SWEIS
accepts this as a fact, Past studies have shown high level of radioactivity in wines from
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Livermore grapes. The radioactivity decreased as the use of Tritium at the Lab
decreased. 1 think the SWEIS should include an analysis of the increase in risk to the
environment from this activity. the increase in radioactivity in the wines. and the
commercial effects this will have on our wineries. [ also would expect an analysis of
filling the targets at a more isolated place and the risk associated with shipping filled
targets to Livermore.

Finally [ am faced with the entire idea of increases in plutonium and tritium in this
densely populated area. Qur valley is already contaminated and this contamination has
not been well-studied. Instead of increasing the tritium and plutonium stored and used at
LLNL, I would like an analysis of ways to decrease the amount of both elements stored
and used at the lab.

Please consider analyses of long-term storage of Plutonium, increased risk of terrorist
attacks, and risk associated with increased storage of both Plutonium and Tritium. Thank
you for your time and attention.
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1/02.01

2/08.02

3/27.01,
33.01

Susan Rayeraft
PO Box 163
Lockwood, Ca 93932

May 27, 2004

Mr. Tom Grim

DOE, NNSA L-293
7000 East Ave.
Livermore, CA 94550

Dear Mr. Grim:

Please consider this letter with my comments on the environmental and
proliferation risks from proposed nuclear weapons development and new
plutonium and tritium programs at the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE)
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL).

Twrite to you because the DOE has prepared a draft Site Wide
Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) that proposes to ramp up nuclear
weapons activities at the Livermore Lab in Northern California. Livermore
Lab is working on the design of a new, high-vield nuclear bunker-buster,
called the "Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator.” and I oppose its

development. Additionally, I oppose the development of so-called
"mini-nukes” and other new nuclear weapons concepts being researched at
Livermore Lab.

Here are my comments on six dangerous new programs being proposed at
Livermore Lab.

1. Storage of More Nuclear Materials: This plan will more than double the
storage limit for plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1,540 pounds to 3,300
pounds. It would increase the radioactive tritium storage limit from 30

grams to 35 grams. I join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based
Tri-Valley CAREs group in calling on DOE to de-inventory the plutonium and
tritium stocks at Livermore Lab, not increase them. It is not in the

interest of peace, nor of the safety of people living in the surrounding

area to increase plutonium storage at Livermore Lab!

2. Plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS): This plan will
revive a project that was canceled more than 10 years ago because it was
dangerous and unnecessary. The project is Plutonium AVLIS. This is a

Raycraft, Susan M.
Page 2 of 4

3/27.01,
33.01
cont.

4/26.01,
26.03

5/37.01

6/39.01

scheme to heat and vaporize plutonium and then shoot multiple laser beams
through the hot vapor to separate out plutonium isotopes. To do this,
Livermore Lab plans to increase the amount of plutonium that can be used

at one time in any one room from 44 pounds to 132 pounds &#8211: a 3-fold
increase. I join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based

Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for cancellation of this project. How can the
United States, while making war on other nations with the goal of
eliminating &#8220:weapons of mass destruction&#8221: jump start the
nuclear arms race? How can it turn the clock back, and walk away from its
values?

3. Dangerous New Experiments in the National Ignition Facility Mega-Laser:
This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and lithium hydride
to experiments in the National Ignition Facility (NIF) mega-laser when it
is completed at Livermore Lab. Using these materials in the NIF will
increase its usefulness for nuclear weapons development. It will also make
the NIF more hazardous to workers and the environment. I join California
Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri- Valley CAREs in calling for a
close out of the NIF project and termination of plans to use plutonium and
other new materials in it. [ urge those in policy-making positions to
consider these dangerous actions and not allow the dangerous reckless
people running the most massive system of mass destruction ever seen on
the planet to make matters worse by taking these actions at Livermore Lab!

4. New Technologies for Producing Plutonium Bomb Cores: This plan makes
Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies for
producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the softball-sized
piece of plutonium that sits inside a modern nuclear weapon and triggers

its thermonuclear explosion. DOE says these new technologies will then be
used in a new bomb core factory, called the Modern Pit Facility (MPF). The
Livermore Lab plutonium pit program will enable the MPF and production of
150 - 450 plutonium bomb cores annually, with the ability to run double
shifts and produce 900 per year. This production capability would
approximate the combined nuclear arsenals of France and China &#8212; each
year. I join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley
CARE:s in calling for termination of this technology development project. I
urge you in your role to consider the entire matter from all perspectives

to deny these new and dangerous directions at Livermore Lab.

Z

5. Enhancing Readiness to Resume Full-Scale Nuclear Tests: This plan calls
for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to "enhance"” the nation&#8217:s
readiness to conduct full-scale underground nuclear tests at the Nevada

Test Site. This is a dangerous step back to the days of unrestrained

nuclear testing and I join with California Peace Action and Tri-Valley
CARE: to oppose any move to "enhance” U.S. readiness to conduct full-scale
tests. Nuclear testing is unnecessary and dangerous. Please do not restart
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6/39.01
cont.

7/35.01

8/04.01

9/07.01

10/04.01

it in the country that is better armed than any country ever in the
history of the world already.

6. Mixing Bugs and Bombs: This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore Lab.

It calls for collocating an advanced bio-warfare agent research facility
with nuclear weapons activities in a classified area at Livermore Lab. The
DOE proposes genetic modification and aerosolization (spraying) with live
anthrax, plague and other deadly pathogens on site at LLNL. This could
weaken the international biological weapons treaty -- and it poses a risk
to workers, the public and the environment here in the California.
Interestingly, this program is listed as part of LLNL&#8217:s "no action
alternative" as though it were an existing program -- even though it is

not yet constructed, Tri-Valley CARESs has brought litigation against it,
and a federal Judge has issued a "stay" prohibiting the importation of
dangerous pathogens into the facility while the lawsuit moves forward. 1
Join Tri-Valley CAREs in opposing the operation of a bio-warfare agent
facility at Livermore Lab.

I helieve the DOE plan to introduce new weapons programs into LLNL will
promote a new arms race and escalate the nuclear danger. Further, the DOE
proposal to double LLNL's plutonium storage limit to 3.300 pounds and
triple the amount held "at risk” in any one room increases the
environmental threat LLNL poses to the people of California. The SWEIS
propels Livermore Lab in exactly the wrong direction.

Instead of proposing new weapons projects, DOE should enhance the
peaceful, civilian scientific capabilities and mission at Livermore Lab by
proposing new, unclassified programs in environmental cleanup.
non-polluting and renewable energy, earth sciences, astrophysi
atmospheric physics and others. The alternative of a "green lab" in
Livermore should be pursued instead of the dangerous nuclear weapons
future proposed by the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement.

Please, as the department with responsibility for the entire energy policy

of the most powerful nation on earth, do not give in the the fear-sayers

and loose sight of the larger picture. Alternative energy sources are

being all but abandoned in the rush to fund the ones that have created

such havoc in the world already. Nuclear war will be unavoidable if the US
abandons its leadership and runs in fear into the past from which it so
hopefully emerged with the end of the so-called &#8220:Cold War. &#8221;
These dangerous steps threaten to intensify the likelihood of a true hot

war in this century. and the government that spends all its rhetoric on

how much better they are than the &#8220;evil&#8221: enemies should see
these plans for what they are: reckless, short-sighted and contrary to

all the democratic principles we say we stand for. If adopted., these new
plans at Livermore Lab will show the world we pay only lip service to our

Raycraft, Susan M.
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10/04.01
cont.

responsibility to lead the world toward peace and freedom, and promote

true democracy. Listen to the voices of your own people! Do not allow

these dangerous, dramatic shifts in the heart of our most populous state,

at the risk of the health and safety of its residents, and the peace and

securily of the entire world. Please consider this letter with my comments

on the environmental and proliferation risks from proposed nuclear weapons
development and new plutonium and tritium programs at the U.S. Department
of Energy's (DOE) Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL).

Sincerely,

Susan M. Raycraft
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2/02.01
-----Original Message-----

From: Mark Rendon [mailto:mrendon28@hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 28, 2004 11:53 AM

To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

Subject: Livermore Lab

1/24.01

3/35.01
Dear Mr. Grim,
1/04.01 My name is Mark Rendon. I'm writing to express my opposition to any expansion of

I nuclear development at Livermore Lab (LL). In fact, we have to transform the LL to a
2/07.01 lab for renewable energy.

Currently, the US has enough nuclear bombs to destroy the planet many times over! It's
3/01.03 | insane to ever use a nuclear bomb again. We have to make it personal: we'll all be dead if
we use nuclear weapons!

4/26.01 I We have to di le all nuclear wear i diately. Toward this effort, we have to
shut down the National Ignition Facility now. The government cancelled the Atomic
5/27.01 I Vapor Laser Isotope Separation project vears ago: don't start that program again!

4/20.01

cont.
6/23.02 I The LL puts the LL workers at risk of cancer. We're wasting billions of dollars on

7/03.01 I usel?'ss bombs when we need that money for hea.llhuure,. education, and (Ylhﬂ social
services. We have to put our tax dollars for creative projects not destruction.
Thank you for your attention to my letter.
Sincerely,

5/07.01 Mark Rendon

1338 Hearst Ave.

Berkeley, CA 94702

4/20.01

Note: News Articles attached with this submittal are
included in the Administrative Record.
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1/07.01
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3/23.02

----- Original Message-----

From: JoanMReynolds@webtv.net [mailto:JoanMReynolds@webtv,net]
Sent: Wednesday, April 14, 2004 2:16 BM

To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

Subject: Nuclear Wasteland

Stop Livermore Lab's development of new and exotic nuclear weapons.Do
not allow underground Nuclear Tests. MNuclear weapons can only destroy
the complete planet,EARTH,no profit is gained on a DEAD PLANET. Joan
Reynolds 43 Clipper Lane, Port Ludlow, WA 98365
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Schleis, Gus Schneider, Dr. David
Page 2 of 2 Page 1of1
2/35.01

NO COMMENTS IDENTIFIED IN THIS SUBMITTAL
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--—--Original Message-----

From: Elaine & Daniel Schwartz [mailto:delschwartz(@junc.com]

Sent: Friday, May 07, 2004 12:01 PM

To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

Subject: Expanded Nuclear activity planned for Lawrence Livermore Labs in Livermore,
California

Dear Mr. Grim,

Please consider this letter with my comments on the environmental and proliferation risks
from proposed nuclear weapons development and new plutonium and tritium programs at
the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE) Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
(LLNL).

1 write 10 you because the DOE has prepared a draft Site Wide Environmental Impact
Statement (SWEIS) that proposes to ramp up nuclear weapons activities at the Livermore
Lab in Northern California. Livermore Lab is working on the design of a new, high-yield
nuclear bunker-buster, called the "Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator.," and I oppose its
development. Additionally, 1 oppose the development of so-called "mini-nukes” and
other new nuclear weapons concepts being researched at Livermore Lab.

Here are my comments on six dangerous new programs being proposed at Livermore
Lab.

1.  Storage of More Nuclear Materials: This plan will more than double the storage
limit for plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1,540 pounds to 3,300 pounds. [t would
increase the radioactive tritium storage limit from 30 grams to 35 grams. I join California
Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs group in calling on DOE to
de-inventory the plutonium and tritium stocks at Livermore Lab, not increase them.

2. Plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS): This plan will revive a
project that was canceled more than 10 years ago because it was dangerous and
unnecessary. The project is Plutonium AVLIS. This is a scheme to heat and vaporize
plutonium and then shoot multiple laser beams through the hot vapor to separate out
plutonium isotopes. To do this, Livermore Lab plans to increase the amount of plutonium
that can be used at one time in any one room from 44 pounds to 132 pounds a 3-fold
increase. 1 join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in
calling for cancellation of this project.

3. Dangerous New Experiments in the National Ignition Facility Mega-Laser: This
plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and lithium hydride to experiments in
the National Ignition Facility (NIF) mega-laser when it is completed at Livermore Lab.
Using these materials in the NIF will increase its usefulness for nuclear weapons
development. It will also make the NIF more hazardous to workers and the environment.
1join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for

Schwartz, Ph.D., Elaine G
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4/26.01,
26.03
cont.

5/37.01

6/39.01

7/35.01

8/04.01

9/07.01

a close out of the NIF project and termination of plans to use plutonium and other new
materials in it.

4. New Technologies for Producing Plutonium Bomb Cores: This plan makes
Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies for producing plutonium
pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the softball-sized piece of plutonium that sits inside a
modem nuclear weapon and triggers its thermonuclear explosion. DOE says these new
technologies will then be used in a new bomb core factory, called the Modern Pit Facility
(MPF). The Livermore Lab plutonium pit program will enable the MPF and production
of 150 - 450 plutonium bomb cores annually, with the ability to run double shifts and
produce 900 per year. This production capability would approximate the combined
nuclear arsenals of France and China each year. I join California Peace Action and the
Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for termination of this technology
development project.

5. Enhancing Readiness to Resume Full-Scale Nuclear Tests: This plan calls for
Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to "enhance" the nation's readiness to conduct full-
scale underground nuclear tests at the Nevada Test Site. This is a dangerous step back to
the days of unrestrained nuclear testing and I join with California Peace Action and Tri-
Valley CAREs to oppose any move to "enhance” U.S. readiness to conduct full-scale
tests.

6. Mixing Bugs and Bombs: This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore Lab. It
calls for collocating an advanced bio-warfare agent research facility with nuclear
weapons activities in a classified area at Livermore Lab. The DOE proposes genetic
modification and aerosolization (spraying) with live anthrax, plague and other deadly
pathogens on site at LLNL. This could weaken the international biclogical weapons
treaty -- and it poses a risk to workers, the public and the environment here in the
California. Interestingly, this program is listed as part of LLNL's "no action allemative"
as though it were an existing program -- even though it is not yet constructed, Tri-Valley
CARESs has brought litigation against it, and a federal Judge has issued a "stay"
prohibiting the importation of dangerous pathogens into the facility while the lawsuit
moves forward. 1 join Tri-Valley CAREs in opposing the operation of a bio-warfare agent
facility at Livermore Lab.

Ibelieve the DOE plan to introduce new weapons programs into LLNL will promote a
new arms race and escalate the nuclear danger. Further, the DOE proposal to double
LLNL's plutonium storage limit to 3,300 pounds and triple the amount held "at risk” in
any one room increases the environmental threat LLNL poses to the people of California.
The SWEIS propels Livermore Lab in exactly the wrong direction.

Instead of proposing new weapons projects, DOE should enhance the peaceful, civilian
scientific capabilities and mission at Livermore Lab by proposing new, unclassified
programs in environmental cleanup, non-polluting and renewable energy, earth sciences,
astrophysics, atmospheric physics and others. The alternative of a "green lab" in
Livermore should be pursued instead of the dangerous nuclear weapons future proposed

by the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement.
Sincerely,
Name: Elaine G. Schwartz, Ph.D.

Address: 224 Ocean View Ave.
Santa Cruz 95062

State: California

March 2005
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ann seitz
22103 main street
hayward, ca 94541

May 27, 2004

Mr. Tom Grim

DOE, NNSA L-293
7000 East Ave.
Livermore, CA 94550

Dear Mr. Grim:

Thope you are not keeping my letter from your superiors really in charge

of extending this genuine outcry from the public regarding all the

comments on the environmental and proliferation r from proposed

nuclear weapons development and new plutonium and tritium programs at the
U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE) Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
(LLNL). It seems as though a cut off of dialogue or comments is the DOE's
attempt to cut of democratic debate or any public input, vet it is the

public who is effected by all these horrid plans.

T write to you because the DOE has prepared a draft Site Wide
Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) that proposes to ramp up nuclear
weapons acl
1/02.01 Lab is working on the design of a new, high-yield nuclear bunker-buster,

: called the "Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator," and I oppose its
development. Additionally, I oppose the development of so-called
"mini-nukes" and other new nuclear weapons concepts being researched at

ties at the Livermore Lab in Northern California. Livermore

‘mi
Livermore Lab.

Here are my comments on six dangerous new programs being proposed at
Livermore Lab.

1. Storage of More Nuclear Materials: This plan will more than double the
storage limit for plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1,540 pounds to 3,300
2/08.02 pounds. It would incrf:alse lhe‘radi?aclive IriliuTn storage lim‘il from 30

grams to 35 grams. [ join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based
Tri-Valley CAREs group in calling on DOE to de-inventory the plutonium and
tritium stocks at Livermore Lab, not increase them.

Seitz, Ann

Page 2 of 3

3/27.01,
33.01

4/26.01,
26.03

5/37.01

6/39.01

7/35.01

2. Plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS): This plan will
revive a project that was canceled more than 10 years ago because it was
dangerous and unnecessary. The project is Plutonium AVLIS, This is a
scheme to heat and vaporize plutonium and then shoot multiple laser beams
through the hot vapor to separate out plutonium isotopes. To do this,
Livermore Lab plans to increase the amount of plutonium that can be used

at one time in any one room from 44 pounds to 132 pounds - a 3-fold
increase. I join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based

Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for cancellation of this project.

3. Dangerous New Experiments in the National Ignition Facility Mega-Laser:
This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and lithium hydride
to experiments in the National Ignition Facility (NIF) mega-laser when it

1s completed at Livermore Lab. Using these materials in the NIF will
increase its usefulness for nuclear weapons development. It will also make
the NIF more hazardous to workers and the environment. 1 join California
Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for a
close out of the NIF project and termination of plans to use plutonium and
other new materials in it.

4. New Technologies for Producing Plutonium Bomb Cores: This plan makes
Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies for
producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the softball-sized
piece of plutonium that sits inside a modern nuclear weapon and triggers

its thermonuelear explosion. DOE says these new technologies will then be
used in a new bomb core factory, called the Modern Pit Facility (MPF). The
Livermore Lab plutonium pit program will enable the MPF and production of
150 - 450 plutonium bomb cores annually, with the ability to run double
shifts and produce 900 per vear. This production capability would
approximate the combined nuclear arsenals of France and China - each vear.
1join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in
calling for termination of this technology development project.

5. Enhancing Readiness to Resume Full-Scale Nuclear Tests: This plan calls
for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to "enhance” the nation's

readiness to conduct full-scale underground nuclear tests at the Nevada

Test Site. This is a dangerous step back to the days of unrestrained

nuclear testing and I join with California Peace Action and Tri-Valley
CARE: to oppose any move to "enhance” U.S. readiness to conduct full-scale
tests.

6. Mixing Bugs and Bombs: This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore Lab.
It calls for collocating an advanced bio-warfare agent research facility

with nuclear weapons activities in a classified area at Livermore Lab. The

DOE proposes genetic modification and aerosolization (spraying) with live
anthrax, plague and other deadly pathogens on site at LLNL. This could
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7/35.01
cont.

8/04.01

9/07.01

weaken the international biological weapons treaty -- and it poses a risk
to workers, the public and the environment here in the California.
Interestingly, this program is listed as part of LLNL's "no action
alternative” as though it were an existing program -- even though it is
not yet constructed, Tri-Valley CAREs has brought litigation against it,
and a federal Judge has issued a "stay" prohibiting the importation of
dangerous pathogens into the facility while the lawsuit moves forward. 1
join Tri-Valley CAREs in opposing the operation of a bio-warfare agent
facility at Livermore Lab.

I believe the DOE plan to introduce new weapons programs into LLNL will
promote a new arms race and escalate the nuclear danger. Further, the DOE
proposal to double LLNL's plutonium storage limit to 3,300 pounds and
triple the amount held "at risk” in any one room increases the
environmental threat LLNL poses to the people of California. The SWEIS
propels Livermore Lab in exactly the wrong direction.

Instead of proposing new weapons projects, DOE should enhance the
peaceful, civilian scientific capabilities and mission at Livermore Lab by
proposing new, unclassified programs in environmental cleanup,
non-polluting and renewable energy, earth sciences, astrophysics,
atmospheric physics and others. The alternative of a "green lab" in
Livermore should be pursued instead of the dangerous nuclear weapons

future proposed by the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely,

Ann Seitz

Shaw, Laura
Page 1 of 2

1/14.01

2/25.10
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DARYL SIECK
1307 HARMON ST
BERKELEY, CA 94702

3/30.02 May 22, 2004

Mr. Tom Grim

DOE, NNSA L-293
7000 East Ave.
Livermore, CA 94550

Dear Mr. Grim:

Please consider this letter with my comments on the environmental and
proliferation risks from proposed nuclear weapons development and new
plutonium and tritium programs at the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE)
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL).

Twrite to you because the DOE has prepared a draft Site Wide

1/14.01 Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) that proposes to ramp up nuclear
cont. 1/02.01 weapons activities at the Livermore Lab in Northern California. Livermore

Lab is working on the design of a new, high-vield nuclear bunker-buster,

called the "Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator.” and I oppose its

development. Additionally, I oppose the development of so-called

"mini-nuk nd other new nuclear weapons concepts being researched at

Livermore L

Sincerely,

DARYL SIECK
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Page 1 0of 3 Page 2 of 3
3/16.01
cont.
4/24.01
5/08.02
1/04.01
6/30.02,
08.02
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7/17.04,
25.05
3/16.01
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Sierra Club, Tri-Valley Regional Group, Donna Cabanne Siino, Sabrina
Page 3 of 3 Page 1 of 1
7/17.04,
T am writing to express my disagreement witht the proposal to expand nuclear weapons
25.05 1/0401 work at the Livermore Lab, not only am I against any nuclear weapons expansion, but [
cont. feel that this location which is already a superfund sight, and so near to a metropolitan

area, 1s not suitable.

Sincerely,
Sabrina Siino

1/04.01
cont.
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Siskind, Erica
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1/01.01
2/04.01
3/07.01

1/02.01

2/04.01

March 2005

2-497



Chapter 2 - Comment Documents

LLNL SW/SPEIS

Snake River Alliance, Jeremy M. Maxand, Executive Director
Page 1 0f6

Mr.,

Please find attached our comments on the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
Sitewide Environmental Impact Statement.

Jeremy M. Maxand
Executive Director

Snake River Alliance

104 S Capitol Blvd

Boise, Idaho 83702

(208) 3449161 voice
(208) 331-0885 fax
srai@snakeriveralliance.org
snakeriveralliance.org

"[Senator Graham's high-level waste] legislation would be a huge step backward,
reinforcing public fears about our nation walking away from nuclear cleanup
obligations."” (Idaho Governor Dirk Kempthorne, May 13, 2004)

Snake River Alliance, Jeremy M. Maxand, Executive Director
Page 2 of 6

1/31.04

2/08.02

snake river alliance

IDAHO'S NUCLEAR WATCHDOG

May 20, 2004

Mr. Thomas Grim, L-293

UL.S. Department of Energy,

National Nuclear Security Administration
Livermore Site Office, SWEIS Document Manager
7000 East Avenue

Livermore, CA 94550-9234

Fax: (925) 422-1776

Email: tom grim@oak. doe gov

RE: Comments on the Department of Energy’s Site-Wide Environmental Impact
Statement (SW EIS) for Continued Operations at Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory (LLNL).

Dear Mr. Grim:

The Snake River Alliance is an Idaho-based grassroots group working through research,
education, and community advocacy for peace and justice, the end to nuclear weapons
production activities, and responsible solutions to nuclear waste and contamination. |
submit the following comments and questions on behalf of our dues-paying members.

Through this letter we are expressing our deep concern with the health and environmental
risks posed by the expandad nuclear weapons mission for the Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory (LLNL) into the indefinite future. We appreciate vour focused
attention to this matter, Below, we have outlined a number of specific concerns that,
taken cummulatively, lead us to the conclusion that the Site Wide Environmental Impact
Statement (SWEIS) for the continuing operation of LLNL is so deficient in information
and analysis that it must be fixed and re-cireulated in draft form. This would allow the
community, the regulators, and the legislators to have the opportunity to evaluate the new
information that is requested in these comments. Our specific concems are:

1. The same day of the public hearings for the SWEIS, April 27, 2004, the Congressional
Subcommittee on National Security, Emerging Threats, and International Relations for
the Committee on Government Reform held a hearing on the security of nuelear
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Page 30f6

Snake River Alliance, Jeremy M. Maxand, Executive Director

Page 4 of 6

2/08.02
cont.

3/34.01

4/33.01,
25.01

5/27.01

Page 2

materials. The hearing highlighted potentially insurmountable problems with plutonium
and highly enriched uranium at certain Department of Energy (DOE) sites. with a focus
on the vulnerability of nuclear materials storage at LLNL. On May 7, 2004, Energy
Secretary Spencer Abraham delivered a speech on the deficiencies in the security of
nuclear materials at LLNL and other DOE sites. The Energy Secretary made a
commitment to consider removing the special nuclear materials at LLNL by 2005. This
recent acknowledgement by the DOE that security at LLNL is questionable makes it
imperative that the SWEIS evaluate an alternative that would remove all special nuclear
materials from LLNL. These acknowledgements make this not only a reasonable option,
but one that should be evaluated because it is a foreseeable outcome within the next
decade at LLNL.

2. Instead of reducing the amount of special nuclear materials on-site at LLNL, this plan
proposes to more than double the limit for plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1,540
pounds to 3,300 pounds. Additionally, under the Proposed Action, the administrative
limit for highly enriched uranium in Building 239 would increase from 55 pounds to 110
pounds. Seven million people live in surrounding areas, and residences are built right up
to the fence. Plutonium is difficult to store safely because, in certain forms, it can
spontaneously ignite and burn. Moreover, it poses a criticality risk when significant
quantities are stored in close proximity. The amount of plutonium proposed for LLNL is
sufficient to make more than 300 nuclear bombs. Because of the health risks, the
proliferation dangers, storage hazards, and very serious security concerns, we believe it is
irresponsible to store plutonium, highly enriched uranium and tritium at LLNL. We are
calling upon the DOE to de-inventory the plutonium, highly enriched uranium and tritium
stocks at LLNL rather than to increase them.

3. The SWEIS proposes to increase the at-risk limits for tritium ten fold, from just over 3
grams to 30 grams. The SWEIS proposes to increase the at-risk limit for plutonium from
44 pounds to 132 pounds. We believe it 1s unsafe to increase the amount of tritium and
plutonium that can be "in process” in one room at one time. LLNL has a history of’
criticality violations with plutonium and releases of both tritium and plutonium, making it
evident that these amounts should be decreased, rather than increased.

4. This plan will revive a project that was canceled more than 10 years ago because it was
dangerous and unnecessary. The project was called Plutonium - Atomic Vapor Laser
Isotope Separation (AVLIS). Now it is called the "Integrated Technology Project"(ITP)
and the "Advanced Materials Program"(AMP). This is a scheme to heat and vaporize
plutonium and then shoot multiple laser beams through the vapor to separate out
plutonium isotopes. The ITP / AMP is a health risk and a nuclear proliferation nightmare.
We believe the ITP and AMP work should be cancelled as the Plutonium AVLIS was
cancelled in 1990 - this time permanently.

104 S Capitol Bivd 411 E 6" Street/ERC
PO Box 1731 PO Box 4090
Boise, Idaho 83701 Ketchum, Idaho 83340
(208) 344-9161 voice (208) 726-7271 voice
(208) 344-9161 fax

310 E Center Street
Pocatello, Idaho 83201
(208) 234-4782 voice
(208) 232-4922 fax

6/37.01

7/26.01
8/26.03

9/26.04

10/39.01

Page 3

5. This plan makes Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies for
producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the softball-sized piece of
plutonium that sits inside a modern nuclear weapon and triggers its thermonuclear
explosion. DOE says these new technologies will then be used in a new bomb factory,
called the Modem Pit Facility (MPF). Public and Congressional opposition to the MPF
has caused its delay this year. The Livermore Lab plutonium pit program goes full-speed
ahead in the wrong direction. It will enable the MPF and production of 150 - 450
plutonium bomb cores annually, with the ability to run double shifts and produce 900
cores per year. This production capability would approximate the combined nuclear
arsenals of France and China - each year. We call upon the DOE to halt all work on
plutonium pit production technologies at Livermore Lab. We believe it is premature for
the DOE to spend taxpayer dollars on this technology and the prudent and reasonable
outcome is to delay or cancel this project.

6. This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and large quantities of lithium
hydride to experiments in the National Ignition Facility mega-laser when it is completed
at Livermore Lab. Using these materials in the NIF will increase its usefulness for
nuclear weapons development, including for the design of new types of nuclear weapons.
It will also make the NIF more hazardous to workers and the environment. This is not
only dangerous to people's health and safety, and a proliferation risk, but it is sure to
result in an inordinate cost to the taxpayer. No cost estimate associated with this proposal
has been released to date. We ask the DOE to cancel these dangerous, polluting,
proliferation-provocative and unnecessary new experiments proposed for the NIF.

7. The SWEIS reveals plans to manufacture tritium targets at LLNL. The tritium-filled
targets are the radioactive fuel pellets that the NIF's 192 laser beams will "shoot" in an
attempt to create a thermonuclear explosion. Producing the targets will increase the
amount of tritium that is used in any one room at Livermore Lab from the current limit of
Just over 3 grams to 30 grams - nearly 10-fold more. In the mid-1990's, LLNL stated that
target fabrication was to occur off-site because of LLNL's proximity to large populations.

Livermore Lab has a history of tritium accidents, spills and releases. The NIF will
increase the amount of airborne radioactivity emanating from LLNL. We call on DOE to
cancel plans to manufacture tritium targets for NIF at Livermore Lab. Further, we urge
cancellation of the NIF megalaser. Cancellation of NIF is a reasonable altemnative that
should be fully analyzed in the SWEIS.

8. This plan also calls for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to "enhance" the nation's
readiness to conduct full-scale underground nuclear tests. This is a dangerous step back to
the days of unrestrained nuclear testing. All work at LLNL to reduce the time it takes to
conduct a full-scale underground nuclear test should be terminated immediately.

104 S Capitol Bivd 411 E 6" Street/ERC
PO Box 1731 PO Box 4090
Boise, Idaho 83701 Ketchum, Idaho 83340
(208) 344-9161 voice (208) 726-7271 voice
(208) 344-9161 fax

310 E Center Street
Pocatello, Idaho 83201
(208) 234-4782 voice
(208) 232-4922 fax
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9. This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore. It calls for collocating an advanced bio-
warfare agent facility (BSL-3) with nuclear weapons activities in a classified area at
11/35.01 | Livermore Lab. The plan proposes genetic modification and aerosolization (spraying)
with live anthrax, plague and other deadly pathogens. This could weaken the international
biological weapons treaty -- and it poses a risk to workers, the public and the
environment here in the Bay Area. The draft SWEIS does not adequately describe these
programs, or the unique security, health and environmental hazards they present.
Construction should be halted on the portable BSL-3 facility. All plans to conduct
advanced bio-warfare agent (BSL-3) research on site at LLNL should be terminated.

10. There are 108 buildings identified at LLNL as having potential seismic deficiencies
relative to current codes. The SWEIS should include a complete list of these buildings
and an accounting of the ones that house or may house hazardous, radiological and
biological research materials. LLNL is located within 1 kilometer of two significant
earthquake faults, including the Las Positas Fault Zone less than 200 feet from the LLNL
12/14.01 boundary. How can we mitigate harm done from an earthquake that damages these
buildings before they are brought up to code? We urge the Livermore Lab to stop any
work with hazardous, radioactive or biological substances that may be oceurring in any
building that does not comply with federal standards.

11. A contractor will be paid to package and ship more than 1,000 drums of transuranic
13/22.01 | and mixed transuranic waste to the WIPP dump in New Mexico, yet the SWEIS says this
15 exempt from environmental review. This work in its entirety must be included in the
review.

12. The DOE does not acknowledge in the SWEIS that the double-walled shipping
14/20.05 containers described in the document may be replaced by less health - protective single-

: lined containers. We believe that no waste should be shipped in single-walled containers
and the SWEIS should provide a guarantee to that effect.

13. The Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS relies heavily upon the US Nuclear
Posture Review, which calls for an aggressive modernization and manufacturing base
within the US nuclear weapons complex. This stands in stark contrast to the binding legal
15/01.01 mandate to shift "from developing and producing new weapons designs to dismantling
obsolete weapons and maintaining a smaller weapons arsenal”. We believe a revised
Purpose and Need statement should accurately reflect the Livermore Lab's legal
responsibility with regard to US law, including US obligations under the nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT).

Further, the Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS almost completely omits LLNL's
16/07.01 impwt_au.l role in civilian science 'research. T.his omission fatally flaws tll.e z.ll_lemzlt.ives

. analysis in the SWEIS by neglecting to consider the expanded role that civilian science
programs at the LLNL could play in the next decade.

104 S Capitol Bivd 411 E 6" StreeVERC 310 E Center Street
PO Box 1731 PO Box 4090 Pocatello, Idaho 83201
Boise, ldaho 83701 Ketchum, ldaho 83340 (208) 234-4782 voice

(208) 344-9161 voice (208) 726-7271 voice (208) 232-4922 fax

(208) 344-9161 fax

Snake River Alliance, Jeremy M. Maxand, Executive Director
Page 6 of 6

Page 5

The alternatives analysis should be revised to consider LLNL's role in light of the
commitments in the NPT and the Livermore Lab's civilian science mission as well as the
compelling case for removing special nuclear materials (i.e., plutonium and highly
enriched uranium) from the LLNL site.

my M.
xecutive Director

104 S Capitol Bivd 411 E 6" StreeVERC 310 E Center Street
PO Box 1731 PO Box 4090 Pocatello, Idaho 83201
Boise, ldaho 83701 Ketchum, ldaho 83340 (208) 234-4782 voice

(208) 344-9161 voice (208) 726-7271 voice (208) 232-4922 fax

(208) 344-9161 fax
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Julie Soske
106 Shady Ln.
Ojai. Ca 93023

May 24, 2004

Mr. Tom Grim

DOE, NNSA L-293
7000 East Ave.
Livermore, CA 94550

Dear Mr. Grim:

Tam writng you because I am very concerned about the new programs that
are being considered for implementation at the Livermore Labs in Northern
California. The following are some of my concerns:

Here are my comments on six dangerous new programs being proposed at
Livermore Lab.

1. Storage of More Nuclear Materials: The paln calls for more than
doubling the waste alreadt stored.

2. Plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS): There is a
reason why a similar project was cancelled ten vears ago. It is dangeous.

3. Dangerous New Experiments in the National Ignition Facility Mega-Laser:

4. New Technologies for Producing Plutonium Bomb Cores: This plan makes
Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies for
producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the softball-sized
piece of plutonium that sits inside a modern nuclear weapon and triggers

its thermonuclear explosion.. I join California Peace Action and the
Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for termination of this
technology development project.

5. Enhancing Readiness to Resume Full-Scale Nuclear Tests: This is not the
direction we need to go.

6.: This plan mixes chemical warfare substances and bombs at Livermore
Lab.

Soske, Julie
Page 2 of 2

7/07.01

T am concerned for the health and welfare for our planet.

Instead of proposing new weapons projects, DOE should enhance the
peaceful, civilian scientific capabilities and mission at Livermore Lab by
proposing new, unclassified programs in environmental cleanup.
non-polluting and renewable energy, earth sciences, astrophysics,
atmospheric physics and others. The alternative of a "green lab" in
Livermore should be pursued instead of the dangerous nuclear weapons
future proposed by the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely,

Julie Soske

March 2005
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Mark Spann
4714 Ballard ave NW #320
Seattle, WA 98107

May 31, 2004

Mr. Tom Grim

DOE, NNSA L-293
7000 East Ave.
Livermore, CA 94550

Dear Mr. Grim:
Dear Mr. Grim

To you the future must look grim, so "why not just do whatever maximizes
prophets’ . Right? Well to a lot of people the future locks like a

bridge, which spans the distance between all peoples needs. If we as
individuals stand for what we know in our hearts to be right, we help

build bridges which span the gaps between present conditions and people's
needs , Please be a hero and do what you know in your heart to be right!

Please consider this letter with my comments on the environmental and
proliferation risks from proposed nuclear weapons development and new
plutonium and tritium p at the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE)
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL).

I write to you because the DOE has prepared a draft Site Wide
Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) that proposes to ramp up nuclear
weapons activities at the Livermore Lab in Northern California, Livermore
1/02 01 Lab is working on the design of a new, high-yield nuclear bunker-buster,
called the "Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator," and 1 oppose its
development. Additionally, I oppose the development of so-called
"mini-nukes" and other new nuclear weapons concepts being researched at
Livermore Lab.

Here are my comments on six dangerous new programs being proposed at
Livermore Lab.

1. Storage of More Nuclear Materials: This plan will more than double the
2/08 02 storage limit for plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1,540 pounds to 3,300

: pounds. It would increase the radioactive tritium storage limit from 30
grams to 35 grams. [ join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based
Tri-Valley CAREs group in calling on DOE to de-inventory the plutonium and
tritium stocks at Livermore Lab, not increase them.

Spann, Mark
Page 2 of 3

3/27.01
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2. Plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS): This plan will
revive a project that was canceled more than 10 years ago because it was
dangerous and unnecessary. The preject is Plutenium AVLIS, This is a
scheme to heat and vaperize plutonium and then shoot multiple laser beams
through the hot vapor to separate out plutcnium isctopes. To do this,
Livermore Lab plans to increase the amount of plutonium that can be used

at one time in any one room from 44 pounds to 132 pounds - a 3-fold
increase. I join California Peace Acticn and the Livermore-based

Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for cancellation of this project.

3. Dangerous New Experiments in the National Ignition Facility Mega-Laser:
This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and lithium hydride
to experiments in the National Ignition Facility (NIF) mega-laser when it

is completed at Livermore Lab. Using these materials in the NIF will
increase its usefulness for nuclear weapons development, It will also make
the NIF more hazardous to workers and the environment. I join California
Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CARES in calling for a
close out of the NIF project and termination of plans to use plutonium and
other new materials n it.

4, New Technologies for Producing Plutonium Bomb Cores: This plan makes
Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies for
producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the softball-sized
piece of plutonium that sits inside a modern nuclear weapon and triggers

its thermonuclear explosion. DOE says these new technologies will then be
used in a new bomb core factory, called the Modern Pit Facility (MPF). The
Livermore Lab plutonium pit program will enable the MPF and production of
150 - 450 plutonium bomb cores annually, with the ability to run double
shifts and produce 900 per year. This production capability would
approximate the combined nuclear arsenals of France and China - each year.
I join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in
calling for termination of this technelogy development project.

5. Enhancing Readiness to Resume Full-Scale Nuclear Tests: This plan calls
for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to "enhance" the nation's

readiness to conduct full-scale underground nuclear tests at the Nevada

Test Site. This is a dangerous step back to the days of unrestrained

nuclear testing and I join with California Peace Action and Tri-Valley
CARESs to oppose any move to "enhance” U.S. readiness to conduct full-scale
tests.

6. Mixing Bugs and Bombs: This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore Lab.
It calls for collocating an advanced bio-warfare agent research facility
with nuclear weapons activities in a classified area at Livermore Lab. The
DOE proposes genetic modification and aerosolization (spraying) with live
anthrax, plague and other deadly pathogens on site at LLNL. This could
weaken the international biological weapons treaty -- and it poses a risk

to workers, the public and the environment here in the California
Interestingly, this program is listed as part of LLNL's "no action
alternative” as though it were an existing program -- even though it is

not yet constructed, Tri- Valley CAREs has brought litigation against it,
and a federal Judge has issued a "stay" prohibiting the importation of
dangerous pathogens into the facility while the lawsuit moves forward. [
join Tri-Valley CARESs in cpposing the operation of a bio-warfare agent
facility at Livermore Lab,
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9/07.01

I believe the DOE plan to introduce new weapons programs into LLNL will
promote a new arms race and escalate the nuclear danger. Further, the DOE
proposal to double LLNL's plutonium storage limit to 3,300 pounds and
triple the amount held "at risk” in any one room increases the
envircnmental threat LLNL poses to the people of California. The SWEIS
propels Livermore Lab in exactly the wrong direction.

Instead of proposing new weapons projects, DOE should enhance the
peaceful, civilian scientific capabilities and mission at Livermore Lab by
proposing new, unclassified programs in envi 1 cleanup,
non-polluting and renewable energy, earth sciences, astrophysics,
atmospheric physics and others. The alternative of a "green lab" in
Livermore should be pursued instead of the dangerous nuclear weapons
future proposed by the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely,

Mark Spann

Sroufer, Becky
Page 1 of 1

1/01.01
2/04.01
3/07.01

March 2005
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Stanislawsky, Ann State of California, Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse
Page 1 of 1 Page 1 of 2

1/01.01

2/04.01

3/07.01

NO COMMENTS IDENTIFIED IN THIS SUBMITTAL
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State of California, Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse

Page 2 of 2

Sterner, Andrea

Page 1 of 1

Draft Site-wide Envir tal Impact Stat t

National Nuclear Security Administration

for Continued Operation of Lawrence Livermore (

National Lak v and Supph 1 Stockpile

Stewardship and Management Programmatic Hasmna ks
Environmental Impact Statement

U.S, Department of Energy

Written Comment Form
Migst be recetved om or befare May 27, 2004,
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Please use olher side if more space is needed.
Comment forms may be mailed to: Comment forms may be faxed to:

Mr. Tom Grim

Document Manager
National Nuclear Security Administration

Livermore Site Office, L-293
OO0 East Avenue
Livermore, CA 94550-9234

Mr. Tom Grim
(925) 4221776
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Martin Stevenson
845 Norma Way
Santa Barbara, CA 93111

May 20, 2004

Mr. Tom Grim

DOE, NNSA L-293
7000 East Ave.
Livermore, CA 94550

1/01.03 Dear Mr. Grim:

1/04.01 I am writing in opposition to the proposed nuclear weapons development
. and new plutonium and tritium programs at the U.S. Department of Energy's
(DOE) Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL).

Asside from questions as to the military necessity or usefulness of these
weapons, their ultimate effect can only be to increase our danger. As has
often been demonstrated, whatever technological marvels the United States
can accomplish will be duplicated by other countries. When we develop
awesomely dangerous weapons we gain only a short term advantage. Others
soon learn how to make them and they end up increasing the serious dangers
2/01.01 | we already face from nuclear proliferation.

There is another compelling reason for not resuming nucear weapons
development and testing. Just by doing so we immediately become less
secure because we undermine the critical international effort to control
nuclear proliferation.

2/04.01 Dcvclopiugllhcsc weapons is not only a waste of our resources. It is a BAD

. IDEA, making us less -- not more -- secure. Instead of proposing new
weapons projects, DOE should enhance the peaceful, civilian scientific
3/07 01 capzlbililieF and !nissiun at Livermore Lab by prupusing new, unclassified

. programs in environmental cleanup, non-polluting and renewable energy,
earth sciences, astrophysics, atmospheric physics and others. The
alternative of a "green lab" in Livermore should be pursued instead of the
dangerous nuclear weapons future proposed by the Site Wide Environmental
Impact Statement.

Sincerely,
3/01.01

Martin Stevenson
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1/31.02

Dear Mr. Grim:

Due to an increased amount of radioactive material that will be shipped to the site
through and around Tracy/San Joaquin County and increasing urban encroachment on the
site, I request that the comment period for the Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS be extended.

Thank you.
Dale E. Stocking

808 Bristol Avenue
Stockton, CA 95204

dalehiker@comcast.net

Stone, Richard E.
Page 1of1l

1/33.01

SIRS:

Please give your attention to the referenced article. The NNSA staff is attempting to
tumn a research facility (LLNL) into a production facility, and those proposing this don 't
know a glovebox from a breadbox. They are seriously increasing CRITICALITY
hazards
and radiation hazards to everyone in the surrounding area. I am in favor of nuclear
power, and in favor of waste storage at the Yucca Mtn. site in Nevada, but I am strongly
opposed to tripling,(from 20Kg to 60Kg) of Pu in any lab room in Bldg 332, the
Plutonium
facility. If anything. the Laboratory should greatly reduce its Pu inventory. Iam a retired
chemist with 35 years experience in the nuclear industry, 26 years at LLNL.

Sincerely, Richard E. Stone
Please see: <www trivalleycares.org/SWEISletter.asp>
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3/25.08|
cont.
4/30.02
1/25.06
5/25.07
2/25.07
6/25.01
3/25.08
7/25.05
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12/11.07 17/04.02
13/17.01
18/18.01
19/22.02
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Sumrall, Amber Coverdale
Page 1 of 3

1/02.01

2/03.01

Joanne Sultar
2911 Deakin St
Berkeley, CA 94705

May 18, 2004

Mr. Tom Grim

DOE, NNSA L-293
7000 East Ave.
Livermore, CA 94550

Dear Mr. Grim:

Please consider this letter with my comments on the environmental and
proliferation risks from proposed nuclear weapons development and new
plutonium and tritium programs at the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE)
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL).

Twrite to you because the DOE has prepared a draft Site Wide
Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) that proposes to ramp up nuclear
weapons activities at the Livermore Lab in Northern California. Livermore
Lab is working on the design of a new, high-vield nuclear bunker-buster,
called the "Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator.” and I oppose its

development. Additionally, I oppose the development of so-called
"mini-nukes” and other new nuclear weapons concepts being researched at
Livermore Lab.

We don't need more nukes - we need to put our money where people's basic
needs are served (housing and health, food and education). T oppose any

increase in defense budgeting.

Sincerely,

Joanne Sultar

1/01.01

2/02.01

3/08.02

4/27.01,
33.01

5/26.01,
26.03

----Original Message-----

From: Amber Coverdale Sumrall [mailto:ambersic@sasquatch.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 12, 2004 11:28 AM

To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

Subject: Livermore Expansion

Dear Mr Grim:

The proposed expansion at Livermore is frightening and truly hard to believe at this
juncture in history - it is time for this nation to take responsibility for stopping the
proliferation of weapons of all kinds, and especially WMD, and for beginning a true path
of disarmament

Please consider this letter with my comments on the environmental and proliferation risks
from proposed nuclear weapons development and new plutonium and tritium programs at
the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE) Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
(LLNL).

1 write to you because the DOE has prepared a draft Site Wide Environmental Impact
Statement (SWEILS) that proposes to ramp up nuclear weapons activities at the Livermore
Lab in Northern California. Livermore Lab is working on the design of a new, high-yield
nuclear bunker-buster, called the *Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator,> and I oppose its
development. Additionally, 1 oppose the development of so-called *mini-nukes® and other
new nuclear weapons concepts being researched at Livermore Lab.

Here are my comments on six dangerous new programs being proposed at Livermore
Lab.

1. Storage of More Nuclear Materials: This plan will more than double the storage
limit for plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1,540 pounds to 3,300 pounds. It would
increase the radioactive tritium storage limit from 30 grams to 35 grams. [ join California
Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs group in calling on DOE to
de-inventory the plutonium and tritium stocks at Livermore Lab, not increase them.

2. Plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS): This plan will revive a
project that was canceled more than 10 years ago because it was dangerous and
unnecessary. The project is Plutonium AVLIS. This is a scheme to heat and vaporize
plutonium and then shoot multiple laser beams through the hot vapor to separate out
plutonium isotopes. To do this, Livermore Lab plans to increase the amount of plutonium
that can be used at one time in any one room from 44 pounds to 132 pounds a 3-fold
increase. I join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in
calling for cancellation of this project.

3. Dangerous New Experiments in the National Ignition Facility
Mega-Laser: This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and lithium hydride
to experiments in the National Ignition Facility (NIF) mega-1 when it is completed at
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5/26.01,
26.03
cont.

6/37.01

7/39.01

8/35.01

9/04.01

Livermore Lab, Using these materials in the NIF will increase its usefulness for nuclear
weapons development. It will also make the NIF more hazardous to workers and the
environment. I join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs
in calling for a close out of the NIF project and termination of plans to use plutonium and
other new materials in it.

4. New Technologies for Producing Plutonium Bomb Cores: This plan makes
Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies for producing plutonium
pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the softball-sized piece of plutonium that sits inside a
modem nuclear weapon and triggers its thermonuclear explosion. DOE says these new
technologies will then be used in a new bomb core factory, called the Modemn Pit Facility
(MPF). The Livermore Lab plutonium pit program will enable the MPF and production
of 150 - 450 plutonium bomb cores annually, with the ability to run double shifts and
produce 900 per year. This production capability would approximate the combined
nuclear arsenals of France and China each year. I join California Peace Action and the
Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for termination of this technology
development project.

5. Enhancing Readiness to Resume Full-Scale Nuclear Tests: This plan calls for
Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to *enhance?® the nation's readiness to conduct full-
scale underground nuclear tests at the Nevada Test Site. This is a dangerous step back to
the days of unrestrained nuclear testing and I join with California Peace Action and Tri-
Valley CAREs to oppose any move to *enhance? U.S. readiness to conduct full-scale
tests.

6. Mixing Bugs and Bombs: This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore Lab. It
calls for collocating an advanced bio-warfare agent research facility with nuclear
weapon i fied area at Livermore Lab. The DOE proposes genetic
modification and acrosc on (spraying) with live anthrax, plague and other deadly
pathogens on site at LLNL. This could weaken the international biological weapons
treaty -- and it poses a risk to workers, the public and the environment here in the
California.

Interestingly. this program is listed as part of LLNL's *no action alternative® as though it
were an existing program -- even though it is not yet constructed, Tri-Valley CAREs has
brought litigation against it, and a federal Judge has issued a *stay* prohibiting the
importation of dangerous pathogens into the facility while the lawsuit moves forward. 1
join Tri-Valley CAREs in opposing the operation of a bio-warfare agent facility at
Livermore Lab.

I believe the DOE plan to introduce new weapons programs into LLNL will promote a
new arms race and escalate the nuclear danger. Further, the DOE proposal to double
LLNL's plutonium storage limit to 3,300 pounds and triple the amount held "at risk" in
any one room increases the environmental threat LLNL poses to the people of California.
The SWEIS propels Livermore Lab in exactly the wrong direction.

Sumrall, Amber Coverdale
Page 3 0of 3

10/07.01

Instead of proposing new weapons projects, DOE should enhance the peaceful, civilian
scientific capabilities and mission at Livermore Lab by proposing new, unclassified
programs in environmental cleanup, non-polluting and renewable energy, earth sciences,
astrophysics, atmospheric physics and others. The alternative of a *green lab® in
Livermore should be pursued instead of the dangerous nuclear weapons future proposed
by the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely,

Amber Coverdale Sumrall
841 Laurel Glen Rd
Soquel, CA 95073

(831) 477-4375
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Sutton, Patrice, M.P.H.

Page 2 of 4

May 26, 2004

Mr. Thomas Grim, [.-293

U.S. Department of Energy.

National Nuclear Security Administration
Livermore Site Office, SWEIS Document Manager
7000 East Avenue

Livermore, CA 94550-9234

Via Email: tom. grim@oak.doe.gov

RE: Comments on the Department of Energy's (DOE) Site-Wide Environmental Impact
Statement (SWEIS) for Continued Operations at Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory (LLNL).

Dear Mr. Grim:

Tam a public health professional deeply concerned with the local, national, and global
health risks posed by the expanded nuclear weapons mission for the Lawrence Livermore
1/04.01 | National Laboratory (LLNL) into the indefinite future. I strongly oppose DOE's proposed
plans. Below, [ have outlined a number of specific concerns that, taken cumulatively,
lead me to the conclusion that the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS)
2/31.04 | for the continuing operation of LLNL is so deficient in information and analysis that it
. must be fixed and re-circulated in draft form. My specific concerns are:

nuclear materials from LLNL. This is a reasonable option and a foreseeable
outcome within the next decade at LLNL. [ have spent the past two decades
addressing the public health legacy of the DOE's nuclear weapons program. This
legacy has been characterized by Bernard Lown, MD, Co-Founder of the Nobel-
Peace Prize winning organization, International Physicians for the Prevention of
Nuclear War as "a kind of secret, low-intensity radioactive warfare [that] has been
waged against unsuspecting populations ..." The public health legacy of LLNL's
operations have not been addressed by even the most minimal standards. Locally,
4/23.01 LLNL's operations have left a potentially wide-swath of plutonium-contaminated
sludge throughout the area. Yet even simple matters such as DOE providing
funding for unsuspecting residents to identify and remedy the problem languish or
are otherwise repudiated by DOE. Nationally, LLNL served a critical research
and development role for nuclear weapons production. By DOE's own estimates,
it will take billions of dollars over many decades to "clean-up" the environmental
consequences of these DOE activities. Even if all due diligence is applied to these
issues, the National Research Council has stated that radioactive and toxic
5/01.01 contamination will remain long into the future, Globally, the U.S." continued
commitment to the development of nuclear weapons, as exemplified in the LLNL
SWEIS, fuels the proliferation of nuclear weapons by other state and non-state

3/08.02 | + Itis imperative that the DOE evaluate an altemative that would remove all special

6/08.02

7/34.01
8/33.01,
25.01

9/37.01

10/26.01, -
26.03

actors, Therefore, I find the DOE's plans to increase the environmental burden of
highly toxic materials in the service of planetary annihilation to be outrageous.

Under its proposed plan, DOE will more than double the limit for plutonium at
Livermore Lab from 1,540 pounds to 3,300 pounds. Additionally. under the
Proposed Action, the administrative limit for highly enriched uranium in Building
239 would increase from 55 pounds to 110 pounds. Seven million people live in
surrounding areas, and residences are built right up to the fence. Plutonium is
difficult to store safely because, in certain forms, it can spontaneously ignite and
burn. Moreover, it poses a criticality risk when significant quantities are stored in
close proximity. The amount of plutonium proposed for LLNL is sufficient to
make more than 300 nuclear bombs. Because of the health risks, the proliferation
dangers, storage hazards, and very serious security concems, it is irresponsible to
store plutonium, highly enriched uranium and tritium at LLNL. The DOE should
de-inventory the plutonium, highly enriched uranium and tritium stocks at LLNL
rather than increase them.

The DOE proposes to increase the at-risk limits for tritium ten fold, from just
over 3 grams to 30 grams. The DOE proposes to increase the at-risk limit for
plutonium from 44 pounds to 132 pounds. It is unsafe to increase the amount of
tritium and plutonium that can be "in process” in one room at one time. LLNL has
a history of criticality violations with plutonium and releases of both tritium and
plutonium, making it evident that these amounts should be decreased, rather than
increased.

The DOE's plan makes Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing
technologies for producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the
softball-sized piece of plutonium that sits inside a modern nuclear weapon and
triggers its thermonuclear explosion. DOE says these new technologies will then
be used in a new bomb factory, called the Modern Pit Facility (MPF). Public and
Congressional opposition to the MPF has caused its delay this year. The
Livermore Lab plutonium pit program goes full-speed ahead in the wrong
direction. It will enable the MPF and production of 150 - 450 plutonium bomb
cores annually, with the ability to run double shifts and produce 900 cores per
year. This production capability would approximate the combined nuclear
arsenals of France and China - each year. DOE should halt all work on plutonium
pit production technologies at Livermore Lab.

The DOE's plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and large quantities
of lithium hydride to experiments in the National Ignition Facility mega-laser
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10/26.01,
26.03
cont.

11/26.04

12/39.01

13/35.01

when it is completed at Livermore Lab. Using these materials in the NIF will
increase its usefulness for nuclear weapons development, including for the design
of new types of nuclear weapons. It will also make the NIF more hazardous to
workers and the environment. This is not only dangerous to people's health and
safety, and a proliferation risk, but it is sure to result in an inordinate cost to the
taxpayer. No cost estimate associated with this proposal has been released to date.
The DOE should cancel these dangerous, polluting, proliferation-provocative and
unnecessary new experiments proposed for the NIF.

The DOE's SWEIS reveals plans to manufacture tritium targets at LLNL. The
tritium-filled targets are the radioactive fuel pellets that the NIF's 192 laser beams
will "shoot" in an attempt to create a thermonuclear explosion. Producing the
targets will increase the amount of tritium that is used in any one room at
Livermore Lab from the current limit of just over 3 grams to 30 grams - nearly
10-fold more. In the mid-1990's, LLNL stated that target fabrication was to occur
off-site because of LLNL's proximity to large populations. Livermore Lab has a
history of tritium accidents, spills and releases. The NIF will increase the amount
of airborne radioactivity emanating from LLNL. The DOE should cancel plans to
manufacture tritium targets for NIF at Livermore Lab. Further, the NIF megalaser
should be cancelled. Cancellation of NIF is a reasonable alternative that should be
fully analyzed in the SWEIS.

The DOE's plan also calls for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to "enhance”
the nation's readiness to conduct full-scale underground nuclear tests. This is a
dangerous step back to the days of unrestrained nuclear testing. All work at LLNL
to reduce the time it takes to conduct a full-scale underground nuclear test should
be terminated immediately.

The DOE's plan calls for collocating an advanced bio-warfare agent facility
(BSL-3) with nuclear weapons activities in a classified area at Livermore Lab.
The plan proposes genetic modification and acrosolization (spraying) with live
anthrax, plague and other deadly pathogens. These activities will undermine
international efforts to prevent the proliferation of biological weapons such as
under the Biological Weapons Convention. The DOE's plans also pose a risk to
workers, the public and the environment here in the Bay Area. The draft SWEIS
does not adequately describe these programs, or the unique security, health and
environmental hazards they present. Construction should be halted on the portable
BSL-3 facility. All plans to conduct advanced bio-warfare agent (BSL-3) research
on site at LLNL should be terminated.

* A contractor will be paid to package and ship more than 1,000 drums of

14/22.01 transuranic and mixed transuranic waste to the WIPP dump in New Mexico, yet

the SWEIS says this is exempt from environmental review. This work in its
entirety must be included in the review. The DOE does not acknowledge in the
SWEIS that the double-walled shipping containers described in the document may
be replaced by less health - protective single-lined containers. No waste should be

15/20.05 shipped in single-walled containers and the SWEIS should provide a guarantee to

that effect.

*  The Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS relies heavily upon the US
Nuclear Posture Review, which calls for an aggressive modernization and
manufacturing base within the US nuclear weapons complex. This stands in stark
contrast to the obligations of the U.S. under Article X1 of the Nuclear Non-

16/01.01 Proliferation Treaty to proceed with efforts that lead to the global abolition of

nuclear weapons. A revised Purpose and Need statement should accurately reflect
the Livermore Lab's legal responsibility with regard to US law, including US
obligations under the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.

Sincerely,

Patrice Sutton, M.P.H.
311 Douglass Street
San Francisco, CA 94114

cC:

Senator Dianne Feinstein

Room 331, Senate Hart Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20510
michele_senders@feinstein.senate.gov

Senator Barbara Boxer

Room 112, Senate Hart Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20510

jennifer tang@boxer.senate.gov
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-----Original Message-----

From: Austin Clemens [mailto:austini@taxpayer.net|
Sent: Wednesday, May 26, 2004 12:56 PM

To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

Subject:

Dear Mr. Grim:

I have attached to this email Taxpayers for Common Sense's comments on the Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory draft site-wide environmental impact statement. The
comments are in PDF format.

Thanks,

Austin Clemens

Research Analyst

Taxpayers for Common Sense
651 Pennsylvania Ave., SE
Washington, DC 20003
Phone: (202) 546-8500 x106
Fax: (202) 546-8511

email: austin@taxpaver.net
http://www.taxpayer.net

Taxpayers for Common Sense, Austin Clemens, Research Analyst
Page 2 of 2

1/37.01

TAXPAYERS FOR 8

COMMON SENSE

Thomas Grim, Document Manager
Mational Nuclear Security Administration

Depantment of Energy
Livermore Site Office, L-293

T000 East Averme,
Livermore, CA 94550-9234

Dear Mr. Grim:

With ths lener, Taxpuyers for Common Sense (TCS), a non-partisan budget watchdog group,

by g the LLNL DSWEIS. TCS strongly recommends that the
Department of En.ergy(DUE) remove from its proposed action for Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory any programs that contribute to the design and planning of a Modern Pit Facility
(MPF).

The National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) has failed to demonstrate a need for the
MPF. Of particular concem is the question of how long pl ium pits last - a ion that the
NNSA has not answered. The NNSA continues to study the issue, but will not releass its study
until 2006. Preliminary results state that pits last 45-60 years at a mimmum, and respected
physicist Dr. Richard Garwin, who has extensive experience with weapons design, has estimated
that pits might last as long as 90 years. Our current pits are just 20 vears old on average. Unless
we are looking at an absolute worst-case scenario, a MPF would be decades premature. Evenin
such a worst-case situation, pits could be produced at Los Alamos Labs, which could be refitted
to produce up to 150 pits per year, at significant savings, Given the $2-4 billion cost of such a
facility, American taxpayers should be concerned about this potentially wasteful project.

Congress has rightly d the problem and cut funds for the MPF’s design. The NNSA,
citing congressional concern, has delayed siting of the facility. Concemn over the construction of
the facility is widespread, and unites both fiscal conservatives and arms control advocates in
Congress. Until the NNSA has proven to Congress and taxpayers that the enormous cost of a
MPF is justified, we should not spend taxpayer dollars on planning and designing the facility.

According to the Lawrence Livermore DSWEIS, one upeoming project will demonstrate “a
modular system for the modern pit facility foundry,™ ating that some significant design
work is planned under the DSWEIS’s proposed action plan. Taxpayers for Common Sense urges
the DOE to take into account the premature nature of these programs and halt funding for them.

If you would like to discuss this further, please feel free to contact me at (202) 546-8500 x106 or
austin@taxpaver net.

Sincerely,
Austin Clemens
Research Analyst
A non-partisan budget watchdog
B51 Permsybvania Avenue, SE « Washington, DC 70003 « Tel (202) S46-8500 » Fac (202) S48-8511 » net = net
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The Radio Activist Campaign (TRAC), Norm Buske, Director

Page 1 0of 13

1/04.01

----- Original Message-—-—--

From: Paul Jorgensen [mailto:magiccarpetlsbeglobal.net]
Sent: Friday, April 23, 2004 8:23 AM

To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

Subject: nuclear build up at Livermore

Dear Mr. Grim,

I am writing as a concerned citizen to express my dismay about the
buildup of nuclear material at Livermore Labs. I am calling on the
conscious of people like yourself, Tom, to question the long term
wisdom of this plan.

America needs to lead the world in peaceful settling of
misunderstanding, differences and the raw hatred that is so present in
the world today.

America, instead, is generating this hatred and my Eurcpean relatives
as well as my Asian associates are perplexed at our idiotic. We are
losing on every front and as a senior member of this scciety, I am
gravely concerned that we are leaving future generations a tangled web
of chaos, debt, spiritual impoverishment and cultural dysfunction.

Please let me know what I can do to stop this insanity. Please
consider your part in all this.

Best, Eileen Jorgensen

a thing of beauty...a joy forever.
Paul and Eileen Jorgensen

The Magic Carpet

(530) 265-9229

408 Broad St

Nevada City, CA 959589

wwwW, themagiccarpet .biz

1/31.04
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Radiological Results of Initial Samples from Some
2/24.04 Potential Pathways from the Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory (LLNL) into the Surroundings —Part 1 (Rev.3)

cont.
by Norm Buske, Director, The RadioActivist Campaign April 12, 2004
1/31.04 <search@ige.org>
cont.

Introduction and Purpose

The Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) has provided innovative
design and engineering to support the Nation’s nuclear weapons program since 1952,
The RadioActivist Campaign (TRAC} initiated sampling in the public domain around
LLNL in December 2003. This initial sampling seeks to establish a technical
foundation to independently assess candidate pathways of radionuclides from this
world premier scientific center into its neighborhood. In consideration of LLNL's key
research-and-development role in the Department of Energy’s (DOE’s) nuclear
weapons complex, this study has been designed to reveal artificial radionuclides with

halflives shorter than one week.

TRAC’s main concerns are for airborne and waterborne pathways of artificial
radionuclides from LLNL into the surrounding neighborhood. Areas of focal interest
are downwind of LLNL, which is to the northeast, and dewnstream of LLNL, which is
Arroyo Seco to the west and Arroyo Las Positas to the northwest of LLNL.

TRAC plans follow-up sampling in May 2004.

TRAC will base its radiological assessment on the results of these two sampling
trips and on inputs from public-interest groups, from concerned citizens, from LLNL,
and from published information.

Sampling Narrative

TRAC staff arrived in Livermore on 13 December 2003. Rainfall a few days
before had left a mud puddle near the east side of Greenville Road, northeast of
LLNL. Eleven liters (=11 kilograms wet = “11 kgwet”) of brown water were collected
from the undisturbed puddle. This water was later allowed to settle at TRAC’s
laboratory and split into an unfiltered fraction (Sample 1) and settled sediment
{Sample 2). --Sample Numbers are contextual rather than chronological. Sample
Numbers appear in the headers in Table 1 of the Results.

Following heavy rainfall during the pre-dawn hours of 14 December, TRAC
collected samples from the bed of Arroyo Seco, below the west (downstream) side of
the South Vasco Road bridge. At the time of this sampling, storm run-off water was
augmented by flow from LLNL’s A1 Groundwater Treatment facility on the east side
of the bridge. 21 kgwet of clear flowing, unfiltered surface water were collected
(Sample 8}. 0.4 kgwet of young sorrel leaves were collected from this location
{Sample 9).
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TRAC then proceeded to one of the upstream drainages into Arroyo Las Positas,
on the east side of LLNL. This upstream location is downwind of LLNL. TRAC
collected 20 kgwet of clear flowing, unfiltered surface water from the ditch on the
south side of the power substation that is on the east side of Greenville Road
(Sample 4). This sampling location was upstream of most drains from the substation.
TRAC opted to wait for new grass to grow before sampling grass at this location.

TRAC staff observed fog in the uplands to the northeast {downwind) of LLNL.
On 16 December, TRAC checked the roadsides between Altamont and Patterson
Passes for suitable sampling locations and sample media. TRAC picked 0.3 kgwet of
new grass growing below pastureland and above the north shoulder of South Flynn
Road, close to the intersection with North Flynn Road (Sample 3).

On 17 December, TRAC drove along Corral Hollow Road, east of LLNL to
LLNL’s Site 300. TRAC checked roadside vegetation with a Geiger counter,
downslope and downgradient of Pit 6 along Corral Hollow Road. TRAC picked 0.3
kgwet of leaves from a tree incorrectly identified as mountain ash, from the south side
of Corral Hollow Road, next to the Carnegie S.V.R.A. and opposite a secondary
entrance to Site 300. This Sample 12 was apparently downgradient (in the
groundwater flow direction) from Pit 6. A sample of 0.3 kgwet of leaves was then
collected from an unidentified tree on the north side of Corral Hollow Road, in a wash
below a berm near Gate PER-SW0S, below Pit 6 (Sample 11).

