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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In order to maintain its ability to continue to conduct uninterrupted radioactive and metallurgical
research in a safe, secure, and environmentally sound manner, the U. S. Department of Energy
(DOE) proposes to upgrade the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research (CMR) Building. The building was built in the early 1950s to provide a
research and experimental facility for analytical chemistry, plutonium and uranium chemistry,
and metallurgy. Today, research and development (R&D) activities are performed involving
nuclear materials. A variety of radioactive and chemical hazards are present. The CMR
Building is nearing the end of its original design life and does not meet many of today’s design
codes and standards.

The Proposed Action for this Environmental Assessment (EA) includes structural modifications
to some portions of the CMR Building which do not meet current seismic criteria for a Hazard
Category 2 Facility. Also included are upgrades and improvements in building ventilation,
communications, monitoring, and fire protection systems. This EA analyzes the environmental
effects of construction of the proposed upgrades. The Proposed Action will have no adverse
effects upon agricultural and cultural resources, wetlands and floodplains, endangered and
threatened species, recreational resources, or water resources. The Proposed Action would have
negligible effects on human health and transportation, and would not pose a disproportionate
adverse health or environmental impact on minority or low-income populations within an

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

Under the No-Action Alternative, the CMR Building has a useful life of approximately five to
ten years, without upgrades. Continuing operations beyond the facility’s useful life could result
in higher risks and lower safety margins for workers, the public and the environment, which are
not acceptable to DOE. Curtailment and/or shutdown of critical operations could also seriously
affect the ability of DOE to perform its assigned missions.

Alternatives included the construction and operation of a new facility, either at LANL or at
another site within the DOE Complex. The time necessary to plan and construct such a facility
would exceed the remaining useful life of the CMR Building, meaning that ongoing or new
research activities could be adversely affected. Further, the cost of constructing a new facility
would be more than twice the cost of the proposed upgrades, and new construction could
adversely affect water and air quality, biological, and archeological resources. This alternative
was not considered reasonable, and was not developed further.
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Relocating CMR Building operations to an existing building at LANL or another site within the
DOE complex are additional alternatives. No building, without mission commitments,

sufficient size, and necessary environmental protection systems, was available at LANL.
Locating operations at a site away from LANL plutonium-processing facilities would increase
risks to the public. The additional operational costs, technical issues, and schedule effects would
result in programmatic inefficiencies not considered reasonable. This alternatlve was not
considered reasonable, and was not developed further.

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

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

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

2 Use of the term "solid"” refers to the solid state of matter not the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
regulatory definition.
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED
1.1 Background Information

The Chemistry and Metallurgy Research (CMR)' Building at Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL), located in L.os Alamos, New Mexico, was constructed in the early 1950s to the
industrial building code standards in effect at the time. It was designed to provide a state-of-the-
art research and experimental facility for analytical chemistry, plutonium and uranium chemistry,
and nuclear materials. Provisions for support disciplines such as drafting, electronics, and
machine shops were also included. The CMR Building is now reaching the end of its original
design life and does not meet many of today’s design codes and standards. Over the years, the
Department of Energy (DOE) has systematically identified and corrected some deficiencies and
upgraded some systems. However, these upgrades have not kept up with building aging and
increasingly stringent safety standards.

The CMR Building is used for R&D involving radioactive and hazardous materials. The
analytical chemistry operations in the CMR Building support a wide range of programs at LANL
that, in turn, support critical DOE missions assigned to LANL. Some of these programs include
basic chemistry research on plutonium and similar radioactive materials, surveillance of the
weapons stockpile for safety, stewardship of nuclear materials technologies, non- and
counterproliferation, environmental stewardship, and technology development for treatment and
minimization of defense industry waste. The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board has
recommended that the DOE maintain a strong plutonium chemistry research capability in support
of nuclear safety issues at LANL, Rocky Flats Plant, and other sites. Continued safe and reliable
operation of the chemical and radiological research activities is critical to the LANL mission and
the DOE. While the CMR Facility is currently operating safely, the combination of facility aging
and the continuing evolution of standards and requirements, threatens the uninterrupted operation
of this facility. The CMR Building requires upgrading if it is to continue to perform essential
analytical chemistry and metallurgy operations in a safe, secure and environmentally sound
manner for the next 20 to 30 years. '

1.2 Purpose and Need for Agency Action

DOE has conducted R&D of radioactive isotopes at LANL since the site's creation in 1943.
Over the past half-century, the R&D focus at LANL, originally intended to support the national
defense mission, has expanded into many other fields of scientific investigation in response to
international and domestic requirements. R&D activities maintained by DOE at LANL cover the
spectrum of critical scientific investigation including materials science, nuclear safeguards and

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

1.3 CMR Upgrades Project History

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

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

To maintain opérations, several stand-alone projects were developed in response to environment,
safety and health deficiencies requiring immediate action. These initial upgrades were required
independent of the decision to proceed with the SNML project or proceed with additional
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upgrades to extend the useful life of the CMR Building. Some of these initial stand-alone
projects were grouped and identified as CMR Building Phase 1 Upgrades.

In March 1993, after validating continued mission requirements and investigating alternatives,
DOE concluded that the most reasonable and cost-effective programmatic option was to upgrade
portions of the CMR Building to extend its useful life by 20 to 30 years. A group of potential
upgrades supporting the extended use of the CMR Building have been proposed. Conceptual
design efforts were begun for these elements, initially identified as CMR Building Phase 2
Upgrades. During the development of the conceptual design, it was determined that some of the
upgrades were not required to support existing missions at the CMR Building. These elements
were found to be contingent upon possible future CMR missions and were thus excluded from
Phase 2, and re-designated as Phase 3 upgrades. At the completion of the Phase 2 conceptual
design process in 1995, it was decided that no further planning for Phase 3 upgrades was
appropriate, in as much as there was neither a need that could be demonstrated nor funding
available for Phase 3. Therefore, the current proposed CMR Building upgrades, commonly
referred to as Phase 2, are those identified as necessary infrastructure needs to support existing
missions.

During a November 1995 ESAAB meeting, DOE approved consolidation of Phases 1 and 2
CMR Building Upgrades into a single federal budget line item project. The subsequent DOE
budget submittal for the CMR Building Upgrades did not include funding requests for Phase 3
Upgrades. Also as a result of the ESAAB meeting, DOE directed the official cancellation and
close-out of the SNML Project. As stated previously, the scope of the Proposed Action analysis
included in this Environmental Assessment (EA) is limited to Phase 2 activities.

14 Environmental Assessment Methodology

This EA analyzes the environmental effects of construction of the proposed upgrades and has
been prepared in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, 42
USC 4332 (1975); Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, 40 CFR 1500-1508;
and DOE NEPA Implementing Procedures, 10 CFR Part 1021. The purpose of the EA is to
provide the DOE with sufficient information to determine whether a Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI) is warranted for the Proposed Action, or whether an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) must be prepared. The assessment of effects presented in this EA is designed to
be based upon conservative assumptions that have the effect of maximizing estimates of
radiological releases and human exposures. :

CEQ regulations, 40 CFR 1508, state that an EA serves to briefly provide sufficient evidence and
analysis for determining whether to prepare an EIS or a FONSI. The current DOE NEPA
Implementing Procedures, effective as of August 8, 1996, recognize that activities designated by
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the Secretary of Energy as Strategic Systems norrhaliy require the preparation of an EIS. The
proposed CMR Building Upgrades Project was not designated as a Strategic System by the
Secretary.

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

This section describes present conditions at the CMR Building, the proposed action, and the
other alternatives considered to meet the need for Agency action. '

The CMR Building (Building 3-29), located in LANL’s TA-3, was completed in the early 1950s
to house research and experimental facilities for analytical chemistry, plutonium and uranium
chemistry, and metallurgy, as well as some engineering design and support functions. In 1960,
an addition (Wing 9) was constructed to support LANL programs requiring hot cell facilities.
Figure 2-1 shows the location of the LANL TAs; figure 2-2 shows the location of the CMR
Building within TA-3. Figure 2-3 shows the outline of the facility, including its security fence.

At the time the CMR Building was constructed, the facility included state-of-the-art
instrumentation and engineered safety controls appropriate for a modern chemistry laboratory.
However, the building is now nearing the end of its original design life and does not meet many
of today's design codes and standards for a newly constructed facility. Alternatives for dealing
with this problem, along with meeting the need for continuing uninterrupted facility operations
include:

upgrading the present building (the Proposed Action).

no action,

construction and operation of a new LANL facility,

alternate site for CMR Building operations at another LANL facility,

alternate site for CMR Building operations at another DOE facility (non-LANL),
construction and operation of a new building for CMR Building operations at another DOE
site, and

¢ decommissioning existing Wings 2 and 4 in the CMR Building.

2.1 Description of Facility

The CMR Building is a three-story, reinforced-concrete structure that contains approximately
51,000 square meters (m?2) (550,000 square feet [ft*]) of floor space. The building has seven
office and laboratory wings and one administration wing, all connected to a central (spinal)
corridor. Each wing is designed to operate independently, with its own electrical power
substations and ventilation system. The first floor of each wing contains approximately 4,460 m?
(48,000 ft?) of laboratory space and an equal amount of office space. The basement and second-
floor spaces were designed primarily to provide utility services for the first-floor laboratories and
offices.
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Wings 2, 3, 4, 5, and 7 extend from the spinal corridor and are identical in design and
construction. Wings 6 and 8 were planned, but never constructed. The main floor of each wing
has change rooms at the entrance, and offices along the outside walls. Two corridors separate the
offices from laboratories, which are completely interior. At the end of each wing are filter
towers, which house the filter plenums and other large mechanical equipment for the exhaust
ventilation system. There are nuclear materials storage vaults on the main floors in Wings 2, 3,
4, 5, and 7. The basements of some wings house laboratory and office areas; the second floors of
the wings are large, open areas with some building support equipment and storage areas.

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

~ laboratories and does not have a filter tower. Wing 9 is a large bay area containing hot cell
facilities with remote handling capabilities, and other support laboratories; men's and women's
change rooms are at the access to the wing. The Administration Wing houses offices and
conference rooms.

The CMR Building was constructed to the 1949 Uniform Building Code (UBC). The facility has
been upgraded and maintained by LANL over the years to ensure safe operation in support of
programmatic missions. A list of major upgrades performed since 1973 is given in Appendix B.

2.1.1 Wing Operations

The R&D tasks and other operations at the CMR Building are varied, types and numbers of
projects change frequently, and many involve nuclear materials. Projects take advantage of the
special capabilities of the facility, including safety, security, ventilation, and special processes.
User organizations and specific tasks are typically different between the wings and within wings.
However, some tasks at the CMR Building are interdependent among wings and users.

Analytical chemistry has been performed in the facility since it was constructed. Process
chemistry and metallurgy R&D operations involving plutonium and other actinides have been
performed on a continuous basis. These activities support many LANL and other DOE programs
conducted primarily outside the CMR Bulldmg, such as plutonium processing at TA-55 and
uranium-related activities.

Many activities conducted in the CMR Building are hazardous. Controls and procedures are in
place to protect workers from chemical, electrical, mechanical, and radioactive hazards. Hoods
and glove boxes a?e used in laboratories where chemical and radioactive materials are handled,
and personnel are frained to use them safely. Other safety measures include restricted entry,
hazard waring si%‘s, protective clothing, and containerization of hazardous materials. Areas

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

2.1.2 CMR Building Systems
2.1.2.1 Ventilation System

The CMR Building has an extensive ventilation system that moves approximately 2,800 cubic

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

2.1.2.2 [Electrical System
Primary Power

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

Secondary Power

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

Uninterruptable Power Supply (UPS)

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

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

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

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

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

» evacuation alarm system,

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

« fire divisions (by individual wing), and

» non-combustible construction materials. -

2.1.24 Radioactive Liquid Waste Drainlines (Acid Drainlines)

The radioactive liquid waste drainline system, also referred to as acid drainlines, routes
radioactive liquid waste from CMR Building laboratories to the Radioactive Liquid Waste
Treatment Facility (RLWTF) at TA-50.

2.1.3 Current Condition of the CMR Building

All current CMR operations are conducted safely within the approved safety authorization basis.
The current condition of the facility, in combination with administrative controls, provides an
adequate level of safety for workers and the public. The proposed upgrades would support the
continued safe and reliable operation of the facility.

Radioactive materials may be present in Wings 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, and 9 in liquid, solid?, gaseous, or
powder form. A variety of chemicals are used in numerous activities and are stored in the CMR
Building. All current operations in the CMR Building are conducted safely within the approved
authorization basis. To compensate for building deficiencies, operations are controlled by
administrative controls placed on routine operations involving hazardous or radioactive
materials. These administrative controls include limits on radioactive inventory.

An ISAR was prepared in 1992 to define the current safety envelope for the facility and identify
potential upgrades based on engineering assessments, a limited-scope comparison to criteria, and
accident analysis (Romero 1992). The CMR Building was designed to meet 1949 UBC
standards. Wind and seismic analyses were conducted to support the ISAR. The wind analysis

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

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

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

2.2 Proposed Action

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

seismic and tertiary confinement (Wings 3, 5, 7, 9, and Administration Wing),
security (related to tertiary confinement),

ventilation confinement zone separation (Wings 3, 5, 7, and 9),

standby power/communications system,
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e Wing 1 upgrades, Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (HVAC) system/Wing 1 interim
decontamination,

operations center upgrade,

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

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

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

fire protection upgrades, '

operations center standby power,

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

Wings 2 and 4 safe standby.

e o ® ® @ ¢ & O

Figure 2-4 shows the locations of proposed upgrades. The majority would be performed inside
the CMR Building. Some construction activities would occur outside of the building, but within
the fenced CMR Facility perimeter. Exterior activities would involve construction of a new
cooling tower and one-story chilled-water plant to service HVAC requirements, a new pre-
engineered metal building to house standby power generators and associated support equipment,
a new one-story filter tower addition to service Wing 3, and installation of concrete columns and
steel buttresses around the exterior of the facility for seismic upgrading. Proposed construction
activities would disturb a total area of less than 0.4 hectare (one acre). As appropriate, LANL
would apply dust suppression and storm water run-off controls in accordance with best
management practices during exterior construction activities. Each proposed upgrade is
described in further detail in sections 2.2.1.1 through 2.2.1.14. Additional information
conceming the details of the proposed upgrades can be found in the CDR (LANL 1995a).

The DOE considered whether or not to upgrade the mostly inactive Wings 2 and 4 of the CMR
Building as part of the Proposed Action. DOE has no current programmatic needs to perform
analytical chemistry operations in Wings 2 and 4; therefore, upgrading Wings 2 and 4 is not part
of this proposal.

Decontamination and decommissioning of the structure would be performed at the end of the
useful life of the CMR Building. A separate NEPA analysis will be required at that time.

2.2.1 Description of the Proposed Upgrades
General

The proposed upgrades would involve activities normally associated with construction projects
involving modifications to an existing structure. Some specific activities would include: minor
demolition; repair and reconfiguration of interior architectural systems (walls, ceilings, floors);
removal and/or replacement of existing equipment and mechanical systems; installation of new
equipment and mechanical systems; excavation and backfilling around building foundations;
reinforced concrete and masonry placement; underground electrical system installation; interior
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electrical wiring/cabling systems installation; plumbing and other standard construction
activities.

The CDR envisions that the proposed upgrades would be performed using common construction
methods. However, these upgrades would be performed in an operating nuclear facility with
associated radiological and chemical hazards. This unique situation requires special controls,
procedures and safeguards (such as the use of respirators, coveralls and booties; floor and wall
coverings; and monitoring for contamination). Because of both the need to maintain the facility
in an operational status and the potential hazards present in the facility, the proposed CMR
Building upgrades would take longer than performing similar upgrades for a facility without the
same constraints.

Worker Safety

All construction work would be analyzed, planned, and managed to ensure that safety goals are
met and that work is conducted safely in accordance with good management practices. The only
work involving materials where radioactive contamination might be expected to be disturbed
would take place inside the CMR Building; however, air filtration and interior area confinement
systems would remain in place while the upgrade activities were performed. Members of the
public would therefore not be in contact with these radioactive waste or materials. The radiation
safety goal for the Proposed Action is that no single worker’s exposure to ionizing radiation
would exceed 500 millirem per year (mrem/year). The maximum exposure would not exceed the
DOE and LANL Administrative Control level of 2 rem/year. Based upon historical worker

- exposures at the CMR Building and the relatively low radiation and contamination levels in the
building, construction workers’ exposures are expected to be well below the safety goal of 500
mrem/year. :

DOE seeks to maintain all personnel doses As Low As Reasonably Achievable (ALARA). Both
construction workers and workers involved in routine activities would wear appropriate _
protective clothing (including smocks, booties, and rubber gloves as needed) when working with
radioactive material. Personnel are notified of any occupational doses they receive. During
construction, appropriate monitors would be used to measure personnel exposures.

Waste Management

As CMR Building upgrades are performed, some uncontaminated construction rubble would be
generated. Additionally, wastes generated could be contaminated with Low-Level Radioactive
Waste (LLW). Some removed material may also be contaminated with Transuranic (TRU)
isotopes. TRU waste contains alpha-emitting radionuclides with an atomic number greater than
uranium (transuranic), half-lives greater than 20 years, and concentrations greater than 100
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nanocuries per gram of waste material. Mixed wastes are contaminated with both radioactive
materials and hazardous (RCRA-regulated) materials, and could also be generated. Such wastes
would be managed as mixed LLW or mixed TRU wastes, depending upon the type and level of
the radioactive component. Some asbestos waste may also be generated, and would be managed
according to applicable regulations. Decontamination activities may also generate some
radioactive low-level liquid waste. These wastes would be treated at RLWTEF .

An initial conceptual estimate for waste volumes indicated that over 16,400 m? (21,400 yd®) of
potentially radiological, RCRA and mixed waste would be generated as a result of the upgrades.
This included about 7,340 m3 (9,600 yd®) of exhaust air ducting, 840 m* (1,100 yd®) of supply air
ducting, 4,890 m® (6,400 yd®) of excavated soil, 3,370 m> (4,400 yd®) of miscellaneous waste
(i.e., gloves, anti-contamination materials, etc.), and 1,840 m® (2,400 yd®) of other materials.
These numbers are estimates and are rounded off.

A value engineering-type process was then used to identify possible ways to reduce this
estimated volume of waste. The process proved to be highly successful since it determined that:
(1) most of the excavated soil would be uncontaminated and that all of the uncontaminated
excavated soil could be retained within LANL boundaries and reused as fill; and (2) the bulk of
the ducting could be reused, decontaminated, or compacted at LANL. This eliminated 12,400 m®
(16,170 yd®) of potential waste; bringing the total projected waste volume needing disposal down
to 4,000 m? (5,200 yd®). The waste volume reduction would take place at either the CMR
Building or the TA-54 waste management area. Therefore, the volume of 4,000 m? (5,200 yd?) is
used for disposal considerations in this EA's effects analysis, while the volume of 16,400 m*
(21,400 yd®) is used for on-site transportation mileage considerations. The volume of exhaust air
ducting, 7,340 m? (9,600 yd®), is used to determine the largest quantity of radioactive material
that could be released during an on-site transportation accident (see Section 4.1.5).

All construction wastes would be characterized before leaving the CMR Building. Solid waste
not contaminated with radioactive or hazardous constituents would be disposed of at the

Los Alamos County Landfill. LLW would be disposed of at TA-54, Area G, or off-site. TRU
waste and mixed TRU waste would be sealed into appropriate containers and stored at TA-54
pending disposal off-site. Mixed LLW would be stored at TA-54 or sent off-site for treatment
and disposal. Asbestos would be disposed of off-site in a landfill permitted for asbestos disposal.
Radiologically contaminated asbestos would be placed into an existing dedicated pit at TA-54,
Area G.

The construction contractor would be required to avoid using chemicals that produce liquid
RCRA-regulated or mixed wastes. During decontamination activities some RCRA-regulated
wastes could be generated. RCRA-regulated wastes are administratively excluded from the
RLWTF at TA-50. These wastes are managed and stored at TA-54 and would be sent off-site for
final disposal.
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The DOE Environmental Restoration (ER) Program addresses LANL site contamination issues.
Information provided by the ER Program indicates there are three known Solid Waste
Management Units (SWMU) (now referred to as Potential Release Sites) in the immediate
vicinity (exterior) of the CMR Building in TA-3, which are directly related to CMR facility
operations. All three have been investigated in connection with other work activities and were
found to have no contaminants that exceeded action levels, as defined in the ER program. Due
to the low contamination levels, budget restrictions and other higher priority areas within LANL,
the ER program does not currently have a schedule for further action on these SWMUs. Based
upon currently available information, there are no plans to perform remediation of the SWMUs
as part of the Proposed Action. Should additional SWMUs be encountered during construction
of the proposed upgrades, any remediation or mitigation of adverse effects related to these
SWMUs would be performed in accordance with agreements among the DOE, the LANL
Environmental Restoration Project, the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) and the
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Additional information concerning
contamination levels within TA-3 can be found in LANL’s Remedial Field Investigation (RFI)
Work Plan for Operational Unit (OU) 1114, dated June 1993, and Addendum 1 to the RFI dated
July 1995.

2.2.1.1 Seismic and Tertiary Confinement

The CMR Facility does not meet current seismic criteria for a Hazard Category 2 Nuclear
Facility. A benefit of this proposed upgrade would be to reduce potential radiological doses to
the public and improve worker safety in the event of an earthquake.

This proposed upgrade project would involve structural modifications to Wings 3, 5, 7, and 9, to
meet seismic criteria for a Hazard Category 2 facility with Performance Category 2 and 3
subregions, in accordance with DOE-STD-1020. STD-1020 establishes current design and
evaluation criteria for natural phenomena hazards. Modifications to existing exterior structural
openings would be performed to create a final confinement barrier. The Administration Wing
would also be strengthened to meet seismic criteria for worker safety.

To bring these wings into compliance with the criteria, upgrades, including construction of
diagonal braces at the roof diaphragm, exterior bracing from the second floor to ground at the
exterior columns, internal vertical bracing from the second floor to the roof, strengthening the
exterior columns and adding extra concrete over selected beams on the second floor, and filling
in of selected window openings would take place. Wing 9 upgrades would also include
strengthening and bracing the hot cell support structures for additional confinement protection in
case of a seismic event (earthquake).
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2.2.1.2 Security (Related to Tertiary Confinement)

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

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

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

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

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

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

2.2.1.4 Standby Power and Communications Systems

This proposed upgrade would reduce the likelihood of the spread of contamination in the
laboratories because of ventilation system failure caused by a loss of electric power.
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Standby electric power would be provided to the most important mechanical systems in Wings 3,
5,7, and 9 at a reduced level sufficient to maintain negative pressure in the laboratory enclosures
with respect to the offices, corridors, etc. This would reduce the possibility of contamination
spreading should off-site power be lost. The system would include engine-generator sets and
associated fuel, control, and leak/level detector processing systems. The engine-generator sets
would be placed outside on a reinforced concrete pad, located west of Wing 1. The pad would
also contain a diesel fuel distribution system, the engine-generator and diesel fuel control
systems, and processing electronics for fuel leak-level detectors. The engine-generator sets
would be located within the CMR Building perimeter security fence. Underground fuel storage
tanks would be placed adjacent to the engine-generator pad. Construction would meet current
NMED regulations. '

The existing communications system, including telephone and public address systems, would be
upgraded by adding emergency telephone handsets to allow for voice announcements and
communication from all floors. Additional speakers would be wired into the system, as
necessary, for full building coverage.

2.2.1.5 Wing 1 Upgrades (HVAC)/Wing 1 Interim Decontamination

This proposed upgrade would improve worker health and safety by preventing air recirculation
through modification of exterior intake and exhaust locations, and decontammatmg presently
unoccupied contaminated Wing 1 laboratories.

Contamination on the surfaces of benches and equipment in the unoccupied Wing 1 laboratories
would be removed where possible, while any remaining contamination would be fixed in-place

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

LANL practices for decontamination. '

The HVAC exterior intake and exhaust locations would be modified to improve worker health-
and safety. This would require relocation of existing air intake louvers to the roof, to eliminate
the intake of vehicle exhaust fumes from the loading dock area, and extending the building
exhaust point, upwards, by adding additional exhaust ducting.

2.2.1.6 Operations Center Upgrade'

This proposed upgrade would improve the existing Operations Center’s ergonomics and
efficiency, the reliability of the central monitoring and control capabilities, and would also result
in enhanced worker safety. To accomplish this, the proposed upgrade would integrate building
monitoring systems into a central location.
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The Operations Center would be upgraded to allow routine monitoring and limited control of
essential building functions from a single center designed for this purpose. An equipment
console would be installed to house building monitoring and control equipment for the following
major CMR Building systems:

CAMs,

stack air monitors and alarms,

fire alarm panels,

HVAC/building utilities equipment,

substation switchgear, and

glovebox temperature, pressure differential, and airflow monitors.

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

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

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

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

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

This proposed upgrade would enhance potential airborne radiation monitoring by the installation
of CAMs. CAMs would be installed in the main storage vault, CAM controllers would be
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installed in the vault anteroom, and remote monitoring (similar to the wing CAM systems) would
be incorporated into the CMR Building Health Physics office. Seismic dampers would be
installed in the main vault ventilation ducts.

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

This proposed upgrade would correct deficiencies and improve maintainability of the existing
acid vents and drains system that remove liquid radioactive wastes produced from CMR Building
operations. Deficiencies in the acid vents and drains would be corrected by modifying piping
sections that currently have inadequate slope to provide for complete drainage of liquids.
Sections of the piping system that connect laboratories to the acid drain lines would be replaced
as required.

2.2.1.10 Fire Protection Upgrades

This proposed upgrade would correct CMR Building fire protection system deficiencies
identified in the 1992 National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 101 analysis and a Fire
Hazard Analysis, which is being performed as part of the CDR. These analyses will result in a
list of fire protection system deficiencies. These deficiencies would be evaluated and prioritized
to determine those deficiencies that would be corrected as part of this proposed upgrades project.
Examples of potential upgrades that may be performed as part of this project include: adding
check valves in fire protection water line risers; adding backflow preventers in the sprinkler
system; providing fire dampers in duct penetrations; and replacing fire alarm system panels.

2.2.1.11 Operations Center Standby Power

This proposed upgrade would allow the Operations Center to continue to function during
situations where off-site power is lost. This would be accomplished by installing standby power
to the CMR Building Operations Center and equipment for transfer capability and wiring from
the standby power generator.

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

This proposed upgrade would advance waste minimization initiatives through the installation of
mechanical systems to allow for recycling of the exhaust duct washdown effluent.

A recycling system, installed in the duct washdown system, would provide about an 80 percent
reduction in the CMR Building radioactive liquid waste stream thus reducing demands on the
LANL RLWTEF. Currently, an estimated 2,160,000 liters per year (570,000 gallons per year) of
liquid effluent are generated by operating the existing duct washdown system that must be
processed by LANL's RLWTF. This proposed upgrade could reduce exhaust duct washdown
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system liquid waste generation from operations to about 454,300 liters per year (120,000 gallons
per year). This upgrade would add new recycling capability to the existing washdown system. It
would require installation of a tank to receive washdown effluent, a piping manifold to connect
each wing duct to the receiver tank, a chemical makeup tank, centrifugal pumps, and associated
piping and instrumentation/control equipment in each wing.