Later on the 17th, TRAC staff accessed Arroyo Las Positas, northwest
{downstream) of LLNL, on the east side of the South Vasco Road bridge. Arroyo Las
Positas was free flowing with water from LLNL. 0.3 kgwet of reed grass was sampled
{Sample 6). TRAC used a Geiger counter to select sediment in the arroyo bed as
Sample 7.

On 18 December, TRAC staff walked the perimeter of LLNL, checking for “hot
spots™ with a Geiger counter. An anthill outside the southeast corner of the LLNL
fenceline exhibited twice background radioactivity. This anthill, located at the
northwest corner of the East Avenue and Greenville Road intersection, was about
twenty meters from disturbed grounds within the LLNL perimeter fence. 0.05 kgwet
of anthill was sampled. The radioactivity of this Sample 10 decreased to background
by the time it was re-checked at TRAC’s lab. That decrease suggested the initial
radioactivity in the anthill might have originated from natural radon gases permeating
into the anthill passages underground.

Finally, TRAC picked 0.4 kgwet of young grass (Sample 5) from the same
upstream location in Arroyo Las Positas as surface water had been sampled on 14
December (Sample 4).

Methods Summary

Sample selection and collection, narrated above, were the front end of an integrated
process through a single-pass, radiological analysis in TRAC’s lab, leading to post-
analysis and ending in this data report.

Water samples were quiescently evaporated, by microwaves, to paste on plastic
film. All other samples were oven dried <100C.
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Samples were counted for intervals of 23 hours in a multiply stabilized, well-type,
sodium-iodide detector with an energy window from 3 to 3000 KeV. The 8,000-
channel, highly nonlinear, acquired spectra were transformed to 165-channel spectra
of constant photo-peak width of 3 channels (FWHM}). Sample analyses then began
with sequential, frue subtractions of background and reference (standard) spectra.

Each prepared sample was counted as soon as feasible to allow detection of
artificial radionuclides with halflives less than one week. Samples were then
recounted, and the initial spectrum minus one or more subsequent spectra provided
“short-lived decay spectra.” Natural thorium and uranium decay chain spectra were
maiched to sample spectra (—initial spectra, short-lived decay spectra, and final
spectra—) and subtracted to minimize their short-lived and long-lived contributions to
the sample spectra.

Other than natural thorium and uranium decay chain imbalances, the prevalent
short-lived radionuclide in the samples was beryllium-7 (Be-7), with a halflife of 53
days. Be-7 is produced naturally in the upper atmosphere by cosmic ray spallation of
nitrogen and oxygen atoms. This cosmogenic Be-7 falls to earth in rain. Be-7 is also
produced by artificial nuclear reactions. Be-7 results do not seem to warrant reporting
with the artificial radionuclide results in Table 1.

Cesium-137 {Cs-137} is a routine TRAC laboratory analysis, after thorium and
uranium interferences have been subtracted. Likewise, americium-241 (Am-241), with
its x-ray peak for confirmation, is a routine analysis. Iron-59 (Fe-59) is not a routine
analysis for TRAC. This radionuclide was counted on its clean peak at 1099 KeV
with the 1292 KeV peak as confirmation, and then reconfirmation by re-recounting to
check the halflife of 45 days. Uncertainties of the Fe-59, Cs-137, and Am-241
analyses are reported as “+” one standard deviation counting error, as generated by
Canberra G2K software.

Strontium-90 (Sr-90) is analyzed by four-point matching a sample spectrum
against a standard Sr-90 spectrum, after all radionuclides through Cs-137 have been
subtracted from the sample spectrum. This
the Sr-90 spectrum, with bremsstrahlung features from direct 546 KeV beta decay and
subsequent 2186 KeV beta decay, from Compton scattering into the sodium-iodide
scintillation detector, and from a ct istic x-ray interaction at about 32 KeV. The
standard deviation of an Sr-90 reports is the standard deviation of the repeated results
of replicate counts with their separate analyses.

Analysis for unspecified short-lived radionuclides presents challenges: There are
potentially so many candidate radionuclides, some unidentified phenomena can easily
result in some photopeak(s) being incorrectly attributed to some radionuclide(s) not
present in the sample. Such false positive results are anti-conservative and improperly
raise public concern. On the other hand, if many procedural hurdles are imposed
before any short-lived radionuclide is reported, there are excessive false negatives, and
the environment and public health are inadequately protected. Finally, short-lived
radionuclides may disappear before analyses can be replicated independently. This
loss of replicability unavoidably compromises the scientific validity of reports of
short-lived radionuclides.

nalysis depends on the peculiar shape of
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Note that some radionuclides of concern at LLNL do not yield substantial photon
activity above 3 KeV. Tritium (H-3) and plutonium (Pu-239, Pu-240) are examples.
Such radionuclides are not screened well by TRAC’s single-pass procedure. On the
other hand, Am-241, the decay daughter of Pu-241, usually accompanies plutonium
and so may flag the presence of plutonium in a sample.

Results

Preliminary radiological results appear in Table 1, on the next two pages. Before a
result is reported here, it must pass through a “detect” screen to avoid a false positive
report. Analyses failing to pass this screen are indicated in Table 1 by “--*, meaning
“not detected.”

Sample Numbers in Table 1 are ordered as follows: Samples 1, 2, and 3 are from
downwind, northeast of LLNL. Samples 4 and 5 are from downwind but upstream, to
the east of LLNL. Samples 6 and 7 are downstream of Samples 4 and 5 and are
upwind (northwest) of LLNL. Samples 8 and 9 are downstream, west of LLNL.
Sample 10 is anecdotal from the fenceline of LLNL. Samples 11 and 12 are downslope
and {hydrologically) downgradient of LLNLs Site 300’s Pit 6.

Radioactivity is reported as “pCi” = picocurie. All sample radioactivities are
reported on a wet weight basis (“kgwet” = kilogram wet} for easy comparison to
drinking water standards based on

one liter = 1 kgwet
Uniform reporting in units of “kgwet™ has the added advantage of easy calculation of
bio-accumulation factors, in cases where the same radionuclide is reported in both
water and vegetation collected from the water. One pCi/kgwet is one nuclear

disintegration per minute, in a liquid pound (one pint). To convert radioactivity
results to dry weight basis, multiply the radioactivity by the “Wet/Dry Weight Ratio
in Table 1.

“n/a” means “not applicable”. “Wet/Dry Weight Ratio™ does not exist for water.

To convert radioactivity to becquerels (Bq), multiply by 0.037.

Sample locations are given by North Latitude and by West Longitude, based on
‘WGS 84 datum, with degrees on the side of Table 1 and minutes tabulated.

“Sample Identifier” is the sample tracking number, which is the year, month, day,
and hour of sample collection. For Sample 1, the Sample Identifier is 321316, where:
the leading “3" = 2003; “z” = December; “13" = 13th day of December; and “16™ =
16:00 hours = 4:00 PM.
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Discussion
Although patterns of the artificial radionuclides reported in Table 1 might be
inferred from the descriptions of the sample locations, TRAC awaits the second sampling
with its results and completion of this study before drawing specific technical
conclusions.
General references for relative comparison of the Results in Table 1 appear in
Table 2:

Table 2, Comparison Radioactivities for Results in Table 1.

Federal guidelines for surface water quality
Fe-59 277 pCitkgwet 77?7
Sr-90 8. - (40 CFR 141)
Cs-137 200, (EPA-570/9-76-003)
Am-241 1s. = gross alpha (40 CFR 141)

The only radionuclide report that exceeds its comparison reference value is Sr-90 in
Sample 3. The report of 190£160 pCi/kgwet greatly exceeds the reference value of §
pCi/kgwet, but with a low level of confidence. This result invites follow-up sampling
during TRAC’s second field trip in May 2004. [Sample 5 also measured positive for
Sr-90 (at 240 pCi/kgwet), but this measurement failed a form-fit test for detection and
$0 is not reported.]

General description of each of these radionuclides in the LLNL context follows:

Fe-59: Iron-59 1s a short-lived radionuchide, with a halflife of 45 days. Fe-59 is
produced by neutron bombardment of steel, for example stainless steel in reactor
cooling water pipes. Fe-59 can then released into circulating water by processes of
corrosion or erosion.

Iron is an essential element in trace quantities and has a bio-accumulation factor up

t0 30,000.

Sr-90: Strontium-90 is a long-lived radionuclide, with a halflife of 29 years. Sr-90
is a main product of nuclear fission. Sr-90 remains from worldwide fallout from
testing nuclear weapons in the earth’s atmosphere in the 1950s and 60s.

Sr-90 is a mam component of liquid waste streams from inadequately managed

nuclear reactors, for example into River Techa from the notorious Mayak facilities and

into the River Tom from the Seversk reactors in Siberian Russia. Ordinarily,
substantial Sr-90 is only released into the atmosphere from industrial-scale nuclear
operations in the event of fire. A fire at the Chernobyl Nuclear Power Station in
Russia in April 1986 lofted half as much Sr-90 as it lofted its companion fission
product Cs-137.

Strontium is in Group 2 of the periodic table of the elements, along with calcium.
Sr-90 mimics calcium which is an element essential to cellular control processes. In
calcium-poor areas, Sr-90 is concentrated in the food chain, along with calcium.
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Preferential biological uptake of Sr-90 and other natural processes tend to remove Sr-
90 fairly quickly from interactions in the biosphere.

The tendency of Sr-90 to mimic essential calcium earns Sr-90 the inusually low
guideline value of 8 pCi/kgwet in Table 2.

Cs-137: Cesium-137 is a long-lived radionuclide, with a halflife of 30 years. Cs-
137 remains from worldwide fallout from testing nuclear weapons in the earth’s
atmosphere in the 1950s and 60s.

Six percent of nuclear fissions yield the inert gas xenon-137, with a halflife of four
minutes. Xenon-137 in a main gaseous release from stacks of industrial-scale nuclear
facilities that retain waste gases for less than half an hour. The released xenon-137
decays to long-lived Cs-137 within a few minutes, and the Cs-137 falls to earth or is
rained out, downwind of the release point.

Cesium is a Group 1 chemical element, along with potassium. Cesium binds so
strongly to clay particles in soils that uptake through plant roots is quickly
minimized. Cs-137 most often enters rooted plants, such as grasses, by absorption of
fallout into foliage.

Although cesium plays no ordinary biological role, in potassium-poor environs,
cesium is taken up as a substitute for potassium. Natural potassium contains 0.012%
of the radioactive isotope K-40, with a halflife of 1.27 billion years. K-40 contributes
most of the radioactive burden in the average human body. There is thus some reason
to believe that evolutionary processes that might provide some bodily protection
against radioactive K-40 might also protect against analogous harms from Cs-137. Cs-
137 has the relatively high reference guideline of 200 pCi/kgwet.

In most cases, elevated Cs-137 provides a public warning of the presence of
radioactive fission products in the environment. In 2003, TRAC reported traces of
Cs-137 seeping into the Rio Grande from Los Alamos National Laboratory, as an
“early waming.” TRAC also reported Cs-137 from fallout in 2003, at a level of
“public health concern,” downwind of the Department of Energy’s Savannah River
Site (SRS) in South Carolina. Downwind of SRS, Cs-137 was at least a factor of ten
higher than reported here, downwind of LLNL.

Am-241: Americium-241 is a long-lived radionuclide, with a halflife of 433 years.
Am-241 is a byproduct of production of artificial plutonium by neutron
bombardment of natural uranium-238. Am-241 exhibits a distinctive photopeak at
59.5 KeV, making Am-241 a readily detectible fingerprint of plutonium.

Americium, plutonium, and other alpha-particle-emitting actinides warrant special
attention because of their radioactive toxicity. The actinides concentrate and remain in
bones, kidney, and liver tissues, where their alpha radioactivity is carcinogenic.

Radiological studies in 1996 and 1997 —after the world’s largest underground
nuclear explosion, 5 megaton yield “Canninkin on 6 November 1971, under
Amchitka Island in Alaska’s Aleutians— reported Am-241 at one pCi/kgwet in
aquatic vegetation. That evidence of leakage of artificial actinides from U.S. nuclear
weapons testing into the aquatic environment has prompted responsive governmental
actions that continue. Although the reported Am-241 content of Sample 6 of the
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present study is greater than the radioactivity of the Amchitka samples, the Am-241
content of Sample 6 is far below the official guideline of concern, 15 pCi/kgwet for
gross alpha radioactivity.

For more information:

For a comprehensive background to the subject of radioactivity in the
environment, see Merril Eisenbud’s Environmental Radioactivity from Natural,
Industrial, and Military Sources, published by Academic Press.

Check out <www.radioactivist.org> to see how this study compares to other
TRAC projects. Go to <www.resolve.org> for information about other studies
funded by the MTA Fund.

For information about LLNL"s Environmental Community Relations program and
environmental monitoring around LLNL by government agencies, go to
<www-envirinfo.llnl.gov>,

To learn of citizens’ existing concerns for pollution from LLNL, see Tri-Valley
CARESs’ website at <www trivalleycares.org>.

To see how LLNL’s national security mission fits into the bigger picture of our
society and its democratic institutions, visit the Western States Legal Foundation’s
website at <www.wslfweb.org>.

Appreciation

TRAC thanks Bert Heffner and LLNL staff for technical and logis
and background for this study, Marylia Kelley of Tri-Valley CAREs for a community
perspective, the Alameda County Plutonium Action Taskforce for a pre-existing
reference point of community concerns, and those individuals who expressed their
QW CONCerns.

c interfacing

This study is supported by a grant from the Citizens’ Monitoring and Technical
Assessment Fund (MTA Fund).

Please send your comments or questions regarding this data report to the author.
Your feedback will help TRAC provide the most useful information in Rev.2 of this

report and in subsequent outreach materials. Thank you.

End.
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-----Original Message-----

From: John Thompson [mailto:magdalenadi@mac.com

Sent: Thursday, May 20, 2004 1:14 PM

To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

Subject: Livermore lab

1 am opposed to the presence of plutonium at the Livermore Lab, and ask that this

1/07 01 location be converted to civilian science projects that will better serve the future needs of
. taxpaying Americans.

John Thompson P.O. Box 4353 Carmel Calif. 93921
1/01.01
2/04.01
3/07.01
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1/02.01

2/23.01

3/30.01

Torres, Zoe Marie
Page 1 of 1

1/04.01

TO: Thomas Grim

I'think you must be an intelligent person. You are probably very kind and maybe you
have a family of your own. Children maybe? As a citizen of San Francisco, California,
the U.S., and, more broadly and perhaps even more profoundly, as a creature and citizen
of this suffering yet always beautiful planet, I, Zoe Torres, implore you to do what you
probably, in your heart of kindest hearts, know is right. PLEASE do all that you can to
keep the proposal to allow nuclear testing and plutonium at the Lawrence Livermore
Labs from passing. Hasn't our planet seen enough violence and destruction? Aren't the
cancer rates high enough? The maddening situation in Iraq is just one example of the
growing injustice and irrationality taking hold of our leaders. They cannot be trusted
with this kind of power! And if you are of the mindset that says ves. they can, then just
think of the likelihood of other countries following suit--they cannot be trusted either!

Thank you for your time and understanding, I'm sure that you will do the right thing
and vehemently oppose the proposal.

Sincerely,
Zoe Marie Torres
437 Randolph st.
S.F..Ca 94132
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May 27, 2004
Public Comment and Analysis
From

Marylia Kelley Loulena Miles Inga Olson
Executive Director Staff Attorney Program Director
Tara Dorabji Peter Strauss Matthew Liebman
Outreach Director Technical Consultant Legal Intern

acow

Tri-Valley CAREs (Communities Against a Radioactive Environment), Livermore, CA

To
U.S. Department of Energy, National Nuclear Security Administration

For

Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of Lawrence Liver-
more National Laboratory and Supplemental Stockpile Stewardship and Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, February 2004 (SWEIS)

Tri-Valley CAREs’ comments on the Draft SWEIS are structured as follows:

PURPOSE AND NEED

Inconsistency

. Wastefulness
Proposed Actions
. Precaution

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

a. No Plutonium Mission
b. Enhanced Civilian Science

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Tri-Valley CAREs' Comment on DOE Draft SWEIS for LLNL Operations - Page 1

Tri-Valley CARES
Page 2 of 63

IV. TREATIES

a. Non-Proliferation Treaty
b. Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention

V. SPECIFIC PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES

a. National Ignition Facility and New Experiments

b. Biological and Biotechnology Research Program and the BSL-3
c. Increase in Plutonium Storage Limit

d. Tritium Increases, Manufacture of NIF Targets

e. Enhanced Test Readiness

. Plutonium Bomb Cores

g. New and Modified Weapons Development

h. Energetic Materials Processing Center

i. Plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation

j.  Advanced Simulation and Computing Initiative and Terascale

Vi. OVERALL CONCERNS

Seismicity
Environmental Justice
Categorical Exclusion
Accident Analysis
Emergency Response
Transportation
Containers for Waste Transport
Risks to Workers and Community
Biological Assessment
Superfund
Site 300
Waste Management

. Decontamination and Decommissioning
Probabilistic Risk Assessment
Callifornia Environmental Quality Act
Freedom of Information Act

Toes3TAToSe@moacTe

Vil. DOCUMENT STRUCTURE
a. Integration

b. Cross-referencing and Indexing
c. Plain English

Viil. CONCLUSION

March 2005
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Environmental Impact Statement on behalf of our approximately 4,800 members. In cases where
we have felt the document left out necessary source material, we have provided supplementary
material attached to this comment (but not included in the email version). We request that these
materials, along with our comment letter, be reviewed, responded to and included in the record.

Tri-Valley CAREs has been monitoring LLNL activities for more than twenty years. During
these past two decades, Tri-Valley CAREs has participated in numerous NEPA review activities
2/01 01 involving LLNL al}d ol.hc!' site.s in the DOE nuclear weapons comp!ex. Many of the activities

. and programs considered in this Draft SWEIS are unnecessary, environmentally hazardous and
proliferation provocative. In short, they propel the Livermore Lab in a dangerous and wrong di-
rection.

Further, Tri-Valley CAREs believes that this document is so deficient in information and analy-
sis in key areas that the public and decision-makers cannot evaluate it as-is on its merits. We

3/ 31.04 | therefore request that this document be re-circulated in draft form so that the community, legisla-
tors and regulatory authorities alike will have an opportunity to evaluate the new information that
is requested in our and other public comments.

L DOE MUST REVISE THE PURPOSE AND NEED STATEMENT IN
THE SWEIS

The Purpose and Need statement should be clear and focused:; it bounds the “reasonable™ range
of alternatives that must be evaluated in a SWEIS. DOE’s National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) Recommendations for the Preparation of Environmental Impact Statements directs that:

The statement of the agency's underlying purpose and need is critical to
identifying the range of reasonable alternatives. If the purpose and need are
defined too broadly, the number of alternatives that might require analysis
would be virtually limitless. It is inappropriate in most situations,

1/3102’ 4/02.01 however. to define purpose and need so narrowly that only the proposed af:tiun
would meet the need. The proposed action is generally only one means of
31.06 meeting the agency's purpose and need for action.
In this case, DOE’s purpose and need stat tis internally i istent. It is written so as to

result in a too-narrowly-defined range of alternatives. It is wastefully overbroad, in part because
it fails to analyze or consider instances where the current or proposed LLNL activity is duplica-
tive of work performed at another DOE facility and/or may be unnecessary. Finally, the Purpose
and Need statement in the Draft SWEIS does not provide evidence of any specific need or a clear
Jjustification for the proposed action.

Because the document’s Purpose and Need is directly related to the range of alternatives to be
5/31.10]| considered, Tri-Valley CAREs also recommends that DOE adopt the precautionary principle as a
decision-making tool, and incorporate it into the Draft SWEIS.
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a. The Purpose and Need is Internally Inconsistent

The Draft SWEIS states: "The continued operation of LLNL is critical to NNSA's Stockpile
Stewardship Program and to preventing the spread and use of nuclear weapons world wide.” This
first sentence of the Purpose and Need section defines the two major purposes of LLNL as: sup-
port the Stockpile Stewardship and Management program (SSM) and prevent nuclear prolifera-
6/02.01 tion. The SSM program is an aggressive nuclear weapons program that is currently developing
new and modified nuclear weapons. Curtailing this nuclear weapons development aspect of the
SSM program and limiting it to a passive “curatorship” of the existing arsenal would likely prove
1o be the most direct and effective means by which DOE could pursue its goal of “preventing the
spread and use of nuclear weapons worldwide.”

SSM, as currently carried out, creates vertical proliferation and promotes horizontal proliferation. N
In the SWEIS, DOE says the goal is to stem proliferation. It also says its goal is “critical” to 02.01
achieving the SSM program outcomes. How can an activity that by design will provide for the

; A il . S cont.
vertical proliferation (or “improvement™) of U.S. nuclear weapons and is controversial interna-
tionally for its proliferation impacts be said to prevent proliferation?

As part of its Purpose and Need. DOE explains a portion of the Nuclear Posture Review, which
is of particular interest, “the third element of the new triad, which reflects a broad recognition of
the importance of a robust and responsive nuclear weapons infrastructure in sustaining deter-
rence. In this respect, the nuclear posture review notes that the flexibility to sustain the US nu-
7/ 0101’ clear weapons stockpile depends on a robust program for stockpile stewardship™ (S-2).

02.01 According to the Draft SWEIS, the strategic purposes that support SSM and the Nuclear Posture
Review at LLNL are: 8/07.01

+ “warhead evaluation, maintenance, refurbishment and production planned in partnership

with DoD”, and
+ “develop[ing] the scientific, design, engineering. testing and manufacturing capabilities
needed for long term stewardship of the stockpile™ (P 1-3)

Thus, DOE asserts that a “robust™ stockpile stewardship program is needed for “flexibility.” This 9/ 07.01
in tumn is used as justification for the development of new and modified nuclear weapons -- such 01.01
as the Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator on which LLNL is presently conducting development '
activities.

How do the above listed strategic purposes fulfill the legal obligation to Article VI of the Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT). to which the U.S. is a signatory? How do they serve DOE's own
stated mission of preventing the use and spread of nuclear weapons worldwide? DOE’s Stockpile 10/08.02
Stewardship goal stands in contrast to U.S. disarmament obligations under Article VI of the
NPT, which states:

“Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations in good faith on ef-
fective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nu-
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11/08.01]

b. The Purpose and Need is Wastefully Overbroad

The Draft SWEIS does not analyze programs and activities at LLNL in the context of what is
already oceurring or planned at other sites within the DOE nuclear weapons complex.

Additionally the SWEIS does not look at LLNLs competencies that may be complementary to,
rather than independent of, other DOE sites. This failure prejudices the Purpose and Need and
the subsequent alternatives analysis because it incorrectly assumes that if the U.S. has an identi-
fied “need.” Livermore Lab is necessarily the site to “fill” it. For example. the aforementioned
LLNL goal of carrying out SSM and the Nuclear Posture Review s activilies in

« “warhead evaluation, maintenance, refurbishment and production planned in partnership
with DoD”, and

+ “develop[ing] the scientific. design, engineering. testing and manufacturing capabilities
needed for long term stewardship of the stockpile™ (P 1-3)

is not only contradictory to U.S. disarmament obligations, it is also a wasteful duplication of ac-
tivities and capabilities at other DOE facilities, most notably at the L
tional Labs.

Alamos and Sandia Na-

Programs and activities at other DOE sites that are related to the proposed action and the no ac-
tion alternative should be evaluated as “connected actions™. Many of the programs that are con-
sidered essential to fulfill DOE’s mandate are only arguably so when Livermore Lab is
considered within a vacuum. Connected or related actions on or off-site should be mentioned and
a description as to why the proposed (or current) action is needed in addition to the related ac-
tions should be provided.

Multiple examples of duplicative programs exist — in fact the DOE in other documents calls
many of the programs at Livermore, Los Alamos and Sandia “complementary,” which our dic-
tionary defines as meaning “duplicative.”

One example is that similarly-capable supercomputing facilities — each very big, very expensive,
and with a voracious appetite for energy and water — are being built at Livermore, Los Alamos
and Sandia Labs. Each is called “needed” by DOE for the SSM mission. The Draft SWEIS ech-
oes this rationale for LLNL’s. But, are three such supercomputing complexes really equally
“needed” — or is there wasteful duplication? The SWEIS must analyze this question, not only
with respect to LLNLs proposed Advanced Simulation and Computing Initiative facilities, but
for all major programs on site at various locations.

The Purpose and Need should be revised to take every precaution that scarce taxpayer dollars are
not wastefully being expended on duplicative and unnecessary projects. Moreover, the environ-
mental footprint for an activity can be made smaller by not carrying it out at multiple, duplicative
facilities.

Tri-Valley CARES
Page 8 of 63

cont.

12/34.01,
26.04

11/08.01 weapons activities at LLNL and at least one that curtails nuclear weapons development, a.k.a.

Again, a range of reasonable alternatives should include alternatives that ramp down nuclear

“modernization,” at Livermore Lab altogether.

Proposed Actions

NEPA requires that the proposed action be adequately defined and all relevant information pre-
sented accurately. We believe that several of the “Major Decision” outlined in the SWEIS do
not provide legislators, regulators or community members with adequate information to evaluate
the justification or the burdens associated with the proposed new projects. Specifically:

Tritium Facility Material At-Risk Limit: The proposed action in the SWEIS will in-
crease the “at risk” limit for tritium (radioactive hydrogen) from the current 3.5 grams
per single room/process to 30 grams per room/process. This section in the SWEIS
fails to describe that the proposal not only represents a dramatic increase, but also a
major departure from prior plans contained in the National Ignition Facility (NIF)
project-specific Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) portion of the 1996 Stockpile
Stewardship and Management Programmatic EIS. In the prior document the tritium-
filled targets for the National Ignition Facility were to be fabricated off-site. This de-
ecision to NOT manufacture the NIF targets on site at Livermore was reiterated pub-
licly by LLNL management officials, who stated that the tritium fills would not be
done on site because the operation would be too polluting to be conducted in such a
highly populated area. The population density hasn’t changed -- except to increase.
Yet, in the Draft SWEIS. suddenly it is proposed that the tritium targets WILL be
manufactured at LLNL.

Tritium target fabrication presents many unstudied risks and should be given a more
substantial treatment in this SWEIS. The lack of an adequate description of the pro-
posal in the Draft SWEIS leaves us no way to comment on mitigation measures. The
lack of an adequate description also inhibits our ability to fully comment on the risks.
However, we can extrapolate from LLNL’s historical record for use of tritium in pro-
gram activities for a glimpse into likely airborne releases. That record shows numer-
ous accidental airbome releases at LLNL, totaling between 750,000 and one million
curies since 1960 (no data is available for LLNL’s early years from 1952-1960). That
record also shows that when LLNL analyzed Livermore Valley wines the tritium con-
centrations were routinely elevated, and, in 1989, for example, were at 4 times the
tritium content of other California wines. Moreover, other area agricultural products
were also found to contain elevated levels of tritium. Local rainfall was also found to
have high levels of tritium. (Attachment 4)

The levels of tritium contamination in the environment have become lower in recent
years due to a decline in program activities at LLNL using tritium — particularly a de-
cline in those program activities involved in packing tritium under high pressures
(such as would occur in fabricating tritium targets for the NIF). The proposed action

here represents a radical departure from the original NIF proposal — yet no clear justi-
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12/34.01,
26.04
cont.

13/39.01

14/37.01

fication for the change is offered. Please detail in the SWEIS a clear statement of the
purpose and need for manufacturing tritium targets on-site at LLNL.

Enhanced Test Readiness: To enhance U.S. readiness to conduct a full-scale, under-
ground nuclear test in Nevada is one of the reasons for the proposed action to increase
the tritium at risk level at LLNL nearly ten-fold (the other being the aforementioned
on site fabrication of NIF targets). Yet, the Draft SWEIS does not describe the en-
hanced readiness project in any meaningful detail. Therefore, the Draft SWEIS falls
far short of its role under NEPA to provide decision makers and the public with suffi-
cient information to comment on the impacts, alternatives and potential mitigation
measures associated with this project. Moreover, this project may substantially un-
dermine U.S. commitments made in 2000 at the NPT conference to work toward rati-
fication of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, a treaty to which the U.S. is currently
a signatory though it has not been ratified. The “need “for enhanced test readiness ac-
tivity at LLNL and its relationship to a potential U.S. return to full-scale nuclear test-
ing should be examined in detail, vet the Draft SWEIS contains no clear justification
for the project. Additionally, the Nevada Test Site sits on Western Shoshone ancestral
land. Did DOE conduct outreach to the public and First Nations around the Nevada
Test Site to solicit their comment on this Draft SWEIS, since the outcome of this pro-
ject could have huge implications for their communities? What kind of specific out-
reach was done to community groups or tribal leaders in Nevada and Utah?

Prototype Plutonium Bomb Cores: The Draft SWEIS contains plans to develop new
technologies at LLNL that would be used in DOE’s proposed Modern Pit Facility
(MPF). Yet, the Draft SWEIS doesn’t offer any justification for its program of going
forward with the start-up or design work for a Modern Pit Facility. The Draft SWEIS
does not justify the “need” to develop new technologies for producing plutonium pits.
It fails to adequately account for the fact that the Los Alamos Lab is currently manu-
facturing replacement plutonium pits for the arsenal using technologies that are (a)
similar to those LLNL will be developing (e.g.. both will employ net casting tech-
niques) and (b) more certain as to outcome as those techniques are less experimental
because they are presently in use. We understand that DOE may WANT to develop
new technologies in addition to those already in use — but desire is not justification.
The Draft SWEIS further fails to explain why LLNL must be the site chosen for the
development of new technologies for plutonium pit manufacture.

The SWEIS should discuss the fact that the MPF is extremely controversial — Con-
gress cut its funding more than 50% last year, and the DOE recently announced a
pause in the NEPA review for the MPF and in selecting a site to house it. DOE’s
pause in that process is indefinite. (Attachment 5) In the face of such large uncertain-
ties, it is premature and wasteful to propose spending taxpayer dollars for design
work on a potentially unnecessary and expensive facility. Further, we note that the
proposed action to develop new manufacturing techniques for the MPF would involve
LLNL making prototype plutonium bomb cores on site — and this is one of the rea-
sons behind the proposal in the Draft SWEIS to increase the administrative limit for
plutonium at LLNL from the current 1,540 pounds to 3,300 pounds. This is a dra-

14/37.01
cont.

15/27.01

matic increase, one fraught with risks, and should not be even be proposed without
the most careful consideration and clear justification — both of which are lacking.

Integrated Technology Project / Advanced Materials Program (also known as Pluto-
nium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation or P-AVLIS): The purpose and need for
revival of P-AVLIS technology is not detailed in the Draft SWEIS, and its mission is
merely mentioned in passing as "Stockpile Stewardship." The Draft SWEIS leaves
open the door for DOE to separate any and all plutonium isotopes at LLNL. While
DOE may be desirous of having a new separation technology for plutonium, that does
not mean the activity is “needed.” For example, among other options, DOE could
limit “hydroshots™ using plutonium-242 as an environmental and non-proliferation al-
ternative to developing P-AVLIS technology at LLNL, assuming that stockpiling Plu-
tonium-242 is a driver for the proposed action. As the Draft SWEIS does not even
specify what plutonium isotopes will be harvested and for what specific purposes, we
are robbed of our ability to fully comment on Purpose and Need or alternatives. Liter-
ally, we would have to offer our guess as to the use(s) proposed for P-AVLIS and
then comment on and offer alternatives to our own guess. Such a situation falls far
short of what is required under NEPA.

We note too that one use of this technology, if perfected at LLNL, could be to sepa-
rate out the Plutonium-239 from reactor or fuel grade plutonium, enriching it to
weapons grade for use in nuclear bombs. This technology could be used by other
countries, or a technically adept sub-national group, for covert production of weapons
grade plutonium. The P-AVLIS technology is unique because it is modular by design
and therefore could be implemented on a small scale by a potential proliferant in a
university lab or other similar location, making it particularly difficult to detect.

in mind, the National Academy of Sciences National Research

zed the original P-AVLIS proposal, stating in December 1989 that "any
decision to proceed should explicitly consider the implications of the technology for
nuclear proliferation.” (Attachment 6)

Here again, such a potentially risky action should not be proposed without the most
careful consideration and a nonproliferation analysis — both of which are entirely
lacking in the Draft SWEIS.

d. The Purpose and Need Should Incorporate the Precautionary Principle

The 1998 Wingspread Statement on the Precautionary Principle summarizes it this way:

“When an activity raises threats of harm to the environment or human health, precaution-
ary measures should be taken even if some cause and effect relationships are not fully es-
tablished scientifically.”

The Precautionary Principle in essence says that in the face of scientific uncertainty, the deci-
sion-maker should err on the side of caution. For example, the precautionary principle was used
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16/31.10

17/02.01

18/31.01,
02.01

in the California Department of Health Services, Environmental Health Investigation Branch
(CDHS-EHIB) report called the: "Proposed Process to Address the Historic Distribution of
Sewage Sludge Containing Plutonium Released from the Lawrence Livermore National Labora-
tory (LLNL)" (November 2002). (Attachment 7)

In the discussion section of the CDHS-EHIB report addressing the proposed process for address-
ing historic distribution of plutonium contaminated sludge, the report concluded that “[s]ince the
nature and extent of the potential health hazards remains uncertain, members [of the Sludge
Working Group| supported a process that approaches these issues in a proactive manner and
would be based on the “precautionary principle”™. A key component of the precautionary princi-
ple is to take precaution in the face of scientific uncertainty.” The report outlined a process for
further investigation and community involvement and: “CDHS and the SWG recommend that
LLNL/DOE provide funding to Alameda County Department of Health Services to implement a
process to address the historic distribution of sludge from LWRP (Livermore Water Reclamation
Plant)”.

The National Environmental Policy Act is precautionary in two ways: 1) it emphasizes foresight
and attention to consequences by requiring an environmental impact ment for any federally
funded project, and 2) it mandates consideration of alternative plans. The SWEIS for LLNL
should incorporate all aspects of the Precautionary Principle into its analysis and decision mak-
ing process by:

+ analyzing and choosing alternatives that eliminate possibly harmful actions and offer
“clean” technologies that eliminate waste and toxic substances;

+ placing the burden of proof on proponents of an activity rather than on victims or poten-
tial victims of the activity;

+ setting and working toward goals that protect health and the environment; and

+ bringing democracy and transparency in decisions affecting health and the environment.

The draft SWEIS should be redrafted to fully incorporate the precautionary principle.

In summary, the Purpose and Need must be redrafted to provide a more consistent statement; one
in better keeping with all tenets of U.S. law. The alternatives that flow from the Purpose and
Need statement should likewise be redrafled to display a more reasonable range of alternatives --
mize environmental impacts and waste of taxpayer dollars as well as avoid duplicative
and unnecessary projects within the DOE complex. “Major Decisions™, as described in Section
1.5 should be broken into their components and described in detail so that these proposals can be
meaningfully evaluated. Finally. DOE should incorporate the precautionary principle throughout.

Il. DOE SHOULD REVISE ITS ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS TO
INCLUDE OTHER, REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES

he alternatives analysis in the Draft SWEIS is deficient and is not reflective of the full range of
ptions that must reasonably be considered for LLNL operations now and in the coming decade.

Tri-Valley CARES
Page 12 of 63

18/31.01
02.01
cont.

10/08.02
cont.

cont.

The alternatives analysis is the “heart” of the EIS (Council on Environmental Quality
NEPA Regulations, 1502.14). NEPA requires DOE to “rigorously explore and objec-
tively evaluate all reasonable alternatives” (CEQ NEPA Regulations, 1502.14(a)). DOE
must “sharply defin[e] the issues and provid[e] a clear basis for choice among options by
the decisionmaker and the public” (CEQ NEPA Regulations, 1502.14).

The Draft SWEIS states that:
“in order to ensure the safety, reliability. and performance of the nuclear weapons stock-

pile, DOE has determined that it should: construct the NIF and the Terascale Simulation
Facility; operate existing facilities such as Building 332 Plutonium Facility...”

This is a series of merely conclusory phrases that assert a Livermore Lab laser (the NIF). pluto-
nium facility (Building 332) and Terascale supercomputing facility are all necessary to maintain
the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile. The SWEIS should provide some justifications for such a
broad, sweeping claim. The claim i1s arguable at best, and, in the view of Tri-Valley CAREs and
many independent experts -- and also many LLNL and DOE scientists -- absolutely untrue. To
be specific, the DOE National Nuclear Security Administration folks have “determined” that it
shall do those listed activities; however, they are in no way necessary to ensure the safety. reli-
ability and performance of the nuclear stockpile (setting aside the question of whether that is the
appropriate mission). This assertion appears to further and inappropriately constrain the analysis
of reasonable, feasible alternatives in the Draft SWEIS.

a. Need for Analysis of a “No Plutonium Mission” Alternative

The Secretary of Energy has committed to study the removal of all Category 1 special nuclear
material (generally defined as bomb-usable quantities of plutonium and highly enriched ura-
nium) from the Livermore Lab main site due to the vulnerability of these materials to “terror at-
tack™ while stored there. The removal of most or all of LLNL’s plutonium and the loss of any
major plutonium mission for the site must, therefore, be considered as a “reasonable™ alternative
under NEPA. In fact, it is unreasonable to fail to include it. (Attachment 8)

The Draft SWEIS contains only three “alternatives™: the proposed action with 3,300 pounds of
plutonium as its storage limit; the no action alternative with the current storage limit of 1,540
pounds of plutonium; and, the reduced operation alternative, which posits the same plutonium
storage limit as the no action alternative — 1,540 pounds. The SWEIS must acknowledge that
there is clearly uncertainty (to say the least) as to the “need” for significant quantities of this ma-
terial at Livermore Lab, and it should restructure the alternatives analysis to provide decision-
makers and the public with an opportunity to comment on several alternatives for plutonium at
Livermore Lab, including a “no plutonium mission” alternative.

The negative environmental impacts that may be associated with the "no plutonium mission" al-
ternative (e.g., removal of plutonium from the LLNL main site) should be compared to the re-
ductions that will occur in waste generation, waste storage, security vulnerabilities, worker
exposure, public exposure, and accidents. Moreover, the analysis should include a careful review

11/08.01 of activities at the LLNL plutonium facility that are unnecessary and/or duplicative of activities
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11/08.01
cont.

8/07.01
cont.

at other DOE sites. We believe that it is unnecessary to maintain two “full service™ plutonium
facilities in the nuclear weapons complex and that the plutonium facility at LLNL can and should
be closed without increasing the overall plutonium work being conducted at Los Alamos or any
other site in the DOE complex. In fact, it is reasonable to reduce the Los Alamos plutonium mis-
sion even while LLNL’s is eliminated. That this is true is a measure of the bloat and duplication
in the nuclear materials activities of the two design labs. Additionally, the new alternatives
analysis should outline a credible, open public process for making decisions regarding any pro-
posed removal of the LLNL plutonium to another location.

b. Need for Analysis of an Enhanced ian Science Program Alternative

The DOE inappropriately rejected conducting any analysis of the very reasonable alternative of
transitioning Livermore Lab in whole or in large part to civilian science purposes. This omission
must be remedied. In the past, Secretaries of Energy and federal commissions have entertained
this option. It is a feasible alternative for the coming decade. Ten years ago, Tri-Valley CAREs
undertook a study of how LLNL could be converted to an unclassified civilian science lab using
DOE’s existing budget lines — and resulting in a vast reduction in environmental impact and a

in community and worker imvolvement and the democratic conduct of science gen-
erally. While some details have changed. due in part to specific programmatic changes at LLNL
over the past decade, our study provides a framework and some very relevant criteria for framing
the new civilian science alternative in the SWEIS. (Attachment 9)

lll. DOE SHOULD PROVIDE A MORE THOROUGH CUMULATIVE
IMPACTS ANALYSIS

DOE’s NEPA Implementing Procedures require SWEIS to include “cumulative impacts of ongo-
ing and reasonable foreseeable future actions at a DOE site” (10 CFR 1021.104). The Council on
Environmental Quality stresses, “cumulative effects analysis is essential to effectively managing
the consequences of human activities on the environment™ (“CEQ Guidance Regarding Cumula-
tive Effects™).

Cumulative effects result from the proposed action’s incremental impacts when these impacts are
added to the impacts of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless
of the agency or person undertaking them. Cumulative effects can result from individually mi-
nor, but collectively significant actions, that take place over time. These types of impacts involve
things such as increased traffic on local roads and air releases to the air basin. If'a community is
already at maximum carrying capacity for traffic or air pollution, for example, any incremental
addition can be cumulatively significant.

Tri-Valley CAREs is concerned with the cumulative impacts of LLNL’s tritium releases, “takes™
of endangered species. beryllium releases, electrical usage, water usage and other known or po-
tential releases of nuclear, chemical and biological materials to the community. The proposed
action signifies a major expansion of programs at LLNL and therefore the SWEIS should make a
substantial effort to analyze the cumulative impacts of all programs at LLNL in relation to the
burdens that the workers and the community already bear.

19/23.01

20/23.02

21/17.04

22/16.03,
16.02

23/14.01,

25.01
24/09.03|

Increased Tritium / Plutonium Releases: The draft SWEIS omits evaluation of the cumu-
lative effects of a number of its proposed actions. For example, the SWEIS should care-
fully evaluate the releases of plutonium and tritium from the Livermore Lab and how that
may affect the health of the community in light of the current proposals to substantially
increase the work with plutonium and tritium at LLNL. It is expected that radioactive ma-
terials will be released from projects such as the National Ignition Facility and the Inte-
grated Technology Project; how will these increased releases affect the already
contaminated community cumulatively.

Malignant Melanoma: The draft SWEIS dismisses the elevated rates of Malignant Mela-
noma in the Livermore community as being unworthy of any analysis because DOE
claims that there has been no link between LLNL operations and the illnesses. However,
the SWEIS does acknowledge that LLNL operations will result in cancers in the local
community. Regardless of whether the Malignant Melanoma increases can be proven to
have resulted from operation of the Livermore Lab, the SWEIS should consider the cu-
mulative impacts of the additional cancer rates and other illnesses on an already vulner-
able population. We are attaching a Malignant Melanoma study conducted by the
California Department of Health Services, and we ask that you incorporate this as a refer-
ence document and analyze it under a revised cumulative impacts analysis in the SWEIS.
(Attachment 10)

Air Quality: The Air Quality in the San Joaquin Valley (where LLNL Site 300 1s located)
and in Alameda County (where the LLNL main site and part of Site 300 are located) is
some of the worst in the nation. (Attachment 11).

The SWEIS should acknowledge this and explain the incremental, cumulative and syner-
istic impacts of the radioactive, hazardous chemical and other releases from LLNL ac-
es, both current and planned over the coming decade.

i

Integration: The draft SWEIS discusses endangered and threatened species in the biologi-
cal assessment (BA). However that appendix does not discuss how the increased pro-
grams at the LLNL main site and at Site 300 will affect these species in detail. It vaguely
discusses decom ning of buildings but does not describe the contents of those build-
ings and how inevitable leaks will affect species. The BA does not discuss the impacts on
different species from radiological and chemical releases. This should be included in the
biological assessment. The BA should be discussed in the alternatives analysis and in the
cumulative impacts sections to properly integrate the SWEIS.

Similarly, the SWEIS does not discuss the seismic concerns throughout the SWEIS nor
does it integrate the seismic concerns into the alternatives analysis. This should be in-
cluded to ensure that all new proposed projects will take into account the hazards that
seismic weaknesses will pose toward going forward with the proposed action.

Land Use Conflicts: The areas surrounding the LLLNL main site and Site 300 are becom-
ing increasingly residential. Industrial areas are being rezoned to residential. The SWEIS

March 2005

2-537



Chapter 2 - Comment Documents LLNL SW/SPEIS

Tri-Valley CARES Tri-Valley CARES
Page 15 of 63 Page 16 of 63

24/09.0
b. Potential Impacts on the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention Must be
cont. Analyzed

The BWC was ratified by the U.S. in 1975. This treaty requires that all signatories refrain from
developing, producing or stockpiling. or otherwise acquiring or aftaining biological weapons that
have no justification for prophylactic, protective or other peaceful purposes.

Scott Ritter, a former United Nations chief weapons inspector in Iraq, cautioned that placement
of advanced bio-agent research facilities inside a secret nuclear weapons lab such as LLNL will
raise serious suspicions in the minds of officials of other governments -- because this research is
by its nature “dual use.” International suspicions may be compounded by other countries” inabil-
ity to conduct full inspections of LLNL’s bio-work due to its collocation within a top-secret nu-
clear weapons laboratory.

25/01.02| Moreover, developing bio-defense facilities at LLNL may create a precedent that could prompt
other nations to model their biological weapons development facilities afier the fast growing
U.S. complex. A world in which a leading nation is perceived to be secretly exploring the mili-
tary application of biotechnology (due to the dual-use nature of LLNL's planned research, which
would involve aerosolizing and genetically modifving deadly pathogens) would create a situation
ripe for proliferation. In fact, housing dangerous bio-warfare agent research within a secret nu-
clear lab that holds the infrastructure to produce agents for a theater scale war (e.g., a large ca-
pacity fermenter), presents a dangerous posture to the international community and could
complicate the negotiation of verification and enforcement protocols to the BWC as well as po-
tentially catalyze a new biological arms race.

The SWEIS must include a nonproliferation review that analyzes the potential impact that con-
ducting advanced bio-warfare agent research at LLNL may have on U.S. and international efforts
to stem biological warfare research and weaponry in general and on the BWC in particular.

V. COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC PROGRAMS
2/01.01

cont. with NEPA; DOE Should Not Move Forward With the Project

a. DOE’s National Ignition Facility SWEIS [/ SPEIS Analysis Fails to Compl

Appendix M of the Draft SWEIS outlines plans to add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium, lith-
ium hydride and other new materials to experiments in the National Ignition Facility (NIF)
mega-laser. Appendix M makes clear that some of the planned plutonium experiments, for ex-
26/26.01 ample, will involve fissioning the material in the NIF. This appendix purports to serve as a
SPEIS but fails to adequately describe the programmatic impacts of these proposed experiments.

Under this proposed action, the NIF will no longer be limited to fusion research and the fusion
component of a nuclear weapon explosion, but, instead, will be used to conduct a broad suite of
both fusion and fission experiments. Adding fissile and fissionable material to NIF experiments
provides a new utility to its use for nuclear weapons design and may contribute to the vertical
and horizontal proliferation of nuclear weapons. The proposed action, in essence, creates a
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27/26.03

28/26.07|

29/26.03

30/26.02

wholly
26/26.01] in Livermore by Dr. Ray Kidder, a retired senior scientist at LLNL and founder of its laser divi-

new and vastly different mission for the NIF. This was pointed out at the public hearing

Environmental Concerns: Plutonium and other fissile material would be used in NIF. Fis-
sion products would be created during experiments in the NIF. Workers would be ex-
posed. for example, during the process of inserting and removing a special target
chamber for each plutonium fission experiment in the NIF. Inadequate attention is paid in
the document to worker exposures. Appendix M discloses, too, that DOE is unsure of
how it will get the special target chamber into and out of the main NIF target chamber
each time.

Similarly, potential waste management issues are too summarily dismissed. For example,
the entire special target chamber would need to be disposed of after a single plutonium
fission shot, according to Appendix M. Plans are to dispose of the special target chambers
at the Nevada Test Site. However, the document does not analyze whether there may be
problems that would prevent the chambers from being accepted at the test site for burial
(e.g.. if a chamber is contaminated also with a state or RCRA-listed hazardous constituent
and becomes a “mixed waste™).

Lithium hydride presents hazards to workers and the environment as well, and these are
not fully analyzed in the Draft SWEIS. The Environmental Protection Agency rates it as
“extremely hazardous.” Lithium hydride can ignite on contact with air. Human sweat can
set it off.

Finally. according to the Draft SWEIS, the proposed new experiments in NIF will mean
that gas and semi-volatile fission products would be released to the environment. The
document should describe these gases and semi-volatile fission products.

SPEIS fails to analyze program-wide impacts: The SPEIS or Supplemental Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for Experiments with new materials in the National Ig-
nition Facility does not meet the criteria for an adequate programmatic NEPA analysis.

The Department of Energy published the Record of Decision (ROD) (61 FR 68014) for
the Stockpile Stewardship and Management (SSM), Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (PEIS) and indicated that the Department would construct and operate the Na-
tional Ignition Facility at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory as a key compo-
nent of the nation's nuclear weapons stockpile.

A lawsuit, brought by a coalition of environmental groups including Tri-Valley CAREs,
challenging the adequacy of the SSM PEIS, alleged that there were DOE proposals to
conduct experiments at the NIF using hazardous and radioactive materials not studied in
the SSM PEIS. The court acknowledged that the document would have to be amended if
these experiments became foreseeable. In a Memorandum Opinion and Order issued by
the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia on August 19, 1998, in NRDC v.
Richardson, Civ. No, 97-936 (S8) (D.D.C.), the Court ordered the DOE to, no later than
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30/26.02
cont.

31/26.01

January 1, 2004, either (1) determine that experiments using plutonium, fissile materials,
and fissionable materials will not be conducted in the NIF, or (2) prepare a Supplemental
SSM PEIS analyzing the reasonably foreseeable environmental impact of such experi-
ments.

We note that DOE is out of compliance with the timeframe imposed by the Court Order.
Further. it is inappropriate to simply incorporate the SPEIS into the SWEIS because it de-
feats the purpose of a programmatic review and it undermines the intent of the court’s
1998 order. A programmatic review, unlike a project-specific EIS, “presents an opportu-
nity for a federal agency to evaluate the potential cumulative impacts of the reasonably
foreseeable actions under the program...” 40 C.F.R. 1502.4(c). The program in this case
is the Stockpile Stewardship and Management Program, and the court order requires that
DOE evaluate the new experiments on NIF in the context of that entire DOE SSM com-
plex rather than in the context of LLNL alone.

The new experiments in NIF will pose new programmatic challenges and questions in re-
spect to obtaining feed materials, transportation of nuclear materials, purpose and need,
and disposal of waste within the DOE complex. Further the new experiments in the NIF
should be analyzed for reasonable alternatives — not just LLNL wide — but within the
DOE complex-wide SSM program.

We also note the complete lack of any cost estimate for the proposed suite of new NIF
experiments. Nor is there any cost estimate included for the required equipment or for the
needed modifications to NIF's existing equipment and design. Appendix M mentions but
does not analyze the extent of modification that would be required in order to conduct the
experiments outlined in the proposed action. For example, Appendix M briefly mentions
that a special target chamber will be needed for each time certain of the plutonium shots
(the fission shots) occurs in NIF. Appendix M reveals that DOE is not yet certain how
these special target chambers will be placed inside the main target chamber. Appendi
further mentions (but does not analyze) that to accommodate this series of new, special
target chambers, modifications will need to be made to NIF's design. What are the total
costs of all of the changes and modifications that would be necessitated by the proposed
action alternative? What are the uncertainties? The document should include that infor-
mation and be re-circulated for comment.

M

Moreover, the programmatic priority -- and trade-offs due to cost and other factors --
within the SSM complex for these experiments should be analyzed. Finally. the SPEIS
should analyze how the cumulative impacts of this proposal will impact all sites within
the SSM program.

The Purpose and Need For the New Experiments is Inadequate: Although the SWEIS
does provide a basic description of some of the proposed new experiments in the NIF, it
does not discuss the purpose and need for these experiments and whether these experi-
ments may, intentionally or by default, change the fundamental mission of the National
Ignition Facility. We echo the comments of Ray Kidder. former senior scientist at Liver-
more Lab and founder of its laser directorate, who commented that these new materials
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cont.

32/01.01

33/26.06

will provide NIF with substantially more usefulness for weapons design activities. We
are concerned that the impact of NIF’s “mission change™ or “mission creep” has vetto be
evaluated within the purpose and need for the NIF.

Past Proliferation Study is now Moot and New Study is Needed: In a December 19, 1995
report titled, The National Ignition Facility (NIF) and the Issue of Nonproliferation, the
DOE stated that: "Efforts to achieve ICF [inertial confinement fusion] capsule ignition
and burn at the NIF will not make use of any fissile material [i.e., plutonium or highly en-
riched uranium]. And, it also stated that “only a few individual weapon - relevant proc-
esses can be studied at NIF in each experiment [thus limiling its weapons development
utility]”. To underscore that plutonium and other new materials would not be used in
NIF experiments, the DOE report goes on to say that "a proliferator’s intention to attempt
to use NIF data for nuclear weapons purposes might be evidenced by:

+ the use of certain materials such as fissile material or certain fusion fuels at spe-
cial conditions of temperature and density” (Attachment 13)

However, the SWEIS proposes to use fissile materials hike plutonium in the NIF. More-
over, in this context, we ask whether the term "certain fusion fuels" as used in the DOE
nonproliferation review includes certain experiments with lithium deuteride, which is
now also proposed for use in the NIF?

Ray Kidder has stated that not only are these newly proposed experiments “not necessary
to maintain the current stockpile™ but that “fusion-explosion experiments with these fis-
sile materials could be important to the design of new nuclear weapons of a type different
from any in the current stockpile.”

Key assumptions of the past proliferation review are invalid and a new review is war-
ranted and necessary. DOE must conduct a new nonproliferation analysis covering the
proposed use of plutonium, highly enriched uranium, lithium hydride and other new ma-
terials in NIF experiments before moving forward with the proposed action. That analysis
must be made part of the NEPA document and re-circulated in draft for comment by de-
cision-makers and the public.

Neutron Spectrometer: In Appendix M, the NIF suddenly acquires a neutron spectrome-
ter. The Draft SWEIS describes the neutron spectrometer only briefly and by stating that
it will be installed in a concrete shaft excavated to a point 52 feet below the surface. The
neutron spectrometer appears to be a major undertaking, yet it is not fully described. The
SWEIS must include a complete description. Further, the neutron spectrometer’s purpose
and need seems (once again) to be simply that DOE desires it. Finally, the Draft SWEIS
says that that its construction will begin in 2008 and "when completed." the neutron spec-
trometer "would become part of the NIF operational facility." Does this mean that DOE
is planning to add a neutron spectrometer but is NOT including its projected costs as part
of the NIF budget? Please explain. The SWEIS should include the full cost of the neutron
spectrometer as well as a description of potential environmental impacts.

34/26.01

35/02.02

36/01.02

35/02.02
cont.

Additional Questions Posed By NIF: The NIF is plagued by technical problems and is not
likely to achieve ignition at all. This was further evidenced by the DOE’s FY 03 budget
request to Congress that proposed an additional delay in NIF ignition experiments -- to
2014. Also the cost has skyrocketed — NIF went to Congress with an estimated $1 billion
dollar price tag. In 2000 the estimate had risen to $4.2 billion, according to the General
Accounting Office. And, now?

Finally. explanations are lacking in the Draft SWEIS as to (1) the likelihood (or lack
thereof) that NIF will meet its scientific goal of inertial confinement fusion (ICF) ignition
in laboratory experiments, (2) how NIF with (or without) ICF ignition is directly required
for maintenance of the existing nuclear arsenal, and (3) whether NIF is fully compliant
with Article 1 of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.

The SWEIS process must take a fresh look at the entire National Ignition Facility program. A
thorough review of NIF’s mission, environmental risks, proliferation impacts, life-cycle costs
and ability to achieve its stated scientific goal of ignition is called for -- not the new and funda-
mentally different set of experiments proposed in the Draft SWEIS.

b. DOE Should Provide More Thorough Review of the Biology and
Biotechnology Research Program in the SWEIS, Including the Bio-Safety
Level-3 Facility

The Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS does not even acknowledge the very recent and
significant growth of the Livermore Lab's Biology and Biotechnology Research Program
(BBRP) and the controversy regarding whether LLNL is the best suited entity for going forward
with a higher risk set of programs, such as operating a Bio-Safety Level-3 (BSL-3) facility, in the
BBRP. The prior NEPA review for the BSL-3 facility is currently stalled in litigation and there-
fore it is inappropriate to consider the BSL-3 part of the “no action” alternative when final ap-
proval has not been received on the BSL-3. The Draft SWEIS also does not make an effort to
describe how these experiments will comply with the Biological and Toxic Weapons Conven-
tion, or whether they may weaken that treaty regime and/or complicate the enforcement and veri-
fication protocols.

The Draft SWEIS fails to give an in-depth explanation of proposed actions with regard to bio-
logical weapons related research. NEPA requires DOE to discuss major Federal actions that may
significantly affect the environment (CEQ NEPA Regulations, 1502.3). This includes both “new
and continuing activities” (CEQ NEPA Regulations, 1508.18). Under DOE’s NEPA Implement-
ing Procedures, “action” refers a “project, plan, or policy” (CEQ NEPA Regulations, 10 CFR
1021.104). Tri- Valley CAREs asserts that the BBRP, including the BSL-3 are connected ac-
tions. So while it is true that the NEPA review done for the BSL-3 is woefully inadequate on its
face, it is also true that the SWEIS must include a review of the entire BBRP as well as the BSL-
3 facility — the BSL-3 cannot be merely considered in isolation.

"Connected actions” are those that cannot proceed unless other actions are taken previ-

ously or simultaneously, or are interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the
larger action for justification. "Cumulative actions” are those that when
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viewed with other actions proposed by the agency have cumulatively significant
impacts and therefore should be discussed in the same EIS. "Similar actions"
are those that when viewed with other reasonably foreseeable or proposed
agency actions have similarities that provide a basis for evaluating their
environmental impacts together, such as common timing or geography. (See

40 CFR 1508.25(a).)

DOE must therefore perform a detailed explanation of all current and proposed BBRP activities
bevond that which is in the Draft SWEIS. As it stands, the SWEIS only dedicates two paragraphs
1o its chemical and biological plans for the next decade, and has almost no discussion of the par-
ticular effects of those projects. In order to comply with NEPA, DOE must discuss the specific
environmental impacts and increased hazards posed by the Biology and Biotechnology Research
Program.

Tri-Valley CAREs maintains the position that BSL-3 level advanced bio-warfare agent research
should not be conducted inside LLNL for several reasons. First ofT. it poses yet another catastro-
phic hazard to the community, where homes and apartments extend right up to the fence line of
the Livermore Lab main site where the BBRP activities are housed. Second, the Secretary of
Energy has publicly spoken out about the security deficiencies at Livermore Lab. The bio-
warfare agent storage poses the same kinds of security (e.g., “terror attack™ or sabotage) con-
cerns. Moreover, we note that the BSL-3 is planned as a portable building in an area with less
security than the Superblock (where the plutonium is stored). Therefore, the security risks may
be greater. This should be fully analyzed in the SWEIS. Please consider the information provided
by former LLNL security police officer Mathew Zipoli in this regard as well as with respect to
security issues more broadly. (Attachment 14)

Purpose and Need of the BBRP Must be Analvzed Programmatically in the SWEIS: A
clearer explanation should be included in the SWEIS of what current biological programs
are taking place at the lab, how they may grow in the future, what these programs will en-
tail and what types of environmental impacts may result from normal operations and ac-
cidental releases. The Lab’s Institutional Bio-safety Committee has acknowledged that:

"There is a cascade of microbiological applications coming from many new parts
of LLNL...causing a rethinking of several functions at the Laboratory, including
the role of the IBC, the need for an integrating review system for microbiological
research, and revisions to the Lab’s NEPA approval from DOE." (Meeting min-
utes of April 11, 2001, Attachment 15)

Because of the growth of these programs, a dedicated portion of the SWEIS should focus
on the BBRP, including a detailed description of current and proposed activities, and its
hazards and impacts. All of the BSL labs that compose the BBRP share some environ-
mental consequences and resource commitments such as work space, employees, waste
streams, transportation hazards and related concerns. With shared personnel and shared
infrastructure come shared challenges regarding training, equipment, transportation, dis-
posal, best practices, emergency planning and safeguards. These challenges should be
analyzed in an integrated way as a separate, identifiable section of the SWEIS.
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A Nonproliferation Analysis Must be Included in the SWEIS: Following the Bush Ad-
ministration’s discontinuation of the negotiations on verification and enforcement meas-
ures needed to detect and prevent violations of the Biological and Toxin Weapons
Convention, it is an internationally sensitive climate regarding biological weapons re-
search.

By expanding U.S. biological weapon agent research into secret, highly-classified nuclear
weapons labs, the DOE could both set a precedent for other countries to do the same and
instill in other countries a suspicion that the U.S. is developing biological weapons, novel
(e.g.. genetically modified) bio-war agents and/or new biological weapon capabilities.
We note as well that the LLNL main site also houses an Environmental Microbial Bio-
technology Facility, a fermenter that could be made capable of growing enough bio-
weapon agent for a theater scale war. (Attachment 16)

If this same work were taking place inside military installations in other countries. say
Iran or Iraq, for example, the U.S. would proclaim it as a “smoking gun” and proof posi-
tive for bio-weapons pos: n. That U.S. perception would remain true even if the level
of funding, the size of the facilities and the sophistication of the research were all demon-
strably lower what is planned in the U.S. at LLNL. Moreover, a country may act on its
perceptions -- as the U.S. invasion of [raq dramatically shows. Therefore. the SWEIS
must consider that a U.S. biowarfare agent research program at Livermore Lab may look
no less provocative to much of the rest of the world. And. that numerous countries may
act based on those perceptions. A boost in their own nations” bio-warfare agent research
may well be one result.

We are concerned that the increased U.S. BBRP program at LLNL and its BSL-3 could
encourage others to “do as we do, not as we say” -- and therefore a non-proliferation re-
view is warranted must be completed as part of the SWEIS process.

Former UN weapons inspector Scott Ritter and University of California at Davis profes-
sor and microbiologist Mark Wheelis have described some of the hazards associated with
advanced bio-warfare research inside the Livermore Lab. Both Ritter and Wheelis are
experts in their field and should provide new ideas about what concerns should be in-
cluded in the nonproliferation review in the SWEIS. (Attachment 17)

The Problem of Dual-Use and LLNL’s Advanced Bio-Warfare Agent Research: The re-
search with biological weapon agents at Livermore Lab could, by definition, be used for
defensive goals (e.g., to develop a biodetector) and for offensive goals (e.g.. to weaponize
an agent). That is one reason why it is so critical to have safeguards and verification
measures in place to ensure that the work does not violate or weaken the BWC.

The National Academy of Sciences report “Biotechnology Research in an Age of Terror-

ism: Confronting the *Dual Use™ Dilemma™ - 2003, states that there are currently no
guidelines to address “the potential for misuse of the tools, technology, or knowledge
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37/25.04

38/33.01

base of this research enterprise for offensive military or terrorist purposes.” (Attachment
18)

Please consider this report and include it (as with our other attachments) as one of the
reference documents for the SWEIS. With poor oversight, the DOE could be paving the
way for the next generation of super-strains of deadly bio-agents. Please consider the in-
formation provided by Edward Hammond and Professor and author Susan Wright. as
well as the aforementioned Ritter and Wheelis, when you evaluate the risks associated
with this program. (Attachment 19)

The SWEIS should also evaluate the purpose and goals of the Institutional Biosafety
Committee (IBC), an important committee that serves as the “safety net” to ensure that
LLNL does not conduct unsafe or inappropriate research, It is further supposed to serve
as the community’s “bridge™ to bio-experiments at LLNL. Tri-Valley CAREs has been
very disappointed in the lack of information available to the public on these programs in
general and the IBC in particular. The IBC is intended to ensure that the biological re-
search is transparent and that Livermore Lab is held accountable for its work. It cannot
carry out that mission while meeting in secret -- in a cla:
site -- and without any prior public notice.

ied area of the LLNL main

Accidents and Other Issues: Among the key issues that must be analyzed in the SWEIS
are -- past accidents in the bio-programs including but not limited to the anthrax that may
have gone out with the trash, needlestick received by an employee in the hazardous waste
area when a bio-program waste container was improperly marked, and the mislabeling of
transportation containers. These and other incidents should be evaluated in the SWEIS.
(Attachment 20)

S must also consider the potential impact of earthquakes on the BSL-3 and
s that are part of the BBRP, the vulnerability of HEPA filters and their
translucency in the tenth-micron range, and the proximity of large numbers of workers
and community members. (Marion Fulk, staff scientist, LLNL, retired and Matthew
MeKinzie, physicist, NRDC -- Attachment 21)

c. DOE Should Phase Out LLNL Plutonium Activities, Not Increase the
Storage Limit

The proposed action would increase the administrative limit for plutonium at LLNL from 1.540
10 3,300 pounds. Tri-Valley CAREs believes that increasing the storage limit for plutonium at
LLNL is irresponsible, dangerous and headed in the wrong direction. LLNL's main site and its
plutonium facility are located in the midst of the densely populated San Francisco Bay Area, and
7 million people reside within 30 miles of LLNL. Moreover, the LLNL main site is a very com-
pact and crowded 1.3 square mile facility with buildings "cheek to jowl" and nearly 10,000 em-
ployees and subcontractors on site. Residential neighborhoods are built right up to the LLNL
main site fence line. The City of Livermore has grown substantially since LLNL was founded in
1952, thereby increasing the risks from a release to a larger and more diverse population.
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Fires, spills, filter failures, leaks and criticality accidents with radioactive materials have all oc-
curred at LLNL. There have been more than 30 serious. publicly reported accidents involving
radioactive materials at LLNL, including plutonium.

Plutonium-laced liquids have been poured on the ground. Plutonium accidents in Building 332
have contaminated workers and at least one accident blew out a HEPA filter plenum. Plutonium
has been routinely and accidentally released to the sewer system, and plutonium has been found
at greater than background levels in public parks and near a school. Plutonium has also been
found in an off-site air monitor. Plutonium is one of the most dangerous substances known, and
weapons-grade plutonium (Pu-239) has a radioactive half-life of about 24,000 years.

We assert that the physical and chemical properties of plutonium make it difficult to store safely.
If plutonium is packed too closely together, or if plutonium parts of a sufficient size come to-
gether accidentally. a criticality, or runaway nuclear chain reaction, will occur. We note in this
context that the LLNL plutonium facility has been shut down at least twice in the past ten years
due to multiple criticality safety violations. And, we note that a eriticality accident with highly
enriched uranium has occurred at the LLNL main site.

Further, plutonium chips and shavings from manufacturing processes at LLNL can spontane-
ously ignite upon contact with air. And, storage containers can burst from heat and pressure over
time. This can be exacerbated by unsafe canning procedures. In this regard, we note that the
LLNL plutonium facility was cited for bulging cans of plutonium as well as other problems dur-
ing a DOE mspection. The LLNL operational record and safety problems involving plutonium
have been given too little attention in the Draft SWEIS.

In addition, we offer the following specific comments and questions on the proposed action to
raise the plutonium storage limit at LLNL:

Purpose and Need: the Draft SWEIS vaguely asserts that "Stockpile Stewardship” neces-
sitates proposed increase in the administrative limit for plutonium at LLNL. In 1999,
DOE did a supplement analysis on the prior LLNL SWEIS/EIR and decided that the ex-
isting 1,540 pound administrative limit for plutonium would continue. The Stockpile
Stewardship program was well underway at that time. Therefore, we find it difficult to
understand that only 5 years since that decision, DOE proposes to more than double the
administrative limit. Please cite the specific changes in the purpose and need for the pro-
gram that were not anticipated in 1999, and how much plutonium would be required for
each. Please, further, cite specific alternatives for each of the changes.

Alternatives Analysis: The Draft SWEIS fails to include within the Reduced Operation
Alternative, an alternative that reduces the administrative limit for plutonium below the
current 1,540 pounds. On April 27, 2004, approximately 450 people attended public hear-
ings in Livermore on the Draft SWEIS. An overwhelming majority of the speakers ex-
pressed concern about the handling and storage of special nuclear materials in general
and, specifically. plutonium at LLNL. That same day, the Congressional Subcommittee
on National Security, Emerging Threats, and International Relations held a hearing on the
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39/30.01,
30.02

40/23.01,
37.01

security of plutonium and highly enriched uranium at DOE sites, with a focus on the vul-
nerability of nuclear material storage at LLNL.

Though the Draft SWEIS argues that it is not reasonably foreseeable to de-inventory plu-
tonium and other special nuclear materials at LLNL, in light of the recent General Ac-
counting Office report on the Design Basis Threat. the Project on Government oversight
report (Attachment 22) and the testimony at congressional hearings urging removal of
these materials, we believe the Draft SWEIS should provide a full evaluation of this al-
ternative and be re-circulated for comment.

NEPA holds that the analysis of reasonably foreseeable alternatives is the heart of the
law. The Draft SWEIS should have included an alternative that studied a reduction of this
deadly material at LLNL and. as outlined above in the alternatives section of our com-
ment, we feel that the document is legally insufficient for failing to do so.

Security / Terrorism / Sabotage Concerns: As noted, the General Accounting Office just
released a report that describes serious concerns they have about the ability of Livermore
(and some other DOE sites) to adequately protect stored plutonium from the threats poses
by terrorism or sabotage. The Secretary of Energy Spencer Abraham echoed those con-
cerns on May 7, 2004, when he delivered a speech that included the vulnerabilities in se-
curing nuclear materials at LLNL. Secretary Abraham made a commitment to “consider
whether certain essential work performed at Livermore could be moved so as to remove
the special nuclear materials that are there.” Tri-Valley CAREs believes that the Liver-
more Lab main site is not an appropriate place to house large quantities of plutonium, in
part, because the site is uniquely vulnerable and cannot be properly defended in the case
of a determined terror attack or sabotage. The Draft SWEIS should include and respond
to these concerns. Further, as we noted in our comment on alternatives analysis, the
SWEIS should undertake a careful consideration of LLNL plutonium activities and pro-
grams that may be unnecessary or are duplicative of activities performed elsewhere in the
complex.

Another serious deficiency is that the Draft SWEIS does not contain an unclassified secu-
rity analysis. This omission robs the public and most decision makers of the opportunity
1o comment on, question or point out needed improvements in the analysis, if warranted.
Nor can the public and most decision makers comment on whether we think the outcomes
are acceptable to us. Further, we are unable to look at the differences that may exist in
consequence between alternatives. Security studies should be accompanied by declassi-
fied or unclassified versions for the SWEIS that release as much information to the public
as possible. Tri-Valley CAREs agrees that it may be appropriate to retain classification of
certain, specific details (e.g.. an in-depth analysis of how to best overcome security at
LLNL), but it is absolutely inappropriate and untenable for DOE to omit all security
formation from the SWEIS.

Environmental Hazards: The SWEIS should include an analysis of past plutonium re-
leases at DOE facilities including Livermore Lab and Rocky Flats - especially in light of
DOE's proposed action to manufacture prototype plutonium pits at LLNL in support of
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43/25.07

technology development for a Modern Pit Facility. And, in light of Livermore’s long his-
tory of plutonium storage problems, including but not limited to the bulging cans and
criticality violations,

LLNL has been cited for HEPA filter problems in Building 332, including for having old
HEPAs in ill-fitting housings on gloveboxes. Please discuss whether the HEPA filters on
the gloveboxes in Building 332 remain in the ill-fitting housings -- or have they all been
changed? If so, when? LLNL has been cited for keeping HEPA filters in place long be-
vond the recommended 6-year time frame (in some cases for a quarter-century or more in
Building 332). In 1999, at the urging of Tri-Valley CAREs and the Defense Nuclear Fa-
cilities Safety Board, LLNL changed the main filter banks on Building 332, but it is un-
clear if filters that were internal to the building (e.g.. on gloveboxes) were changed. How
old is the oldest HEPA filter currently in use?

LLNL has been cited for a range of plutonium storage problems, including but not lim-
ited to criticality safety violations (Attachment 23). Please indicate the forms in which the
plutonium will be stored, the amounts for the various forms (under the proposed action
and baseline scenarios) and the types of containers in which it will be stored. Please indi-
cate how long these containers will be stored and please provide a summary of the final
disposition strategy for the plutonium.

The primary plutonium building was first built in 1961, and the latest major addition was
built in 1977. Hence the facility will be 50 years old during the term of SWEIS. Because
of its age and the safety infrastructure built into the building, vulnerabilities such as the
ventilation system and electrical system must be considered carefully. Although the plu-
tonium facility is not a nuclear reactor. in the nuclear power industry reactors undergo a
rigorous review after they have been operating for forty vears and design upgrades must
be considered. Similarly, the DOE should conduct a rigorous review of the LLNL pluto-
nium facility and recommend significant design upgrades, if warranted. This information

should be included in the SWEIS.

Safety Features / Accident Response Capability: According to a report issued by the De-
fense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB), the accident analysis and bases for cal-
culating consequences used in the Draft SWEIS may be deficient. In a March 17, 2004
report, the DNFSB wrote that staff had reviewed LLNL's accident modeling and found its
key assumptions highly questionable. (Attachment 24)

The DNFSB determined that more radiation was likely to escape from the LLNL pluto-
nium facility in an accident than was calculated by the model. Page 3 of the DNFSB re-
port states that the LLNL calculation of only 5% leakage (Leak Path Factor) of the
radiation from a plutonium fire is "unrealistic and probably underestimates the extent of a
release of unfiltered radioactive material from the facility.” The same 5% Leak Path Fac-
tor is utilized in the Draft SWEIS. Moreover, the inappropriate Leak Path Factor was just
one of three criticisms DNFSB had of the model used to calculate accident consequences.
Based on the DNFSB criticism, the modeling in the Draft SWEIS must be redone and the
document re-circulated for comment.
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We would further note that the head of the DOE National Nuclear Security Administra-
tion, Linton Brooks wrote in a May 14, 2004 letter to DNFSB that DOE would undertake
a review of the model and the 5% Leak Path Factor, an admission that DOE may agree
with the DNFSB that the model as currently used may substantially underestimate the
consequence of an accident.

The modeling deficiencies are part of a larger problem identified by the DNFSB. The
LLNL's proposed safety basis for Building 332 (the plutonium facility) contains "serious
deficiencies." according to the Board. The DNFSB chairman, John Conway, sent the
March 17, 2004 report and a follow up letter to the DOE National Nuclear Security Ad-
ministration head, Linton Brooks on April 12, 2004. In his letter, Conway summarizes
the DNFSB findings and states: "Of particular concern to the Board is a new approach
adopted by LLNL to allow the unfiltered releases of radioactive materials from the facil-
ity during certain accident scenarios... there do not appear to be any safety or operational
benefits to be gained from this approach.”

The letter goes on to say that, "Portions of this ventilation system [for the plutonium fa-
cility], along with several other safety-class systems, have been downgraded from their
high reliability and existing operational safety functions in the proposed safety basis."

Therefore, we ask that DOE recalculate the accident scenarios and consequences used in
the SWEIS in a manner that addresses the concerns and comments expressed by the
DNFSB in its March 17, 2004 report and Chairman Conway's April 12, 2004 letter. The
Draft SWEIS should then be reissued and re-circulated to permit outside, independent
analysis by decision makers and the public of any new or changed modeling assumptions,
calculations and/or outcomes.

We would also like the SWEIS to deseribe how integral Livermore Lab reliance on air
monitors / emergency generators and negative airflow is? In this context, LLNL should
include in the SWEIS information about the October 2003 plutonium accident that re-
sulted in a dozen lab employees potentially being exposed to airborne plutonium because
glovebox seals, an emergency generator, an alarm system and negative airflow system all
failed simultaneously. A case study should be included in the SWEIS describing how all
of these things could have failed at once and describing how these types of failures will
not happen again. (Attachment 23).

No Disposition Path: The Draft SWEIS states that a part of the reason for proposing to
increase the administrative limit for plutonium at LLNL is that “no disposition path™ cur-
rently exists. It is Tri-Valley CAREs contention that LLNL should not procure more plu-
tonium when there is no way to dispose of it. Also, please describe any initiatives that
DOE is undertaking to locate a repository for plutonium. Does DOE, for example, plan to
seek to further amend the permit for WIPP to allow more types of wastes from LLNL?
What are the potential risks associated with different disposition pathways? What are the
differences, if any, between the Plutonium Disposition PEIS and the DOE's current
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plans? Please describe the disposition pathways under consideration at present for pluto-
nium wastes at LLNL.

d. DOE Should Decrease the Storage and "At Risk' Limits for Tritium, Not
Increase Them

The proposed action would raise the administrative limit for tritium storage at LLNL from 30
grams to 35 grams. Further, it would increase the "at risk” limit (i.e., the amount that could be
used in a single room/process at any given time) nearly 10-fold, from 3.5 grams to 30 grams.
Tritium is a radioactive form of hydrogen. The amount of tritium released into the environment
from LLNL has always been proportional to the level of tritium activity at the site. Increasing
LLNL's tritium activity will mean increased exposures for workers and the public. The Draft
SWEIS admits that radiation exposures will go up due to the proposed action; however, the pre-
dictions in the Draft SWEIS are too optimistic and the contamination and exposure levels that
would result from the proposed action are likely to be much more severe.

Tri-Valley CAREs has cataloged many discharges of tritium in the past from LLNL. Cumula-
tively, LLNL has released between 750,000 and 1,000,000 curies of tritium into the surrounding
environment since 1960. The levels of tritium have been found to be elevated in rainwater on site
at LLNL and in the directly surrounding community. in the wine grapes grown in the valley and
in the biomass of other plants locally.

A sampling of annual tritium releases to the environment as reported by LLNL shows the follow-

ng:

1986 1.128 curies
1987 2,634 curies
1988 3,978 curi
1989 2.949 cu
1990 1,283 curies
1991 >1,000 curies
1992 177 curies
1993 137 curies
1994 137 curies

In 1989, when LLNL sampled Livermore Valley wines it found that the tritium concentration in
our valley wines was four times greater than the tritium in other California wines. In 1990, in
part due to concerns voiced by Tri-Valley CARESs regarding LLNL's tritium contamination, Liv-
ermore Lab realigned and substantially reduced its tritium use and inventory. In 1991, LLNL
stopped filling the test bomb components with tritium on site. In 1992, the Nuclear Testing
Moratorium Act terminated full-scale nuclear testing altogether. Tritium activities at LLNL de-
clined -- and so did the releases. There is a direct correlation between the decreases in tritium
activity and the amounts released to the environment. The downward trend of tritium releases
represents a move in the right direction for LLNL. The proposed action to increase the adminis-
trative limit and, most especially, to raise the at risk limit to nearly ten times the current limit
would be a substantial move in the wrong direction.
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The SWEIS should catalog this history of releases, information about how much tritium is in the
local environment, and provide an analysis of how LLNL proposes to ensure that releases do not
oceur in the future. Tritium is a gas, is not captured by HEPA filters, is only partially captured by
other mechanisms, diffuses through almost anything, and will. operating histories show, invaria-
bly escape when used under high pressures. Again, it is our analysis, based on our study of trit-
ium use at LLNL and other sites. that increased activity will lead to increased levels of tritium in
the environment.

The accidental rel de ted at LLNL have been the result of not one but many factors,
ranging from equipment failure to employee error. There is nothing to suggest that increases in
tritium use at LLNL will not result in similar future accidents.

In 1965 and 1973, about 650.000 curies of tritium were releases through the stacks of the tritium
facility (Building 331) at the LLNL main site. In 1991, a DOE Report of the Task Group on Op-
cration of DOE Tritium Facilities listed the following accidents occurring between 1986 and

1991:

125 curies, released 12/15/86 due to a failed pump and cryogenic vessel breach

198 curies, released 4/14/87 due to an equipment failure and operator error

145 curies, released 1/19/88 unknown cause or stack monitor malfunction

138 curies, released 1/25/88 unknown cause or stack monitor malfunction

633 curies, released 5/15/88 due to unexpected presence of tritium in gases being vented
120 curies, released 8/1/88 unknown cause or stack monitor malfunction

112 curies, released 2/28/89 unknown cause or stack monitor malfunction

329 curies, released 8/22/89 due to improper pressure relief of container

112 curies, released 10/31/89 due to mistaken belief a palladium bed contained only deu-
terium and (non-radioactive) hydrogen

144 curies, released 4/2/91 due to improper preparation of a reservoir

The DOE task force further states that management failures at LLNL were the direct cause of the
accidental release of tritium on 4/2/91 and the resultant radiological exposure of facility person-
nel. (Attachment 26)

In addition to airborne releases, the SWEIS should also discuss the tritium in waste at LLNL and
in releases to the sewage, soil, surface and (eventually) ground water. The SWEIS should also
look at alternatives that would reduce the amount of tritium on site, rather than increasing it. Fur-
ther, the SWEIS should consider the case of the neighboring Sandia National Laboratory, Liver-
more Site. Sandia Livermore has terminated all of its tritium activities and de-inventoried the
tritium at the site. This is an alternative that LLNL should analyze in the SWEIS.

On site manufacture of tritium targets for NIF: The proposed action in the Draft SWEIS
includes the manufacture and filling of tritium targets for the NIF on site at the LLNL
main site. The plan to produce fusion targets on site is one of two activities that will ne-
cessitate an increase in the "at risk" limit for tritium at LLNL from 3.5 grams to 30
grams, according to the Draft SWEIS.

29

Tri-Valley CARES
Page 30 of 63

45/23.02,
34.01

44/34.01,
17.02,
18.01,
16.01

46/26.04

47/39.01

48/01.01

Tri-Valley CARESs strongly objects to this proposed action. As mentioned, tritium is a ra-
dioactive form of hydrogen and can easily escape both during routine operations and dur-
ing accident scenarios. Tritium targets should NOT be manufactured in such a heavily
populated area. When released into the environment, tritium combines to make water --
called tritiated water or HTO — significantly increasing its biological toxicity by 25,000
times according to the National Academy of Sciences BEIR V report.

Tritiated water has been shown to induce significant decreases in relative weights of
brain, testes, and ovaries, (estimated at 3 rads per day), when exposure began at the time
of the mother's conception. Even lower exposures (0.003 rads per day and 0.03 rads per
day) have been implicated in the induction of behavioral damage, according to the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences BEIR III report. Further, tritium can become bound to or-
ganic matter when released to the environment. Research conducted by Lowry Dobson at
LLNL on the biological effects of tritium revealed that there was no level studied below
which biological damage could not be found. (Attachment 27)

Tri-Valley CAREs believes that the limits for tritium should be reduced. rather than in-
creased, at LLNL due to its biological toxicity and the fact the on site and off site envi-
ronments around LLNL have already been contaminated.

When the DOE originally conducted an Environmental Impact Statement for NIF as part
of its Programmatic EIS for Stockpile Stewardship and Management. that analysis neither
anticipated nor studied the manufacture of tritium targets on-site at LLNL. Conversely, it
did include an analysis covering the receipt and inspection of targets fabricated at other
sites (SSM PEIS, September 1996). Moreover, at the time, LLNL said publicly that it
would not consider fabrication of tritium targets on site because of the associated emis-
sions and the proximity of a large, nearby population. Why does DOE now believe that
LLNL 1s the appropriate location to manufacture the targets? The Draft SWEIS is silent
on this question. We request that it be fully analyzed and the document re-circulated for
comment.

e. DOE Should Not Undertake Proposed, New Support Activities to Enhanced

U.S. Readiness to Resume Full-Scale Nuclear Testing

Description of Proposed Action: This activity should be described with some detail in the
SWEIS. The SWEIS does state that the increased tritium limits will, in part, be due to
this activity. The SWEIS should describe this program so that the public can evaluate the
hazards and risks inherent in this activity, suggest alternatives when available and evalu-
ate the need for this activity at all. It is impossible to evaluate the Purpose and Need for
this activity when it is not clearly described in the SWEIS.

Proliferation Risks: The document explains that LLNL is likely to develop diagnostics to
enhance the U.S." nuclear test readiness level. Last year $24.89 million was requested so
that DOE could decrease the amount of time it needed to prepare and conduct a full-scale
nuclear test. Congress, after much debate, approved the amount, but instructed DOE to
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keep the U.S. nuclear test readiness at its current level of 24 months. Again, this vear
DOE has requested $30 million to create an 18-month readiness level. This 21.4 percent
increase over last year comes after repeated testimony by DOE officials as to the safety
and reliability of the U.S. nuclear arsenal. The only "need" for resuming full-scale nu-
clear testing would be to try out (proof test) a new weapons design. This "enhanced
readiness” work is unnecessary and it sends the wrong message to the international com-
munity: that the U.S. is expending money and resources in order to return to full-scale
underground nuclear testing.

The U.S. is a signatory to the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) and in 2000, the
U.S. recommitted itself to ratifying the CTBT at the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
Review Conference. Conducting this activity at Livermore Lab undermines these obliga-
tions. This proposed activity should be analyzed in detail and a nonproliferation review
included in the SWEIS.

f. DOE Should Not Build a Prototype Plutonium Pit and Pit Manufacturing
Technology for the Modern Pit Facility

DOE/NNSA, according to the Draft SWEIS, continues to rely on LLNL in isolation to meet
stated Stockpile Stewardship Program mission objectives: “These objectives include campaigns
relating to pit manufacturing and certification.” An explanation is needed to explain the relation-
between stockpile stewardship and the pit manufacturing and technology development ac-
tivities to be undertaken by LLNL. This explanation should include but not be limited to the fact
that the Modemn Pit Facility i1s intended for the production of new-design p
for weapon types not currently in the nuclear weapons stockpile -- an activity that Tri-Valley
CARE:s believes is far, far outside of any legitimate boundary for actual stewardship of the exist-
ing arsenal.

that is bomb cores

The SWEIS also needs to describe this project in more detail. Without a clear descri
program, it is very difficult for the public to comment on the hazards posed by th
technology development and propose less environmental hazardous alternatives. The SWEIS
should include a review of what went wrong with pit development at Rocky Flats that resulted in
such drastic contamination and how LLNL plans to avoid those “pitfalls™.

Moreover, Los Alamos is planning to certify its first plutonium replacement pits for the arsenal
this year. Again, the SWEIS should provide a full justification for why it is "necessary" for
LLNL to expend resources on a plutonium pit manufacturing process when one to provide re-
placement pits for the arsenal is already underway at Los Alamos.

q. DOE Should Not Continue New Nuclear Weapons Development at LLNL

The SWEIS does not describe the new nuclear weapons that are being developed at Livermore
Lab. A clearer explanation should be included in the SWEIS of what this process will entail and
what types of environmental impacts will result from this activity. We know from other sources
that LLNL is re-designing the B83 to become a Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator. We know that
LLNL has taken over modification activities for a Los Alamos designed nuclear weapon, the
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W80, and that a series of "modifications” is planned (up through modification 3 and option 3A,
according to DOE documents). We know that LLNL is involved in "advanced concepts” work on
so-called "mini-nukes" and other novel weapons. This is a small sample of the weapons research,
design, development and testing activities planned over the next ten years. These activities have
enormous environmental and policy implications and should be detailed in a full and unclassified
manner in the SWEIS. Again, these new and modified designs are controversial in the public
arena and in Congress -- DOE must justify their purpose and need in the Draft SWEIS. The de-
sire of DOE and some weaponeers inside LLNL to engage in this activity does not constitute a
"need" under NEPA.

h. Energetic Materials Processing Center is Insufficiently Analyzed in the
Draft SWEIS

The proposed Energetic Materials Processing Center (EMPC) to be located at LLNL Site 300,
would include the construction of a new 40,000 square-foot processing facility and four maga-
zines: two capable of storing 1,000 pounds of high explosives and two capable of storing 500
pounds of explos
pated. Additionally, groundwater emanating from the current high explosives procs
(Building 812) is contaminated with RDX, perchlorate, nitrate, and TCE. Please explain how
LLNL plans to manage waste disposal so that this will not occur again. The purpose and need for
this action is also not discussed in any detail. This is a major new undertaking, and these defi-
ciencies in the discussion and analysis of the EMPC must be remedied in the SWEIS.

s (Section 3.3.8). Please indicate what type of explosive mater

i. DOE Should Cancel Plans to Resurrect Plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser
Isotope Separation (i.e., the Advanced Materials Program / Integrated
Technol Project

Tri-Valley CAREs believes that LLNL should, at a minimum, adopt the reduced operations al-
temnative and stop all activities with the AMP / ITP because it is expensive, unnecessary, hazard-
ous to workers and the community and poses very ificant proliferation risks.

The Draft SWEIS, in Appendix N, reveals plans to heat plutonium and shoot multiple laser
beams through the vapor to separate out desired isotopes. This project is environmentally haz-
ardous. It will involve a feedstock of 220 pounds of plutonium per year, using a powdered oxide
form that can easily escape to the environment. Moreover, the process to turn the oxides into a
metal feedstock poses additional risks not disclosed or analyzed in the Draft SWEIS. Public ra-
diation doses will likely occur from airbomne radiation emanating from all aspects of this process.

Some of this radiation will vent through the Building 332 (the Plutonium Facility) stacks. (page N-
22).

This project was originally pursued by DOE in the 1980's, and called Plutonium Atomic Vapor
Laser Isotope Separation (P-AVLIS). The original P-AVLIS proposal involved an engineering
demonstration system, built at LLNL and a Special Isotope Separation plant to be constructed at
the DOE's Idaho site. The P-AVLIS program's funding was cut by Congress and it was canceled
by DOE more than a decade ago -- before any plutonium was used in the demonstration system
at LLNL. Moreover, the public was promised a full environmental Impact Statement would be
conducted before any plutonium was run in the engineering demonstration system at LLNL.
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The outcome of the original P-AVLIS proposal was that the entire program was cut amid serious
proliferation concerns, outery over the lack of need. and questions about its potential environ-
mental consequences.

The equipment that was to have been used in the P-AVLIS program at LLNL is now proposed
for use as the newly-revived plutonium "Integrated Technology Project." The Integrated Tech-
nology Project will involve a 3-fold increase in the "at risk” limit for plutonium at LLNL, from
44 pounds in one room to 132 pounds. We note that the original P-AVLIS project did not pro-

pose increasing the "at risk" limit for plutonium at LLNL.

The Draft SWEIS neither adequately considers the risks of raising the at risk limit for plutonium
nor explains the "need” to do so. This represents a very serious change at LLNL and the paucity
of the review in the Draft SWEIS must be remedied.

Need for legitimate NEPA review of AMP : One of the National Environmental Policy
Act’s six fundamental objectives is to enhance public participation in government plan-
ning and decision-making. NEPA creates new and innovative ways for the public to be
involved in government activities and requires the federal government to respond to con-
cerns about environmental problems. (Council on Environmental Quality 1997).

Tri-Valley CAREs was shocked to discover by reading the Draft SWEIS that plutonium
had already been vaporized and isotopes separated in the AMP program -- years after the
program was supposedly cancelled and without benefit of the EIS promised by DOE. In
fact, plutonium was run in the project without any publicly circulated NEPA review
whatsoever. The Draft SWEIS disingenuously refers to a past NEPA review for which no
part was circulated to the public. Its existence was not even disclosed at the time. Even
now, the Draft SWEIS does not indicate the level of NEPA review this decision received.
Was it a categorical exclusion? A memo to file? Public involvement is one of NEPA’s
fundamental principles and DOE’s failure to circulate this NEPA document violates both
the spirit and letter of NEPA.

Tri-Valley CAREs attempted to obtain the NEPA review for the AMP after-the-fact since
the Draft SWEIS includes the AMP in the no action alternative and proposes to eliminate
the AMP in the reduced operations alternative. We felt it would be valuable for us to in-
clude the review so that we could adequately comment on the alternatives in the SWEIS.

We informally requested the AMP NEPA review from DOE/NNSA SWEIS document
manager Tom Grim in February/March of 2004. Mr. Grim took two weeks to determine
that the review should not be released to us, citing potential proprietary interests. Tri-
Valley CAREs filed a formal Freedom Of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552) request on
March 17", 2004, seeking the “National Environmental Policy Act Review of the Ad-
vanced Materials Program, Buildings 161, 332, 335: June 20, 2002.” and other related
documents. On April 5, 2004, we were granted a fee waiver relating to this request. That
is the last correspondence that we have received in relation to this request.
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NEPA specifically includes provisions that encourage reviewers to utilize FOIA to enable
them to comment intelligently on NEPA documents: Agencies shall “make environ-
mental impact statements, the comments received, and any underlying documents avail-
able to the public pursuant to the provisions of [FOIAL.” 40 CFR 1506.6(f). FOIA is
designed to provide documents in an expedited fashion. We attempted to use FOIA, but
no documents have been provided to us in response to our request in the past 2.5 months.
This has made it nearly impossible to evaluate the alternatives analysis. DOE should re-
lease this document publicly so that the alternatives can be meaningfully evaluated.
Moreover, the public has the right to comment on whether the scope of the project re-
viewed and the attendant level and depth of the NEPA review undertaken by DOE in
making this decision was sufficient to protect workers, the public and the environment.

Need for Nonproliferation Review: Our President has told us that he/we must invade Iraq
because of the threat of developing nuclear weapons — vet this technology, when fully
developed, will make it easier for any would-be proliferant nation to separate weapons
grade plutonium from spent nuclear fuel rods or other reactor grade plutonium forms.
This poses a significant worldwide proliferation threat. It is inconceivable to Tri-Valley
CARE:s that this genuine proliferation threat has not resulted in even a nonproliferation
review in the Draft SWEIS, while an undocumented, disputed and largely-conjured threat
has led us into war.

Construction of a facility like this in the U.S. sets a dangerous precedent for non-nuclear
‘weapons states 1o construct an AVLIS process of their own. According to a report from
the National Academy of Seiences -- and a letter signed by 31 U.S. disarmament experts
in 1989 -- designing and implementing this technology could lead to the spread of AVLIS
technology to other countries and groups serving as a bridge between civilian nuclear
power byproducts and weapons grade materials. This would in turn pose new verification
problems for ensuring that the nuclear power programs of emerging and advanced indus-
trial countries are utilized for exclusively peaceful purposes. The SWEIS must address
this very serious proliferation concern and be re-circulated for comment.

Moreover, we note that this program will have negative impacts on workers and the community
that go far beyond what DOE analyzed in the Draft SWEIS. This analysis, including the accident

analysis, must be redone.

Finally, we wonder if the DOE has an altemative site for the plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser iso-
tope Separation (a.k.a. ITP) program if it is decided that it will not be located at LLNL? If so,
where? And, have those environmental risks been assessed and the communities surrounding the
alternate site informed and brought into the decision making process? If so. please describe both
the risks and outreach that DOE has undertaken to encourage public participation.

i Advanced Simulation and Computing Initiative and its Terascale Project
Require an Expanded Review in the SWEIS

The Terascale facility’s purpose is to provide computing and simulation support to DOE"s Ad-
vanced Simulation and computing Initiative (ASCI), a key clement of SSM, according to DOE.

34

March 2005




Chapter 2 - Comment Documents

LLNL SW/SPEIS

Tri-Valley CARES
Page 35 of 63

58/21.01

59/18.03

60/14.01

61/14.03

The SSM program maintains the readiness, safety and reliability of the U.S. nuclear weapons
stockpile.

Terascale is a 268,000 sq. fi facility. It will consume electricity and water in amounts that “are
substantial relative to the total LLNL site consumption.™

Electrical energy consumption will be substantial; it will increase by 30% above anticipated elec-
trical energy consumption by all other users at the LLNL main site in 2005. Terascale will have
electrical needs equal to 1.3% of all consumption in Alameda County. The SWEIS should dis-
cuss how these electrical needs will cumulatively impact the environment in the Livermore Area
and Alameda County in general. Further. if this facility will primarily be used at night (when the
electrical grid is least burdened) then how will it impact the endangered species that forage and
travel at night?

Water consumption will also be substantial. Water Consumption will increase by 30 million
gal/year. This represents an overall increase in LLNL consumption by 12%. We live in an area
where water is a scarce and precious resource.

The cumulative impacts of this water use and electrical use should be analyzed and an alternative
that proposes to discontinue operations of the Terascale Facility should be evaluated. This is es-
pecially true because similar computing operations are already in progress at otlu.r DUL sites. As
we noted LLNL, Los Alamos Lab and Sandia Lab all have mass
underway in supp()rl of Stockpile Stewardship. We note that water and electricity are major is-
sues in both California and New Mexico. Some choices between facilities need to be made.

Vi. OVERALL CONCERNS

Livermore and the San Francisco Bay Area are very seismically active areas, as are Tracy and
the Central Valley region.

The Draft SWEIS acknowledges that there are two faults within a kilometer of the Livermore
Lab main site. Both of these faults, the Greenville and Los Positas faults are shrouded in uncer-
tainty. The Las Positas Fault Zone is situated less than 200 feet from the LLNL main site bound-
ary. It is not clear the level of hazard these faults pose or when they will strike.

LLNL main site has numerous buildings that pose significant earthquake hazards. The earth-
quake analysis was out-of-date as of the time that the Draft SWEIS was published. Two build-
ings were undergoing renovations that should have already been completed at the time the Draft
SWEIS was published, but no update on the status of these buildings was included.

The Draft SWEIS states that 108 buildings are being evaluated — but it doesn’t specify which 108

buildings. The public needs that information in order to evaluate whether it believes certain pro-
jects should be conducted in those buildings.
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Regarding Section 3.2.8 (International Security Research Facility), DOE determined that this fa-
cility was categorically excluded from further NEPA review. What document or decision process
was involved in making the determination that a categorical exclusion should apply? The con-
62/15.02 struction of this facility could impact the environment, and may require NEPA review.

cont. Further, the Tritium Facility Modernization Project, which is barely mentioned in the Draft
SWEIS, is a major undertaking that will have a significant impact on the environment, yet it is
being carried out under a categorical exclusion to NEPA. Tri-Valley CAREs only learned of this
project because the categorical exclusion is a referenced document in the Draft SWEIS. We were
shocked to learn that a categorical exclusion was given to a line-item, $12 million project that
will take 6 years to complete (2003 - 2009) and will, at a minimum, cause a projected 7-fold in-
crease in the tritium emissions from Building 331 (from 30 curies in 2001 to 210 curies/yr in
2009 when the project is complete).

These 210 curies/yr emis:
tional tritium emissior
gorical exclusion. Is

sions appear to be program related, and do not seem to include addi-
that may be associated with other activities that are also part of the cate-
s a correct reading?

63/31.09
The categorical exclusion covers multiple activities, any one of which could require a higher
level NEPA review, let alone all of them taken together. For example, the Tritium Facility Mod-
ernization Project's categorical exclusion involves "structural, functional and operational
63/3109 changes." These include but are not limited to: removal and relocation of tritium operations in 7
different labs in Building 331; removal of contaminated equipment including gloveboxes, hoods,

cont. piping. pumps and cable trays; construction of "large user devices” and possibly a whole new
6,000 square foot building; and, installation and use of a plethora of new equipment including
cryotransporters and user stations capable of pressurizing tritium gas up to 25 ksi. The categori-
cal exclusion also includes a short note stating that tritium handling would increase from 3.5
grams/yr in 2002 to 235 grams/year in 2009,

64/38.01

Tri-Valley CAREs notes a past incident where LLNL staff placed a piece of equipment out into
the open area next to Building 331. LLNL staff thought the piece of equipment was only a little
contaminated with tritium. [t off-gassed tritium to such an extent that when LLNL staff went out
65/22.01 and conducted routine monitoring of the rainfall for their annual environmental monitoring re-
port, they found that the concentration of tritium in rain water was 147,000 picocuries per liter.
The state and federal maximum contaminant level for drinking water is 20,000 picocuries per
liter. 147,000 picocuries/liter is 7 times the maximum contaminant level, and is essentially radio-
active waste falling out of the sky. This, from one single piece of equipment. The categorical ex-
clusion covers a smorgasbord of contaminated equipment as well as the piping and ductwork in
Building 331, which is known to be very heavily contaminated and could off-gas an unknown
but potentially large amount of tritium.

63/31.09 Some of the changes outlined in the categorical exclusion for the Tritium Facility Modernization

cont. project appear to be related to proposed actions in the Draft SWEIS. Examples include: the
manufacture of tritium targets on site for NIF; development of a diagnostic to enhance readiness
to conduct a full-scale nuclear test (involving tritium); and, new experiments proposed for the
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NIF. The latter would include the construction of special target chambers in Building 331 that
would then be transported to NIF and, following the shot. returned to Building 331 for further
diagnostic analysis and preparation for final transport to the Nevada Test Site for burial.

Please discuss the relationship between the activities that are part of this categorical exclusion
and the proposed actions in the Draft SWEIS.

The categorical exclusion for the Tritium Facility Modernization project is date stamped March
20. 2003. The approval is date stamped March 25, 2003. Has any funding been obtained to begin
carrying out its listed activities?

Please explain the term line-item in reference to the statement that the "line-item-funded" budget
is $12 million. Is $12 million the total budget for all activities listed in the categorical exclusion?
If not, please provide the total estimated budget to carry out all activities listed in the categorical
exclusion from its inception in 2003 to its completion.

Have any of the activities listed in the categorical exclusion begun? Please describe which activi-
ties, if any, have begun and whether any of the activities are complete. Please provide an item-
ized list and timeline for carrying out all of the activities that are part of the Tritium Facility
Modernization project.

d. DOE Must Revise the Accident Analysis Used in the Draft SWEIS

Tri-Valley CAREs has concluded that the accident analysis in the Draft SWEIS is deficient, and
considerably underestimates the consequences of a major accident to the public and the workers.
In fact, it does not provide the community or the agencies that are going to make a decision
There are several reasons for this:

Airplane Analysis: The airplane crash scenario assumes that only a small single engine
aircraft would be involved in an accident. The anal only included airfields within 22
miles, thereby excluding commercial jet liners originating from San Jose, Oakland, San
Francisco International Airport, Sacramento, and military aircrafi originating from
Moffett Airfield. These airports are all within 50 miles of LLNL. The airplane accident
scenario needs to be recalculated, assuming that a commercial airliner crashes into one of
the buildings. Assuming a large plane crash may dominate bounding accident scenarios
for all populations. Under unfavorable meteorological conditions, the probability of an air
crash would increase. This is not reflected in the accident scenarios.

Non-Cancer Effects: Only latent cancer fatalities are reported. In fact, if any of the acci-
dents were to occur, there would be other severe effects that would result, including non-
lethal cancers and a number of diseases. Because of the long-lived isotopes involved in
some scenarios, (e.g.. highly enriched uranium and plutonium) the residual risks of dis-
ease from an accident would last centuries. The accident analysis does not appear to con-

sider this. This is also discussed in our comments on health and safety.

Economic Costs Need to be Included: There is no analysis of the cost of an accident that
spreads radiation outside of the Lab. This is vital in weighing the alternatives. The Liv-
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ermore Lab is situated in a residential area, and Site 300 in an area that is rapidly becom-
ing more residential. Both sites are bounded by rich agricultural regions. A major acci-
dent could have enormous economic consequences, not only for rebuilding the parts of
LLNL that were involved, but cleaning up areas outside the Lab, relocating residents, lost
agricultural capability. and monitoring health of affected residents. For comparison sake
(there really is no good comparison) the accident at Three Mile Island has cost over $1
billion for cleanup. In addition. the reactor (costing hundreds of million dollars), which
had only been used for approximately one month, was entirely written off.

Accident Frequencies: Derivation of accident frequencies, except for the small airplane
crashes, is not provided. Often these frequencies are given as a range with no explana-
tion. Because accident frequency is so important in measuring the potential conse-
quences of alternatives. we strongly believe that this variable should be explained in
detail for all scenarios. We request that a section be added to the Appendix detailing how
accident frequencies are derived.

Earthquake Scenario: While we note that the earthquake scenario assumes a 1 g ground
surface acceleration (as opposed to 0.6 g used in the Environmental Assessment for the
BSL-3 facility), we also note that a 1991 study by Geomatrix Consultants concluded that
spectral acceleration of up to 2.5 g is expected in structures experiencing only 2 percent
damping over Type Two Soil during a ground acceleration of 0.9 g. Therefore we are
concerned that even the g-force number in the SWEIS may still underestimate the de-
struction that may occur at the Livermore Lab. In addition, 108 Buildings at LLNL have
potential seismic difficulties. 12% of buildings at LLNL do not comply with federal
seismic standards. 22 have unacceptable seismic risks. 41 need “detailed evaluation™ to
determine the seismic risk level, including buildings where they conduct genetic modifi-
cation of bio-agents.

DNFSB’s Critique of LLNL Accident Modeling: Historically, the Defense Nuclear Fa-
cilities Safety Board (DNFSB) has ¢ zed LLNL's nuclear operations, particularly (but
not exclusively) regarding the plutonium facility (Building 332). As mentioned, most re-
cently the D! B (April 2004) strongly criticized LLNL’s accident analysis. In part, the
LNL is pursuing a new approach to accident analysis in that potentially
sequences to the public are mitigated by the structural boundaries of Building,
332, which is assumed to reduce the unmitigated release of radioactive materials. In the
past, Building 332 relied on a safety-class active ventilation system to ensure that the ra-
dioactive materials released during an accident, such as a fire, would be forced through a
series of high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters before being released to the out-
side environment. Under LLNL’s new approach, it is assumed that the building’s leak
paths would physically reduce the release of unfiltered contaminated air from the facil-
ity.”

Furthermore, a previous letter on March 25, 2003 stated that the “inadequacies included
postulated accident scenarios for which unmitigated consequences had been evaluated to
exceed the off-site evaluation guidelines, but for which no safety-class controls had been
identified.”
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In the bounding accident for Building 332, (unfiltered room fire), certain assumptions are
made -- such as an airborne release fraction (i.e., the amount that would disperse into the
air as a result of this aceident scenario) (ARF) of only 0.00005 and the Leak Path Factor
(LPF) of only 0.05. We believe that a more conservative approach is to assume the leak
path factor is between 0.5 and 1. (In its 2004 letter to NNSA, the DNFSB also criticized
the LPF calculation, noting that the “calculated LPF of 5 percent is unrealistic and proba-
bly underestimates the extent of a release from unfiltered radioactive material from this
facility.”) We also question how the ARF was derived. These variables are fundamental
in deriving health effects, and each should be clearly stated for each accident. and all as-
sumptions should be clearly stated. Moreover, the accident scenarios, when redone with
less optimistic assumptions, should be re-circulated in draft form for public comment.

Emergency Generator Failures: Buildings 331 (tritium facility) and 332 (plutonium facil-
ity) have emergency diesel generators (EDGs) to provide power in the event of an inter-
ruption in power supply. These systems would supply pressure for water, ventilation, and
actuate other emergency equipment. During the 1990s, the EDGs at B-332 failed routine
tests five times. The accident scenarios should not presume that the EDGs will be work-
ing. both to run the ventilation system and other emergency equipment. Therefore, all
accident scenarios should assume a loss of total power. This affects the fire suppression
system, alarms, and security doors. A ecredible scenario of an unfiltered fire with no
power should be analyzed. (Note that the DNFSB criticized LLNL for downgrading the
safety status of the emergency power supply (EPS) at Building 332 in its April 11, 2002
letter, stating that i.e.. “The staff observed at LLNL a fundamental lack of understanding
of system vulnerabilities in the Building 332 EPS™).

Terrorist Threats / Sabotage: None of the intentional acts that could cause a release (e.g.,
terrorist attack, theft, sabotage, disgruntled employee) are analyzed in this document. In-
stead, DOE states that this is a separate anal nd is fied. While we understand
that there is some need to classify some information regarding terrorist attacks and secu-
rity, we are very concerned that all scenarios were not covered and that inadequate as-
sumptions were made. The Draft SWEIS also should discuss the range of scenarios that it
analyzed. and provide at least a qualitative consequence analysis. This method is recom-
mended by the DOE Office of NEPA and Policy Compliance, Recommendations for
Analyzing Accidents Under NEPA. Final Guidance, July 2002.

Need for New Bounding Accident: The unfiltered room fire is the bounding accident for
Building 332. Yet, a hydrogen deflagration accident has nearly five times the source
term, and a greater estimated probability. Please conduct a detailed analysis of this sce-
nario.

Moreover, the current bounding accident scenario for Building 332 is the unfiltered fire
in one room, with a material at risk of 60 kg of plutonium. However, the administrative
levels allow 60 kg in each of two rooms. The detailed analysis of a plane crash does not
provide the material at risk number, but we would think that it would be 120 kg of pluto-
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nium. Ifthis is correct, would the plane crash become the bounding scenario? Please
evaluate.

HEPA Filter Failure: HEPA filters are assumed to mitigate most accident scenario re-
leases. However, during a fire, both the filter and the seal are prone to failure, as the fil-
ter is made of fiberglass paper and would lose its filtering capability when wet (fire
suppression) and would be severely damaged by high temperatures. (See also the at-
tached declaration of Marion Fulk, staff scientist, LLNL. retired).

Fire with Highly Enriched Uranium: A fire in Building 334 involving highly enriched
uranium is not analyzed in detail. Because 100 grams are the source term, we recommend

performing a detailed analysis of this accident scenario.

Environmental Effects: The Draft SWEIS fails to document and take account of envi-
ronmental effects in its accident analysis. This is recommended by U.S. DOE Office of
NEPA Policy and Compliance, Recommendations for Analvzing Accidents Under

NEPA, July 2002, p. 3. This omission must be remedied.

Incorporate Project Lifetime into Probability Calculations: The U.S. DOE Office of
NEPA Policy and Compliance, Recommendations for Analyzing Accidents Under NEPA
(p.9) recommends that the analysis should consider probability of an accident occurring
over the lifetime of the project. Project duration does not appear to be part of the descrip-
tion of projects evaluated. We recommend that project duration be identified and factored
into the accident analysis.

Effects of Increased Radioactive / Biological Materials in Accident Scenario: Would the
increases in the amount of plutonium storage and plutonium and tritium material at risk
limits pose any additional concern regarding the BSI.-3 proposal? For example, if the
WOl se aceident occurred at Building 332 or Building 623, please detail how hazard-
ous materials or biological agents would be secured while personnel in other buildings
were being evacuated.

Serious Wildfire at Site 300: For Site 300, it does not appear that a massive wildfire has
been analyzed. This would be a fire that could not be controlled by the fire fighti
force. This scenario has been brought up in public comments on the Site 300 Site Wide
Record of Decision. Please include an analysis of this possibility in the SWEIS.

e. The Emergency Response and Security Section Needs Additional
Information

There is little information on how the Superblock (Buildings 332 and 331)will be guarded in
case of internal fire, biological release from bio-terrorism facility and/or other security-related
76/30.01 |scenarios. We are very concerned that security systems and personnel are not adequate Lo prevent
intentional releases. The SWEIS needs more detail about the security force, its training, and what
types of equipment are available to it. Moreover, the SWEIS must discuss the pattern of security
deficiencies at LLNL that have been investigated and reported over the last several years by the
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DOE Office of the Inspector General, the General Accounting Office and other agencies. (At-
tachment 29)

Please explain how radioactive materials, especially plutonium and highly enriched uranium,
will be secure when transported and used outside of the Superblock. Several buildings (e.g.. NIF,
Building 239) will have sufficient quantities of these materials to require a discussion of security
outside the Superblock.

Regarding Table 4.4.1.1-1 Summary of Emergency response 1999 -2002, there are between 60
and 70 calls regarding hazardous materials each year. This indicates potential problems. Please
categorize the types of incidents involved and how they were addressed.

f. Transportation Analysis Must be Expanded

LLNL ships approximately 4000 containers per year of hazardous and radiological waste to ap-
proximately 50 different treatment, storage or disposal facilities across the U.S. in about 500
shipments of waste per year. The Draft SWEIS does not provide detailed information on these
shipments and we believe these significant shipments of waste should be reviewed in more de-
tail.

The Draft SWEIS should disclose what roads are used for the radioactive material shipment and
outline how proposed transuranic waste shipments will travel from Berkeley to Livermore. How
often will shipments occur and will local residents be notified when they will oceur? Will ship-
ments occur during peak traffic hours or during night time off-peak hours? Are the shipments
secured from a terrorist attack? How will these shipments be protected as they travel through

densely populated urban areas?

ga. The DOE Must Address the Risks of Shifting from Double-Walled Trupact-ll
Containers to Single-Walled Trupact-lll Containers.

On April 30, 2002, NRC issued a proposed rule that would eliminate 10 CFR 71.63(b)’s double
containment requirement for transuranic (TRU) waste shipments. A March 135, 2004 Department
of Energy news release indicates that DOE is considering using a new single-walled waste trans-
portation package for shipments to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant. PacTech Corporation has
sought approval of the new single-walled Transuranic Package Transporter Model I1I (TRU-
PACT-III). DOE submitted a Class 3 Permit Modification Request (WIPP HWFP
#NM4890139088-TSDF) seeking “container management improvements™ at WIPP. TRUPACT-
IIT containers are mentioned several times in this request.

NEPA regulations require agencies to address and evaluate reasonably foreseeable adverse ef-
fects on the environment, even when there is incomplete or unavailable information (40 CFR
1502.22). DOE’s NEPA Implementing Procedures require that the DOE “identif]y] and assess
the individual and cumulative impacts of ...reasonably foreseeable future actions at a DOE site™
(10 CFR 1021.104). DOE and NRC’s attempts to change federal regulations on TRU containers.
constitutes a reasonable indicator that future actions deserve discussion in the SWEIS.

According to a report issued by the Environmental Evaluation Group (EEG). TRUPACT-III con-
tainers present substantial dangers compared to the current TRUPACT-II containers. TRU-
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PACT-II containers have 1/4 1o 3/8 inch steel barriers, as well as a second internal wall, which
provides additional shielding. The new TRUPACT-III containers feature only a single wall,
which, if punctured, would create a substantial risk to the environment and to human health. Pub-
lic confidence in the safety of TRU shipment would be eroded if the double-walled containers
were no longer required. (Attachment 30)

The EEG report details both the dangers of accident-free doses resulting from normal shipments
and the dangers of transportation accidents. EEG is an independent technical oversight group as-
signed to the New Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology and funded by DOE. EEG’s work
is directly relevant to the hazards associated with the proposal to ship more than 1000 drums of
waste from LLNL to WIPP and should therefore be considered in the Draft SWEIS.

With regard to accident-free shipments, the report predicts that single-walled containers would
increase on-site doses by 6.8% (EEG, p. 14). Doses to truck drivers would more than double with
single-walled containers (EEG. p. 15). The dose to the public en route would increase by 37 to
52 person-rem (EEG, p. 15). All n all, double containment reduces the collective doses at WIPP
by 45 to 62 person-rem (EEG, p. 16).

With regard to transportation accidents during shipment to WIPP, the EEG report predicts sub-
stantial danger to human health, as well as economic costs in the millions (EEG, p. 34). Shifting
to the single-walled TRUPACT-IIT would make shipments more susceptible to both accidents
and terrorist attacks (EEG, p. 39).

Eight governors of Western states also expressed concer about the potential change. In a March
letter to the NRC. the governors of California. Arizona, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington,
Wyoming, and New Mexico asked for a rejection of the proposed shipping rule change. (At-
tachment 31)

The Draft SWEIS makes no mention whatsoever of the foresecable use of TRUPACT-III con-
tainers for packing LLNL waste. LLNL plans to transport 1,000 drums of TRU to WIPP in 24
shipments, plus smaller annual shipments after 2004 (4.13.5: “Hazardous and Radiological
Shipments™). Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (LBNL) plans to ship fourteen 55-gallon
drums of TRU to LLNL, and then from LLNL to WIPP (3.3.16: “Berkeley Waste Drums™).

The Draft SWEIS says that TRUPACT-II is typically used for such shipments, but the SWEIS
does not disclose that this is likely to change if NRC approves TRUPACT-III for TRU ship-
ments. It is inappropriate for the Draft SWEIS to omit discussion of this controversial change.

Assuming the use of TRUPACT-II for TRU shipments, the Draft SWEIS calculates the risks as-
sociated with the shipment of TRU waste. Under the Proposed Action, TRU shipments would
add a collective does of .69 person-rem per year (Table 5.3.11.2-1.); under the No Action Alter-
native, TRU shipments would add 1.0 person-rem per year (Table 5.2.11.2-1.); under the Re-
duced Operation Alternative, TRU shipments would add .54 person-rem per vear (Table
5.4.11.2-1.). Based on the EEG report, these numbers would substantially increase if TRUPACT-
I1T were used instead of the safer TRUPACT-IL These statistics must be recalculated in the
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SWEIS with regard to the possibility of using TRUPACT-III for transportation, and then resub-
mitted for public comment.

The DOE promises to “conduct transportation operations in accordance with Federal and state
regulations and will maintain procedures to ensure operations are safe” (5.6.12: “Traffic and
Transportation™). It is disingenuous for DOE to assert compliance with federal regulations while
simultaneously trying to change those same regulations by seeking NRC approval of TRUPACT-
III containers.

Therefore, we ask that DOE address the likelihood of a shift from the TRUPACT-II containers to
TRUPACT-III containers. DOE should also address the increased risks resulting from TRU-
PACT-IIL as well as any other concerns raised by the EEG report.

The EEG report, which was funded by the DOE, should betaken into consideration when deter-
mining what is a safe packaging requirement. Please analyze and incorporate this report into the
final document.

h. DOE Should Provide a More Complete Analysis of Releases and Risks to
the Workers and Surrounding Community Populations

There are nearly 10,000 employees at LLNL. Many of the major proposals in the Draft SWEIS
will result in significant worker and community exposures to radioactive and hazardous releases.
Exposure under normal operations for the proposed action, as shown in Table 5.3.14.1-1, in-
creases the lifetime risk of a latent cancer fatality (LCF) to an involved worker from approxi-
mately 5 in 100 to 8 in 100, while the reduced action decreases it to 2 in 100. Tri-Valley CAREs
believes that these risk levels are unacceptable. Also, the SWEIS must set forth specific mitiga-
tion measures to be used to reduce these risks.

Regarding Table 5.3.14.1-1 and similar Tables, are the latent cancer fatalities (LCFs) given by
vear, 10 vears or by the life of the project? Ifthe life of the project. please state the assumption
as to life expectancy of the project. Also, are the data in the table stated as an annual dose at
maximum operations levels? Are the doses calculated at maximum dose rates for each operation
at the Lab?

Under the No Action Alternative, tritium emissions at the LLNL main site will increase from 30
curies per year to 210 Ci per yr. (p.5.2.-26). Routine maintenance of NIF under No Action could
release another 30 Ci. These levels of releases are unacceptable to Tri-Valley CAREs. Also, the
SWEIS should state whether those levels (210 plus 30) are additive, or has the 30 been included
in the 2107 (See also our comments regarding the use of a categorical exclusion for the Tritium
Facility Modemization project.)

All transportation under the proposed action will increase to 4 in 100,000 risk of an additional
latent cancer fatality. This level is unacceptable. In other places, the document states that this is
essentially no additional cancers. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) range of
acceptable cancer risk (not fatalities) is one case in 100,000 to one case in one million. Tri-
Valley CAREs has consistently supported the more stringent level as is applied to groundwater
cleanup. Regulatory agencies agree that the more stringent level is the point of departure, unless
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there are reasonable measures taken to prevent additional cancers from occurring, In addition, as
we will discuss in our comments on Health and Safety, no other health impacts are assessed in
this document, thereby making the analysis inadequate.3

Regarding the above discussion, Appendix B (Waste Management) notes that the risk of a latent
cancer fatality from transporting waste is 4 in 1,000 for the no action and proposed action, one in
one thousand for the reduced option, as opposed to 9 in 10,000 for existing conditions. Please
explain the discrepancy with the above comment. Additionally, as stated above, the U.S. Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency (EPA) range of acceptable cancer risk (not fatalities) is one case in
10,000 to one case in one million.

The SWEIS does not disclose what roads are used for the radioactive material shipment. In addi-
tion to the routes transuranic wastes will travel from Berkeley to Livermore, what are the consid-
ered routes to Savannah River Site, WIPP and Hanford? How often will shipments occur and
will local residents be notified when they will occur? Will shipments oceur during peak traffic
hours or during nighttime off-peak hours? Are the shipments adequately secured from a terrorist
attack?

In the accident section and other sections of this report, latent cancer fatalities are given. How-
ever, these are not the only consequences from exposure to radiation and/or toxic materials. If
any of the accidents or exposures were to occur, there would be other severe effects that would
result, including non-lethal cancers and a number of diseases. Again, because of the isotopes
involved, (e.g., highly enriched uranium and plutonium) the residual risks of dis
cident would last centuries. The Draft SWEIS fails to provide information on these disease re-
sponses and therefore, decision makers in turn often fail to consider them. The SWEIS needs to
include this crucial information.

ase from an ac-

DNFSB Reports That Should be Incorporated into the SWEIS: DNFSB monitors the nu-
clear activities of LLNL. The Board has made a number of critiques and suggestions over
the years that should be incorporated in the SWEIS to improve future operational safety
at LLNL. We note that as far back as 1995, the DNFSB recommended shutdown of plu-
tonium building after important safety measures were missed (the facility was shut down
for 6 months). (Attachment 32)

The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board Chairman, John Conway, wrote that the
number of infractions at Building 332 "raise questions as to whether DOE-OAK is staffed
with the technical capabilities necessary to provide guidance” and that "neither DOE-
OAK nor LLNIL management appears to recognize or fully appreciate all of the problems
of hazardous work control" (Letter from John T. Conway, Chairman of the DNFSB to
Frederico Pena, Secretary of Energy, December 31, 1997).

The DNFSB also criticized vulnerabilities at Building 332 from single-point failures.
That is, one system could lead to a failure of the built-in safety systems. In its letter of
April 11, 2002, the DNFSB stated “~ “The main issue outlined in the Board’s letter of
December 21, 1999, to DOE was the vulnerability of the Building 332 EPS [emergency
power system]to singlepoint failures that would trigger the subsequent loss of one or
more of the four separate downstream safety-class systems requiring emergency power.
The staff observed that single- point failures still exist in the present EPS, including the
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example explicitly cited in the Board’s previous letter. Furthermore, it appeared that the
laboratory has made few tangible attempts to remedy system vulnerabilities associated
with single-point failures.” The letter concluded that “The staff observed at LLNL a fun-
damental lack of understanding of system vulnerabilities in the Building 332 EPS.”

The SWEIS should incorporate these various letters and address the concerns that they
raise.

Incorporate Human Error into Release Calculations: Accident analysis assumes an ex-
treme event occurring. Under normal operations, it appears in the Draft SWEIS that the
only releases and consequent exposures are planned events. Unfortunately, this is not
how LLNL operates. There is a middle area where consistent human error causes un-
planned but foreseeable releases to the environment, the worker population and to the
public. Last October provides but one example: 12 workers were potentially exposed
when a portion of the power for Building 332 was shut down. Plutonium in the glovebox
should have been sealed; yet, workers eight years ago had decided not to replace the seals
on the glovebox containing the plutonium. Because the vent system did not maintain
negative pressure during the power outage, there was a leak. We note as well that many
of the tritium accidents at LLNL have been attributed to human error and/or management
or training failures. In fact, we note a longstanding pattern of these accidents involving
numerous radioactive and hazardous materials. Taken together, these have caused us to
question the training and safety of the Livermore Lab.

It further leads us to believe that taking on additional plutonium and raising the pluto-
nium and tritium material at risk limits are a mistake -- and all the safety implications
must be fully evaluated and considered before doing so.

The SWEIS as it is now written, does not reflect the culture that led to a history of human
error and safety violations. We have documented at least 30 releases of radiocactive mate-
rials to the environment (not including the numerous accidents with tritium), and ap-
proximately 40 reports, incidents or violations that could have led to releases. Most of
these were due to human error. The SWEIS should plan for and incorporate the results of
accidental but foreseeable and highly probable human error that will occur in the future
and think creatively about mitigating it, rather than turn a blind eye to its inevitability.

Plutonium in Livermore City Park: The SWEIS should discuss the past releases from
LLNL into the community. Plutonium has been found in significant amounts at Big Trees
Park, in proximity to the LLNL main site. This is of significant concern to the public but
it is not described as an environmental impact in the Draft SWEIS. This is especially im-
portant because LLNL is planning to more than double its plutonium inventory, the DOE
should look at LLNL's history of operations and releases in determining whether LLNL is
an appropriate site to house these materials.

The LINL Environmental Monitoring Program: The SWEIS should consider the possi-

bility that LLNL's environmental monitoring program may be missing radiation from
LLNL activities that is escaping into the community. Radiological analysis of twelve ini-
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ted throughout Site 300, and 60% of the site is critical habitat for the frog. (Appendix E-
18). The Alameda Whipsnake (AMasticophis lateralis euryxanthus), a federally listed
threatened species (62 FR 64306) has been seen at Site 300, which contains the constitu-
ent elements of the Alameda Whipsnake’s critical habitat (Appendix E-68). USFWS
could reinstate the snake’s critical habitat at Site 300. There are also 24 species of birds
that are Federal species of concern or State species of special concern (Appendix E-26).
as well as a population of nesting raptors (Appendix E-25). The large-flowered fiddle-
neck (Amsinckia grandiflora), a Federally and state-listed endangered species (50 FR
19374), can also be found on Site 300 in critical habitat near building 858. (Appendix E-
70). The San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica) a Federally endangered (32 FR
4001), state threatened species, has been seen in the vicinity. (Appendix E-70). The Val-
ley Elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphies) a Federally threat-
ened species (45 FR 52803) has been detected in the vicinity, and there are signs that it
has been on the Site. (Appendix E-70). The Swainson’s Hawk (Buteo swainsoni), a state
threatened species, was seen on the Site’s southern perimeter in 1994, and it probably
forages on Site 300 grounds. (Appendix E-71).

The Draft SWEIS only discusses in detail the first three species listed here, but the ESA
requires a more in-depth biological assessment given the range of species found on the
grounds. DOE cannot simply brush aside these species by unsubstantiated assertions that
the impacts are negligible. As such, the current biological assessment in the Draft SWEIS
is methodologically incomplete.

The Draft SWEIS mentions that Peregrine falcons have been detected at Site 300 during
season surveys but states in a bare conclusory fashion that “[b]reeding pairs are not an-
ticipated to occur on the property”. We assert that the SWEIS should study the impacts
of the proposed activities on the Peregrine falcon, a recently de-listed species but one that
is being monitored carefully.

The Effect of the Proposed Actions on These Species at the LLNL Main Site: The bio-
logical assessment makes no mention of any allowed incidental take at the LLNL main
site, 50 no leeway should be granted for proposals that risk harming protected species.
Additionally the biological assessment fails to discuss the impact on the tiger salamander
at LLNL. The entirety of the assessment discusses only the red-legged frog. Yet the
salamander is in close proximity to the lab (within 1100 feet, Appendix E-46), and it is
reasonably foreseeable that the salamander could be found on the grounds. Additionally,
the biological assessment does not indicate that any detailed survey was done with regard
1o the salamander, so the claim that it has not found them may be a case of LLNL simply
not looking hard enough.

Moreover, the specific plans detailed in Appendix E risk serious harm to the red-legged
frog. We have outlined the harms in the following paragraphs.

First, the ongoing Arroyo Las Positas Maintenance Project occurs in an area that is full of

red-legged frogs (Appendix E-51). Yet the project would remove 20% of Typha wetland
vegetation, a potential critical habitat area for the frogs (Appendix E-48). Heavy equip-
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ment will be used to remove some growth in the arroyo, as well as for erosion repair and
stabilization measures (Appendix E-51). Cuttings and debris for willow stand removal
will also require heavy equipment like front-end loaders, and typha cutting would use rid-
ing mowers in the red-legged frog habitat. Weed-whackers and tractors would be used on
the upper banks (Appendix-51). In light of the extensive work done with heavy machin-
ery, LLNL’s assertions of low take are not biologically substantiated. On-site biologists’
ability to monitor these actions would be very limited due to the scope of the proposed
maintenance.

Second, the maintenance of other onsite drainage systems (DRB, B571 Wetland) could
endanger the frogs, which have been found in the DRB (Appendix E-52). Vegetative
growth removal and sediment removal would use heavy machinery like backhoes, as
would the installation and removal of culverts (Appendix E-52). LLNL would attempt to
mitigate this damage by relocating discovered frogs to the arroyo. but it may be too late
after the use of the not-so-delicate backhoe. Additionally, this mitigation strategy puts too
much faith in a workers ability and desire to differentiate between the red-legged frog and
the other non-protected species in the DRB. Finally. DRB could also be assigned critical
habitat status for the red-legged frog in the future (see figure E.2.1.5.2-1., Appendix E-
54).

Third, the bullfrog management activities could harm the red-legged frog. Each of the
three methods for killing bullfrogs could easily wind up killing the red-legged frog. Gig-
ging and high-powered air rifles are currently used. but the SWEIS does not say that the
people doing so are trained in biology. or whether they can tell a red-legged frog from a
voung bullfrog (Appendix E-55). Dewatering the DRB would also endanger any red-
legged frogs in the DRB (Appendix E-55, E-52). Finally, rotenone use would be just as
dangerous for the red-legged frogs as for the bullfrogs because “Rotenone works by in-
hibiting the biochemical process at the cellular level making it impossible for fish, am-
phibians, and aquatic insects to use the oxygen absorbed in the blood and needed in the
release of energy during absorption.” (Appendix E-56). This process would endanger red-
legged frogs regardless of the time of application of the poison. There is no precision for
determining amphibian metamorphosis, and when threatened species are being dealt with
- the risk of externalities is too high.

Fourth, construction-related activities for a number of LLNL SWEIS projects would dis-
turb 462,000 square feet of undeveloped area, potentially near frog habitat.

Fifth, maintenance of security buffers components would occur in areas located in critical
habitat designated for the red-legged frog. Perimeter fence maintenance would occur in
formerly-designated critical habitat, so the SWEIS must address the probability of future
re-listing in that area (Appendix E-61). The SWEIS makes no mention of what tools
would be used for these maintenance projects. Heavy equipment could destroy critical
habitat, or red-legged frogs themselves.

Sixth, the decontamination and demolition of facilities, specifically buildings 171, 292,
and 514, could threaten the red-legged frog. Building 171 is currently a hazardous waste
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Moreover, the specific plans detailed in Appendix E risk serious harm to the California
red-legged frog, the California tiger salamander, and the Alameda whipsnake, as outlined
below.

First, the SWEIS concedes that grading and maintaining fire trails could result in direct
mortality of Alameda whipsnakes (Appendix E-90).

Second. the ongoing program of maintenance of the storm drainage system could kill
both red-legged frogs and tiger salamanders (Appendix E-83, E-94). Backhoes will be
used for culvert maintenance, and heavy equipment will be used for debris removal (Ap-
pendix E-73). This equipment could result in direct mortality to these threatened species.

Third, Site 300°s plans for improving and installing culverts could also harm both red-
legged frogs and tiger salamanders, which live in ponded areas (Appendix E- E-95).
Three of the four installation sites for culverts will be in red-legged frogs” critical habitat.
Since the reinstatement of critical habitat is a reasonably foreseeable occurrence, the
SWEIS should di this project more specifically in the context of the potential re-
listing of critical habitat.

Fourth, the prescribed annual burning could have huge impacts on all three species. Pre-

88/1602, 88/1602 seribed burns would occur over 620 acres of red-legged frog critical habitat, and 385
16.03 ' | acres of Alameda whipsnake critical habitat (Appendix E-75-76). Whipsnakes are likely
. 16.03 |to be within 400 feet of the fires (Appendix E-90). Also. Song Pond. a known breeding
cont. cont habitat for the tiger salamander, is in the path of a prescribed burn (Appendix E-94).

Fifth, the termination of surface water releases from Buildings 827, 851, and 865 would
significantly destroy red-legged frog breeding grounds. The release at Building 865 is
home to three breeding pools for red-legged frogs (Appendix E-79). The pools are a
known breeding ground, and biologists have seen frogs there for the last six years (Ap-
pendix E-84). The proposed relocation site at the SHARP Facility is inadequate because
that site contains unknown levels of tritium (Appendix E-99). The site also does not have
the proper characteristics to serve as a red-legged frog breeding ground (Appendix E-
100). The SWEIS should provide a detailed mitigation plan for how LLNL intends to en-
sure that the mitigation measures will be adequate. The SWEIS should explain how will
the mitigation pond be designed and protected so that it may serve the functions provided
by the original pond.

Sixth, construction related projects like the Energetic Materials Processing Center would
endanger red-legged frogs. The processing center would be constructed on 40,000 square
feet of red-legged frog critical habitat (Appendix E-86).