2.2.1.13 Wings 2 and 4 Safe Standby

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

2.2.1.14 Construction Work Force and Schedule

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

The estimated number of construction workers involved in each phase of the proposed upgrades
is shown in Table 2-1 as is the anticipated duration of each upgrade. The potential for workers to
be exposed to radioactive materials and radioactive waste is also shown in the table.
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Table 2-1
Estimate of Construction Worker Population and Durations for Upgrades
Upgrades Numbers of Duration of Likelihood of Exposure
Construction Proposed Upgrade to Radioactive Materials
Workers ; and Radioactive Waste

Seismic/Tertiary Security 45-55 1 Year Negligible
Ventilation Confinement 70-80 4 Years Possible
Zone Separation/Process :
Chilled Water
Acid Vents and Drains 30-35 4 Years Possible
Operations Center 12-20 4 Months Negligible "
Standby Power & : 40-50 1 Year Negligible
Communications
Systems/Opns Center
Standby Power
Wing 1 Interim | 15-20 1 Year Possible
Decontamination &
HVAC/Wings 2, and 4

I Safe Standby

“ Fire Protection 15-20 1 Year Negligible
Main Vault CAMS, 1-5 2 Months Possible
Dampers A
Exhaust Duct Washdown 1-5 6 Months Possible
Recycle.

2.3 Alternative 1: No Action

The No Action alternative is to make no improvements or modifications to the CMR Building.
The building would continue to be used and operated as it is now. Decontamination and
decommissioning would be performed at the end of the building’s operational use. Separate
NEPA analysis would be required at that time. Without upgrades, the building has a life
expectancy of approximately 5 to 10 years, after which DOE would not be able to reliably
perform uninterrupted radiological and chemical research activities in a safe, secure, and
environmentally sound manner at LANL. Higher worker and public risks and lower safety
margins would result from not implementing the upgrades which would be unacceptable to the
DOE. Such a situation may result in curtailment and/or shutdown of critical operations which
would seriously affect DOE’s ability to perform missions assigned to it by Congress and the
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President. For these reasons, this alternative does not meet the purpose and need for Agency
action, but is analyzed to provide a basis of comparison with the Proposed Action.

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

The construction and operation of a new facility was considered and DOE determined that it was
not fiscally prudent (Section 1.3). However, construction of a new facility would not meet
DOE’s need for continued performance of uninterrupted interim and ongoing radioactive
chemical and metallurgical research activities at LANL. Planning, design, and construction of a
new facility would take 2 minimum of 10 years to complete. As noted in Section 2.3, the higher
risks and lower safety margins that would exist in the CMR Building without upgrades would be
unacceptable to DOE within about 5 to 10 years. Further, a new facility is estimated to cost more
than twice as much as the proposed upgrades ($348 million vs. $123 million). In addition, the
existing CMR Building would have to be decommissioned, incurring additional costs and wastes
generated would take up space in the LANL low—level radioactive waste landfill or other
permitted waste disposal system.

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

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

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

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

The choice of an alternative site for CMR Building operations in an existing building within the
DOE complex was considered. CMR Building activities directly support plutonium processing
activities at TA-55 with analytical chemistry and plutonium and uranium chemistry. Locating
this support away from LANL would result in additional operating costs, technical issues, and
schedule impacts to current operations which would in turn generate programmatic inefficiencies
that are not considered reasonable. In addition, this alternative would greatly increase
transportation of radioactive materials over public highways, increasing risks to the public. This
alternative would require off-site transportation of nuclear materials used in current CMR
Building operations. For these reasons, this alternative would not meet the Agency’s purpose
and need for action and, therefore, is not analyzed further in this EA.

2.7 Alternative 5: Construction and Operation of New Facility for CMR Bmldmg
Operations at Another DOE Site

Construction of a new facility would be more costly, would potentially jeopardize DOE’s ability
to maintain uninterrupted analytical chemistry and metallurgy research capabilities, and would
potentially cause more environmental effects than upgrading the CMR Building (see explanation
set forth in Section 2.4). Moving CMR Building operations to an existing building at another
DOE site would increase the public risk due to increased off-site transportation (see discussion in
Section 2.6). Constructing a new building at another DOE site and performing CMR Building
operations in that new building in support of LANL activities would be more costly, entail more
environmental effects, and expose the public to increased risks from additional off-site
transportation. For these reasons, this alternative would not meet the Agency's purpose and need
for action and, therefore, is not analyzed further in this EA.

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

Not all wings of the CMR Building are required to perform analytical chemistry in support of
current LANL mission assignments. The CMR Building was designed, constructed and has been
operated for the past 40 years as an analytical chemistry research facility. Decommissioning
Wings 2 and 4 of the CMR Building that are not currently required to support existing LANL
missions is not considered to be an appropriate use of facility space. Decommissioning implies
the ultimate retirement of a building or other capital asset from service and potential future use.
Because of the unique capability of the existing CMR Building, DOE has no current plans to
decommission any portion of the building. If future programmatic decisions result in no need for
the currently available space in Wings 2 and 4, a decision relating to decommissioning could be
appropriate. Should future programmatic decisions necessitate the need for increased analytical
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chemistry operations, this additional space would be available at the CMR Building. If future
programmatic decisions, such as those resulting from the Records of Decision (ROD)
accompanying the Stockpile Stewardship and Management (SSM) Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (PEIS) or the LANL Sitewide EIS (SWEIS) analyses, are made that
necessitate use of remaining available space in the CMR Building, such actions would be subject
to additional NEPA review. For these reasons, this alternative would not meet the Agency’s
purpose and need for action, and therefore, is not analyzed further in this EA.

2.9 TForeseeable Related and Future Actions

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

Environmental effects from current CMR Building operations were analyzed in “Final
Environmental Impact Statement: Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory Site, Los Alamos, New
Mexico” (SWEIS [DOE 1979]). In 1994, the DOE committed to preparing a new SWEIS to
address ongoing operations and new activities planned for the next 5 to 10 years. The
environmental effects from CMR Building current and projected operations are to be assessed in
the LANL SWEIS. An Advanced Notice of Intent for the LANL SWEIS was issued August 10,
1994, and included the proposed CMR Building upgrades in a list of recommendations for
ongoing NEPA reviews. On May 12, 1995, a Notice of Intent (NOI) for the LANL SWEIS was
issued by DOE. As stated in the NOI, DOE has decided to proceed immediately with a separate
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NEPA review for these elements of the proposed CMR Building upgrades that address
maintenance of the existing infrastructure, improved safety of operations to workers and the
public, enhanced environmental management systems, and improved security. This decision was
based upon the determination that such upgrades are required under all SWEIS alternatives and
would neither influence nor be influenced by the SWEIS. These proposed upgrades are required
for the CMR Building to continue to meet current DOE assigned missions. The SWEIS
Implementation Plan addresses the results of the SWEIS scoping process and reiterates the
decision to proceed with this EA. The implementation plan was approved for public release on
November 27, 1995.

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

(DOE 1995¢). A ROD was issued on September 11, 1996. The preferred alternative chosen for
implementation is to fabricate targets containing highly enriched uranium at the CMR Building
and ship the targets to the Annular Core Research Reactor at Sandia National Laboratories, New
Mexico, for irradiation and processing. This project is independent from the proposed CMR
Building upgrades. '

In February 1995, DOE issued a FONSI for the Actinide Waste Test Source Term Project
(DOE 1995a). This project is taking place in the CMR Building basement area and is an
operational activity independent of the proposed CMR Building upgrades. This project is not
dependent on completion of the proposed upgrades included in this EA. Similarly, this project
will not affect any of the proposed CMR Building upgrades.

DOE issued a FONSI in December 1995, for a project to reclaim excess sealed radioactive
sources containing americium and plutonium mixed with beryllium that are now held by
commercial, university, and other owners. Part of this work will be performed in the CMR
Building Wing 9 hot cells. This activity will not require the upgrades addressed in this EA and is
an operational activity independent of the proposed CMR Building upgrades.
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
3.1 Environmental Resources Not Affected

Only the issues or resources that may actually be affected by the Proposed Action have been
discussed in this chapter. The environmental issues listed below would not be affected by the
Proposed Action since no construction activities are proposed outside of the immediate vicinity
of the CMR Building that would have any effect on these resources.

Agricultural resources

Cultural resources

Wetlands and floodplains

Endangered and threatened species
Recreational resources

Nesting/foraging habitat of migratory birds
Environmental Justice

32 Regional Setting

Annual surveillance reports prepared by the LANL Environmental Protection Group in the
Environment Safety and Health Division describe the LANL environment, including archeology,
geology, seismology, geographic setting, land use, hydrology, climatology, meteorology, and the
population distribution of Los Alamos County and surrounding areas (LANL 1996). LANL’s
location within the County and New Mexico is shown in Figure 3-1. The site for the Proposed
Action is within developed areas with many similar activities nearby and within the same
ecological environment. Detailed descriptions of LANL environs, climatology, meteorology,
hydrology, flood plains, wetlands, cultural resources, and habitat suitable for threatened and
endangered species are presented in several LANL documents. (DOE 1979, LANL 1990b,
LANL 1994a, LANL 1996).

3.3 Site Description and Affected Population

LANL is a DOE facility located on 111 square kilometers (km?) (43 square miles [mi?]) of land
in Los Alamos County in north-central New Mexico, approximately 100 km (60 mi) north-
northwest of Albuquerque. LANL is on the Pajarito Plateau, a series of mesas and canyons, at an
elevation of about 2,200 m (7,200 ft) above sea level. Los Alamos has a semiarid, temperate
mountain climate with about 0.48 meters (m) (18.7 inches [in]) of annual precipitation (LANL
1996).

Los Alamos County has an estimated population of approximately 18,115 (U. S. Census, 1990,
projected to 1995 [Commerce 1991]); the Los Alamos townsite has an estimated population of
11,400, and White Rock has an estimated population of 6,800. A small, privately-owned
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residential area, Royal Crest Trailer Park, is surrounded by LANL property and has an estimated
population of 500 (Morris 1994). The principal population centers located within an 80 km

(50 mi) radius of LANL are Santa Fe, Espafiola, and the Pojoaque Valley, which have a total
approximate population of 214,727, Fourteen pueblos and Native American reservations are
located within an 80 km (50 mi) radius of LANL. The populations of the four closest pueblos
are: San Ildefonso Pueblo (15 km [8 mi] to the east), 1,499; Santa Clara Pueblo (37 km [23 mi]
to the northeast), 3,000; Cochiti Pueblo (34 km [9 mi] to the south), 1,342; and Jemez Pueblo
(43 km [27 mi] to the southwest), 1,750 (Commerce 1991). LANL employs approximately
12,250 people, principally living within 80 km (50 mi) of LANL.

3.4 Air Quality

LANL and Los Alamos County are remote from major metropolitan areas and major sources of
industrial pollution. In 1994, air quality at LANL was much better than ambient air quality
standards set by the EPA and the NMED (LANL 1996). Information on nonradioactive air
emissions is summarized in the annual Environmental Surveillance Report and the 1990 Non-
radioactive Air Emissions Inventory (LANL 1990a). Radioactive and nonradioactive air
emissions from normal operations at LANL are in compliance with the Clean Air Act and the
New Mexico Air Quality Control Act. An assessment of these emissions is also available in
LANL Environmental Surveillance Reports (LANL 1996).

3.4.1 Radiation Environment

The radiation environment consists of (1) background radiation and background levels of
radioactivity at LANL and the surrounding community, and (2) the workers' radiation
environment within the CMR Building workplace.

The radiation environment at LANL and the surrounding communities is continuously monitored
and characterized in the LANL Environmental Surveillance Report (LANL 1996). Airis
routinely sampled at locations on LANL property, along the DOE boundary perimeter, and in
more distant areas that serve as regional background stations. Atmospheric concentrations of
radioactive isotopes are measured. Thermoluminescent dosimeters (TLD) are used to determine
external radiation doses in the area. Background dose estimates are subtracted from the
measured values to determine the effective dose equivalents and the committed effective dose
equivalents to the public at or outside the site boundary and at the nearest residence. (See
Glossary for definition of effective dose equivalents.) LANL radiation worker exposures are
similarly determined from personnel monitoring and personnel TLD data. The normal
operational radiation environment from external exposure and airborne radioactive material for
members of the public (LANL 1996) and for LANL workers (LANL 1994b) is summarized in
Tables 3-1, 3-2, and 3-3.

From these data, estimates of human risk of developing excess fatal cancers from the radiation
environment are made based upon currently accepted mathematical models that estimate
radiation risk. These risk estimates predict the chance of excess cancer fatalities. These values
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are compared with the risks expected to be caused by the Proposed Action, forming the basis for
the radiological environmental effects described in Section 4.1.5.

Table 3-1
1991 Estimated Maximum Individual Dose Commitment! from Airborne Actinide
Releases from All LANL Operations

Source Dose (mrem)/year

Total Actinides? 0.3
EPA Limit 10.0

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

2 Includes uranium, plutonium, and americium.

Source: LANL 1994a, Table V-5.
Table 3-2

1994 Estimated Annual Effective Doses' to Los Alamos
Townsite Residents from All LANL Operations

Receptor Dose (mrem)/year

Average Dose to Residents (Los Alamos townsite) 0.27

Maximum Dose to an Individual? 3.5

Background (Los Alamos townsite) 348
DOE Limit to Public 100

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

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

Source: LANL 1996, Tables I-2, I-3.
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Table 3-3
Annual Individual Worker
Occupational Exposure, EDE

Dose Source Dose
- (mrem)/year

Average External Dose to all CMR Building Workers who 44
received doses (1994-1995)! ‘

Background? 348
DOE Occupational Limit 5,000

! Source: LANL 1993b, p. 3.
Z Source: LANL 1994.

3.5 Liquid Waste Management

LANL operations produce about 30 million liters/yr (8 million gal./yr) of radioactive liquid that
must be treated (LANL 1991). The RLWTF at TA-50 processes radioactive liquid waste using
precipitation, filtration and dewatering, and the effluent is discharged through a National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitted outfall into Mortandad Canyon.
The discharged water infiltrates surface sediments. Surface flow in this canyon is not known to
have passed beyond the LANL site boundary since the RLWTF began operating in 1963 (LANL
1996). The overall removal factor for materials dissolved and suspended in the water was

99.4 percent in 1992. Most of the discharged radionuclides in the effluent are physically bound
to the sediments in the channel (LANL 1994a). To ensure that sediment-bearing radionuclides
are not carried beyond LANL boundaries during major runoff events, a series of three canyon
sediment traps were installed 2.3 km (1.4 mi) upstream from the LANL boundary in the early
1970s (LANL 1994a). In 1992, following thunderstorms in 1991 which filled the sediment traps,
the traps were excavated to restore the original retention volumes.

The dewatered concentrates annually amount to about 400, 55-gallon drums of LLW, which are
disposed of at TA-54. Higher concentration radioactive liquids are processed separately, and the
precipitates solidified are stored at TA-54 as TRU waste awaiting final disposal to permitted
waste management sites, such as the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP).

CMR Building liquid wastes generated by routine operations include radioactive and inorganic
chemical wastes. These are disposed of through industrial waste lines to the RLWTF provided
that the liquid meets all acceptance criteria. Approximate quantities of radioactive and inorganic
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liquids sent to the RLWTF are 36,000 liters per day (11,500 gal per day), or 8.9 million liters per
yr (2.4 million gal per yr).

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

Table 3-4
Summary of Liquid Radioactive Waste

I Origin of Liquid Radioactive Waste Yearly Average of Radioactive Liquid Waste

Eotal LANL " 30 million liters (8 million gal)
" CMR Building | 8.9 million liters (2.4 million gal)

Source: LANL 1991.

Appropriate arrangements must be made for liquid wastes that do not meet the TA-50 waste
acceptance criteria since the TA-54, Area G, waste disposal site cannot accept radioactive liquids
for landfill disposal. Liquid wastes that require other forms of disposal include radioactive
organic chemical wastes, RCRA-regulated wastes, and other controlled wastes. These wastes are
managed and stored at TA-54, and may be sent off-site for final disposal.

Sanitary liquid waste is disposed of directly to the LANL Sanitary Waste Consolidation System.
Treated effluent is released directly to the environment. -

3.6 Land Use for Waste Disposal

Wastes currently generated at LANL include radioactive low-level and TRU wastes, RCRA-
regulated and other chemical wastes, and asbestos. Solid waste and suspect radioactive wastes
that have been determined to be free of radioactivity by counting techniques or radioanalysis can
be released to the Los Alamos County landfill.

LANL TA-54 disposal site waste management staff report that 4,500 m?* per yr (5,925 cubic yards
[yd?] per yr) are disposed of in the Area G, low-level radioactive disposal area (LANL 1991).
Other types and amounts of waste processed at TA-54 are 153 m? per yr (200 yd® per yr) of
RCRA-regulated hazardous waste, 26 m® per yr (34 yd® per yr) of RCRA-regulated mixed waste
(Tang, 1994), and 5,400 m? per yr (7,060 yd® per yr) of TRU waste (LANL 1991). All waste is
stored and disposed of in accordance with the current permit. '
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3.7 Environmental Justice

Within a 16-km (10 mi) radius of TA-3, 14 percent of the 18,115 persons are minorities, defined
as including Hispanic and Native American people. The principal population centers within an
80 km (50 mi) radius of LANL are Santa Fe, Espafiola, and the Pojoaque Valley. These areas

" have an approximate total population of 214,727 people. Minority individuals account for 65
percent of the general population of 133,028 living 16 to 48 km (10 to 30 mi) from TA-3.
Within an 80 km (50 mi) radius of TA-3, minority individuals account for 54 percent of the
population of 214,727. Low-income households increase sharply beyond the 16 km (10 mi)
radius of TA-3 (low income is defined as a household income of less than $15,000 in 1990). In
the 16 to 49 km (10 to 30 mi) radius of TA-3, 23 percent (12,995 households) of the general
population are low-income households. A total of 24 percent of the general population are low-
income households within the 80 km (50 mi) radius of TA-3.

Fourteen pueblos and Native American reservations are located within a 80 km (50 mi) radius of
LANL. The populations of the four closest pueblos are: San Ildefonso Pueblo, 1,499; Santa
Clara Pueblo, 3,000; Cochiti Pueblo, 1,342; and Jemez Pueblo, 1,750 (Commerce 1991).

Under Presidential Executive Order 12898 of February 11, 1994:
"Section 1-1. IMPLEMENTATION.

1-101. Agency Responsibilities. To the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law,
and consistent with the principles set forth inthe report on the National Performance
Review, each Federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its mission
by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human
health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority
populations and low-income populations in the United States and its territories and
possessions, the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the
Commonwealth of the Mariana Islands."

DOE is in the process of finalizing procedures for implementing the Executive Order. The
manner in which environmental justice issues should be addressed in an environmental
assessment is expected to be addressed in the procedures. The analysis of environmental justice
in this EA is not intended to establish the direction of DOE’s future procedures implementing the
Executive Order. For the purpose of environmental justice analysis, minority populations are

- defined as all people of color, exclusive of white non-Hispanics; and low-income households are
those with incomes of less than $15,000 per year.

Page 35 February 4, 1997
Environmental Assessment




Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades

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

3.8 Transportation

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

3.8.1 Vehicular Traffic

Most vehicular activity in Los Alamos County, including LANL, is commuter traffic. The
number of average daily trips on East Jemez Road is 6,000, Pajarito Road, 8,000, and across the
Los Alamos Canyon Bridge, 25,000 (LAC 1992). The State of New Mexico reports that

Los Alamos County has an annual average of 280 accidents per 2.95 x 10% km (1.83 x 10® mi)
driven, and the State accident rate is 50,227 accidents per 3.04 x 10" km (1.89 x 10!! mi) driven
(NMSHTD, 1992). In Los Alamos County, this rate is equivalent to 0.949 accidents per million
km (1.53 accidents per million mi) driven; in the State, the rate is equivalent to 0.165 accidents
per million km (0.279 accidents per million mi) driven.

3.8.2 Road Closures

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

3.8.3 Utilities Along Roadways

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

Geologically, LANL is located within the northern Rio Grande rift, a seismically active province.
Although surface-faulting earthquakes have not occurred historically in the LANL region (within
100 km [60 mi] of LANL), geological evidence indicates they have occurred during the
Quaternary Period (1.6 million years). In particular, investigations on three of the most
significant and closest fauits to LANL (Pajarito, Rendija Canyon, and Guaje Mountain) have
produced evidence of a number of surface-faulting seismic events. Evidence indicates the most
recent occurred between 4,000 to 6,000 years ago. The Valles Volcanic province is situated just
west of LANL. Physical evidence indicates the last volcanic eruption occurred approximately
60,000 years ago. Geologically, the province is intimately related to tectonic activity associated
with the Rio Grande Rift and the Jemez lineament. Presently, the volcanic center that produced
the past eruptions is considered to be dormant, but geologically active. The Valles Volcanic
province is noteworthy due to its lack of seismicity.

Evaluation of seismic hazards for LANL’s TA-3, where the CMR Building is located, provides
results in terms of mean annual probability of exceedance. In any one year, the chance of a
seismic event producing a peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.14g is 1 in 500. In any one
year, the chance of a seismic event producing a peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.30g is 1
in 2,000. The seismic hazard evaluation produced results that have been scrutinized by a variety
of subject matter experts, including non-LANL employees. A significant amount of research,
investigation, and evaluation was expended over a four-year period (1991-1995) to obtain
seismic information. Although bounded by a range of uncertainty, these results are based upon
state-of-the-art technology and represent the best estimates available.
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The Proposed Action upgrades would all take place within the CMR Building, except for the
seismic upgrades, and installation of standby power, the new chiller, and the filter towers. These
upgrades would take place in an area outside of the existing structure, which was previously
disturbed by the original construction, but within the fenced CMR Facility perimeter.

The environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and the No Action alternative are
summarized in Table 4-1 and discussed in detail below.

Table 4-1
Summary of Environmental Consequences During Construction Period
" Proposed Action No-Action Alternative J
Air Quality Air filtration and interior area No effects expedted

confinement would remain in place;
no emisions are expected from
interior construction; dust emissions
may be generated by exterior
construction activites.

Liquid Waste Minor effect. Minor effect.

Land Use for Waste 4,000 m3 (5,200 yd®*)! for the total No effects expected
Disposal project, compacted.

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

Increased health risk to workers.

Transportation Increase in truck-miles driven. No effects expected J

'"This EA uses 4,000 m® of waste volume generated to assess the effects of waste disposal on land use.
Although an estimated 16,400 m® of waste could potentially be generated, waste minimization activities planned
into the proposed upgrades would reduce this volume to the estimated 4,000 m® requiring disposal.

Page 39 February 4, 1997
Environmental Assessment




Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades

4.1 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action
4.1.1 Effects on Air Quality

During the Proposed Action, routine CMR Building process operations in the immediate
construction area would be temporarily suspended. Process radioactive material would be
removed from the active construction area, either prior to the start of construction or each night
while construction takes place, depending upon the option chosen. However, all process
radioactive material would remain in the building. There would be no radioactive or hazardous
air emissions from normal construction activities that would produce any environmental effect
since air filtration and interior area confinement systems would remain in place during the
conduct of upgrade activities. Under accident event conditions, the primary source for potential
releases to the environment would be accidents involving the transport of radioactive waste
deposited in ventilation ductwork and acid drainlines during the past 42 years of operations.
This material, mainly plutonium and small amounts of uranium, is the basis for the human health
effect calculations discussed in Section 4.1.6. '

Construction would result in increased levels of dust particulates from excavation and air
pollutants generated by construction equipment exhaust. The generation of dust is not expected
to adversely effect TA-3 area operations. Measures to reduce dust could include: watering,
phasing of construction, rescheduling construction to avoid windy periods, and limitations on
vehicle access and speed. Immediately following construction, disturbed areas would be seeded,
landscaped, and/or stabilized.

4.1.2 Effects on Land Use from Waste Disposal

Construction activities associated with the proposed upgrades would result in the generation of
radioactive, chemical, and hazardous wastes, in addition to normal construction waste. Waste
items would include waste concrete, soil, ceilings and coverings, piping and plumbing fixtures,
wiring and electrical boxes, metal braces, glove boxes, hoods and ductwork, HEPA filters,
laboratory equipment and mechanical equipment. Some equipment could contain asbestos.
Some RCRA-regulated wastes (such as solvents or metals) may be included in the solid waste.
Wastes would be assayed to determine waste classifications, amounts and radioactivity.

Approximately 16,400 m?® (21,400 yd®) of potentially radiological, RCRA-regulated, and mixed
waste were originally estimated to be generated as a result of the CMR Building Upgrades
Project. This volume was estimated by conservatively assuming that the entire existing exhaust
ventilation system would be removed and disposed of at a permitted waste disposal site, and all
soil disturbed would be disposed of as waste. Evaluations of options for the design of the
ventilation system and identification of waste minimization technologies resulted in significant
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reductions in the projected volume of radioactive waste. Volume reductions would be achieved
by reusing some portions of the mechanical equipment, decontaminating contaminated materials
that are removed so that they are no longer classified as radioactively contaminated, reducing the
volume of contaminated material and equipment, and reusing soil on-site. The resulting
projected estimate of the total volume of radiological, RCRA-regulated, and mixed waste after
waste minimization activities is approximately 4,000 m? (5,200 yd?*).

The largest source of waste is expected to come from the ventilation and confinement zone
separation upgrades. It is expected that the majority of the wastes would be LLW. Although the
RCRA-regulated, TRU, and mixed waste streams have not been estimated as a percentage of the
total, they are included in the overall total projected waste volume. Characterization to
determine waste classification would take place before or during construction.

LLW would be disposed of at TA-54, Area G, the LANL low-level radioactive waste disposal
area, or sent off-site. Area G has several active pits in the currently developed area. While the
area is nearing its original design capacity based on the use of past pit designs and placements,
the currently defined active disposal area may be sufficiently great enough in size to
accommodate more pits for disposal activities using newly engineered designs. Room is also
available for a number of shafts to be constructed between existing pits, if necessary. Plans
being considered for the continued management of LLW for LANL include maximizing the use
of the active pit area at Area G for the next ten years; the expansion of waste disposal into the
unused western portion of Area G; and offsite transport and disposal of wastes, particularly soils
from the Environmental Restoration program (all of which will be included for analysis in the
LANL SWEIS). Without the incorporation of any new disposal pit designs or the use of shafts
for disposal at the existing active disposal site at Area G, the landfill area would not be filled to
capacity before the end of 1998, based upon current projections that include receiving waste from
the proposed CMR Building upgrades. The current schedule for the proposed upgrades calls for
construction to be conducted over a five-year period, from 1997 through 2002. LANL’s overall
waste management strategy for the next 10 years, including a proposed expansion of Area G, is
to be analyzed in the LANL SWEIS, as stated in the Notice of Intent published in the May 12,
1995 Federal Register (60 FR 25697). The ROD for the SWEIS is expected in 1997 or early
1998, before the developed part of Area G is filled. Depending upon waste management
decisions regarding Area G, waste will either be disposed of at the expanded Area G, its
replacement facility, or off site.

RCRA-regulated solid wastes, including mixed waste, may be generated during construction.
One source would be from the decontamination or disposal of glove boxes and hoods in which
RCRA characteristic or listed wastes have been deposited. If materials that result in the
generation of RCRA-regulated wastes are used during the decontamination process, the amounts
of RCRA-regulated and mixed waste could be increased. The volume of RCRA-regulated
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wastes has not been estimated at this time. The total waste volume estimate includes any RCRA-
related wastes. Both RCRA-regulated and mixed waste would have to be taken off-site for
disposal at a permitted landfill because LANL does not have a permit for disposal. Volumes of
wastes produced by routine operations would not be changed by the proposed construction
activities.

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

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

4.1.3 Radioactive Liquid Waste Management

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

4.1.4 Effects on Worker and Public Health -- Radiation

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

Estimates of human health risk from the radiation environment are made based upon currently
accepted radiation risk models (International Commission on Radiological Protection [ICRP],
1991). See Appendix D for additional information. These risk estimates show the ultimate
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effects of radiation on humans, namely, an estimate of the added cancer fatalities in the exposed
population. Human health risk is determined by converting the estimated dose into the
probability of contracting a fatal cancer. The dose-to-risk conversion factors used for estimating
cancer deaths were five cancer deaths (latent cancer fatalities) per 10,000 person-rem dose (5 x
10 deaths per person-rem) for the general population and four cancer deaths per 10,000 person-
rem dose (4 x 10 cancer deaths per person-rem) for exposed workers. The health risk to an
exposed individual is best expressed as the added probability of that individual developing a fatal
cancer. As the probability approaches 1, the chances of development of a fatal cancer increase.
As probability decreases, the chances of development of a fatal cancer similarly decrease. For
exposed populations, the probability is more meaningful when it is considered as the number of
additional cancer deaths. If the probability is less than 1.0, no additional cancer deaths are
expected. Ifit exceeds 1.0, then additional cancer deaths are likely to occur.

A conservative estimate of worker doses and health risks is presented in Table 4-2. Exposed
workers are assumed to receive 500 mrem (0.5 rem) per year of work, although actual doses are
expected to be much smaller. As shown in Table 2-1, less than half of the workers are expected.
to be exposed to radioactive materials. Construction workers in the CMR Building typically
receive much less than 500 mrem per year. A small random sample of CMR Building
construction workers indicates that 80 percent of the workers had no occupational exposure, and
the remainder had exposures between 10 mrem and 50 mrem during the period January to
October 1995. Radiation and contamination levels in the CMR Building are typically low. This
construction work would be analyzed, planned, and managed to ensure that worker exposures are
kept as low as reasonably achievable. Therefore, construction worker exposures and resulting
health risks are expected to be much lower than indicated in Table 4-2. Based upon this
calculation, no excess cancer fatalities are expected and workers engaged in this proposed project
are not expected to incur any harmful health effects from radiation exposures they receive during
normal construction operations. At present one in five individuals in the United States dies of
cancer (the risk is 0.2 per person).

Table 4-2
‘Summary of Radiation Exposure Doses and Risk of Cancer Deaths to Worker Populations

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

Ventilation confinement zone separation Process 160 6.4 x10?
chilled water (80 workers, 4 years)

Acid vents and drains 70 2.8x10?
(35 workers, 4 years)

Main Vault CAMs/Dampers 0.4 - t2x10°
(5 workers, 2 months) [

Exhaust duct washdown recycling 1.25 5.0x10*
(5 workers, 6 months)

Wings 1 interim decontamination/HVAC, Wings 10 4.0x10?
2, and 4 safe standby (20 workers, 1 year)

*If the probability is less than 1.0, no additional cancer deaths are expected.
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For comparison, the normal annual dose to CMR Building operations personnel is 0.044 rem per
person per year, corresponding to an individual annual risk of latent cancer fatality of 2 x 10%.
The DOE occupational annual dose limit of 5 rem per person corresponds to an individual
annual risk of latent cancer fatality of 2 x 103,

4.1.5 Effects from Transportation

There would be some effect from transportation during construction if 16,400 m® (21,400 yd®) of
waste were to be removed and transported to TA-54. While waste minimization is expected to
reduce this waste volume to 4,000 m3, some of the volume reduction may be accomplished at
TA-54. Although some construction material and equipment may be reused on-site, to ensure
that this transportation analysis is bounding, the original conceptual estimates of waste volume
are used. Construction debris for on-site volume reduction and disposal would be collected into
dump trucks of 6 m? (8 yd®) capacity and hauled from the construction site to the TA-54, Area G,
waste management area. The volume of 7,340 m? (9,600 yd®) of waste is used to determine the
bounding concentrations of radioactive material for on-site transportation accidents. LLW would
be disposed of at Area G without any further transportation. Mixed waste for off-site treatment
and disposal would be packaged in 3 m® (4 yd®) B-25 boxes for shipment. The B-25 box is a
steel container with a tight-fitting lid that meets DOT transportation requirements. If 6 m*

(8 yd®) trucks were used to haul the waste to the TA-54 disposal area, a round-trip distance of
about 19 km (12 mi), the total project would require an additional 52,000 truck-km (32,100
truck-mi) for waste removal. Assuming that delivery of new construction materials resulted in
10 times that travel distance, then approximately 520,000 km (320,000 mi) might be driven
during waste removal and construction.

Should LANL on-site disposal capability not be available, off-site disposal of the contaminated -
construction waste (LLW, mixed, or RCRA-regulated waste) would require transportation in two
segments: (1) untreated waste would be moved 2,160 highway km (1,350 mi) from Los Alamos
to the Scientific Ecology Group (SEG) facility in Oak Ridge, Tennesee; (2) treated, contaminated
waste would be moved 2,893 highway km (1,808 mi) from Oak Ridge to the Envirocare Facility,
near Clive, Utah. Wastes would be transported in DOT-approved containers. Resulting doses to
workers and the public from the routine shipments would be extremely small since there is no
detectable external dose at the surface of the container.

Local Los Alamos townsite traffic delays may be caused during some CMR Building utility
upgrades, since utilities run in or across Diamond Drive. Hooking up the new electrical upgrades
or acid waste lines could cause brief (less than one day) interruptions of traffic, if access to utility
lines is needed. Long-term transportation effects are not expected.
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4.1.6 Accident Analysis

Abnormal events, accidents, and hazards from natural phenomena scenarios were developed and
reviewed for CMR Building construction activities to provide bounding events that could cause
injuries, or releases of radioactive or hazardous materials to the worker and the public.
Conservative assumptions were used for each event, although these assumptions may result in
overestimation of the probability and consequences of an event. The conservative approach
helps to ensure that the analyzed accidents will bound the environmental effects from actual
events. Tables 4-4 and 4-5 summarize the decisions for determining accidents resulting in
releases, and for determining release pathways.

After determining the amount of radioactive or hazardous material likely to be released from
credible events, dose and risk calculations were made. Summary results are discussed below;
details are in Appendix D. ‘

Accidents that were identified, but not considered likely to result in releases of radioactive
material to the environment, are shown in Table 4-4. Accidents that were identified and were
considered likely to result in releases of radioactive material are shown in Table 4-5. Doses that
individuals could receive as a result of accidents are shown in Table 4-6. Also shown are the
population risks or added cases of fatal cancer as a result of the doses.

The proposed upgrade of the CMR Building ventilation system includes two construction
options. Option A specifies that wings would be vacated and upgraded in series, starting with
the upgrade of Wing 1 as a moderate radiation hazard laboratory. In Option B, the HVAC
system would be upgraded without relocating the laboratories and without upgrading Wing 1. In
this EA, the upgrade Option B with the largest possible effect was used to determine the
consequences and risks to the worker, the public, and the environment. This method bounds the
worst case for accident or risk without establishing a prescribed method for conducting the
upgrade.

Table 4-4
Summary of Accident Events Not Likely to Result in Releases

I Initiating Event Rationale l

Wind * No tornado-strength winds that could cause structural damage occur in Los Alamos County.
» Materials that could result in a release during construction are confined to the interior of the building

Airplane ¢ An aircraft study determined that an airplane crash that penetrates a LANL building is not likely to
happen (Fuentes 1988).

Security Breach | ¢ Administrative procedures prevent a security breach.
Historical information supports the assumption that a breach is unlikely.

Criticality ¢ Barrier methods and administrative procedures are used.
* Inventory will be reduced during construction.
» Material deposited in ducts is insufficient to create criticality concern.

L
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Table 4-5
Summary of Accident Events Likely to Result in Air Emission Releases
Initiating Event Release Pathways Mitigating Conditions “
Earthquake ¢ Structure is not seismically qualified. o Small quantity of radioactive material available
o Fires and explosion resulting from earthquake for release
(see below).
Fire » A fire during ductwork removal would ignite » Releases contained within wing.
holdup material.
Explosion + Possibility of explosion sources no different » May be lower because quantities of chemicals
from that in normal operations. would be removed prior to construction.
Operational « Analyzed in CMR facility safety » Spills contained within wing.
Accidents documentation. * Acutely hazardous chemicals moved prior to
¢ Movement of hazardous chemicals in larger construction, double-packaged with absorbent
quantities than those analyzed for normal material, and special procedures followed.
operations. * Quantities less than 29 CFR 1910, Subpart Z.
» Involved worker exposed. '
Industrial + Acid drainline puncture. +  Releases contained within wing.
Accidents + Rupture of ductwork.
« Exposure to involved worker.

Summary of Radiation Ex

Table 4-6
posure Risks, lncluding Accidents

|

EXPOSURE SOURCE

DOSE

RISK OF EXCESS CANCER DEATHS*

Dose from Pu to individual located at site of on-site
transportation accident, CEDE

Truck accident: 2.8
rem

Individual risk: 1 in 714 or 1.4 x 103

Dose from Pu to nearest population in on-site
transportation accident, CEDE

2.9 person-mrem,
truck accident

Population risk: 1.5 x 10 excess cancer
deaths for the population of 6,501 persons

Dose from Pu to population in off-site fransportation
| accident

1.31 person-mrem

Population risk: 6.7 x 107 excess cancer
deaths for the population along the
shipping routes

Annual dose, normal operations, CMR Building, 44 mrem Individual risk: 1in 57,000 or 1.8 x 10°%
workers

Lifetime DOE dose limit to the worker for a planned 10 to 25 rem Individual risk: 1in250to 1 in 100 or4 x
emergency exposure 10%t01x10?

Annual dose limit to the worker from DOE operations S rem Individual risk: 1in 500 0r2x 103

Annual dose to members of the public from all LANL
operations (1994), Los Alamos townsite

3.5 mrem max.
individual dose;
0.27 mrem average
dose

Individual risk: 1in 571,000 or 1.8 x 10
1in 7,400,000 or 1.4 x 107 :

Annual DOE dose limit to the public from airborne 10 mrem Individual risk: 1 in 200,000 or 5 x 10
emissions
Annual natural background radiation in Los Alamos 339 mrem Individual risk: 1 in 6,000 or 1.7 x 10**

*If the probability is less than 1.0, no additional cancer deaths are expected.
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4.1.6.1 Accident Scenarios

Since the Proposed Action is the construction of upgrades to laboratories and support systems,
process radioactive material would be removed from active construction areas before starting
construction, but would remain in the building. The earthquake scenario was selected as the
abnormal event resulting in the most damage to the CMR Building. Accident scenarios were
also developed for on-site disposal, and off-site shipment treatment and disposal facilities, of
radioactive waste generated during construction.

4.1.6.1.1 Construction Accident - Earthquake

In accordance with DOE Standard 1020 criteria, the most hazardous portions of the CMR
Building would be designed to withstand seismic events in the vicinity of LANL up to and
including those that would be expected once in 2,000 years. The postulated earthquake is
expected to produce peak horizontal ground accelerations of 0.30g at TA-3, site of the CMR
Building. An earthquake of this magnitude would result in collapse of the CMR Building in its
current configuration. The consequences (quantity of material released, population dose, and
latent cancer fatalities) to the public from the release of radioactive materials from the collapsed
CMR Building due to this earthquake would be the same in either the No Action alternative, or
during construction of the proposed upgrades since the amount of radioactive materials present in
the CMR Building would be the same in either situation. Therefore, the consequences from
release of radioactive materials present in the CMR Building resulting from an earthquake
scenario were not calculated. Consequences of a severe earthquake at LANL, that would
collapse multiple buildings, will be presented in the LANL SWEIS, now in preparation.

However, if construction was taking place when the postulated earthquake occurred, an increased
worker population due to the increased construction workforce would be present in the CMR
Building. These additional personnel could be seriously injured or killed as a result of the
building collapsing. Earthquake-related consequences are summarized in Table 4-7.

Table 4-7
Summary of Earthquake-Related Consequences

I Accident Proposed Action No-Action Alternative

Earthquake and building
collapse

Personnel in CMR Building

Death or severe injury to 250

CMR Building occupants
and

< 120 construction workers

Death or severe injury to 250

CMR Building occupants
but

no construction workers

4.1.6.1.2 Transportation Accident

Accident scenarios were developed for both on-site disposal of construction debris and shipment
to off-site treatment and disposal facilities. In order to bound the on-site accident scenario, it was
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assumed that construction debris would be collected into 6 m?* (8 yd®) capacity dump trucks and
hauled from the construction site to the TA-54, Area G, waste disposal area. Assuming that all
waste was moved in dump trucks, some 2,700 loads would be required. The total transportation
distance would be 52,000 truck km (32,100 truck mi).

Contaminated waste would be properly bagged and contained following DOT and DOE
protocols and requirements. The conservative accident assumes the following conditions:

o The amount of radioactive contamination in the total waste is 1.5 Ci of plutonium, mostly
from contaminated ductwork.

* A truck tips over on the roadway, releasing either:the contents of one B-25 box, or, if itis a
6 m® (8 yd*) dump truck, its entire contents. All bagged, contaminated material spills out,
breaking open and making the contaminated material available for release to the air.

o The release fraction is 0.001 of the radioactive material.

For an on-site accident, an individual was assumed to be standing next to the spilled contents of
the truck and breathing the contaminated air for 30 seconds; this individual’s calculated dose is
2.8 rem. Population dose from an on-site transportation accident was calculated to be 2.9 person-

- mrem.

In the event that on-site disposal capability is not available, off-site disposal of waste would be
required. The conservative off-site shipment scenario assumes that waste is transported to SEG
near Oak Ridge, Tennessee, for treatment, then to Envirocare of Utah, near Clive, Utah, for
disposal. Waste may also be moved off-site for compaction or treatment and then returned to
LANL for disposal. Off-site disposal of contaminated construction waste would require
transportation in two segments: (1) untreated waste would be moved 2,160 highway km

(1,350 mi) from LANL to the SEG facility in Oak Ridge; (2) treated contaminated waste would
be moved 2,893 highway km (1,808 mi) from Oak Ridge to the Envirocare facility near Clive.
Wastes would be transported in DOT-approved containers. '

The inventory for an off-site transportation accident was determined using the reduced waste
volume figures from the "Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Facility Phase 2 Upgrades Waste
Minimization/Pollution Prevention Strategic Plan" (LANL 1995b). The initial projected volume
of 16,400 m* (21,400 yd®) of radiological/RCRA/mixed waste was reduced to 4,000 m?

(5,200 yd®) through waste minimization techniques. This is a reduction of 75 percent in
contaminated ductwork waste volume, primarily through reuse of existing ventilation system
components and results in a reduction of 75 percent of the original plutonium inventory, from 6
Cito 1.5 Ci. A 6 m’ (8 yd®*) dump truck would contain an inventory of 2.2 mCi (6 m* + 4,000 m?
x 1.5 Ci). The container for this shipment is assumed to be a B-25 box whose volume is half that
of the 6 m® (8 yd®) dump truck. However, for off-site shipment, a truck is assumed to carry three
boxes of waste, or a total inventory of 3.3 mCi plutonium or 1.1 mCi per box.
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The dose to the maximally exposed individual would be 635 mrem. The accident doses to the
population are due to ground deposition, inhalation, re-suspension, and cloud shine:

e LANL to Oak Ridge, Tennessee 0.57 person-mrem
» Oak Ridge, Tennessee, to Clive, Utah  0.74 person-mrem
e Total 1.31 person-mrem

An occupational risk factor of 4x10°7 per mrem equates to an individual cancer mortality risk of
one chance in 2,500,000 for an exposure of one mrem; the risk factor for the public of 5x107 per
mrem equates to an individual risk for cancer mortality of one chance in 2,000,000 for an
exposure of one mrem. The health effect is thus expressed as the number of chances of an
individual developing a fatal cancer as a result of the CEDE in mrem. For a population group the
risk factor of 5 x 107 per person-mrem equates to a group risk of one chance in 2,000,000 for an
exposure of one mrem.

For off-site shipment, the RADTRAN computer code was used to calculate population doses
from accidents en route. The reduced waste volume was also used, per the strategic plan for
waste minimization. The total population dose was estimated to be 1.31 person-mrem for
off-site treatment and disposal (see Appendix D). If the waste is sent off-site for treatment and
returned to LANL for disposal, the population dose is bounded by the total population dose
(1.31 person-mrem) for off-site treatment and disposal. The risks of additional cancer fatalities
are presented in Table 4-6. Table 4-6 summarizes and compares the risk from the radiation
exposures calculated in this section with the risks from doses from natural background radiation
and the regulatory limit dose values.

4.2 No Action Alternative

There would be no construction effects on facilities, operations, or the environment in the No
Action alternative. The cumulative effect without the proposed upgrades being performed would
be decreased functional efficiency, that in turn could potentially result in a longer time of worker
hazards exposure or exposure to a greater number of workers. If the facility is not upgraded,
DOE would forego the opportunity to decrease risks to the workers, the public, and the
environment. LANL’s ability to meet current DOE mission assignments during the next 20 to 30
years would be adversely affected because the life expectancy of the building, without upgrades,
is 5 to 10 years.

Waste streams from operations would remain unchanged in the No Action alternative. An
alternative to the Area G landfill area will still need to be sought for LANL-generated waste in
the near term.
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5.0 PERMIT REQUIREMENTS

No new permits or permit modifications would be required for the proposed CMR Building
upgrades. The Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR 61) require prior EPA approval for new
construction or modifications that may increase emissions. However, EPA approval would not
be required for the proposed CMR Building Upgrades Project since this project will not increase
LANL emissions. Since the scope of this EA is limited to only the potential environmental
effects associated with construction of the proposed upgrades, operational activities are not
within the scope of this EA. It is possible that a change to the current operations within the CMR
Building would require permits or EPA approval, however, such issues would be driven by other
programmatic decisions and subject to their own independent NEPA review.
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6.0 LIST OF AGENCIES CONSULTED
6.1 U.S. Fish And Wildlife Service

A survey of the CMR Building area for threatened or endangered species was conducted in light
of the proposed construction activities; this survey did not reveal the presence of any such
species or suitable use habitats for any of these species. Informal consultation under the
Endangered Species Act was initiated during November 1995. On December 5, 1995, a letter
was transmitted to the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, by DOE, providing notification of the
proposed project and requesting concurrence in a finding of "no effect." On December 12, 1995,
the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the finding of "no effect" completing the
informal consultation process (Appendix E).

6.2 New Mexico State Historic Preservation Officer

LANL conducted a cultural resource survey of the areas that could be affected by new
construction under the Proposed Action. No cultural resources were found and it was determined
that there was no potential for cultural resources to be present. On January 19, 1996, DOE
LAAOQ submitted a report to the New Mexico State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)
describing the results of the cultural resource’s survey. On February 14, 1996, the SHPO's
Office concurred with DOE’s finding of "no effect," completing the formal consultation process
(Appendix E). ~ '
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7.0  GLOSSARY AND ACRONYMS

7.1 Glossary

Actinides

Atomic number

B-25 box

cfim

Cloud shine

Committed Effective
Dose Equivalent (CEDE)

Curie (Ci)

Design Basis Accidents

Effective Dose
Equivalent (EDE)

ﬁz

g
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The elements, beginning with actinium, atomic number 89, and
continuing through lawrencium, atomic number 103, in the Periodic
Table of Elements. The series includes uranium, atomic number 92,
as well as all man-made transuranic elements.

The number of protons in the nucleus of an atom that is unique for
each element.

A commercial metal container approximately 1.2 m by 1.2 m by
2.1 m (4 ft by 4 ft by 7 ft) that meets U. S. Department of
Transportation requirements for transporting hazardous waste.

Cubic feet per minute

This is a term of art used by health physicists in calculating external
dose. When a puff (cloud) of radioactive material passes, the
energetic gamma rays emanating from the cloud can expose
individuals in its path, even though those individuals are not within
the cloud itself.

The sum of committed radiation dose equivalents to various tissues
in the body, each multiplied by an appropriate weighing factor.
Committed dose is calculated over the 50-year working lifetime of
an individual.

A measure of radioactivity equal to 3.7 x 10'° disintegrations per
second.

Postulated accidents, or natural forces, and resulting conditions for
which confinement structure, systems, components and equipment
must meet their functional goals.

Quantity obtained by multiplying the dose equivalents to

various organs and tissues by factors that reflect the probability of
harm to each in relation to all and summing the products.

square feet

A unit of force equal to the gravity exerted on a body at rest.
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High-Efficiency
Particulate Air
(HEPA) filter

Hot cell

kv

Lineament

Low-Level Radioactive
Waste (LLW)

mi?

mrem

Mixed waste

Person-rem

Radioactivity
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Specially constructed filters capable of capturing very small
airborne particles.

Enclosed work space with walls of reinforced concrete that includes
magnetite (2 natural iron oxide compound) and mineral oil-filled
leaded-glass windows, equipped with remote manipulation devices,
used to protect workers from exposure to highly radioactive
materials.

Kilometer, a measure of distance equal to 1,000 meters,
approximately 0.6 miles.

Kilovolt

A linear topographic feature (as of the earth) that reveals a
characteristic (as a fault or the subsurface structure).

Solid radioactive waste that is not classified as high-level

waste, transuranic waste, or spent nuclear fuel as defined in DOE
Order 5820.2A, "Radioactive Waste Management."

Meter

Square meter

Cubic meter

Mile (1.6 km)

Square mile (2.58 km?).

Millirem

Waste containing both radioactive and hazardous components, as
defined by the Atomic Energy Act and RCRA.

The unit of population dose that expresses the sum of radiation
exposures received by a population. For example, two persons, each
with a 0.5 rem exposure, receive 1 person-rem, while 500 people,
each with an exposure of 0.002 rem, also receive 1 person-rem.

The spontaneous emission of radiation, generally alpha or beta
particles, often accompanied by gamma rays, from the nucleus of an
unstable isotope.

February 4, 1997




Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades

Radionuclide Any radioactive isotope of an element.
rem Acronym of roentgen equivalent man. The unit of dose of any

‘ionizing radiation that produces the same biological effect as a unit
of absorbed dose of ordinary X-rays.

Roughing filters Filters constructed to capture large airborne particulates.

Scientific notation Presenting numbers by powers of ten, for example:

1x10*=10,000

1x10? =100
1x10°=1
- 1x102=0.01

1x10* = 0.0001
seismic event An earthquake or a somewhat similar transient earth motion
Transuranic (TRU) waste = Waste contaminated with uranium or transuranic elements having a
half-life greater than 20 years, in concentrations of 100 nCi/g or
greater.
Uniform Building Code  An International Conference of Building Officials’ publication that

provides requirements for the fire, life, and structural safety aspects
for all buildings and related structures.

7.2 Acronyms

ALARA  Aslow as reasonably achievable

CAM Continuous air monitor

CDR Conceptual Design Report

CEDE Committed Effective Dose Equivalent

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality

CFR Code of Federal Regulations.

CMR Chemistry and Metallurgy Research

DOE U. S. Department of Energy

DOT - U. S. Department of Transportation

EA Environmental Assessment
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SHPO
SNML
SSM
SWEIS
SWMU
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Effective Dose Equivalent

Environmental Impact Statement

U .S. Environmental Protection Agency
Environmental Restoration

Emergency Response Planning Guideline
Energy Systems Acquisition Advisory Board
Finding of No Significant Impact
High-Efficiency Particulate Air-

Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning

International Commission on Radiological Protection

Interim Safety Analysis Repoi't

Los Alamos National Laboratory

Low-level radioactive waste

National Environmental Policy Act

National Fire Protection Association

New Mexico Environment Department
Notice of Intent

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Operable Unit

Research and development

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Remedial Field Investigation

Record of Decision

Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility
Scientific Ecology Group

State Historic Preservation Officer

Special Nuclear Materials Laboratory
Stockpile Stewardship and Management
Sitewide Environmental Impact Statement

Solid Waste Management Unit

Environmental Assessment
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TA Technical Area

TEDE Total Effective Dose Equivalent

TLD Thermoluminescent dosimeters

TRU Transuranic

TWA Time-Weighted Average

UBC Uniform Building Code

USC United States Code

UPS Uninterruptable Power Supply

WIPP Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
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Information, Facilities Engineering Planning Group," LA-CP-90-405, September 1990.

LANL 1991: "Waste Management at Los Alamos," LALP-90-30, Los Alamos National
Laboratory Waste Management Group, 1991.
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1992.
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Laboratory, October 29, 1993.
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Laboratory Report LA-12764-ENV, 1994.

LANL 1994b: "Radiological Performance Goals Program,” Los Alamos National Laboratory
Standard, LS107-05.0, September 1994.

LANL 1995a: “Conceptual Design Report, CMR Upgrades Project: Phases 2 and 3 at the
Los Alamos National Laboratory, Project Identification No. 12028," Merrick & Company,
Los Alamos, New Mexico. .

LANL 1995b: "Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Facility Phase 2 Upgrades Waste
Minimization/Pollution Prevention Strategic Plan," CMR Facility Upgrades Team, Facilities
Project Delivery Group, Los Alamos National Laboratory, August 1995.

LANL 1995c¢: “Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos During 1993,” Los Alamos National
Laboratory Report LA-12973-ENV, 1995.

LANL 1996: "Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos During 1994," Los Alamos National
Laboratory Report LA-13047-ENV, 1996.

Morris 1994: Telephone conversation with D. Morris, co-owner of Royal Crest Trailer Park,
June 16, 1994.

NMSHTD 1992: New Mexico State Highway and Transportation Department, Transportation
Planning Division, Traffic Safety Bureau, "New Mexico Traffic Crash Data 1992," 1993.

Romero 1992: R.J. Romero and C.L. Faust, "CMR Building (SM-29) Interim Safety Analysis
Report," Los Alamos National Laboratory, March 23, 1992.