Seventh, the demolition of facilities at Site 300 could occur in critical habitat, and the
SWEIS concedes that demolitions would kill any red-legged frogs or tiger salamanders in
the area (Appendix E-86, E-95).
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Thirteenth, explosives testing will occur daily to weekly (Appendix E-82). These tests
could cause direct mortality of red-legged frogs. Alameda whipsnakes, and tiger sala-
manders, as well as some birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA).
There is little discussion of the impact of the explosions on these species. The SWEIS
needs to explain whether explosions or their fallout would cause mortality to any pro-
tected species. It is overly dismissive of these concerns claiming that explosives would
occur during the day when these species are not active. This seems almost comical. If
anything will awaken nocturnal creatures, it’s explosives testing. Additionally. these spe-
cies are at least partly diurnal (see above). The SWEIS also concedes that “Diurnal rap-
tors that forage directly over the facilities are the species most vulnerable to flying debris
and shock overpressure; these include the golden eagle, prairie falcon, northem harrier,
black-shouldered kite, ferruginous hawk, and red-tailed hawk. Smaller birds may also be
affected.” (Appendix E-36). Most of these species are protected under the MBTA and are
California species of special concern, and the ferruginous hawk is also a Federal species
of concern (Table E.2-1.). However, the biological assessment makes no mention of the
effect of the explosives testing on them. The SWEIS should discuss the effects of the
physical explosions, the effects to air quality, impacts resulting from the sound of the ex-
plosions and the hazardous substances subsequently dispersed and how they will specifi-
cally affect protected species populations. Regarding Site 300, please describe what is
actually occurring in terms of releases of radioactive substances being used in shots, envi-
ronmental testing of explosives assemblies or in other experiments. Note in this regard
that the Draft SWEIS states that most shots would be fired on the outdoor firing tables
"for the foreseeable future.”

The LLNL Site 300 “could be judged one of the largest native grasslands of this kind cur-
rently known in California.” Please describe if there are other comparable grasslands and
the value of this land, particularly in view of the fact that resources of this type are be-
coming ever more scarce. Please determine if there are other sites where the explosives
tests could occur that would allow this grassland to be preserved.  We would like to see a
cost-benefit analysis with alternative sites evaluated for the explosives testing.

Fourteenth, the explosive process water surface impoundments and sewage oxidation
pond activities could harm red-legged frogs and tiger salamanders, both of which have
been seen in the overflow pond, and the salamander has been seen in explosives process
water surface impoundments (Appendix E-97).

The Proposed Mitigations Are Inadequate: First, the Draft SWEIS frequently cites miti-
gation measures that were approved by USFWS. Many of these measures that were ap-
proved and coordinated by USFWS for LLNL were done so in 1998, 3 years prior to the
listing of critical habitat in March of 2001 (Appendix E-64, E-68). If critical habitat is re-
instated then LLNL cannot assume these same measures would pass muster under the
stricter requirements for critical habitat. The SWEIS needs to discuss updated measures
so that the regulators, legislators and community members can comment on the adequacy
of the plans.
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Second, mitigation measures for the Alameda whipsnake are especially ineffective be-
cause they rely on identification, trapping, removal, and relocation, a highly unlikely sce-
nario when workers are confronted with a snake (Appendix E-94). Such measures might
work with the red-legged frog, but not with a snake. Please describe how LLNL plans to
ensure worker compliance with the mitigation measures.

Third, the proposed breeding habitat at the SHARP Facility is inadequate because that
site contains unknown levels of tritium. (Appendix E-99). The site also does not have the
proper characteristics for a red-legged frog breeding ground (Appendix E-100).

Fourth, many of the proposed mitigations require on-site observation by qualified wildlife
biologists. However, few places mention whether this biologist would be a lab employee
or an independent contractor. [t is exceedingly important that wildlife training and miti-
gation be done by unbiased and disinterested parties. The SWEIS should detail the re-
quirements and qualifications for any biologists involved in mitigation measures. Also,
identify specifics of the mitigation strategy that will be emploved and whether the de-
stroyed ponds will be replaced by mitigations that are larger than the destroyed pond.

Moreover, at Site 300, the Tracy Hills development is planned approximately 2 miles
from the site boundary. At the southern boundary there are ranches. With increased shots
and tritium releases, DOE should address the issue of encroachment.

Proposed wetland mitigation measures are also madequate. With regards to wetlands at
LLNL Site 300, the proposed action terminates surface releases at Buildings 863, 851,
and 827. The SWEIS states that this was coordinated with the USFWS and received ap-
proval contingent upon implementation of mitigation measures in a recent Biological As-
sessment and related Biological Opinion (Jones and Stokes 2001, USFWS 2002b). Please
provide document submitted to the USFWS.

i The SWEIS Should Include a Full Discussion of Superfund Issues

Both LLNL Site 300 and the main site are “Superfund™ sites, covered by the rules and regula-
tions regarding the Comprehensive Environmental Responsibility and Liability Act (CERCLA).
This document has very little discussion of CERCLA issues, and makes the general statement
that remediation (i.e., cleanup) will continue under all three alternatives. The document does rec-
ognize that by increasing the use of hazardous material, there is a small possibility of increased
releases, but makes no effort to qualify where this might occur.

The overwhelming community sentiment is that before expanding program activities that could
increase the spread of hazardous materials in the environment, both sites must be cleaned up.
Equally important is the fact that the cleanup budget for both sites has been strained over recent
vears, and we are extremely concerned that an increase in program activity at LLNL will cause a
decrease in budget for cleanup. As recently as this year, LLNL requested the regulatory authori-
ties overseeing cleanup to delay certain milestones under the Federal Facilities Agreement be-
cause of budgetary shortfalls. The community and the agencies have so far acquiesced to these
requests, but if there is an increase in program activities that takes money from cleanup, Tri-
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Valley CAREs will not agree delaying milestones in the future — and we will urge the regulatory
agencies that have binding agreements not to do so.

We would also like DOE to carefully consider its existing cleanup agreements when considering
expanding program activities and evaluate if new programs will chew into the cleanup budget.
This issue should be given high priority in the SWEIS. Potential "trade offs” that may lead to
cleanup budget shortfalls must be discussed in the SWEIS.

k. LLNL Site 300 -- Additional Issues and Questions Must be Addressed

Section 3.4.7 states that tritium emissions from hydro shots at Site 300 would result in 150 to
200 Curies per year (reduced action versus no action and proposed action). However, in docu-
ment 1391, LLNL. Tritium Usage at Site 300, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. Liver-
more, CA, February 2003, it is stated that Tritium usage at Site 300 will be 80 mg in the
proposed action (800 curies). Please clarify in the SWEIS the number of curies of tritium that
will be used in the proposed action at Site 300.

The community was assured in the 1992 SWEIS/EIR public hearings that no tritium would be
used in shots. Tri-Valley CAREs believes that tritium should not be allowed in “shots™ at Site
300 nor in environmental testing of explosives assemblies that release radioactive tritium into the
environment.

Regarding the test shots at Site 300, it is important that to know what experiments are being un-
dertaken, what their purpose is, their location and what materials are being used. There is no spe-
cific information in the Draft SWEIS.

Agai mportant to note that most shots would be fired on outdoor firing tables “for the
foreseeable future,” not the contained firing facility. Tri-Valley CAREs asks the following ques-
tions, which should be answered in the SWEIS:

+ How many shots are planned per year?

+ Where will these shots be conducted? How much groundwater contamination
will result from these shots? The amounts of tritiuvm for proposed shots should be
considered in the SWEIS.

+ What is the composition of the shots / how much tritium will be used and what
pollutants are by-products of the shots? How are the biological and health effects
(including diseases other than latent cancer fatalities) of tritium accounted for in
workers and the public? In endangered species?

+ How much depleted uranium will be used? How are the biological and health ef-
fects of aerosolized depleted uranium (including other than latent cancer fatalities)
accounted for in workers and the public? In endangered species?

+ What disposal method will be used for all of the different types of debris from
the shots?

«+ Have they undergone environmental modeling?

+ How are these activities reported, and are they reported to EPA?
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The shipment of explosive materials can be hazardous. Most of the hazardous shipments to and
from Site 300 are explosives shipments (approximately 300).

+ What is the increased risk of environmental impacts resulting from transport in-
cluding radiation exposure, accidents, spills or terrorist activity en route?

+ What proportion of shipments will be handled by commercial contractors?

+ What is the impact of choosing commercial contractors versus lab employees?
L Waste Management Analysis is Inconsistent and Must Be Revised

In Table B.3-1.—Activity Levels Used to Analyze Decontamination and Waste Treatment Facil-
ity and Area 612 Facilities Under the No Action, Proposed Action, and Reduced Operation Al-
ternatives (Routine plus Non-routine). DOE provided quantities of Transuranic (TRU) Waste
that are not consistent with the levels of TRU waste that are generated by the Livermore Lab.
For example, the Draft SWEIS indicates that 14 cubic meters will be created at these facilities.
In other points in the document, the levels of TRU waste generation will be 70 cubic meters un-
der the proposed action. Please explain this discrepancy. If TRU waste will not be proc-
essed/stored/packaged at the waste facilities, where are they expected to be treated? Also,
assuming that DOE has provided incorrect data on this Table, we note that the SWEIS postulated
accident scenarios assume that the risk to certain populations come from these facilities. There-
fore it is very important that the correct data is used.

In Appendix B, there are estimates of Class 1, 2 and 3 permit modifications. For the proposed
action, there are 100, 20, and 2, respectively. The SWEIS should identify these modifications
where known, and if not known, provide the reasoning for establishing these numbers. More-
over, some justification for determining which ones DOE believes will be Class 1,2 or 3 modifi-
cations should be given.

Regarding Section 3.3.15 (Direct Shipment of Transuranic Wastes from the Superblock), are
there TRUPACT —II containers available to transport the TRU waste? The SWEIS should pro-

96/25.06

93/22.0
cont.

vide whether certification will occur? Please provide a description of “*pipe overpacks™.

Please describe in more detail assumptions about arrays of drums at B-625. The description in
the SWEIS is that there is an assumption that the maximum curie limit for one drum would be 60
Ci Pu-equivalent, surrounded by four drums with 12 Ci Pu-equivalent. Is this a requirement or
regulation for Building 6257 If so, please provide a citation. If not, please explain why this as-
sumption is made.

Has the mobile vendor for waste heading for WIPP begun characterization? Please provide the
latest information, including how many drums have been characterized, whether all have met the
WIPP acceptance criteria, and provide an updated schedule of shipments.

Is the legacy TRU and mixed TRU waste going to be shipped directly to WIPP, or will it be
shipped to an interim site (e.g.. INEEL, Hanford). We are enclosing LLNL’s presentation to
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Dave Conrad by Tom Grim on November 8, 2002, graph number 869 — that stated that TRU
Waste transport to WIPP may travel via Hanford. (Attachment 35) If the answer is the latter, Ap-
pendix J should be modified to state this, and all accident analysis regarding these shipments
should be re-evaluated.

Regarding Table B.3.-2, TRU wasle generation is less for the proposed action (70 m3/yr) than
for the No Action Alternative (105 m3/yr) Please provide an explanation. We note that TRU
waste relating to the ITP will increase by 10.4 m3/yr.

m. Decontamination and Decommissioning Activities are Inadequately
Addressed

All decontamination and decommissioning (D&D) activities have not been thoroughly taken into
consideration and should have been.

Please be sure all radiological and non radiological air quality and decontamination and decom-
ioning (D&D) is described at the LLNL main site and Site 300. Also please be sure that the
SWEIS does take into consideration the full range of contaminants that D& activities may in-
volve. For example, if asbestos contamination is addressed, the discussion must also address any
of the other contaminants that may exist in a facility as a result of the particular scientific re-
search that is conducted at the LLNL main site or Site 300.

Discussion of the potential air quality effects of D&D from other sorts of contaminants should be
incorporated into the SWEIS. Buildings or floor space marked for D&D may have been the site
of unique exposure to contaminants that, although not common to all of the D&D activities, war-
rants consideration because of the singular problems they may pose.

Also, the potential effects on air quality from both the transportation and eventual dis-
posal/storage of contaminated demolished facilities needs to be taken into account. The potential
for adverse air quality effects exists at any facility to which D&D materials are transported, as
well as the regions through which the materials are transported. Such discussion should be incor-
porated in the SWEIS.

The shipment of explosive materials can be hazardous. Most of the hazardous shipments to and
from Site 300 are explosives shipments (approximately 300).

+ What is the increased risk of environmental impacts resulting from transport including ra-
diation exposure, accidents, spills or terrorist activity en route?

«  What proportion of shipments will be handled by commercial contractors?

+  What is the impact of choosing commercial contractors versus lab employees?

n. Weakness of Probabilistic Risk Assessment and Related Concerns

The SWEIS should be forthcoming about the inherent weaknesses in risk assessment by provid-
ing an adequate description of what assumptions are used and what weaknesses are inherent in
risk calculation.
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There are many decisions that are made in a risk analysis that can skew the analysis toward one
outcome or another. For example, when quantifying the risk of accident or illness, does the
document describe what relevant info is unavailable? Does the assessment assume the DOE is
operating in compliance with all regulations? Does the scenario assume that the building design
is completely adequate? Does it take into account all relevant factors such as the 108 buildings at
LLNL that have potential seismic concerns? Did they look at non-cancer fatalities and illnesses?
Do the risk calculations take into account different kinds of exposure that can occur? Internal
verses external? Inhalation verses ingestion? Does the analysis take into account the persistent
dose rate to a person throughout their lifetime - what the DOE calls the “committed dose™. Does
the risk assessment account for variations expected for different individuals, variations expected
for different species and the difference in dose response due to the age when the organism is ex-
posed? Is human error in operations factored into the calculations? If a risk assessment does not
account for relevant information, omitted information should be acknowledged so that the public
can come to its own evaluation of the weight that should be attributed to these types of calcula-
tions.

Do the risk assessments rely heavily on assumptions extrapolated from the A-Bomb survivor
studies? Standards for radiation safety have long relied on these studies that many experts in the
scientific community argue are flawed. (Attachment 36).

Please indicate in the SWEIS from where the assumptions are derived for calculating the Life-
time Cancer Fatality (LCF) numbers.

In Section 3.6.5, it is asserted that radiological air emissions from normal operations would be
between the Maximum Exposed Individual (MEI) dose for the Livermore main site under the No
Action Alternative would be 0.1 millirem per vear, 0.13 millirem per year under the Proposed
Action and 0.09 millirem per year under the Reduced Action alternative. At Site 300, the MEI
dose from firing table 851 would be 0.055 millirem per year under the No Action Alternative and
the Proposed Action, and 0.054 under the Reduced Operation Alternative. Please describe how
these numbers were derived.

o. The Draft SWEIS Should also be Made Compliant with the California
Environmental Quality Act

In 1992, DOE published a joint Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement and Environmental
Impact Report, while in 2004 it has chosen to sidestep the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). At this date, twelve years later, it is time for an update of the 1992 CEQA review. Our
review of the Draft SWEIS reveals that are many aspects of the document that must be made
CEQA compliant.

For example, as noted above, the document proposes many changes in hazardous and radioactive
mixed waste treatment, storage and disposal that will make it necessary for LLNL to apply for
well over one hundred modifications to its Part B permit. That permit is issued by a state agency.
the Department of Toxic Substances Control. Air, water and other media affected by the propos-
als contained in the Draft SWEIS are also state issues. While DOE appears to have anticipated
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this comment and provided something that is "CEQA-like,” we wonder why DOE did not take
the opportunity to make the document a Site Wide EIS/EIR?

Further, the LLNL manager is a state entity, the University of California. The question here is
not whether there is an appropriate "lead" and/or "cooperating” state agency, the question is
which agency should lead. Tri-Valley CAREs believes that the most appropriate state agency to
serve as "lead" agency is DTSC. However. in 1992, the "lead” agency was the University of
California. They. too, must be considered for the role.

Finally, CEQA contains requirements that are substantially different from NEPA. For example,
CEQA has an even more robust requirement for mitigation measures than NEPA. Further,
CEQA is a good framework for dealing with water and energy issues. The list could go on.
These examples should suffice to point out that the Draft SWEIS, as it currently stands, does not
comply with CEQA -- and should. While this could be remedied by the preparation of a separate
EIR, it seems logical to combine them, as was done in 1992,

As with other serious omissions and deficiencies in the Draft SWEIS, this will necessitate re-
issuing a draft for public comment.

.2. Two Specific FOIA Requests are Relevant to our SWEIS Comments

First. on March 17, 2004, Tri-Valley CAREs, pursuant to FOIA, requested documents related to
transuranic (TRU) waste and its shipment to and from LLNL. The request specified: “We want
to emphasize that the requested records are relevant to the preparation of comments on the
SWEIS. We therefore reiterate the time-critical nature of the request.” We have only received
two responses, a form response, dated April 5, indicating that the request was being reviewed,
and that additional time may be required and a second letter on May 17, 2004 that informs us
that they are working on our request. No date or timeframe is given for an expected response.

Second, also on March 17, 2004, Tri-Valley CAREs requested documents related to the Ad-
vanced Material Program (AMP) at LLNL. Like the TRU request, this request stressed the im-
portance of these documents to our ability to adequately comment on the SWEIS. The request
stated: “Information obtained from this FOILA request will be used in preparation of newsletter
articles and fact-about the SWEIS and will increase public understanding of these DOE activi-
ties.” And: “We reiterate that the requested records are needed to inform our community out-
reach efforts around the SWEIS. We therefore emphasize the time-critical nature of the request.”
We received a response assigning a reference number, but did not receive any subsequent docu-
ments. No time frame was provided as to when we might expect responsive documents.

These requests were important for both our comments and our community outreach surrounding
the SWEIS. We urge DOE to expedite processing these requests so that we may supplement our
comments on the SWEIS. Additionally, please provide us with a timeframe by which you will
respond to these requests.
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Vil. DOE SHOULD IMPROVE DOCUMENT STRUCTURE AND ADDRESS
TECHNICAL CONCERNS

The Draft SWEIS is poorly integrated and is therefore difficult to follow. The Draft SWEIS
should include a comprehensive cross-referencing and indexing system so that it can be ade-
quately evaluated. Additionally, it should put effort into describing health and environmental ef-
fects and other information in plain English.

a, Need For Integration Throughout Document

Our review of the Draft SWEIS reveals that the document has been written in discrete parts
without the benefit of integration and therefore the document as circulated for public comment is
disjointed and does not provide reviewers with an accurate picture of the full spectrum of envi-
ronmental impacts posed by the project. This was especially apparent in sections such as seis-
micity and the biological assessment, but was evident throughout.

b. Need for Cross-referencing and Indexing

The SWEIS 1s a 2000-plus page document that includes many sections that overlap. Since it 1s
highly unlikely that even a fraction of the decision-makers and community members that are
evaluating this document will have the opportunity to read it cover-to-cover. it is essential for the
SWEIS to include an elaborate cross-referencing system.

For instance, the growing Biology and Biotechnology Research Programs are not given a dedi-
cated section of the SWEIS. This makes it very difficult for readers to evaluate the purpose and
need, proposed impacts, waste streams, transportation risks and new proposals in a concerted
manner. If a dedicated section cannot be drafted that attempts to compile this information into a
coherent analysis, cross-references should be indicated.

Also, whenever there is

substantial overlap between the assessments of two sections of the
document, a cross-reference should be indicated. For example, in the Biological Assessment, in-
formation is provided as to the impacts of the Energetic Materials Processing Center emanating
from pollution releases to the environment. This should be cross-referenced with all other discus-
sions of the impacts from these projects. Possibly a grid could alleviate this problem. An index
should also be included in the document to assist in the onerous navigation of this document.

c. Need for Plain English

A SWEIS must be written in plain language that avoids excessive technical jargon or over reli-
ance on technical analyses confusing to the general public. “Agencies should employ writers of
clear prose or editors to write, review, or edit statements, which will be based upon the analysis
and supporting data from the natural and social sciences and the environmental design arts.” (40
CFR 1502.8)

61

103/31.06
cont.

104/31.04

Many of the impacts to the health of workers and to the exposed community are quantified in
terms of Latent Cancer Fatalities and incorporated into charts, It is extremely difficult for layper-
sons to understand what this means in plain English.

Please revise the SWEIS so that the deaths, illnesses, and quantities of environmental releases
are accounted for in an easier to understand prose format. For instance, numbers such as 6.1 x 107
’ (see page 8-27) are useful to include in the document but the document should supplement this
with a the plain English meaning of this number and a description of what the relevance of this
number is in relation to the number of people in the community; e.g. the number illnesses and
deaths in Livermore and the number of illnesses and deaths in the San Francisco Bay Area.

Also the assumptions made in each calculation should be listed. Factors that are not accounted
for in these quantifications should also be described, such as non-cancer fatalities, the age-range
of people who are accounted for in the assumptions and the length of exposure that is assumed.
The document should also attempt to describe economic impacts to the community resulting
from routine and accidental releases. The inventory of radiological materials (See Table A4-1) is
sometimes provided in grams, while at other times in curies. Please make this table and all other
tables consistent. Also, please provide conversion rates for grams to curies for radionuclides of
concern at LLNL.

In numerous instances throughout the Draft SWEIS, data was published in truncated form in a
table, but never appears anywhere in the text. The data is, therefore, never explained and remains
incomprehensible and unavailable to most of the public. For example, a table in the main text
lists a CX, or categorical exclusion, for the Advanced Materials Project, while Appendix N refers
only generically to an unnamed, uncategorized NEPA review document. Is the NEPA review
document referred to in Appendix N a categorical exclusion? Or, is the CX referred to in the ta-
ble a different NEPA document? Without appropriate descriptions, the public cannot ascertain
key facts from the Draft SWEIS.

Moreover, units should be used that are well-known to laypeople and to the scientific commu-
nity. Units with “fudge-factors™ that allow for variation should either not be used or should be
described so that their variation can be understood. For example, the unit used in the draft
SWEIS, Plutonium-Equivalent Curie (see page S-27), should either be discarded or should be
given some explanation. This term was used a number of times and we could not find where this
term was defined in the Draft SWEIS. Marion Fulk, a retired physicist from Livermore Lab,
asked at the Tracy public hearing on April 28, 2004, for a definition of this unit. Apparently, no
one on the panel could define this term in response to his question.

VIil. CONCLUSION

The deficiencies raised by the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, the General Accounting
Office and the National Academies of Science -- along with other experts cited and our own
comments -- must be carefully considered by DOE in a new Draft SWEIS. In addition, the Draft
SWEIS must be re-circulated to the public to allow comment on the new information.
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106/07.01

107/31.0

The Draft SWEIS reveals a smorgasbord of significant projects that are generally both environ-
mentally dangerous and proliferation-provocative. These projects, taken together, move LLNL's
mission toward nuclear manufacture -- and make LLNL a more nuclear material intensive insti-
tution. At the same time, the communities around the LLNL main site and site 300 continue to
grow and become more urbanized. We are concerned that this could be a recipe for disaster.

We must insist that DOE take this opportunity to revise the Draft SWEIS by including an alter-
natives section that looks at other reasonable futures for LLNL -- including an alternatives analy-
sis that discusses terminating LLNL's plutonium mission and one that analyzes a shift toward
civilian science initiatives. We also call on DOE to forgo the proposed actions outlined in this
Draft SWEIS and to bring the proposed Bio-safety Level-3, further nuclear weapons develop-
ment and the NIF programs to a close.

Further, due to the complexity and technical nature of the information, the more than 2,000 pages
in the document and the hundreds of members of the public who first encountered the Draft
SWEIS at the public hearings held on April 27, 28 and 30, 2004, we again request that DOE ex-
tend by one month the period during which it will consider written comments. Or, failing that,
we ask DOE to reopen the comment period and provide ample outreach to let the public know of
the new comment opportunity.

Sincerely,

Marylia Kelley, Loulena Miles,
Executive Director Staff Attorney
Inga Olson, Tara Dorabji,
Program Director Qutreach Director
Peter Strauss, Matthew Liebman,
Technical Consultant Legal Intern

On behalf of the Tri-Valley CAREs board, staff and membership
Office address: Tri-Valley CAREs, 2582 Old First Street. Livermore, CA 95551
Phone: (925) 443-7148 « Fax: (925) 443-0177 « Web: www.trivalleycares.org
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U.S. Department of Peace Coalition, Prof. Marjorie Zamoraand
Peacemakers Action Coalition, Alan Sinclair
Page 1of1

U.S. Department of the Interior, Patricia Sanderson Port,
Regional Environmental Officer
Page 1of1

1/02.01

2/23.01

3/32.03

NO COMMENTS IDENTIFIED IN THIS SUBMITTAL
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Lisa B. Hanf, Manager, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Lisa B. Hanf, Manager,
Federal Activities Office Federal Activities Office
Page 1 of 17 Page 2 of 17
1/31.03,
26.02
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Lisa B. Hanf, Manager,
Federal Activities Office
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Lisa B. Hanf, Manager,
Federal Activities Office
Page 3of 17

2/31.07
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4/17.03
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4/17.03

2-566 March 2005



LLNL SW/SPEIS Chapter 2 - Comment Documents

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Lisa B. Hanf, Manager,

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Lisa B. Hanf, Manager,
Federal Activities Office

Federal Activities Office

Page 7 of 17 Page 8 of 17
7/17.01
cont.
4/17.03
cont.
5/18.01, 8/25.07
04.02
6/17.06 9/25.06
7/17.01
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Lisa B. Hanf, Manager,
Federal Activities Office
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Lisa B. Hanf, Manager,
Federal Activities Office
Page 16 of 17
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Federal Activities Office Page 1 of 1
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1/31.02
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Vernieu, Peggy
Page 1 of 2

1/08.02

33.01

26.03

2/27.01,

3/26.01,

Peggy Vernieu
2508 Ridge Road
Berkeley, CA 94709

May 28, 2004

Mr. Tom Grim

DOE, NNSA L-293
7000 East Ave.
Livermore, CA 94550

Dear Mr. Grim:

Thank you for the opportunity to express my concems regarding security,
environmental, and proliferation risks from proposed nuclear weapons
development and new plutonium and tritium programs at the U.S. Department
of Energy's (DOE) Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLINL).

[ am writing in response to the DOE's draft of a Site Wide Environmental
Impact Statement (SWEIS). 1 live in Berkeley and am horrified by what I
have read of the plans for nuclear proliferation in my backyard

Here are my comments and questions regarding six horrifying programs
proposed for Livermore Lab

1. Doubling the storage limit for plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1,540
pounds to 3,300 pounds. T feel strongly that the current inventory should

be decreased, not increased. It is only a matter of time before another

big earthquake hits the area. Another Al-Quaeda strike is expected this
summer. Now that we've seen the towers of the World Trade Center crumble,
isn't it hubris to think that human beings are capable of building

something strong enough to house this plutonium completely secure from
such threats?

2. Plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS). This scheme
involves heating and vaporizing plutonium and then shooting multiple laser
beams through the hot vapar to separate cut plutonium isctopes. Why are
we reviving a project that was canceled more than 10 years ago because it
was dangerous and seemed futile? I understand that to conduct these
experiments, the lab would need to increase the amount of plutonium that
can be used at one time in any one room from 44 to 132 pounds. Isn't this

& highly extravagant use of plutonium? I do not think this expense, let

alone the added security and safety risks, can be justified.

3. Dangerous New Experiments in the National Ignition Facility Mega-Laser:
This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and lithium hydride
to experiments in the National Ignition Facility (NIF) mega-laser when it

is completed at Livermore Lab. Using these materials in the NIF will
increase its usefulness for nuclear weapons development. 1am strongly

Vernieu, Peggy
Page 2 of 2

26.03
cont.

4/37.01

5/39.01

6/35.01

7/04.01

8/07.01

3/26.01,

opposed to nuclear weapon development of any sort. It is a violation in
spirt, il not the letter of the law, of international non-proliferation
agreements.

4. New Technologies for Producing Plutonium Bomb Cores: This plan makes
Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies for
producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the softball-sized
piece of plutonium that sits inside a modern nuclear weapon and triggers

its thermonuclear explosion. DOE says these new technologies will then be
used in a new bomb core factory, called the Modern Pit Facility (MPF). The
Livermore Lab plutonium pit program will enable the MPF and production of
150 - 450 plutonium bomb cores annually, with the ability to run double
shifts and produce 900 per year. This production capability would
approximate the combined nuclear arsenals of France and China - each year.

I join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in
calling for termination of this technology development project.

5. Enhancing Readiness to Resume Full-Scale Nuclear Tests: This plan calls
for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to "enhance” the nation's
readiness to conduet full-scale underground nuclear tests at the Nevada

Test Site. This step back to the days of unrestrained
nuclear testing and I join with California e Action and Tri
CAREs to oppose any move to "enhance” 1S, readiness to conduct full scale
tests.

alley

6. Mixing Bugs and Bombs: This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore Lab.

It calls for collocating an advanced bio-warfare agent research facility
with nuclear weapons activities in a classified area at Livermore Lab. The
DOE proposes genetic modification and aerosolization (spraying) with live
anthrax, plague and other deadly pathogens on site at LLNL. This could
weaken the international biological weapons treaty -- and it poses a risk

to workers, the public and the environment here in the California. Let us
not forget that the one bio-terrorist act that has been committed in
America was probably done by insiders, not outsiders. Interestingly, this
program is listed as part of LLNL's *no action alternative as though it
were an existing program - even though it is not yet constructed,
Tri-Valley CAREs has brought litigation against it, and a federal Judge
has issued a "stay" prohibiting the importation of dangerous pathogens
into the facility while the lawsuit moves forward. I join Tri-Valley CAREs
in opposing the operation of a bio-warfare agent facility at Livermore Lab.

I believe the DOE plan to introduce new weapons programs into LLNL will
promote a new arms race and escalate the nuclear danger. Further, the DOE
proposal to double LLNL's plutonium storage limit to 3,300 pounds and
triple the amount held "at risk” in any one room increases the
environmental threat LLNL poses to the people of California. The SWEIS
propels Livermore Lab in exactly the wrong direction.

Instead of proposing new weapons projects, DOE should enhance the
peaceful, civilian scientific capabilities and mission at Livermore Lab by
proposing new, unclassified programs in environmental cleanup,
non-polluting and renewable energy, earth sciences, astrophysics,
atmospheric physics and others. The alternative of a "green lab" in
Livermore should be pursued instead of the dangerous nuclear weapons
future proposed by the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement

Sincerely,

Peggy Vernieu
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1/04.01

----Original Message-----

From: Vince [mailto:thebbychefid vahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, April 26, 2004 3:16 PM

To: tom.grim@oak.doe.gov

Subject:

Dear Tom,

1 got your email address from trivalleycares.org who has encouraged their audience to
write to you in protest of plans to expand certain operations at the Lab.

So, I am writing to you today to express my SUPPORT for you, the lab, and all the
research that goes on there. Ironically, the same day I got tveare's ill-educated flyer
dropped on my Livermore doorstep, | saw a segment of "modern marvels” on History
channel about NIF and the technological advances that are possible. Projects like NIF,
PAVLIS and others are exhilarating. [ watched the live coverage of NASA's launch of
their SCRAMIET experiment a few weeks back and [ cheered like they were scoring a
touchdown. The research into energy technologies is equally exciting. I think it would
be fantastic to be involved in such projects.

I don't know what goes through the minds of these tvcares people. The same energy
solutions that people like them are so anxious for (wind, solar, hydrogen cell) were and
are developed by labs like yours. I guess they want to eat their cake and have it too.

Anyway, [ just wanted to drop vou a line to show my support and let vou know that not
evervone cares about trivalleycares.

Thanks,
Vince
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Wabhrer, Carol
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1/31.04

2/08.02

Date: May 27, 2004

From: Carol Wahrer
544 Nightingale St.
Livermore, CA 94551
(925) 447-8759
cwahrer@comcast.net

To:  Mr. Thomas Grim, L-293
U.S. Department of Energy,
National Nuclear Security Administration
Livermore Site Office, SWEIS Document Manager
7000 East Avenue
Livermore, CA 94550-9234

Fax: (925) 422-1776
Ematl: tom grim(@oak doe.gov

RE: Comments on the Department of Energy's Site-Wide Environmental
Impact Statement (SWEIS) for Continued Operations at Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory (LLNL)

Dear Mr. Grim

Through this letter we are expressing our deep concern with the health
and environmental risks posed by the expanded nuclear weapons mission
for the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) into the
indefinite future. We appreciate your focused attention to th

ment (SWEIS) for the continuing operation of LLNL is so
n information and analysis that it must be fixed and
re-circulated in draft form. This would allow the community, the
regulators, and the legislators to have the opportunity to evaluate the
new information that is requested in these comments. Our specific
concerns are:

1. The same day of the public hearings for the SWEIS, April 27, 2004,
the Congressional Subcommittee on National Security, Emerging Threats,
and International Relations for the Committee on Government Reform held
a hearing on the security of nuclear materials. The hearing highlighted
potentially msurmountable problems with plutonium and highly enriched
uranium at certain Department of Energy (DOE) sites, with a focus on the
vulnerability of nuclear materials storage at LLNL. On May 7, 2004,
Energy Secretary Spencer Abraham delivered a speech on the deficiencies
in the security of nuclear materials at LLNL and other DOE sites. The
Energy Secretary made a commitment to consider removing the special
nuclear materials at LLNL by 2005. This recent acknowledgement by the
DOE that security at LLNL is questionable makes it imperative that the
SWEIS evaluate an alternative that would remove all special nuclear
materials from LLNL. These acknowledgements make this not only a

Wabhrer, Carol
Page 2 of 4

2/08.02
cont.

3/34.01

4/33.01,
25.01

5/27.01

6/37.01

reasonable option, but one that should be evaluated because itis a
foreseeable outcome within the next decade at LLNT.

2. Instead of reducing the amount of special nuclear materials on-site

at LLNL, this plan proposes to more than double the limit for plutonium
at Livermore Lab from 1,540 pounds to 3,300 pounds. Additionally, under
the Proposed Action, the administrative limit for highly enriched
uranium in Building 239 would increase from 55 pounds to 110 pounds.
Seven million people live in surrounding areas, and residences are built
right up to the fence. Plutonium is difficult to store safely because,

in certain forms, it can spontaneously ignite and burn, Moreover, it
poses a criticality risk when significant quantities are stored in close
proximity. The amount of plutonium proposed for LLNL is sufficient to
make more than 300 nuclear bombs. Because of the health risks, the
proliferation dangers, storage hazards, and very serious security
concerns, we believe it is irresponsible 1o store plutonium, highly
enriched uranium and tritium at LLNL. We are calling upon the DOE 1o
de-inventory the plutonium, highly enriched uranium and tritium stocks
at LLNL rather than to increase them.

3. The SWEIS proposes to increase the at-risk limits for tritium ten
fold, from just over 3 grams to 30 grams. T s
the at-risk limit for plutonium from 44 pounds to 132 pounds. We believe
itis ¢ to increase the amount of tritium and plutonium that can be
"in process” in one room at one time. LLNL has a history of cril y
violations with plutonium and releases of both tritium and plutonium,
making it evident that these amounts should be decreased, rather than
increased.

4. This plan will revive a project that was canceled more than 10 years

ago because it was dangerous and unnecessary. The project was called
Plutonium - Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS). Now it is
called the "Integrated Technology Project"(ITP) and the "Advanced
Materials Program”(AMP). This is a scheme to heat and vaporize plutonium
and then shoot multiple laser beams through the vapor to separate out
plutonium isotopes. The ITP / AMP is a health risk and a nuclear
proliferation nightmare. We believe the ITP and AMP work should be
cancelled as the Plutonium AVLIS was cancelled in 1990 - this time
permanently.

5. This plan makes Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing
technologies for producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is
the softball-sized piece of plutonium that sits inside a modern nuclear
weapon and triggers its thermonuclear explosion. DOE says these new
technologies will then be used in a new bomb factory, called the Modern
Pit Facility (MPF). Public and Congressional opposition to the MPF has
caused its delay this year. The Livermore Lab plutonium pit program goes
full-speed ahead in the wrong direction. It will enable the MPF and
production of 150 - 450 plutonium bomb ceres annually, with the ability
to run double shifts and produce 900 cores per year. This production
capability would approximate the combined nuclear arsenals of France and
China - each year. We call upon the DOE to halt all work on plutonium
pit production technologies at Livermore Lab. We believe it is

premature for the DOE to spend taxpayer dollars on this technology and
the prudent and reascnable outcome is to delay or cancel this project,
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6. This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and large
quantities of lithium hydride to experiments in the National Ignition
Facility mega-laser when it is completed at Livermore Lab. Using these
materials in the NIF will increase its usefulness for nuclear weapons
development, including for the design of new types of nuclear weapons.
7/26.01 It will also make the NIF more hazardous to workers and the environment,
This is not only dangerous to people’s health and safety, and a
8/26,03 proliferation risk, but it is sure to result in an inordinate cost to

the taxpayer. No cost estimate associated with this proposal has been
released to date. We ask the DOE to cancel these dangerous, polluting,
proliferation-provocative and unnecessary new experiments proposed for
the NIF.

7. The SWEIS reveals plans to manufacture tritium targets at LLNL. The
tritium-filled targets are the radioactive fuel pellets that the NIF's
192 laser beams will "shoot" in an attempt 1o create a thermonuclear
9/26 04 explosion. Producing the targets will increase the amount of tritium

. that is used in any one room at Livermore Lab from the current limit of
Just over 3 grams to 30 grams - nearly 10-fold more. In the mid-1990's,
LLNL stated that target fabrication was to occur off-site because of
LLNL's proximity to large populations. Livermore Lab has a history of
tritium accidents, spills and releases. The NIF will increase the amount
of airborne radioactivity emanating from LLNL. We call on DOE to cancel
plans to manufacture tritium targets for NIF at Livermore Lab. Further,
we urge cancellation of the NIF megalaser. Cancellation of NIF is a
reasonable alternative that should be fully analyzed in the SWEIS.

8. This plan also calls for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to
"enhance” the nation's readiness to conduct full-scale underground
10/39.01| nuclear tests. This is a dangerous step back to the days of unrestrained
nuclear testing. All work at LLNL to reduce the time it takes to conduct
a full-scale underground nuc st should be terminated immediately.

9. This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore. It calls for collocating
vanced bio-warfare agent facility (BSL-3) with nuclear weapons
activities in a classified area at Livermore Lab. The plan proposes.
genetic modification and aerosolization (spraying) with live anthrax,
plague and other deadly pathogens. This could weaken the international
11/35 01 biological weapons treaty -- and it poses a risk to workers, the public

. and the environment here in the Bay Area. The draft SWEIS does not
adequately describe these programs, or the unique security, health and
environmental hazards they present. Construction should be halted on the
portable BSL-3 facility. All plans to conduct advanced bio-warfare agent
(BSL-3) research on site at LLNL should be terminated.

10. There are 108 buildings identified at LLNL as having potential
seismic deficiencies relative to current codes. The SWEIS should include
a complete list of these buildings and an accounting of the ones that
house or may house hazardous, radiological and biclogical research
12/1401 materials. LLNL is located within 1 kilometer of two significant
earthquake faults, including the Las Positas Fault Zone less than 200

feet from the LLNL boundary. How can we mitigate harm done from an
earthquake that damages these buildings before they are brought up to
code? We urge the Livermore Lab to stop any work with hazardous,

Wabhrer, Carol
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12/14.01
cont.

13/22.01

14/20.05

15/01.01

16/07.01

radioactive or biological substances that may be oceurring in any
building that does not comply with federal standards.

11. A contractor will be paid to package and ship more than 1,000 drums
of transuranic and mixed transuranic waste to the WIPP dump in New
Mexico, yet the SWEIS says this is exempt from environmental review.
This work in its entirety must be included in the review.

12. The DOE does not acknowledge in the SWEIS that the double-walled
shipping containers described in the document may be replaced by less
health - protective single-lined containers. We believe that no waste
should be shipped in single-walled containers and the SWELS should
provide a guarantee to that effect.

13. The Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS relies heavily upon the
US Nuclear Posture Review, which calls for an aggressive modernization
and manufacturing base within the US nuclear weapons complex. This
stands in stark contrast to the binding legal mandate to shift "from
developing and producing new weapons designs to dismantling obsolete
weapons and maintaining a smaller weapons arsenal”. We believe a revised
Purpese and Need statement should accurately reflect the Livermore Lab's
legal responsibility with regard to US law, including US obligations

under the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).

Further, the Purpose and Need statement in the SWEIS almost completely
omits LLNL's important role in civilian science research. This omission
fatally flaws the alternatives analysis in the SWEIS by neglecting to
consider the expanded role that civilian science programs at the LLNL
could play in the next decade.

The alternatives analysis should be revised to consider LLNL's role in
light of the commitments in the NPT and the Livermore Lab's civilian

science mission as well as the compelling case for removing special
nuclear materials (i.¢., plutonium and highly enriched uranium) from the
LLNL site.

Sincerely,

Carol Wahrer

544 Nightingale St.
Livermore, CA 94551
(925) 447-8759
cwahrer{@comcast net
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Weinstein, Bonnie
Page 1 of 3

1/03.01

Bonnie Weinstein
375 Winfield
San Francisco, CA 94110

May 27, 2004

Mr. Tom Grim

DOE, NNSA L-293
7000 East Ave.
Livermore, CA 94550

Dear Mr. Grim:
The following are my comments in addition to those below.

With all the brilliant minds working together at Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory, perhaps effort and thought should be given to making
war unnecessary. to coming up with a plan to disarm the weapons that exist
and to turning our military budget--all of it--into a budget targeted to

end human suffering and to supply universal human needs throughout the
world.

We need a "Manhattan Project” to pring peace not build a better bomb!
As a resident of the San Francisco Bay Area [ demand that you stop
contributing to the death of the planet and the contamination of our

environment.

More weapons means more of a chance they will be used or deteriorate into
toxic danger.

2/07.01 | Turn Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory into a think tank for peace!

Bonnie Weinstein, Bay Area United Against War
#a#AEEPLEASE READ FURTHER*#*#% %%

Please consider this letter with my comments on the environmental and
proliferation risks from proposed nuclear weapons development and new
plutonium and tritium programs at the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE)
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL).

March 2005

2-577



Chapter 2 - Comment Documents

LLNL SW/SPEIS

Weinstein, Bonnie
Page 2 of 3

3/02.01
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5/27.01,
33.01

6/26.01,
26.03

7/37.01

T write to you because the DOE has prepared a draft Site Wide
Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) that proposes to ramp up nuclear
weapons activities at the Livermore Lab in Northern California, Livermore
Lab is working on the design of a new, high-yield nuclear bunker-buster,
called the "Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator," and I oppose its
development. Additionally. I oppose the development of so-called
"mini-nukes” and other new nuclear weapons concepts being researched at
Livermore Lab.

Here are my comments on six dangerous new programs being proposed at
Livermore Lab.

1. Storage of More Nuclear Materials: This plan will more than double the
storage limit for plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1,540 pounds to 3,300
pounds. It would increase the radioactive tritium storage limit from 30

grams to 35 grams. I join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based
Tri-Valley CAREs group in calling on DOE to de-inventory the plutonium and
tritium stocks at Livermore Lab, not increase them.

2. Plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS): This plan will
revive a project that was canceled more than 10 years ago because it was
dangerous and unnecessary. The project is Plutonium AVLIS. This is a
scheme to heat and vaporize plutonium and then shoot multiple laser beams
through the hot vapor to separate out plutonium isotopes. To do this,
Livermore Lab plans to increase the amount of plutonium that can be used

at one time in any one room from 44 pounds to 132 pounds - a 3-fold
increase. I join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based

Tri-Valley CARE:s in calling for cancellation of this project.

3. Dangerous New Experiments in the National Ignition Facility Mega-Laser:
This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and lithium hydride
to experiments in the National Ignition Facility (NIF) mega-laser when it

is completed at Livermore Lab. Using these materials in the NIF will
increase its usefulness for nuclear weapons development. It will also make
the NIF more hazardous to workers and the environment. 1 join California
Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri- Valley CAREs in calling for a
close out of the NIF project and termination of plans to use plutonium and
other new materials in it.

4. New Technologies for Producing Plutonium Bomb Cores: This plan makes
Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies for
producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the softball-sized
piece of plutonium that sits inside a modern nuclear weapon and triggers

its thermonuclear explosion. DOE says these new technologies will then be
used in a new bomb core factory, called the Modern Pit Facility (MPF). The
Livermore Lab plutonium pit program will enable the MPF and production of

Weinstein, Bonnie
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cont.

8/39.01

9/35.01

10/04.01

11/07.01

150 - 450 plutonium bomb cores annually, with the ability to run double
shifts and produce 900 per vear. This production capability would
approximate the combined nuclear arsenals of France and China - each year.
1join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in
calling for termination of this technology development project.

5. Enhancing Readiness to Resume Full-Scale Nuclear Tests: This plan calls
for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to "enhance” the nation's

readiness to conduct full-scale underground nuclear tests at the Nevada

Test Site. This is a dangerous step back to the days of unrestrained

nuclear testing and [ join with California Peace Action and Tri-Valley
CARE:s to oppose any move to "enhance” U.S. readiness to conduct full-scale
tests.

6. Mixing Bugs and Bombs: This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore Lab.
It calls for collocating an advanced bio-warfare agent research facility

with nuclear weapons activities in a classified area at Livermore Lab. The

DOE proposes genetic modification and aerosolization (spraying) with live
anthrax, plague and other deadly pathogens on site at LLNL. This could

weaken the international biological weapons treaty -- an
to workers, the public and the environment here in the California.
Interestingly. this program is listed as part of LLNL's "no action
alternative” as though it were an existing program -- even though it is
not yet constructed, Tri-Valley CARESs has brought litigation against it,
and a federal Judge has issued tay" prohibiting the importation of
dangerous pathogens into the facility while the lawsuit moves forward. 1
Join Tri-Valley CAREs in opposing the operation of a bio-warfare agent
facility at Livermore Lab.

I believe the DOE plan to introduce new weapons programs into LLNL will
promote a new arms race and escalate the nuclear danger. Further, the DOE
proposal to double LLNL's plutonium storage limit to 3,300 pounds and
triple the amount held "at risk” in any one room increases the
environmental threat LLNL poses to the people of California. The SWEIS
propels Livermore Lab in exactly the wrong direction.

Instead of proposing new weapons projects, DOE should enhance the
peaceful, civilian scientific capabilities and mission at Livermore Lab by
proposing new, unclassified programs in environmental cleanup,
non-polluting and renewable energy, earth sciences, astrophysics,
atmospheric physics and others. The alternative of a "green lab" in
Livermore should be pursued instead of the dangerous nuclear weapons
future proposed by the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement.

Peace and solidarity,

Bonnie Weinstein
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----- original Message--—--
From: Andrew Lichterman [mailto:alichtermani@worldnet.att .net
Sent: Friday, May 28, 2004 6:23 PM

To: Thomas Grim

Subject: LLNL SWEIS comment

Dear Mr. Grim:

Our comment, submitted yesterday, contained an error. Please accept the corrected
version, enclosed as a pdf file as the replacement for the version submitted. A corrected
wversion also will be submitted by fax.

If this is a problem, please let us know.

Andrew Lichterman

Program Director

Western States Legal Foundation
1504 Franklin St. Suite 202

Oakland, CA 94612 USA

phone: +1 (510) 839-5877

fax:  +1(510) 839-5397

e-mail: alichterman@worldnet.att.net

Michael J. Veiluva

Alborg, Veiluva & Epstein LLP
200 Pringle Avenue, Suite 410
Walnut Creek, CA 94596

(925) 939-9880

(925) 9399915 (fax)

E-mail: mveiluvai@avelaw.com
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COMMENT OF THE WESTERN STATES LEGAL FOUNDATION
AND THE LAWYERS COMMITTEE FOR NUCLEAR POLICY
TO THE DRAFT SITE-WIDE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (SWEIS)
FOR CONTINUED OPERATION OF
LAWRENCE LIVERMORE NATIONAL LABORATORY

May 26, 2004

Michael Veiluva

Alborg, Veiluva & Epstein LLP
Counsel to the Foundation
mveiluva@avelaw.com

Andrew Lichterman

Program Director

Jacqueline Cabasso

Executive Director

Western States Legal Foundation
1504 Franklin $t. Suite 202
Oakland CA 94612

VIA FACSIMILE AND MAIL
925-422-1776

VIA E-MAIL
tom.erim@oak.doe.gov

Thomas Grim

Document Manager

National Nuclear Security Administration
Livermore Site Office, 1.-293

7000 East Avenue

Livermore CA 94550-9234

Re: DRAFT LLNL SW/SPEIS COMMENTS
DOE/EIS-0348 and DOE/EIS-0236-S3

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft LLNL Site-Wide Environmental
Impact Statement (SWEIS). This comment is submitted on behalf of the Western States Legal
Foundation (WSLF), a nonprofit foundation based in Oakland, California,which has been active
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1/31.02,
31.03

in environmental and disarmament issues for over twenty years, Lawyers Committee For Nuclear
Policy (LCNP), headquartered in New York City, a nonprofit organization

WSLF has participated in numberous NEPA and CEQA proceedings involving LLNL
activities. including the 1987 EIR prepared on behalf of the Regents of the University of
California, and the 1992 SWEIS/EIR. The latter document was the product of a settlement of a
lawsuit filed by WSLF on behalf of Tri Valley Communities Against a Radioactive Environment
challenging the 1987 EIR.

This comment departs from prior comments in that it is not intended to “flyspeck™
technical inadequacies in the EIS. Instead. the comment draws upon twenty vears of experience
in monitoring and reviewing activities at LLNL to address global issues of environmental
documentation and review, and the broader conflict between NEPA policies and the ongoing
expansion of weapons-related facilities at LLNL.

Background to the Present SWEILS: The Problem of Timing

DOE’s NEPA guidelines require that site-wide documentation be prepared “at least”™ every
five years:

“Sec. 1021.330 Programmatic (including Site-wide) NEPA documents

(d) DOE shall evaluate site wide NEPA documents prepared under Sec.1021.330(c) at
least every five years. DOE shall evaluate site-wide EISs by means of a Supplement
Analysis. as provided in Sec. 1021.314. Based on the Supplement Analysis, DOE shall
determine whether the existing EIS remains adequate or whether to prepare a new
site-wide EIS or supplement the existing EIS, as appropriate.

The supplement to the 1982 SWEIS/EIR was in 1997. The authors of the SWEIS
provide an nadequate explanation for waiting an addition two vears to prepare the current
document, or for that matter the general timing of the SWEIS, which, in a departure from past
reviews, appears detached from any particular central event or program. The SWEIS summary
describes a number of new programs and decisions “in the pipeline™ such as the plan to use
transuranic materials in NIF, but there does not appear to be any documentation of a unitary,
programmatic decision linking the various activities. (Such a programmatic decision, of course,
would trigger the requirement of a programmatic EIS).

The two prior site-wide EIR/EIS documents were each tied to renewal of the LLNL
management contract between the Regents of the University of California and the Department of
Energy. The 1987 site-wide EIR appears to have been a purely in-house document prepared by
LLNL staff with little or no input from the DOE. It studiously avoided any mention of ongoing.
programs and dealt only in general terms with prospective impacts. The resulting state court
lawsuit (Tri-Falley Cares, etc. v. Regents) culminated in a settlement which committed LLNL to
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prepare a new site-wide EIR in 1992 when the management contract was to again come up for
renewal.

In 1992, the DOE and the Regents jointly issued the last site-wide LLNL EIS/EIR. during
atime of reduced weapons development and somewhat increased civilian research under
Secretary Hazel O'Leary. (The present SWEIS notably lacks any comparison between the level
of activity described in the 1992 document with present LLNL programs. The comparison would
be dramatic.) Despite enormous changes to LLNL’s mission including NIF, various iterations of
AVLIS, and development of stockpile stewardship programs, only a supplemental review was
prepared for LLNL in 1997 to coincide with the last renewal of the UC management contract.
Over twelve years have elapsed between the last site-wide EIS and the current SWEIS; as a
consequence, numerous activities have escaped cumulative analysis.

Similarly, the last programmatic review of DOE weapons activities is out of date. In
1996, the DOE released a Programmatic Stockpile Stewardship and Management EIS which
evaluated impacts associated with the evolving stockpile stewardship program initiated in the
early 1990s. WSLF was a participant in the subsequent lawsuit NRDOC v. Pena. which resulted in
a settlement leading to the creation of a nationwide database and oversight fund.

The Federal Register Notice (69 FR 9311) for the LLNL SWEIS discloses no particular
driver for the timing of the SWEIS other than a recognition that the 1992 EIS/EIR is obsolete.
The SWEIS does not otherwise provide any rationale for existing or future timing of site-wide
reviews, which is unfortunate. The absence of a reliable schedule for periodic review will
mevitably discourage timely global review of programs before irrevocable commitments of
resources are made, as in the case of BSL-3. which was the subject of an environmental
assessment. The lack of reasonably current site-wide reviews also unfairly burdens state and local
agencies (such as the Department of Toxic Substances Control) which must undertake major
1/31.02,| reviews (as in the case of LLNL’s RCRA Part B permit) without the benefit of programmatic

31.03 documentation, and lack the resources to perform such reviews themselves.

cont. The final SWEIS should commit to a fixed schedule of revised EIS/EIR reviews. not
greater than every five (5) years. These could be timed, as suggested by the 1987 and 1992 EIRs.
to coincide with management contract bids or renewals.

The Affected Environment

The SWEIS contemplates significant mission changes that are already underway. Perhaps
2/ 35.01 | the most significant of the new programs is the BSL-3 laboratory which is intended to investigate
biological weapon agents, including aerosolization of pathogens and biotoxins. Remarkably,
LLNL limited environmental review of this facility to an Environmental Assessment (EA).
3/33.01 | Additionally, the increase in the permitted Pu limit at LLNL is to be 1.5%10° kg,

4/15 02 The implications of both actions are more pronounced in an urban environment than in a
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relatively undeveloped setting such as LANL. The evident risk of handling biotoxins and large
quantities of plutonium in such a setting require. at a minium, a modicum of discussion about the
interaction between such activities and existing land uses. The SWEIS merely engages in an
overall survey of surrounding land uses (similar to a standard real estate appraisal) but makes little
effort to evaluate population densities and potential future growth pattern. Unlike the laboratory
itself, the surrounding population and land uses are expected to remain fairly static. These
assumptions are contrary to historical growth patterns as described in general and regional plans
(see. e.g. Alameda County and San Joaquin County General Plans).

Nearly all new projects that would propose such extraordinary land uses in close proximity
to populated areas would, at a minimum, describe alternatives involving different siting scenarios.
Without any effort to explain why these activities must be conducted at LLNL, the SWEIS fails to
propose a single alternative site for the BSL-3 or the expanded plutonium activities described in
the SWEIS.

Both alternative sites and comparisons to alternative programs could be carried out in a
programmatic impact statement, which should have preceded the SWEIS. The need for a
programmatic impact statement, particularly with regard to the Chemical and Biological National
Security Program, is described in our comment to the BSL-3 EA submitted in 2003, and
incorporated herein by reference.

The Problem of Incomplete Knowledge vs. History

The CEQA NEPA regulations list elements to be taken into account in determining
whether an EIS is to be prepared. These include: (a) the degree to which the proposed action
affects public health or safety, (b) the degree to which the effects on the quality of the human
environment are likely to be highly controversial; and (¢) the degree to which the possible effects
on the human environment are highly uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks. See 40 CFR
§1508.27.

Once an EIS is prepared. these considerations do not fly out the window. Lengthy
exposure tables which give the appearance of scientific certainty are an improper substitute for a
more extensive analysis of the range of risks and impacts from given activities. The SWEIS fails
to acknowledge the tremendous uncertainties associated with any of the exposure risks estimated
to oceur from routine activities or non-routine accidents, especially if such materials enter densely
populated communities.

The EIS provides an inadequate history of past excursions of hazardous materials, which
lends a veneer of certainty to the EIS” assumption of 100% mitigation and minimal exposure
patterns. Two major tritium events are known: approximately 350,000 curies were released in
1965 and another 300,000 curies were released in 1970. These have been the subject of studies
by the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), which yielded inconclusive
results. (Russ & Goble, “A Critical Review of ATSDR Public Health Assessment For Lawrence
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Livermore National Laboratory”, March 28, 2003). The Health Consultation released by
ATSDR in September 1993 was forced to rely upon mostly anecdotal data as well as conflicting
studies of LLNL workers principally involving melanoma studies.  Additionally, public health
concerns still exist regarding the documented release of plutonium several decades ago into
municipal waste sludge. which found transport into the local community by way of distribution of
processed sludge as a garden soil amendment.

The SWEIS inappropriately isolates its analysis of impacts from this history. The validity
of assumptions regarding risks and excursion pathways can only be evaluated in the context of
past incidents, as well as conventional events involving hazardous wastes or failures in HEPA
filtration systems (see, e.g.. DNFSB Technical Report. “HEPA Filters Used in the Department of
Energy’s Hazardous Facilities,” May 1999).

The Problem of Incremental Analysis: Alternatives

As with past attempts to evaluate the impacts of Laboratory operations (Universit:
California Regents, 1987, DOE. 1992), comparison of impacts from different “alternative
frustrated by the fact that unlike a new project or development, the SWEIS addresses a fifty-year
old facility. The SWEIS “baseline” is premised upon the Laboratory’s robust operations in 2002,
so that the three alternatives - “reduced operations”, “no action”, and the “preferred alternative™
are incremental variations of one another, since the vast majority of programs and facilities at
LLNL were constructed long ago and are in full operation, and LLNL has accumulated a
significant volume of “legacy” waste. This fact underscores the ever-expanding quality and
quantity of land uses such as hazardous and radioactive waste storage, expansion of materials
limits. and construction of biological agent laboratories, which are patently inconsistent with the
immediate land uses in nearly every direction from LLNL. The SWEIS also contemplates
considerably heightened transport of TRU, LLW and mixed waste, which has been the subject of
considerable impact and safety studies, but receive little attention here. As with the Stockpile
Stewardship and biological weapons programs, the need for a programmatic EIS to address
national programs to transport waste and LLNL’s role is considerable.

The absence of any programmatic “decision™ or “action” results in two profound
conundrums for the authors of the SWEIS. First, the document inevitably violates the NEPA rule
against pre-determination, that is, precluding the irrevocable commitment of resources to a
proposed action before environmental review is complete. The EIS is based upon a number of
“micro-reviews” of facilities which are, for the most part, being expanded or modified. The lack of
detail in the multiple programs described in the SWEIS, and a decision-milestone guide as to
each, will enable a number of these programs to “slip through” the NEPA schedule. The majority
of planned activities are, in one form or another. continuations of existing programs that have
been built or funded.

The second problem presented to the SWEIS authors is the difficulty of comparing
“alternatives™ in any meaningful quantitative way. The problem is best illustrated by figure S-1 at
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page S-9 of the Summary, which purports to provide a “qualitative comparison” of the three
alternatives. The graphs. which are devoid of numeric values, give the impression of significant
differences in the alternatives, to the extent of 50% between the preferred alternative and the
alternative of reduced operation. The problem. of course, is there is no y-scale given to the bar
graph. so that we do not know the measure of comparison. If the actual comparative charts are
consulted (generally, Table $.6-1), the differences are typically 10% or less in impacts such as
housing. In other areas, such as production of TRU and LLW, the differences are greater. But
unless the public has the patience to contrast and compare the multiple tables in 8.6-1, the
quantitatively-devoid graph of 8.5-1 reflects differences in operations with no basis of
measurement.

Consequently, the SWEIS suffers from a constricted approach to the discussion of
alternatives at both poles. Rather than use a conventional “baseline” that would involve ordinary
land uses rather than the hazardous activities already ongoing, the public and decision makers
begin their review at the 9" floor of a ten-story building, Drawing from the NRC’s requirement to
its licensees to consider and propose decommissioning plans with license applications, the SWEIS
should address the eventual “decommissioning” or brownfield status of LLNL after most if not all
operations have ended. This is especially appropriate in the light of U.S. treaty obligations and
related commitments which require the United States to negotiate in good faith for the elimination
of its nuclear arsenal (see discussion regarding the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty below).

At the other pole, the SWEIS must include a fair and frank discussion of ever greater
expansion that would incorporate analysis of the impacts of possible future decisions to develop
significant nuclear weapons component production capacity “in-house™ at LLNL and LANL, and
of expanding efforts to modify nuclear weapons and their delivery systems to facilitate potential
DOD requirements for nuclear weapons with new capabilities.  The failure of the SWEILS to
expand its vision beyond the immediate future is directly related to the absence of any
consideration being given to updating the 1996 Stockpile Stewardship Programmatic Impact
Statement, despite massive mission changes as evidenced by the 2002 Nuclear Posture Review.
The Stockpile Stewardship PEIS, like the 1992 Livermore SWEIS/EIR, is hopelessly outdated
and cannot be given legal significance as a tiering document to contemporary impact studies.

The narrow scope of the alternatives discussions, particularly on the subject of future
growth, derives from the general tendency of the DOE to commit resources in advance of
environmental review. The growth witnessed between just the 2002 baseline from prior measures
suggests that in all likelihood, the SWEIS is underestimating the growth-inducing and cumulative
impacts from LLNL operations over the next ten years, a useful measure given the twelve-year
gap between this SWEIS and the prior 1992 SWEIS/EIR.

The Broader View

As referenced above, the decision by the agency to only address these facilities and
programs in a site-specific EIS impairs the ability of the public and decision makers to understand
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and appreciate the nationwide effects and programmatic linkages inherent in these activities. For
example, there is no discussion of the potential impacts to communities along transportation
routes for hazardous and radioactive wastes. The SWEIS consistently restricts its impact analysis
to “the waters edge”, namely LLNL’s boundary and perhaps the immediate community.

This deficiency is more serious given the integral role of LLNL in the retooling and
accelerated development of the nuclear weapons complex following the Nuclear Posture Review.,
While the SWEIS is far from explicit, it appears, as noted above, that LLNL may have an
expanded role in the production of nuclear weapons components and/or component prototypes,
and that nuclear weapons design activities are likely to intensify as well. No effort is made to
provide a clear picture of these activities over the period in which it is likely that this SWEIS will
be used as a tiering document. The resull is segmentation of environmental analysis as serious as
that associated with the division of environmental review of any major public work into its
disparate components, which have the invariable effect of understating impacts.

In the setting of this SWEIS, the accuracy of the environmental analysis is vitiated by the
failure to consider corresponding actions or facilities at other sites which depend or relate to
LLNL programs. For example. the “no action™ or “reduction in activities™ alternatives may not
necessarily have lesser impacts on a programmatic scale, if the activities are simply being shifted
elsewhere. The most obvious example of the transference of impacts is where, as contemplated
by the SWEIS, waste is being transported for storage elsewhere. The transport shifis the inherent
risks posed by the material to communities along transportation routes and the disposal site. The
SWEIS addresses little of this, and cannot rely upon programmatic documents prepared nearly a
decade before. specifically those prepared in connection with the Stockpile Stewardship and
Waste Management reviews.

There are important domestic and international polic: es implicated by the broad
mission changes described in the SWEIS. The public and decision makers have the right to be
made aware of and understand these implications. particularly as they relate to the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty, the Biological Weapons Convention, the Statute of the International Criminal
Court, international humanitarian law, the advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice
on nuclear weapons, and other international instruments and laws affecting nuclear and biological
weapons. Significant new activities in both areas also should also be the subject of substantial
non-proliferation reviews.

The Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty

The SWEIS purports to compare No Action, Proposed Action, and Reduced Operations
Alternatives. However, the three cases have minimal effect on the facilities and operation proposed
by NNSA, so that there is no true alternatives analysis. To comply with NEPA. DOE/NNSA must
examine a true alternative based on a zero case, in conformity with the requirements of the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).
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Under Purpose and Need, the Draft SWEIS gives considerable weight to the 2001
Department of Defense Nuclear Posture Review (NPR), which purports to lay out the direction for
1.8, nuclear forces over the next 5 to 10 years. The centerpiece of the NPR is a new strategic triad,
“with flexible response capabilities.” The authors of the SWEIS give particular deference to the third
leg of this new triad. “a revitalized defense infrastructure,” which they say. “reflects a broad
recognition of the importance of a robust and responsive nuclear weapons infrastructure in sustaining
deterrence.”

The NPR. a DOD planning document, conflicts in its essence with the NPT, a treaty second
only to the United Nations Charter in the number of states parties. The NPT was signed by the
United States in 1968. It was ratified and entered into force in 1970, thus becoming part of “the
supreme law of the land”™ under the U.S. Constitution. As U.S. law, the NPT supersedes a DOD
planning document. Article VI of the NPT obligates the United States to “pursue negotiations on
good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and
to nuclear disarmament, and 1o a treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and
effective international control.” The 1995 extension decision was coupled with a package containing
Principles and Objectives for Non-Proliferation and Disarmament, including the completion of
negotiations on a Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban-Treaty no later than 1996, immediate
commencement and early conclusion of negotiations on a convention banning the production of fissile
materials for nuclear weapons, and “[t]he determined pursuit by the nuclear-weapon-states of
systematic and progressive efforts to reduce nuclear weapons globally, with the ultimate goal of
eliminating those weapons.....”, and a strengthened review process. In 1996, the International Court
of Justice, the judicial branch of the United Nations and the highest and most authoritative court in
the world on questions of mnternational law issued an authoritative interpretation of Article VI
Interpreting Article VI, the Court unanimously held: : “There exists an obligation to pursue and bring,
to a conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective
international control.”

At the close of the 2000 NPT Review Conference, the United States and the other nuclear
weapon states committed to an “unequivocal undertaking. .. to accomplish the total elimination of
their nuclear arsenals.” For the first time in the NPT s 30-year history they dropped qualifiers like
“ultimate goal” regarding their nuclear disarmament obligation. They also agreed to “a diminishing
role for nuclear weapons in security policies to minimize the risk that these weapons will ever be used
and to facilitate the process of their total elimination.” In addition, the U.S. committed to “concrete
agreed measures to reduce the operational status of nuclear weapons,” meaning it promised to work
with Russia to take nuclear forces off hair-trigger alert. And the U.S. agreed that a no-backtracking
“principle of irreversibility” applies to nuclear disarmament, nuclear and other related arms control
and reduction measures.” The 2001 DOD planning document is inconsistent with the United States’
nuclear disarmament obligations and commitments under the NPT. Elevating the research and
development infrastructure to one leg of a new strategic triad, “that will provide capabilities in a
timely manner to meet emerging threats,” brings this contradiction into sharp focus.