U. S.-Bureau of the Census 1991: "Provisional Data for 1990 for New Mexico Counties,”
February 1991. '
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Alb New M 87113
Phone: l505) 761-4525 Fax: (605) 761-45642

February 12, 1996
Cons, #2-22-96-1-048

Larry Kirkman, Acting Area Manager
Department of Energy

Los Alamos Area Office

Los Alamos, New Mexico 876544

Dear Mr. Kirkman:

This responds to the draft Environmental Assessmant (EA} with a cover letter dated
Januarv 22, 1998, requestmg the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service {Service) to review and

on the proposed upgrade of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research (CMR)
Bunldmg located in Techmcal Area (TA) 3 at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL).
The LANL is located in Los Alamos County, New Mexico.

In a previous letter, dated December 12, 1985, the Service concurred with your
determination that the proposed CMR Building renovations and waste handling will have
“no effect” on threatened or endangered species or their critical habitats. Our
concurrence was based on the fact that the proposed project is located within an
existing compound, and that all wastes will be-managed according to all applicable
laws; regulations, and emergency response procedures so as not to affect the
environment. The Service reaffirms its concurrence with your finding.

The Service concurs that the preferred alternative is also the environmentally preferable
alternative. From a wildiife health standpoint, a Finding of No Significant impact
appears warranted. However, we seek two clasifications to the final EA. In Appendix
C, page C-1, why is cigarette smoking included with other examples of natural

l environmenta! radioactivity? Also, why does your radiation risk model address only
added cancer fatalities? Are localized injuries to organs or nonfatal cancers considered
a discountable risk? An explanation of this aspect of the risk model would be helpful
for citizens to consider the alternatives from a human heath perspective.

if you have any questions or comments, please contact Joel D. Lusk at
{505) 761-4525.

Sincerely,

Larry Kirkman, Acting Area Manager

[H

Chief, DOE Oversight Bureau, New Mexico Environment Department, Santa Fe,
New Mexico.

Director, New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, Santa Fe, New Mexico.
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February 16, 1996

Elizabeth Withers

LAARO NEPA Compliance Officer
108 Alamog Area Office

5§28 35th Street

MS-A316

Los Alamos, N.M. 87544

Dear Ms. Withers:

RE: PRE-DECISIONAL DRAFT; ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT: PROPOSED CMR
BUILDING UPGRADES (DOE\EA-1101); ©LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL
LABORATORY, LOS ALAMOS, N.M.; PREPARED BY U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
ENERGY, JANUARY 1996

The following transmits New Mexico Environment Department (NMED)
staff comments concerning the above-mentioned Draft Environmental
Assessment (DEA). The comments relate principally to a number of
questions NMED staff have regarding impacts on surface and ground
water quality.

1. Pages 15-16, Section 2.2.1.3:

Wwill the installation of the proposed central chilled water plant

1] requixe an amendment for increased discharge to a _curremtly
permitted NPDES outfall, the addition of a new NPDES outfall to the
current permit, or will this system have no discharge of cooling
water to the envircnment?

2, Page 17, Section 2.2.1.7:
See comment 1, above.
3. Page 18, Section 2.2.1.9:

It is unclear whether these acid vents and drains are connected to
underground piping. If so, are contingency plans in place to
mitigate contamination to the environment during excavation? If

2 | contamination of the environment is found due to previously unknown
leaks of this piping, what actions will be taken to mitigate
movement of contamination by surface transport or infiltration into
the soil/rock profile and, possibly, ground water?

State of New Mexico
ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT
Harold Runnels Building
1190 St. Francis Drive, P.O. Box 26110
Santa Fe, New Mezico 87502 MARK E. WEIDLER
(505) 827-2850 SECRETARY
GARY E.JOHNSON
. EDGAR T. THORNTON, Il

GovERNOR DEPUTY SECARTARY

5

Elizabeth Withers
February 16, 1996
Page 2

4. rage 18, Section 2.2.1.10:

Have provisions been made to contain the water that will be drained
from the current fire protection system, will the potential exist
for this water to become contaminated, and what will be its f£inal

.disposition? Will a general Notice of Intent (NOI) to discharge be

filed with the proper regulatory authority pursuant to the State
of New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission (WQCC) regulation
1-201 both before and after upgrades are performed? Again, what
will be the final disposition of the water released after upgrades
are completed and testing of the system is pexformed, and is there
any possibility for contamination of this water?

5. pPage 19, Section 2.2.1.12:

What will be the tank and associated equipment containment
requirements in the event of a spill or other release of
contaminated washdown effluent? :

6. Page 30, Section 3.5:

To where were sediments removed in the 1992 sediment traps cleanup?
Where will they be placed after the traps fill again?

7. General Comment:

As stated, outside construction, including excavations, will be
necessary during this upgrade. The possibility exists that the
excavation material may contain Contaminants of Concern (COC'S).
Is a storm water pollution prevention plan in place for this
construction activity in order to mitigate the transport of
contaminants, including storm water drainages at the CMR complex
and the destination of these drainages?

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this document. Please
let me know if you have any questions.

%

edi Cibas, Ph.D/
Bnvironmental Impact Review Coordipator

Sincerely,

NMED File No. 965ER
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NEW MEXICO
ENVRONVENTAL LAW CENTER

February 16, 1996

Elizabeth R. Withers

NEPA Compliance Officer

Office of Environment and
Projects .

U.S. Department of Energy

Los Alamos Area Office

Los Alamos, N.M. 87544

By mail and facsimile
(505) €65-4872

Re: Chemistry and metallurgy research building in Technical
Area 3 at the Los Alamos National Laboratory

Dear Ms. Withers:

.I write for the Pueblo of San Ildefonso (Pueblo) to
comment on the Department of Energy's (DOEB) Pre-Decisional
Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) on the proposed upgrades
of the Chemistry and metallurgy research (CMR) building at
Technical Area 3 at the Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL) .  We are submitting this comment in accordance with
your letter of February 2, 1996, in which you indicated that
the Pueblo would have until today to submit its comment. We
are grateful for that extension of time, and we hope that the
delay in our submission of this comment does not cause
inconvenience.

The Pueblo appreciates the opportunity to comment on the

EA, and intends to be involved in future consideration of

this project. The Pueblo therefore requests that you provide

copies of any further documents on this matter to the

Honorable Elmer Torres, the Governor of the Pueblo, to Gaurav

] Rajen of STAR Associates in Albuquerque, who is working with
the Pueblo on this matter, and to me.

As the Pueblo indicated in its comment on the Advance:

Notice of Intent for the LANL site-wide environmental impact
statement, the Pueblo agrees that the renovations necessary
for protection of safety and the environment should be done
on the basis of the EBA, and that all other changes should be
considered in the site-wide environmental impact statement,
The Pueblo does have several concerns about the EA, however,
and about the project as it is described in the EA. These
are explained below, not necessarily in order of importance.

1. Lack of consultation with the Pueble
Pirst, the EA was prepared without consultation with

either the Pueblo or the Los Alamos Pueblos Project. The
1ist of agencies consulted on page 47 of the EA indicates

103 Cienego Steet Sanla Fe, NM. 8750)
(506) 989-9022 FAX (505) 989-3769

Elizabeth R. Withers
February 16, 1996
Page 2

that the only agencies that were involved in the preparation
of the EA were the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the New
Mexico State Historic Preservation Office. This was not
appropriate.

The Pueblo is a federally recognized Indian Tribe, and
President Clinton has directed the heads of federal agencies
to operate on a government to government basis with all such
Tribes, and to consult those Tribes and take into account
their concerns prior to taking actions that affect them. In
addition, DOE Secretary O'Leary has directed all elements of
DOE to deal with Tribes on that government to government
basis, and to follow the DOE American Indian Policy. It
specifically provides that DOE shall treat Tribes as
governments in accordance with their status and DOE's trust
responsibility towards them, and that DOE shall consult and
involve Tribes in decisions that affect them. Finally, DOE
has entered into an Accord with the Pueblo and has witnessed
a Cooperative Agreement between LANL and the Puebloc. Each of
those documents also provides that the Pueblo will be given a
role in decisions concerning LANL that affect the Pueblo.

The United States, DOE, and LANL therefore have each
made a commitment to involve the Pueblo in decisions
concerning LANL that affect the Pueblo, its members, and
their environment. Despite that, the Pueblo was not involved
in the preparation of the EA. That is a serious problem for
the Pueblo because the consultation with the New Mexico State
Historic Preservation Office involved impacts of the proposed
project on cultural resources. LANL is built on land that
originally belonged to the Pueblo, and that land includes
many sites that are sacred to members of the Pueblo.
Moreover, construction at LANL facilities such as the CMR may
threaten the Pueblo with the destruction of wore sites sacred
to Pueblo members.

2. Disposal and transportation of waste

The EA points out that the proposed upgrades will
involve generation of as wmuch as 5,200 cubic yards of
potential construction waste, including LLW, TRU, wmixed, RCRA
regulated, and asbestos wastes. (BA, page 14) The EA also
states that solid waste would be disposed of in the Los
Alamos County landfill, and that the other types of waste
would be stored or disposed of in the Area G landfill at
Technical Area 54 or transported off site. Either of the
latter two options is a matter of concern for the Pueblo.

The Area G landfill is located on the top of a mesa
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Blizabeth R. Withers
February 16, 1996
Page 3

adjacent to the Pueblo's sacred area. Elevated levels
oftritium have been detected in sediments leading away from
Area G, and the Pueblo is concerned about possible emissions
of radioactive gas from the sides of the mesa as well. The
Pueblo also is concerned about any possible expansion of the
landfill because of the impacts that it would have on sites
in the area that are sacred to members of the Pueblo. DOE
should not undertake disposal of additional wastes in Area G
until these concerns are resolved.

Similarly, ' transportation of waste to another site
presents problems for the Pueblo because the main road that
leads into LANL passes through the Pueblo's lands, and the
Pueblo has no resources with which to deal with any accident
involving radioactive or hazardous materials that occurs on
the reservation. The Pueblo has one policeman and a totally
volunteer fire department, and its personnel are not
adequately trained to deal with radioactive or hazardous
materials. Moreover, there has been no determination by the
Pueblo, the Department, and the State of New Mexico about
which entity or entities would have jurisdiction or
responsibility to deal with such an accident or how those
entities would coordinate their responses. It is not
appropriate to transport additional wastes through the
reservation until these issues have been addressed.

3. Upgrades of the CMR building acid vents and drains

The EA indicates that action is necessary to correct
deficiencies in and improve maintainability of the existing
acid vents and drains system which handles liquid radioactive
waste from the CMR building operations. (EA, page 18) The
EA does not describe problems that have occurred with those
drains, however, or whether they have been the source or
cause of any accidents. There also is no description of the
measures that will be used to upgrade them, such as
construction of double walls and installation of leak
protection and detection devices. In the absence of those
sorts of details, it is not possible to evaluate accurately
the proposed upgrades of the acid vents.

4. Existing contamination related to CMR building operations

The EA discusses very briefly the management of liquid
wastes generated at the CMR building and the impacts of the
proposed action on air quality and land use., (EA pages 30,
34-35) There is no discussion, however, about the existing
contamination, if any, that has resulted from the CMR
building operations, oxr how that contamination will be

Elizabeth R. Withers
February 16, 1996
Page 4

addressed. Moreover, there should be detailed site specific
descriptions of existing contamination of soil, water, air,
and biota, not just references to the annual environmental
surveillance reports for LANL as a whole.

5. Accidents

The EA contains no history of the accidents that have
occurred so far at the CMR building, which makes it difficulc
to evaluate accurately the accident predictions and scenarios
set forth in section 4.1.6. That is troublesome for two
reasons. First, several of the deficiencies identified in
the Interim Safety Analysis Report, involve problems that
could cause serious impacts in the event of an accident.
These include the possible loss of negative pressure for
glove boxes and the problems with the fire protection
systems. Second, some of the accident scenarios involve high
rates of fatalities, particularly the earthquake accident
scenario in Table 4-6 that would result in a 1 in 9 added
chance of cancer mortality.

A second problem is that there are no specific analyses
of scenarios involving accidents on the Pueblo's reservation.
Those are scenarios that should be analyzed separately for
two reasons. First, as was pointed out above, accidents that
occur ‘on the reservation would be more difficult to deal with
because of the absence of plans and personnel to address

those accidents. Second, the Pueblo's population is so
limited (less that 1,500 people) that any excess -cancer
deaths would have a much more severe impact on the Pueblo
than on another, larger community. The EA therefore should
analyze separately accidents on the reservation.

6. Compliance with applicable statutes, regulations,
permits, orders, and other governing documents

The EA also contains does not analyze whether the CMR
building operations have complied with applicable statutes,
regulations, permits, orders, and agreements, or how any
violations of those governing documents will be remedied. In
addition, the EA should explain and address the concerns
about specific practices raised by the Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board. The failure to address these issues
is a problem because of the hazardous nature of the
activities conducted at the CMR building. This failure is a
serious issue for the Pueblo because the Pueblo- does not have
the means to insure compliance with all such governing
documents.

L661 ‘p Axenagaq
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Elizabeth R. Withers
February 16, 1996
Page § i

Conclugion

The Pueblo agrees that the CMR building should be
upgraded in order to address safety concerns. On the other
hand, the Pueblo does not agree that the EA adequately sets
forth the issues involved in those upgrades. The Pueblo
therefore reguests that the EA be revised to address the

O] concerns set forth above before any decision is made
concerning the proposed CMR building upgrades.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the
BA, and for your consideration of these comments.

Youyps’ tryly,
% A
Douglas Meiklejo

pc: The Honorable Elmer C. Torres
Governor
Pueblo of San Ildefonso

Gaurav Rajen
STAR Associates

Los Alamos Study Group

February 13, 1996

Elizabeth R. Withers, NEPA Compliance Officer
Department of Energy

Los Alamos Area Office

Los Alamos, NM 87544

Re: CMR Upgrades, Phase 2, NEPA analysis
Dear Elizabeth:

In your letters dated January 22 and February 2, 1996, you informed this office of the draft
environmental assessment (DOE/EA-1101) for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Rescarch (CMR)
Building Phase 2 Upgrades, the comment period for which will expire on February 16, 1996,

Importantly, this draft EA does not mention that the project it describes is the middle phase of
a three-phase project which will, if completed, cost some $211.1 million, according to the
Albuquerque Operations Office (see letter from Corey Cruz, DOE/AL to Greg Mello and Jay
Coghlan, 1/15/96). It will be built over a twelve-year period from 1992 to 2004 (see FY 1996
DOE Congressional Budget Request {CBR], Project Data Sheets, Vol. 1, p. 3570, Estimated
costs have apparently inflated some $7 million since this CBR was written.

Phase 1, design work for which began in 1992 and construction shortly after in 1993, will cost
some $51.6 million. It was given a categorical exclusion under the National Environmental
1 Policy Act (NEPA). Phase 2, with a cost of $122.5 million, is being covered by the 51 pages

of the present EA. Phase 3, with an estimated cost of $37 million, is being covered in the
LANL Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS). All three subprojects are parts of
a single congressional line item: Project 95-D-102, CMR Upgrades Project.

This project, and the EA describing it, have a long and complex history. Space does not permit
their complete elucidation here. Suffice it to say that the project been described in unitary terms
since on or before late 1993, when the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL), in their
2 | Strategic Plan, p. 20, described the consolidation of uranium fabrication facilities that could take
place with the "full upgrade of the CMR building...by the year 2000." In that document, the
planned upgrade was associated with enhanced weapon prototyping and manufacturing
capabilities at LANL, i.e. with a programmatic change of mission for LANL.

By January of 1994, when the FY1995 CBR was released, Project 95-D-102 was the largest
construction priority in Defense Programs, accounting for some three-quarters of all
unappropriated weapons activities construction costs in that Request.

During the past three years, the definitions and boundaries of the phases of this project have

i
212 E, Marcy St., Santa Fe, NM 87501; tel. 505-982-T747 fax: 505-982-8502
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some time prior to 1993, Already by 1993 DOE had on its records an EA numbered LAN 93-
0006, entitled "CMR Building Upgrades, Revised Plan™ (emphasis added). Particular work
elements have been shifted from one phase to another as needed or convenient.

All this and much more which could be said goes to the following conclusions:

1) The Phase | upgrades have been done illegally, prior to NEPA analysis;

2) The present EA has an illegally-narrowed scope, representing a project which has been
illegally partitioned into three parts;!

3) The project is large; indeed it is a Major System Acquisition (MSA) under DOE Order
3 4240, 1K and successor rules and hence requires its own environmental impact statement
(EIS) prior to further construction or Title 1l design; and

4) The project has been conceived and designed as part of a programmatic capability
upgrade at LANL under the stockpile management program, requiring analysis in the
LANL SWEIS and the DOE programmatic stockpile stewardship and management
programmatic EIS (SS&M PEIS). Contrary to statements made in the draft EA, this
project will prejudice both the LANL SWEIS and the SS&M PEIS.

the now-defunct Special Nuclear Materials Laboratory (SNML) project, which concededly
required an EIS.

We have written previously and provided testimony to the DOE on several occasions about these
matters in the context of the LANL SWEIS and SS&M PEIS and, still earlier (6/14/1994), in

a separate letter.

The extent to which the planncd upgrades are needed to solve safety deficiencies at the CMR
is unclear. Repeated requests from this office to obtain the underlying studies have been denied
4] by the DOE. According to the draft EA, operations at the CMR are going forward without
compliance with DOE regulations or even with ordinary building codes, a scandal for any
facility--let alone one that handles plutonium in kilogram quantities.

Aside from the central questions of scope and linkage to other EAs, ElSs, and PEISs, this draft
EA is greatly deficient on its face. Without belaboring the points too finely, the waste
51 production estimates have becn reduced by a factor of four without any substantiating analysis;
they are still quite large. The estimated doses to populations from accidents appear to be in
6 | exror, have no supporting analyses, and appear to apply to individuals rather than populations.
The uses of the building and the purposcs of the upgrade have been greatly glossed. Overall,
essentially all the pertinent areas of analysis have been given short shrift, making it quite

' Actually, other planned projects undergoing separate NEPA reviews involving building
7| modifications within the CMR are also linked to this project.

2

continually shifted, making it difficult for the Department to complete this EA, which was begun

What is more, this project is the programmatic and environmental equivalent and successor of

impossible for decisionmakers to use this document for its intended purpose. None of the

uncertainly and ambiguity that has marked the development of this project up to the present has
been retained in this draft EA.

It is clear that a document such as this has only one purpose, namely to provide a pro-forma
NEPA compliance that can allow programmatic spending to go forward, unhindered by careful
analysis.  We urge you to stop-construction on this project until the requisitc NEPA analysis is
done and to consider more carefully the scope and impacts of the NEPA. analysis for this project

in the context of a full EIS. In the meantime, any activities being conducted outside the required
safety envelope should be suspended.

Sincerely,

4req wello

attached: June 14, 1996 letter to Gary Palmer, DOE/DP/HQ
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Los Alamos Situdy Group

June 14, 1994

Mr. Gary Palmer, Environmental Protection Specialist
Defense Programs Office of NEPA Compliance and Planning
U.S. Department of Energy

Forrestal Building, Rm. 4B-087

1000 Independence Ave.
Washington, DC 20585

Attachment

RE: NEPA Compliance for the CMR Upgrades and the NMSF at LANL

Dear Gary:

The Los Alamos Study Group, along with several other organizations, is examining the
Department of Energy's (DOE’s) plans for two major projects at Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL): the "CMR Upgrades* and the "Nuclear Materials Storage Facility (NMSF)
Renovation.® As part of that examination, we have reviewed DOE's plans for compliance with
the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as it relates to these
projects. We conclude that those plans are wholly inadequate and fall far short of the minimum
requitements of the Act and applicable DOE Regulations and Orders, as discussed in detail
below. First, these two proposed major federal actions require the preparation of
Eavironmental impact Statements (EISs). Second, the cumulative impact of these facilities
will prejudice the outcome of the planned site-wide EIS for LANL and heace they do not
meet the criterion of 40 CFR 1506.1(c)(3) for projects which may proceed during a site-wide
EIS.

Both Facilities Require EISs
1. An EIS Is Required for the CMR Upgrades Project

Summary

DOE is proposing a $200 million upgrade to the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
(CMR) Building at LANL. This project has been designated a Major System Acquisition (MSA)
and, as such, should ordinarily require an EIS. The upgrade proposal is in licu of the
previously-proposed Special Nuclear Materials Research and Development Replacement
Laboratory (SNML) a project for which DOE conceded the necessity of an EIS. Both the
current and previous proposals would significantly enhance LANL's nuclear materials processing
capabilities. At present, the CMR Upgrades project is xwelvmg only an Environmental
Assessment (EA), We believe that this level of environmental review is inadequate and that an
EIS is required.

212 East Marcy Street, Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501; tel: 505-982-7747 fax: 505-982-8502

Background

DOE has provided a description of the background and context for the proposed
upgrades:

Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) has four major nuclear materials
faclhly complexes. Sigma complex (depleted uranium work), CMR (enriched
uranium and Catfegory] I & II Pu work™); TSTA [the Tritium Systems Test
Assembly, located in TA-21), and PF-4 at TA-55. The first two complexes are
nearing the age of 40 years. Neither has had a major renovation in that time, nor
do they meet current ES&H [Environment, Safety, and Health] requirements.
Since CMR has Cat I & II materials, it is at the top of the priority list to be
addressed by new construction. [DOE/LANL Capital Assets Management Plan,
April 1991, p. 45]

A previous CMR upgrade, known as "Phase 1,” was part of a weapons complex
“revitalization” project, and was originally estimated to cost $49.5 million. According to DOE:

The CMR Building is the largest structure at LANL (550,000 square feet).
Construction of the CMR Building was completed in 1952. Most of the major
mechanical and electrical equipment has reached the end of its design life. [FY95
CBR: Project Data Sheets, p. 23]

Now another $155 million is proposed, to bring the total project cost to $204 million. This is
for a structure which, as one former LANL employee has noted, had an original cost of about
$3 million. In real dollars, the upgrades project is still some five times the original acquisition
cost.

The CMR Upgrades Project is an MSA requiring an EIS

DOE Order 4240.1K, 6/23/92, "Designation of Major System Acquisitions and Major
Projects, " states in relevant part that

The DOE criteria for designation of a system or project as 2 MSA considers
national urgency, importance, size, complexity, and dollar value. Those systems
or projects which have a total project cost or annual FY 1992 appropriations in
excess of $100 million (M), or are reccommended by Program Secretarial Officers

, DOE categorizes plutonium operations for purposes of risk assessment by the
quantity of plutonium involved in the process:

Category I - Acnvmﬁ utilizing 2000 g of Pu or morc;
Category II - . 400 g to 2000 g of Pu;
Category III - . . less than 400 g of Pu.

The description of work at the CMR as "Cat [ & 1" belies claims that this facility is strictly for
analytical wark,
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(PSOs), are considered to be MSAs.

By this standard, the CMR Upgrades project must be considered an MSA, ang (as you
have told us) it has been so declared. Not only is the total project cost twice the recommended
threshold for an MSA, but the unappropriated portion of the project comprises mote than three-
quarters of all unappropriated weapons activities construction proposed by the DOE in this year's
budget request (see FY95 CBR, Vol. ], Atomic Energy Defense Activities, p. 74).

The NEPA consequence of designating an action an MSA is embodied in the DOE NEPA
regulations at 10 CFR 1021.400, Appendix D to Subpart D, "Classes of Actions That Normally
Require EISs,” where the first paragraph, D1, reads

Major System Acquisitions, ‘as designated by DOE Order 4240.1, "Designation
of Major Systems Acquisitions and Major Projects.”

Thus, the CMR Upgrades project is one of those "actions that normally require EISs."

The CMR Upgrades Project is closely related to the SNML project which councededly
required an EIS

The new CMR proposal represents a major .increase in the scope of work of its
predecessor, with total project cost now estimated at $204 million, over four times the original

‘cost. Tt is"very clear that this project is the replacement for the ill-fated SNML, also a $200+

million project, which apparently foundered on intense and wide-spread public opposition. DOE
had determined that an EIS was the necessary level of environmental review for the project,
which was designed to replace some of the major functions of the CMR and to relocate them
within Technical Area 55 (TA-55), the "plutonium park.”

In FY1990, the SNML project was put on hold pending a substantive review of
the project including other potcmial options for providing the necessary

~ specialized laboratory space...Later in FY1991, it was decided not to proceed
with the construction of SNML but provide interim upgrades to CMR (Phase 1)...
{FY$5 CBR: Project Data Sheets, p. 24)

The FY95 request for a line item appropriation for the expanded upgrade at CMR instead of the
SNML project is in accordance with the strategy statement found in LANL's most recent
Institutional Plan, which specifically links the two projects:

A new integrated line item will be sought for an FY95 start to consolidate all
phases of the {CMR] project. If approved, the SNML project for the CMR
Building would be canceled. [LANL FY1994 - FY1999 Institutional Plan,
December 1993, p. 1V-3)

The CMR project is’ designed partially to consolidate several nuclear materials functions

3

currently being performed at other Laboratory sites.

In particular, a number of DOE/DP [Defense Programs) -sponsored efforts at TA-
21 (DP West) and TA-49 will be relocated to the CMR Building, thereby
allowing decontamination and decommissioning of aged and obsolete facilities at
TA-21, Enriched-uranium casting functions are also being moved from Sigma
complex to the CMR Building. [ibid., p. 1V-3]

Further, the CMR project is designed not just to consolidate existing functions, but to provide
at least some (if not all) of the new capabilities which would have been attained with the SNML:

For example, the upgrade of the CMR Building will result in the consolidation
of currently dispersed nuclear materials capabilities together with the attainment
of new capabilities at substantial cost savings over constructing and operating a
completely new facility. [ibid., p. 1V-4]

The Phase I and III vpgrades do not appear necessary for short-term safety improvements '

When approval was being sought for the SNML, the CMR Building was described as old and
unsafe. A previous justification for the SNML submitted to Congress stated:

Corroded and breached air handling ducts, inadequate supply of filtered air,
marginal building-wide filter systems, and inadequate control systems contribute
to serious situations developing in the CMR building. A system failure would
adversely- affect safety of personnel and require shuttmg down the facility.”
["Lab: CMR facility safe, but SNM lab needed," The Los Alamos Moaitor,
3/29/91, p. 1]

Yet in March of 1991, John R. Phillips, then Group Leader of the former CLS-1, the analytical
group which occupied nearly half of the CMR Building, and Ronald G. Stafford, then Deputy
Division Director for Health, Safety, and Environment, both emphasized that the CMR Building
was safe. According to the in-depth Monitor article cited above, both men said the issue was
not safety, but “reliability. "

The short-term reliability and/or safety issues at the CMR Building had been identified in 1990
by a task force empaneled under the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Military Applications
(DASMA). Since FY92, $32.25M has so far been appropriated to address these problems, most
of the $49.5M thought to be required. An Interim Safety Analysis Report (ISAR) was prepared
in February of 1992, which enumerated the improvements to the facility required "to continue
operations in a safe, secure, and reliable manner for at least the next 20 years" (FY95 CBR, p.
26). These longer-term upgrades ate the basis for the planned Phase Il and I aciivities.
Apparently any urgent safety or reliability problems were or are being addressed in Phase !
activities, Thus the testimony of LANL management, together with the project’s history,
suggest that the Phase II and [l Upgrades are not needed to assure the short-term safety of

4

sapeaddn YD pasodoag a3 10) ;uauxssasﬁv [e3udWuoIfAUY




I11-V a8e4

JUIUISSISSY [EJUIWUOIAUT

L661 ‘v Lrenagog

Comment 4, Attachment, page 5

Comment 4, Attachment, page 6

-

existing operations at the CMR Building, Should any portions of the Phase Il and 11l activities
be needed to address short-term safety issues prior to an EIS, these could and certainly should
proceed, but only after a public process identifying the problems and their cost-effective
solutions.