The zero option remains official U.S. policy and law. As we have consistently maintained,
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azero option is based upon U.S. fulfillment of its obligation under Article VI ofthe NPT to negotiate
the reduction and elimination of its nuclear weapons. That option is well within the universe of
reasonable alternatives the SWEIS should examine to inform decisionmaking by DOE/NNSA itself.
other agencies, the President, Congress, and the public. Further, it will broaden and enrich the
comparative examination of environmental and proliferation impacts. The differing impacts of
possible futures are themselves one relevant factor affecting LLLL, vet if NNSA does not study a
zero option the range of comparison will be narrow. There is no broader PEIS or other examination
of a zero option completed or planned to which the SWEIS can simply refer.

The Accident Analysis Is Incomplete

Other commenters have addressed the technical deficiencies inthe SWEIS” estimates of health
impacts from various hypothetical accidents (Comment of Peter Strauss, April 27, 2004). Despite
recent events and security concerns expressed regarding LLNL, the focus of these bounding accidents
appear to be random, human error incidents and not intentional unclear whether provisions
for intentional act events are excluded because they do not qualify as “accidents™ or for reasons of
national security.

The SWEISs analysis carries forward the same approach performed by the Department of
Energy over the last twenty years, in that the end result is limited to various calculations of risk-
based exposures to radionuclides, and estimates of latent cancer fatalities. The risk figures associated
with each accident are nearly always sufficiently low as to be virtually indistinguishable from routine
exposures and common workplace risks, if not lower, given the uncertainties attendant to very low
levels of exposure to radioactive material. As with every impact report and study performed at
LLNL, the authors of the SWEIS cannot conceive of bounding accident that will pose a measurable
risk to workers outside the immediate buildings or to the neighboring community.

The approach taken in the SWEIS violates NEPA's broad mandate of an “interdisciplinary
approach”, and in particular the requirement to consider economic and social impacts (40 CFR
§1508.8(b)) as well as effects on urban quality (40 CFR §1502.16(g)). The consideration of human
health impacts from any given accident is indeed a necessary and important component of any
accident analysis, but it is by no means complete. The SWEIS authors do not even identify the
existence of socio-economic impacts from accidents; they appear to assume that none would exist.
The SWEIS thus gives the inevitable impression that the sole impact from a measurable release of
highly radioactive materials into the human environment would solely consist of'a negligible elevation
of LCFs incapable of ever being traced or measured.

Yet we know that even accidents or non-routine emissions that produce no immediate, easily
measurable fatalities (Three Mile Island being the best-known example) produce substantial socio-
economic disruptions in neighboring communities. These disruptions begin with the appearance of
civilian first-response teams who will face uncertainties of exposure risk unless they are armed in
advance with the comforting statistics in Appendix D of the SWEIS. The SWEIS authors assume
that such teams and the public will be in possession of perfect knowledge, will agree with DOE’s
often controversial risk assessments, will dissociate themselves from commonly-held perceptions
regarding radioactive materials, and will not adversely react to the objective conditions of a non-
routine event. The public’s reaction to a publicized incident is unlikely to track the actual exposure
values on a precisely arithmetic basis.
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These flaws render the SWEIS accident analysis woefully incomplete as well as misleading.
There exists a dense body of studies and evaluation of public risk perception associated with
hazardous and radioactive materials which has been measured and known. The social and economic
impacts of the public’s perception of such risks is immense, as demonstrated by the fact that no
applications for licensing of civilian nuclear plants have been submitted to the NRC in the last twenty
vears. Billions of dollars have likewise been spent evaluating and managing privately-held
“brownfields” in which low levels of residual contamination preclude economic development. These
economic considerations are driven not by simple mathematical computations of LCFs, but also the
effect that even minute quantities of hazardous materials have to public perceptions in the
marketplace.

The host of socio-economic impacts associated with a bounding accident involving quantities
of radioactive materials include both immediate and long term effects. beginning with traffic and
consumption of emergency services engaged in the initial response. Longer term impacts may include
loss of use of properties during remediation, possible social dislocation, impacts to local agriculture,
and costs associated with long term monitoring. Notably, there is no sion of the impact on
Alameda or San Joaquin County health and environmental departments in the follow-up to a
significant release, or even that they were materially consulted during the preparation of Appendix
D. As elsewhere. the SWEIS authors engage in the global assumption that local agencies will play
their respective roles without complaint or difficulty.

Extension of the Comment Period
Given the bulk of the documentation and complexity of issues associated with the SWEIS,

WSLF respectfully requests that the comment period to the draft EIS be extended for an additional
ninety (90) days.
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Western States Legal Foundation, Phyllis Olin, Esq., White, Danielle
President of the Board Page 1 of 7
Page 3 of 3

5/01.01

cont. May 20, 2004

Mr. Thomas Grim, L-293

U.S. Department of Energy,

National Nuclear Security Administration
Livermore Site Office, SWEIS Document Manager
7000 East Avenue

Livermore, CA 94550.9234

Fax: (925) 422-1776
Email: tom.grim(@oak.doe. gov

RE: Comments on the Department of Energy's
Site-Wide Environmental Impact

Statement (SWEIS) for Continued Operations at
Lawrence Livermore National

Laboratory (LLNL).

Dear Mr. Grim:

Through this letter we are expressing our deep
concern with the health and

environmental risks posed by the expanded nuclear
weapons mission for the

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) into
the indefinite future.

We appreciate your focused attention to this
matter. Below, we have

outlined a number of specific concerns that, taken
cumulatively, lead us to

1/31 04 the conclusion that the Site Wide Environmental

N Impact Statement (SWEIS)

for the continuing operation of LLNL is so

el in information and

analysis that it must be fixed and re-circulated

in draft form. This would

allow the community, the regulators, and the
legislators to have the

opportunity to evaluate the new information that
isrequested in these

comments, Our specific concerns are:

1. The same day of the public hearings
for the SWEIS, April 27,
2004, the Congressional Subcommittee on National
Security, Emerging
Threats, and Intemational Relations for the
Committee on Government Reform
held a hearing on the security of nuclear
2/0802 materials. The hearing
highlighted potentially insurmountable problems
with plutonium and highly
enriched uranium at certain Department of Energy
(DOE) sites, with a focus
on the vulnerability of nuclear materials storage
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White, Danielle
Page 2 of 7

at LLNL. On May 7, 2004,

Energy Secretary Spencer Abraham delivered a
speech on the deficiencies in

the security of nuclear materials at LLNL and

other DOE sites. The Energy

Secretary made a commitment to consider removing
the special nuclear

materials at LLNL by 2005, This recent
acknowledgement by the DOE that

security at LLNL is questionable makes it
imperative that the SWELS

evaluate an alternative that would remove all
special nuclear materials

from LLNL. These acknowledgements make this not
only a reasonable option,

but one that should be evaluated because it isa
foreseeable outcome within

the next decade at LLNL

2/0802 2. Instead of reducing the amount of

special nuclear materials

Cont- on-site at LLNL, this plan proposes to more than
double the limit for

plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1,540 pounds to
3,300 pounds. Additionally,

under the Proposed Action, the administrative
limit for highly enriched

uranium in Building 239 would increase from 55
pounds to 110 pounds. Seven

million people live in surrounding areas, and
residences are built right up

to the fence. Plutonium is difficult to store

safely because, in ce
forms, it can spontaneously ignite and bum.
Mereover, it poses a

criticality risk when significant quantities are
stored in close proximity
The amount of plutonium proposed for LLNL is
sufficient to make more than

300 nuclear bombs. Because of the health risks,

the proliferation dangers,

storage hazards, and very serious security

concemns, we believe it is

irresponsible to store plutonium, highly enriched
uranium and tritium at

LLNL. We are calling upon the DOE to de-inventory
the plutonium, highly

enriched uranium and tritium stocks at LLNL rather
than to increase them.

3. The SWEIS proposes to increase the

3/34.01 | atrisk limits for witium

ten fold, from just over 3 grams to 30 grams. The

4/33_01, SWEIS proposes to

2 0 increase the at-risk limit for plutonium from 44

White, Danielle
Page 3 of 7

3/34.01
4/33.01,
25.01
cont.

5/27.01

6/37.01

pounds to 132 pounds. We

believe it is unsafe to increase the amount of
tritium and plutenium that

can be "in process” in one room at one time. LLNL
has a history of

criticality violations with plutonium and releases
of bath tritium and

plutonium, making it evident that these amounts
should be decreased, rather

than increased.

4. This plan will revive a project that
was canceled more than 10
years ago because it was dangerous and
unnecessary. The project was called
Plutonium - Atomic Vapor Laser [sotope Separation
(AVLIS). Now itis called
the "Integrated Technology Project"(ITF) and the
"Advanced Materials
Program"(AMP). This is a scheme to heat and
vaporize plutonium and then
shoot multiple laser beams through the vapor to
separate out plutonium
isotopes. The ITP / AMP is a health risk and a
nuclear proliferation
nightmare. We believe the ITP and AMP work should
be cancelled as the
Plutonium AVLIS was cancelled in 1990 - this time
permanently.

5, This plan makes Livermore Lab the place
10 test new

manufacturing technologies for producing plutonium
pits for nuclear

weapons. A pit is the softball-sized piece of
plutonium that sits inside a

modern nuclear weapon and triggers its
thermonuclear explosion. DOE says

these new technologies will then be used in a new
bomb factory, called the

Modern Pit Facility (MPF). Public and
Congressional opposition to the MPF

has caused its delay this year. The Livermore Lab
plutonivum pit p:

goes full-speed ahead in the wrong direction. It

will enable the MPF and

production of 150 - 450 plutonium bomb cores
annually, with the ability to

run double shifts and produce 900 cores per year.
This production

capability would approximate the combined nuclear
arsenals of France and

China - each year. We call upon the DOE to halt

all work on plutonium pit

production technologies at Livermore Lab. We
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6/37.01
cont.

7/26.01
8/26.03

9/26.04

believe it is premature for

the DOE to spend taxpayer dollars on this
technology and the prudent and

reasonable outcome is to delay or cancel this
project.

6. This plan will add plutonium,
highly-enriched uranium and large
quantities of lithium hydride to experiments in
the National Ignition
Facility mega-laser when it is completed at
Livermore Lab. Using these
materials in the NIF will increase its usefulness
for nuclear weapons
development, including for the design of new types
of nuclear weapons. It
will also make the NIF more hazardous to workers
and the environment. This
is not only dangerous to people's health and
safety, and a proliferation
risk, but it is sure to result in an inordinate
cost to the taxpayer. No
cost estimate associated with this proposal has
been released to date. We
ask the DOE to cancel these dangerous, polluting,
proliferation-provocative
and unnecessary new experiments proposed for the
NIF.

7. The SWEIS reveals plans to manufacture
tritium targets at LLNL.
The tritium-filled targets are the radioactive
fuel pellets that the NIF's
192 laser beams will "shoot” in an attempt to
create a thermonuclear
explosion. Producing the targets will increase the
amount of tritium that
is used in any one room at Livermore Lab from the
current Limit of just
over 3 grams to 30 grams - nearly 10-fold more. In
the mid-1990's, LLNL
stated that target fabrication was to ocour
off-site because of LLNL's
proximity to large populations. Livermore Lab has
& history of tritium
accidents, spills and releases. The NIF will
increase the amount of
airborne radioactivity emanating from LLNL. We
call on DOE to cancel plans
to manufacture tritium targets for NIF at
Livermore Lab. Further, we urge
cancellation of the NIF megalaser. Cancellation of
NIF is a reasonable
alternative that should be fully analyzed in the
SWEIS.

White, Danielle
Page 5 of 7

10/39.01

11/35.01

12/14.01

8. This plan also calls for Livermore Lab
to develop diagnostics to
"enhance” the nation's readiness to conduct
full-scale underground nuclear
tests. This is a dangerous step back to the days
of unrestrained nuclear
testing. All work at LLNL te reduce the time it
takes to conduct a
full-scale underground nuclear test should be
terminated immediately.

9. This plan mixes bugs and bombs at
Livermore. It calls for
collocating an advanced bio-warfare agent facility
(BSL-3) with nuclear
weapons activities in a classified area at
Livermore Lab. The plan proposes
genetic modification and aerosolization (spraying)
with live anthrax,
plague and other deadly pathogens. This could
weaken the international
biological weapons treaty -- and it poses a risk
to workers, the public and
the environment here in the Bay Area. The draft
SWEIS does not adequately
describe these programs, or the unique security,
health and environmental
hazards they present. Construction should be
halted on the portable BSL-3
facility. All plans to conduct advanced
bio-warfare agent (BSL-3) research
on site at LLNL should be terminated.

10. There are 108 buildings identified at
LLNL as having potential
seismic deficiencies relative to current codes.
The SWEIS should include a
complete list of these buildings and an accounting
of the ones that house
or may house hazardous, radiological and
biological research materials.
LLNL is located within 1 kilometer of two
significant earthquake faults,
including the Las Positas Fault Zone less than 200
feet from the LLNL
boundary. How can we mitigate harm done from an
earthquake that damages
these buildings before they are brought up to
code? We urge the Livermore
Lab to stop any work with hazardous, radioactive
or biological substances
that may be occurring in any building that does
not comply with federal
standards.
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11. A contractor will be paid to package
and ship more than 1,000
drums of transuranic and mixed transuranic waste
13/22.01 | tothe WIPP dump in New
Mexico, yet the SWEIS says this is exempt from
environmental review. This
work in its entirety must be included in the
review.

12. The DOE does not acknowledge in the
SWEIS that the
double-walled shipping containers described in the
document may be replaced
14/2005 by less health - protective single-lined
containers. We believe that no
waste should be shipped in single-walled
containers and the SWEIS should
provide a guarantee to that effect.

13. The Purpose and Need statement in the
SWEIS relies heavily upon
the US Nuclear Posture Review, which calls for an
ageressive modernization
and manufacturing base within the US nuclear
weapons complex. This stands
in stark contrast to the binding legal mandate to
shift " from developing
15/01.01 and producing new weapons designs to dismantling
obsolete weapons and
maintaining a smaller weapons arsenal”, We believe
arevised Purpose and
Need statement should accurately reflect the
Livermore Lab's legal
responsibility with regard to US law, including US
obligations under the
nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).

Further, the Purpose and Need statement in the
SWEIS almost completely

omits LLNL's important role in civilian science
research. This omission

fatally flaws the alternatives analysis in the
SWEIS by neglecting to

consider the expanded role that civilian science
programs at the LLNL could

16/0701 play in the next decade.

The alternatives analysis should be revised to
consider LLNL's role in

light of the commitments in the NPT and the
Livermore Lab's civilian

science mission as well as the compelling case for
removing special nuclear

materials (1.e., plutonium and highly enriched
uranium) from the LLNL site.

White, Danielle
Page 7 of 7

16/07.01
cont.

17/23.02

Also, after reading Eileen Welsome's The Plutonium Files I was shocked and
angered at what these nuclear weapons have and are currently doing to the
populus. Tt is my sincere hope that these evil men will wake up and see

that this is supposed to be America not Nazi Germany!!!!111!

I am curious why we are still subjecting people to these experiments such as
Iodine therapy that has not been proven to stop disease. Why are we still
allowing these experiments to exist? Why is taxpayers money going to
useless projects? Did anyone in your department learn the lessons about the
danger of radicactive waste back in the 40's and 50's?? That this uranium
does not break down in the environment and killed off most of the scientists
working with this toxic waste of cancer and other illnesses?

When are you going to realize that by rendering all of these test sites now
useless pieces of land you are forcing our already overpopulated world into
closer confinement. I would like to find out how radioactive salmon
contam inating the food chain along with cattle and other animals is helping
people? Do you like eating radioactive salmon because I sure don't. And I
also don't think it is a matter of national security to conceal this and

other information from the public.

Sincerely,

Danielle White

March 2005
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1/04.01

2/01.01

3/07.01

Charlene Woodcock
2355 Virginia St.
Berkeley, CA 94709

May 20, 2004

Mr. Tom Grim

DOE, NNSA L-293
7000 East Ave.
Livermore, CA 94550

Dear Mr. Grim:

Twrite to comment on the DOE's proposal to intensify nuclear weapons
development at the Livermore Lab in Northem California. This would be
detrimental to the security and best interests of Californians and all
Americans.

T oppose the nuclear bunker-buster, called the "Robust Nuclear Earth
Penetrator." T oppose the development of "mini-nukes" and other new
nuclear weapons concepts being researched at Livermore Lab. 1 oppose the
storage of more Nuclear Materials. I oppose development of the abandoned
Plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation. 1 oppose further
development of the National Ignition Facility Mega-Laser and call instead
for termination of the NIF project. I oppose development of new
technologies for producing Plutonium Bomb cores. 1 oppose readiness to
resume full-scale nuclear tests. I oppose locating an advanced

bio-warfare agent research facility with nuclear weapons activities in a
classified area at Livermore Lab. This could weaken the international
biological weapons treaty, and it endangers workers, the public, and the
environment.

The DOE plan to introduce new weapons programs into LLNL will promote a
new arms race, escalate the nuclear danger, and increase the environmental
threat LLNL poses to the people of California. The SWEIS propels Livermore
Lab in exactly the wrong direction.

DOE should enhance the peaceful, civilian scientific capabilities and
mission at Livermore Lab by proposing new, unclassified programs in
environmental cleanup, non-polluting and renewable energy, earth sciences,
astrophysics, atmospheric physics and others.

Statement.

Sincerely,

Charlene Woodcock

Woodcock, Charlene M.
Page 1 of 1
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1/02.01

2/08.02

3/27.01,
33.01

Lisa Wysel
1540 bolero Dr.
Santa Barbara, CA 93108

May 26, 2004

Mr. Tom Grim

DOE, NNSA L-293
7000 East Ave.
Livermore, CA 94550

Dear Mr. Grim:

Please consider this letter with my comments on the environmental and
proliferation risks from proposed nuclear weapons development and new
plutonium and tritium programs at the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE)
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL).

Twrite to you because the DOE has prepared a draft Site Wide
Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) that proposes to ramp up nuclear
weapons activities at the Livermore Lab in Northern California. Livermore
Lab is working on the design of a new, high-vield nuclear bunker-buster,
called the "Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator.” and I oppose its

development. Additionally, I oppose the development of so-called
"mini-nukes” and other new nuclear weapons concepts being researched at
Livermore Lab.

Here are my comments on six dangerous new programs being proposed at
Livermore Lab.

1. Storage of More Nuclear Materials: This plan will more than double the
storage limit for plutonium at Livermore Lab from 1,540 pounds to 3,300
pounds. It would increase the radioactive tritium storage limit from 30

grams to 35 grams. I join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based
Tri-Valley CAREs group in calling on DOE to de-inventory the plutonium and
tritium stocks at Livermore Lab, not increase them.

2. Plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS): This plan will
revive a project that was canceled more than 10 years ago because it was
dangerous and unnecessary. The project is Plutonium AVLIS. This is a
scheme to heat and vaporize plutonium and then shoot multiple laser beams
through the hot vapor to separate out plutonium isotopes. To do this,

Wysel, Lisa
Page 2 of 3

3/27.01,
33.01
cont.

4/26.01,
26.03

5/37.01

6/39.01

7/35.01

Livermore Lab plans to increase the amount of plutonium that can be used
at one time in any one room from 44 pounds to 132 pounds - a 3-fold
increase. I join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based
Tri-Valley CARE:s in calling for cancellation of this project.

3. Dangerous New Experiments in the National Ignition Facility Mega-Laser:
This plan will add plutonium, highly-enriched uranium and lithium hydride
to experiments in the National Ignition Facility (NIF) mega-laser when it

is completed at Livermore Lab. Using these materials in the NIF will
increase its usefulness for nuclear weapons development. It will also make
the NIF more hazardous to workers and the environment. I join California
Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in calling for a
close out of the NIF project and termination of plans to use plutonium and
other new materials in it.

4, New Technologies for Producing Plutonium Bomb Cores: This plan makes
Livermore Lab the place to test new manufacturing technologies for
producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons. A pit is the softball-sized
piece of plutonium that sits inside a modern nuclear weapon and triggers

its thermonuclear explosion. DOE says these new technologies will then be
used in a new bomb core factory, called the Modern Pit Facility (MPF). The
Livermore Lab plutonium pit program will enable the MPF and production of
150 - 450 plutonium bomb cores annually, with the ability to run double
shifts and produce 900 per vear. This production capability would
approximate the combined nuclear arsenals of France and China - each year.
1 join California Peace Action and the Livermore-based Tri-Valley CAREs in
calling for termination of this technology development project.

5. Enhancing Readiness to R Full-Scale Nuclear Tests: This plan calls
for Livermore Lab to develop diagnostics to "enhance” the natior
readiness to conduct full-scale underground nuclear tests at the Nevada

Test Site. This is a dangerous step back to the days of unrestrained

nuclear testing and I join with California Peace Action and Tri-Valley
CARE: to oppose any move to "enhance” U.S. readiness to conduct full-scale
tests,

6. Mixing Bugs and Bombs: This plan mixes bugs and bombs at Livermore Lab.
It calls for collocating an advanced bio-warfare agent research facility

with nuclear weapons activities in a classified area at Livermore Lab. The

DOE proposes genetic modification and aerosolization (spraying) with live
anthrax, plague and other deadly pathogens on site at LLNL. This could

weaken the international biological weapons treaty -- and it poses a risk

to workers, the public and the environment here in the California.

Interestingly. this program is listed as part of LLNL's "no action

alternative” as though it were an existing program -- even though it is

not yet constructed, Tri-Valley CAREs has brought litigation against it,
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7/35.01
cont.

8/04.01

9/07.01

and a federal Judge has issued a "stay" prohibiting the importation of
dangerous pathogens into the facility while the lawsuit moves forward. 1
join Tri-Valley CAREs in opposing the operation of a bio-warfare agent
facility at Livermore Lab.

I believe the DOE plan to introduce new weapons programs into LLNL will
promote a new arms race and escalate the nuclear danger. Further, the DOE
proposal to double LLNL's plutonium storage limit to 3.300 pounds and
triple the amount held "at risk" in any one room increases the
environmental threat LLNL poses to the people of California. The SWEIS
propels Livermore Lab in exactly the wrong direction.

Instead of proposing new weapons projects, DOE should enhance the
peaceful, civilian scientific capabilities and mission at Livermore Lab by
proposing new, unclassified programs in environmental cleanup,
non-polluting and renewable energy, earth sciences, astrophysics,
atmospheric physics and others. The alternative of a "green lab" in
Livermore should be pursued instead of the dangerous nuclear weapons
future proposed by the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely,

Lisa Wysel

March 2005
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CHAPTER 3: COMMENT SUMMARIES AND RESPONSES

This chapter summarizes the comments the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) received on the
Draft Site-wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory and Supplemental Stockpile Stewardship and Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (LLNL SW/SPEIS) during the public comment
period, and provides responses to those comments. Identical or similar comments provided by
more than one commentor are grouped together in one comment summary for response. The
responses indicate whether any changes were made to the LLNL SW/SPEIS and the rationale
behind those decisions. Section 1.3 describes the organization of this Comment Response
Document and discusses the tables provided in Chapter 1 to assist readers in tracking their
comments to the respective comment summary and response.

01 PoLicy

01.01 Many commentors were concerned that the DOE was not in compliance with Article VI
of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), which obligates the parties “to pursue
negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of nuclear arms race
at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete
disarmament under strict and effective international control.” Commentors requested that
a nonproliferation and treaty compliance review be conducted for the activities covered in
the LLNL SW/SPEIS, including the National Ignition Facility (NIF) and the Integrated
Technology Project (ITP). Some commentors expressed the opinion that the Nuclear
Posture Review cannot be used to justify the Proposed Action because its findings are
contrary to international law and treaty agreements.

Response: As indicated in Chapter 1 of the LLNL SW/SPEIS, LLNL is responsible for
maintaining the safety, security, and reliability of the Nation’s nuclear stockpile as part
of the NNSA’s Stockpile Stewardship Program (SSP). LLNL is responsible for
surveillance of several weapons systems currently in the stockpile. The nonproliferation
and treaty compliance aspects of the SSP were previously evaluated in the Final
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile Stewardship and
Management (SSM PEIS) (DOE 1996a). This work remains relevant.

Chapter 2 of the SSM PEIS provides a review of relevant treaties, discusses the
nonproliferation aspects of the SSP, and states that implementation of the SSP would not
lead to proliferation. The SSM PEIS states, “The loss of confidence in the safety or
reliability of the weapons in the U.S. stockpile could result in a corresponding loss of
credibility of the U.S. nuclear deterrent and could provide an incentive to other nations
to develop their own nuclear weapons programs.”

With specific respect to Article VI of the NPT, as explained in the SSM PEIS, ““Stockpile
Stewardship contributes positively to U.S. arms control and nonproliferation policy...by
providing the United States with continued confidence in its weapons to allow for further
reductions and to meet its NPT obligations.” DOE/National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA) has concluded that this remains true. In addition, the jointly
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submitted report to Congress by the Secretary of State, Secretary of Defense, and
Secretary of Energy in March 2004, entitled, ““An Assessment of the Impact of Repeal of
the Prohibition on Low Yield Warhead Development on the Ability of the United States to
Achieve Its Nonproliferation Objectives™ (Secretary of State 2004) provides additional
information regarding U.S. compliance with its commitment under Article VI of the NPT.

The SSM PEIS Record of Decision (ROD) (61 FR 68014) indicates that the decisions
made in the ROD ““...will help enable the NNSA to assess and certify the safety and
reliability of the Nation’s nuclear weapons stockpile. The September 2002 DOE Strategic
Plan also provides information on stockpile stewardship and nuclear arms control and
nonproliferation. As stated in the Strategic Plan, “The Stockpile Stewardship Program is
carried out in full consonance with and supportive of START agreements and other
nuclear nonproliferation initiatives.”

Therefore, the treaty and nonproliferation aspects of the SSP at LLNL have been
evaluated in several DOE documents. The activities identified as a part of the Proposed
Action in the LLNL SW/SPEIS are consistent with LLNL’s SSP mission. As a result, these
activities do not affect the United States’ continued compliance with arms control treaties
including the NPT. Information has been added to Chapter 1, Section 1.3.1 of the LLNL
SW/SPEIS that further addresses these issues. The issues of treaty compliance and
nonproliferation will be considered, as appropriate, by the DOE decisionmakers in the
ROD for the continued operation of LLNL.

As indicated in Section 1.3.1, the Nuclear Posture Review establishes direction for
nuclear forces for the next 5 to 10 years. The purpose and need of the LLNL SW/SPEIS is
consistent with, and supportive of, the Nuclear Posture Review. NNSA disagrees with
the opinion that the Nuclear Posture Review, which is discussed in Section 1.3.2 of the
LLNL SW/SPEIS, is contrary to international law and treaty agreements.

NIF is an integral part of the SSP and as such is considered during the review for treaty
compliance and nonproliferation aspects of the SSP. Appendix | of the SSM PEIS
provided an evaluation of the construction and operation of the NIF. As indicated in
Chapter 1 of Appendix I, one of the objectives of the SSP is “Ensurance that the activities
needed to maintain the Nation’s nuclear deterrent are consistent with the Nation’s arms
control and nonproliferation objectives.” Nonproliferation was evaluated for NIF in a
study The National Ignition Facility and the Issue of Nonproliferation (DOE 1995b). The
study, prepared by the DOE Office of Nonproliferation and National Security, concluded
that (1) the technical proliferation concerns at NIF are manageable and therefore can be
made acceptable, and (2) NIF can contribute positively to U.S. arms control and
nonproliferation policy goals. NNSA has determined that the use of fissile material,
fissionable material, and lithium hydride in NIF experiments as detailed in Appendix M
of the LLNL SW/SPEIS does not change these conclusions. This information has been
added to Appendix M, Section M.1.1.1 that addresses this issue. NNSA has reconsidered
its requirements and determined that there is no reasonably foreseeable need to pursue
either the Advanced Material Program (AMP) or the ITP. Therefore, the AMP has been
removed from the No Action Alternative, the ITP has been removed from the Proposed
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01.02

01.03

Action, and the information in Appendix N has been removed. Therefore, a review of the
treaty compliance and nonproliferation aspect of ITP is no longer relevant.

Commentors questioned if the proposed BioSafety Level-3 (BSL-3) Facility would be in
violation of international biological weapons treaties. According to these commentors,
placement of a BSL-3 Facility within LLNL will raise suspicions among other nations
and could potentially catalyze a new biological arms race, or complicate possible
enforcement and verification protocols. Commentors requested that a nonproliferation
and treaty compliance review be conducted for the proposed BSL-3 Facility.

Response: The United States is a signatory to the Biological and Toxin Weapons
Convention (BWC), which prohibits the development and production of bioweapons. The
BWC does not prohibit activities with biological agents which are for prophylactic,
protective or other peaceful purposes. The BSL-3 Facility would be consistent with the
BWC as its activities will conform with treaty obligations. As noted in Appendix A,
Section A.2.3.2, the facility is designed to accommodate work on detection and counter-
terrorism technologies, and will provide for environmentally safe and physically secure
manipulation and storage of infectious micro-organisms. The BSL-3 Facility will
develop DNA signatures to rapidly identify deadly agents, a capability that could be used
to protect the public in response to a bio-terrorism incident. The BSL-3 Facility
operation does not combine biological research with nuclear weapons activities. Genetic
modification activities would be used for studying how to weaken an agent, not to make it
more robust.

Commentors stated that the United States should reduce the current size of the nuclear
weapons stockpile. Commentors expressed concern regarding the number of nuclear
weapons that LLNL has designed for the “enduring” stockpile.

Response: With respect to reducing the size of the nuclear weapons stockpile, the
President, on November 13, 2001, announced his decision to reduce the number of
operationally-deployed strategic warheads to 1,700-2,200 by the end of 2012. Such a
reduction was codified in the Moscow Treaty and would be a two-thirds reduction from
then-current levels. Subsequently, in May 2004, the President took steps to reduce the
total size of the United States nuclear weapons stockpile. By 2012, the stockpile will be
the smallest its been in decades nearly a factor of four reduction from the levels at the
end of the Cold War.

The alternatives described in this LLNL SW/SPEIS are consistent with national security
policies, including reasonably foreseeable arms reductions. Regarding the future role of
LLNL due to stockpile reductions, the three national weapons laboratories (Los Alamos
National Laboratory [LANL], Sandia National Laboratory, and LLNL) possess most of
the core intellectual and technical competencies of the United States in nuclear weapons.
These competencies embrace more than 50 years of weapons knowledge and experience
that cannot be found anywhere else in the United States. For the reasonably foreseeable
future, a primary mission of LLNL will be to maintain the safety and reliability of the
enduring stockpile, irrespective of the specific warhead types that remain in that
stockpile.
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PROGRAMMATIC PURPOSE AND NEED

Many commentors indicated that DOE should not conduct nuclear weapons research and
development activities at LLNL. Many commentors indicated that the purpose and need
statement is inconsistent, too-narrowly defines the range of alternatives, and does not
provide evidence of any specific need or clear justification for the Proposed Action.
Commentors were opposed to expanding nuclear weapons activities and developing new
weapons systems, such as the “Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator” and “mini-nukes.”
Commentors are opposed to nuclear weapons production at LLNL. Commentors stated
that the LLNL SW/SPEIS must include a discussion of impacts regarding future nuclear
weapons development. Commentors expressed concern that the mission at LLNL
represents an escalation from nonnuclear war to nuclear war. Commentor stated that
disposition of weapons materials in the former Soviet Union should be addressed in the
LLNL SW/SPEIS.

Response: It is the United States policy for DOE to develop and produce the Nation’s
nuclear weapons and to ensure the safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons
stockpile. With the end of the Cold War, DOE has been developing strategies for
appropriate adjustments to DOE missions and activities consistent with current national
security policies that reflect post-Cold War policies, including a smaller enduring
stockpile. However, even in the post-Cold War period, international dangers remain, and
nuclear deterrence will continue to be a cornerstone of U.S. national security policy for
the foreseeable future.

The SSM PEIS describes the national security policy framework that defines the purpose
and need for DOE’s nuclear weapons mission for the foreseeable future. The SSM PEIS
also describes the development of proposed actions and reasonable alternatives in
response to changes in national security policy, and puts those changes in a broad
technical perspective. The ROD states that the SSP focus is moving away from large-
scale development and production of new design nuclear weapons with nuclear testing,
to one that focuses on the safety and reliability of a smaller, aging stockpile without
nuclear testing. However, with this change in focus, national security policies require
DOE to maintain the capabilities of the ongoing SSP. The actions selected in that ROD
flow logically from the mission’s purpose and need, given the policy constraints placed
on the program by the President and Congress. Enhanced experimental capability at
LLNL such as the NIF and the Contained Firing Facility, are needed to provide a source
of experimental data used to certify the performance of weapons components and also to
verify the simulation models used to assess the safety and reliability of the weapons in the
stockpile.

As indicated in Section 1.3 of the LLNL SW/SPEIS, the continued operation of LLNL is
critical to the SSP and to preventing the spread and use of nuclear weapons worldwide.
LLNL conducts a wide range of stockpile surveillance activities to assess the safety and
reliability of weapons in the stockpile and to better understand the effects of aging on
weapons. These surveillance activities include evaluating the pits in the primaries of
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nuclear weapons. LLNL is the design laboratory for four weapons systems in the
stockpile: the W87 and W62 intercontinental ballistic missile warheads, the B83 bomb,
and the W84 cruise missile. LLNL supports production through research and
development; however, LLNL is not a nuclear weapons production facility. The LLNL
SW/SPEIS analyzes the environmental impacts associated with operations at LLNL for
each of the alternatives, including operations associated withthe nuclear
weapons Stockpile Stewardship Program.

LLNL and other NNSA organizations are involved in the disposition of weapons
materials from other nations, including Russia. This is included as part of the LLNL
mission (see Section 2.3.4 of the LLNL SW/SPEIS).

Commentors stated that the purpose and need statement in the LLNL SW/SPEIS does not
acknowledge LLNL’s Biology and Biotechnology Research Program (BBRP), and
whether LLNL is the best suited entity for going forward with the BSL-3 Facility.
Commentors asserted that the BBRP and BSL-3 Facility are connected actions; therefore,
the LLNL SW/SPEIS must include a review of the entire BBRP. Commentors indicated
that the BSL-3 Facility should not be included as part of the No Action Alternative.

Response: With respect to the existing LLNL BBRP, Chapter 2, Section 2.3.7 discusses
this program as an existing program at LLNL as analyzed in the LLNL SW/SPEIS. Once
operational, the BSL-3 Facility would be used by the BBRP. The BSL-3 Facility would
not be a ““connected action” to the BBRP. Rather, the BSL-3 Facility would be a new
facility that expands and enhances the existing BBRP capabilities at LLNL. Per Council
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance (see 40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR]
§1508.25), actions are connected if they: (1) Automatically trigger other actions which
may require environmental impact statements; (2) Cannot or will not proceed unless
other actions are taken previously or simultaneously; or (3) Are interdependent parts of a
larger action and depend on the larger action for their justification. Mere commonality
of objectives is insufficient under CEQ to be a connected action. DOE continues to build
upon existing research expertise located at its national laboratories to meet mission
requirements. However, DOE has not expanded research such that its projects are
concerted or systematic or connected in a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
sense. The BSL-3 Facility is included in the No Action Alternative because NNSA
completed an environmental assessment analyzing the impacts for constructing and
operating the BSL-3 Facility at LLNL and subsequently issued a Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) on December 16, 2002. See Comment Response 35.01
concerning the status and operation of the BSL-3 Facility.

COST AND SCHEDULE

Many commentors expressed the opinion that spending money on nuclear weapons and
LLNL would be a waste of taxpayers’ money. Many commentors advocated spending
this money on education, health care, environmental cleanup, renewable sources of
energy, and other social programs.
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Response: Each year, Congress passes legislation defining the level of funding to meet
Administration and Congressional policy direction. DOE/NNSA implements United
States policy as established by the President and Congress.

Commentors requested that the LLNL SW/SPEIS evaluate the total cost of all changes
and modifications under the Proposed Action.

Response: The LLNL SW/SPEIS provides analysis of the potential environmental
impacts associated with the reasonable alternatives. Although cost is not a factor
analyzed in the LLNL SW/SPEIS, the ROD will discuss costs, as appropriate.

PROPOSED ACTION

Many commentors are opposed to various Proposed Action programs and projects at
LLNL for a number of reasons to include:

. Violation of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty

. Promotes a nuclear arms race

. Involves the use or increased use of radioactive and/or toxic materials (e.g.,
BSL-3) which are a health risk to the public

) Concerns about impacts to the local environment and endangered species

) Leads to development of new weapons designs or resumption of underground
nuclear testing

o Redundant with other DOE laboratory activities

Commentors want DOE to scale down or completely eliminate nuclear weapons research
and development. Commentors noted recent reports of lax security, heightening their
concerns for the security of nuclear and biological materials. Other commentors
supported the Proposed Action for LLNL’s role in national security, science, and support
of businesses in the surrounding communities. Commentors stated that LLNL does not
have a meaningful mission.

Response: The Proposed Action evaluates the environmental impacts of ongoing and
new initiatives, activities, projects, and facilities’ construction projected at LLNL for the
foreseeable future (nominally 10 years) supporting weapons and non-weapons research
and development. Those environmental impacts are compared with the No Action
Alternative and the Reduced Operation Alternative to provide the decisionmaker with the
range of reasonable alternatives needed for an informed choice. For specific responses
to the comments stated above, see the following responses:

Nonproliferation and nuclear arms race issues: 01.01, 01.03, and 02.01
Health risks: 23.01 and 23.02

Scaling down or elimination of weapons work: 06.01, 07.01, and 07.03
Weapons research and development: 02.01

Environment and endangered species concerns: 16.03

Security issues: 30.01 and 30.02
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04.02

BSL-3 Facility issues: 35.01
Issues concerning the redundancy of laboratory activities: 08.01

General comments in support of, or opposed to, the Proposed Action have been noted
and are included in the public record of this review.

The Proposed Action does not include the manufacture or production of nuclear weapons
at LLNL.

Some commentors questioned the purpose and need for the High Explosives
Development Center Project and replacement of the Energetic Materials Processing
Center (EMPC). The LLNL SW/SPEIS does not provide justification of why existing
facilities and equipment are obsolete. Commentors questioned what explosive material
would be present at the EMPC at Site 300. The LLNL SW/SPEIS has not evaluated the
synergistic and cumulative effects of these projects on existing activities at Site 300.
Commentors questioned how EMPC waste disposal would be managed to prevent
groundwater contamination. Commentors questioned what additional construction would
be proposed under the No Action Alternative.

Response: Section 3.3.8 has been amended to clarify that the EMPC is required to
provide ongoing energetic materials processing capabilities which, when combined with
increased computational capabilities, will add greatly to the understanding of weapons
physics resulting in increased confidence in certification of the stockpile. Existing
facilities that house activities planned for the EMPC are about 40 years old and are
outdated. Typical explosives anticipated to be used in EMPC are the same as those
currently in use at Site 300 and include HMX, PETN, RDX, TATB, and TNT.

With respect to the purpose and need for the High Explosives Development Center
(HEDC), Section 3.3.7 of the LLNL SW/SPEIS now includes the following information:
“The HEDC will modernize and replace chemistry and materials science facilities built
in the 1950’s and 1960’s at Site 300. These facilities must be rehabilitated or replaced to
keep pace with the future work envisioned for mission-critical activities of the supporting
facilities at Site 300 such as the Contained Firing Facility, the EMPC, and weapons life
extension programs.”

With respect to the comment regarding preventing groundwater contamination from
waste disposal, LLNL conducts waste management operations in accordance with
applicable environmental laws and regulations. Adherence to these requirements
minimizes the potential to contaminate the environment through implementation of strict
administrative and engineered controls. Existing groundwater contamination, discussed
in Section 4.17, is being addressed through the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) cleanup program under the oversight of the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Regional Water Quality Control Boards,
and the California Department of Toxic Substances Control. See Appendix O and
Section 5.6.10 for additional information concerning pollution prevention and
groundwater mitigation measures.
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Chapter 5 analyzes the cumulative *““synergistic”” impacts of the entire Proposed Action
including the EMPC and HEDC at Site 300. Chapter 3, Section 3.2 describes all the
projects, including construction activities, that are included in the No Action Alternative.
Additional information on all alternatives can be found in Appendix A.

Commentors stated that the Petawatt Laser Prototype should be delayed until DOE
provides more information on funded uses and the state of the previously used laser.
Commentors requested that the LLNL SW/SPEIS address radiological impacts associated
with the operations of the Petawatt Laser Prototype.

Response: The petawatt laser system used on the Nova laser system was decommissioned
in 1999. Key pieces of it are part of a petawatt laser system in the United Kingdom.
Petawatt lasers are being assembled around the world because they are viewed as a
basic science tool in the areas of astrophysics, laser fusion, and biomedical science. The
petawatt laser proposed at LLNL would conduct experiments using energetic x-rays,
electrons and protons. Though not presented separately, the radiological impacts
associated with the Petawatt Laser Prototype operation are included in Section 5.3.14.2
as part of the analysis of the radiological health impacts associated with the Proposed
Action.

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Some commentors questioned why the LLNL SW/SPEIS does not provide a “true” No
Action Alternative. Commentors stated that this alternative does not serve as a baseline
since it provides for future activities that have not been evaluated for impacts, and which
would expand operations at LLNL. Some commentors expressed support for the No
Action Alternative. Commentors identified elements of the No Action Alternative for
which DOE has issued a Categorical Exclusion or Environmental Assessment
(EA)/FONSI, and stated that these activities should be reviewed in the LLNL SW/SPEIS.

Response: As discussed in Comment Responses 01.01 and 02.01, the SSM PEIS, which
focuses on evaluating alternatives for maintaining the safety and reliability of the U.S.
nuclear weapons stockpile without underground testing, remains valid today and
provides a framework for the SSP and the LLNL site-specific proposals for the
foreseeable future.

As stated in Section 3.2, the No Action Alternative was analyzed to comply with CEQ’s
NEPA implementing regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), providing a baseline against
which the impacts of the Proposed Action and Reduced Operation Alternative can be
evaluated. The No Action Alternative evaluates ongoing programs and operations,
including approved interim actions, facility construction, facility expansion or
modification, and facility decontamination & decommissioning (D&D) for which NEPA
analysis and documentation already exists. The No Action Alternative accounts for the
fact that LLNL has been an operational national laboratory for more than 50 years, with
continuing missions expected for the foreseeable future. Such an approach is consistent
with the CEQ guidance ““where ongoing programs initiated under existing legislation
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07
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and regulations will continue, even as new plans are developed. In these cases ‘no
action’ is ‘no change’ from current management direction or level of management
intensity. Therefore, the ‘no action’ alternative may be thought of in terms of continuing
with the present course of action until that action is changed (see CEQ Guidance, 40
Most Asked NEPA Questions).”

With respect to elements of the No Action Alternative for which DOE has issued a
Categorical Exclusion or EA/FONSI, see Comment Response 31.09.

REDUCED OPERATION ALTERNATIVE

Some commentors supported selection of the Reduced Operation Alternative, others
supported some elements, and still others believed that it should include more reductions
in the area of nuclear weapons research and development. Some commentors objected to
the inclusion of new and expanded activities in the Reduced Operation Alternative.
Commentors would like the Reduced Operation Alternative to involve dismantling the
nuclear weapons facility.

Response: The Reduced Operation Alternative represents an approximate 30 percent
reduction in SSP activities at LLNL. Specific activities are proposed for reductions to a
level that provides only for mission readiness (i.e., can be ramped up to full operation if
required). Requests for further reductions, to include elimination of all nuclear weapons
related activities, are inconsistent with LLNL’s DOE assigned mission in the SSP and
Purpose and Need for Agency Action (see Sections 1.3 and 3.5 of the LLNL SW/SPEIS for
a more detailed discussion). No new activities beyond those with existing NEPA
approval are included in this alternative. For a more detailed discussion concerning the
underlying purpose and need for agency action, see also Comment Response 02.01.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED

Some commentors suggested LLNL be used for peaceful purposes as an alternative, such
as an academic or environmental laboratory. LLNL’s expanded role in civilian science
programs and potential conversion to a civilian research facility should be discussed in
the LLNL SW/SPEIS. Some commentors requested that DOE incorporate alternatives
for developing technologies for cleanup activities and renewable energy sources.

Response: The range of reasonable alternatives developed within the LLNL SW/SPEIS
responds to the programmatic purpose and need for critical support of NNSA’s SSP
including preventing the spread and use of nuclear weapons worldwide. As explained in
Section 3.5, alternatives that do not meet this purpose and need are not considered
reasonable and, hence, are not analyzed in detail in the LLNL SW/SPEIS (40 CFR
81502.13). Additionally, the alternatives presented address LLNL’s ongoing missions in
the areas of civilian sciences, including environmental cleanup, renewable energy
programs, and waste management.

March 2005 3-9



Chapter 3 — Comment Summaries and Responses LLNL SW/SPEIS

07.02

07.03

08

08.01

Commentor stated that if the Proposed Action is approved, LLNL could resume full scale
testing at the Nevada Test Site (NTS). The LLNL SW/SPEIS needs to address all aspects
of LLNL’s impact on the environment. Commentors stated that the land at the NTS
rightfully belongs to the Western Shoshone Nation.

Response: As stated in Chapter 1 of the LLNL SW/SPEIS, DOE/NNSA has prepared this
document for continued operation of LLNL, responding to the purpose and need to
support the nuclear weapons SSP. The purpose of the SSP is to maintain the safety and
reliability of the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile without underground testing at NTS.
The missions at LLNL support that purpose. There is no connected action between the
LLNL SW/SPEIS and underground nuclear testing at NTS. Operations at NTS are
analyzed in separate NEPA documents.

The Western Shoshone people maintain that the Ruby Valley Treaty of 1863 gives them
rights to 37,000 square miles in Nevada, including the Yucca Mountain region. In 1977,
the Indian Claims Commission granted a final award to the Western Shoshone people,
who dispute the Commission’s findings and have not accepted the monetary award for
the lands in question. In 1985, the Supreme Court ruled that even though money has not
been distributed, the United States has met its obligations with the Indian Claims
Commission’s final award and, as a consequence, the aboriginal title to the land has
been extinguished. The past use of NTS lands by the Western Shoshone is acknowledged
by DOE through its extensive consultation program with the Shoshone and other groups
affiliated with the region. However, the land is currently owned and used by DOE.

Commentor suggested that the LLNL SW/SPEIS use a conventional “baseline” that
would involve ordinary land uses rather than hazardous activities already ongoing. The
LLNL SWY/SPEIS should further address the eventual “decommissioning” or brownfield
status of the LLNL after most, if not all, operations have ended.

Response: As stated in Section 3.2, the No Action Alternative was analyzed to comply
with CEQ’s NEPA implementing regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), providing a
baseline against which the impacts of the Proposed Action and Reduced Operation
Alternative can be evaluated against. The No Action Alternative evaluates ongoing
programs and operations, including approved interim actions, facility construction,
facility expansion or modification, and facility D&D for which NEPA analysis and
documentation already exists. The No Action Alternative accounts for the fact that LLNL
has been an operational national laboratory for more than 50 years, with continuing
missions expected for the foreseeable future. As explained in Section 3.5 of the LLNL
SW/SPEIS, the decommissioning and eventual ““brownfield”” status of the LLNL was
considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Any future proposals related to D&D
would be subject to appropriate NEPA review.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

Several commentors stated that the alternatives presented in the LLNL SW/SPEIS do not
reflect a range of reasonable of alternatives for LLNL’s future role in supporting the
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missions of DOE. The LLNL SW/SPEIS should evaluate restructuring of weapons
design capabilities among the three DOE laboratories as recommended by the “Galvin
Commission.” Several commentors suggested the purpose and need, and alternatives be
revised to eliminate redundancy and promote consolidation of nuclear weapon activities
to other sites such as Pantex and NTS, such that the environmental impacts at LLNL can
be reduced. Commentors expressed concern for the redundancy in constructing
supercomputing centers at all three DOE laboratories. Commentors stated that programs
and activities at other DOE sites related to the Proposed Action or the No Action
Alternative should be evaluated as “connected actions.” There should also be an option
to move all radioactive and weapons materials to a more secure and seismically safe
facility that is located away from population centers and sensitive species habitats.
Commentors questioned if LLNL plutonium operations and stockpile maintenance
activities could be transferred to another site within the DOE complex. Some
commentors recommended that LLNL consider the “curatorship option” under which
DOE would rely on surveillance and nonnuclear testing to determine when repairs are
necessary to nuclear weapons.

Response: The LLNL SW/SPEIS includes a range of reasonable alternatives that respond
to the programmatic purpose and need in support of DOE/NNSA’s stockpile stewardship
missions. Any alternative that does not respond to this purpose and need is considered
not reasonable. DOE believes that the programmatic purpose and need in the LLNL
SW/SPEIS is appropriate as it responds to the national security policy established by the
Administration and Congress.

As stated in Section 1.3.2 of this LLNL SW/SPEIS, LLNL conducts a wide range of
stockpile surveillance activities to assess the condition of LLNL-designed weapons in the
stockpile and to better understand the effects of aging on weapons. In some cases
surveillance activities on systems designed by other weapons laboratories may be
assigned to LLNL. As a result, LLNL must have similar analytical tools to support their
mission. The issue of potentially consolidating the nuclear weapons activities of the
national laboratories was previously addressed in the SSM PEIS (see Sections 2.4.1 and
3.1.2 of that document). The SSM PEIS conclusion, “that further significant reductions
or consolidations of the weapons laboratories would counter efforts to maintain core
competencies and to develop new technologies necessary to ensure continued high
confidence in the safe and reliable stockpile,” remains valid today. As such, DOE does
not consider consolidation of the national laboratories, such as recommended by the
Galvin Committee, to be a reasonable alternative. The issue of ““curatorship” was also
previously addressed in the SSM PEIS (see Volume 1V, Comment Response 40.36). The
SSM PEIS stated that “curatorship” alone was not a reasonable alternative for
maintaining the safety and reliability of the stockpile in the absence of underground
nuclear testing, remains valid today. As such, “curatorship” is not considered a
reasonable alternative in this LLNL SW/SPEIS.

DOE/NNSA prepares programmatic NEPA documents that evaluate environmental
impacts of alternatives affecting multiple sites. DOE/NNSA prepares site-wide EISs to
assess the environmental impacts of reasonable alternatives for operations at a
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particular site. This LLNL SW/SPEIS assesses site-specific environmental impacts for
the stockpile stewardship mission activities at LLNL and is a Supplemental EIS for the
SSM PEIS for the use of proposed material on the NIF. This LLNL SW/SPEIS includes,
as appropriate, an analysis of all connected actions, cumulative actions, and similar
actions. Operations at other DOE/NNSA sites are covered, as appropriate, by site-wide
NEPA documents for those sites.

Several commentors suggested that due to deficiencies in the security of nuclear materials
at LLNL and other DOE sites, the LLNL SW/SPEIS should evaluate an alternative that
would remove all weapons and radioactive materials from LLNL. Many commentors
cited congressional reports and testimony, as well as a speech from the Secretary of
Energy, concerning nuclear material security deficiencies at LLNL and other DOE sites.

Response: Removal and relocation of nuclear materials to another DOE/NNSA
laboratory is not considered a reasonable alternative as it would not respond to the
programmatic purpose and need for stockpile stewardship missions at LLNL. Section 3.5
of the LLNL SW/SPEIS explains why this alternative is unreasonable and was eliminated
from detailed analysis. The storage and use of this material at LLNL is considered safe
and secure. Security concerns are addressed in classified security documents, and
facilities provide the required safeguards necessary to securely protect all materials.

The alternative of “moving all radioactive and weapons material to a more secure and
seismically-safe facility”” is discussed in Section 3.5 of the LLNL SW/SPEIS which
explains why this alternative is unreasonable and was eliminated from detailed analysis.
While DOE/NNSA notes the concerns expressed in congressional reports and testimony,
and the Secretary of Energy’s speech, DOE/NNSA maintains that the storage and use of
radioactive and weapons material at LLNL is safe and secure. The reduction and
consolidation of nuclear material is a complex-wide issue and if a proposal is developed,
a separate NEPA analysis would be conducted, as appropriate.

Commentor suggested an alternative to the Proposed Action be considered that would
allow LLNL to meet its basic mission objectives while reducing, or at least, not
increasing, potential environmental impacts over the No Action Alternative.

Response: The alternatives analyzed in this LLNL SW/SPEIS are considered reasonable
and appropriately respond to the programmatic purpose and need. As described in
Section 3.4, the LLNL SW/SPEIS includes the Reduced Operation Alternative, which
would maintain full operational readiness for NNSA facilities and operations, but does
not represent the level of operations required to fulfill the Stockpile Stewardship
Program mission assigned to LLNL for the foreseeable future. Section 5.6 discusses
mitigation measures which have the potential to reduce environmental impacts.

LAND USE

Commentors expressed the following comments concerning Figure 4.2.1.1-1, Livermore
Site Surrounding Land Uses:
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. The area north of 1-580, east of Vasco Road and west of Laughlin Road is
primarily zoned Residential, not Rural Residential.
. The area east of Vasco Road and south of East Avenue is Subarea 1 of the City’s

South Livermore Valley Specific Plan. Single-family residential development by
Meritage Homes and Pacific Union Homes (133 units total) is currently underway
in this area.

. Subarea 2 of the South Livermore Valley Specific Plan is located south of East
Avenue and west of Vasco Road. A significant portion of this area is under
development with single-family residences by Signature Homes (550 units total)
and Greenbriar Homes.

Response: All designations are from the municipal or county general plan and zoning
maps. Comments noted and Figure 4.2.1.1-1 has been changed. These changes have
been identified by sidebars.

09.02 Commentors expressed the following comments concerning Figure 4.2.2.1-1, Livermore
Site Surrounding Land Use Designations:

) Livermore recently completed a comprehensive update of the General Plan with
the adoption of the 2003 General Plan in February 2004. Land use designations
for several properties in the vicinity of LLNL have changed as a result of the
updated General Plan.

. The land use designation for 38 acres located east of Vasco Road and north and
south of Brisa Street was changed from High Intensity Industrial to Urban High-3
Residential (14-18 units per acre). This site is located adjacent to the VVasco ACE
station.

. The Service Commercial area located north of 1-580 and east of Herman Avenue
is property owned by BART and is planned for future transit oriented
development. The area has been redesignated as Urban High-2 Residential (8-14
units per acre), Urban High-3 Residential (14-18 units per acre), and BART.

. The area east of Greenville just south of 1-580 is not designated as Large Parcel
Agriculture.

o LLNL and Sandia National Laboratory/California (SNL/CA) are now designated
as Community Facilities-Research and Development.

Response: The data provided was evaluated and changes were made in Figure 4.2.1.1-1
and Figure 4.2.2.1-1, as appropriate. These changes have been identified by sidebars.
The data presented are more than adequate to determine impacts according to NEPA.

09.03 Commentor expressed the following comments concerning city of Livermore planning
programs:

) The discussion related to the City’s General Plan on p. 4.2-9 and 4.2-10 need to
be updated to reflect current policies and programs.

. The North Livermore Area “A” General Plan Amendment adopted by the City in
March 1988 (p. 4.2-10) has been incorporated into the updated General Plan and
is no longer a separate planning document.
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. The update for the Livermore Municipal Airport Master Plan is currently
underway. The City Council recently formed an advisory committee to review the
proposed draft Master Plan and provide recommendations to the city and county.
Completion of the update process, including public review of the draft Master
Plan and environmental documents, is tentatively scheduled for the end of 2004.

Commentor stated that the LLNL SW/SPEIS should analyze the appropriateness of
continued weapons research, development, and manufacturing activities in close
proximity to growing suburban communities, for example the development of the Tracy
Hills project within 1 mile of Site 300.

Response: The data presented is adequate to determine the impacts to land use
according to NEPA. With regard to the comment on encroachment, the LLNL SW/SPEIS
assesses potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to the population surrounding
the Livermore Site due to Livermore Site activities.

COMMUNITY SERVICES

Commentor stated that civilian first response teams need to know the exposure risks in
advance, in the event of an accident. There is no discussion of the impact on Alameda or
San Joaquin County health and environmental departments in the follow up to a
significant release or that they were consulted in the preparation of Appendix D.

Response: As stated in Appendix I, Section 1.2.4.1, the Alameda County Sheriff’s Office
of Emergency Services is the lead offsite response coordination agency for major
emergency and disaster situations at or affecting the Livermore Site. If the emergency
situation requires that the general public be warned, the emergency public information is
issued by the cognizant local agency, such as the cities of Livermore or Tracy or counties
of Alameda or San Joaquin, depending upon the area affected by the incident.

As stated in Appendix I, Section 1.3.1.7, formal and informal relationships exist between
LLNL and external emergency planning and response agencies and organizations.
Where possible, interrelationships with Federal, state, and local organizations are
prearranged and documented in formal plans, agreements, and understandings for
mutual assistance detailing the emergency support to be provided. A list of these
agencies and organizations is included in this section. See Comment Response 15.01 for
a discussion of offsite impacts associated with accidents.

PREHISTORIC AND HISTORIC CULTURAL RESOURCES

Commentor requested that DOE complete a National Register of Historic Places
evaluation at Site 300, particularly of subsurface prehistoric cultural resources.
Commentor questioned if there is a conflict of interest by using LLNL archeologists as
opposed to hiring an independent contractor.
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Response: The Programmatic Agreement in Appendix G was developed with the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and requires completion of an inventory and
National Register of Historic Places evaluation for both historic and prehistoric
resources no later than February 2005. The Programmatic Agreement also specifies an
agreed-upon process until the inventory and assessment is complete.

Prior to conducting activities with the potential to affect cultural resources, DOE
identifies resources located within the region of influence, evaluates them for eligibility
to the National Register of Historic Places, and determines the potential for the activity
to affect important resources. DOE then consults with the SHPO regarding the
determination of effect, per Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA). Subsurface prehistoric cultural resources would only be identified through
discovery during construction excavation. Should this occur, the excavation activity
would be halted in the vicinity of the discovery, DOE would have the resource recorded
and evaluated by a professional archaeologist, and the information would be provided to
the SHPO in consultation under Section 106. As part of their review, the SHPO would
evaluate the work conducted by the archaeologist to determine if it was done properly.
In general archeologists are LLNL employees; however, outside archeologists are
brought in for a specific project. Reports prepared by LLNL are submitted to DOE for
review and approval and transmitted to the SHPO for consultation.

Commentor stated that the potential impacts on historic resources from D&D activities
are inconsistent. The first and second paragraphs in Section 5.3.4.2 and Table 3.6-1
contradict each other.

Response: Tables 3.6-1 and S.6—1 have been revised to correct the inconsistency.

Commentor stated that the LLNL SW/SPEIS could be in violation of the National
Historic Preservation Act that requires agencies to obtain prior approval of the
expenditure of Federal funds before construction. The Programmatic Agreement in
Appendix G states that the NNSA and the University of California will complete their
inventory and assessment no later than February 2005. If Federal funds are allocated
before these assessments are complete, then DOE will be in violation of 16 United States
Code (U.S.C.) 470f.

Response: The Programmatic Agreement revises procedures outlined in 36 CFR Part
800. By execution of the Programmatic Agreement and fulfillment of its terms, NNSA has
satisfied its responsibilities under Section 106 of the NHPA and its implementing
regulations. No funds would be expended on projects or activities for which Section 106
has not been completed. Funds would be allocated to projects where Section 106
compliance has already been completed.

AESTHETICS AND SCENIC RESOURCES

Commentors stated that policies of the Scenic Route Element of the 1976 General Plan
have been incorporated in their entirety into the Community Character Element of the
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2003 General Plan. Other visual resource policies of the 1976 General Plan, including
amenities designated for preservation as indicated in Table 4.6.1-2, have also been
carried forward in the 2003 General Plan.

Response: Thank you for the information. The data presented in the Draft LLNL
SW/SPEIS is adequate to determine the impacts according to NEPA and the draft City of
Livermore General Plan 2003-2005 is included in the references (City of Livermore
2003).

METEOROLOGY

No comments were received related to meteorology.
GEOLOGY

Several commentors expressed concern regarding fault lines and potential earthquake risk
in the vicinity of LLNL. The alluvial or Franciscan soils underlying LLNL are unstable.
In particular, the Greenville and Calaveras faults should be analyzed in detail, as they
have caused dangerous earthquakes in the past. The Las Positas fault is less than a mile
away from the lab and, as stated in the LLNL SW/SPEIS, its hazards are poorly
understood. The San Andreas fault also poses a risk. Information concerning the fault
zone less than 200 feet from LLNL property should be included in the Summary.
Earthquake scenarios must include the potential for substantial ground cracks as well as
shaking. Commentor opposed nuclear materials buildup in a seismically active area, and
requested an explanation of all planned activities near fault zones, an analysis of potential
harms/damages from an earthquake at the highest reasonably expected level, and any
precautions that have been or will be taken to mitigate harm.

Commentors also requested that the LLNL SWI/SPEIS include a complete list of
buildings and account for the buildings that house hazardous, biological, and radioactive
materials. Commentors stated that some buildings at LLNL do not comply with Federal
seismic standards, have unacceptable seismic risks, and need to be brought up to code.
The LLNL SW/SPEIS needs to provide a list of the buildings’ names and locations so
that they may be retrofitted to accommodate Proposed Action activities. Commentors
suggested that the lab have no increase in plutonium or tritium amounts or storage until
all seismic upgrades are completed.

Response: The analysis of geologic hazard presented in the LLNL SW/SPEIS includes
the discussion of the Greenville, Calaveras, and Las Positas Faults. The latest analyses
for those faults are discussed in the LLNL SW/SPEIS. These analyses not only included
LLNL specific studies (LLNL 2002dk), but also analyses for the city of Livermore (City of
Livermore and LSA 2002) and those for the entire central California region (USGS
2003). The most recent LLNL analysis addresses the contribution of local faults,
including the Greenville and Las Positas faults, and regional faults, including the San
Andreas and Calaveras faults. The information in the LLNL SW/SPEIS regarding levels
of risk uses the most recent information from these recent analyses. These analyses
estimate the probabilities that the faults in the area will produce earthquakes with strong
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to violent ground motion. The U.S. Geological Survey analyses, while more regional in
perspective, also analyze the seismic risk for the San Andreas, Calaveras, and Greenville
faults. These analyses represent the best knowledge currently available for the seismic
risk associated with these faults. While older references are cited, those citations are
primarily used for specific language.

The discussion of seismic risk at LLNL in Appendix H of the LLNL SW/SPEIS includes
the consideration of the Las Positas Fault as a substantial contributor to the seismic
hazard at LLNL because it passes within 1 mile of the Livermore Site. The use of the
term “poorly understood” in Appendix H in describing the Las Positas fault occurs
where the context is a description of how the fault geometries are used in calculating the
risk. Since the fault geometry of the Las Positas Fault is uncertain, each of the potential
fault geometries is used in the hazard calculations. This method conservatively estimates
the hazard posed by the fault even though the exact fault geometry is not fully
understood.

The LLNL SW/SPEIS Summary briefly presents information concerning those impacts
that significantly differentiate among the alternatives evaluated in the LLNL SW/SPEIS.
The seismic risk associated with the Las Positas Fault is discussed in Chapter 4, Section
4.8 of the LLNL SW/SPEIS as part of the total seismic risk from all local and regional
faults. However, the seismic risk does not significantly differ among the alternatives
being considered in this LLNL SW/SPEIS. Therefore, the seismic risk was not discussed
in the Summary; however, Appendix D includes analysis of a site-wide earthquake, and
the seismicity of the region surrounding LLNL is discussed in Appendix H.

Ground cracks resulting from earthquakes are mainly due to two mechanisms. The first
is the displacement of ground due to movement along the surface trace of a fault. The
second is where the earthquake causes liquefaction in susceptible sediments underlying
more solid or competent sediments. The liquefied sediment starts to slosh into waves as
shaking from the earthquake continues. The overlying layer of sediment gets broken and
cracks in the overlying layers can open and close.

The hazard of surface faulting is not regional in extent as is ground shaking, but instead
is restricted to the displaced segment of a relatively narrow linear fault zone. The LLNL
SW/SPEIS discusses the potential for surface faulting at the Livermore Site and Site 300
in Section 4.8.3, Geologic Hazards. The potential for surface faulting within the
Livermore Site is very low since there are no traces of surface faults on the Livermore
Site. Traces of surface faults do occur at Site 300. The only structures located adjacent
to the surface faults are Buildings 899A and 899B at the pistol range. No new facilities
are proposed near the faults.

The LLNL SW/SPEIS also discusses the potential for damage from liquefaction at both
the Livermore Site and Site 300. Based on the fairly deep groundwater levels, the
uniformly distributed, poorly sorted sediments beneath the site, and a relatively high
degree of sediment compaction, the potential for damage from liquefaction at the
Livermore Site is quite low. Based on the presence of bedrock beneath Site 300 and the
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age, composition, and unsaturated condition of the terrace deposits, the potential for
liquefaction at Site 300 is low.

Appendix A provides a list of buildings that store and use hazardous and radioactive
materials. Summary, Section S.5.2.18; Chapter 3, Section 3.3.18; and Appendix A,
Section A.2.4.16 include information pertaining to seismic upgrades and their
prioritization. Appendix D, Section D.6 includes an impact analysis of an earthquake on
LLNL facilities.

Commentor stated that the Antiquities Act of 1906 is not mentioned in reference to
construction at Site 300. The LLNL SW/SPEIS should analyze vertebrate fossils, shells,
leaves, and stem deposits or state the basis for omitting this reference. The discussion of
construction for the NIF at the Livermore Site included the statement that “Should any
buried materials be encountered, LLNL would evaluate the materials and proceed with
recovery in accordance with the requirements of the Antiquities Act.