In sum, an EIS is needed for this project

The new CMR upgrades are, as noted above, designed to accomplish much of what the
SNML project intended. That project was conceded by DOE to require an EIS. At the present
time, DOE is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the CMR project (document #
LAN 93-0006), although it has refused to make any portion of it public. This is a significant
federal action with potentially severe environmental consequences. DOE Regulations, the
SNML precedent, and examination of the substance of the proposed action all lead to the
conclusion that this project requires an EIS.

2. An EIS Is Required for the Nuclear Materials Storage Facility

Summary

The NMSF was constructed at LANL by DOE as a FY84 Line Item Project at a Total
Project Cost of $21.8 million. An Environmental Assessment was prepared in 1985 and revised
in 1986, leading to a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) which is undated but can be
presumed to be August 28, 1986. LANL took Beneficial Occupancy of the facility in February
1987, afier which it was discovered that gross design and construction errors had rendered the
facility unsafe and unusable. DOE now proposes to “renovate” the NMSF at a cost of $31.0
million. The subject of the action (large-scale nuclear materials storage), the gross departures
from good design practice (and even from common sense) in the original design, the inadequacy
of the previous EA, and the admission that the project would need an EIS if built anywhere else
at LANL, all mandate that this project receive an EIS before going forward.

Any Large-scale Nuciear Materials Storage Facility Requires an EIS

DOE is presently engaged in an EIS process for large-scale storage of nuclear materials
at Pantex. That EIS was forced upon DOE when it became clear that the state of Texas and
other interested parties would not accept DOE's initial determination that only an EA was
required for the proposed action. That EIS now encompasses (in scoping) possible storage of
plutonium and other weapons components (e.g., radioisotopic generators) at LANL, and it is
highly questionable whether the present NMSF renovation project can go forward without being
wrapped into the Pantex storage EIS. For the purposes of this discussion, it will be assumed
that the characteristics of the LANL project (the critical parameters of which are unknown to
the public) are such that it may legally proceed independently of the Pantex storage EIS.
Nevertheless, the Pantex precedent is persuasive that large-scale storage of nuclear materials
legally and practically requires an EIS.

This is explicitly recognized in the case of the NMSF renovation project. The Activity

(CAMP) 1996 document are attached. On Page A-3, a cursory evaluation of alternatives to the
NMSF renovation appears. For each alternative option, the first and principal reason cited
as justification for discarding it is that an "EIS would be required.” This is a conclusive
admission. Any attempt now by DOE to argue that a lesser standard of environmental analysis
is accepiable will be uniformly and fairly seen as deceitful and in bad faith. Finally, it is (or
should be) obvious that whether or not an EIS is required turns on the potential for significant
environmental impact, not on whether the action can be characterized as "renovation” of an
existing structure. These documents answer the substantive question in the affirmative, and the
fact that the proposed action may utilize an existing structure is ineffective to avoid the
requirement of an EIS.

Aan EIS is necded to remedy the gross inadequacy of the NMSF EA
and to restore public confidence in LANL and DOE’s nuclear competence

Even if DOE were not required by law to do an EIS on the NMSF renovation project (as
in fact it is), an EIS is sorely needed in this case to remedy twa of the most outstanding features
of the NMSF as constructed: 1) the manifest inadequacy of the original EA; and 2) the
destruction of public confidence in DOE and LANL resulting from the horrendous series of
errors, oversights, and malpractice in the design and construction of the NMSF.

At present, DOE's expressed intention is to "supplement” the existing EA on the NMSF.
This is both legally insufficient and shortsighted. The 1986 EA doces not even disclose the most
environmentally significant characteristic of the facility, namely, the quantities of nuclear
materials to be stored. On that basis alone, it was, and is, fatally deficient under NEPA.
Further, the environmental impacts "analysis” which should be the heart of an EA is a mere
presentation of the results of a so-called "worst case”™ analysis which does not even appear in the
document. Accident possibilities are discounted by arbitrarily labeling them as "exmemely
improbable® or "remote” with no engineering or human factors analysis to support the
assumptions. QObvious hazards are discounted by hollow promises of reliance on "safe operating
procedures,” "safety training of personnel,” and "restricted access, " with no consideration of the
fundamental question of likely impacts from the failure of these measures. An environmental
or safety hazards analysis is not accomplished by assuming the adequacy of one’s preventive
measures-—it is in fact avoided by such an assumption--and that is what this EA did. Itis a
sham, it will not stand scrutiny, and DOE owes an obligation to the public to correct it by doing
an EIS on the renovation. ‘

It is rare when we have the opportunity to measurc our analytical efforts, particularly in
the environmental and safety arena, with the uncompromising light of hindsight. The NMSF
provides such an occasion. Nowhere in the EA is there any mention or analysis of the risks,
the real and unacceptable risks, embodied in the NMSF as it was actually constructed, and that
it is perhaps the best measure of the shocking inadequacy of this document. The preparation of
this EA in fact was just one more element of gross negligence and malpractice in the entire,

6

Data Sheets (ADSs) for this project, appearing in the Capital Assets Management Process .
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quite unbelicvable, series of failures to maintain even common sense standards of safety in the
design and construction of the NMSF. How is it possible that DOE and LANL could have
designed and constructed a nuclear materials facility that (according to the ADSs):

1) Was so poorly designed and constructed that the only option now available is to gut
the facility and sandblast the walls; )

2) Was designed so that the Safe Secure Transport’s doors could not be opened and
secured after entering the facility; ‘ '

3) Plutoniym had to carried through the office area after removal from its shipping
container;

3) Had two natural-gas-fired boilers located inside the facility;

4) Was finished with a special paint which is debonding throughout the facility;

5) Lacked required radiation shielding;

6) Lacked a nonredundant electrical power source;

7) Located HEPA filtration plenums for the vault HVAC system in the office area;

8) Had a complex cooling system for the plutonium vault which never worked; and

9) Allowed access by tuancl from the officc area to PF-4, the plutonium processing
facility?

Given the wide internal review the NMSF received, these errors attest to widespread institutional
failute, a failure which is evident in the environmental analysis as well. DOE and LANL have,
in the public’s mind, conclusively demonstrated their incompetence in nuclear material storage
facility design, construction, and environmental and safety analysis. The only route to regaining
that confidence is to do an EIS on the proposed NMSF renovation. .

These Projects Fail the Interim Action Criterion

DOE will soon issue an advanced Notice of Intent to prepare a site-wide EIS for LANL.
40 CFR 1506.1(c) (adopted by DOE at 10 CFR 1021.103) provides:

While work on a required program environmental impact statement is in progress
and the action is not covered by an existing program statement, agencies shall not
undertake in the interim any major Federal action which may significantly affect
the quality of the human environment unless such action:
1) Is justified independently of the program;
2) Is itself accompanied by an adequate environmental impact
statement; and
3) Will not prejudice the ultimate decision on the program. Interim action
prejudices the uitimate decision on the program when it tends to
determine subsequent development or limit alternatives.

DOE defines a site-wide EIS as programmatic in nature (10 CFR 1021.104) and, by the previous
discussion, both the CMR upgrades and the NMSF renovation are “major Federal actions which

7

may significanly affect the quality of the human environment.” Further, consideration must be
given not merely to the individual project impacts, but also to their "cumulative impacts,”
defined by 40 CFR 1508.7 as:

the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the
acqon when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions... ‘

Tl_:ereforc, the CMR upgrades and the NMSF renovation may not go forward during the site-
wide EIS unless they singly and cumulatively neither "tend to determine subscquent
development” nor "limit alternatives.” We belicve they strongly do-so.

As noted in 4Q CFR 1508.7, these facilitics must be considered in light of the reasonably
foreseeable future actions of DOE which include the following projects which are now planned
or under construction at LANL: '

the Dual-Axis Radiographic Hydrotest Facility;
the Consolidated Tritium Complex;

expansion of the Area G low-level waste dump;
the Mixed Waste Disposal Facility;

the Controlled Air Incinerator; and

the Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility.

Y vYYVYTTYY

This list is not exhaustive, as you know, The syncrgistic effect of state-of-the-art weapons
developmcn.t and production facilities combined with waste management and disposal capabilities
unmatched in the nuclear weapons complex cannot be ignored - it will, in effect, provide a
nucleation site for the condensation of the complex at LANL. Indeed, these actions taken as a
whole prejudice the outcome of the Reconfiguration Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement as well as the LANL site-wide EIS. We consider it clear beyond any reasonable
do.ub_t that the CMR upgrades and the NMSF renovation, taken in this context, are prejudicial
wnth‘u! the meaning of 40 CFR 1501.6(c)(3) and may not go forward prior to a Record of
Decision on the LANL site-wide EIS.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide our views on these matters; we hope you will consider
them when you prepare the Advanced Notice of Intent (NOI) for the LANL site-wide EIS.
Should you have any questiors or, ents, please do not hesitate to call us.

Sincerely,
CSTQS W\Q} \ O
John Stroud Greg Mello

cc:  Dan Reicher, DOE/HQ Ray Berube, DOE HQ  Carol Borgstrom, DOE HQ
Constance Soden, DOE AL Earl Bean, DOE LAAQO Diana Webb, DOE LAAQ
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.Deborah Reade

100 El Rancho Road South
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

"(505) 986-9284

February 16, 1996

Elizabeth R, Withers
Department of Energy
Albuquerque Operations Office
Los Alamos Area Office

Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544

Dear Ms. Withers:
This letter concems the Environmental Assessment (EA) on the proposed Chemistry

and-Metallurgy Research (CMR) -Bullding upgrades at the Los Alamos Natlona!
Laboratory. | feel that an EA is not sufficient for these upgrades and that an EIS shoulc

| be prepared. There are many deficiencies in-this EA and some possible altematives

are not consldered.
ALTERNATIVES NOT CONSIDERED

1. Cease all operations In areas of the CMR building that do not meet

| safety criteria until upgrades are performed.

Since the CMR bullding does not even meet minimal earthquake standards for a
Hazardous Category 2 Facility and has many other deficiencies that don't meet proper
safety slandards and since so many dangerous materials are contained in this
bullding, operations in this building should cease immediately and not resume until

| the necessary upgrades have been performed. Hazardous and radioactive materials

should be stored in areas that meet the proper safety criteria. Possibly some
operations could continue in areas of the building that do meet seismic standards like
the vault or basement. You state on page 44 In the no-action altemative that ...if ai
earthquake, explosion, ot fire occurred, large volumes of contaminated, unsegregated
waste could be generated which could siress available waste storage and disposs!
capabilities. An earthquake producing an acceleration greater than 0.22 g could cause
collapse of entire Iaboratory wings. Obviously, some type of upgrades or construction
is necessary to use this building safely, but your argument that these upgrades are
necessary only goes to show how dangerous i is to be operating this building at any

time.

You state on page A-1 that the filter efficiency rating in wing 3 is only 85%. This:
appears to be an unsafe condition now and operations in this wing should cease. After
upgradas what will the etficiency rating be? What are the high-efficiency particulate air
(HEPA) filters® efficiency ratings in other wings? What are the actual emissions from
each wing now (especially in wings 3 and 4) and what will they be after upgrading?

You state that you are currently upgrading Continuous Air Monitors (CAMS)
throughout the facility. it appears that operations should cease in those areas that do

not have proper continuous air monitoring. The fact that exhaust from Wing 3
evann;ally ends up in the general-area exhaust system aiso appears to be an unsafs
condition. °

These are only a few of the unsatfe conditions listed in the EA. The most dangerous
condition seems fo be that the building wings cannot even withstand ground
acceleration of 0.02 g. | have stated many times in other testimony that the Depariment
of Enargy (DOE) does not have even a minima! understanding of the importance uf
containment or how fo achleve it. The Depariment seems 10 run on the mistaken
assumption that earthquakes, fires and human error will never occur. Continuirg
operalions during construction only increases the risk for human error and accidents,
but this building appears to be unsafe to use under any circumstances until upgrades
are performed. : )

2. Decommission wings 1, 2 and 4, upgrade the rest of the building as
planned.

It appears that you are creating more space for the hoped-for expansion of activities w:
Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) (pit production etc.) it is not at all a given at
this time that expansion will occur, nor should it be encouraged by increasec
construction. I this is the actual agenda in this EA, that should be stated clearly anc

would probably in itself require an EIS.

3. Decommisslon wings 1 and 2, use wing 4 or put wing 4 on safe stand-
by.

Since the cold war is over and we no longer need to create as many bombs as beforc.
all DOE facilities should be running at a smaller size. This altlemative allows somewhz!
more space than alternative 2 but is smaller than current operations.

4. Decommission wing 1, use wing 2 and put wing 4 on safe stand-by.
Again, this altemative allows more space than allematives 2 and 3, but still decrease:
the amount of laboratory space. Decreasing the size of future facilities in the nuclea
weapons complex would lower costs-an important consideration when everyone iz
being asked 1o cut the fat. | believe there is a lot of fatin LANL's proposed expansion.

$. Decontaminate wings 1, 2 and 4. Do only minimal upgrades on these
wings until it is known whether the expansion of LANL activities will
actually occur. Finish upgrades at that time. Proceed with other
upgrades.

When you discuss decommissioning the entire building and moving operations
elsewhers, there is an assumption that activities will continue at their present (or
greatar) level, With the cold war over, activilies should decrease. Intellectua
stewardship could continue but al a much lower level. Only the very best weapons
soientists would be kept on. This would lower costs and increase the level of
competency.

AN EIS IS NECESSARY FOR THESE UPGRADES
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1. Under DOE Qrder 4240.1 the upgrades qualify as a Major System Acquisition duw
to their estimated cost of greater than $100 million. Major Systems Acquisitions should
have a complete EIS.

I 2. More stringent upgrades should be considered. Also, more oversight should go inn

3| whetner these are the proper upgrades. Los Alamos has a history of doing impropar
construction and design in the Nuclear Materials Storage Facility. This facility also hed
only an EA. We need to make sure this doesn't happen again.

3. A 1in 9 added chance of cancer monality if an earthquake should occur during
upgrading is unacceptable, (Tables 4-6 and C-1) Some way of doing these upgrade s
4 with a lower risk to the surrounding community needs to be tigured out, espacial y

since the upgrades will be carried out over a period of at least 8 years. Certainly you
cannot come to a Finding of No Significant Impact from this EA with such a high nisk Ic.
the surreunding community. :

4. There 10 be a lot of self-regulation in the decisions being made about these
upgrades. question that should be brought up in an EIS is whether another
agency should have oversight on these decisions. For instance, on page 9 the current
standards for seismic and natural phenomena hazards are listed as DOE Order
6480.28 and DOE-STD-1020-94. On page 10 you state that no chemicals were founy
to exceed Emergency Response Planning Guideline (ERPG)-1 or Time Weighted
Average (TWA) levels offsite under accident conditions. You also say on this page that
5| the maximum creclible consequence of fan earthquake that collapses major portions of
the CMR Building, resulting In a fire and a release of radioactive material] was
calculated to be less than DOE evaluation guidelines (DOE-STD-3009-94)...at tha
nearest residential area, yet your table 4-6 states that the dose from such ar
earthquake 1o the nearest population would be 216 person-rems resulling in an addes?
chance of cancer mortality of 1 in 9. If this is an acceptable dose under the DOE:
evaluation guidelines, those guidelines should be re-cvaluated. DOE appears o b
sefting all the standards and then deciding if they meet these standards, Someone
other than DOE should have this authority.

. How dependent are safety meastres on the CMR building computers? What kind of
6 computer gackup will the upgrades give you under various accident and operational
scenarios’

6. What are the chances of a criticality incident during upgrade construction? You state
in Table 44 that a criticality accident is unfikely, but it does not appear that you
7 generally take human error into consideration in your risk analyses. If operations are

going to be moved during construction, would this not increase the chances of
confusion or human eror in this area? What is the history of criticality incidents in this
building and In other facilities at LANL?

7. You state that these upgrades would be environmentally just, however, since 14
pueblos and reservations are in close proximity to LANL, an accident or earthquake of
8 suHlicient magnitude during the upgrades could just about wipe out the pueblo
peoples. Although they may make up a small percentage of the total population
surrounding LANL,, this type aof damage to their population would amount to genocide.

1

(=]

11]
12|

13

14

1

1%

8. The accident that would collapse the building is being analyzed in a separate safety
analysis study and is not available in this EA. Since the consequences of this accider:!
are so grave, you cannot decide that these upgrades would have no significant impac:
until this study is complete, What is the seismic history of the Los Alamos area? Is the
area volcanically active? What are the chances of various levels of earthquakes
occurring? How credible are the eslimates of earthquake risk.

9. The doses to the public are calcuiated as the plume passes. What if it rains during a
release? Could the plume reach a major population area such as Santa Fe -
Abbuguerque’? What would be the dose if it did and the rate of excess cancer mortality
It appears that you have calculated your 1 in 9 dose on the immediate surroundirgy
po;_:ulation. Table 4-6 gives that populalion as 26,770 persons. However, this appears:
10 include only Los Alamos County and the 4 nearest pueblos. What about the
remaining population In the Paojoaque and Espaifiola valleys, including the othar
pueblos which are also nearby? 1 in 9 for 26,770 is approximately 3,000 people
however the actual number of people with added chances of cancer motality woulc
be much higher if the fotal population is included. Afso, it should be clearly stated in ar
EIS that in addition to cancer mortality, there would be added cases of non-etha:
cancers, genetic damage as well as other types of liinesses cause by a major releasc.
We are talking In excess of 5,000 people who would be affected and this should b
made clsar. & also appears that your figures are incomect when you state that thz
population of Los Alamos County is 18,115 but later say that Los Alamos town iy
11,400, White Rock Is 6,800 and Royal Crest trailer park is 500 (this adds up ta
18,700). Please make sure you are using the correct popuiation figures.

10. Do you have an evacuation plan for Los Alamos County and the surrounding
areas in the event of an earthquake or accident during the upgrades?

11. You state that a fire would be contained within the wings. Could the HEPA filter:
bum? What would be the consequences? -

12. You state that the dose to a worker is calculated on that worker breathing
contaminated alr for only 30 seconds. In an earthquake scenario couldn't that worke:
be trapped and unable to leave the area or get 1o a respirator?

13. You state that no permits are required. At least a clean air permit must be require
;gmlese upgrades. Possibly other permils as well. These needs to be investigated
er.

14. It appears that your estimates of the probability of an airplane crashing into the
lfa::«lll_;y are based on 1988 data. #f this is true do those estimates hold frue now, 8 years
ate

Two special categories that need to be discussed in more detall in an EIS are Waste
Generation and Waste Transportation.

WASTE GENERATION
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The potential waste that would be generated during these upgrades needs 1o be beticr
characterized and analyzed in more detail. At this point you haven’t estimated he¢.;
much Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) regulated and mixed wast?
would be caused by the upgrades. Nor is the volume of Transuranic (TRU) wasta
estimated. It is unclear what will be happening with some of this waste. You estimate
16/ that the total amount of waste generated would amount to at least 4,000 cubic meters
- | {after compagction etc.) . Since the yearly amount of Low Level Waste (LLW) sent to
Tachnical Area (TA)-S4 amounts to 4500 cubic meters, you could be severeiy
shortening the life of TA-54 with these upgrades. Certainly there is a significant impac!
on the environment if TA-54 has to be expanded or a new waste disposal area built.

You state that the upgrades may reduce the amount of liquid radicactive was:s
generated 10 120,000 gallyear. What justification do you have for this figure? Can ycu
show that these upgrades are the best way to reduce liquid waste volume? Wha:
altematives have you considered? Presently the CMR building generates 22,000 ge!
of dewatered concentrates (LLW). What will the volume be after the upgrades? Hows
many gallons of TRU liquid waste will be processed per year and what happens to th :
waste?. The. CMR building . accounts for 30% of all. LANL liquid radioactive wast¢
generation. Again, since the liquid waste treatment plant also needs renovations
perhaps operations should be slopped in the CMR building until not only its upgrades
are completed, but also untii the Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF
is brought up to proper standards.

17

if 99.4% of the radioactive sediments are removed, what quantity and composition of
radionuclides is not removed? } question whether or not the sediment traps ar:
sufficient. When the 1991 thunderstorm filled them in, what happened to the sediments
they contained at that tima? It is crucial that the CMR building’s effluent be reduced ax
much as possible and these upgrades should be carefully scrutinized. Perhaps mor:
slringent upgrades are needed here.

WASTE TRANSPORTATION

18

.Much of the waste generated from these upgrades has the polentlal to be transported
off-site, LLW can be sent to TA-54 or possibly offsite. TRU waste or mixed TRU will be
stored at TA-54 and then sent ofi-site. Plain ashestos will be sent off-site, Radloactive
chemical wastes, RCRA regulated wastes and some other wastes will also be sent off.
site. Low level mixed waste will ba sent off-site since LANL has no pemit to dispose of
it. Some waste will be sent off-site for treatment and retumed for disposal. The
amounts you are discussing are sometimes unclear as are the destinations for all this
waste. However, it is clear that you are talking about potentially thousands of miles o’
transportation of hazardous and radicactive materials. You say that accidents due to
the extra mileage are not expected, However, there are always a certain number or
accidants that occur for every so many thousand miles traveled. Some of these
accidents could. release hazardous or radioactive materials. Your own estimates
{which | believe are too low) for the WIPP transportation admit to a certain number of
accidents which could release radioactivity. We need to know how many shipments ol
what kinds of materials we are tatking about here, how many miles traveled, and more
specifics on the ransportation containers,

19

There are questions about whether or not the transportation container regulations ars
stringent enough for these typas of materials. Simply stating that if an accident does
occur the packaging would prevent or minimize releases and injuries is not enougt .
All of these factors have a potentially significant impact on the environment an
population groups and cannot be dismissed with a Finding of No Significant Impact.

19

OTHER QUESTIONS

20' Why don't you use the Total Effective Dose Equivalent (TEDE) to determine cancer
mortality, not just the Committed effective Dose Equivalent (CEDE)?

How did you arrive-at your figures for the airbome release fraction of the inventory «*
radioaclive material (RF) and your assumplion of a depasition fraction of 0.001in the
acid drainlinas?

22[ When you rafer to mixed waste, do you mean Low Level mixed waste?

23| You say that the CMR building directly supports Plutonium processing in TA-55. What
does processing mean? Are we not awash in plutonium?

24| Where are wings 6 and 87
25| Why do you need.a new filter tawer for wing 3?

) 6' On page 13 under Worker Safety you state that thers are relatively low radioactive an:
contamination lavels in the bullding. What are the actual levels?

27| What does putting wings on Safe Standby actually mean?

Los Alamos National Laboratory has a history of improper design and construction in
the Nuclear Materals Storage Facility. DOE in general has a poor record of
containment of radioactive and hazardous materials, For thase reasons and because:
this EA is incomplete and leaves many unanswered question, a full EIS must be done:
on these proposed upgrades.

Sincerely, Z

Deborah Reade

s
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety ' Proposed CMR Building Upgrades
February 16, 1996
February 20, 1996
. Submitted by
Ms. Elizabeth Withers Jay Coghlan, Research Analyst
NEPA Compliance Officer Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety =
DOELAAO ) 3
Los Alamos, NM, 87544 Submitted to 5
Ms. Elizabeth Withers 4
Dear Ms. Withers, NEPA Compliance Officer 8
Enclosed are CCNS’s comments on the CMR Upgrades Environmental DOE Los Alamos Area Office 2
Assessment. This copy differs from the copy I faxed you at 450 PM in three minor | | S e e e T e 2
respects: Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (CCNS) submits these comments on the g
1) I have corrected some typographical errors; . Environmental Assessment: Proposed CMR Upgrades. CCNS is a nonprofit, o
2) Ihave added a new footnote number 27 in order to provide a source for the commumty-l?a.sed information and ‘fd““ti_°“ organization focusing on ““Flea" E
quotation on page 16, Footnotes after number 27 naturally change by one; and weapons policies and nuclear waste issues impacting the State of New Mexico. s
3) On page 21, I had erroneously described the CMR OMB submission as having CCNS's grassroots support enables the organization to provide individuals on its 8
been attached to the environmental assessment. It was, instead, attached to the 6,000 plus mailing list with information and educational opportunities. CCNS has =
September, 1995, CMR Upgrades Project, Project Execution Plan, and is so corrected. been actively involved in DOE nuclear weapons complex reconfiguration issues =
. since 1990. We take special interest in the Chemical and Metallurgical Research =
Sincerely, (CMR) Building because of the likehhood of future key programmatic activities ®
being located in the building. o
=]
h=]
Jay Coghlan, Research Analyst These comments are organized as follows: %
1) Programmatic Issues Concerning the CMR Upgrades page2 :
2) DARHT and the CMR Upgrades : page7 Z
3) CMR Upgrades and the NPT and the CTBT page 8 )
4) CMR Upgrades and Public Disctosure page 10 o
5) CMR Clean Air Act Issues page 11 =]
6) Impact on Area G page 14 A&
7) Risk Assessments page15 2
8) NEPA Segmentation Issues page 16 ]
9) Summary and Conclusion page 19
& CONS CMR Upgrades EA Comments, page 1, Feb. 16, 1996
g
=
]
a
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Programmatic Issues Concerning the CMR Upgrades 1 It is clear that the mission of the upgradea CMR Building is essentially identical to

JUITWSSISSY [RJUIWUOIAUF

In 1989, DOE prepared an environmental assessment for the Special Nuclear
Materials Research and Development (SNMR&D) Laboratory. This laboratory was
the largest capital project ever proposed for Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL), with one estimate above $400 million in construction. The SNMR&D lab
was to be one of a triad of facilities which would create a “special nuclear materials
park” at Technical Area-55. TA-55 already sites PF-4, the only currently operating
plutonium processing facility in the country, and the Nuclear Materials Storage
Facility, an underground storage vault for weapons-grade materials (currently
undergoing renovation for fundamental design deficiencies). Congress declined to
fund the SNMR&:D lab, the fundamental reason being the lack of clear
programmatic need for the facility given the recent end of the Cold War.

The SNMR&D lab proposal is not now entirely dead, but is essentially alive and
well in the form of the various proposed phases of CMR Building upgrades. In
LANL’s words

Funding of $49.5 for Phase 1 upgrades to the CMR Building was secured in
FY92 to support interim upgrades through FY95. In FY93, we will pursue
DOE approval to proceed with a conceptual design that will include Phase I
and Phase Il upgrades for continued long-term operations. A new integrated
line item will be sought for an [sic] FY95 start to consolidate all phases of the,
project. If approved the Special nuclear materials research and development
Laboratory Replacement project for the CMR Building will be canceled. 1
(emphasis added)

DOE reported in Congressional Budget Requests
There are no new construction starts in FY 1995; however, the necessary
upgrades to the Chemistry and Materials [sic] Research Laboratory at Los

Alamos National Laboratory have increased in scope justifying a stand alone
construction project.2

and

$6,250,000 was reprogrammed to CMR, Phase I subproject of Nuclear
Weapons Research, Development and Testing Facilities Revitalization, Phase
I (90-D-102) from Special Nuclear Materials Laboratory Replacement Project
(88-D-105)3

CCNS CMR Upgrades EA Comments, page 2, Feb. 16, 1996

that of the defunct SNMR&D lab,

The overall purpose of the [SNMR&D] project is to replace the SNM
.chemistry and metallurgy laboratories in the aging CMR Building at LANL.4

and

Since its construction 40 years ago, the CMR Building has been used for the
research, development , and analytical work with plutonium, uranium and
their alloys, and other materials in support of weapons, nuclear materials,
and other Laboratory programs. This work continues to be essential to the
‘nation’s weapons programs, with the principal activities in the building being
in support of the plutonium research, development and demonstration
activities conducted at the Laboratory’s Plutonium Handling Padility at TA-
55.5 o

This relationship between PF-4 at TA-55, and the expected duration of that
relationship, is made clear below.

The CMR Building and TA-55 are the largest mission-related facilities in the
Los Alamos National Laboratory installation. - Specific analytical chemistry
support for plutonium processing at TA-55 includes SNM accountability,
waste characterization, and certification of materials. The CMR Building is
now 40 years old; however, the systems and space to support chemical and
metallurgical laboratories can be made acceptable for meeting the needs of
current and projected activities by providing for the upgrades identified in
this project. The long-term Los Alamos National Laboratory mission needs
for such capability are currently programmed for at least another 20 to 30
years.6 (emphasis added)

CCNS submits that the italicized portion of the quote above is a stunning admission
by LANL which lays bare the central problem in this environmental assessment.
This EA and the actions that it proposes may be lawful within a narrow scope;

nevertheless, these upgrades are being proposed against a backdrop of prejudicial

programmatic decisions. :

One of the principal objections raised by an aroused citizenry during 1990 scoping
hearings for the never-completed SNMR&D Lab environmental impact statement

LANL, March 1989, page 1-5.
DOE, page 357.

‘ 3 4D Laboratory Proje
6 FY.1997 LANL Capital Assets Management Plan (CAMP), CMR Activity Data Shect, page A-17.

CCNS CMR Upgrades EA Comments, page 3, Feb. 16, 1996
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Comment 8A, page 5

Comment 8A, page 6

was the likelihood that substantial portions of the 192,000 square feet proposed lab
were being reserved for future production activities that would spill over from PF-4,
In LANL's words, one of PF-4's missions is to to perform “limited back-up
production of plutonium for weapons development.”? Far from limited production
for weapons RD&T, PF-4 performed industrial-size runs for the complex when the
Rocky Flats Plant was down. In 1980, PF-4 processed a metric ton and a half of
plutonium.8 As a result, PF~4 was in disrepair.

PF-4, now 10 years old, has been used for production, for which it was not
designed. One fourth of its area is worn out and will need to be replaced by
the SNM R&D Lab?

Given that the primary mission of the CMR Building and the proposed SNMR&D
Lab are essentially the same, the probability that production activities will spill over
from PF-4 to the CMR Building remains. LANL management is already anticipating
this.

The prospect of additional limited manufacturing roles for the Laboratory,
especially those involving nuclear materials, places a premium on viable
space......Are there options for PF-4 activities to relocate in wings 3, 5, or 7 of
CMR?....Wings 2 and 4 are being mentioned as a location for CSA [canned
subassemblies, i.e., highly enriched uranium components for weapons
secondaries] work.10

1t is likely that DOE and LANL are already reserving space in the CMR Building for
these future operations.!1 That this process has been ongoing for some years now is
supported by the quotation below.

A meeting was held at Germantown Headquarters (HQ) on September 1, 1992,
to review the status of new programs being planned for the Chemistry and
Metallurgical Research (CMR) Building. The meeting was attended by
members of my staff (the Office of RD&T Facilities and the Office of
Engineering and Operations Support), Program Secretarial Officers (PSO)
program sponsors, program management from your office, and personnel
from the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) representing CMR
programs. The meeting objective was to reconcile the schedules for the
preparation, review, and approval of the safety analysis documentation with

LANL, March 1989, page 12,

LANL Annual Report,
9 LANL CAMP, April 1991, page 45.
10 “Manufacturing Assi ts and the PEIS,” LANL memo, February 6, 1995,
11 “Establish a Safe Starciby condition for Wings 2 and 4 pending future programmatic use.” CMR.
LANL, September 1995, page 11,

CCNS CMR Upgrades EA Comments, page 4, Feb. 16, 1996

the programmatic schedules.12

The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, while commenting on the Fire
Resistant Pit program at the CMR Building, noted: “Technical inconsistencies exist
between what is actually being done in the CMR building upgrade design and what
is .described in program documents, and also between key program documents
themselves.”13 (emphasis added)

DOE has prudently decided to defer from formulating details in a proposed Phase III
CMR Upgrade until the completion of both the Stockpile Stewardship and
Management (5S&M) Programmatic EIS and the LANL Site-Wide EIS. This
position is possibly disingenuous as the old and dead Reconfiguration PEIS (R-PEIS)
listed three alternatives for the reconfiguration of the complex: 1) the construction
and operation of new facilities; 2) the modification/upgrading of existing facilities;
and 3) no action (continued operation of existing fadlities). On February 14, 1995, DP
Asst. Secretary Victor Reis was quoted in The Albuquerque Journal as stating to a
Los Alamos audience, “The laboratories have to take on a manufacturing role.” He
acknowledged that using the laboratories as production sites is the primary option
under study for the reconfiguration of the complex.

In CCNS’ view, the modify and upgrade alternative is not merely under study, but
is being incrementally implemented at this time. LANL is the principal site for
implementation of the modify/upgrade alternative for reconfiguring processing
operations involving strategic plutonium, LANL management is clear on the
subject.

A consolidation strategy is being followed to effect cost reduction and
streamlining of operations. Outdated and less-used facilities are being closed
and others are being modified and upgraded to accommodate consolidation of
activities. For example, the Chemistry and Metallurgical Research (CMR)
facility upgrade allows the consolidation of currently dispersed nuclear
materials capabilities together with the attainment of new capabilities at a
substantial cost savings over a completely new facility.14 (emphasis added)

This is consistent with the July 1993 R-PEIS Revised NOI's proposal for co-locating

12 “Guidance on Startup Authority and Safety Analysis Documentation for the Los Alamos National
Laboratory Chemistry and Metallurgical Research Building New Programs and Operations;” Memo
from DOE HQ to Manager, DOE Albuquerque Operations Office; Sept. 22, 1992.

13 “Review of Chemistry and Metallurgical (CMR) Facility Hot Cell Upgrades and the Fire

Resistant Pit (FRP) Program;* DNFSB Memo, November 4, 1994. The DNFSB cited two reports by the
contractors Merrick & Company and EQE Engineering Consultants, “Project Criteria and Procedures-
CMR Fagility Seismic/Wind Upgrade-LANL” and “Project Plan-CMR Facility Seismic/Wind
Upgrade-LANL;” both February 25, 1994.

14 The 1993 LANL Strategie Plan, “Nuclear Weapons Sector Overview,” page 10.

CCNS CMR Upgrades EA Comments, page 5, Feb, 16, 1996
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RD&T functions with nuclear materials storage, processing and component
manufacturing operations involving the same material. Together, the CMR
upgrades and existing capabilities at TA-55 give LANL the ability to provide
plutonium processing operations for a reconfigured nuclear weapons complex with
the capability of fabricating 100 to 200 warheads per year.15 These programmatic
decisions have been predetermined and the CMR upgrades are central to the
process.  This is further buttressed in the FY 97 LANL CAMP.

The Los Alamos National Laboratory support of the DOE weapons program
includes research, RD&T in accordance with the Mission Area Assignment
agreed to by the Assistant Secretary for Defense Programs and the Under
Secretary...The Los Alamos National Laboratory CMR Building provides a

- major capability for Los Alamos National Laboratory to execute this mission.

The continued availability of the Los Alamos National Laboratory’s chemistry
and metallurgical SNM operations located in the 40-year-old CMR Building is
crucially important to the continued support of DOE weapons in essentially
all stages of their life cycle.....16

As to the LANL Site-Wide EIS, LANL management has already effectively
preselected the Expanded Operations Alternative listed in that document’s May
1995 Notice of Intent. - The 1993-LANL Strategic Plan is explicit in stating that the
Lab’s “unique reason-to-be” will remain nuclear weapons technologies, and makes
clear that LANL's goal'is to beconie “the prime..steward for the nation’s stockpile.”
In its own vision of prime stewardship, LANL management is calling for the
establishment by FY 96 at the Lab of "complete pit fabrication and inspection
capability” and “a complete capability..... to prototype war reserve pits.” According to
the Plan, the future expanded LANL role will involve all of these manufacturing

. capabilities and activities: - . .

—fabrication of plutonium triggers,
--manufacture of uranium components,
--manufacture of lithium components,
~fire-testing of new plutonium pits at full scale,
—~expanded plutonium and SNM storage,

15 “The capability to fabricate a mod ber of new warheads or remanufacture those in the
enduring stockpile will be optimally located at the chosen nuclear-materials storage and processing
site. (One way of assessing the needed capacity for fabrication s to the number of in

the long-term stockpile with a typical weapon lifetime. From this basis we can estimate a need for

about 100 to 200 units per year)....
In the future, the traditional distinction between responsibilities of the production complex and the

design laboratories will become somewhat more diffuse.”

John D. Immele (LANL Associate Director for NW Technology) and Phillip D. Goldstone (Chief
Scientist for LANL ICF Programs); “Redefining the U.S. Nuclear Weapons Program and the DOE
Nuclear Weapons Complex;” 1993 Los Alamos Science, page 47.

16 FY 1997 LANL CAMP, page A-14.

CONS CMR Upgrades EA Comments, page 6, Feb. 16, 1996

—loading of tritium into nuclear weapons,

—further development of plutonium and uranium processing technologies,
—~development of tritium manufacturing techniques,

—manufacture of detonators for weapons, and

~fabrication of beryllium components.

- Acquiring or enhancing these capabilities or activities would then give the Lab the

ability to manufacture complete nuclear weapons prototypes.

The infrastructure to support LANL strategic planning is then implemented
through proposals for future fadlity construction or upgrades in the’FY 1996 LANL
Capital Assets Management Plan. Through the year 2015, $4.85 billion in proposals
for construction or upgrading of facilities at LANL breaks downas: -~ = -

* $2.936 billion for nuclear weapons research, development and testing fadilities;

* $629 million for plutonium, enriched uranium, tritium, etc. processing and
fabrication facilities sufficient for producing complete nuclear weapons;

*» $364 million for waste management facilities in support of nuclear weapons
programs; and .

* $783 million for redirecting the Lab’s primary energy research fadility into a center
for nuclear weapons surveillance and experimental tritium production.

In all, over 95% of all future LANL facilities are for nuclear weapons programs or
are in support of those programs. In light of the above, it is not surprising that the
public would regard the consolidation of nuclear weapons programs-at LANL as a
“done deal.” The CMR upgrades are just another step in that direction.

DARHT and the CMR Upgrades

. NEPA requires the study of interconnected and related actions. The relationship of

the CMR Building to the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrotest (DARHT) Fadility needs
exploration. As listed in the 1989 SNMR&D EA, one of the four critical plutonium
activities conducted at the CMR Building is “chemical analyses of plutonium metal
for LANL's weapons testing program.” The relationship between the CMR Building
and PF-4 has already been demonstrated. The SNMR&D Lab EA states as well that
the scrap recovery, isotopic separation, purification and production technologies are
“developed and used [at PF-4] to provide plutonium and other spedial nudear
materials needed for LANL programs in material development and for weapons
design and testing.” DOE has 34% constructed DARHT and is presently seeking the

. dissolution of the court-ordered injunction against its completion. In the final

DARHT EIS, Appendix ), Facility Accidents, are listed dose factors for hypothetical

acute accidental releases for plutonium isotopes 236, 238, 239, 240, 241, 242, and 244
(in addition to “regular” weapons-grade Pu-239). Hence, it is reasonable to assume
that DARHT hydrotests may at some time use some or all of these isotopes as

CCNS CMR Upgrades EA Comments, page 7, Feb, 16,1996
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surrogate materials. LUk may soon reprocess quantities ot Fu-242 at the Savannah
River Plant for this purpose.l7 Both the CMR Building and PF-4 would
undoubtably be involved in the production and analyses of simulated weapons
components for hydrotesting.at DARHT. The extent of the future hydrotesting
program (number of shots, etc.) is still not well defined.18 The interrelationship of
the completion and operation of the DARHT fadility, especially within the context of
further consolidation of nuclear weapons programs at LANL, with the CMR
Building (and PF-4) has not received adequate scrutiny.

CMR Upgrades and the NPT and CTBT

1t has previously been noted how upgrading will make the CMR Building suitable
for meeting the needs of current and projected LANL/DOE activities. At the same
time, the long-term LANL mission needs for the capabilities that an upgraded CMR
Building would provide are currently programmed for at least another 20 to 30

years. These comments now turn to placing an upgraded CMR Building within the -

context of current and future nonproliferation and disarmament issues.

LANL’s primary mission is now self-described as “Reducing the Nuclear Danger,”
but the Lab’s (and the nation’s) policy towards nonproliferation is often
contradictory. Current national policy prohibits the production of new nuclear
weapons designs, while the Nuclear Weapons Posture Review directs that new
design and production capabilities be maintained in the remaining complex. This
contrasts sharply with the NonProliferation Treaty (NPT), which has been the
primary instrument to date preventing the spread of nuclear weapons. The bargain
at the core of the NPT is that nonweapons states forswore the acquisition of nuclear
weapons. In exchange, the weapons states pledged to

...pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to the
cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear
disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete disarmament under
strict and effective international control.” (Article VI, NPT, 1970)

17 “Atp DOE uses plutonium-242 for h. In accord with the Atomic Energy Act,
specific details on the use of plutonium-242 are classified and restricted from unauthorized disclosure
for the protection of national security. The SRS has {14,000 liters of] plutonium solution stored in a
stainless-steel tank in H-Canyon that requires processing and conversion to a form suitable for safe
storage and potential use.” [nterim Management of Nuclear Materials FEIS, DOE SRS, October 1995,
page 1-22. '
18 ~This approval (EPA Clean Air Act pemit for the DARHT Baseline Alternative] limits the annual
expenditure of uranium to 440 1b (200 kg.). This limit was based on the amount of depleted uranium used
at PHERMEX during the mid-1980s. However, since that time, underground nuclear testing has ceased,
programunatic objectives have changed, and a limit of 1,540 Ib (700 kg) would be required to meet all
objectives under this altemative.” DARHT FEIS, DOE, August 1995, page 3-24.

CCNS CMR Upgrades EA Comments, page 8, Feb. 16,1996

DOE'’s proposed S5&M Program, in which the upgraded CMR Building will play a
central role, may be an obstacle to a stringent nonproliferation regime under the
renewed NPT. The first question that arises is whether future 5S&M facilities can
and will be used for new design and production, and hence have a discouraging
effect on international observance of the NPT. A more fundamental question is, to
the extent that the SS&M Program preserves the stockpile into the indefinite future,
gow can Dthat program be in alignment with the international commitment to
isarm?1

The SS&M Program takes as its foundation the September 1994 Nuclear Weapons
Posture Review with its specific directives to maintain design and production
capabilities. This, in turn, drives the CMR Building upgrades. At least equal weight
needs to be given in S5&M Program planning to the NPT, which long preceded the
Posture Review. U.S. nuclear weapons policies should recognize the primacy of the
NPT, which requires corresponding recognition that the basis for selecting ultimate
future stockpile sizes already lies in the NPT. Given that it is folly to unilaterally
disarm, interim stockpilé sizes should be recognized and planned for, but with
emphasis placed on their interim status as nuclear weapons states seek to honor
their NPT commitment. Instead, the FY96 LANL CAMP states that the LANL
mission needs for an upgraded CMR Building are already programmed for at least
another 20 to 30 years. CCNS submits that this statement demonstrates LANL's zeal
to maintain the nuclear weapons stockpile ad infinitum, contrary to international
law and our own Jong-term interests in helping to preserve our uncontested
conventional weapons superpower status by drastically reducing global nuclear
arsenals.

The CMR Upgrades also need to be placed within the context of ongoing
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) negotiations. These comments have
already addressed the likely supporting role that the CMR Building will play for
future hydrotesting programs at DARHT. DARHT is commonly regarded as the
soon-to-be flagship of DOE’s Above Ground Experiments (AGEX) program and may
be the precursor to the Advanced Hydrotest Facility. In turn, some countries may
regard the AGEX program as being designed to circumvent the intent of the CTBT.
This issue has become more timely since the DOE announcement by DOE of a series
of underground subcritical experiments at the Nevada Test Site (beginning with a
LANL test in June). DOE should make clear what role the CMR Building and PF4
might play in these pending tests. Any long-term role that the CMR Building could

19 CONS is pot advocating unilateral disarmament. Reducing the nuclear danger, with eventual
abolition, should be accomplished through deliberate and carefully phased multilateral arms
reductions (such as progressively increasing START-like schedules) involving both declared and
undedared nuclear weapons states. Important initial steps towards disarmament are the achievement
of a CTBT, tional reduction of all stockpiles into the hundreds and below, and a global ban on the
develog 1 systems (including modifications that possess new military

r
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t of new

characteristics).
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take in tests that might impede completion or observance of the CTBT needs
addressing.

The CMR Upgrades and Public Disclosure

' The FY96 LANL CAMP CMR Activity Data Sheet (page A-9) states that the need for
the CMR Phase [ upgrades was established through the 1990 DOE Deputy Assistant -

Secretary for Military Application (DASMA) study. It also states that the need for
long-term upgrades was identified by a CMR Interim Safety Analysis Report (ISAR).
The FY95 DOE Congressional Budget Request (CBR) states that the “ISAR was
utilized as the basis to identify and prioritize upgrades that would be required to
continue operations in a safe, secure, and reliable manner for at least the next 20
years.”20 The FY96 Congressional Budget Request states that the “findings of the
ISAR are the basis for the scope of CMR Upgrades Phases 2 and 3, which were
combined with Phase 1 to produce this standalone line item in FY 1995.721

CCNS filed a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request for the DASMA CMR
study in December 1991 with the DOE Albuquerque Operations office (DOE AL file
no: 91-338-]). Eventually, all items on the request were satisfied, with the exception
of the release of the DASMA Study. In May 1994, CCNS received a letter from DOE
AL stating that “this report is in draft status and is, therefore, predecisional.” A =
response from Headquarters as to whether the report could be released was pending.

On March 21, 1995, the Western Environmental Law Center (WELC), on CCNS’
behalf, filed a new FOIA request for the DASMA study, the ISAR, and for NEPA
documentation for the CMR Upgrade Project, Phases I - Il In April 1995, WELC had
a phone conversation with the DOE AL FOIA Officer, which was documented in a
letter to that FOIA officer. According to the Law Center, the officer stated that LANL
would provide the officer with the DASMA study and CMR NEPA documentation
by April 24, 1995, and that WELC would then be advised as to whether DOE had
determined if those documents could be released. If the determination was positive,

. those documents were to be released no later than May 15, 1995.

With respect to the CMR ISAR, the FOIA officer advised WELC that LANL had
already determined that the report was predecisional, and therefore would not be
provided. However, none of the materials were released, despite a follow-up letter
from WELC to the FOIA officer on June 2, 1995.

Both the 1990 DASMA study and the 1992 CMR ISAR are fundamental to informed

CCNS CMR Upgrades EA Comunents, page 10, Feb. 16,1996

consideration of the proposed upgrades. They are decidedly not predecisional in
nature, since it is stated in the CBRs that together they provide the basis for Phases 1,
2 and 3. DOE and LANL can not have it both ways: they cannot refuse to release
these reports on the basis that they are predecisional and yet still use them as the
basis for decision-making.

On the need to provide pertinent information to the public, perhaps.an apt analogy
to the DARHT case can be made. While issuing an injunction against further
DARHT construction, Judge Mechem gave the opinion that

Agency procedures implementing NEPA must involve the public in
complying with CEQ regulations.....DOE failed to follow its own procedures
which allowed for additional review in the event that public comment raised
a “substantial question regarding [a] categorization” affecting NEPA
assessment.....Public comment cannot be elicited without public disclosure.
DOE has since acknowledged the critical element of public involvement in
carrying out the NEPA mandate. 57 Fed. Reg. 15122 (rule’s purpose is to
enhance public review opportunities and “ensure that [DOE's] NEPA
procedures are more accessible to the public”).22 (emphasis added)

DOE may justifiably argue that portions of both reports are classified. However, that
is no excuse for a blanket refusal to release these reports. .In the case of the DASMA
report, adequate ime has passed in which a declassified version, if necessary, could
have been prepared since the first FOLA request.of December 1991. DOE should have
anticipated this necessity because of the CMR's Building’s significance and the
demonstrated public interest in the SNMR&D laboratory. The lack of a clear DOE
response to this matter is particularly unsatisfactory.

CMR Clean Air Act Issues

In November 1991 and November 1992 LANL was issued two separate Notices of
Noncompliance by EPA for failing to comply with the regulatory criteria of the
Clean Air Act. In addition, in the 1992 Notice, the Lab was found to have exceeded
the Clean Air Act 10 millirem public health safety standard once an unapproved
“building shielding”reduction factor was disallowed. These notices required DOE fo
enter into negotiations for a Clean Air Act Federal Faculties Compliance Agreement
(CAA FFCA). The draft FFCA was released in June 1995; the final has yet to be
approved.

In the draft CAA FFCA, the CMR Building is listed as a “Special Case.”

22 Memorandum Qpinion and Order, No. 94-1306-M, U.S. District Court for the State of New Mexico.
January 26, 1995.

CCNS CMR Upgrades EA Comments, page 11, Feb. 16, 1996
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CMR is a complex building which contains laboratories designed to conduct a
wide variety of radiological work. Ten stacks at this facility require
continuous sampling in accordance with 40 CFR 61.93(b) but have no ideal
sampling location because of their physical configuration....At some of these
sampling locations, complete mixing will be impossible to achieve...Sampling

_will be done to ensure that a representative, or at least conservative, sample is
collected.?

In informal discussion between EPA and CCNS, EPA officials have indicated that
the CMR Building’s “special case” will be temporary until its phased upgrades are
completed (but not necessarily after Phase 2). This requires acknowledgement in the
EA. Buried in the draft FFCA Supplement 1, Point Source Evaluation for Sampling
Requirements, is the following: “[Tlhe configuration of the CMR Building, in
addition to planned activities that may occur in this building, provides a strong
argument for upgrading these point sources to major source status. These emission
points will be upgraded to meet 40 CFR 61.93(b) requirements.” CMR stacks are
scheduled to meet final requirements by March 30, 1998 (Compliance Plan, Table 6-
4). The EA needs to make clear that the CMR stacks will fully comply with Clean
Alr Act regulatory criteria by that time. LANL’s noncompliance is already
inexcusable since the Clean Air Act required compliance within two years of the
1990 promulgation of the relevant regulations.

From May, 1994, to January, 1995, there were five reported incidences of air
monitoring equipment failures at the CMR Building and one unplanned release
from effluent stack FE-24.2¢ As per the Clean Air Act, DOE needs to ensure the
adequacy of quality assurance programs for air monitoring systems at the CMR
Building. It is likely that numerous incidents such as the above have occurred in
the past. The use of historic emissions data (as per the draft FFCA) is suspect because
of the lack of valid past quality assurance programs and independent oversight.

DOE has stated: “Administrative controls have been placed on emissions at the
CMR facility, thereby converting ten stacks from major point sources to minor point
sources.”?5 These CMR administrative controls are then an integral part of the
FFCA. Because no further information is given, CCNS assumes that these
administrative controls limit the amount of time of operations for certain activities
at the CMR Building, analogous to the administrative controls imposed on the Los
Alamos Meson Physics Facility. DOE administrative controls could be of limited
duration due to programmatic issues that will likely raise levels of operations at
both facilities. LANL is already anticipating the need for plutonium pit rebuild
activities and highly enriched uranium components fabrication in the CMR

3 Draft LANL CAA FFCA, Appendix A, Compliance Plan, EPA, May 1995, page 8.
24 CMR Occurrence Report, 1990-Present, LANL, January 25, 1995.

25 “Declaration of Steve Fong,” DOE LAAO Environmental Engineer, June 1995, page 7.

CCNS CMR Upgrades EA Conuments, page 12, Feb. 16, 1996

Building, which is located in the most densely populated section of the Lab.
Description and duration of administrative controls for all facdlities need to be
specified in the CMR EA,

LANL and DOE daim that full inventory of radionuclide sources at LANL has been
completed. This is significant because the need to continuously monitor a stack is
predicated on this inventory. Nothing in the draft FFCA indicates that EPA has or
will verify daimed inventories. No description of the inventory process or quality
assurance to that process is given. In addition, there are no provisions for updating
radionuclide inventories; obviously, radionuclide inventories are not static at
LANL. This could be significant as more production operations are consolidated at
the Lab and the CMR Building. This CMR EA needs to make clear that CMR
radionudlide inventories are indeed complete, periodically updated and verified.

The Draft FFCA states

As long as DOE remains in compliance with the terms of this FFCA,
including the Compliance Plan, an application for approval under 40 CFR. S.
61.07 or notification of startup under 40 CFR. S. 61.09 is not required to be
submitted for any new construction of or modification within an existing
facility if the estimated dose equivalent caused by all emissions from the new
construction or modification is less than 1% of the standard presaibed in 40
CFR. S. 61.92.26

EPA confuses the FFCA with the Clean Air Act. Forty CFR 5. 61.96 (b) exempts DOE
from the need to file an application for approval under S. 61.07 or notification of
startup under S. 61.09 for new construction or modifications that create facilities
with an EDE less than 1% of the 10 mrem/year standard. This same paragraph ends
with a statement that a facility is eligible for this exemption only if the facility is in
compliance with Subpart H. The CMR Building is not in compliance with Subpart
H, nor is the FFCA in effect. Furthermore, DOE and LANL would have to
demonstrate that the CMR Buildings annual radioactive air emissions are less than
.1 mrem.- Why does the EA (page 45) make the claim that no permits are required for
the CMR upgrades?