Response: Per Appendix M, Section M.5.3.4, the discussion of construction for the NIF
at the Livermore Site included the statement that, “Should any buried materials be
encountered, LLNL would evaluate the materials and proceed with recovery in
accordance with cultural requirements and agreements.”

All construction at LLNL, including the Livermore Site and Site 300, is subject to the
requirements of the Antiquities Act. The Antiquities Act regulates the protection of
objects of historic and scientific interest on lands owned or controlled by the United
States Government. The Secretary of the Interior has jurisdiction over the lands at the
Livermore Site and Site 300 for these purposes. The LLNL Environmental Safety &
Health (ES&H) Manual states that if non-human bones or fossils are found, a permit to
excavate may be required through the U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI). The
Environmental Evaluation Group within the Operations & Regulatory Affairs Division
(ORAD) will coordinate activities that may need to be implemented should
paleontological resources be identified. Plant Engineering at LLNL has a soil
excavation, grading, and/or drilling permit process in place for all such Site 300 projects
that may involve surface disturbance.

If bones are found and determined not to be of recent human origin (i.e., paleontological
resources), ORAD will notify the University of California Paleontology Museum staff,
who will then identify and assess the importance of the discovery. In consultation with the
DOI, DOE will then determine whether to either seek a permit from the DOI to excavate
the find or preserve the resource in place. Under no circumstances may anyone remove
or disturb any artifacts or remains.

The LLNL SW/SPEIS, Chapter 5, Section 5.3.6.2, has been revised to read, ““Should any
buried materials be encountered during construction anywhere at the Livermore Site or
Site 300, LLNL would evaluate the materials and proceed with recovery in accordance
with the requirements of the Antiquities Act.”
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14.03 Commentor stated that DOE’s reliance on secondary sources to evaluate seismic hazards
at Site 300 is below standards set by the 2002 Interagency Committee on Seismic Safety
in Construction (ISCCS) report. The Livermore Site Seismic Safety Program should
perform an assessment of geological hazards at Site 300, similar to the one performed at
the Livermore Site. Seismic upgrades scheduled for Site 300 buildings should be based
on primary reconnaissance studies of the buildings and surrounding area. DOE should
assess risks of landslides from seismic events at Site 300. Some commentors stated that
the life safety standard was used for earthquake analysis, which is the lowest seismic
Federal standard, and recommended the use of operational standard to evaluate hazards.
In addition, the LLNL SW/SPEIS should disclose whether buildings must be operational
during and after an earthquake and whether DOE applied any agency specific criteria
pursuant to the ISCCS report.

Response: The assessment of the seismic safety of facilities at LLNL incorporates, as
factors, the activities that take place within the facility, the worker population, and the
types and amounts of hazardous materials within the facility. It is DOE’s policy to
design, construct, and operate its facilities so that workers, the general public, and the
environment are protected from the impacts of natural phenomena hazards. Safety
requirements include: providing a safe work place, maintaining operation of essential
facilities, and protecting against exposure to hazardous materials during and after
occurrences of natural phenomena events.

Within each facility, parts of the facility and equipment are designed to withstand
different levels of ground motion. Safety class systems (e.g., those systems necessary for
safe shutdown of the facility or maintaining confinement of hazardous materials) are
designed the most rigorously. Safety class systems include emergency generators and
their fuel tanks, tanks for firewater, sprinkler systems, heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning (HVAC) for areas with negative pressure, etc. If a facility becomes non-
operational after an earthquake, these safety class systems are designed to remain
functional. Other systems are designed to withstand lesser amounts of ground motion.

Each building at LLNL was constructed in accordance with the standards that were
applicable when it was built. Standards are continuously undergoing change, and while
buildings are not rebuilt each time the standards change, seismic retrofits are considered
each time buildings undergo a major renovation and when plans are made to
significantly change a building’s function. The standards usually include safety goals
such as minimizing risk to building occupants and maintaining containment of hazardous
materials. DOE has designated that LLNL should use the International Council of
Building Officials 2000 standard as minimums even though the State of California has
not adopted them. Other requirements are more restrictive depending on exact building
design and uses.

All facilities at LLNL have been evaluated against modern criteria, current and planned
use, and building population and inventory. These evaluations allowed for ranking of the
facilities by the amount of retrofit that could be required. This evaluation is used as part
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15.02

of the overall planning for LLNL to determine if buildings should be replaced, their use
changed, or if they should be upgraded or retrofitted and to what degree.

The extent of upgrade is determined by planned use, the ability of the building to be
retrofitted to current standards, and the cost versus benefit of the upgrades. Not every
building can be retrofitted the same way. For example, it is sufficient for some buildings
to undergo simple engineering reinforcement. Other facilities require the addition of
shear walls and the sealing of some wall penetrations.

Updated information was added in Appendix H, Section H.2 on the seismic upgrades of
Buildings 141, 151, 298, 321, and 511. Building 151 was fully retrofitted. Shearwalls
were added, windows were blocked off, and extra footings were poured for the
shearwalls. Buildings 141, 298, 511, and 321 were retrofitted with reinforcements to the
roof connections and other building elements. The lateral resistance of the walls was
strengthened if the walls were easily accessible and could be reinforced. Frames were
added to some walls. These measures help the building act as a whole unit during the
earthquake so that damage is minimized. Some damage will occur in these facilities,
(e.g., cracks in the walls, drywall flaking off), but they will not collapse and life safety
will be maintained.

SOCIOECONOMICS/ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Some commentors stated that LLNL is the largest employer in the city of Livermore
which in turn helps support the local economy. LLNL also supports small businesses and
maintains educational and industrial partnerships.

Commentors suggested that the Bay Area economy could be affected by a nuclear
accident at LLNL.

Response: The comments supporting LLNL due to its positive economic benefits are
noted. The impacts and risks concerning accidents are discussed and compared in
Chapter 3, Section 3.6.11; Chapter 5, Section 5.5; and Appendix D. The accidents
analyzed included nuclear, chemical, explosives and biological. The results of the
analyses show minimal offsite impacts. Therefore, the effect on the economy would be
minimal.

Some commentors stated that the socioeconomic and environmental justice analysis is
incomplete and underestimates the problems associated with the Proposed Action.
Population densities, potential future growth patterns, and demographic analysis of
surrounding communities should be evaluated in greater detail. The LLNL SW/SPEIS
should discuss how property values, population densities, safety perceptions, and health
and safety risks impact low-income and minority communities in the vicinity of both
sites. A commentor requested that the LLNL SW/SPEIS adequately analyze the
economic and social impact of potential releases and accidents at LLNL. The commentor
questioned why a low-income and minority community surrounding the lab, which has
existing elevated cancer risks, now has additional types of projects that will contribute to
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existing contamination. In addition, a commentor stated that waste shipments to Hanford
should be evaluated for environmental justice impacts, given the right of Native
Americans to live and fish along the Columbia River.

Response: Executive Order 12898 directs the Federal government to identify and
address “disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of
its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income
populations.” Within this Executive Order, it is not enough to establish that minority or
low-income populations exist within the region of influence, but that the effects from the
action would be disproportionately high and adverse to these populations. The
environmental justice analysis in the LLNL SW/SPEIS uses census block groups to
identify areas of minority or low-income populations. In general, a block group contains
between 600 and 3,000 people and is the smallest tabulation entity readily available from
the U.S. Census Bureau. Note that the CEQ guidance, Environmental Justice Guidance
Under the National Environmental Policy Act (CEQ 1997) specifies ““that Agencies may
use demographic data available from the Bureau of the Census to identify the
composition of the potentially affected population.” Because individuals who could be
classified as minority or low income would be expected within most groups of 600 to
3,000 people, the LLNL SW/SPEIS compares the percentages of minority and low-income
individuals within each block group with statewide averages to determine if the block
group could be considered a minority or low-income population. Despite the presence of
minority and low-income individuals, the populations nearest to the Livermore Site or
Site 300 cannot be classified as minority or low-income based on criteria used in the
analysis.

The impacts and risks concerning accidents are discussed and compared in Chapter 3,
Section 3.6.11; Chapter 5, Section 5.5; and Appendix D. The accidents analyzed included
nuclear, chemical, explosives, and biological. Details concerning health impacts are
discussed in Comment Response 23.02. The results of the analyses show minimal offsite
impacts. Therefore, no disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects on minority and low-income populations are expected.

Radioactive material shipments, to or from Hanford, were analyzed as part of the ITP
under the Proposed Action. ITP has been removed from the Proposed Action and the
shipments from Livermore to Hanford are no longer reasonably foreseeable.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Commentor expressed concern regarding tritium levels in Livermore wine and impact to
area wineries should levels increase.

Response: The tritium concentrations in Livermore wines are on average less than 0.2
percent of the EPA’s drinking water standard of 20,000 picocuries per liter (LLNL
2003lI). The Proposed Action does not include tritium emissions above historical levels as
described in Sections 5.2.7.2 and 5.3.7.2. Therefore, the Proposed Action is not expected
to have a negative impact on area wineries.
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16.02 Commentor contended that specific plans in Appendix E would pose serious harm to the

California red-legged frog, the California tiger salamander, and/or the Alameda
whipsnake, for the reasons outlined below:

. Impact to species from maintenance of Arroyo Las Positas, security buffer,
drainage systems, facilities, roads, utilities, storm drainage system, culverts, and
landscape

. Increase in vehicle traffic

. Wildlife management (e.g., invasive species, ground squirrel control, herbicides)

o Impacts from construction (e.g., EMPC) and D&D. The LLNL SW/SPEIS does
not discuss impacts on different species from radiological and chemical releases.

. Wetland removal and termination of surface water releases. Appendix F should

identify all areas of wetland habitat that would be enhanced and managed for the
California red-legged frog.

. Grading and maintaining fire trails

. Prescribed annual burning

. Explosive process water surface impoundments and sewage oxidation pond
activities

Commentor contended that it is reasonably foreseeable that the California tiger
salamander could be spotted on the Livermore Site within the period covered by this
LLNL SW/SPEIS, and must therefore be discussed in the biological assessment.

The LLNL SWI/SPEIS frequently cites mitigation measures that were approved by U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Many of these measures were approved and
coordinated by USFWS for LLNL in 1998, 3 years prior to the listing of critical habitat in
March of 2001 (page E-64, E-68 of the Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS). If critical habitat is
reinstated, these measures might not be adequate under the stricter requirements for
critical habitat. The LLNL SW/SPEIS needs to discuss updated measures so that the
regulators, legislators, and community members can comment on the adequacy of the
plans. Mitigation measures for the Alameda whipsnake are especially ineffective because
they rely on identification, trapping, removal, and relocation, a highly unlikely scenario
when workers are confronted with a snake (page E-94 in Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS). Please
describe how LLNL plans to ensure worker compliance with the mitigation measures.

The proposed breeding habitat at the Super High Altitude Research Project (SHARP)
Facility is inadequate because that site contains unknown levels of tritium (page E-99 of
the LLNL SW/SPEIS). The site also does not have the proper characteristics for a
California red-legged frog breeding ground (page E-100 in Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS).

Many of the proposed mitigations require onsite observation by qualified wildlife
biologists. However, few places mention whether this biologist would be a lab employee
or an independent contractor. It is exceedingly important that wildlife training and
mitigation be done by unbiased and disinterested parties.

DOE should address the issue of encroachment.
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Proposed wetland mitigation measures are also inadequate. With regards to wetlands at
Site 300, the Proposed Action terminates surface releases at Buildings 865 and 851. The
LLNL SWI/SPEIS states that this was coordinated with the USFWS and received
approval contingent upon implementation of mitigation measures in a recent Biological
Assessment and related Biological Opinion (Jones and Stokes 2001, USFWS 2002b).
Please provide the document submitted to the USFWS.

Response: All proposed projects that occur in or near sites with the potential to impact
Federal or state listed or special status species or sensitive habitats are conducted under
consultation and opinion with the USFWS; and as needed, appropriate mitigation
measures and operating procedures are developed and followed to minimize impacts to
the species or habitats. Additionally, LLNL wildlife biologists provide pre-construction
surveys on outdoor land disturbance projects to verify the presence or absence of listed
or special status species and habitats; and monitor these activities when key species and
habitats are present in or near the project site.

All utilities, maintenance, and infrastructure projects (such as the Arroyo Las Positas
Maintenance Project) follow these requirements. As noted in Appendix E, maintenance
of facilities, paved roads, security buffers, and utilities at LLNL pose minimal risk to the
listed and special status species and habitats, since these activities are primarily in
upland areas where these species do not typically occur. The impact of these activities is
minimal and not different among the alternatives. See Chapter 5, Sections 5.2.7, 5.3.7,
and 5.4.7.

As noted in Appendix E, vehicle traffic occurs on paved roads and bike trails pose
minimal risk to the California red-legged frog at LLNL, since this traffic occurs primarily
during daylight hours, and also outside of areas where this species is typically present.
Invasive species, such as the bullfrog at the Livermore Site’s Drainage Retention Basin,
is a predator on the California red-legged frog. A Bullfrog Management Program was
established to reduce this predator species onsite. This program is coordinated with
USFWS to ensure compliance with the Endangered Species Act, as noted in Appendix E.

Herbicide applications pose minimal risk to the listed and special status species and
habitats because herbicides are applied outside of areas where these species typically
occur, and certified pesticide applicators apply these chemicals in accordance with
EPA’s pesticide labels. As noted in Appendix E, ground squirrel control at Site 300 is
performed infrequently and in accordance with EPA rodenticide label instructions.

The LLNL SW/SPEIS does not identify the impacts on different species of chemical or
radiological releases. Programs are in place to prevent and mitigate chemical and
radiological releases.

The wetlands being removed near Buildings 801, 827, and 865 at Site 300 have been
coordinated with the USFWS as noted in Appendix E, Section E.2.2, and other wetlands
at Site 300 would be enhanced as mitigation for loss of habitat for the California red-
legged frog.
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Grading and maintaining fire trails is a necessary activity for the continued operation of
Site 300. This activity has the potential to harm the Alameda whipshakes, as noted in
Appendix E. However, such activities have been coordinated with the USFWS, and
application of their guidance has, to date, avoided any incidental take.

Prescribed burns at Site 300 could result in harm to listed and special status species.
The procedures for these burns, described in Appendix E, represent continuation of
guidelines in a biological opinion previously issued by the USFWS, which authorized
incidental take for the California red-legged frog and the Alameda whipsnake.

As noted in Appendix E, Section E.2.2, these explosive process water surface
impoundments and sewage oxidation ponds provide suboptimal habitat and therefore,
activities in these areas are unlikely to adversely affect California red-legged frog and
tiger salamander populations at Site 300. In the future, NNSA is considering closing the
impoundments and diverting the wastewater to an aboveground storage tank after
consultation with USFWS.

The California tiger salamander has not been found at the Livermore Site. If found,
NNSA would consult with the USFWS.

The LLNL SW/SPEIS cited mitigation measures from biological opinions issued by the
USFWS, when they pertained to continuing operations at Site 300 without changes
requiring additional mitigative actions. DOE believes these mitigations are adequate for
all alternatives evaluated. However, after reviewing the LLNL SW/SPEIS and the related
biological assessment, the USFWS may recommend additional guidance through a
biological opinion if additional mitigations are considered appropriate to comply with
new regulations and listings (e.g., changes in designation of critical habitat). A critical
habitat for the tiger salamander has been proposed and does not include either the
Livermore Site or Site 300. Though recently rescinded, a critical habitat has been
proposed for the California red-legged frog which does include the Livermore Site and
Site 300. However, throughout this process, LLNL has continued to implement the
mitigation measures and will re-evaluate them based on the final determination of
critical habitat following the regulatory procedures for compliance with the Endangered
Species Act.

DOE is using mitigation measures for the Alameda whipsnake that were issued in a
previous biological opinion by the USFWS. Those measures apply to continuing
operations with little, or no, change since those mitigation measures were developed.
LLNL provides awareness training to workers for identification and mitigation measures
for the Alameda whipsnake.

The proposed California red-legged frog breeding habitat at the SHARP Facility was
submitted to the USFWS.

DOE agrees that individuals involved in mitigation be adequately trained and perform
work in a professional, unbiased manner. In general, biologists are LLNL employees,
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16.03

however, outside biologists may be brought in for specific projects. In addition NNSA
has staff that provide oversight of LLNL activities. LLNL biologists submit biological
assessments to DOE. After review, DOE submits biological assessments to USFWS for
consultation and subsequent issuance of biological opinions.

With regard to encroachment, see Comment Response 09.03.

Wetland mitigation measures associated with the termination of surface water releases
at Buildings 865 and 851 were coordinated with the USFWS and in accordance with the
biological opinion issued by that agency. USFWS documents cited were made available
for review in the DOE reading rooms during the public comment period for the Draft
LLNL SW/SPEIS.

Commentors expressed a number of concerns regarding the identification of relevant
species at each site, the level of detail in which impacts are evaluated and the adequacy of
mitigation measures to prevent impacts. Some of the specific concerns included the
following:

) Impacts from facility D&D.
) Impacts on different species from radiological and chemical releases.
) Impacts of new construction on threatened and endangered species. Description of

how operations are managed to ensure the habitat and breeding of plants and
animals is not disrupted.

o Quialifications and level of independence of wildlife biologists who oversee
implementation of mitigation methods.

Commentor questioned why the LLNL SW/SPEIS only analyzed a handful of the 124
species listed in Table E.2-1. The LLNL SW/SPEIS only discusses in detail the
California red-legged frog, California tiger salamander, and the Alameda whipsnake.
Consequently, failure to review the remaining special status species results in an
incomplete biological analysis. Commentor contended that the LLNL SW/SPEIS should
study the impacts of the proposed activities on the peregrine falcon, a recently de-listed
species, but one that is being monitored carefully.

Response: The LLNL SW/SPEIS analyzed in detail three federally listed species that are
identified as threatened, endangered, or proposed for listing under the provisions of the
Endangered Species Act. A number of additional bird species are included in Tables
4.9.3-1 and E.2-1 that are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. LLNL provides
protection for these birds by ensuring that their nests are not damaged, and no take
occurs of eggs, young, or adult birds. Information on migratory birds is provided in
Section E.1. The activities of the LLNL biologists are overseen by the NNSA Livermore
Site Office and are coordinated with the USFWS. Additional information related to this
response can be found in Comment Response 16.02. The peregrine falcon has been de-
listed as noted by the commentor. Neither nesting nor foraging peregrine falcons were
observed during a raptor study conducted at Site 300 in 2002 (Bloom 2002). The study’s
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author noted that it is unlikely that peregrine falcons will nest at Site 300, because only
small cliffs are present at the site, while this species prefers to nest on large cliffs.

Commentor requested that DOE describe any other comparable grasslands to Site 300
and the value of this land. Alternatives should be analyzed for explosive testing sites. A
cost-benefit analysis with alternatives should be completed to see if other options are
feasible.

Response: DOE/NNSA does not have any proposal to move Site 300 operations to
another location or to close that site. The range of reasonable alternatives developed
within this LLNL SW/SPEIS maintains LLNL’s core mission and operations and responds
to the programmatic purpose and need for critical support of NNSA’s Stockpile
Stewardship Program. Therefore, a search of comparable grasslands to Site 300, and
related cost-benefit analysis, is outside the scope of analysis for this LLNL SW/SPEIS.
Appendix E, Section 2.1 and Section 2.2 have been updated concerning newly proposed
critical habitats for the California red-legged frog and the California tiger salamander.

Commentor requested that DOE provide possible impacts to the environment and special
status species from daily and weekly explosives testing. These tests could cause direct
mortality of California red-legged frogs, Alameda whipsnakes, and California tiger
salamanders, as well as some birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. There
is little discussion of the impact of the explosions on these species. Diurnal raptors (e.g.,
northern harrier, black-shouldered kit, ferruginous hawk, and red-tailed hawk) that forage
directly over the facilities will be the most vulnerable to flying debris and shock
overpressure. Commentor questioned the potential impact on these bird populations and
their habitat, and availability of surrounding habitat. Commentor expressed concern
regarding the impact of facility operation on species that forage and travel at night.

Response: The Proposed Action includes no increase of outdoors explosive testing and
therefore poses no additional risks. Site 300 facilities have operated for years with
minimal impact to these species. In addition, some experiments that have traditionally
been performed at the three operational firing tables are now conducted in the Contained
Firing Facility. Operations at the Livermore Site and Site 300 occur primarily during
daylight hours, minimizing the impact to species active at night. LLNL operations pose
minimal impact to protected species that forage and travel at night as discussed in
Appendix E (Ecology and Biological Assessment).

AIR QUALITY

Commentor expressed concern regarding tritium releases and mitigation measures to
prevent or minimize additional contamination at Site 300. Commentor questioned why
there is an assumed release of tritium for the No Action Alternative, but there were no
releases in 2001. Commentors stated that the community was assured in 1992 that no
tritium would be used in shots. Please correct the inconsistency regarding tritium
emissions from hydroshots, given in Section 3.4.7 and those in the 2003 LLNL
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document. Commentors questioned why the Livermore Site has tritium monitors, but
Site 300 does not. Please explain this discrepancy.

Several commentors expressed concern regarding tritium impacts due to encroachment.
Regarding tritium shots at Site 300, the LLNL SW/SPEIS should discuss for each

alternative:
. How many shots are planned per year?
) Where will these shots be conducted?

How much tritium will be in proposed shots? What are the byproducts? How
much depleted uranium will be used?

Impacts to human health and environment

Impacts to groundwater

What disposal method will be used for all different types of debris?

Have they undergone environmental modeling?

How are these activities reported?

Response: Comment Response 17.02 addresses mitigation measures, long-term effects,
and past releases.

There were no releases of tritium from shots at Site 300 in 2001 because no shots using
tritium were performed. However, such shots have been performed in the past at Site 300.
Such shots remain part of the programmatic mission of the Site. It is expected that tritium
shots will be performed in the future as part of this mission, therefore, tritium releases
were assumed for both the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action. Section 3.4.7
describes the tritium emissions from shots for the Reduced Operation Alternative. This is
a reduction from tritium emissions for the No Action and Proposed Action alternatives.
The emissions presented in that section for the various alternatives are conservative
estimates based on the best available information.

Tritium monitors at the Livermore Site monitor the long-term continuous release of
tritium from stationary sources, such as the Tritium Facility. Tritium releases from Site
300 would be associated mainly with shots. The quantity of releases from these shots are
well known based on past experience.

The number and size of individual shots each year depends on programmatic
considerations. As noted in Section 5.2.8, firing tables at Buildings 812 and 850 will not
be used for tritium experiments. The firing table at Building 851 is the only open-air
facility that would use tritium. It is expected that tritium would also be used in shots in
the Contained Firing Facility. As noted in Sections 5.2.8 and 5.3.8, up to 20 milligrams
(194 curies) of tritium may be released annually for the No Action and Proposed Action
alternatives. As given in Section 5.4.8, up to 15 milligrams (145 curies) of tritium may be
released annually for the Reduced Operation Alternative. Tritium released to the
atmosphere is assumed to be tritiated water. The amount of depleted uranium released
for each of the alternatives is expected to be similar to that released in recent years. As
shown in Table 4.10.5-1, the depleted uranium released during 2001 was 0.065 curies,
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which represents the largest annual release during the 6-year period ending in 2003 for
which information is available. Utilizing this value was a conservative assumption for
impact analyses. Human health impacts from Site 300 shot releases are described in
Sections 5.2.14.2, 5.3.14.2, and 5.4.14.2. They are discussed further in Appendix C,
Section C.4.2. Impacts to the environment are described in Sections 5.2.8.2, 5.3.8.2, and
5.4.8.2. Both the human health impacts and environmental impacts are small. Because
the atmospheric concentrations of tritium are orders of magnitude below regulatory
standards, these releases are expected to have an insignificant impact on groundwater.
This impact assessment considers encroachment as appropriate.

Appendix B, Section B.1.4, describes radioactive and hazardous waste management
facilities at Site 300. These facilities include Building 883 Container Storage Area
(hazardous wastes), Building 804 and Building 883 Waste Accumulation Areas (low-level
radioactive wastes), the Explosive Waste Storage Facility and the Explosive Waste
Treatment Facility at Building 845. Appendix A, Section A.3.2.21 describes the handling
of debris. Low-level radioactive waste and chemically hazardous waste are segregated.
The former is placed in containers and transported to the Building 804 waste staging
area. All nonexplosive contaminated hazardous waste is transported and stored at
Building 883 prior to shipment to Livermore Site for treatment or to an offsite disposal
facility. Washdown water from the Contained Firing Facility is diverted to a holding
tank, filtered and reused. If sampling of the water indicates the necessity for its disposal,
it would be transferred to the Livermore Site for discharge to the sanitary sewer, if
parameters are within acceptable limits, or transferred to the Radioactive and Hazardous
Waste Management Complex for appropriate disposal. All of the LLNL areas have
undergone hazard assessments. Appendix B contains the environmental impacts of LLNL
Waste Management activities and refers to other site documents on this subject (e.g., see
Section B.1.3). Section 5.1.8 describes environmental monitoring and the annual
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Pollutants (NESHAP) report.

LLNL waste management activities are conducted in accordance with applicable
requirements as described in Appendix B.

Commentor expressed concerns regarding tritium contamination and mitigation measures
to prevent or minimize additional contamination at the Livermore Site. DOE should
assess the long-term effects and impact of past tritium releases from LLNL.

Commentors expressed specific concerns regarding tritium activities at the Livermore
Site:

. Is the proposed increased level of tritium activities leading to an “unavoidable”
increase in airborne emission levels of tritium?

) Can HEPA filtration efficiency of 99.97 percent be improved? Can the proposed
overall increased level of radionuclide activity be met with constant or reduced
airborne waste emission levels?

) What airborne sources of background radiation exist which yield a dose level of
200,000 times greater than emissions from LLNL?
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. The statistics for comparing radiation dose from LLNL operations versus
background sources as listed in Table 4.16.2.1-1 do not appear to be logical.
What population base should be used to compare the columns of millirem to
person-rem? For example, does the atmospheric maximally exposed individual
(MEI) dose of 0.12 millirem compare to 0.085 millirem, i.e., a 1.7 person-rem
population dose for a population of 20,0007

. Table 4.16.2.2-1 indicates a continuing increase in worker dose from a level of
6.9 person-rem in 1998 to a level of 28.0 person-rem in 2002. How does this
coincide with a decreased risk versus the general population? Why is the level
increasing? Can the level be expected to increase further with the proposed
activity levels?

. What activities or efforts will be implemented over the next 10 years to control
and minimize the release of toxic materials? What type of monitoring is in place
or will be in place relating to potential releases of toxic materials?

Response: Specific examples of mitigating tritium releases to the environment are
described in Appendix A, Section A.2.2.31, and include engineered ventilation system to
protect workers and to control the release of radioactive material, maintenance of
pressure gradients so that air flows toward (rather than away from) internal building
areas of increasing contamination potential, and the quick dilution of tritium through two
100 foot high continuously monitored stacks. In addition, the Tritium Facility
Modernization project includes cleanup, decontamination, and removal of tritium
contaminated equipment (see Appendix A, Section A.2.3.11).

The Proposed Action does not include an increase of tritium releases above historical
levels. Section 4.10.5 describes historical tritium releases. Impacts (the majority of
which are from tritium) in terms of dose from all radioactive releases for the period
1998-2002 are indicated there. It is shown that these impacts are far below regulatory
limits. Impacts from earlier years can be found in site documents such as Site Annual
Environmental Reports and NESHAP Annual Reports.

The HEPA filters and their operation is discussed Appendix D, Section D.2.2.2. LLNL
uses commercially available HEPA filters and would consider improved HEPA filter
designs if available for removal of particulates. HEPA filters remove particulates but not
gases.

Population doses received from LLNL releases are approximately 200,000 times less
than that received by the population from background radiation (see Section 4.10.5.2).
This includes all background exposures such as radon, medical exposures, food
consumption, cosmic radiation, terrestrial radiation, and weapons test fallout (see Table
4.16.2.1-1).

The population dose (person-rem) in Table 4.16.2.1-1 was calculated for the entire
population within 50 miles of each Livermore Site, approximately 7 million people. The
MEI dose (millirem) and population dose (person-rem) are not meant for comparison
with each other. The MEI dose represents a dose to a hypothetical person permanently
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located at the offsite location of maximum exposure and thus represents a dose greater
than any individual would receive. The MEI dose (0.33 millirem per year) is 0.4 percent
of the DOE standard of 100 millirem per year for the general public. It is unlikely that
the low population dose resulting from site emissions would increase the number of
cancers occurring naturally (approximately 11,000 per year) within the entire 7 million
person population surrounding LLNL.

Worker dose can be expected to increase with increasing LLNL activities. The increase
in activities since 1998 is reflected in the number of workers included in Table 4.16.2.2-1
for years subsequent to 1998. However, worker dose is also subject to year-to-year
variations; the worker dose in 1997 was 22.1 person-rem. The worker dose is expected
to be approximately 89, 93, or 38 person-rem for the No Action, Proposed Action, or
Reduced Operation Alternatives, respectively (Appendix C, Table C.3.3-1).

The dose to the general population from proposed activity levels are expected to be
approximately 1.8 person-rem from the Livermore Site and 9.8 person-rem from Site 300
(Table C.3.3-1). These doses are comparable to doses seen within the period 1998-2002
(Table 4.10.5-2). Chapter 4, Section 4.10.4 describes programs at LLNL that control
and minimize the release of toxic materials. Chapter 4, Section 4.16.1 describes
programs implemented at LLNL to monitor and protect the health of workers.

Commentor stated that the LLNL SW/SPEIS should quantify, for each criteria pollutant,
the reasonably foreseeable construction emissions for the fully evaluated alternatives.
Quantifying reasonably foreseeable construction emissions informs the public and
decisionmakers on the project’s air quality impacts and helps to identify appropriate
mitigation at each for nonattainment pollutant. The LLNL SW/SPEIS should evaluate
the feasibility of mitigation measures to reduce construction emissions and include
appropriate commitments in the NEPA Record(s) of Decision.

Commentor stated that all D&D activities have not been thoroughly taken into
consideration. The commentor stated that the LLNL SW/SPEIS should discuss all air
quality and contamination issues related to D&D. Potential adverse air quality effects
from D&D waste transport and eventual disposal facilities should be discussed.

Commentor stated that in Table 3.6-1 the only significant non-radiological airborne
pollutant described is carbon monoxide. On page 4.7-7, it is indicated that vertical
mixing to dilute pollution is not conducive with the topology of the Livermore Valley. In
general, the valley is a nonattainment area for compliance with particulate pollution. The
number of exceedances has increased each year as seen in Figure 4.10.2-2. The
commentor expressed the following concerns regarding air quality:

. What effects on the outside air quality will occur by the generation of debris
particulates (e.g., PM,s and PMgy, in Table 4.10.1-1) during demolition
processes?

o How long will the effects last?

. Standard practices are indicated in Section 5.2.8.1 and Appendix B for D&D.
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Will these activities be conducted as guided by the as low as reasonably
achievable (ALARA) principle?

. To gauge the appropriate level of regulation consistent with particulate generation
(Section 5.1.8.1), will there be onsite monitoring of particulate pollution?

. Which respiratory effects are magnified in the general population from an
increase in airborne particulates?

. How do these activities differ from the airborne particulates generated by other

outside activities in Livermore, e.g., ongoing housing developments?

Response: As stated in Section 5.1.8, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s
(BAAQMD) approach to analyses of construction impacts is to emphasize
implementation of effective and comprehensive control measures rather than detailed
quantification of emissions. At a minimum, all construction projects must comply with
appropriate feasible control measures designed to reduce emissions of respirable sized
particulates (PMjo) from construction activities as set forth by the BAAQMD. Basic
Measures would be implemented at all construction sites, regardless of size; Enhanced
Measures would be implemented at larger construction sites (greater than 4 acres) where
PMi emissions generally would be higher; and Optional Measures may be implemented
if further emission reductions are deemed necessary by local agencies. Chapter 5,
Sections 5.2.8, 5.3.8, and 5.4.8 have been updated to include air conformity analysis for
construction activities.

The LLNL has active pollution prevention (Appendix O) and mitigation programs
(Section 5.6.9) designed to reduce air emission during construction, operation,
maintenance, and facility D&D. Construction is defined to include building, renovating,
modifying, painting, decorating, repairing, or demolishing of facilities and structures.

Fugitive dust is controlled by water spraying of disturbed areas and covering exposed
piles of excavated material; engineering controls, devices, and work practices during
work with asbestos to isolate the source of asbestos and prevent fiber migration. In
addition, the LLNL mitigation program requires that fuels must meet the requirements of
the Clean Air Act and Power Plant and Industrial Fuels Use Act, and applicable DOE
orders, together with the requirements imposed by both state and local agencies aimed at
reducing emissions of criteria air pollutants and diesel particulate matter. In addition,
the State of California is leading the Nation in requirements for effective control of
emissions and exposure from the combustion of diesel fuel. LLNL would also continue to
require that construction equipment and vehicles be inspected daily for leaks of fuel,
engine coolant, and hydraulic fluid; and architectural coatings must comply with strict
air district regulations on organic content. Finally, LLNL has a transportation systems
management program that provides and promotes alternative, environmentally
responsible, options for employee commuting (including construction subcontractors),
assists LLNL in complying with transportation-related Clean Air Act legislation, and
resolves congestion management issues. LLNL would continue this program.

LLNL would also continue to include standard measures for controlling pollution as part
of every construction subcontract. To aid in the identification of appropriate mitigation
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measures during project planning, LLNL requires that subcontractors complete a
project-specific task identification process list for all construction projects. This list, a
questionnaire listing typical concerns and hazards, helps subcontractors identify
potential topics and requirements related to air resource protection to be addressed in
project-specific compliance plans and during facility construction. In addition, the LLNL
Environmental Protection Department, Hazards Control Department and Plant
Engineering staff review all designs and provide guidance on construction projects,
review the task identification process list prior to commencing construction, and
routinely inspect construction work sites to ensure adherence to project-specific
requirements. LLNL further requires its subcontractors to obey all applicable Federal,
state, and local regulations. These measures are designed to ensure compliance and
minimize the potential for contamination or unique exposure.

With respect to D&D activities, as discussed in Sections 3.2.10 and 3.3.19, D&D actions
are included in the alternatives evaluated in this LLNL SW/SPEIS. Chapter 5 contains
impacts related to D&D. However, the air quality impacts from disposal operations that
are not within the LLNL region of influence are beyond the scope of this LLNL
SW/SPEIS; those facilities are covered by either site-specific NEPA documents and/or
permitting documentation. With regard to radiological contaminants associated with
D&D, there would be no significant air quality impacts from radioactive releases during
transportation (see Appendix J).

Commentor expressed concern regarding the amount of radioactive and hazardous
contamination released into the air from LLNL. The air quality in the San Joaquin Valley
and Alameda County is among the worst in the Nation. The LLNL SW/SPEIS should
acknowledge this and explain the incremental, cumulative, and synergistic impacts of
releases for current and future LLNL activities. The LLNL SW/SPEIS should evaluate
the feasibility of mitigation to reduce radiological emissions to the extent practicable at
the Livermore Site and Site 300. Should this mitigation be feasible, include appropriate
commitments in the NEPA Record(s) of Decision. Commentors expressed concern about
future power plants in the region.

Response: The air quality in the San Joaquin Valley and Alameda County is discussed in
detail in Sections 4.10.2.1 and 4.10.2.2. Nonattainment pollutants are identified and
local monitoring data is provided, along with descriptions of the very stringent ““no net
increase” and ““all feasible control measure” programs designed to bring the regions
into attainment. The state and local air toxic control and assessment programs are also
detailed. These air quality control programs are significant in that they limit the impact
of LLNL activities as well as the cumulative growth in emissions in each of the air basins,
which is also discussed in the air quality impact sections.

The incremental and cumulative impacts of radiological releases are explained in
Sections 5.2.8.2,5.3.8.2, and 5.4.8.2. These sections explain that the incremental impacts
are very small and that there are no cumulative impacts. There are no expected
synergistic impacts from radiological releases.
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As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.10.5, LLNL reduces radiological emissions to the
extent practicable through a number of programs which include work practices and
control devices and identifies those in its planning tools, such as Integration Work
Sheets, Facility Safety Plans, and Operational Safety Plans. As discussed in Chapter 5,
Section 5.6.9, LLNL has mitigation measures in place governing construction activities
and fuel use to minimize air emissions including: water spraying of disturbed areas and
covering exposed piles of excavated material; engineering controls, devices, and work
practices during work with asbestos to isolate the source of ashestos and prevent fiber
migration; and requirements that construction equipment and vehicles be inspected daily
for leaks of fuel, engine coolant, and hydraulic fluid.

The LLNL Integrated Safety Management System integrates environmental safety and
health protection to the public, workers, and environment into management and work
practices. The LLNL Pollution Prevention Program is designed to minimize pollutant
releases to all environmental media from all aspects of the site’s operations. New
processes and experiments are reviewed to consider possibilities for mitigation actions
such as chemical substitutions, process changes, and material recycling. New projects
are designed with the goal of minimizing or mitigating potential environmental impacts
through project modifications at the design stage. The Site Annual Environmental
Reports (environmental protection information) and Appendix C of the LLNL SW/SPEIS
discuss these mitigation programs further.

For information regarding future power plants in the region, see Comment Response
23.02.

Commentor questioned the derivation of Maximum Exposed Individual (MEI) dose in
Section 3.6.5 for radiological air emissions from normal operations at the Livermore Site
and Site 300.

Response: The methodology used to derive the MEI is described in Section 5.1.8 and
more fully in Appendix C, Section C.4.2.2. The site-wide MEI dose is the sum of the dose
contribution from each site facility at the offsite location of maximum exposure, as
determined in the 2001 (baseline year) NESHAP report. A facility’s contribution to the
MEI was incremented if additional releases above those of the baseline year were
included in any of the alternatives. The most significant increment to an existing facility
at the Livermore Site was from increases in Building 331 tritium releases for each of the
alternatives; the dose increment was determined by scaling the baseline MEI dose
component by the ratio of the tritium expected to be released for that alternative to that of
the baseline year. In addition, the dose from NIF (not a part of the baseline dose) was
calculated using the CAP88-PC computer code as described in the above referenced
sections of the LLNL SW/SPEIS. The location of the Livermore MEI changed from the
Credit Union to the site boundary due east of the NIF stack due to the addition of
releases from NIF. The site-wide MEI value at the Credit Union for all facilities except
NIF was added to the MEI dose from NIF. This increases the conservatism of the
estimated dose to the MEI. The MEI dose at Livermore is not sensitive to the choice of
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baseline year because the major contributions (from Tritium Facility and NIF releases)
to this dose were calculated specifically for the releases associated with each alternative.

The MEI dose from the firing table at Building 851 was calculated in a similar manner.
The baseline dose from that firing table was chosen as 2001, the year of maximum MEI
dose during the 5-year period of 1998-2002. The baseline dose was incremented for the
expected tritium release for each of the alternatives (the baseline year did not include any
tritium releases, see Comment Response 17.01). The tritium component of the MEI dose
from the firing table at Building 851 was calculated using the CAP88-PC computer code
as described in the referenced LLNL SW/SPEIS sections.

Commentor expressed concern regarding shots on open air firing tables at Site 300. The
LLNL SW/SPEIS should for each alternative, address what pollutants are released during
shot testing, the proposed methods of disposal for shot debris, the feasibility of reducing
the number of open air shots, and the reasonably foreseeable impacts on environmental
restoration activities.

Response: The radiological releases and debris disposal methods are described in
Comment Response 17.01. Appendix A, Section A.3.2, describes the debris and the
proposed methods of disposal for each of the firing tables. The number of open air shots
would be determined by programmatic considerations and the chosen LLNL SW/SPEIS
alternative. Use of the Contained Firing Facility would reduce the emissions from open
air shots, because the effluent from each Contained Firing Facility shot would be kept
within the facility.

Commentor expressed concern regarding lack of discussion of controlled burns at Site
300. Because the EPA has designated the region as out of compliance with their air
quality guidelines, commentor questioned the amount of contamination released during
controlled burns and suggested alternative control measures (i.e., mowing, grazing by
goats). Because Site 300 is also contaminated with tritium and uranium, release of these
radioactive elements by fire should be discussed. Commentor requested that the LLNL
SWISPEIS consider a massive wildfire that cannot be controlled by a present fire fighting
capability.

Response: LLNL conducts controlled burns at Site 300 to mitigate the risk of wildfires as
discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.10.4.7. Included in this discussion is the rationale for
conducting controlled burns versus grazing, mowing and herbicides. In general, LLNL
impacts on tritium concentrations in vegetation at Site 300 are insignificant (LLNL
2003I). No indication of uranium in Site 300 vegetation has been found; therefore, no
impact from uranium released during a fire is expected. Concentrations of uranium in
Site 300 soils are generally representative of background. Areas of uranium
concentrations above background are present near some of the firing tables; tritium
contamination can be associated with areas of elevated groundwater concentrations.
Controlled burning at Site 300 prohibits the build up of vegetation. As discussed in
Appendix D, a range of reasonable bounding accidents was analyzed. Although an
accidental wildfire was not a credible bounding accident, Appendix D presents impacts
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from fires affecting specific facilities, as appropriate. Appendix I includes a summary of
emergency planning and response activities established to mitigate the consequences of
major emergencies and natural disasters at LLNL.

WATER

Commentor questioned how increases in nuclear and hazardous materials will impact
groundwater. Commentor expressed concern regarding elevated levels of tritium in
Livermore groundwater wells because Livermore is a closed water basin and depends on
deep wells for water. Some commentors requested that LLNL discuss waste
management plans and water quality monitoring to prevent groundwater contamination
from the EMPC and the existing high explosives process area. Commentor also
questioned:

e What are the current levels of tritium in water aquifers in all deep wells situated in
Livermore Valley?

e Were wells in the greater community tested or monitored for tritium levels?
When was the last testing? How frequently are they tested?

e Were all significant sources of water tested for tritium regardless of distance from
the lab?

e Have known plumes tested higher or lower for tritium levels?

Response: No major impacts to groundwater are identified from the proposed increases
in nuclear or hazardous materials as discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.3.9.2. LLNL
implements both administrative (e.g., training to implement emergency response actions
to expeditiously clean up spills) and engineered (e.g., use of secondary containment
systems) controls to minimize the impact of accidental releases.

With regard to tritium in groundwater, LLNL performs both routine monitoring of onsite
and offsite sampling locations, including wells, in accordance with DOE Order 450.1
Environmental Protection Program and DOE Order 5400.5 Radiation Protection of the
Public and the Environment as discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.11. Groundwater
monitoring with regard to CERCLA requirements is discussed in Section 4.17. Results of
the routine sampling are reported each year in the Site Annual Environmental Report for
LLNL (LLNL 2003I). Tritium activity levels in known plumes have decreased over time,
as discussed in Section 4.11.3.4. This monitoring program adequately characterizes the
effect of LLNL operations on the aquifer.

Chapter 4, Sections 4.11 and 4.15 discuss programs implemented at Site 300 for
monitoring groundwater, surface water, and controlling the use of hazardous materials.
EMPC would be included in these monitoring programs and its operations would be
implemented by trained personnel following approved procedures. EMPC operations
would also be included in the LLNL’s procedures for compliance with 40 CFR § 112.3
EPA, ““Protection of the Environment, Oil Pollution Prevention, Requirement to Prepare
and Implement a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan.”
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Commentor requested that the LLNL SW/SPEIS address the impact of additional
radiological emissions on surface water. Commentor expressed concern regarding tritium
contaminated rainfall. Commentor requested analysis of the potential impact on
groundwater from using the proposed materials on NIF. Commentor asked whether the
existing groundwater monitoring network would detect these materials. Commentor
stated that impacts to groundwater from underground storage tanks should be evaluated.
Commentor questioned why release potential to groundwater and surface water would
not increase when the use of radioactive and hazardous materials is increased.

Response: Radiological emissions for all alternatives analyzed are well within historical
ranges. The LLNL SW/SPEIS discussed the occurrence of radionuclides in rainwater and
stormwater in Chapter 4, Section 4.11.2. As discussed in Appendix C, LLNL implements
programs to provide safe working conditions for employees and to limit exposures of the
general public in the vicinity to hazardous and radioactive materials. These programs
are conducted in accordance with regulatory requirements and include implementation
of administrative and engineered controls to minimize potential releases as well as
surveillance monitoring of the environment and reporting of exposure assessments. For
instance, impacts to groundwater from leaking underground tanks are not expected since
LLNL complies with underground storage tank regulations that require the use of tank
and piping primary and secondary containment, detection and monitoring systems, and
corrosion protection. Groundwater monitoring is discussed in Comment Response 18.01.

Commentor expressed concern regarding the impacts LLNL would have on water
consumption and suggested evaluating an alternative proposal that discontinues the
Terascale Simulation Facility.

Response: Water consumption is discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.14 and Chapter 5,
Sections 5.1.12, 5.2.12, and 5.3.12. Increases in consumption are within the existing
capacity of the water distribution system. As explained in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.3, the
Terascale Simulation Facility is currently under construction and is scheduled to be
operational in FY2005. The Terascale Simulation Facility will support the Stockpile
Stewardship Program. The Reduced Operation Alternative assesses operation of this
facility at 60 percent capacity. Any alternative that would discontinue the Terascale
Simulation Facility is considered unreasonable.

Commentor stated that Zone 7 would need to assess fees if there are increases in
impervious areas. Fees are collected for any development creating new impervious areas
that would contribute runoff to Zone 7’s flood control facilities. Increased runoff from
impervious areas will most likely affect Zone 7 flood control facilities Line P (Arroyo
Seco) and Line P-1 (Arroyo Las Positas) adjacent to the Livermore Site. A hydraulic
study should be performed to show that additional runoff will not have an adverse effect
on the 100-year water surface elevation in Zone 7 facilities.

Response: Because of the D&D of existing facilities, the Proposed Action does not
include any net increase in impervious areas within Zone 7 flood control jurisdiction and
therefore would not have an adverse effect on the 100-year water surface elevation in
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Zone 7 facilities. Appendix A, Section A.2.4.18 describes D&D of existing facilities
included in the Proposed Action.

NOISE
No comments were received related to noise.
TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION

Commentors questioned why the LLNL SW/SPEIS did not consider accidents during
transport. What is the possibility of a transportation accident on any given road? Please
provide detailed information on the exact corridors and anticipated amounts of materials
of all types to be transported along them. Corridors and anticipated transit should
consider both accesses to and from LLNL. The LLNL SW/SPEIS should also provide
route-specific data, type of material and packaging used, maximum allowable quantities
shipped as well as recent population and truck accident data. DOE should identify
shipments that would require DOE security escorts. In addition, commentor questioned
the frequency, schedule, and security of shipments. Commentor stated that the LLNL
SW/SPEIS should provide an estimate of the number of highway route-controlled
quantity shipments projected from LLNL to Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP).
Commentor questioned the risk of an accident or terrorist attack from a container breach
of one of these shipments. Commentors were concerned about transportation of waste
across the country specifically to Hanford and the Savannah River Site.

The LLNL SWI/SPEIS should discuss potential exposure to truck drivers, other
transportation workers, and vehicles in traffic. Commentor expressed concern regarding
the amount of latent cancer fatalities (LCFs) involving transportation and questioned the
LCFs for each alternative. The calculated LCFs for the No Action and Proposed Action
alternatives are above EPA’s range of acceptable cancer risk standards. Commentors
suggested that DOE provide more information and review on radiological and hazardous
waste shipments.

Response: The methodology to analyze the radiological impacts of traffic and
transportation are presented in Chapter 5, Section 5.1.11, including the use of TRAGIS
and RADTRAN 5. Bounding transportation accidents are presented in Chapter 5, Section
5.5, which is supported by Appendix D and Appendix J. The presentation provides
probabilities of occurrence where they are available and the number of shipments.

Section 5.1.11 describes the methodology used to determine transportation impacts. For
purposes of analysis, NNSA used the computer code TRAGIS to identify routes and route
demographics for shipments of radioactive materials and wastes. The code determines
routes based on criteria supplied by NNSA and takes into account special provisions for
highway route-controlled quantities. However, the routes that are ultimately selected
would depend on conditions at the time of shipment and cannot be predicted in advance.
Shipments by commercial carriers are not under the control of NNSA and cannot be
predicted. Therefore, the LLNL SW/SPEIS does not identify any specific routes. The
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timing and frequency of the shipments would be determined by operational constraints
and cannot be predicted at this time. NNSA would follow all internal procedures and
Federal and state regulations for all shipments to ensure safety and security.

Doses to truck drivers are presented in Table J.3-1 in Appendix J, for incident free
transportation. As shown in that table, the maximum collective dose to drivers would be
less than 1 person rem in all cases evaluated. This dose would be well below regulatory
limits imposed by DOE and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), as appropriate.
Health and safety impacts to workers are discussed in Appendix J.

Regarding risk numbers, commentor has compared quantities that are not comparable.
The number of LCFs from incident-free transportation reported in the LLNL SW/SPEIS is
5 x 107 per year for the Proposed Action. The EPA risk range for cleanup of Superfund
sites is 10° to 10 over a lifetime. The EPA values are equivalent to the probability of an
individual getting cancer (cancer incidence, not necessarily cancer fatality). The value
provided for LLNL transportation under the Proposed Action is an estimate of the
number of the exposed individuals (of a very large population) who will get a fatal
cancer. Because the number of individuals estimated to die from cancer under the
Proposed Action transportation impacts would be very much less than one (5 x 10
LCFs), one could conclude that no one in the exposed population is expected to incur a
fatal cancer.

In preparing the LLNL SW/SPEIS, NNSA examined the shipment history of LLNL with
respect to hazardous and radioactive shipments and decided to specifically analyze those
shipments that are of most interest and present the greatest risk. Without penetrating
radiation, nonradioactive hazardous shipments would have minimal impact to the public
unless there is some accident that releases the contents. The numbers of such shipments
to or from LLNL are extremely small compared to the numbers on the highways from all
other causes. Radioactive shipments have the potential to impact members of the public
and are more specific to LLNL (although not unique) when compared to the baseline of
shipments on the U.S. highways. However, the majority of radioactive shipments
examined were very small packages shipped by mail or commercial express carriers,
containing extremely small quantities of radioactivity. Any quantitative analysis of such
shipments would yield extremely small values. Accordingly, DOE decided to report the
total numbers of hazardous (hazardous and radioactive), as indicated in the comment,
but to quantitatively analyze only those of special interest: the larger radioactive
shipments, including special nuclear material, low-level waste, tritium, and small
amounts of miscellaneous radioactive material. The results of this analysis of current
operations are found in Chapter 5, Table 5.2.11.2-1.

Current plans are that transuranic waste drums at LLNL would be shipped directly to
WIPP. WIPP is located 26 miles east of Carlsbad in southern New Mexico, and its
operations are not within the scope of the LLNL SW/SPEIS. WIPP operation was
evaluated in the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Final Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (DOE 1997e). Appendix J analyzes annual transportation of waste shipments
to WIPP, including the number of shipments.

3-38

March 2005



LLNL SW/SPEIS Chapter 3 — Comment Summaries and Responses

20.02

20.03

For issues associated with terrorism concerns, see Comment Response 30.01.

Commentor stated that the LLNL SW/SPEIS only considers accidents involving transport
of LLNL vehicles and personnel, failing to address waste stream transportation carried
out by private contractors and vendors. Commentor questioned what proportion of
shipments will be handled by commercial contractors and what the impacts of choosing
commercial contractors would be versus lab employees.

Response: Although data regarding the proportion of shipments by DOE truck verses
commercial vehicles is not available or necessary for environmental analyses, the
information that follows is relevant to the commentor’s question. NNSA generally
transports transuranic (TRU) waste and special nuclear material in DOE vehicles with
DOE drivers; however, most other material is transported by commercial carrier. NNSA
ensures that commercial carriers are qualified and adhere to Federal and state
regulations. The LLNL SW/SPEIS analyzes transportation impacts irrespective of the
particular carrier.

NNSA selected bounding transportation accidents to present. The environmental impacts
from bounding transportation accidents are presented in Chapter 5, Section 5.5, which is
supported by Appendix J and Appendix D. As reported in Table J.4—-2, NNSA examined
transport of special nuclear material and TRU waste, which are generally transported by
DOE drivers in DOE vehicles. Tritium, may be transported by DOE or commercial
carrier depending on the shipment. Low-level waste is generally transported by
commercial carriers. Therefore, the LLNL SW/SPEIS does analyze accidents involving
private contractors and vendors. The bounding accidents analyzed in the LLNL
SW/SPEIS are independent of the shipper.

Commentor stated that the Circulation Element of the recently adopted 2003 General
Plan identifies several proposed transportation improvements in the vicinity of LLNL.
Specifically, road improvements, such as adding lanes, will be made along the Vasco
Road Interchange and the Greenville Interchange. The LLNL SW/SPEIS does not
adequately address the traffic impacts of the Proposed Action or the alternatives. Traffic
is expected to increase by 1,100 daily trips over the No Action Alternative, however, the
LLNL SWI/SPEIS does not distribute the project trips to the roadway network to
determine significant impacts. There are roadways and intersections providing primary
access to the Livermore Site that have poor levels of service under existing conditions.
Specifically 1-580 near Vasco Road, and Vasco Road near 1-580 have existing and
forecast future congested traffic conditions. The city of Livermore requests the LLNL
SW/SPEIS discuss the following traffic impacts:

. What are the existing and future levels of service on 1-580 between First Street
and Grant Line road both and with and without the Proposed Action?
. What are the existing and future intersection levels of service along Vasco Road

and Greenville Road between 1-580 and East Avenue both with and without the
Proposed Action?
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. What are the impacts of the Proposed Action to 1-580, Vasco Road, Greenville
Road and the signalized intersections?

. What traffic improvements are proposed to mitigate the congested conditions
resulting from the Proposed Action?

o What affect does non-auto transportation (e.g., bus, bike, pedestrian, ACE) have
on reducing auto traffic impacts?

. What is the Proposed Action’s fair share mitigation costs relating to transportation

impacts and what funding is available? The city has calculated an estimated fair
share contribution towards transportation improvements based on information
provided in the Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS. With an estimated 6.6 percent of future
traffic growth on Vasco Road attributed to the Proposed Actions, a preliminary
fair share contribution or improvements to Vasco Road and the Vasco Road
Interchange is estimated at $3.1 million.

Response: Chapter 5, Section 5.3.11 states that the Proposed Action would increase
employment at LLNL by approximately 500 jobs. This represents a total increase of
employment of approximately 5 percent in the Livermore Site workforce. This is a small
fraction of the current traffic level near LLNL. The incremental contribution from the
Proposed Action over the No Action Alternative would be small; therefore, no additional
analysis is needed to meet NEPA requirements. As discussed in Section 4.13.2 of the
LLNL SWI/SPEIS, 1-580 carries approximately 120,000 vehicles per day and experiences
significant congestion during peak commute hours in the Livermore vicinity. Road
improvements near the LLNL site are being considered and will be required in the future,
regardless of decisions that would be made regarding this LLNL SW/SPEIS. The city of
Livermore is developing a major traffic model to forecast future traffic volumes and
impacts. Such modeling will assist in determining the specific road improvements that
will improve traffic flow. Such road improvements could include modifications to
interchanges, road widening, new roads, and adjustments to signalization. Funding
issues associated with any future road improvements are beyond the scope of the LLNL
SW/SPEIS. It is acknowledged that non auto modes of transportation (e.g., bus, bike,
pedestrian, ACE) would reduce traffic and congestion; however, assessing the impacts of
such modes of transportation is beyond the scope of this analysis.

Commentor expressed concern regarding shipments of explosive materials to and from
Site 300, especially along the unimproved Corral Hollow Road. Commentor questioned
impacts from transport including radiation exposure, accidents, and terrorist activity.

Response: Chapter 5, Section 5.5.5.3 presents the impacts from explosives transportation
accidents. As explained in that section, potential impacts include death or severe injury
to the driver(s) and passengers in adjacent vehicles. This conclusion remains valid for
any road in which an accident might occur, including Corral Hollow Road. The
environmental impacts from transport of radioactive materials are presented in Chapter
5, Sections 5.2.11, 5.3.11, and 5.4.11, which are supported by Appendix J. Bounding
transportation accidents are presented in Chapter 5, Section 5.5, which is supported by
Appendix D and Appendix J. The releases of radioactive and chemical materials from
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spills are bounded by these analyses. For information regarding terrorism, see Comment
Response 30.01.

Commentor expressed concern regarding the possibility of replacing Transuranic
Package Transporter (TRUPACT)-1I containers with TRUPACT-III containers to
transport waste. If TRUPACT-III containers are used, analysis should be included in
Appendix J. Commentors stated that crash testing should be performed on TRUPACT
containers. A report by the Environmental Evaluation Group should be used in
determining safe packaging for transport as well as addressing concerns from transport.
Commentors requested that DOE provide a description of pipe overpacks and expressed
concern regarding NNSA developing capability to load TRU waste into pipe overpacks in
the Superblock. The overpacks would allow higher actinide loading in each drum, up to
80 plutonium-equivalent curies per drum, and up to 200 fissile-gram equivalents.
Commentors believe DOE should not ship waste using single walled containers.

Response: The proposed TRUPACT-III shipping package would be a Type B container
as defined by DOT and the NRC. Accordingly, it will be required to meet the same
stringent safety specifications as for the TRUPACT-II. Should NRC certify this package
and should DOE use it, the package would only be used under conditions consistent with
its certification and safety analysis report. NNSA has not evaluated its use, and prior to
the certification of the package, cannot state whether any LLNL TRU waste would be
shipped in a TRUPACT-III. According to the DOE press release cited in the comment,
the TRUPACT-III is expected to reduce the number of trips and the dose from handling
packages.

The TRU waste transportation accident analysis in the LLNL SW/SPEIS was performed
under the assumption that a TRUPACT-11 would be used. Given that the TRUPACT-III is
also a Type B container, it is unlikely that the analytical results would change should a
TRUPACT-III container be used. Should DOE adopt the TRUPACT-I1I, DOE will ensure
that its use remains within the safety envelop of previous analyses for the TRUPACT-II.
In addition, the Final LLNL SW/SPEIS provides updated information on TRU waste
shipments in Appendix J.

The latest NRC Certification of Compliance for the TRUPACT-II (#9218) permits up to
14 S100 or S200 pipe overpacks in the TRUPACT-II, each overpack contained in a 55-
gallon drum. The certification was issued July 3, 2003. DOE uses TRUPACT-II
containers throughout the DOE complex for shipment of TRU waste to the WIPP and
would schedule TRUPACT-I1I containers should the shipments described in Section 3.3.15
occur. A description of the pipe overpack can be found at the WIPP website:
http://www.wipp.ws/fctshts/ TRUwastecontainers.pdf.

UTILITIES AND ENERGY
Commentor questioned why the issue of energy consumption is not considered in the

LLNL SW/SPEIS. The cumulative impacts to the Livermore area and Alameda County
need to be assessed.
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Response: Energy (e.g., fuel and electricity) consumption associated with each
alternative is evaluated in Chapter 5, Sections 5.2.12, 5.3.12, and 5.4.12 of the LLNL
SW/SPEIS. The assessment includes impacts associated with the Livermore Site and Site
300, as well as, cumulative impacts to the Livermore area and Alameda and San Joaquin
counties. Mitigation measures are addressed in Chapter 5, Section 5.6.13.

MATERIALS AND WASTE MANAGEMENT

Some commentors requested that the LLNL SW/SPEIS address the increased risk of
accidental releases from the transport of nuclear materials. Commentor stated that the
LLNL SWI/SPEIS should discuss the WIPP in further detail: What type of facility is it
and where is it located? How will the WIPP decontaminate, dispose, and transport the
waste? Will waste be sent directly to WIPP or held at an interim facility? Commentor
questioned why the WIPP Mobile Vendor facility and the shipping contractor are
categorically excluded from NEPA review given that approximately 1,000 drums of TRU
and mixed TRU will be shipped to WIPP. Commentor requested a copy of a document
that discusses TRU waste at LLNL.

Commentor stated that the LLNL SW/SPEIS should provide precise estimates of the
number of drums that will be shipped to WIPP over the next twenty years. The LLNL
SW/SPEIS should also provide an estimate of the number of highway route control
quantity shipments projected from LLNL to WIPP.

Response: Bounding transportation accidents are presented in Section 5.5, which is
supported by Appendix D and Appendix J. The presentation provides probabilities of
occurrence where they are available. Doses to truck drivers are carefully controlled and
limited under the controlling radiation protection program in accordance with DOT and
DOE regulations. Health and safety impacts to workers are discussed in Sections 5.2.14,
5.3.14, and 5.4.14.

Current plans are that transuranic waste drums at LLNL would be shipped directly to
WIPP. WIPP is located 26 miles east of Carlsbad in southern New Mexico, and its
operations are not within the scope of the LLNL SW/SPEIS. WIPP’s operation and the
transportation of waste to it was evaluated in the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Final
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DOE 1997e) and in the Final Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing Treatment,
Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive Waste and Hazardous Waste (DOE 1997f).
Appendix J analyzes annual transportation of waste shipments to WIPP, including the
number of shipments.

DOE concluded that the mobile characterization equipment used to prepare and to ship
approximately 1,000 drums of TRU and mixed TRU waste to WIPP would have no
individually or cumulatively significant effect on the human environment. The activity is
primarily characterization with some limited repackaging under negative pressure
conditions. DOE determined that this facility was categorically excluded from further
NEPA review based on 10 CFR Part 1021 Appendix B to subpart D, categorical
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exclusion B.6.6, which states that modification of an existing operation for packaging
and repackaging waste can be categorically excluded (DOE 2003g). The shipment of
approximately 700 drums of legacy TRU waste from LLNL to WIPP has been completed.

Commentor stated that increases in waste generation will further contaminate air, water,
and soil at Livermore Site and Site 300. An analysis needs to be performed in the LLNL
SW/SPEIS of the environmental impact attributed to the increased allowable amounts of
radiological and hazardous waste. The LLNL SW/SPEIS should also discuss waste
disposal, storage, and continuing increases of material usage rates after a 10-year period.
Commentors requested that DOE disclose information concerning the quantity and
potential usage of lithium hydride at Site 300. Some commentors expressed concern
regarding LLNL’s waste disposal plan, such as disposition pathways for nuclear wastes
and D&D wastes. The commentor requested that the LLNL SW/SPEIS discuss
occupational protection of workers. Production of waste should not be increased until it is
assured that waste will not further pollute Site 300, harm workers, or cause an increase in
risk to the public. Commentors stated that LLNL is not licensed as a hazardous waste
disposal facility.

Commentors stated that the LLNL SW/SPEIS failed to consider the impacts that waste
production would inevitably have at offsite disposal locations and transportation routes.
Commentor questioned what procedures would be used to reduce or maintain current
waste stream levels. If waste stream levels increase, what NEPA process will be used to
address the environmental impacts of such increases?

Response: As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.15.2.1, LLNL manages generated waste
in accordance with all applicable Federal, state, and local laws and regulations to
minimize potential impacts on air, water, and soil. Depending upon the alternative and
the specific waste type, waste generation could increase or decrease in the future when
compared to the existing baseline. The environmental, health, and safety impacts
associated with waste generation and management are presented in Chapter 5 of the
LLNL SW/SPEIS. The waste generation levels established for the Proposed Action are
expected to reasonably bound any activities at the LLNL through the foreseeable future.
All wastes expected to be generated at LLNL have established disposition paths. Waste
minimization and pollution prevention is discussed in Appendix O. Appendices A and D
discuss lithium hydride at Site 300. Refer to Comment Response 31.02 for information
pertaining to the scope and timeframe of this document.

Commentor stated that the proposed changes in administrative limits and new
construction would require modification of existing facilities” permits, to allow different
types of waste to be stored and treated. The LLNL SW/SPEIS should identify the
modifications where known, and if not known, provide the reasoning for establishing
estimates of Class 1, 2, or 3 permit modifications in Appendix B. Commentor stated that
the title of the “special initial study” should be changed to “initial study.” An
environmental impact analysis of these chemicals should be completed based on the new
permits.
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Response: Permit classifications and their numbers cited in the comment come from
Table B.3-2. Appendix B, Section B.3 provides considerable detail on all the activities
that would occur under the No Action, Proposed Action, and Reduced Operation
alternatives.  Many of the activities discussed in this section require permit
applications/modifications; however, not all are discussed in terms of permit
classifications. The numbers of each type are presented in Table B.3-2 as a summary in
order to provide an opportunity to compare the various alternatives. Table B.3-3
provides another summary viewpoint of permit actions under the alternatives. Tables
B.3.1-1, B.3.2-1, and B.3.3-1 indicate types of activities that would constitute Class 1, 2,
or 3 actions under each alternative. The footnotes direct the reader to 40 CFR Part 270
for more detailed information on classification definitions. The LLNL SW/SPEIS
assesses the environmental impacts of activities at LLNL, which includes the use of
chemicals and the required permits. The LLNL SW/SPEIS analyzes the increased storage
or processing of waste for which DOE/NNSA would have to obtain permits or permit
modifications from the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). These permits
would include storage of waste and the use of chemicals needed to process waste. The
discussion in Appendix B describing the permitting level (Class 1, 2, or 3) is based on
NNSA’s experience with the permitting process; however, the final classification is based
on DTSC approval.

Appendix B of the LLNL SW/SPEIS has been changed to reflect the change of the title
from ““special initial study” to ““initial study.”

Commentors expressed opposition to the current activity of recycling and releasing
radioactive material under DOE Order 5400.5.

Response: The Secretary of Energy has halted recycling and free-release of radioactive
metals, pending completion of a programmatic EIS on this subject.

Commentor stated that DOE provided quantities of TRU waste in Table B.3-1 that are
inconsistent with levels generated by LLNL. Regarding Table B.3-2, an explanation
should be given as to why TRU waste generation is less for the Proposed Action than for
the No Action Alternative.

Response: The Final LLNL SW/SPEIS provides updated and corrected information on
waste volumes in Tables B.3-1 and B.3-2. Based on the new information, the TRU waste
generation for the Proposed Action is no longer less than the No Action Alternative.

Commentor stated that additional information should be added regarding disposition of
waste, waste composition, quantity of waste, method of transportation, discharge location
and spill prevention plans, and soil and groundwater contingency plans. The LLNL
SWISPEIS needs to include information regarding discharge of waste from the EMPC
and the HEDC.

Response: The LLNL SW/SPEIS assesses disposition of waste, waste composition,
quantity of waste, method of transportation and discharge locations for LLNL in
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Chapters 4 and 5, as well as Appendix B. This analysis includes waste generated from
EMPC and the HEDC. EMPC and the HEDC are replacement facilities as described in
Appendix A, Section A.3.4. The operation of these facilities would have impacts similar to
those that they replace. Therefore, the waste from these facilities is within the Proposed
Action totals. Spill prevention plans and soil and groundwater contingency plans are
developed as necessary in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.

Commentor stated that Sections A.2.4.18, A.3.3.7, and A.3.4.3 do not discuss the storage
and disposal of D&D materials. DOE needs to further discuss potential steps for storing
and disposing of such contaminated materials. Commentor questioned why Section
B.4.15.2 states that additional review may be required, when this should be occurring
now, at the project proposal stage. Commentor stated the closure of Building 419 should
be discussed in the LLNL SW/SPEIS; additionally, post closure care should be addressed
if clean closure cannot be achieved.

Response: In Appendix A, the volumes of D&D debris discussed in the cited sections are
presented in Tables A.2.3-2 and A.3.3-2. This combined waste volume, and its storage
and disposal, is addressed in Appendix B, Sections B.5.1.15, B.5.2.15, and B.5.3.15.
Appendix B, Section B.4.15.2 acknowledges that if the waste volumes are significantly
larger than expected, then additional NEPA review would be necessary. Appendix A,
Table A.2.3-2 includes information concerning D&D of Building 419.

HUMAN HEALTH AND SAFETY

Commentor expressed concern regarding the historical and future releases of radioactive
materials into the surrounding community, which is densely populated. One commentor
specifically stated that significant amounts of plutonium have been found at Big Trees
Park near the Livermore Site. One commentor specifically asserted that the LLNL
SW/SPEIS inappropriately isolates its analysis of impacts from history. The LLNL
SWISPEIS should contain analysis of historical plutonium releases at all DOE facilities,
especially with the Proposed Action to manufacture prototype plutonium pits.
Commentor contended that radioactive release figures are low. Radiation toxicity levels
have been increasing in the Livermore area for decades. DOE should conduct a rigorous
review of the plutonium facility and recommend significant design upgrades. The LLNL
SW/SPEIS should provide the cumulative and long-term effects of such releases from
proposed facilities. Also, the LLNL SW/SPEIS needs to provide proposed mitigation
measures to minimize any adverse impacts.

Commentors indicated that most of the health impacts to the public from LLNL
operations are from accidents and recommended that DOE/NNSA redo the Draft LLNL
SWI/SPEIS in order to produce a credible assessment of health impacts.

Commentors questioned impacts to children.

Response: Historical impacts in terms of dose from all radioactive releases (including
plutonium) for the period 1998-2002 are described in LLNL SW/SPEIS in Chapter 4,
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Section 4.10.5. As shown in this section, impacts are far less than regulatory limits and
background radiation impacts. Impacts from earlier years, also far less than regulatory
limits, can be found in documents such as Site Annual Environmental Reports and
NESHAPs Annual Reports. The LLNL SW/SPEIS presents the long-term direct, indirect,
and cumulative impacts to human health and the environment for the Proposed Action
from future releases of radioactive materials in Chapter 5, Section 5.3.14. Chapter 4,
Figure 4.10.5-1 shows that tritium releases have significantly decreased over the past
twenty years. Chapter 4, Table 4.10.5-2 shows the dose to the MEI and the population
from LLNL releases between 1998-2002.

With respect to plutonium found in Big Trees Park, plutonium was discovered at higher-
than-expected concentrations in Big Trees Park in 1993 during an EPA check of
background plutonium values in the vicinity of LLNL. In 1995, LLNL in collaboration
with the EPA, state regulators, and the public, collected additional soil samples from Big
Trees Park to verify the 1993 finding and evaluate any potential hazards to the public.
After sampling, the EPA and state regulators concluded that the plutonium in soil at Big
Trees Park was below the residential preliminary remediation goal (PRG; 2.5
picocuries/gram), presented no health hazard, and required no further action. This
information is detailed in the Livermore Big Trees Park: 1998 Summary Results, August
13, 1999.

The LLNL SW/SPEIS evaluates the impacts to the public from normal operations as well
as accidental releases. NNSA’s evaluation was performed in accordance with current
regulations and requirements and uses validated data and conservative assumptions to
perform the analysis provided in the LLNL SW/SPEIS.

LLNL considers and implements mitigation to reduce radioactive and hazardous releases
through a number of programs. The LLNL Integrated Safety Management System
integrates environmental, safety and health protection to the public, workers and
environment into management and work practices. The LLNL Pollution Prevention
Program is designed to minimize pollutant releases to all environmental media from all
aspects of the site’s operations. New processes and experiments are reviewed to consider
possibilities from mitigation actions such as chemical substitutions, process changes and
material recycling. New projects are designed with the goal of minimizing or mitigating
potential environmental impacts through project modifications at the design stage. The
Site Annual Environmental Reports, Section 5.6, and Appendix C of this LLNL SW/SPEIS
discuss these mitigation programs further.

For information regarding cancer rates in children, see Comment Response 25.05.

Commentor expressed concern regarding adverse impacts to human health and suggested
that the LLNL SW/SPEIS consider and report all types of morbidity effects of the
facility. DOE should look at adverse biological effects from even the smallest
radioactive emission and incorporate precautionary principles. Commentors questioned
what time frame and operation level was used to determine the LCFs. Are the doses
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calculated at maximum dose rates for each operation at the lab? A commentor
questioned if DOE underestimated cancer rate numbers.

DOE should consider the cumulative impacts (i.e., three power plants in the Tracy area)
of additional cancer rates and other illnesses on a vulnerable population. The LLNL
SW/SPEIS should discuss the elevated rates of malignant melanoma in the Livermore
area. Commentor stated that there is a significant increase in birth defects among the
offspring of LLNL employees. LLNL puts their workers at risk of cancer. Some
commentors expressed concern regarding the effects of tritiated water on living cells,
specifically those of the embryo or fetus. Also, tritium radiation can interfere with the
human master-code mechanism for DNA and cell membrane systems. Commentors
suggested that since biological and chemical hazards exist on and near the facility, an
aggregate cancer study is needed. A commentor suggested the LLNL SW/SPEIS must
define mitigation measures to reduce the risk of radioactive and hazardous releases to the
worker and community.

Regarding Table 5.3.14.1-1 and similar tables, are the latent cancer fatalities given by
year, 10 years or by the life of the project? If the life of the project, please state the
assumption as to life expectancy of the project. Also, are the data in the table stated as an
annual dose at maximum operations level? Are the doses calculated at maximum dose
rates for each operation at the lab?

A commentor stated that the projected levels of tritium release are unacceptable. The
LLNL SW/SPEIS should define the level of projected tritium release. A commentor
requested that DOE consider the long-term environmental and human costs associated
with this action.

Response: Appendix C, Section C.4.2.3 identifies the risk of any health detriment from
exposure to radiation, including nonfatal cancers and genetic effects, to the site-wide
MEI at both Livermore Site and Site 300. Section C.3.3 describes the health risk
estimators for each of these effects. Adverse effects from even the smallest radioactive
emissions are included in the LLNL SW/SPEIS because of the use of these linear health
risk estimators. Mitigation measures are implemented through LLNL operating
procedures.

Generally, LCFs are presented in the LLNL SW/SPEIS as the lifetime risk of a LCF to an
exposed individual as a result of an annual exposure. Tabular examples of LCFs
presented in this way are in Appendix C, Tables C.3.3-1 and C.4.2.3-1. The operation
levels in these tables are those associated with each of the action alternatives. Worker
doses are also generally expressed as annual cumulative exposures (e.g.,
Table 4.16.2.2-1). Worker doses include exposure at maximum dose rates experienced
by site workers.

There are a number of power plant projects in various stages of review before the
California Energy Commission. The Commission’s facility certification process carefully
examines public health and safety, environmental impacts and engineering aspects of
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proposed power plants, and stringent controls are required to mitigate air pollutant
emissions and associated health risks. In the Commission’s findings regarding the San
Joaquin Valley Energy Center (SJVEC) Project, one of the larger regional projects (total
generating capacity would be 1,087 megawatts to be sited in Fresno County), the
Commission found that the potential risk of cancer from SJVEC’s emissions during
construction and operational activities would be insignificant, and that the project will
not result in any significant cumulative cancer or chronic noncancer health impacts. Two
projects sited in San Joaquin County are considerably smaller, with total combined
generating capacity about 25 percent of the SJIVEC. The cumulative impact of these
projects, together with impacts of proposed activities at Site 300 would not significantly
contribute to additional cancer rates and other illnesses on a vulnerable population.

Melanoma rates were determined to be elevated for the study period 1960-1991
(California Department of Health Services 1995). However, in a review of Health
Studies performed by the California Department of Health Services in cooperation with
the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, it was determined that more
recently, cancer rates among Livermore residents have been found to be similar to the
Bay Area as a whole. The number of melanoma cases occurring in a census tract
bordering LLNL was greater than expected, but statistically within the range that could
have occurred by chance.

This same study found that the overall rate of birth defects was very similar to the
statewide total (2.5 per 100 live births in Livermore compared to 2.9 per 100 across the
state) and that the numbers of specific birth defects were similar to or lower than
statewide rates, and the number of other major birth defects was not significantly greater
than expected in Livermore (California Department of Health Services 2003).

The effects of tritiated water on the embryo or fetus, and on human DNA, are considered
in the LLNL SW/SPEIS (see Appendix C, Section C.4.2 for more detailed discussion).
Such effects are not expected at the low exposure levels experienced at and in the vicinity
of LLNL.

Commentors expressed concern regarding radioactive and hazardous releases to LLNL
workers. Commentor stated that human damage is calculated in terms of LCFs, but other
morbidity consequences are ignored. Commentor suggested that the LLNL SW/SPEIS
report all types of morbidity effects of the facility under all alternatives.

Commentors questioned whether the HEPA filters on the gloveboxes in Building 332
remain in ill-fitting housings. If they have been changed, please indicate when. How old
is the oldest HEPA filter currently in use?

Response: Nonradioactive health risks, such as beryllium disease and occupational
injuries are addressed in Chapter 4, Section 4.16.1 and Chapter 5, Section 5.2.14.1.
Calculation of radioactive health risks in terms of LCFs is reasonable for NEPA analysis.
Additional information is provided in Comment Response 25.05.
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The HEPA filters on the gloveboxes in Building 332 are not in ill-fitting housings. In
accordance with DOE requirements, the LLNL HEPA filters are maintained in safe
working order and replaced in accordance with LLNL procedure (UCRL-AR-133354-
Rev.2).

Commentor stated that the LLNL SW/SPEIS should address workers’ compensation,
should an employee fall ill or pass away from a work-related event. Several commentors
questioned whether LLNL employees (both past and present) would be compensated
for adverse human health effects.

Response: A discussion of employee benefits programs (worker or company funded),
e.g., workers compensation, company supplied life insurance, supplemental life
insurance, etc., in effect to cover worker illnesses or death is outside of the scope of this
analysis. Although the LLNL SW/SPEIS does not discuss workers’ compensation acts
specifically, DOE monitors and analyzes the potential health effects of its workers.

The Energy Employees Occupational Illness Compensation Program provides benefits
authorized by the Energy Employees Occupational Iliness Compensation Program Act
(EEOICPA or Act). The Department of Labor’s Office of Workers’ Compensation
Programs is responsible for adjudicating and administering claims filed by employees or
former employee or certain qualified survivors of the Act. For more information
regarding this program, the commentors are directed to the program web site
(http://www.dol.gov/esa/regs/compliance/owcp/eeoicp/main.htm).

Commentor stated that a recent study of negative health impacts in the Livermore area
criticized the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry assessment of LLNL for
not using models to accurately predict radioactive doses. Because the study found the
assessment to be inadequate, DOE must provide a credible assessment of health impacts
on workers and the public.

Response: The purpose of the LLNL SW/SPEIS is to conduct a credible assessment of the
health impacts to the workers and the public. This is done using a broad range of
available information and models developed by regulatory agencies and data drawn from
experience. In the case of existing operations, the information on worker dose is based on
exposure records. In the case of new operations (e.g., NIF), worker doses are based on
models, which simulate worker exposure for the operations to be performed. Health
impacts to the public are based on mathematical models that incorporate operation
release mechanisms, transport of the releases through the environment, and human
exposure pathways (see Chapter 5, Sections 5.1.8 and 5.1.14).

SITE CONTAMINATION AND REMEDIATION

Commentor expressed concern regarding the legacy and proposed increase of hazardous
waste at the Livermore Site. Increased contamination would contribute to the
unaddressed and inadequate cleanup of all DOE sites. Specifically, commentors were
concerned about the shipment to and the storage of legacy waste at Hanford.
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Response: Stored waste would be contained in accordance with regulatory standards
and would not result in contamination of the environment. Accidental releases would be
subject to rapid cleanup under existing spill response plans and would not contribute to
existing contamination at LLNL. Procedures detail the safe practices that are to be used
in the handling of waste to prevent exposure of workers and contamination of the
environment. Legacy waste at Hanford and the cleanup of all DOE sites are beyond the
scope of the LLNL SW/SPEIS. LLNL remediation activities are discussed in detail in
Chapter 4, Section 4.17.

Commentor expressed concern regarding the legacy and proposed increase of hazardous
waste at Site 300. Commentor stated that although remediation efforts continue, the
LLNL SW/SPEIS does not discuss the fact that groundwater contamination at Site 300
continues to be above drinking water standards, regardless of remediation efforts.
Commentor stated that no pristine areas should be contaminated. Safe practices should
be top priority and no standards, regulations, or permits should be modified to allow
increased levels of contaminants. Please describe if and how increases in contaminants to
air and soil may take place and risks involved. Do not execute a plan that increases air
and ground pollution. Commentors expressed concern regarding a westward trending
radioactive groundwater plume from the Livermore Site. Commentors stated that the
EPA has designated LLNL as a Superfund site.

Response: Chapter 4.11.3 of the LLNL SW/SPEIS provides detailed descriptions of
groundwater and the hydrologic conditions at both the Livermore Site and Site 300
including information about occurrence and flow of groundwater, water quality, and the
types and concentrations of groundwater contamination. Chapter 4.11.3.4 discusses the
potential mobility of tritiated groundwater and also indicates that natural decay has
resulted in concentrations below drinking water standards. The LLNL SW/SPEIS also
presents a detailed description of groundwater contamination, concentration trends, and
status of remediation activities that are being conducted in accordance with CERCLA at
both the Livermore Site and Site 300 in Chapter 4, Section 4.17. As discussed in
Appendix C, LLNL implements programs to provide safe working conditions for
employees and to limit exposures of the general public to hazardous and radioactive
materials. These programs are conducted in accordance with regulatory requirements
and include implementation of administrative and engineered controls to minimize
potential releases as well as surveillance monitoring of the environment and reporting of
exposure assessments. With respect to potential releases of hazardous and radioactive
materials from ongoing operations, please see Comment Response 24.01. DOE
acknowledges that LLNL has been designated as a Superfund site and is implementing
remediation as required by state and Federal regulations.

Commentor stated that the LLNL SW/SPEIS needs to discuss CERCLA issues and
remediation in greater detail. Existing contamination should be cleaned up before
expanding program activities. Potential “trade offs” that may lead to cleanup budget
shortfalls must be discussed in the LLNL SW/SPEIS.
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Response: Detailed information on CERCLA issues and remediation is found in the Site
Annual Environmental Reports for LLNL. Section 4.17 of the LLNL SW/SPEIS
summarizes information from the most recent of these reports. Program activities are not
anticipated to have any effect on the rate of cleanup of contaminated areas. The
installation and operation of remediation systems are largely governed by agreements
with regulatory entities. Cost and budget concerns will be addressed in the ROD as
appropriate.

Commentors expressed concern regarding LLNL’s environmental monitoring program.
Commentors expressed concern about recent offsite sampling by The RadioActivist
Campaign (TRAC) that found elevated levels of four radionuclides just outside the
Livermore Site boundary.

Response: LLNL’s environmental monitoring is done in accordance with Federal, state,
and local requirements. The levels of the four radionuclides are well within fallout
background that is well understood by the LLNL. LLNL's environmental monitoring
program collects thousands of samples annually to determine compliance with regulatory
standards. According to information obtained from TRAC, 12 samples were collected by
the organization in December 2003 and analyzed for various radionuclides. Samples
were collected from a variety of media including grass, sediment, leaves, and surface
water from Arroyo Seco. However, all results were compared to Federal drinking water
standards for community water systems (40 CFR Part 141) that are calculated to be
protective of human health based on repeated human exposure to contaminants through
intake of water. Radionuclide activity exceeded the standard for only one radionuclide in
one sample, strontium-90, in a grass sample collected approximately three miles west-
northwest of the Livermore Site. The result reported in the analysis of this sample is
190+160 picocuries wet, which TRAC admits is ““a low level of confidence and “invites
follow-up sampling.” Note that strontium-90 can be present in soils throughout the
United States as a result of fallout from aboveground testing of nuclear weapons from
1945 to 1980. TRAC conducted a second sampling in May 2004, collecting a similar
number of samples, and obtained one data point above their detection limit, which was
also consistent with weapons test fallout.

Commentor wants DOE to explain its assertion in Section 5.3.15.3 that there is no
significant difference in potential for contamination between the Proposed Action and No
Action alternatives. Also, the LLNL SW/SPEIS does not take into account adverse
effects onsite, should contamination arise from D&D activities.

Response: Program activities are not anticipated to have any effect on the rate of
cleanup of contaminated areas. The installation and operation of remediation systems
are largely governed by agreements with regulatory entities. The potential for accidental
releases would increase because of greater site activity under the Proposed Action, but
these releases would be subject to rapid cleanup under existing spill prevention, control,
and countermeasures (SPCC) plans and would not be expected to contribute to existing
contamination at LLNL. Any accidental contamination resulting from D&D activities
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would also be subject to rapid cleanup under existing SPCC plans; no adverse effects
would be expected.

ACCIDENTS

Commentor questioned the adequacy of the accident analysis. By increasing plutonium
limits, the risk of LCFs during an accident would increase to 288 percent of the present
risk to plant workers and general public in close proximity. Even the lesser amount of
plutonium used in the No Action Alternative would reach criticality with horrific
consequences. Commentor expressed concern regarding the risk earthquakes pose to
LLNL buildings containing bio-agents, plutonium, tritium, and other radioactive
materials.  Potential release of such contaminants could endanger the area for
generations.

Commentor stated that the bounding accident scenario for Building 332 is the unfiltered
fire in one room, with a MAR of 60 kilograms of plutonium. However, the
administrative levels allow 60 kilograms in each of the two rooms. The detailed analysis
of a plane crash does not provide MAR, but should contain 120 kilograms of plutonium,
with a disturbance in two rooms. If this is correct, would the plane crash become the
bounding scenario?

Commentor requested that DOE conduct an analysis of a hydrogen deflagration accident.
It has nearly five times the source term as the unfiltered fire, and greater estimated
probability. This would point to it as being the bounding accident for Building 332.

Commentor stated that emergency diesel generators (EDGS) in the 1990s failed routine
tests numerous times. Accident scenarios should not presume that EDGs will be
working, both to run the ventilation system and other emergency equipment. A credible
scenario of an unfiltered fire with no power should be analyzed.

Commentor stated that during a fire, HEPA filters and seals are prone to failure because
the filter is made of paper and would lose its filtering capability when wet (from fire
suppression) and would be severely damaged by high temperatures.

Commentor stated that risk of a fire in Building 334 involving highly enriched uranium
should be analyzed in detail.

Commentor requested a more detailed assessment of drum arrays in Building 625,
specifically concerning the maximum curie limits for drums.

Response: As stated in Appendix D, Section D.1.1, the accident scenarios have been
developed to reflect the broad range of accidents that might occur at LLNL. The
scenarios are specific to particular buildings and operations. The wide range of
postulated accidents characterizes the range of accident impacts associated with the
operation of LLNL. Bounding scenarios were developed for specific hazards such as
radioactive material, toxic chemicals or high explosives for an operation in a building.
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An accident analysis of biological hazards is presented in Appendix D, Section D.5. The
LLNL SWI/SPEIS accident analysis was conducted in accordance with applicable
guidance, requirements and regulations as appropriate.

With the removal of ITP from the Proposed Action, the MAR is now 40 kilograms of
plutonium (compared to 60 kilograms in the Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS). The Proposed
Action bounding accident scenario for Building 332 remains the unfiltered fire in one
room with lesser consequences as described in Section D.2.4.9.2 of the LLNL SW/SPEIS.
A simultaneous fire in two rooms, each having a MAR of 40 kilograms of plutonium, has
a frequency of occurrence conservatively estimated to be much less than 1 x 10 and
therefore is considered not reasonably foreseeable.

The possibility of an inadvertent criticality in Building 332 was assessed in the LLNL
SW/SPEIS. As noted in Section D.2.5 of the LLNL SW/SPEIS, the bounding case
radiological accident for involved workers is a plutonium criticality for a powder, slurry,
or solution system in a workstation in Building 332. Severe worker exposures could occur
inside the facility as a result of a criticality, due primarily to the effects of prompt
radiation. A criticality would be detected by the criticality alarm system, and an
evacuation alarm would sound. All personnel would immediately evacuate the building.
The accident would have minimal offsite consequences when compared to other accidents
analyzed.

The potential offsite impacts of a large earthquake are described in Section D.6.2 of the
LLNL SWI/SPEIS. As described in Section D.6.2, taking the conservative approach of
summing the doses for each of the individual facilities results in a total radiation dose at
the site boundary under median meteorological conditions of 1.03 rem. Using the dose-
to-risk conversion factor of 6 x 10 per person-rem, the MEI has a probability of
6.02 x 10 (or one chance in 1,620) of the development of a fatal cancer. The collective
radiation dose to the approximately 6,900,000 people living within 50 miles of LLNL
under the multiple-building release scenario for median meteorology was calculated to
be 417 person-rem. The collective population dose is estimated to result in an additional
0.24 LCF to this population.

Under unfavorable meteorological conditions, the radiation dose to the MEI for the
multiple building release scenario is 20.4 rem. Using the dose-to-risk conversion factor
of 6 x 10 per person-rem, the MEI has a probability of 0.011 (or 1 chance in 95) of the
development of a fatal cancer. The collective radiation dose to the approximately
6,900,000 people living within 50 miles of LLNL under the multiple-building release
scenario for unfavorable meteorological conditions was calculated to be 4,320 person-
rem. The collective population dose is estimated to result in 1.76 LCFs to this population.

As described in Section D.2.3 of the LLNL SW/SPEIS, the aircraft crash probability for
LLNL facilities is dominated by general aviation, which represents approximately 99
percent of the total probability reflected in Table D.2.3-1 of the LLNL SW/SPEIS.
General aviation operations at the Livermore Municipal Airport represent approximately
93 percent of the total probability reflected in Table D.2.3-1. Over 95 percent of the
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Livermore Municipal Airport operations are represented by the general aviation
subcategories of single engine piston, multi-engine aircraft, and helicopter aircraft. A
similar distribution of airframes was assumed for the general aviation data for Tracy
Municipal, Byron, and in-flight operations. Therefore, the consequences of a large
single-engine piston aircraft impacting facilities at the Livermore Site bound the
reasonably foreseeable accidents into LLNL facilities. This single-engine piston aircraft
is not of sufficient size to impact more than one room of Building 332 simultaneously.
Therefore, the amount of material contained in a single room of Building 332 is the
appropriate MAR for this accident scenario.

In the LLNL SW/SPEIS, NNSA evaluated two hydrogen deflagration scenarios: filtered
and unfiltered. As shown in, Table D.2.4-1, for the filtered scenario, the source term is
9.0 x 10 grams fuel-grade plutonium for the No Action Alternative and 0.027 gram
fuel-grade plutonium for the Proposed Action. For the unfiltered scenario, the frequency
is much lower than the level considered ““beyond reasonably foreseeable” and thus not
appropriate for analysis in an EIS.

The facility accident scenarios presented in the LLNL SW/SPEIS do include scenarios
where the room exhaust system is unavailable because of an independent, random loss of
offsite and emergency power to the building. For example, in Building 332, the
unavailability of the room exhaust system for a 10-hour duration is estimated as being
1.1 x 10™. It should be noted that, contrary to the commentor’s assertion, the bounding
accident for Building 332 for the Proposed Action is an Evaluation Basis Room Fire
(unfiltered release), where the ventilation system is assumed to be inoperable (see
Section D.2.4.9.2). The failure of the HEPA filters was not included in the Evaluation
Basis Room Fire scenario because their failure during a fire would make the scenario a
not reasonably foreseeable event. Should any burning materials get into the ventilation
system before the dampers operate, the HEPA filters are protected by deluge sprays and
demisters to cool and de-water the air reaching them.

As shown in Table D.2.4-1, an unmitigated fire in Building 334 involving highly-
enriched uranium was evaluated in the LLNL SW/SPEIS. This accident scenario resulted
in a release to the environment of 100 grams of highly-enriched uranium. NNSA
performed consequence assessment calculation for this release (as well as for the other
accident scenarios shown in Table D.2.4-1), and the calculated consequences of this
scenario were well below those of the Uncontrolled Oxidation of Plutonium at Elevated
Temperatures scenario for Building 334. Therefore, this latter scenario is the bounding
radiological accident for this building and is further described in Appendix D, Section
D.2.4.10.

As noted in Section D.2.4.11 of the LLNL SW/SPEIS, NNSA conducted a detailed
assessment of the risks of storage of transuranic waste drums of in Building 625. It is
anticipated that drums containing up to 60 plutonium-equivalent curies would be stored
in Building 625. In this accident analysis, the maximum curie limit under the Proposed
Action is assumed to be equivalent to an array of drums where one drum contains 60
plutonium-equivalent curies and the other surrounding drums contain 12 plutonium-
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equivalent curies. The shipments of legacy TRU waste, including Building 625, from
LLNL to WIPP have been completed. It is projected that future waste shipments to WIPP
will be completed before Building 625 and other LLNL transuranic waste storage
facilities are fully loaded. Therefore, the consequences discussed above are associated
with what would be considered a maximum peak inventory in Building 625 that would be
allowed under the facility’s operational procedures, but may never occur. This analysis
of this accident included sufficient detail to identify impacts to the involved worker,
noninvolved worker, maximally exposed individual, and offsite population.

Commentor expressed concern regarding potential for chlorine gas release. This could
disable security forces and personnel, so that an accident could occur. Explain how
operations could be safely shutdown if there was a hazardous leak. In addition, DOE
should analyze an accident involving these substances.

Commentor stated that it is not clear whether the actions in Table B.3-3 were considered
during the selection process for accident scenarios. In particular, was the storage of
hazardous and mixed waste in Building 696R considered in the evaluation of chemical
accident scenarios? Table 5.5.2.2-1 and Table D.3.2-1 do not include Building 696R.

Commentor questioned why Section D.3.2.10 states that an accident scenario involving
an earthquake release of Freon-22 scenario assumes that drums will not be stacked two
high, when the Hazardous Waste Permit for the Livermore Site would allow stacking of
55-gallon drums.

Response: As discussed in Section D.3.2.8 of the LLNL SW/SPEIS, NNSA assessed a
postulated release of chlorine from Building 332. A potential cause of such an event
could be the failure of various system components. The potential release paths include
pipe ruptures in four different piping sections or leaks from the chlorine cylinder and the
two valves in the system. These contributors to the release potential were considered. It
was assumed that any leak inside the gas cabinet would be detected and mitigated in
time. Unless the gas cylinder valve fails catastrophically, the safety features associated
with the toxic-gas installation would allow only a very small release of toxic gas under
any abnormal conditions. A more severe release could result if these features, or
combinations of these features, failed to function.

A source term was developed for the unmitigated release from the apparatus. An
unmitigated release of chlorine or hydrogen chloride through a small orifice, 0.18 inch in
diameter (corresponding to the internal diameter of the piping used [0.25-inch outer-
diameter]) or a small hole in the cylinder, was examined. The source terms for the
bounding scenario were developed by assuming that the chlorine gas was released
through 0.25-inch outer-diameter tubing directly into the atmosphere. No credit was
taken for the flow-restricting device, whose size is much smaller than 0.25 inch. The
frequency of this event is 5.7 x 10”' per year.

The gas cabinet is monitored for both chlorine and hydrogen chloride. The delivery line
inside the gas cabinet has an excess flow shutoff valve and an emergency shutoff valve
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located near the cylinder head. In the case of a chlorine leak, these features would serve
to mitigate the consequences of such an event. It is assumed that any leak occurring
inside the gas cabinet could be detected by the chlorine sensor, thereby alerting Control
Room personnel, who could provide mitigation of the leak. In addition, emergency
procedures in place at LLNL include immediate actions (e.g., terminate the release, limit
access by personnel the area downwind of the release, and take shelter) to warn building
personnel of the hazard and to prevent workers from exposure to the gas. In addition the
Emergency Management Division maintains procedures that provide for notification of
the facility managers of all facilities located within 100 meters of Building 332 of any
potential release.

No stand-alone chemical inventories would be stored, staged, or handled in Building
696R. Small quantities of hazardous materials (California combined wastes) below
reportable quantities (in total) may be found in containers with transuranic waste.
Liquid waste would not be stored in Building 696R. Therefore, the potential chemical
hazards for this facility would be very low and well bounded by the other facilities listed
in Appendix D, Table D.3.2-1.

The first paragraph of Appendix D, Section D.3.2.10 describes how process reagents are
stored in this facility, including sulfuric acid, hydrogen peroxide, ferric sulfate, and
sodium hydroxide. The assumption that drums of these reagents would not be stacked
two-high has been removed, but the results of the accident analysis have not changed,
based on the assumption that the buildings can withstand the design-basis earthquake.

Commentor requested that a description of the range of possible impacts should high
explosives detonate accidentally. Commentor also questioned why the LLNL SW/SPEIS
did not consider accident scenarios initiated by fire at Site 300 facilities.

Response: Appendix D, Section D.4 assesses accident scenarios and impacts associated
with high explosives. Many accidental detonation scenarios are addressed.

As described in Section D.2.4 of the LLNL SW/SPEIS, NNSA did consider accident
scenarios initiated by fire at Site 300 facilities. In fact, as shown in Table D.2.4-1, the
bounding radiological accident scenario for the Site 300 Materials Management
Facilities is a “Depleted uranium release by fire.”” The consequences of this accident
scenario are presented in Appendix D, Section D.2.5.

NNSA also assessed the impacts of the postulated release of chemical substances caused
by a fire for the Site 300 Materials Management Facilities and the Site 300 Explosive
Waste Treatment Facility. The consequences of these chemical accident scenarios are
presented in Appendix D, Section D.3.3.

Commentor questioned if the increase in plutonium MAR would have any additional
concern with regards to the BSL-3 Facility. Commentor stated that different accident
scenarios (e.g., plane crash, accidental needle stick, shoulder fired rocket, earthquakes,
vulnerability of HEPA filters) involving the BSL-3 Facility should be evaluated to assess
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the risk from release of biological agents, such as anthrax or plague. Commentor stated
that due to increased work with biological material in the Proposed Action, there would
be a greater effect than the other alternatives and suggested correcting.

Commentor stated that the BSL-3 Facility accident scenario in the LLNL SW/SPEIS is
inadequate. The analysis relied on outdated models that were done on a different facility
and not even within the DOE. DOE should conduct a programmatic environmental
assessment for the expanding biological safety programs at LLNL.

Response: The increase in the plutonium MAR in Building 332 would have no impact on
operations at the proposed BSL-3 Facility. If an accident were to occur in Building 332,
emergency procedures in place at LLNL include immediate actions (e.g., terminate the
release, limit access by personnel the area downwind of the release, and take shelter) to
warn building personnel of the hazard and to prevent workers from exposure. As a
defense-in-depth, the building emergency procedures provide for notification of the
facility managers of all facilities located within 100 meters of Building 332 of any
potential release.

For purposes of the LLNL SW/SPEIS, NNSA has selected a representative facility
accident that has been previously analyzed by the U.S. Army in the Final Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement Biological Defense Research Program (Army 1989).
NNSA believes that this accident scenario is comparable to and bounds any potential
scenarios associated with the BSL-3 Facility. The BSL-3 Facility is more than 100 meters
from Building 332.

An EA provides NEPA coverage for the construction and operation of this facility. The
EA covered environmental impacts including groundwater. Any comments received in
2002 were addressed in the BSL-3 EA. A FONSI (DOE/EA-1442), dated December 16,
2002, was issued for the BSL-3 Facility at LLNL. Additional information concerning the
operation of the BSL-3 Facility at LLNL is included in Comment Response 35.01.

Commentor urged DOE to formulate a safer plan for an accident at LLNL (specifically
involving plutonium or tritium) that could disastrously affect the highly populated Bay
Area. If an accident were to occur, how would the area be evacuated? The Hazard
Prediction and Assessment Capability (HPAC) model illustrates how widely plutonium
could be dispersed and the impacts to nearby residential population centers when
plutonium is in proximity to an explosion. The HPAC calculations imply a much larger
impact than the accident scenarios discussed in the LLNL SW/SPEIS. The LLNL
SWISPEIS should be rewritten to include HPAC calculations.

Commentor stated that the LLNL SWI/SPEIS fails to acknowledge the tremendous
uncertainties associated with any of the exposure risks estimated to occur from routine
activities or non-routine accidents, especially if such materials enter densely populated
communities.
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Commentor stated that the production of large amounts of plutonium and its processing
and evaporation may entail significant risks that must be evaluated in the context of
urban/suburban location of LLNL. A commentor expressed concern regarding future
accidental releases into the air, regardless of amount. Another commentor questioned
how DOE could propose programs that involve known carcinogens and no disposal
pathway; and have a half-life of 24,000 years, in an urban area such as Livermore.

Commentor stated that in addition to latent cancer fatalities, other severe effects would
also result, including non-lethal cancers and diseases. The accident analysis does not
evaluate the residual risks of disease from an accident. Commentor expressed concern
regarding asthma in children and elderly due to air pollution. What are the current rates
of asthma in children in Livermore? Are there more cases of asthma in children detected
closer LLNL? Do Livermore children have more problems/diseases than children in
communities without laboratories?

Response: Plutonium is not produced in Building 332. Processing plutonium using
"evaporation” will not occur since AMP and ITP have been canceled. Consequences of
accidental radiological releases were determined using the MELCOR Accident
Consequence Code System, Version 2 (MACCS2) computer code (Chanin and Young
1997). MACCS?2 is a DOE/NRC sponsored computer code that has been widely used in
support of probabilistic risk assessments for the nuclear power industry and in support of
safety and NEPA documentation for facilities throughout the DOE complex. NNSA
believes that the use of this code, as described in Appendix D of the LLNL SW/SPEIS
provides an accurate and defensible estimate of the transport of plutonium and other
radioactive materials released during the postulated accident scenarios. As described in
Appendix D, Section D.2.1 of the LLNL SW/SPEIS, it was conservatively assumed that
there would be no evacuation or protection of the surrounding population following an
accidental release of radionuclides. While other codes, such as the Hazard Prediction
and Assessment Capability (HPAC) model, could have been used to perform the accident
analysis, DOE/NNSA decided to use the MACCS2 code because it was specifically
designed for calculating radiological atmospheric dispersion and consequences. The
HPAC code was developed to assess nuclear, biological, chemical, radiological and high
explosive collateral effects.

Health effects other than LCFs could result from environmental and occupational
exposures to radiation. These include nonfatal cancers among the exposed population
and genetic effects in subsequent generations. Previous studies have concluded that
these effects are less probable than fatal cancers as consequences of radiation exposure.
Dose-to-risk conversion factors for nonfatal cancers and hereditary genetic effects
(0.0001 per person-rem and 0.00013 per person-rem, respectively) are substantially
lower than those for fatal cancers. This LLNL SW/SPEIS presents estimated effects of
radiation only in terms of LCFs because that is the major potential health effect from
exposure to radiation. Estimates of nonfatal cancers and hereditary genetic effects can
be estimated by multiplying the radiation dose by the appropriate dose-to-risk conversion
factors for these effects.

3-58

March 2005



LLNL SW/SPEIS Chapter 3 — Comment Summaries and Responses

25.06

NNSA is not aware of any studies demonstrating a link between radiation exposure and
asthma. Therefore, incidences of asthma in the offsite population near LLNL are not an
appropriate measure of the impacts of postulated LLNL facility accidents. As stated in
Chapter 1, Section 1.6.4, an investigation of cancer incidence among LLNL employees
did not identify any link between employment at LLNL and increased risk of cancer
(Moore et al. 1997). Another study found that cancer rates among children and young
adults in the city of Livermore do not differ appreciably from elsewhere in Alameda
County (California Department of Health Services 1995). Another study found that birth
defect rates in Livermore are similar to the overall rates for the State of California
(California Department of Health Services 1996).

Several commentors stated that the analysis seriously underestimated the consequences of
a major accident. The LLNL SW/SPEIS should address more common types of accidents
and potential damage caused by each. Commentor recommended that project duration be
identified and factored into the project analysis. Commentor questioned why there is no
consideration of a purposeful attack. Another commentor questioned why the seismic
appendix was withheld from the Summary. Regarding earthquake scenarios, the g-force
number in the LLNL SW/SPEIS may underestimate the destruction that may occur at
LLNL. Commentor stated that the LLNL SW/SPEIS fails discuss environmental effects
in its accident analysis.

Commentor requested additional studies to extent of risks to the offsite population from
failure of safety equipment and materials. Commentor stated that raw data on the
accidents related to failure frequencies of equipment, and how they have been grouped,
and how the specific industrial experience from comparable facilities at the Rocky Flats
Plant should be incorporated. An analysis of the “changes in equipment and procedure”
need to be outlined in the LLNL SW/SPEIS to evaluate accident frequencies, source
terms, and radiation doses. Commentor asked for additional information explaining the
derivation of accident frequencies.

Commentor questioned why socioeconomic impacts accident costs (e.g., rebuilding,
remediation, property value, lost agricultural capability) were not evaluated in the LLNL
SWI/SPEIS.

Commentor questioned DOE’s assurance of safety given the history of LLNL’s spills,
releases, and leaks. Commentor stated that the LLNL SW/SPEIS does not reflect the
historical safety violations or develop mitigation measures to prevent them. Commentors
questioned why human error was not factored into release calculations.

The LLNL SW/SPEIS should include inadvertent events data for the past 5 years at the
Livermore Site and Site 300.

Commentor asked which prominent scientists on the LLNL staff approved the risk
assessments, and if any dissented.
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Commentors stated that the LLNL SW/SPEIS did not consider a bounding accident for
storage vaults that would pose a measurable risk to workers outside the immediate
buildings or to the neighboring community. The LLNL SW/SPEIS must evaluate
probabilistic risk assessment for the No Action Alternative. A commentor stated that the
LLNL SW/SPEIS should identify the weaknesses that are inherent in risk calculation.
Commentor stated that only LCFs are reported in the accident analysis and questioned
why other kinds of illnesses that occur from a radiation accident were not included. An
accident scenario should include the failure of Building 332 emergency diesel generators.
A commentor stated that the consequence of potential radiological and hazardous
materials indexed in explosive accidents in Building 327 is not in the LLNL SW/SPEIS.

Commentor asked that the differences between data in the LLNL SW/SPEIS and
reference LLNL 2003bg be reconciled.

Commentor requested additional information on the accident analysis for Building 696R.
Commentor was concerned about accident frequencies, the possibility of an airplane
crash resulting in a criticality, and other less significant accidents.

Commentor requested more detail concerning the assumptions for an array of drums in
Building 625.

One commentor asserted that the accident analysis is incomplete because it does not
assess the public risk perception and stigma associated with hazardous and radioactive
material.

Response: The values used in the LLNL SW/SPEIS accident analysis are based on
careful consideration of the material present in the facility, potential initiating events and
their probabilities, and potential pathways that material could escape through to reach
the environment. These accident scenarios include a wide range of assumptions,
including scenarios where human factors (i.e., employee error) initiate or exacerbate the
accident. The accident frequencies listed in Appendix D were developed using generally
accepted methodologies identified in DOE guidance documents. Facility accidents were
identified and analyzed and bounding accidents for the site were developed. No site
bounding accident for storage vaults was identified. Chapter 10 of the LLNL SW/SPEIS
identifies the preparers of the document and lists their credentials.

NNSA focused the accident analysis in the LLNL SW/SPEIS on human health impacts
among LLNL workers and the general public near LLNL. Other environmental impacts
could also result from the postulated facility accidents, such as loss of farm production,
contamination, land usage, and ecological harm. However, these secondary impacts
were determined not to be a major discriminator between alternatives, therefore they
were not assessed in detail.

The consequence of potential radiological and explosive accidents in Building 327 is
bounded by the accident analysis in Appendix D.
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Decontamination and Waste Treatment Facility (DWTF) includes Buildings 693, 693
Annex, 695, 696, and 696R. The preliminary Safety Analysis Report (SAR) for DWTF
was not used in the accident analysis. Though the preliminary SAR for DWTF assumes
tritium in a single container is 3,000 curies, LLNL currently limits the amount of tritium
in a single waste container to 2,000 curies for all waste storage facilities. References
LLNL 2002bm and LLNL 2003y were used for analysis of waste management facilities.
The operation (including equipment failures) at Building 695 is bounded by the
consequences from other facilities and is therefore not analyzed in detail in Appendix D,
Section D.2.4.13. The probability of an aircraft accident into facilities analyzed in
Appendix D was developed using DOE Standard 3014 ““Accident Analysis for Aircraft
Crash into Hazardous Facilities.” It is not reasonably foreseeable that an aircraft
accident into Building 696R would result in a criticality accident and therefore was not
analyzed.

The accident analysis in Appendix D was completed by an independent contractor not
scientist at LLNL. Data used for the analysis was collected primarily from existing LLNL
documents; however, data from other sources was also used. Specifically, reference
LLNL 2003bg was used as a basis for the probability (30 percent) that a fire would occur
after an aircraft accident. Accident analysis in existing LLNL documents has been
completed using various conservative methodologies. A standard methodology for
accidents was used for the LLNL SW/SPEIS as described in Appendix D; therefore, the
results in the LLNL SW/SPEIS might differ from documents such as reference LLNL
2003bg.

The future revisions to the SAR for Building 696R may include increases of container
limits for up to 12 curies per container.

It is not possible to predict whether intentional attacks would occur at LLNL or at other
critical facilities, or the nature of the types of attacks that might be made. Nevertheless,
NNSA reevaluated scenarios involving malevolent, terrorist, or intentionally destructive
acts at LLNL in an effort to assess potential vulnerabilities and identify improvements to
security procedures and response measures in the aftermath of the attacks of September
11, 2001. Security at NNSA and DOE facilities is a critical priority for the Department,
and it continues to identify and implement measures designed to defend against and deter
attacks at its facilities. In March 2004, DOE's Office of Safeguards and Security
Evaluations completed a special department-wide review at LLNL that included
performance testing LLNL’s Protective Force. LLNL was given a rating of ““Effective
Performance,” which is the highest one possible.

Substantive details of terrorist attack scenarios and security countermeasures are not
releasable to the public, since disclosure of this information may be exploited by
terrorists to plan attacks.

For related information see Comment Responses 25.01 and 25.05.
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25.07

Table 7.4-1 has been expanded to include inadvertent event data for the past 5 years at
the Livermore Site and Site 300.

The array of drums analyzed in the bounding accident for Building 625 is very
conservative and assumes that the facility is loaded to its physical limits with containers
of TRU waste as described in Chapter 3, Section 3.3.14. Appendix B contains a
projection of TRU waste for all three alternatives.

Estimates for the amount of TRU waste were made in either drums or cubic meters in an
effort to gather data to be analyzed. The results of the analysis, which includes waste
from Building 332 and other facilities is reflected in cubic meters. See Appendix B for
more information concerning waste management.

There is no cancer risk associated with the transport of biological material. See
Comment Response 35.01 for more information concerning the shipment of biological
samples to LLNL.

Perception-based impacts do not depend on actual physical environmental impacts
resulting directly from the proposed project, but rather upon the subjective perceptions
of individuals at any given time. Such subjective, psychological factors are not readily
translatable into quantifiable impacts. People do not act consistently in accordance with
negative perceptions. Also, perceptions may change over time, and perceptions may
be affected by a host of other factors that may have nothing to do with the proposed
project. Accordingly, any connection between public perception of a risk or stigma
associated with hazardous and radioactive material would be uncertain or speculative at
best, and therefore would not inform decision making.

Commentor noted that in the past, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB)
has criticized LLNL operations, and most recently, strongly criticized LLNLs accident
analysis. Commentor stated that the LLNL SW/SPEIS should incorporate and address
concerns in the DNFSB letters concerning Building 332. The LLNL SW/SPEIS should
evaluate if potential modifications of LLNL’s facility operations are warranted based on
the DNFSB’s recent findings and recommendations. Accident scenarios must take into
account potential emissions, radiation levels, and dose levels. DOE should recalculate
the accident scenarios and consequences used in the LLNL SW/SPEIS. The LLNL
SW/SPEIS should describe LLNL’s reliance on air monitors, emergency generators, and
negative airflow. In this context, DOE should include information concerning the
October 2003 plutonium accident that resulted in potential employee exposure because
numerous safety features failed simultaneously.

Commentor stated for the bounding accident for Building 332, certain assumptions such
as the airborne release fraction (0.0005) and leak path factor (0.05) are determined. A
more conservative approach would be to assume a leak path factor between 0.5 and 1,
which would double the release. DNFSB criticized this leak path factor calculation,
stating it was unrealistic and probably underestimates the extent of a release from
unfiltered radioactive material from this facility. Commentor also questioned the
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25.08

derivation of the airborne release fraction. Commentor stated that the emission release
values need to be modified during an event when workers have to leave through an
emergency exit.

Response: In October 2003, LLNL submitted a proposed safety basis for Building 332,
the Plutonium Facility, to the NNSA Livermore Site Office for approval. The DNFSB has
raised issues concerning this proposal. However, the LLNL SW/SPEIS uses the June 26,
2002 safety basis document (LLNL 2002af) approved by the Livermore Site Office and
with which the DNFSB is familiar.

In the No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and Reduced Operation Alternative
bounding scenarios were developed and analyzed. The values used in the LLNL
SW/SPEIS accident analysis are based on careful consideration of the material present in
the facility, potential initiating events and their probabilities, and potential pathways that
material could escape through to reach the environment.

Commentor stated that the airplane crash scenario assumes only a small single aircraft
would be involved in an accident. The scenario needs to be recalculated to incorporate
potential risk involving commercial airliner crashes, assuming a large plane crash may
dominate bounding accident scenarios. For accident scenarios, the LLNL SW/SPEIS
needs to discuss: 1) derivation of accident frequencies, 2) frequency of airplane crashes,
and 3) unfavorable meteorological conditions. A commentor suggested that the analysis
scenario be redone to include all major airports over 22 miles away in the Bay Area.

Commentator stated that the aircraft accident is inadequate. The contention that an
aircraft crash into a pit manufacturing facility under the proposed accident would result in
nothing more than 0.168 LCFs per year is ludicrous.

Commentor questioned what the consequences would be to the offsite populations from a
terrorist attack (such as a plane crash), what evacuation procedures would be followed,
where people would be displaced, and what the government would pay for offsite actions.
Commentor requested information on airborne and waterborne radiological risks. A
commentor stated that the full risk of a terrorist attack involving a large airplane has not
been adequately considered.

Response: As discussed in Appendix D, Section D.2.3 of the LLNL SW/SPEIS, NNSA
evaluated potential aircraft crash scenarios for LLNL facilities for all types of aircraft,
including commercial aircraft. The methodology in DOE Standard 3014 *“Accident
Analysis for Aircraft Crash into Hazardous Facilities” was used for this evaluation. As
shown in Table D.2.3-3, the calculated frequency of a commercial aircraft crashing into
an LLNL facility is 1 x 10 per year or smaller. This frequency is much lower than the
level considered ““beyond reasonably foreseeable” and thus is not evaluated in detail in
the LLNL SW/SPEIS.

It is not possible to predict whether intentional attacks would occur at LLNL or at other
critical facilities, or the nature of the types of attacks that might be made. Nevertheless,
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25.09

25.10

NNSA reevaluated scenarios involving malevolent, terrorist, or intentionally destructive
acts at LLNL in an effort to assess potential vulnerabilities and identify improvements to
security procedures and response measures in the aftermath of the attacks of September
11, 2001. Security at NNSA and DOE facilities is a critical priority for the Department,
and it continues to identify and implement measures designed to defend against and deter
attacks at its facilities. In March 2004, DOE’s Office of Safeguards and Security
Evaluations completed a special department-wide review at LLNL that included
performance testing LLNL’s Protective Force. LLNL was given a rating of ““Effective
Performance,” which is the highest one possible.

Substantive details of terrorist attack scenarios and security countermeasures are not
releasable to the public, since disclosure of this information may be exploited by
terrorists to plan attacks.

Commentor stated that the bounding accident scenarios described in the LLNL
SW/SPEIS do not address the adverse effects of an accident involving D&D activities.
The potential for an accident is apparent in the large scope of D&D (820,000 square feet).
Additionally, there is no discussion of offsite transportation accident scenarios involving
D&D waste.

Response: This LLNL SW/SPEIS includes and assesses D&D actions as appropriate for
each alternative. For example, as described in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2.10 and 3.3.19,
D&D actions are included in the No Action and the Proposed Action alternatives,
respectively. The Chapter 5 impact sections include impacts related to D&D. With
respect to accidents specifically, the impacts from accidents involving D&D are bounded
by other accidents. The primary hazard during D&D activities is occupational injuries
to the employees performing the D&D operations. These impacts are addressed in the
Human Health and Safety sections of Chapter 5 (5.2.14, 5.3.14, and 5.4.14).

With respect to transportation accidents, Appendix J, Section J.4 of the LLNL SW/SPEIS
presents NNSA’s analysis of potential accidents associated with transportation of the
following four radiological shipment types: special nuclear material, transuranic waste,
low-level waste, and tritium. The D&D waste volumes are included in this transportation
analysis. NNSA examined the shipment campaigns under the No Action Alternative,
Proposed Action, and Reduced Operation Alternative to identify bounding transportation
accidents for each of these material types. NNSA calculated collective radiation dose to
the public and LCFs from potential transportation accidents. The impacts of the
accidents reported in Appendix J, Section J.4 are based on the assumption that the
accidents would occur in the most populated regions along the route. Accidents in less
populated regions or of lower collision impact could occur, resulting in smaller impacts.
The accident probabilities were multiplied by the number of shipments.

Commentor expressed concern regarding cancer risk of nuclear or biological materials
along transportation routes, including material from D&D activities. A traffic accident
involving the transport of any of these materials would pose great danger to the entire
Bay Area.
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26

26.01

Response: Bounding transportation accidents are presented in Chapter 5, Section 5.5,
which is supported by Appendix J. For purposes of analysis, NNSA used the computer
code TRAGIS to identify routes and route demographics for shipments of radioactive
materials and wastes. The code determines routes based on criteria supplied by NNSA
and takes into account special provisions for highway route-controlled quantities.
Consequently, the analyses take into account the population density of the Bay Area. See
Comment Response 20.01 for additional information.

There is no cancer risk associated with the transport of biological material. See
Comment Response 35.01 for more information concerning the shipment of biological
samples to LLNL.

NATIONAL IGNITION FACILITY

Many commentors expressed concern and opposition regarding the proposed use of
plutonium, highly enriched uranium, and lithium hydride in experiments in the NIF.
Concerns centered on the potential for increasing the usefulness of the NIF for nuclear
weapons development, including the design of new nuclear weapons. There were also
concerns over the hazards to workers and the environment from these experiments.
Commentors stated that DOE should provide a thorough review of the NIF’s mission,
environmental risks, proliferation impacts, and ability to achieve its stated scientific goal
of ignition. The LLNL SWI/SPEIS should provide a cost estimate for NIF experiments,
equipment, and design. Details regarding design changes to existing target chamber and
construction of expensive inner containment vessels were not provided in the LLNL
SW/SPEIS. A commentor questioned the total cost of changes and modifications
necessitated in the Proposed Action.

Commentors stated that the NIF appendix fails to adequately describe the programmatic
impacts of the proposed experiments. Commentor stated that in the past, DOE denied that
they would use fissile materials in NIF experiments. Some commentors suggested that
new experiments at NIF be analyzed for reasonable alternatives within the DOE
complex-wide SSM program. Other commentors requested the LLNL SW/SPEIS
provide an alternative that includes the cessation of NIF operations.

Response: The NIF mission need is presented in Appendix M, Section M.2 of the LLNL
SW/SPEIS. This provides a timeline and summary from the original mission need
statement for NIF approved by DOE in 1993 to the present, including the recent NNSA
proposal to use plutonium, other fissile materials, fissionable materials, and lithium
hydride in NIF experiments. In September 2000, the Secretary of Energy certified to
Congress that the NIF supports the SSP and is a vital element in three important ways: 1)
Experimental study of issues of stockpile aging or refurbishment; 2) Weapon science and
code development; and 3) attracting and training the exceptional scientific talent
required to sustain the program over the long term. As indicated in Appendix M, Section
M.1.1, in November 2002, the NNSA approved proposing experiments on the NIF using
plutonium, other fissile materials, fissionable materials, and lithium hydride. The
proposed experiments using these materials directly enhance the ability of NIF to support
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these activities. NNSA facilities and operations, including NIF, are operated in
compliance with U.S. nuclear weapons policy.

The experiments will evaluate the physical properties of these materials in support of the
SSP. All experiments being considered for NIF that use such materials would do so in
extremely small quantities, many orders of magnitude less than would be needed for a
nuclear weapon. A statement has been added to Appendix M, Section M.5.3 clarifying
those experiments with gram quantities of weapons grade plutonium would be conducted
in the NIF target chamber with an inner containment vessel.

NIF experiments will achieve temperatures and pressures needed to evaluate
fundamental physical data on special nuclear materials that must still be resolved. This is
because past experiments, including nuclear tests, did not fully examine the physical
properties of weapons materials, either under the extreme conditions associated with
nuclear weapons explosions or with the necessary level of precision required to validate
computer models of nuclear weapons performance. These validated models will allow
NNSA to assess the effects of aging and engineering modifications of the stockpile and as
a result, to certify the safety, reliability, and performance of the stockpile without nuclear
testing.

A major goal of NIF is to achieve fusion ignition in the laboratory. The addition of
proposed experiments with the previously mentioned materials does not change NIF’s
basic missions nor affect its scheduled completion. The DOE goals for NIF, of providing
a unique facility for SSP experiments and the achievement of fusion ignition with energy
gain, remain unchanged.

The life cycle environmental and economic impacts of the NIF are contained in Appendix
M. The cost of currently approved NIF operations and experiments are described in each
year’s annual budget submitted by the President to Congress. The cost of the inner
containment vessel for the proposed gram-scale plutonium experiments was not estimated
because detailed design work on the inner containment vessel, modification of the target
chamber and associated systems will not be initiated until a decision is made on
wheather to use plutonium in NIF. A pre-conceptual design was performed that supports
the environmental evaluation of the proposed experiments in Appendix M.

NNSA has developed an integrated program for SSP weapons physics experiments to be
performed at NIF and other NNSA facilities. There are no current or planned facilities in
the DOE complex able to perform experiments at the conditions attainable at NIF. Only
NIF can achieve the necessary conditions of extreme temperature, pressure, density, and
dynamic conditions required for these experiments. NIF remains the only facility that is
expected to achieve fusion ignition with energy gain, addressing both SSP and basic
energy science needs for the Nation. Canceling NIF would prevent DOE from being able
to meet its Stockpile Stewardship Mission. The Proposed Action supports these missions
and goals. The purpose and need for the use of the proposed materials is provided in
Section M.2.4. That section discusses the complex-wide impacts of NIF and the
relationship to the SSP.
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26.02

26.03

The potential impact of the NIF on proliferation is addressed in Comment Response
01.01. For related information on the environmental impacts of NIF operations, see
Comment Response 26.03.

Commentors stated that analyzing NIF experiments in the course of the LLNL SW/SPEIS
does not comply with the intent of the 1998 court order NRDC v. Pefia, in which DOE
was ordered to prepare a Supplemental SSM PEIS if DOE proposed using certain
materials in NIF experiments.

Response: The course of action that DOE has followed with regard to the Supplemental
SSM PEIS complies with the August 19, 1998 court order NRDC v. Pefia, Civ. No. 97-
936(SS) (D.D.C.). By preparing the Supplemental SSM PEIS and analyzing the
reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts of NIF experiments using plutonium, other
fissile materials, fissionable materials, and lithium hydride, together with the LLNL
SW/SPEIS for continued operation of LLNL, DOE has complied with the court order and
has evaluated adequately the potential environmental effects of the Proposed Action,
while also complying with its obligations under the NEPA.

Commentors expressed the following concerns regarding the environmental impacts of
NIF operations:

Commentors stated that using plutonium and fissile materials in NIF experiments would
increase hazards to workers, public and the environment and that these issues are not
adequately addressed in the LLNL SW/SPEIS.

The LLNL SW/SPEIS should address the inner containment chamber insertion and
extraction processes in more detail and if this will involve a decontamination of the
insertion port, the outer surface of the inner containment vessel, and decontamination of
the outer chamber’s inner surface. The removal of the inner containment vessel could
result in additional personnel exposures. Explain how administrative controls could
involve increasing the number of personnel exposed to keep individual worker dose
within the administrative limits.

Table M.5.3.13.1-2 should be reformatted and the LLNL SW/SPEIS should reflect the
fact that although many isotopes have short half-lives, many others have long half-lives.

Table M.3.2.1-1 identified maximum inventory mass in grams and commentors
requested that maximum inventory activity in curies.

Commentor requested an explanation for the mass of particulates in the inner
containment chamber listed at the bottom of Table M.5.3.13.1-1.

The term “non-yield” should be defined by a specific threshold of fission yield, as
defined by the production of specific flux of prompt fission neutrons.

Additional information should be provided concerning the use of other actinides.
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The relative effectiveness of cryopumps cooled with high pressure helium versus liquid
nitrogen should be described, and a loss of coolant flow accident should be evaluated.
Commentor questioned operation of the accumulation tank for fission products and
fission product decay.

Inner containment vessel operations at the Tritium Facility adds effluents that should be
accounted for in Appendix M.

Commentor stated that fission products are not produced by neutron activation.

Commentor stated that Section M.5.3.13.1 should be expanded to account for
radioactivity in the NIF target bay area and in the Tritium Facility glovebox room where
the sealed inner containment vessels will be breached.

Commentor stated that Tables M.5.3.13.1-1 and M.5.3.13.1-2 are missing data and
should be revised to include mass numbers for materials generated during NIF
experiments.

Lithium hydride hazards are not fully analyzed in the LLNL SW/SPEIS.

The LLNL SW/SPEIS should describe the gases and semi-fissionable by-products being
released to the environment by proposed NIF experiments.

Commentors expressed concern about the criticality aspects of NIF experiments.

Commentor suggested that the NIF accident study does not account for anything other
than fatalities.

Commentor stated that more detail should be provided on the definition of other fissile
materials and specially prepared plutonium.

Commentor expressed concern regarding a 30 percent increase in radiation dose from the
Proposed Action versus the No Action Alternative. Appendix M, Section M.3.1.4 states
that neutrons from fusion experiments would penetrate the roof of the facility and cause
skyshine radiation where neutrons scatter back down to the ground. Other neutrons
would interact with structural materials and emit gamma rays that would reach the
ground. Are better building materials available for use in the roof or structure that would
trap the neutrons before escaping into the atmosphere and ground?

Commentor requested information on the results of yield experiments using depleted
uranium in Section M.5.2.13.1 from the No Action Alternative.

Commentor stated that plutonium would be fissioned and vaporized in NIF experiments.

Commentor expressed concern about public exposure from the transportation of NIF
materials.
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Commentor was of the opinion that the manner of operation of the NIF Laser and Target
Area Building would not be the same in the No Action and Proposed Action alternatives.

Response: Appendix M evaluates the reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts to
workers, the environment, and the public from the proposed use of plutonium, other
fissile materials, fissionable materials, and lithium hydride.

The use of the inner containment vessel for plutonium experiments would result in worker
dose from direct radiation from activated components and contamination during
insertion and removal activities, exposure during transportation, and inspection and
packaging operations at the Tritium Facility. Administrative controls including the use
of protective clothing and equipment, radiation monitoring, use of contamination control
practices, and a formal ALARA program would be used to minimize worker radiation
dose. Information on the controls used at LLNL to protect personnel during radiological
operations is included in Chapter 4, Section 4.16.2.2. The detailed operational aspects of
the inner containment vessel insertion and extraction would be developed during the
operational phase of this activity.

The analysis in Appendix M included isotopes that significantly impact the environmental
analyses. Because of the very large number of isotopes, the tables were restricted to the
predominant contributors to the fission product dose including those with release
fractions orders-of-magnitude greater than the solid fission products. The fission
products (in total) are not the major contributors; the combined doses from tritium (500
curies) and the actinides (particularly weapons grade plutonium) dominate the accident
dose. Furthermore, the solid, long-lived fission products constitute a small fraction of the
total fission product dose. Accordingly, the lack of complete accounting of every fission
product isotope has a less than two percent impact on the total dose. Therefore, the long-
lived isotopes such as cesium-137 and strontium-90 are not included in
Table M.5.3.13.1-2. The comment that the table requires reformatting has been
addressed and the table has been reformatted for the Final LLNL SW/SPEIS.

The maximum inventory in grams and curies is contained in Appendix M, Table
M.5.3.13.1-1 and would not add to the clarity of the discussion in Table M.3.2.1-1.

The listed particulate quantity of 225 grams is the mass of material ablated from the
interior surfaces of the inner containment vessel from a single 45 megajoules experiment.
This clarification has been added to Appendix M, Section M.5.3.13.1.

Non-yield experiments are defined as experiments which do not have tritium and
deuterium in the target and generate no measurable neutrons from fusion reactions. This
has been added to Chapter 11, Glossary.

The use of ““other actinides’ is bounded by the analysis in Appendix M.

The NIF target chamber cryopumps have three stages. The first stage is cooled by liquid
nitrogen to 80 Kelvin. The second and third stages are both cooled to 15 Kelvin by high-
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pressure helium. Both liquid nitrogen and high-pressure helium are used as cooling
media for trapping material. Some fission products would be created during experiments
involving fissile (e.g., uranium-235) or fissionable (e.g., uranium-238) materials in the
presence of yield produced by inertial fusion targets without inner containment, and
some would be eventually released to the environment as part of normal operations.
Many of these fission products are short-lived, and would decay while still being held in
the cryopump system that has liquid nitrogen and high-pressure helium final stage
cooling. Alternately, they can be discharged to the accumulation tank and held until they
have decayed. Both the cryopumps and the accumulator provide this hold-up process
capability for the short-lived fission products. The loss of coolant to the cryopumps could
raise the pressure in the target chamber but would not result in a release of radioactive
material because there is no release path. The bounding accident is the unlikely
occurrence of a beyond-design-basis earthquake immediately after a yield experiment
that breaches the target chamber releasing the entire inventory of radioactive material.
The quantitative amount of fission products would have decayed by a factor of 50 if they
were discharged to the accumulation tank and held for 30 days. The quantitative amount
of solid fission products that would be retained in the target chamber at the end of 1 year
would be less than 1 milligram.

The tritium contained in the four proposed experiments with weapons grade plutonium in
the presence of yield would be 8 curies in any year. The tritium released from NIF
containment operations in the Tritium Facility are a part of the releases identified in the
LLNL SW/SPEIS for the Proposed Action. The NIF tritium would represent less than 5
percent of the total tritium release from the Tritium Facility. The accompanying volatile
and semi-volatile fission products if all released through the stack would have a dose
contribution substantially less than the tritium contribution.

The statement on fission products not being produced by neutron activation has been
rewritten in Appendix M, Section M.5.3.8.4.

Radioactivity in the NIF target bay area is covered in Appendix M, Section M.5.3.13.1.
Operations at the Tritium Facility are covered in the LLNL SW/SPEIS in Chapter 5,
Sections 5.3.8, 5.3.13, and 5.3.14 for Air Quality, Materials and Waste Management, and
Human Health and Safety, respectively.

Section M.5.3.13.1, has been developed to include the additional inventories that would
result from use of the new Proposed Action materials and additional quantities of
depleted uranium and beryllium. The tritium and main chamber particulates would be the
same as for the No Action Alternative and would be included in the Proposed Action.
Because of the very large number of isotopes, the tables in this section were restricted to
the predominant contributors to the fission product dose including those with release
fractions orders-of-magnitude greater than the solid fission products.

Appendix M analyses the use of lithium hydride in NIF experiments under the Proposed
Action. These experiments would involve gram and sub-gram quantities of lithium
hydride or lithium deuteride. Lithium hydride is hazardous and can combust; however in
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the gram quantities that are involved in the proposed experiments, lithium hydride can be
handled safely. Additional information on the exposure to personnel from the use of
lithium hydride can be found in Appendix M, Section M.5.3.14.2. Information on the
accidental release of lithium hydride can be found in Appendix M, Section M.5.6.2.2.

Gases and semi-volatile fission products are part of the evaluation of the radioactive
release to the atmosphere in Sections M.5.3.8.4 and M.5.3.14.1. These are accounted for
in the radiological releases that are estimated to result in no LCFs to the public or
workers. The total NIF radioactive emissions from the stack are 45 curies per year (30
curies are tritium). This results in a site boundary dose of 0.27 millirem per year to the
maximally exposed person (compared to 300 millirem natural background radiation) and
would be expected to result in no LCFs to the public. The stack will be continuously
monitored for radioactive effluent.

The quantities of plutonium and highly enriched uranium used in these experiments are
too small to experience criticality under the highest temperatures and pressures
generated by the NIF.

The methodology of accident analysis and human health and safety are discussed in
Appendix D and Chapter 5, Section 5.1.14. The accidents and the resulting fatalities are
analyzed to provide the consequences of bounding accidents. Additional information is
included in Comment Response 23.02.