The CMR Project Execution Plan contains the following for the Phase 1 upgrade.
The original scope assumed the UPS [uninterruptable power supply]

supporting Stack Monitors would be a safety class system. Since the Stack
monitors have been determined to not be a safety class, the UPS's are not now

% Draft LANL Clean Alr At FECA, EPA, May 1995.

CCNS CMR Upgrades EA Coruments, page 13, Feb. 16, 1996
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required to be safety class.2?

The obvious object of an upgrade is to upgrade. Why were potentially safety class
UPSs downgraded to the lack of safety class stack monitors? Will stack monitors
and UPSs be brought up to safety class in Phase 2?

| The EA notes in Appendix A that the Wing 3 bag filter system in FE-20 was replaced

7 with a box filter system, bringing the efficdency rating up from 60% to approximately
85%. Is there further redundant filtration? Why can’t higher efficdency HEPA filters
be installed?

In attempting to remediate CMR Clean Air problems, the EA should consider
shrouded probe technology. This technology-is LANL-developed, is likely to be
more economical than the presently approved ANSI technology, and appears
capable of solving many of the monitoring problems that LANL has experienced.
EPA has made it clear that it doesn’t have the authority to mandate use of this
technology, but has granted conditional approval for use in certain circumstances.
This technology may prove especially useful in “special cases” such as the CMR
Building, as llustrated below.

«.in wind tunnel experiments that simulate stack sampling with ANSI-type
isokinetic probes, the transmission ratio is about 20% to 40% for 10um
aerodynamic equivalent (AED) particles over a range of free stream velocities
of 6 to 20 m/s. For an isokinetic probe that has improved design
characteristics, the transmission ratio is about 60%. By comparison, a
shrouded probe typically has a transmission ratio of 80% to 110% for the same
range of conditions.28

Finally, in Clean Air matters, all significant estimated quantities of radioactive duct
“holdup materials should be provided. .

CMR Upgrades Impact on Area G

The EA states that 16,340 cubic meters of suspect waste volume could be generated in
the Phase 2 Upgrade. This volume may be reduced to 4,000 cubic meters through
compaction and other waste minimization activities. (Substantiating analysis for
this reduced figure is lacking in the EA and should be reflected in further

8 | environmental analysis.] Characterization of this suspect waste will be performed
#on the job.” Should all of this waste be characterized as “low-level,” it would
approximate LANL's annual generation of low-level waste. The EA in Table 4-1

7 i Attachment E, “DOE Baseline Change Proposal,”
es, LANL, LA-12612-MS, August 1993,

CCNS CMR Upgrades EA Comments, page 14, Feb. 16, 1996

(page 33) states that the project may weil shorten the lite of the LLW disposal taality
at TA-54. Possible expansion of Area G is to be determined through the LANL Site-
Wide EIS process, yet a train of events is in motion that is likely to accelerate the
expansion of Area G.

The expansion of Area G has been a controversial issue in the past, one in which
San Iidefonso Pueblo has taken a particular interest.. The same table, immediately
under the entry cited above, states under “Environmental Justice” that no effects to
| 8| the public are expected. CCNS suggests that any action accelerating the expansion of
Area G does have environmental justice impact, one which particularly impacts
San Iidefonso Pueblo. Our concerns are heightened by two disparate (perhaps
contradictory) processes: 1) the increasing possibility of DOE land transfers back to
the Pueblo and 2) rudimentary proposals in the Draft Waste Management PEIS for
“regional lreatment centers” in which Area G could play a central role. This CMR
EA is deficient by its lack of any exploration into the interconnected and related
issue of accelerating the expansion of Area G. This must be addressed. Outside of
NEPA, CCNS suggests that DOE work closely on a government-to-government basis
with San lidefonso Pueblo on this issue. .

CMR Phase 2 Upgrade Risk Assessments

As expressed in the Summary of Radiation Exposure Risks (Table 4-6, EA page 42), the
calculated plutonium dose to the nearest population in the event of an earthquake
is astonishingly high. That dose is given at 216 person-rem, with an added chance of
cancer mortality of one in nine for a population of 26,770. Apparently, a
hypothetical earthquake needn’t be that severe to cause such a catastrophic release.
The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, in reference to the CMR Fire Resistant
Pit Program, noted

The structural evaluation of the building does not include the effect of
possible severing of distribution lines that span from lot to lot, nor does it
account for potential loss of safety systems, such as ventilations, that are
needed to ensure hazardous material confinement. Since the building and
essential safety systems may not withstand a severe earthquake,?? the hot cell
upgrades may not be able to perform their intended functions due to these
neglected interaction effects30 (emphasis added)

The public is well aware of common geothermal activity in the greater Jemez area
and the fact that the dominant physical formation in the Jemez Mountains is the

75 Here, the DNFSB footnotes “Project Plan-CMR Facility Seissmic/Wind Upgrades-LANL,” February

25,1994, page 38.
30 “Review of Chemistry and Metallurgical (CMR) Facility Hot Cell Upgrades and the Fire

Resistant Pit (FRP) Program:” DNFSB Memo, November 4, 1994,

CCNS CMR Upgrades EA Comments, page 15, Feb. 16,1996

sapeasdp WD pasodolq 3Y) 0] JUIWSSISSY [BJUIWUOLIAUT




=
=
s
S
=
g
(]
2
0
—
>
»
@
(4]
@
@
g
[
-]
-

nd
©
aQ
[:4
%
™
(2]

1661 ‘v Arenagog

Comment 8A, page 17

Comment 8A, page 18

10

Valle Grande, said to be the nation’s largest caldera (formed as a result of voleanic
activity). According to preliminary information, three faults run through Lab
property, two of which are considered capable of generating an earthquake of the
magnitude of seven on the Richter scale. One in-state expert believes that New
Mexico is bound to have a 6 magnitude earthquake within a hundred years. While
this is most likely to accur in the southern part of the state, seismic activity from the
Rio Grande Rift is within striking distance of the Los Alamos Area. In 1918, people
were knocked off their feet in Cerrillos, while windows were broken in Santa Fe.
Sometime in the 1950s or 1960s, a tremor was felt in Los Alamos. In TA-3 (CMR
location), long-term slip rate probabilities are given as one chance in 500 years of a
seismic event with a force of .14 G, one in 1,000 years with .21 G, one in 2,000 years
with .3 G, and one in 10,000 years with .56 G.

Since seismic upgrading is one of the primary components of the CMR Phase 2
Upgrade, DOE and LANL are obviously aware of the danger that potential seismic
activity can bring. Given the astonishingly high dose rate in the event of an
earthquake during the upgrade process, the EA is grossly deficient by failing to
provide any information on event probability. This begs for a deeper level of
analysis.

NEPA Segmentation Issues

The broad issue of prejudicial and partially implemented programmatic decisions
and the relationship of the CMR Upgrades to these decisions have already been
raised. These issues alone raise the gravest of NEPA concerns. In confining
discussion here to various ongoing or recent CMR NEPA analyses, serious
segmentation concerns are raised as well.

‘With respect to the three phases of upgrades, clear demarcation between the phases
has been historically lacking, particularly between Phases 2 and 3. All phases are
combined into single line item. ,

Defense Programs (DP) has proposed integration of the long-term upgrades
with Phase 1 as a single FY95 project to maximize efficiency from a financial,
schedule, and operations standpoint.3) {emphasis added)

This proposal was carried out in the FY96 DOE CBR as Project 95-D-102. In
critiquing upgrades for separate (but related) CMR Upgrades for the Fire Resistant Pit
(FRP) Program, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) noted that
“[o]ther than budgetary responsibility, LANL management responsibility for these
upgrades is diffuse.” This statement may apply to all of the proposed upgrades as
well. The DNFSB comment on how technical inconsistencies exist between what is

.actually being down at CMR Upgrades and what is described in program documents

3T FY97 LANL CAMP, page A-15.

CCNS CMR Upgrades EA Comments, page 16, Feb. 16, 1996

has been already noted. For the past couple of years, the definitions and boundaries
of the phases have shifted,32 resulting in the delay of this EA. It is impossible for the
public to distinguish between ES&H concerns (Phase 2’s advertised scope) and
predetermined programmatic decisions because of the lack of access to fundamental
documents (see public disclosure section).

DOE and LANL maintain that other CMR upgrade projects are not related to the
proposed upgrades. The FRP Program, whose primary objective is to study reactions
of molten plutonium with other materials within full-size pits from dismantled
nuclear weapons, required the structural upgrading of a portion of the CMR

. Building. Of the FRP upgrades, the DNFSB wrote

The upgrades currently being installed will only remedy deficiencies of the
hot cell support structure. Other identified structural deficiencies in Wing 9
will not be remedied until Phase II, which has not been funded, is complete.
Therefore, the FRP experiments are planned to proceed without remediation
of other known structural deficiencies. While representatives from the
design contractor stated that the other structural deficiencies will not affect the
integrity of the hot cells, the validity of this conclusion is not apparent, since
the lateral resistances of the hot cell support system is dependent on the
integrity of the adjoining structural components.33

Hence, the relationship of this CMR upgrade project to other CMR upgrades could
hardly be more direct. Other points the DNFSB raised with respect to the FRP
Program are applicable to all CMR Upgrades: potential hazards need to be identified
early in the design process; the design process needs to be strong and effective;
strong technical oversight of contractors is required; and a mix of relevant building
and engineering codes needs to be employed. Using the FRP Program as an
example, the public cannot be confident that LANL management is exercising
sufficient care in implementing CMR upgrades. As the DNFSB notes:

The furnace that will be used to heat the pit has been procured and has been
installed in a mockup. When questioned as to what codes and standards were
used in the design and fabrication of the furnace, LANL could not
immediately identify any. It was merely suggested that the codes and
standards that the manufacturer normally used might be sufficient.3

32 “Realignment of scope between Phases 2 and 3 based upon NEPA approach and establishment of
cost and schedule baselines based upon the completed Conceptual Design Report;” FY 1997 OMB Budget
Submission for CMR Upgrades Project, attached to CMR EA,

33 ~Review of Chemistry and Metallurgical (CMR) Fadlity Hot Cell Upgrades and the Fire

Resistant Pit (FRP) Program:* DINFSB Memo, November 4, 1994.
34 Tvid,

CCNS CMR Upgrades EA Comments, page 17, Feb, 16, 1996
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This would seem comical were it not for the grave nature of these experiments -
studying the reactions of molten plutonium with other materials within full-size
pits from dismantled nuclear weapons.

The CMR EA is deficient in addressing whatsoever dry cask sbdrage of spent fuel
rods at the CMR Building.

Fuel handling and storage activities take place in Wing 9, which was added to
support those programs requiring hot cell facilities. Prior to suspension of
offsite shipments, spent fuel was transferred from the OWR [Omega West
Reactor] to CMR Wing 9, temporarily stored, and then shipped to a fuel
processing site. Currently, Wing 9 houses 46 OWR spent fuel rod elements in
two 20-ton dry storage casks. Slorage in these casks is intended to be short
term and the fadility staff is working on arrangements to ship the fuel
elements offsite. )

No vulnerabilities were identified for RINM [reactor irradiated nuclear
materials] at the CMR facility. - However, the current safety analysis report
does not address all appropriate aspects of long-term spent fuel storage. The
recent justification for continued operations is presumably only valid for a
short time.35 (emphasis added)

CCNS notes that yet another NEPA process was recently finalized that impacts the
CMR Building. This is the Radioactive Source Recovery (RSR) Program, for which
a FONSI was issued in November, 1995. Under this EA, the CMR Building (along
with PF-4) will chemically separate and recover plutonium-238 and americium
from excess radioactive sealed neutron sources. As an understatement, it is curious
to have Phase 1, 2 and 3 Upgrades, FRP Upgrades, and the RSR Program NEPA
processes, with questions concerning RINM dry cask storage, all coincide so closely
in time. This would seem to fly in the face of NEPA regulations on the appropriate
determination of scope for environmental impact statements.

To determine the scope of environmental impact statements, agencies shall
consider 3 types of actions, 3 types of alternatives, and 3 types of impacts. They
include:

(a) actions (other than unconnected single actions) which may be :

(3) similar actions, which when viewed with other reasonably foreseeable
or proposed agency actions, have similarities that provide a basis for
evaluating their environmental consequences together, such as & common
timing or geography. An agency may wish to analyze these actions in the
same impact statement. It should do so when the best way to assess

3 3 Spent Fuel Working Group Report, DOE, November 1993. This same report also notes that wet
storage of spent fuel rods at the Omega West Reactor is at 120% of capacity.

CCINS CMR Upgrades EA Comments, page 18, Feb. 16, 1996
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adequately the combined impacts of similar actions or reasonable alternatives
to such actions is to combine them in a single impact statement. (40 CFR, §
1508.25) (emphasis added)

Finally, it is valuable to briefly recite LANL’s NEPA history. An internal Lab
environmental assessment contained the following findings:

1) LANL projects have proceeded into detailed design or have been completed prior
to the initiation and/or completion and approval of NEPA documentation by DOE;
2) The 1979 Site-Wide EIS is being used for tiering when it is no longer adequate;

3) LANL NEPA procedures do not provide adequate methods for identifying all
LANL projects or program activities; and

4) LANL staff are making unauthorized NEPA determinations.3

In addition, in January 1995, LANL was enjoined by a federal court from further
DARHT construction until appropriate environmental review had taken place. In
short, the Lab’s NEPA history is dismal. It is not clear that the CMR Upgrades NEPA
process is divorced from this history.

Summary and Conclusion:
An EIS Is Required for the CMR Upgrades Project

The stated purpose of this CMR Upgrades EA is to supply DOE with sufficient
information to determine whether a FONSI is warranted or whether an EIS should
be performed. CCNS's opinion is that the CMR upgrades requires preparation of an
Elsf. The reasons for this (discussed at length in all of the above) can be summarized
as follows:

1) By the Lab’s admission: “The long-term Los Alamos National Laboratory
mission needs for such capability [that an upgraded CMR Building would provide}
are currently programmed for at least another 20 to 30 years;” .

2) The mission of the now-defunct SNMR&D Lab and an upgraded CMR Building
are identical: to support PF-4 at TA-55. The existence of PF-4, as the only currently
operating plutonium processing facility in the country, is in large part driving
implementation of the modify/upgrade alternative for reconfiguration of the
complex in advance of a record of decision. LANL management has been actively
seeking this consolidation for some time now. This process effectively prejudices
the outcome of both the SS&M PEIS and the LANL SWEIS. The CMR upgrades are
a substantial piece of that process;

3) Consideration of the SNMR&D Lab required an EIS. The CMR upgrades are
clearly a substitute for the SNMR&D Lab. It is inconsistent that the CMR upgrades
do not also require an EIS. NEPA does not exclude upgrades from EISs;

4) Because LANL's RDT&E mission, along with increasing production activity,

3 Environmental Co ance Aud nyl ental Compliance Programg; LANL; Laboratory
Assessment Office Appraisals Group; October 4, 1991.

CCNS CMR Upgrades EA Comments, page 19, Feb. 16,199
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appears to be already fixed for the next 20 to 30 years, this can have potentally
serious impacts on current nonproliferation and disarmament efforts;

5) DOE has failed to provide vital information for informed public opinion on the
CMR upgrades;

6) There are serious Clean Air Act issues at the CMR Building, which neither the
EA nor the draft LANL Clean Air Act FFCA fully resolve;

7) The given cancer fatality dose for the low-probability, high consequence event of
an earthquake during upgrading is astoundingly high. Earthquake probability is not
given in the EA; . '

8) The volume of waste to be generated by the upgrades will shorten the expected
life of Area G. Expansion of Area G is an already controversial issue and one that
will directly impact San Ildefonso Pueblo; and

9) Serious segmentation issues are involved in the CMR Upgrades NEPA process
given the historic lack of clear demarcation between the various upgrade phases, the
existence of other NEPA processes involving nearly the same space and time and
questions regarding spent fuel storage.

Finally, there is the issue of DOE’s own determination of the nature of the CMR
Upgrades. The CEQ regulation on implementing NEPA procedures, Whether to_
prepare an environmental impact statement, states

In determining whether to prepare an environmental impact statement the
Federal agency shall:
(a) Determine under its procedures supplementing these regulations
(described in Section 1507.3) whether the proposal is one which:
(1) Normally requires an environmental impact statement, or
(2) Normally does not require either an environmental impact statement
or an environmental assessment (categorical exclusion).
(b) 1f the proposed action is not covered by paragraph (a) of this section,
prepare an environmental assessment....(CFR 1500, § 1501.4)

DOE Order 4240.1K, Designation of Major System Acquisition [MSA] and Major
Projects, states

The DOE criteria for designation of a system or project as a MSA considers
national urgency, importance, size, complexity, and dollar value. Those
systems or projects which have a total projected cost or annual FY 1992
appropriations in excess of $100 million (M), or are recommended by Program
Secretarial Officers (PSOs), are considered to be MSAs. '

There is an apparent discrepancy in budget figures provided by DOE for the CMR
Phase 2 Upgrade. The FY 1996 Congressional Budget Request (CBR) states that the

CCNS CMR Upgrades EA Comments, page 20, Feb. 16, 1996

total estimated cost is $85 million.3? More recent information, provided by the DOE
Albuquerque Operations Office, puts the Phase 2 Upgrade at $122.5 million. A
possible reason for this discrepancy is that the CBR describes the cost as a pre-
conceptual design report estimate. The DOE AL estimate is, however, apparently
based on finished conceptual design. The $122.5 million is also the same figure
%19\91?1 with the CMR Upgrades OMB submission attached to the LANL September,

, CMR Upgrades Project, Project Execution Plan. »

The CMR Phase 2 Upgrade meets the DOE test for designation as a Major Systems
Acquisition (MSA) in all respects, Le. its size, importance, complexity, and cost, etc.
The CMR Upgrades are referred to as a MSA in the FY97 LANL CAMP. Under DOE
orders, the NEPA consequence of designating a project as a MSA is clear. The first
entry under DOE “Classes of Actions That Normally Require EISs” reads

Majog Systems Acquisitions, as designated by DOE Order 4240.1,
“Designation of Major Systems Acquisitions and Major Projects.”3?

Hence, the CMR Phase 2 Upgrade, as a MSA and for the reasons just summarized,
automatically meets the DOE test for designation as an action that normally requires
preparation of an EIS. Consequently, CCNS believes that CFR 1500, § 1501.4, requires
that EIS. This environmental assessment should reach the same conclusion.

These comments respectfully submitted,

Sy Cpii

Jay Coghlan, Research Analyst
2/20/9%

57 Y199 S get Request, Proik ata Act eets, DOE, page 358-359.

3; :’9;!;[:: “Projects in Development at LANL,” DOE AL, UC/LANL SWEIS Project Office, December
15, 3

39 DOE NEPA regulations, 10 CFR 1021.400, Appendix D to Subpart D.

CCNS CMR Upgrades EA Comments, page 21, Feb, 16,1996
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Comment 8B, page 1

Comment 8C, page |

ccn/s

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety

Ms. Elizabeth Withers
NEPA Compliance Officer, DOE LAAO
Los Alamos, NM 87544

March 13, 1996

Dear Ms. Withers,

¥ would like to retract one comment I made in CCNS's comments (submitted
February 20, 1996) on the draft environment assessment for the CMR Building
Phase 2 Upgrade. In comment pages 15 - 16, I stated:

As expressed in the Summary of Radiation Exposure Risks (Table 4-6, EA
page 41), the calculated plutonium dose to the nearest population in the event
of an earthquake is astonishingly high. That dose is given at 216 person-rem,
with an added chance of cancer mortality of one in nine for a population of
26,770.....Given the astonishingly high dose rate in the event of an earthquake
during the upgrade process, the EA is grossly deficient by failing to provide
any information on event probability.

My calling the plutonium dose in the event of an earthquake “astonishingly

high*” was prompted by language in Table 4-6 under “Added Chances of Cancer

- Mortality” that there was an expectation of “1 in 9 for the population of 26,770
persons.” Imistakenly interpreted this to mean .11 x 26,770, or 2974.4. This
continued to trouble me, so I again reviewed the fig . I then realized that what is
meant is an added chance of cancer mortality of .11 person in a population of 26,770.
This strikes me as incredulously low, and needs support in further environmental
review. Nevertheless, it is now clear to me that the dose being discussed is vastly

1] smaller than what the language first suggests. Perhaps DOE and LANL can use
more obvious language in the future in order to avoid unnecessary concern.

1 continue to argue that inclusion of earthquake probability is required for
sufficlent environmental review, not only for the CMR Upgrades, but as a baseline
for all proposed LANL projects. This would be an appropriate topic for the LANL .
SWEIS. However, this information must be incorporated into CMR environmental
review as well should CMR review precede completion of the SWEIS.

1 apologize for any inconvenience this retraction may entail.
Sincerely,
< /
Sy
Jay Coghlan, Research Analyst

Santa Fe + New Mexico * 87501 « USA

107 Cisnege (SO5) 986-1973

CCNS

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
March 27, 1996

. Ms. Elizabeth Withers
NEPA Compliance Officer
DOE LAAO
Los Alamos, NM 87544

Dear Ms. Withers,

In CCNS'.comments on the proposed environmental assessment for the CMR
Building Phase 2 Upgrades (submitted February 20, 1996), I addressed the fact that
DOE had not yet released relevant documents. Most notable among these was the
1990 DASMA CMR Study, for which CCNS had filed a FOIA request in December,
1991. DOE has since released that study (I received a copy on March 22). I now raise
two questions which I hope DOE will address. Needless to say, the comment period
expired over a month ago. ‘Nevertheless, these questions should be addressed given
that the study was available only after the comment period had long expired.

In the DASMA CMR Study Report (page 14), the panel makes a number of
assumptions. Among these are;

¢ An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is anticipated to be required for

the reconfiguration of Wings 2 and 4, and for the “Conceptual Design for

Secure Conveyance System” and “Construction of Secure Material Transport

Route” projects (items 3.2 and 3.20); and

* Permits will be required from EPA and the State of New Mexico to install

and operate emission equipment.

As identified in the September 1995 LANL CMR Project Execution Plan, there are
no Phase 2 plans to install and operate emission equipment. However, “continuous
air monitor installation” and “stack monitor upgrades” are clearly identified
components of current Phase 1 upgrades. What EPA permits and New Mexico
permits may have been secured for these items?

The Project Execution Plan also identifies “Wings 2 and 4 Safe Standby” as a
Phase 2 component which will “[e]stablish a Safe Standby condition for Wings 2 and
4 pending future programmatic use.” In any document superseding the present
predecisional CMR EA, can DOE dlearly demarcate between a Safe Standby condition
and possible preliminary steps towards reconfiguration of Wings 2 and 47

Thank you for your consideration of these questions.

Sincerely,

ZCO hl%ﬂyst

107 Clenega Senta Fe » New Mexico » 87501 » USA (S0S5] 986-1973
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Comment 9, page 1

Comment 10, page 1

State of New Mexico
ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT
DOE OVERSIGHT BUREAU
P.0. Box 1655, MS/J-993
Los Alamos, New Mexico 87545 MARKE, wRIDLER
: . SECRRYARY
EDGAR T. THORNTON, I
ORPUTY SECRETARY
MEMOR4NDUM
TO: Gedi Cibas, NMED, Office of the Secretary

FROM: a»a’Slevc Yasicak, DOE OB, LANL POC
DATE: September 12, 1996
SUBJECT: NMED DOE OB review of U. S. DOE's Revised Predecisional Draft

Euvironmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Building Upgrades at the -
Los Alawos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, N.M. pe *

This memo serves as a notice that the DOE OB reviewed but did not comment on the revised
aforementioned document dated 8-26-96 due to our formal review of the Predecisional Draft
Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Building Upgrades at the Los Alamos National
Laboratory, Los Alamos, NM. on 2-16:96. The U. S. DOE responded to DOE OB’s 2-16-96
comments in the revised document, and after reviewing the responses and finding them adequate,
we have 0o further comments.

If there are any questions concerning this memo, please contact me at 672-0448 or Harvey Decker
a8 672-0459,

cc;  Neil Weber, NMED, Chief, DOE OB
Mat Jobansea, DOE, LAAO POC, MS A316

e\ emmeltip [‘ €h2¢bo\1,\, L\)

" Gomments on the

CMR Proposed  Upgrade

These proposed upgrades of the two or wore wings of the CIKR
building in which I worked for many years, up until 1967, miy
poesibly be needed, but it is by no means clear why thera is un
urgency about proceeding with them now.

1 was respomnsible for recommwending to Dr. Eric Jette, the (it
Division leader, before the construction began, that it would bz
preferable to use INCONEL instead of. stainless steel for tiwe
overhead duct work and plenums. The reacon was that Inconel would
not be subject to stress corrosion cracking, whereas stainleis
steel would. Stress corrosion cracking has an insidious tendency =5
otcur when the general corrosion has almost been eliminated.

To the best of my knowledge, these plena are still in good
shape. The need to replace thece old ducts certainly is not well
established in the Pre-decisional Draft DOB/EA-11031.

Since most of the planned activity will be devoted to chemic:l
analysis, it is my belief that the analytical methodology his
progressed to where aggressive and corrosive chemicals are much
less needed nov. New electronic analysis methods are available.

Concerning the attendant RISK assessments, although t2
formulae are required by DOE, they appear to give the ¥righ:+

" answers for the Lab position. But what evidence is there that they

are realistic? A number is presented without apny indication wi
the reliability of the estimates or the exxor bars.

These should conform to either the US RSTM standard (B-173:%,
1995) adopted by Subcommittee 547,13 or the Intermational standarr
(X80 14000) or even to those used by RAC, the Radiation Assessmen:s
Corporation of Neasa, SC 2%107.

hat these multi-million dollaiz

Therefore it is approp
IPZXS has been approved.

upgrades be delayed unti
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Comment 11, page 1

Comment 11, page 2

1304 Calle Ramon
Santa Fs, NM 87501
September 11, 1996
Ms. Ellzabeth Withers Qax 665~48 72
NEPA - ‘
528 35th Street
Los Alamos, NM 87544

Re: Comment on Proposed CMR Building Upgrade - Environmental Assessment
Madam:
The plans to upgrade the CMR building at LANL should be deferred for the following reasons:

‘The building upgrade is part of a plan to convert LANL to the manwufacture of Plutonium pits as
part of the stockpile stewardship program. This manufacturing process is sufficiently similar 1o
the same work formerly done at Rocky Flats, The process has proved to be dangerous and
highly damaging to the environment. I refer you to the various reports on the serious problems
at Rocky Flats obtainable from the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
which I request you add to the record of considerations for this assessment. (e.g. "Assessing
Risks of Exposure to Plutonium").

Dr. Sigfried Hecker has alrcady begun the transfer of Plutonium manufacture from Rocky Flats
sccording to his testimony of Masch 12, 1996 before Congress, I ask that you add shis record ol
his testimony to this comment to show that he has not waited for the environmental assessment
before presuming permission from the Department of Energy.