The Proposed Action would involve experiments with other fissile materials. The
inventories of any future fissile material experiments would be limited, such that their
environmental impacts are bounded by the environmental impacts of the proposed use of
highly enriched uranium without containment or weapons grade plutonium with
containment. Specially prepared plutonium refers to the combination of quantity and
isotopic content that could be fielded in NIF experiments without inner containment,
while ensuring that the environmental impact of these experiments are bounded by the
impact of proposed experiments using highly enriched uranium.

The 6-foot-thick concrete shielding around the target bay was designed to minimize
exposure to workers and the public. The 30 percent increase in dose is caused by fission
products and not by neutron skyshine. This increase results in no additional LCFs. Refer
to Appendix M, Section M.5.3.8.4 for additional information.

There are no yield experiments with depleted uranium considered in the No Action
Alternative and therefore no fission products.

Fission products generated from NIF experiments are analyzed in Appendix M. The
proposed experiments with plutonium range from those in which the material remains
solid to those in which the plutonium could be vaporized. The impacts are included in
Appendix M, Section M.5.
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The transportation accidents are discussed in the Appendix M, as is exposure from
normal transportation. Both impacts are very small and result in no projected LCFs. The
dose that the truck driver receives during normal operation is negligible and the driver is
with the material throughout the trip, the dose received by a member of the public
standing next to the truck would be less (proportional to the time spent versus the time
the driver spends).

The operation of the target chamber differs in handling the inner containment vessel but
the laser system and basic building operation are largely unaffected as described in
Appendix M, Section M.3.1.

Commentors expressed concerns regarding the environmental impacts of NIF’s use of
tritium.

Many commentors expressed concern that producing targets at LLNL will increase the
amount of tritium that is used in the Tritium Facility from just over 3 grams to 30 grams,
which is nearly a 10-fold increase. Commentor stated that the proposed tritium increase
is inconsistent with plans described in the SSM PEIS. The prior document determined
that tritium targets were to be fabricated offsite because the operation would be
conducted in a highly populated area. No justification for the departure from the original
NIF EIS has been offered in the LLNL SW/SPEIS. Commentors requested that DOE
revise the LLNL SW/SPEIS to include the purpose and need for manufacturing tritium
targets onsite at LLNL.

The amount of curies released per year to the environment from NIF operations may need
an upward revision because the maximum annual throughput is given as 1,750 curies per
year. For example, the 30 curie value shown in Table M.5.2.8-3 is approximately 7,000
times the value shown for activated air production and emissions. Analysis should be
based upon annual tritium emission of at least 100 curies.

Regarding page M-49 of the Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS, the LLNL SW/SPEIS should state
that nearly all targeted tritium will end up in the waste stream or the atmosphere. The
“tritium collection system” should be explained in greater detail.

Regarding page M-68 of the Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS, tritium gas should be included in
Table M.5.3.13.1-2. Also, tritium removal by high-vacuum cryopumps should be
described and analyzed.

Commentor expressed concern regarding the possibility of an accidental breach of a
tritium firing chamber.

Since removal of first wall panels is only planned for every eight years, tritium
contamination will build up over time, therefore, annual attempts to clean chamber
surfaces could be quite difficult.
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Commentor stated that Appendix M, Section M.5.2.13.1 misreferences Section
M.5.2.8.4.

Response: The purpose and need for NIF is provided in Appendix M, Section M.2. In the
SSM PEIS, DOE analyzed target fabrication at offsite locations, such as LANL, as the
bounding case. The SSM PEIS included transportation evaluations to identify the
environmental impacts of transporting the targets filled with tritium from offsite facilities
to LLNL. At the time of the SSM PEIS, DOE had not determined where targets would be
filled. NNSA now proposes to fill NIF targets in the LLNL Tritium Facility as well as
receiving targets from offsite locations. The LLNL SW/SPEIS analyzes target fabrication
at the Tritium Facility and includes the resulting environmental impacts. See Comment
Response 34.01 for information on the increase in the tritium limits and the
environmental impacts at the Tritium Facility.

The SSM PEIS (DOE 1996a) and the LLNL SW/SPEIS describe the tritium confinement
system: target chamber and tritium processing system. The tritium processing system
recovers unburned tritium from experiments using dryer beds and is described in
Appendix M, Section M.5.2.13.3.1. The use of this system is expected to result in tritium
emissions of no greater than 30 curies based on a throughput of 1,750 curies per year in
experiments. These emissions will be monitored continuously.

Not all target tritium ends up in the waste stream or the atmosphere because some of the
tritium is burned. Based on the assumption of a 20 megajoules yield, approximately 20
percent of the tritium is consumed in the fusion reaction. Approximately 80 percent of the
tritium will appear in the waste stream. This includes tritiated water absorbed on the
molecular sieve traps, the tritium bound to the chamber first walls and debris shields,
radioactive waste stream, and tritium adsorbed on the surfaces of vacuum components.
The request to provide details of the tritium collection system is referred to Appendix M,
Section M.1.2, where the tritium processing system, which recovers tritium on molecular
sieve traps, is described in sufficient detail for the purpose of environmental evaluation.

In Appendix M, Section M.5.3.13.1, a sentence has been revised deleting information
stating that tritium and deuterium are included in Table M.5.3.13.1-2.

The NIF target chamber cryopumps have three stages. The first stage condenses water
including tritiated water. The second stage condenses other vapors except hydrogen,
helium, and neon. The third stage is a bed of activated carbon where hydrogen, tritium,
helium, and neon are cryoadsorbed. Additional information can be found in Comment
Response 26.03.

A complete breach of the tritium firing chamber is evaluated in Appendix M, Section 5.6,
in which a postulated beyond design basis earthquake occurs at the same time as a
maximum yield shot breaching the target chamber and releasing the inventory to the
atmosphere. The consequences of this bounding accident are no projected LCFs to the
public.
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It is anticipated that the first wall panels will be removed and cleaned annually. The
estimated lifetime of the first wall panels is 8 years.

The reference to Radiological Air Quality in Appendix M, Section M.5.2.13.1 has been
corrected and now refers to Section M.5.2.8.

Commentor stated the following technical and engineering issues:

Commentor stated that Table M.5.3.13.1-2 is poorly formatted and missing fission
product radioisotope data. This omission needs to be rectified in the Final LLNL
SW/SPEIS. The public should be given an explanation for the omission, and discuss how
the impact analysis would be affected.

Regarding page M-13 of the Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS, NIF Operations Facility Utility
Usage, the list of utilities should include the high vacuum system. Also, Section M.3.1.2,
Laser Operation, should include another bullet item under annual total yield of 1,200
megajoules per year. The new bullet item should provide the total energy usage of the
facility of approximately 500,000 megajoules per year.

Commentor requested additional information on Target Chamber and associated system
design changes required because of proposed NIF experiments.

Commentor stated that additional information be provided on the advanced design and
planning of the special glovebox.

Commentor found many distortions, errors, and omissions regarding radionuclide
materials management. The LLNL SW/SPEIS ignores the contribution of many other
radioactive sources. Also, exposure management would require interim cleanup actions
and rotating personnel to minimize individual doses and limit dispersal of contamination.
Commentor stated that trapped tritium should be included in Table M.5.2.13.1-1.

Commentor stated that the decision to use oil-free pumps is based on a 1998 plan. The
LLNL SWI/SPEIS also states that there is still uncertainty about the technology and
resulting vacuum pump oil volume.

Table M.5.3.8.4-1 should include a third column containing the half-lives of the listed
elements. Another footnote should be added that specifies that the table is based upon
equally spaced experiments, beginning 1 year before the derived integrated values.

Commentor stated that Table M.5.3.13.1-2 contains seven sets of data and time frames,
format, and lack of detail.

Response: The high vacuum system is not a facilities utility and therefore is not listed in
Appendix M, Section M.5.2.12. The facility electrical power consumption along with
other utilities is found in Appendix M, Table M.3.4-1. The majority of the electrical
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consumption is for the heating and ventilation systems to maintain precise temperature,
humidity, and cleanliness conditions in the NIF building.

Possible modifications to the NIF target chamber and associated systems to
accommodate the proposed inner containment vessel have not been designed in detail,
nor has the design of the inner containment vessel for plutonium experiments. The
detailed design would proceed only after the NEPA determination is complete with a
published ROD. The determination has been made that the inner containment vessel will
fit through the currently existing large port on the chamber equator. Appendix M, Section
M.3.2.1 describes changes to the current target chamber (addition of hard points for
seismic support of the inner containment vessel), and the target area (installation of
tracks from the Diagnostic Building and a custom built manipulator).

The special glove box is listed in Appendix M, Section M.3.2.1 and would be needed in
the Tritium Facility to retrieve samples from the inner containment vessel and to
decontaminate and dismantle it, as necessary, prior to shipment to the NTS. The potential
worker exposure to radiation from the use of the glove box is included in the NEPA
determination as part of the 4 person-rem per year estimates for worker dose in
Appendix M. The detailed design of the inner containment vessel would proceed only
after the NEPA determination is complete.

The proposed new paragraphs for Appendix M, Section M.5.2.13.1 (written by the
commentor) have been reviewed and because they are associated with the No Action
Alternative, with no experiments with plutonium and no fission products, the proposed
additions are not warranted. Comments on the format and content of Table M.5.2.13.1-1
request fission products. Fission products are not included because they are not
generated in the No Action Alternative. Tritium that is absorbed or embedded on the
target chamber surface is not released and is not listed in this table.

The NIF vacuum pumps do not expose oil to tritium; therefore, there is no need to
increase mixed waste projections.

In general, the listed isotopes in Table M.5.3.8.4-1 have relatively short half-lives (less
than one day). The exceptions are krypton-85 and iodine-131, which have half-lives of
10.8 years and 8 days, respectively. Radioactivity from long-lived isotopes does not add
any significant impact because the dose is dominated by volatile fission products with
shorter half-lives. The statement in Appendix M, Section M.5.3.8.4, referring to possible
sources of fission product emissions, has been deleted to be consistent with footnote “b”
of the table.

Responses to comments on format and editorial concerns are addressed in Comment
Response 26.06. See Comment Response 26.03 for information concerning
Table M.5.3.13.1-2.
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Commentor stated the following format and content issues as follows:

Commentors requested word and formatting changes and definitions to several sections
of Appendix M. Commentor requested quantifying the increase in low-level waste related
to filters between the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative.

Design, construction, and instrument costs associated with the neutron spectrometer
should be fully accounted for as a part of NIF costs. Additional information should be
provided for the need of the neutron spectrometer.

Commentor stated that the phrase “fissile materials” or “fissionable” materials should be
removed. If not, add fissionable to the glossary and expand the list of fissile materials in
the glossary.

Response: Suggested word and formatting changes and definitions to Appendix M were
reviewed and the existing wording was found to be adequate. Therefore, these comments
did not result in changes to Appendix M. There is a 0.04 cubic meter per year increase in
filter waste. The added filter waste results in less than a 0.1 percent increase in the total
annual low-level waste generation.

The neutron spectrometer would provide a sensitive and accurate measure of the
neutrons generated in ignition experiments with yield at NIF. Neutron spectrometers are
standard diagnostic instruments at other DOE facilities. The neutron spectrometer would
not be required until after the early campaigns of sub-ignition NIF fusion experiments
are completed. A preconceptual design sufficient to describe the excavation quantities of
hazardous and toxic materials and protection of the groundwater has been completed to
support the evaluation of the environmental consequences of construction and operation
including the manpower to support the socioeconomic evaluation. The cost of the neutron
spectrometer can be estimated, but is not precisely known at this time. It would
eventually be based on a detailed design that could only be undertaken after this NEPA
determination is completed with the publication of a ROD.

Fissile and fissionable materials are separate categories and therefore not redundant.
Definitions have been added to the Glossary in Volume I, 1) fissile materials are isotopes
that readily fission after absorbing a neutron of any energy, either slow or fast and 2)
fissionable materials are materials that will undergo nuclear fission when exposed to fast
neutrons.

Commentors stated the following comments concerning waste generated by NIF.

Commentors suggested that the NIF portion of the waste generated in Building 331
should be included in the NIF waste numbers.

The LLNL SW/SPEIS does not analyze potential problems that would prevent the target
chambers from being accepted at the NTS for burial (i.e., mixed waste).
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Response: The additional waste streams generated by the handling of the inner
containment vessel in the Tritium Facility (Building 331), such as contaminated
inspection tools, form a small addition to the overall Tritium Facility waste streams.
These are accounted for in Appendix B, which provides the cumulative impact of all
waste streams. The inner containment vessel is accounted for in Appendix M, Section
M.5.3.13.

Based on the experiments analyzed in Appendix M, the inner containment vessel with the
residual material from the proposed experiments would meet the NTS waste acceptance
criteria for low-level radioactive waste. The contamination within the inner containment
vessel would meet acceptance criteria for both radioactive materials (i.e., less than 100
nanocuries per gram concentration) and nonradioactive materials (i.e., honhazardous
materials in form or concentration that do not meet either Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act of 1976 or California-only hazardous waste criteria). Appropriate
sampling and analysis would be completed on each of the inner containment vessels
before disposal.

INTEGRATED TECHNOLOGY PROJECT

Commentors stated that the purpose and need for plutonium Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope
Separation (AVLIS) is not adequately discussed in the LLNL SW/SPEIS. Some
commentors stated that AVLIS technology provides a bridge between civilian nuclear
fuel cycles and weapons production. Commentor questioned the need to produce
weapons grade plutonium. DOE should evaluate other alternatives to the ITP, such as
locating the facility at another site.

Many commentors expressed concern and opposition over the proposed AVLIS, the
concerns centered around three issues: 1) the plans to increase the amount of plutonium
that can be used in a single room in the Superblock, 2) the health risk of the use of
plutonium in this project, and 3) it would increase the potential for nuclear proliferation.
Commentors supported ITP and AMP and did not believe that there would be a health
risk.

Commentors stated that the AVLIS project has been secretly and illegally revived.

Response: DOE/NNSA disagrees that the AVLIS project has been secretly and illegally
been revived. Furthermore, NNSA has reconsidered its requirements and determined that
there is no reasonably foreseeable need to pursue either the AMP or ITP. Therefore, the
AMP has been removed from the No Action Alternative and ITP has been removed from
the Proposed Action as discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.8 and Chapter 3, Section 3.3.3.
The impacts throughout the LLNL SW/SPEIS have been revised reflecting these changes.

For information concerning the increase in MAR and health risk from normal operations,
see Comment Response 33.01. For information regarding nuclear nonproliferation, see
Comment Response 01.01.
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Commentors have called for cancellation of the ITP because it would cause an increase in
plutonium MAR from 20 kilograms to 60 kilograms. Commentors believe the ITP is
unsafe, an environmental threat to the people of California, a risk to health, will increase
air pollution, increase exposure, and will increase generation of TRU waste. Commentors
want to decrease MAR. A commentor stated that the hazards are inadequately examined
in the LLNL SW/SPEIS. Commentors suggested that the accident analysis for the ITP be
redone.

Commentors also noted that the LLNL SW/SPEIS should specify what plutonium
isotopes will be harvested and for what purposes. There is no analysis for alternate
methods of producing plutonium.

The LLNL SWI/SPEIS should identify why environmental evaluations were based on
60 kilograms MAR and not the potential plutonium increase of 120 kilograms. Regarding
Table N.5.2.5-2, justification is needed for assuming a collective dose rate of 1 millirem
per hour, as opposed to 4 millirem per hour. A commentor questioned the adequacy of
NEPA review for deciding to run plutonium in the engineering demonstration hardware.

Response: NNSA has reconsidered its requirements and determined that there is no
reasonably foreseeable need to pursue either the AMP or ITP. Therefore, the AMP has
been removed from the No Action Alternative and ITP has been removed from the
Proposed Action. Changes have been made in Chapter 1, Sections 1.5.2, 1.5.3, and 1.5.4
and Chapter 3, Sections 3.3.2, 3.3.3, and 3.3.4 in the Proposed Action. These revisions
include changing the proposed increase in the administrative limit for plutonium to 1,400
kilograms (compared to 1,500 kilograms in the Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS) and changing the
proposed increase in the MAR limit to 40 kilograms (compared to 60 kilograms in the
Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS). Chapter 1, Section 1.8 summarizes the changes made from the
Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS. The impacts of the removal of AMP and ITP are reflected in
Chapter 5, Appendix B, Appendix D, and Appendix J. For information concerning the
increase in MAR and health risk from normal operations and accidents see Comment
Response 33.01.

Commentors expressed concern regarding the waste stream created at the proposed ITP.
The original 1995 WIPP certification and baseline inventory report does not include the
disposal of TRU waste. Commentor stated that the ITP appendix should provide a cost-
benefit analysis of the different waste disposal activities discussed in the LLNL
SW/SPEIS. Commentor questioned the basis for assuming that LLNL will receive feed
materials from which americium have been completely removed from Hanford and
Savannah River Site. This assumption is unrealistic and needs to be justified or changed.
A commentor suggested that Appendix N evaluate exposure from shipment of TRU
waste from ITP.

Response: NNSA has reconsidered its requirements and determined that there is no
reasonably foreseeable need to pursue either the AMP or ITP. Therefore, the AMP has
been removed from the No Action Alternative and ITP has been removed from the
Proposed Action. The impacts in the LLNL SW/SPEIS have been revised reflecting these
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changes. As a result of this change the waste analysis in the LLNL SW/SPEIS has been
updated in Chapter 3; Chapter 5, Sections 5.2.13 and 5.3.13; Appendix B; and Appendix
J. Responses to other waste issues can be found in Comment Responses 22.01 through
22.07.

POLLUTION PREVENTION

Commentor stated that DOE should revise its Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) to include the new locations of operations. In addition, post construction
stormwater management controls should be included in the SWPPP, as appropriate, to
limit discharge of sediment.

Response: LLNL’s SWPPPs are based on activities that have the potential to pollute
stormwater, and Best Management Practices (BMPs) are applied to minimize pollution.
Operations at new facilities would be evaluated to determine whether or not the existing
BMPs apply. If not, the SWPPPs would be revised to include new industrial activities and
BMPs. Sediment control measures are included in the industrial activity SWPPPs to
address sediment sources from routine operations, such as grounds maintenance. Post
construction stormwater management controls are required by the California General
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for stormwater
discharges associated with construction activities. These controls would be addressed in
the project-specific construction SWPPPs, as required.

EMERGENCY RESPONSE

Commentor requested that agreements and arrangements made with fire protection,
police, and security and emergency services for incidents be available in order for the
community to evaluate their adequacy. The LLNL SW/SPEIS should also provide
information on the adequacy of emergency response preparation. Commentor also
requested emergency services information along the planned transportation routes in
California for hazardous and radioactive materials/waste shipments and capabilities for
responding to a major accident or terrorist attack against these shipments. Commentors
questioned the availability of emergency personnel following a crisis.

Commentor stated that the LLNL SW/SPEIS should categorize the types of accidents
involved in the Emergency Response Summary (1999-2002) and how they were
addressed.

Response: Emergency response agreements have been negotiated and signed with state,
county, and local municipal officials. For a list of those agencies see Appendix I, Section
.L1.2. The LLNL Emergency Plan (LLNL 2003a) describes the LLNL Emergency
Response Organization and the interfaces and agreements between DOE, NNSA, and
other Federal Agencies; California State Government such as the Governors Office of
Emergency Services and the California Highway Patrol; and local emergency response
organizations. The plan describes the responsibilities of personnel in the Emergency
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Response Organization and describes the coordination that would take place in the event
of an emergency using available emergency response personnel.

The analyses in the LLNL SW/SPEIS do not require a more detailed categorization or
listing of how the response calls were addressed. NNSA believes the categorization in
Chapter 4, Table 4.4.1.1-1 Summary of Response Calls for 1999 through 2002
adequately reflects the nature and quantity of emergency responses. Hazardous material
Operational Emergencies may be classified in order of increasing severity as an Alert,
Site Area Emergency, or General Emergency as defined in the LLNL Emergency Plan.

The accident analyses in Appendix D are conservative with little or no credit taken for
existing preventative and mitigative features in each building or operation analyzed or
for the safety procedures that are mandatory at LLNL. As stated in Section D.2.2.1, the
accident analyses in Appendix D do not take credit for emergency response and
protective actions in their evaluation of consequences. The evaluations of intentional
attacks are contained in classified and official use only documents. The information in
these documents is used to train and evaluate emergency response and protective force
personnel. Disclosure of information regarding potential vulnerabilities, postulated
modes of attack, methods of deterring such attacks, and possible consequences of an
attack could be used by terrorists to plan attacks.

Shipments of TRU waste follow planned routes coordinated with the state of California
and the Western Governors’ Association. Special nuclear material (SNM) shipments are
escorted and the specific schedules and transportation routes are classified or for official
use only. DOE has established emergency response programs for transportation of TRU
waste and SNM. The impact of transporting TRU waste and SNM is analyzed in Appendix
J. Offsite transportation accidents are analyzed in Appendix J and onsite transportation
accidents are analyzed in Section D.2.4.15. These analyses conservatively bound the
environmental impacts of the reasonably foreseeable LLNL shipments of waste and SNM.

SECURITY

Commentor expressed concern regarding terrorist attacks and security at LLNL.
Commentors stated that it is important that information regarding terrorist attacks and
Superblock security be made public. The analysis should include the extent of casualties
and contamination in the event of a successful terrorist attack. Another commentor stated
that the LLNL SW/SPEIS should have considered the most basic terrorist attack, such as
a crash into the Superblock building from a truck loaded with explosives. A comparative
analysis of the alternatives for continued operation of LLNL would contrast the
consequences from 20 kilograms versus 60 kilograms of plutonium subject to blast and
fire from such an explosion. Some commentors expressed concern regarding how
radiological or biological material would be secured in the event of an accident. The
LLNL SWI/SPEIS should discuss a range of intentional attack scenarios (e.g., terrorist,
theft, sabotage) and provide a qualitative consequence analysis. This is recommended by
DOE Office of NEPA and Policy Compliance, Recommendations for Analyzing
Accidents Under NEPA, Final Guidance, July 2002, Attachment 1.
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Commentor asked for an explanation of how radioactive material will be secured when
transported and used outside the Superblock. Some commentors expressed concern about
making the Bay Area an attractive target for terrorists; and questioned LLNL’s readiness
to protect citizens in the event of a terrorist attack. Another commentor requested we add
terrorist threats of theft as an environmental and public health concern. The Livermore
Site is highly vulnerable to an external attack and is not an appropriate place for storing
and processing nuclear explosive materials. Intentional terrorist acts could cause a
potential release and should be analyzed in the LLNL SW/SPEIS.

Response: It is not possible to predict whether intentional attacks would occur at LLNL
or at other critical facilities, or the nature of the types of attacks that might be made.
Nevertheless, NNSA reevaluated scenarios involving malevolent, terrorist, or
intentionally destructive acts at LLNL in an effort to assess potential vulnerabilities and
identify improvements to security procedures and response measures in the aftermath of
the attacks of September 11, 2001. Security at NNSA and DOE facilities is a critical
priority for the Department, and it continues to identify and implement measures
designed to defend against and deter attacks at its facilities. In March 2004, DOE’s
Office of Safeguards and Security Evaluations completed a special department-wide
review at LLNL that included performance testing LLNL’s Protective Force. LLNL was
given a rating of “Effective Performance,” which is the highest one possible.

Substantive details of terrorist attack scenarios and security countermeasures are not
releasable to the public, since disclosure of this information may be exploited by
terrorists to plan attacks. The information in these documents is used to train and
evaluate emergency response and protective force personnel.

Commentor expressed concern that security systems and personnel are inadequate. The
LLNL SWI/SPEIS should respond to DOE Secretary Abraham’s comments regarding the
vulnerability of securing nuclear materials at LLNL and discuss past security
deficiencies. The LLNL SW/SPEIS needs more detail concerning security force’s
screening, training, number of officers, hours worked, and available equipment. DOE
should provide an unclassified security analysis that covers the classified security
information that was not provided to the public. Commentors questioned why the
unclassified and detailed Government Accounting Office (GAO) and Project on
Government Oversight (POGO) reports were not referenced in the LLNL SW/SPEIS.

Response: DOE continuously evaluates security measures at LLNL and provides
improvements as necessary. Details concerning security are classified and beyond the
scope of this LLNL SW/SPEIS.

Only documents used in the preparation of the LLNL SW/SPEIS were included as
references.
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REGULATORY COMPLIANCE

Commentors stated that the LLNL SW/SPEIS fails to assess a range of reasonable
alternatives, as required under NEPA. Commentors indicated the difference between the
No Action and the Reduced Operation alternatives is not clearly defined in the LLNL
SWISPEIS. One commentor asserted that the alternatives are *“sham constructs” because
environmental impacts do not significantly differ between alternatives. The LLNL
SW/SPEIS only considers extremes and does not evaluate reasonable alternatives to
develop an informed agency decision. DOE must examine a true alternative based on a
zero case, in conformity with the requirements of the NPT. DOE has failed to analyze
the need for the Proposed Action and impacts of these actions. Commentors suggested
that the alternative of “delaying the project” needed to be considered. Commentors
questioned if LLNL staff made alternative proposals that were not discussed in the LLNL
SW/SPEIS. Commentors stated that the LLNL SW/SPEIS should provide justification
that the NIF, Building 332, and Terascale are necessary to maintain the Nation’s nuclear
weapons stockpile. Commentors stated that there should be an alternate method of
maintaining a nuclear deterrent other than returning to the spending levels and programs
of the Cold War. There is, however, no such alternative analyzed in the LLNL
SWISPEIS.

Commentor stated that the LLNL SW/SPEIS should clarify the relationship between each
project’s final preferred alternatives; disclose impacts of reasonable scenarios that have
not been addressed; and identify how decision-making for the respective projects is
expected to proceed.

Response: The LLNL SW/SPEIS analyzes alternatives considered reasonably foreseeable
by NNSA that respond to the programmatic purpose and need. As indicated in Chapter 1
of the LLNL SW/SPEIS, LLNL is responsible for maintaining the safety, security, and
reliability of the Nation’s nuclear stockpile as part of the NNSA’s SSP. As described in
Section 1.3, the continued operation of LLNL is critical to NNSA’s SSP and to preventing
the spread and use of nuclear weapons worldwide. LLNL conducts a wide range of
stockpile surveillance activities to assess the safety and reliability of weapons in the
stockpile and to better understand the effects of aging on weapons. These surveillance
activities include evaluating the pits in the primaries of nuclear weapons. LLNL is the
design laboratory for four weapons systems in the stockpile: the W87 and W62
intercontinental ballistic missile warheads, the B83 bomb, and the W84 cruise missile.

The Proposed Action evaluates the environmental impacts of weapons and non-weapons
new initiatives, activities, projects, and facilities construction projected at LLNL for the
foreseeable future (nominally 10 years). Those environmental impacts are compared
with the No Action and the Reduced Operation alternatives to provide the decisionmaker
with a range of alternatives needed for an informed choice. Figures S.5-1 and 3.1-1
have been amended to better clarify the differences between the alternatives.

As stated in Chapter 3, Section 3.2, the No Action Alternative was analyzed to comply
with CEQ’s NEPA implementing regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), providing a
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baseline against which the impacts of the Proposed Action and Reduced Operation
Alternative can be evaluated. The No Action Alternative is to continue the current
authorized level of operation; it evaluates ongoing programs and operations, including
approved interim actions, facility construction, facility expansion or modification, and
facility D&D for which NEPA analysis and documentation already exists. The No Action
Alternative accounts for the fact that LLNL has been an operational DOE laboratory for
more than 50 years, with continuing missions expected for the foreseeable future. The No
Action Alternative would be equivalent to the “delay” alternative described by
commentors.

The Reduced Operation Alternative represents an approximate 30 percent reduction in
SSP activities at LLNL. Specific activities, for which there is current NEPA approval, are
proposed for reductions to a level that provides only for mission readiness (i.e., can be
ramped up to full operation if required). Requests for further reductions, to include
elimination of all nuclear weapons related activities, are inconsistent with LLNL’s DOE
assigned mission in the SSP (see Chapter 3, Section 3.5 of the LLNL SW/SPEIS for a
more detailed discussion). No new proposals or activities beyond those with existing
NEPA approval are included in this alternative. Although the environmental impacts
associated with some resources may not significantly differ, DOE thinks that a range of
reasonable alternatives was considered given the purpose and need of the LLNL
SW/SPEIS.

The LLNL SW/SPEIS and associated reference documents provide justification that the
NIF, Building 332, and Terascale are necessary to maintain the Nation’s nuclear
weapons stockpile. Chapter 3, Section 3.5, discusses alternatives such as shutting down
LLNL and/or converting LLNL to an academic or environmental research laboratory. As
discussed in that section, these alternatives were considered, but eliminated from detailed
study because they would not satisfy the purpose and need for the Proposed Action. The
LLNL SW/SPEIS analyzes a range of reasonable alternatives based on NNSA’s review of
its programmatic needs, not based on recommendations of individual LLNL staff. With
respect to the preferred alternative, Section 3.7 now identifies the Proposed Action as the
preferred alternative. See Comment Response 01.01 for information concerning the
NPT.

The LLNL SWI/SPEIS distinguishes the specific impacts for the use of the proposed
materials in NIF and the site-wide impacts of the proposed actions listed in Chapter 3.
The specific impacts of using the proposed materials on NIF are identified in Appendix
M. The site-wide impacts for the Proposed Action, including NIF’s use of the proposed
materials, are identified for each of the resource areas in Chapter 5.

The decision as to which NNSA will take, will be announced through the issuance of a
ROD. The ROD would be issued no sooner than 30 days after the Final LLNL SW/SPEIS
is filed with the EPA. The ROD will state what decisions have been made and identify all
alternatives considered by the agency in reaching these decisions, specifying the
alternatives which were considered to be environmentally preferable. Additionally, the
ROD may discuss preferences among alternatives based on relevant factors including
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economic and technical considerations and agency statutory missions. The ROD will
also identify and discuss all such factors including any essential considerations of
national policy, which were considered by the agency in making its decisions and state
how those considerations entered into these decisions.

Several commentors stated that the comment period did not allow for sufficient review of
this complex 2,000-page document and ask for extensions. Another commentor requested
that DOE provide additional public hearings.

Commentors contended that the LLNL SW/SPEIS underestimates long-term, cumulative,
and reasonably foreseeable impacts and suggested that the analysis cover more than 10
years.

Commentors requested technical appendices. Another commentor questioned the need to
complete the LLNL SW/SPEIS, provide reasonable alternatives, and render a decision
when there are still unknowns and concerns for finding disposal paths for waste. A
commentor stated that there is no explanation for waiting an extra two years relative to
the 1997 supplement to prepare this LLNL SW/SPEIS.

Commentors questioned whether their comments would be considered.

Response: DOE/NNSA complied with all applicable laws, regulation, and guidance
regarding the preparation of the LLNL SW/SPEIS. The comment period for the Draft
LLNL SW/SPEIS was 90 days, which is twice as long as the CEQ 45-day requirements.
DOE/NNSA believes the 90-day comment period was adequate. In addition, five public
hearings were held during the 90-day comment period, which provided a brief discussion
of the LLNL SW/SPEIS and an opportunity for questions and answers as well as an
opportunity to comment on the Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS. Moreover, all comments were
considered equally, whether submitted during a public hearing, letter, fax, or e-mail.
Following the comment period, NNSA considered all comments received and made
changes to the Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS, as appropriate. This Comment Response
Document contains all comments received up to two weeks after the close of the public
comment period and DOE/NNSA responses to these comments. Comments received more
than two weeks late were also considered although were not specifically included in
Chapter 2 of this Comment Response Document. All unclassified references for the
LLNL SW/SPEIS were made available in the DOE/LLNL reading rooms as listed in
Appendix L.

As described in Chapters 4, 5, and Appendix B, there are known waste management
disposition paths for all wastes that would be generated at LLNL.

This LLNL SW/SPEIS was prepared at a time when DOE/NNSA had developed proposals
that were ripe for analyses in an EIS. Information pertaining to NNSA’s planning and
schedule for completing the LLNL SW/SPEIS is discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.4.
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DOE/NNSA believes a 10-year planning horizon is reasonable, especially given the
requirement under the DOE NEPA regulations to evaluate site-wide documents every 5
years (see 10 CFR 81021.330 [d]). The 10-year planning assumption ensures that the
LLNL SW/SPEIS looks at potential actions and alternatives that are both within and
beyond the 5-year reevaluation. The LLNL SW/SPEIS contains analysis of impacts for the
continued operations at LLNL for the duration of the planning horizon.

Commentor stated that the LLNL SW/SPEIS should be reviewed by an independent
organization. Several commentors suggested that DOE should commit to a fixed
schedule of revised EIS/Environment Impact Report reviews, not greater than every five
years. The LLNL SW/SPEIS appears to be based on a number of “microreviews” of
facilities, which are being expanded or modified. In addition, the LLNL SW/SPEIS does
not have any documentation of a unitary decision linking the Proposed Action activities.
This is needed to evaluate the nationwide and programmatic effects of the Proposed
Action.

Commentor stated that the LLNL SW/SPEIS should clarify the relationship between each
project’s final preferred alternatives; disclose impacts of reasonable scenarios that have
not been addressed; and identify how decision-making for the respective the use of
proposed materials on NIF in relation to the other decisions in the document. Commentor
indicated that the LLNL SW/SPEIS does not distinguish each projects’ specific
environmental impact.

Response: The LLNL SW/SPEIS was distributed for review to anyone and any
organization that requested a copy. As shown in Appendix K, many, if not most, of these
reviewers are independent of the DOE/NNSA. Additionally, the EPA is statutorily
required to review the LLNL SW/SPEIS, and did so. In accordance with DOE NEPA
regulations, DOE evaluates every site-wide environmental impact statement at least
every 5 years (see 10 CFR 81021.330[d]). The LLNL SW/SPEIS assesses the direct,
indirect, and cumulative impacts of all proposed actions, reasonable alternatives, and
connected actions.

The LLNL SWI/SPEIS distinguishes the specific impacts for the use of the proposed
materials in NIF and the site-wide impacts of the proposed actions listed in Chapter 3.
The specific impacts of using the proposed materials on NIF are identified in Appendix
M. The site-wide impacts for the Proposed Action, including NIF’s use of the proposed
materials, are identified for each of the resource areas in Chapter 5.

The decision as to which NNSA will take, will be announced through the issuance of a
ROD. The ROD will state what decisions have been made and identify all alternatives
considered by the agency in reaching these decisions, specifying the alternatives which
were considered to be environmentally preferable. Additionally, the ROD may discuss
preferences among alternatives based on relevant factors including economic and
technical considerations and agency statutory missions. The ROD will also identify and
discuss all such factors including any essential considerations of national policy, which
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31.05
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were considered by the agency in making these decisions and state how those
considerations entered into its decisions.

Several commentors stated that the Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS is inadequate. Many of these
commentors suggested that DOE revise and recirculate the LLNL SW/SPEIS as a draft.

Response: Through the Final SW/SPEIS, NNSA is responding to public comments on the
draft. As a result of these responses, changes have been made and are reflected in the
Final SW/SPEIS. However, NNSA has identified no reason to recirculate another draft
of the LLNL SW/SPEIS. The Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS was adequate and complies with all
aspects of NEPA.

Commentor contended that DOE is attempting to tier impact statements in a manner that
is inconsistent with NEPA. The LLNL SW/SPEIS should analyze program level impacts,
rather than site-wide impacts. Commentor stated that the SSM PEIS is outdated and
cannot be given legal significance as a tiering document to contemporary impact studies.
A commentor suggested that DOE provide a genuine assessment of the long-term
cumulative and synergistic effects of these projects. Additionally, a commentor
questioned Site 300 construction activities.

Response: The LLNL SW/SPEIS assesses the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of
all proposed actions, reasonable alternatives, and connected actions. These impacts
occur at LLNL and within the region of influence. The document does not distinguish
between “‘site-wide impacts” and “program level impacts.” As discussed in Comment
Response 01.01 and 02.01, the SSM PEIS, which focuses on evaluating alternatives for
maintaining the safety and reliability of the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile without
underground testing, remains valid today and provides a framework for the SSP and the
LLNL site-specific proposals for the foreseeable future.  Additional information
regarding Site 300 construction activities is discussed in Comment Response 04.02.

Some commentors disagreed with or suggested changes to the format and overall content
of the LLNL SW/SPEIS. Commentors stated that DOE should include a comprehensive
cross-referencing and indexing system. The table of contents for all the appendices
should be available in Volume I and Summary. The LLNL SW/SPEIS should also be
revised to read in layman’s terms. Another commentor found the language to be
imprecise and undefined (e.g., minimal impacts, adverse). Impacts tended to be
segmented into discrete categories, rather than considering synergistic effects.
References to documents, such as previous EISs and technical appendices, are not readily
available. The 2,000-page LLNL SW/SPEIS violates CEQ regulations stating that the
Final LLNL SW/SPEIS shall be less than 300 pages. A commentor requested an internal
NEPA review document from NNSA through a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA)
request so that the alternatives can be meaningfully evaluated, and to determine whether
the scope of the project and depth of the NEPA review was sufficient to protect the
workers and public and environment. Commentor referred to a FOIA request related to
TRU waste and its shipment to and from LLNL.
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Commentor stated that the document has been written in discrete parts without the benefit
of integration. The LLNL SWI/SPEIS includes many sections that overlap. The
assumptions made in each calculation should be listed. In numerous instances throughout
the LLNL SWI/SPEIS, data was published in truncated tabular form, but never appears
anywhere in the text. Moreover, units should be used that are well known to laypeople
and to the scientific community.

Commentor stated there is insufficient information (including D&D) in the Summary and
Chapter 3 tables to allow the general public to discern the various impacts. Additionally,
the tables should cross-reference to the various sections in the main document.

Commentor requested two documents under the FOIA and cannot adequately comment
on the LLNL SW/SPEIS without reviewing these documents.

Commentors stated that the Department of Toxic Substances Control recently updated the
Initial Study format and eliminated the Special Initial Study. Therefore, remove all text
references in the LLNL SW/SPEIS to the word “special.”

Response: The LLNL SW/SPEIS was written to conform to all legal requirements,
including the following CEQ guidance (40 CFR §1502.10): ““Agencies shall use a format
for environmental impact statements which will encourage good analysis and clear
presentation of the alternatives including the proposed action. The following standard
format for environmental impact statements should be followed unless the agency
determines that there is a compelling reason to do otherwise: (a) Cover sheet; (b)
Summary; (c) Table of contents; (d) Purpose of and need for action; (e) Alternatives
including proposed action (sections 102(2)(C)(iii) and 102(2)(E) of the Act); (f) Affected
environment; (g) Environmental consequences (especially sections 102(2)(C)(i), (ii), (iv),
and (v) of the Act); (h) List of preparers; (i) List of Agencies, Organizations, and persons
to whom copies of the statement are sent; (j) Index; and (k) Appendices (if any).”
DOE/NNSA understands that the primary subject of the LLNL SW/SPEIS (nuclear
weapons research and development activities) is complex, and attempted to write the
LLNL SWI/SPEIS in plain language using appropriate graphics so that decisionmakers
and the public could readily understand them. It should be understood, however, that the
more complex the subject, the more difficult a task it is to write in “plain English,” while
still maintaining scientific credibility.  All unclassified references for the LLNL
SW/SPEIS were made available in the reading rooms at LLNL and the Oakland Federal
Building. NNSA fulfilled requests for additional access to reading rooms. In addition,
copies of specific references were provided to individuals and organizations upon
request. The references for LLNL SW/SPEIS include unclassified, classified, and ““official
use only”” documents. In addition to those documents referenced, additional DOE, NNSA
and LLNL documents were reviewed; however, they were not included in the references
since no information from them was used in preparation of the LLNL SW/SPEIS. NNSA
responds to FOIA requests separately from the NEPA process.

With respect to the length of the document, the CEQ guidance (40 CFR 81502.7) states
that final EISs shall normally be less than 300 pages for proposals that are of unusual
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31.08

31.09

scope and complexity. The CEQ guidance regarding the length of an EIS only addresses
the following sections of an EIS: (1) Purpose of and need for action; (2) Alternatives
including proposed action (sections 102(2)(C)(iii) and 102(2)(E) of the Act); (3) Affected
environment; and (4) Environmental consequences. This corresponds to Chapters 1
through 5 of the LLNL SW/SPEIS, which total approximately 600 pages. Given the
complexity of the LLNL operations and that this document is a site-wide EIS as well as a
supplemental PEIS, DOE believes that the LLNL SW/SPEIS is a reasonable length for the
amount of material that DOE was required to cover. Additionally, the Summary of the
LLNL SW/SPEIS is written to provide a concise document addressing the major impacts
and major decisions to be made by NNSA.

Details regarding assumptions for a given calculation are generally found in the
associated appendix for that resource or in a listed reference. Scientific units used in the
LLNL SW/SPEIS are well known to the general public and to the scientific community.

Commentor stated that the LLNL SW/SPEIS should discuss EPA’s multi-media
inspection at LLNL, and address how EPA’s findings and recommendations would be
incorporated in the fully evaluated alternatives. In particular, the LLNL SW/SPEIS
should evaluate how LLNL would address compliance with SPCC Plan regulations. If
available, the findings and recommendations of other environmental compliance
inspections at the Livermore Site and Site 300 since October 2002 should be reflected in
the LLNL SW/SPEIS.

Response: A discussion of the inspection is not required to identify the differences
among the Proposed Action and the alternatives. DOE is committed to performing all
operations in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations. According to recent
amendments to 40 CFR 8112.3, the SPCC Plan must be amended no later than February
16, 2006 and implemented by August 16, 2006. LLNL is in the process of reviewing and
addressing all the comments and concerns raised as part of the multi-media inspection.
This includes complying with requirements and updating the Livermore Site and Site 300
SPCC Plan. The current updates were originally promulgated in 2002 and amended in
2004. The implementation of the SPCC is applicable to all of the alternatives and would
be implemented regardless of which alternatives are selected in the ROD.

Commentor recommended having a representative from DOE headquarters at the public
meetings. Commentors believed that it is inappropriate to have a DOE employee in
charge of collecting public comments.

Response: The comments are noted.

Commentor questioned the categorical exclusion of the central cafeteria replacement.
This cafeteria would be located near the drainage retention basin and could possibly
impact populations of the California red-legged frog. The cafeteria also should be tested
for trichloroethylene vapor intrusion. Commentor questioned the categorical exclusion of
the International Security Research Facility. Construction of this facility could impact
the environment. Commentor questioned the categorical exclusion of the Tritium Facility
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32

32.01

32.02

Modernization Project. DOE should perform a NEPA evaluation of this facility and
discuss the relationship between the activities between this facility and the Proposed
Action. The LLNL SW/SPEIS should also explain the total budget and schedule for all
activities associated with this project.

Other LLNL initiatives have been issued a FONSI: Terascale Simulation Facility, BSL-3
Facility, and security upgrades. These facilities should not be excluded from further
NEPA review and all FONSIs should be reviewed in the LLNL SW/SPEIS.

Response: According to DOE NEPA regulations (10 CFR Part 1021), actions that DOE
has determined do not individually or cumulatively have a significant effect on the human
environment can be categorically excluded from further NEPA action. All continuing
operations are evaluated in the LLNL SW/SPEIS as discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.
Budget and schedule information is provided in Comment Response 03.02. The cafeteria
and the International Security Research Facility are operational. The Terascale
Simulation Facility, BSL-3 Facility, and the security upgrades are nearly complete. The
Tritium Facility Modernization Project is still in the planning process. Each of these
projects was analyzed under an environmental evaluation or addressed through a
categorical exclusion and analyzed as part of the No Action Alternative.

Commentor suggested that DOE/NNSA incorporate aspects of the “precautionary
principle” into the LLNL SW/SPEIS and use it as a decision-making tool.

Response: DOE/NNSA complied with all applicable laws, regulations, and guidance
regarding the preparation of the LLNL SW/SPEIS. NNSA considers the No Action
Alternative to be consistent with the precautionary principle because it represents a level
of operation consistent with past operations at LLNL.

OUTSIDE THE ScoPE OF THE LLNL SW/SPEIS

Commentor expressed concern regarding the energy crisis in California and suggested
that residents take actions to reduce energy consumption. Commentor stated that the
LLNL SW/SPEIS should be compliant with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA).

Response: DOE has a formal energy conservation program at LLNL. CEQA does not
apply since this LLNL SW/SPEIS does not invoke a decision by a state agency. The
Notice of Intent was distributed to Federal, state, and local government agencies, and
tribes requesting comments on the alternatives and offering the opportunity to be a
cooperating agency. No requests to be a cooperating agency were received, however, the
California Department of Toxic Substances Control requested that Appendix B be
formatted in a manner that would be beneficial in their consideration of future permit
requests from LLNL.

Commentor stated that DOE should analyze the potential use of nuclear weapons.
Commentor suggested that DOE eliminate all nuclear arms. Commentor submitted a
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petition dated July 17, 1945, to the President of the U.S. opposing the use of atomic
bombs in war with Japan. Commentor is opposed to war.

Response: The policy for the use or elimination of nuclear weapons is beyond the scope
of this LLNL SW/SPEIS. NNSA programs and operations comply with the United States
nuclear weapons policy developed by the President and legislated by Congress.

Commentor stated that all government employees should consider how they are being
used to support an imperial power that is oppressing the world. Commentor is opposed to
launching armed satellites into space. The Preservation of Space Act (H.R. 3657)
prohibits putting weapons into space and provides international treaties to ban space
weapons. Commentor questioned the financial benefits LLNL receives through
management by the University of California. Commentors suggested DOE provide a
master plan and timeline for the transfer of activities from Lawrence Berkeley National
Laboratory (LBNL) to LLNL. Commentor was concerned about the groundwater at
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory and the Lawrence Hall of Science. Another
commentor questioned why the University of California is exempt from paying state
taxes.

Response: These comments are beyond the scope of the LLNL SW/SPEIS.

Commentors expressed disagreement with nuclear weapon policies and NNSA operations
at LLNL based on religious and personal convictions.

Response: These comments are beyond the scope of the LLNL SW/SPEIS. For additional
information on nuclear weapon policies, see Comment Response 02.01.

Commentors expressed a lack of confidence in the management at LLNL.

Response: LLNL is managed in accordance with all applicable Federal, state, and local
laws.

PLUTONIUM LIMITS

Commentors expressed opposition to increasing the administrative limit for plutonium at
LLNL. The administrative limit should decrease, not increase; or plutonium should be
completely deinventoried at LLNL. Commentors stated that increasing the administrative
limit is dangerous and alarming, a threat to the health and safety of the local population,
and encourages nuclear proliferation. Plutonium cannot be stored safely at LLNL.

Commentor questioned how the limit for plutonium can be increased when there is no
disposition pathway material and waste. Commentor requested a description of initiatives
to dispose of plutonium, including the potential risks for the initiatives. Please indicate
the forms in which the plutonium will be stored, types of storage containers, and duration
of storage. Would plutonium administrative limits be reduced back to current levels
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when appropriate disposal has been identified and implemented? Would it be possible for
plutonium to be stored at the Savannah River Site?

Commentor requested that DOE cite the specific changes in the purpose and need for the
SSP that were not anticipated in the 1999 or 1997 Supplement Analysis and the amount
of plutonium that would be required for each. Cite specific alternatives for each of the
changes.

Commentor questioned the increase in plutonium in relation to the history of criticality
violations and releases of plutonium. Another commentor requested an analysis be
completed for storage of plutonium for the next 50 to 75 years.

Commentors expressed concern about an increase in plutonium MAR from 20 kilograms
to 60 kilograms. Commentors stated that it is unsafe, an environmental threat to the
people of California, a risk to health, would increase air pollution, increase exposure, and
would increase generation of TRU waste. Commentors believed that the plutonium MAR
decreased. A commentor also stated that the hazards are inadequately examined in the
LLNL SW/SPEIS. Commentors suggested that the accident analysis be redone.
Commentors believe that there is no justification for increasing radiation risks by
increasing MAR limits.

Response: NNSA continues to rely on LLNL to meet its SSP mission objectives. These
objectives include campaigns relating to pit manufacturing and certification, advanced
radiography, dynamic materials testing, materials shelf-life experiments, and enhanced
surveillance research, which contribute to the need for long-term storage of plutonium.
These NNSA-assigned campaigns and programs require increasing the use of plutonium.
NNSA continues to work on a solution for disposal of plutonium, but no pathway for
LLNL to dispose of excess plutonium currently exists, requiring an increase in the
plutonium administrative limits. It would be speculative to consider if plutonium
administrative limits could be reduced in the future. The Proposed Action as defined in
Chapter 3 for the LLNL SW/SPEIS includes proposals that were not previously
considered in the SSM PEIS or other NEPA documents.

NNSA has reconsidered its requirements and determined that there is no reasonably
foreseeable need to pursue either the AMP or ITP. Therefore, the AMP has been
removed from the No Action Alternative and ITP has been removed from the Proposed
Action. Changes have been made in Chapter 1, Sections 1.5.2, 1.5.3, and 1.5.4 and
Chapter 3, Sections 3.3.2, 3.3.3, and 3.3.4 in the Proposed Action. These revisions
include changing the proposed increase in the administrative limit for plutonium to 1,400
kilograms (compared to 1,500 kilograms in the Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS) and changing the
proposed increase in the MAR limit to 40 kilograms (compared to 60 kilograms in the
Draft LLNL SW/SPEIS).

Chapter 5, Sections 5.2.14.2, 5.3.14.2, and 5.4.14.2, discuss radiological health impacts
for the alternatives. There would be no significant impact to the public or the
environment from storing 1,400 kilograms of plutonium. As stated in Chapter 1, Section

March 2005 3-91



Chapter 3 — Comment Summaries and Responses LLNL SW/SPEIS

34

34.01

1.5.2, the Superblock plutonium inventory is stored in robust vaults and no accident
scenario involving the material in the vaults is considered reasonably foreseeable.
Plutonium would be stored as metal and oxide, and as various isotopes and compounds.
It will be stored in various types of containers. These containers and the vault would
permit indefinite storage of the material.

In the case of a MAR increase from 20 kilograms to 40 kilograms, the LLNL SW/SPEIS
evaluates potential impacts to workers and the public from normal operations and
accidents. Consequences from an accident were analyzed and are presented in Appendix
D, Section D.2.4.9. These consequences are small for an accident expected to occur less
than once in a million years.

The probability and consequences of a criticality accident is discussed in Appendix D,
Section D.2.4.1. This probability was developed based on historical data for criticality
accidents.

Terrorist acts and Superblock security are discussed in Comment Response 30.01. The
information on these acts is provided in classified or official use only documents.

Savannah River Site operations, including storage of material from LLNL, are outside the
scope of this document.

LLNL has a maintenance and storage program that continually inventories and assures
the safe storage of plutonium. Excess plutonium has been packaged for long-term storage
according to DNFSB Recommendation 94-1.

The nuclear nonproliferation issue is addressed in Comment Response 01.01.
Information on the purpose and need for SSP operations is covered in Comment
Response 02.01.

TRITIUM LIMITS

Many commentors expressed concern and opposition regarding the manufacture of
tritium targets for the NIF. This would increase the amount of airborne radioactivity
emanating from LLNL. There was also concern that the tritium used in the Tritium
Facility would increase from the current limit of just over 3 grams to 30 grams.
Commentors objected to increasing the tritium MAR because of damage to the
environment and an increase in nuclear proliferation. Tritium target fabrication presents
many unstudied risks and should be given a more substantial treatment in the LLNL
SW/SPEIS.

Commentor expressed concern regarding the increase in administrative limits for tritium.
Commentor is concerned that tritium cannot be safely stored at LLNL because of past
tritium releases at LLNL. Tritium contamination has harmful biological effects and
environments around LLNL have been contaminated. Many commentors believed that
the tritium administrative limit should be decreased. The LLNL SW/SPEIS should
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catalog historical tritium releases from LLNL, provide local tritium concentrations, and
mitigations to protect against future releases. LLNL should consider reducing or
deinventorying tritium at LLNL. Commentor asks for a discussion of tritium in LLNL
waste, releases to sewage, soil, and groundwater.

Response: As noted in Chapter 1, Section 1.5.5 and Chapter 3, Section 3.3.5, LLNL has
been assigned responsibility to support future planned SSP activities such as the high-
energy density physics target fill and the Test Readiness Program. These activities
require the use of 30 grams of tritium at LLNL. Tritium would be stored in robust
containers in accordance with all applicable Federal, state, and local laws and
regulations.

LLNL has historically released tritium to the air during routine operations and,
occasionally, by accident. Chapter 4, Figure 4.10.5-1, lists the history of tritium
emissions from the Tritium Facility from 1981 to 2002. Chapter 5, Section 5.6 discusses
mitigation measures.

Under normal operations, Chapter 5, Section 5.2 notes that it is anticipated that tritium
impacts on vegetation and wine might increase slightly as Tritium Facility activities at
the Livermore Site would increase. Tritium emissions would increase from approximately
30 curies in 2002 to 210 curies per year for the Proposed Action. In addition, Site 300
and NIF would use tritium under the No Action Alternative. For further discussion of
tritium releases, see Comment Responses 16.01 and 17.02.

Tritium in surface and drinking waters is discussed in Section 4.11.1, tritium in
stormwater in Section 4.11.2, tritium in groundwater in Section 4.11.3.4, tritium
contamination at Site 300 in Section 4.11.3.4. Tritium in wastewater is discussed in
Section 4.14.4. The impact of tritium is discussed extensively throughout Section 4.17.
Tritium levels in vegetation and commodities are also discussed beginning in Section
5.2.7.2 and Section 5.2.8.2. Tritium contamination is discussed in Sections 5.2.9 and
5.2.15. Tritium in waste is discussed in Section 4.15.2.2.

Analysis in the LLNL SW/SPEIS shows the increased tritium MAR would result in higher
consequences from an aircraft crash into the Tritium Facility. This accident is unlikely
(annual occurrence frequency of 1.53 x 10®) and would result in lower consequences
(i.e., a lower number of LCFs) and is not the bounding radiological accident under any
alternative. The increased likelihood of a LCF for the population surrounding LLNL is
1.1 x 10" LCFs and onsite workers is 1.44 x 10™ LCFs (Appendix D, Table D.2.5-2).

The nuclear nonproliferation issue is addressed in Comment Response 01.01. Human
health effects from tritium are discussed in Comment Response 23.02.

BI1O0SAFETY LEVEL-3 FACILITY

Commentors opposed collocating an advanced “bio-warfare agent facility” with nuclear
weapons activities in a classified area at LLNL. Commentors stated that DOE proposed
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genetic modification and aerosolization (spraying) with live anthrax, plague, and other
deadly pathogens could weaken the international biological weapons treaty and pose a
risk to workers, the public, and the environment in the Bay Area. The LLNL SW/SPEIS
does not adequately describe the unique security issues. Also, the LLNL SW/SPEIS fails
to give alternative sites and does not provide the purpose and need for the BSL-3 Facility
at LLNL.

Commentor questioned if infectious materials, biotoxins, or pharmaceuticals from the
BSL-3 Facility would have potential to impact groundwater. Commentor questioned how
the biological agents will be transported and disposed of at LLNL.

Commentors questioned how the BSL-3 Facility can be included in the No Action
Alternative when there is pending litigation against the use of “dangerous pathogens” and
a current judicial order prohibiting their importation pending resolution of the litigation.

Some commentors requested that the “precautionary principle” be applied to BSL-3
Facility operations. Commentors attached detailed comments from 2002 that were
submitted in response to the BSL-3 EA.

Response: The BSL-3 Facility would not be used for developing bio-warfare agents. The
United States is a signatory to the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention Treaty,
which prohibits bio-weapons development. This BSL-3 Facility would develop DNA
signatures to rapidly identify deadly agents that can be used to protect the public in
response to a bio-terrorism incident. The BSL-3 Facility operation does not combine
biological research with nuclear weapons activities. No radioisotopes would be used in
the BSL-3 Facility. Genetic modification activities would be used for studying how to
weaken an agent, not to make it more robust.

Samples could be shipped to LLNL by commercial package delivery services, the U.S.
Postal Service, other authorized entity, or delivered to the receiving area from an
origination point within LLNL by a designated LLNL employee acting as a courier
(39 CFR Part 111; 42 CFR Part 73; 49 CFR Part 171). Smaller samples could be
shipped that would be microliters in size; the maximum possible sample size would be 15
milliliters. All incoming packages (regardless of origination point) containing infectious
agents would be packaged in DOT-approved packages (42 CFR Part 73). Transportation
and interstate shipment of biomedical materials and import of select agents would be
subject to the requirements of the U.S. Public Health Service Foreign Quarantine
(42 CFR Part 71), the Public Health Service, and DOT regulations. Additionally, the
U.S. Department of Agriculture regulates the importation and interstate shipment of
animal or plant pathogens (7 CFR Part 330; 9 CFR Part 121; and 9 CFR Part 122).
Biological wastes would be treated and disposed of in accordance with the Centers for
Disease Control and National Institutes of Health guidance, and other applicable
Federal, state, and local regulations. This facility would be included in the LLNL medical
waste treatment permit issued by the State of California and overseen by the Alameda
County Department of Public Health.
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An Environmental Assessment provides NEPA coverage for the construction and
operation of this facility. The EA presented purpose and need, alternative sites, and
environmental impacts including groundwater. Any comments received in 2002 were
addressed in the BSL-3 EA. A FONSI (DOE/EA-1442), dated December 16, 2002, was
issued for the BSL-3 Facility at LLNL. The No Action Alternative includes all projects
for which there is approved NEPA coverage and that includes the BSL-3 Facility. This
facility was the subject of litigation. On September 10, 2004 the United States District
Court for the Northern District of California issued an Order stating that DOE’s EA
(DOE/EA-1442) was not arbitrary or capricious and found the EA to be adequate. Tri-
Valley CAREs v. United States Department of Energy, No. C03-3926 (SBA). No further
NEPA analysis is required prior to commencing BSL-3 Facility operations.

For international biological treaty issues, see Comment Response 01.02.

For comments relating to terrorist attacks, see Comment Response 30.01.

For information on the precautionary principle, see Comment Response 31.10.
LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY WASTE DRUMS

Commentor expressed concern and opposition regarding LBNL waste drums.
Commentor requested more detail concerning shipments, including what roads will be
used; how often shipments would occur; would local residents be notified; would
shipments occur during peak or off-peak hours; are shipments secured from a terrorist
attack; and how will these shipments be protected in transit through densely populated
urban areas. No analysis of the environmental or human health risks involved with
inspection analysis, loading, transport, unloading, and storage are provided in the LLNL
SW/SPEIS. Commentors questioned the content, location, source, and type of
radioactivity and hazardous material, and disposal locations of the LBNL waste drums.
The LLNL SW/SPEIS should provide necessary permits and associated packaging and
shipping requirements. Commentors were concerned about past shipments of waste from
LBNL to Hanford.

Response: The Proposed Action has been reduced from 14 drums of low activity TRU
and mixed TRU waste to five drums of mixed TRU waste from LBNL to LLNL for
characterization and ultimate disposal at WIPP. This change is stated in Chapter 3,
Section 3.3.16, and Appendix A, Section A.2.4.14. The LBNL waste drums are currently
located at LBNL in Building 85 and would be transported through the Interstate 580
corridor to LLNL for characterization and shipment to WIPP. All liquid corrosive and
non corrosive mixed TRU waste would be neutralized and solidified before shipment to
LLNL. The total volume of the mixed TRU waste is approximately 77 liters with a total
activity (all isotopes) of approximately 120 millicurie. The type of radioactivity and
hazardous material in the LBNL waste drums is mixed TRU waste that meets the
definition of mixed TRU waste in Appendix B, Section B.1.1. This single shipment would
be in accordance with DOT requirements and would be coordinated with the State of
California. Appendices B and J provide information concerning permits and regulations.
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The environmental impacts from this shipment are presented in Appendix J, Section J.6.1.
The analysis in Appendix J assumes a radiation dose rate of 4 millirems per hour for all
waste shipments including the shipment between LBNL and LLNL.

The operations at LBNL, including possible shipments to Hanford, are not within the
scope of the LLNL SW/SPEIS. For additional information on routes and security see
Comment Responses 20.01 and 30.01.

DEVELOPING NEW TECHNOLOGIES FOR PLUTONIUM PIT MANUFACTURING

Many commentors indicated opposition to the proposed plan to test new manufacturing
technologies for producing plutonium pits for nuclear weapons and recommended the
stoppage of funding to this project. Commentors asked for a more detailed description to
allow the public to analyze its hazards and proposed alternatives. The LLNL SW/SPEIS
should discuss the relationship between these new technologies proposed at LLNL and
the operation of DOE’s proposed Modern Pit Facility (MPF). A commentor asked how
many prototype pits or hemi-shells are going to be manufactured under this proposed
action. An explanation as to why LLNL was chosen for the development of new
technologies for manufacturing plutonium pits should be provided in the LLNL
SW/SPEIS. Commentors stated that production of bomb cores would have grave safety,
risk to the community, proliferation, and environmental consequences such as increasing
the amount of airborne radioactivity.

Commentors also requested an analysis of past pit development at the Rocky Flats Plant.
Commentors expressed concern about past health effects at the Rocky Flats Plant.
Commentors questioned the need for the development for new pit manufacturing
techniques because the United States could take older warheads out of the stockpile, thus
lowering the average age of the stockpile and obviating the need for new pits. The LLNL
SWISPEIS fails to adequately discuss LANL’s current plutonium pit manufacturing
capabilities.

Commentors asked for an explanation of the relationship between SSP and technology
development for pit manufacturing.

A commentor questioned the need to produce additional pits given the fact that the
United States is “awash in pits.”

Response: As noted in Chapter 3, Section 3.1, NNSA continues to rely on LLNL to meet
its SSP mission objectives. These objectives include campaigns relating to pit
manufacturing and certification, advanced radiography, dynamic materials testing,
materials shelf life experiments, and enhanced surveillance research.

The proposal to increase the plutonium MAR has been revised from 60 kilograms to
40 kilograms, recognizing the removal of ITP from the Proposed Action. A MAR of 40
kilograms is required to support future Stockpile Stewardship Programs such as the
casting of plutonium parts in (one or two rooms) in the Plutonium Facility. These
activities support campaigns for advanced radiography, pit manufacturing, and
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certification programs. The LLNL SW/SPEIS has been updated for this change including
the accident analysis in Appendix D, Section D.2.4.9 and is identified as a bounding
accident for nuclear material handling in Chapter 5, Section 5.5.1.2. Additional
information has been added to the Summary and Chapter 3 pertaining to plutonium
casting in the Plutonium Facility.

LLNL is one of only two plutonium research facilities in the United States. Given the
significant amount of work underway at the LLNL Plutonium Facility, NNSA chose LLNL
to conduct some of the technology development efforts to support pit manufacturing.
Actual production of pits would take place at another site.

Regardless of a decision concerning the MPF, NNSA has identified the need to develop
advanced plutonium casting techniques at LLNL. Decisions regarding a MPF and issues
concerning the safety and past operations of the Rocky Flats Plant are not within the
scope of the LLNL SW/SPEIS. Commentors seeking more information regarding the MPF
are directed to the Draft Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
on Stockpile Stewardship and Management for a Modern Pit Facility (DOE/EIS-236-S2).

CONTAINER SECURITY TESTING FACILITY

Commentor questioned the use of a categorical exclusion to satisfy the NEPA
requirement for the Container Security Testing Facility. Testing could possibly cause
container breach, therefore accidental release of emissions exists. Possible risk to human
health and the environment from actual or simulated threat materials should be discussed
in the LLNL SW/SPEIS. The Container Security Testing Facility should be described
more thoroughly in the LLNL SW/SPEIS.

Response: According to DOE NEPA regulations (10 CFR Part 1021), actions that DOE
has determined do not individually or cumulatively have a significant effect on the human
environment are categorically excluded from further NEPA action. All operations are
evaluated in the LLNL SW/SPEIS, as discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.2. The Container
Security Testing Facility is described in detail in Appendix A, Section A.2.3.5, with
considerable supporting detail in Appendix A, Section A.2.2.51. Further detail on the
hazards associated with the operation of this facility are detailed in reference DOE
2003a.

PREPARATION FOR TEST READINESS

Many commentors expressed opposition to the proposal to develop diagnostics to
“enhance” the Nation’s readiness to conduct full-scale underground nuclear tests.
Commentors opposed this over concerns for nuclear proliferation and over the impact on
ratifying the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. Commentors also opposed Enhanced Test
Readiness because they claim it is terrible for the environment, the American geopolitical
strategy, and because it is a danger to health and world peace. The LLNL SW/SPEIS
does not provide decisionmakers and public with sufficient information to comment on
the impacts, alternatives, and potential mitigation measures associated with this project.
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A commentor questioned if DOE had public outreach in Nevada and Utah as part of the
test readiness program.

Response: In response to a 1993 Presidential directive, NNSA was required to maintain
the ability to conduct a full scale underground nuclear test at the NTS within 24-36
months of receiving direction from the President to do so. Recently, Congress has
directed NNSA to achieve, by October 1, 2006, a readiness posture of not more than 18
months for the potential resumption of underground nuclear testing of nuclear weapons,
if the President directs (and Congress approves) a resumption of such testing. The
element of the Enhanced Test Readiness Program assigned to LLNL with potential local
environmental impacts includes providing diagnostic systems for nuclear testing, which
contain tritium. The proposed higher tritium limits are required in order to fabricate
these systems. Though LLNL has been assigned other responsibilities supporting
Enhanced Test Readiness, they are planning and engineering functions carried out by the
existing LLNL workforce.

The nuclear nonproliferation issue is addressed in Comment Response 01.01.
The proposed higher tritium limits are addressed in Comment Response 24.01.

The issue of recirculating the Draft LLNL SW/SWEIS for public comment is addressed in
Comment Response 31.04.

DOE did not conduct public outreach in Nevada and Utah in connection with the LLNL
SW/SPEIS because the focus of this site-wide EIS is LLNL in California. The site-wide
EIS for the NTS, DOE/EIS-0243 (issued November 1996) along with its Supplement
Analysis, DOE/EIS-0243-SA01 (2002), were the NEPA documents where public outreach
in Nevada and Utah was conducted.
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