The National Defense Avthorization Act for 1996 provides an additional $141.6 Million over the
original budget request for stockpile stewardship activities at LANL. This Act specifically
states, “However, the Committce believes it is premature to initiate long-term capital
Improvements in advance of the outcome of the stockpile stewardship management
Programmatic Envi tal Impact St process ntly underway.” The proposed
building upgrade should be put on hold awaiting the acceptance of the PEIS by the DOE,
Washington, DC.

Safety, and the lack of effective management of safety at LANL, is an issue recelving top level
attention. So long as we continue to risk the safety of LANL employees and civilians in the
vicinity of Los Alamos, by accidents in the handling of hazardous materials snd the accidental
relcases of radioactive materials, we cannot accept the increased risk of introducing the
inherently dangerous process of tefining and reconstituting Plutonium pits on any production
scale in the CMR building or on the grounds of LANL.

The risk asscssment procedure has been called o question by the Citizens Advisory Board for
DOE/LANL (see attached recommendation). The risk assessment proceduse used by LANL
does not conform to National Standerds adopted and promulgated by the American Society of
Teating and Matesinls, the national body assigned by ANSI for the dovelopment of this standard
Furthermore, the risks of cxposure to Plutonium have been underestimated, Furthermore, the

shsks from tetrorists have becn undercatimated and too simply dismissed by the unproven
assucance that this risk will be dealt with. Fusthermore, these is no way to prevent fosest fires in
the vicinity of LANL. As the tecent fires prove, the only way to protect the area surrounding
LANL from the release of radioactive matesials is to rove them elsewhere. This has been
verified in & recent statement frotn DOE officlal, Mr. Yoe Vozella, Accordingly, the prudent
thing to do is to Jocate the manufacture of the Plutonius pits and storage of Plutonium and othe:
hezardous materials far sway from populated areas where the danger of forest fires is minimal,

The aforementioned CAB was appointed by the DOE to improve refations between the lab and
its neighbors in Northera New Mexico. Testimony, to date, is overwhelmingly opposed to any
expansion in the handling or processing of hazardous materials, (see also pages B4 through C7
of the *1996 LANL Susvey® prepared at the request of LANL by the UNM Institute for Public
Policy). The citizens of Northem New Mexico are well aware of the history of accidents at
LANL 2nd the culture of disregarding the concems of its crployees and neighbors.

The CMR building upgrade and the overall plan to augment the lab's handling capabilities for
Plutonium should be halted until such time as an independent agency can verify the safety of
employees and the adjacent communities.

The GAO, in s number of seporty has declaced the cepabilities of the management of LANL to be:

grossly inadequate to the tasks underiaken. We must not proceed to add further responsibilities
with such grave tisks as permianent harm to loce! populations should LANL management again
fail to properly execute the programs they have requested be assigned to them,

Please defer any clement of the program to add Plutonium manufacturing to LANL whether it be
the upgrading of the CMR building or TA-55 or other locations under the control of LANL
management. .

Sincerely yours,

Wb

H.L. Daneman

M% "W

Page # 2,
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Comment 11, Attachment, page 1

Comment 11, Attachment, page 2

DRAFT REPORT

R A e
Assessing Risks of Exposure to Plutonium

Part of Task 3: Independent Analysis of Exposure, Dose,
And Health Risk to Offsite Individuals

May 1996

Historical Public Exposures Studies on Rocky Flats
Phase ll: Toxicity Assessment and Risk Characterization
Submitted 1o the Colorsdo Depariment of Public Health and Environment, Disease

Control and Environmantal Epidemiology Division, Rocky Flats Health Studies, in partiat
fultidiment of contract No. 100APPRCODE 391

“Selting the sterdord in environmental heollh®

Rediologlial Assossmon)
T
Whara G0.336. 408 Fom 109,534 1995

TESTIMONY OF SIEGFRIED S. HECKER,

DIRECTOR

LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY

HEARING
of the
SUBCOMMITTEE
on

MILITARY PROCUREMENT

COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURITY

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

March 12, 1996
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Comment 11, Attachment, page 4

Comment 11, Attachment, page 3

Y, AN & g SY ihcp alieroauve will require very close
collaboration t ween the laboratorics and the remaining plants. At Los Alamos, we have alresdy
seen the benefic, of such inlegraton in improving the quality and lowering the costs of those
surveillance and manufacturing operations that have been wansfeared to us from the plants ¢
Mound, Pinellas, and Rocky Flats aver the past year. Let me preseat & few specific examples,

Pit Surveillance and Rebuild
In pit surveijlance, we met our annual goal of evaluating 19 surveillance pits one month ahead

- - of schedule, introduced scicntific evaluation methods, convered surveillance and inspection

records 10 electronic storage, established 2 CD-ROM reporting fonmat, and linked surveillance ar.ci
archiving for the first ime.

In pit rebuild, we completed the transfer of Bugin,
equipment, developed a smaller and more accuraic inspection gauge, eliminated a hazardous fluid
previously used in density measucements, switched 10 dey machining 5o that we could eliminaie
chiorinated hydrocarbons and flucracarbons for component cleaning in favor of recyclable
supercsitical carbon dioxide, and iniiawed a modern and simplec quality contol progeam for
production.

Detonator. Manufactyring

With the shutdown of operations at the Mound Plant in Ohio, the Department assigned
detonator evaluation and manufacturing responsibility to Los Alamos, We have demonstrated the
capability to perform the evaluations; corupleting the first one late in 1995. Included in the
assignment to fabricate detonators for the future stockpile is the design and manufactuce of
detonator simulators used in stockpile evaluation flight test units, Though thesé simulators do no:.
actually enter the nuclear stockpile, we have demonstrated the ability to mees the same rigorous
war-resceve quality standards as those required for stockpile components.

Fabrication Support

In FY-1995, we also demonstrated the capability to manufacture other parts used in the physics
package so that we could support our local hydrotesting peogram, For example, we cold pressed o
specified density and machined several lithium salt parts, measurably reducing wasie gencrated.
We also fabricated ouc most challenging nuclear package case from a uranium alioy. Finally, we
are making good progress in the process of casting uranium (o nearly finat shape.

Neuiron Generators .

Los Alamos also was assigned responsibility for the tridunt loading of neutron wbes fora
neutron generator designed by the Sandia National Laboratorics. Although it was expected to take
p (0 five years 1o transfer the skills needed i perform this work, Los Alamos ressaschecs applicd

their knawledge of tritium hardware and processes and transfeed the production capability 10 the:
Laboratory with significant improvements. The resultis & sysicm thatis providing deuterated
targets and will provide tritiated targets to Sandia National Laboratories for incorporation into
neutron generators on schedule within months fnstead of years, The improved process also
reduced radioactive waste gencrated by 90 percent.

Plutonium Pit Manufacturing

The prefemed SSM-PEIS altemative for pis manufacturing calls for a limited-scale production
‘of pits at the Los Alamos TA-55 plutonium facility, the only facility in the nation currently able to
tackle such an assignment. We ate aggressively supporing this decision because we believe tha it
manufacturing at the fevel of approximately 50 pits per year would greatly complement our curren:
R&D and surveillance missions, while concursently saving the taxpayers  lot of money.

We are developing a plan that would put in place the capacity to build 50 complets pits per yea
on 2 singte-shilt basis. The interior equipment and uiilivies in one wing of tie plutonium facility
will be rearranged so that we have an integrated production and R&D ares. To meet the projecied
build requirements of the military, we are placing the plutonium facility project on a fast-track
internal validation and review for submission as a new construction stat in the FY 1998 budget.

“We will be in very limited pis production for the W88 wirhead for the Trident II pit rebuild
progezm (rebuilding units destroyed in surveillance) during FY-1998. Getting staned as soon as
possible is important to rees the Navy's requirements and ta capture the pit production knowledge
basc before it is lost. No war reserve pits have been manufastured in the United Stawes since Rock,
Flus shut down its plutonium operations in June, 1989, By employing the integrated R&D,
surveillance end remanulacturing paradigm, we expect 1o improve the existing fabrication
processes, minimize waste generation, and reduce workes radiation exposure. In addition. the
hands-on manufacturing operations will help to maintain sigorous nuclear weapons safety practices:
among our scigntists, engineers and lechnicians,

We arc als leaming with colleagues at Lawrence Livermore, Savannah River, and Pantex o
develop contingencies for larger-seale piv-production requircaneats, We expect to leam sauch from
the W38 pit rebuild program and the SO-pit manufacturing module at TA-55 that would allow the
ieam 1 design a modular, large-scale production capability that could be deployed rapidly should
sequirements change, I should add that such teaming is also occurring with Savannah River,
Pamex, Allied-Signal Kansas City, and the Y-12 plant 10 address other nuclear weapons
Ccomponent production capabilides. In all cases, we will use the integrated R&D, surveiliance, and
remanufacturing paradigm. :
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Comment 11, Attachment, page 5

Comment 11, Attachment, page 6

Nuciear Facility Upgrades at Los Alamos

In addition to the TA-55 facility upgeade 10 handlc the small-scale pit manufecturing mission,
Los Alamos hils two other facilitics that will require substantial upgrades or life extensions 10 mee.
the missions eavisioned in the SSM-PEIS. The Chemistry-Metallurgy Rescrch (CMR) building
and the Nuclear Materials Storage Facility (NMSF), The CMR building is 44 yeers old and house;
the analytical chemistry laboratories thas are crucial 10 the operatons of the TA-5S plutonium
facility. Plutonium operations at TA-55 would shut down within weeks if the CMR building were,
10 be shut down. The CMR facilitics also provide the nuclear material standard other sites
through distribution by the New Brunswick Laboratory. Upgrades of the CMR have been ongoing
for the past few years. We expect continued funding to be included in thc President’s FY.1997
budget submission,

Since Los Alamos recently took over the pit surveillance program we will also be in desperate .
need of renovating the Nuclear Materials Storage Facility because the vault at TA- 55 is projected 1
be at capacity by the year 2002, The renovation project of the NMSE is needed 10 allow it to aceept
special nuclear matecial in that tme frame. The total project cost is $56.7 million. and i§ expected tn
be funded in the FY 1997 DOE/DP budget as a new start,

Collectively, these three facilities projecis provide the foundation for maintaining ous ability to
meet the Deparmient’s plutonium needs, including surveillance and limited pit manufactuse, in 8
safe, reliable, and eavi tally responsible manner. These modeens TS represent the
comerstone for easuring the continued reliability of primasies in the nuclear stockpile.

Trittum Supply

In December, 1995, the DOE announced a dual track approach to enswe a supply of titium fo:
the nuclear stockpile. This dual approach involves 3 commercial, light-water reactor path, either
purchased oc leased, and an Accelerntor Production of Tritium (APT) project. Los Alamos is the
technical lead for APT but we are collsborating closely with Westinghouse which operates the
Savannah River plant which has been designated as the preferred production site for APT if APT i
sclecied as the preferred technology. We are also working closely with Brookhaven, Lawrence
Livermore, and Sandia National laboratories. This team will be augmented by a prime contractor 1
manage the construction peoject in August, 1996,

The actvities at Los Alamos are focused on engineesing design and development over the next
thres years to reduce the cost- and schedule-risk associaied with the project, We ase prototyping
Sysiem components to understand costs and fabrication issues and erc investigatng new
techaologies that project 20-40% savings in the estimated operating costs of $200 M for the APT

Ky Calendar 'No. 145

104713 Conames Reoxr
Lot Scssion } SENATE : 104

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION

ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1098
" REPORT
o accourANY X392 S5/026
- on .
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Comment 1], Attachment, page 8
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is program. The Commitiee expacts partn
10 assire nat the new titium source will not i a& wngueopn%s

aw fritium source~Funding of 350.00%000 ) a3 requested fo the

FISUUIVALVELINDA L RUN
September 10, 1996

Moved by: _ER/WM Committee,

Passed: __July 9, 1996 and Resubmitted __September 10, 1996_

Concerning the proposed plan to transfer Plutonium
manufacture from Rocky Flats to LANL, the CAB recommends
allexpenditures for this purpose should be deferred at once
pending approval of the production plan by the DOE,

- Washington DC. based on the latest risk assessment practices.

We recommend that the DOE update the Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement to incorporate an independer:t
risk assessment analysis based on the fechniques recently
adopted by ASTM Subcommittee E47.13, ASTM Cormmittee E-
50 and proposed for adoption by the ISO (International
Standards Organization).

The CAB proposes that a greater weight be assigned to human
safety in contrast to the LANL assessment emphasizing cost
differences between competing sites and that population density
and saféty of ransportation of hazardous materials be given
much greater conslideration in the choice of siles.

E\govi\LANLAPU-MOTIO.WPD PAGE
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1996 LANL SURVEY

A Report on How New Mexicans View
Affirmative Action, Community Outreach,
Public Involvement, & Lab Operations

. By
John Gastil, Kristin Kenyon,
& Hank Jenkins-Smith

Summer 1996

Prepared for
Los Alamos National Laboratory
by the

University of New Mexico

Institute for Public Policy
1805 Sigma Chi Road
Albuquerque, NM 87131-1121
(505) 277-1099

ISO 14000

Approaching Implementation

| I
The focus of interest on the International
Ovbg:l'llnﬁm for Sm"od.'nrdizatlon‘s (50°s) se-
. ot e

fi 'd
150 14000, is quickly shifing from the lean-

ing of basic concepts and definitions to imple-  der
mentation

X Tssues, 150 ‘m}us‘hmmr !
tal systems (EMS) specification—
is, :‘unagmmn course, the center of that focus.
Managers are beginning o realize that 150
14001 oflers a new approach to environmen-

use, matevials consumption and vehir!e occ
. This inquiry is conducted on ; holist
sis t that the analysis considers all ramis
catlons of each aspect without rying ‘o forcs
fit it Into a natrow category, Traditions ly. ur
d and control, environrental a.
pects were categorized and trealod as oither ai
water, soil, or hazardous waste proble:is,
The creators of 15O 14001 expect o:gan
zations 1o take resporsibility for their caviror
mental aspects without having 10 be ordlerc

tal protection that relies less on d-and:

or byag agency. Organ
zations are expecied to oxhibit maturity, i:hle
tive and stewardship via-3-vis thelr cnvirgr
mental ol;ligalions and consequences. Unde

and control, org wee o
tea lulled into a passive rofo—expocting direc
tion and commands from the regutatc.'s, A

$
nalioﬂLi' strategy, this resulting passivily ¢ nc
ibifie 1o o . H

P pretee
tion. 150 14001 provides the basis for movin,
to a more dynamic and effective modcs of b

RLREE T R R PP

man bet that leads 1o impioved ¢-+viron
mental perfformance.

Involving Employecs

One of the expectations of 15O 12901 §
that employees must be made aware of thei
responsibility and trained 10 exercise environ
mental care. This type of involvement, Ly em
ployces was not often emphasized unde:r com
mand and wnlroll, under which the more typi-

JouCasclolavica president | - control dictates from the government and more
of Envirowmvental on proactive, onganizational efforts to take con-
Management $ystems at trol of environmontal aspects through botter
Globa! i & g and employee invol and
Technology dation i it Under 150 14001 some things
Annandale, Va. He was will remain the same (e.g.. meeting legal re-
head of the U.S, Americen quirements) and some things will change. Bc-
Nations! Standards low are some new areas of emphasis neces-
Intiiuie delegation bo the sary for a successful implementation, Follow-
Intemationsl Organlsation Ing that are a few thoughts on registration strat-
for Sundardinaon’s egies, and finally, a response to some frequently
050 Suakgie Advivory |  VOICEd concesns.
Croup on the Environment "
(BACE om 1932 1o 1993 Some Essential Elements of
345 now chairman of the P .
. An organization's preparation for, ap-

“&z;‘u*m"dtm proach to, and conllm[r’l: effonts toward 150
Commitice 207 14001 conformance require greater emphasis

on on certain elements of management than was
Eovironnental yue under the d and control paradigr
Macsgement Thase changes will,in fact, bring about the aul-

estab-

twsal chang‘e 1SO 14000 promises—the

<l org; ; P was 10 ass.;n en-
i P ion 10 a specialized staif o
englncers, That stafi woutd nor

ethic, °

Finding Environmental

1SO 14001 directs organizations 1o find
environmental aspects which may arise from
their activities, products and setvices. Aspects
include any atributes, conditions, our outcome
that ither has or may have an environmental
impact. Bxamples include effluents, emissions,
hazardous waste, enargy i

enwi otal
mally Interace with regulators on perrrits, in-
pections, repoits, compli and enjorce.
ment issues. Most of the other employecs were
fiot Involved In these matters. IS0 14001 pro-
motes chanﬁgm brings all employees i-: the
plcture as knowledgeable, responsib.e and
commilted actors in protecting the er viron.
ment.

'Man.way 10 taise employees’ awareress

P solid
waste, recyclability, recycled content, wuller

is 1o have them participute in
the process of defining the EMS, The ieantifi-
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Risk-Based Corrective
Action (RBCA)

An Effective Framework for Dealing with Chemical Release Sites

Over the last 15 years, considerable ce-
sources have been expended on comrective ac-
tion at propesties impacted by petrol
chomical releases. In many cases, the process
for sddressing many of these sitcs has been ge-
neric, overly rigid and conservative, in addi-
tion, many cleanup goals were formulated on
nonvisk-based critetla (e.g., non-detection, to-
tal peirolevm hydrocarbons, ets.) and were dif-
ficult or impoassible to achieve. Yhese factoss
helped to drive cleanup costs to vesy high lev-
s without addinq asignificant benefit 1o soci-
aty. As an the high costs fated

Sites was approved as an ey sandard,
In 1995, it was modificd and approved as 3 “uil
ASTM standad, € 1739. In developing this stan-

and  dard, a divesse and balanced task grou> was

established with representatives from the US
Environmental Protection Agercy (EPA). stae
regulatory agencies, siate cleanup funds, emvi-
ronmental consulting fsms. and petra:eum,
banking, and insurance companies. Recently,
the EPA d a publicirivate partn:eship
called “Partners in ROCA Implements.ica®
(PIR)) with members fiom the EPA, ASTM, and
industry. PIRE is nm:‘ conducting baining and/

with remedy selection at Superfund sites is the
mk ofa genguic. overly r:‘gl’:h and conserva-

am. Due 10 these high costs, respon-
sibkpggla (RPs} have become very d

o imp RBCA for petroleun 1@+

leases (undergiound storage tank prograns) :n

over 40 31lCs and has sponsored develop-sent

of several Wl RBCA tools (works~cets,
'and quidance d iy

about liability issues and much of the program's
money has been spent on attomeys to fight fi-
abili‘f!ksues ra(l::; mmonau‘;:lckuw.
U e for dotermisi

P el

{aciltate implementation. Duse ¥ the success
of this program. many other waste pregram
groups thplﬁ and €PA have be:ome

in applying the RBCA proces: ou:-

BT A mvAOZANON Meve 14 1194

In 1994, ASTM ES 38, ‘Cuide for Risk-Based
Correciive Action Applied at Petroleum Release

“how clean is clean® are being questioned and - rideof petsoleurn releases (Voluntary Cleanup,
Hehas conducied or reevaluated. Both industry and envi I Superfund, the Conservation and Ree
" . are making cfforts 10 focus on risk  covery Act (RCRA), Brovwnfields, esc.).
- g ’vjxmmkingdeclslo@rqulngmqtyh. In response 10 thoss needs, ASTM & cure
"'m"'“bb_ Py and extent of, Comective action. While riske '""lf“" ing a generic RBCA standarc that
s iond based cleanups have been encouraged, many  can be applied at any chemical releass sie
"""“I segulators, environmental consultants, and RPs  wishin G E-50 on Envi : Age
5"‘#""‘“"“; gfm tos nun-ber.dm';clm;' tary Clcal:‘pt l:. ymri:l,“ WE‘S % oo
i ing M stareclord
wfforts an sk smessment lack of clear guidance, the perception thatprob-  retains the same RBCA characteristics
Sechnelogy sdwitedies. | Joms can be “risked away,” and overy rigid  eadior sundand /£ I7J9).anddaabsa::m'}:
ko > these o protocols such as those auoclateJ with  work for building a streamlined and tachnicelly-
Stanbey Superiund defensible “sisk-bascd comective action” pro-
research peograme, He ls & Invup_onsclb!\ecdsexpl&sedbymguh- yam.m:m'ahbodydhmmdmg:
] c-_“:::mn '\::r :hg‘eﬁlcm a‘:d J;endmylop ) ASTM undertook  a ogical sequence of activities and deci;.ons
) o M e ad PRy v ) ’
Ervironmenial Asewment. proach t:?gkbmd comeclive action mnc:s‘ poo il e o0

Mm;ulatmycbsmeisuh&emd.!hcw-
o8 k has baan developed inguch

2 wey that fesources re more efloctively alo-

Los Alamos Study Groug:

Scptember 12, 1996

Elizabeth R. Withers, NEPA Compliance Officer
U.S. Department of Energy

Los Alamos Area Office

Lus Alamos, NM 87544

Re:  Supplementary commentary material on druft EA, CMR Upgrades Project
*Dear Elizabeth-- '
1. Please find attached:

® An April 6, 1994 public memorandum of the Los Ahmos Study Group dascribing this
project and lts lack of adequate NEPA compliance. This memo clies DOE and LAML.
sources which show that: :

[} 'n.e CMR Upgrades Project has been described and planned as a single unita y

10,
g %pmject is to replace the Special Nuclear Materials Laboratory proje:t
(which required an EIS); . )
-0 This project i 10 house operations like enriched uranium casting which hiuvs
significant cavironmental impacts; and
" © This project will bring “new capabilities” to the CMR building and LANL.

® An April 28, 1994 letter. to Hazcl O'Leary tequesting a moratorium. on.major e
construction, including this project, from dozens of Now Mexico and natior:!
organizations and governments: - Subscquently, the City of Sania Fe endorsed this cail
for 2 moratorium in a formal resolution. All thesc organizations were concerned abcst
the sum total of connected actions and cumulative impacts resuiting from LANL's plans
10 increase and consolidate nuclear matorials operations and associated waste disposal--nf
which plans this project is a central and interdependent part.

2. There was 5ot time 1o integrate all the many potential coraments of the Natural Resources
Defense Council and ourselves into a single document and so 1 would like to draw your attention
to a few additional document citations which bear on the question of whether this project has

been illegally segmented,

a. The first is a Defense Nuclear Pacilities Safety Board Memorandum ﬁpm Ajit Gw:1_l
to G. W. Cunningham, Technical Dircctor, 2/22/95, reporting on trip to CMR building 1/23/43
- 1726/95. Mr. Gwal reports that:

An interim safety analysis repost (ISAR] was ‘wiitien in 1992 that uiennﬁcs the
1 facility weaknesses and formed the basis for 3 10-year upgrade project. The

212 E. Mascy Street, Suite 7 ® Santa Fe, NM 87503 @ S05-982-7747 @ fax 505.982-8502 ® lasg@®igc.ape.cuye
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apparently just the last 10% or so of the pro;ea effort; and 3) the purpose of all three phases
is the same--upgrading facility *weaknesses.”

It is a pity that the DOE has judged that the ISAR is 100 sensitive 1o be released to the public:
even though the consequent Conceptual Design Report has been, with minor excisions, 5o
relcased.

b. The second is the CAMP 97 project descriprdon--the most current available as of th.is
writing. There the “Integrated Upgrades Project (Phases 2 and 3)* is described (emphasis
added). DOE notes that

Defense Programs (DP) has proposed Integration of the long-term upgrades with
Phase 1 28 a single FY95 project o maximize efficiency from a financlal,
schedule, and operations standpoint. o A-15) |

L.e. she phascs of this project are, in evety relevant sense of the term, very closely connected.
In fact, they are one umbrella project comprising a number of work elements, the designaticn
of which as "Phase 1,” “Phase 2,” and "Phase 3* has changed in some cases.

¢. It s quite clear that when this project was be;zun, Phase J included work elements that
would be required to meet current safety requirements, rather than expanded mission neecs
This is clear from a DOE presentation provided by LAAO and headqguarters personnel (DP-32)
to DNFSB seaff In October 1994. At that time, Phase 3 included not only wings 2 and 4
upgrades but also “controls and operations center upgrades,” ($22M) and, tellingly, “electric and
standby power”® ($7M). Without these Phase 11T upxmdu. the CMR bulldlnx would not realty
meet current requirements, even for current missions. The only conclusion consistent with this
information is that when the decision was made to proceed with the CMR Upgrades project, te
snlice project was implicd.

Thus. the DOE was not following its own regulations, which "normally® required an EIS
for any Major Systems Acquisition, of which this preject was one. It matters little that DO#
has subsequently changed its order to better harmonizs with its own lack of compliance, since
this was done after the decision to proceed with projest 90-D-102, i

Thank yuu fur your sttention. We at the Los Alamos Study Group petition you to initiate 50

Enviroumental Impact Statement for this project prior to further detailed and, of courss,
vonstruction,

Sincerely. Greg Mello, Executive Director swj \MBI(O

-2.

o
=%

§ »| Comment 12, page 2 Comment 12, Attachment, page 1
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; April 28, 19%

»

g Secretary Hazsl ©'

A Note that: 1) the project is described in unitary terms; 2) the third phase is 10 be completed ji-s¢ U.S. Depaniment o:‘eli“ymgy

8 ane year afier the second phase~which means that Phase 3, which s supposedly to encompass Forrestal Building

-] the entire upgrade of Wings 2 and 4 without prejudice from previous phascs, is or was 1000 Independence SW

‘Washingtos, DC 20585 ‘
Re:  Request for moratorium on major new construction at Los Alamos Nationial
Laboratory (LANL)

Dear Secretary O'Leacy:

For the past seventeen months, Indian Pueblos and citizens® groups have repeatedly petitioncd
the Department of Energy (DOE), LANL, and the University of California to provide a
comprehensive National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis prior to any expansion uf
LANL's nuclear waste disposal areas. From the beginning, these New Mexicans have also
sought long-overdue site-wide NEPA analysis of LANL, vecognizing that the Depuriment star.gs
poised to make major programmatic decisions affecting the mission of the Laboratory and the
ancestral Indian Iands on which it operates. These requests began in October of 1992 and have

" involved all eight noethern Jadisn Pucblus und nt-least iwo dozen environmental and pesca

organizations. The combined membenhtp of the New Mexico environmental groups alone s
at least 20,000 people.

Despits the reasonableness of these requests, despite the legal requirements which stand behing
them, and despite the commitments you and your deyunes have made to environmental just.e

‘and substantive public involvement, the Department continues to commit resources at LANL ..

and in some cases to continue construction -- without NEPA compliance,

While the public participation mandates of NEPA are being neglected here in New Mexico, it
appears posslblc that the nationwide four-year teconfiguration programmatic EIS (R-PEI%)
process, in which tribes, the public aod states participated in good faith, may not provide any
further public analysis or comparison of alternatives for research, development and production
of nuclear weapons, Without any published analysis or public comment, has your departmeng
quictly sclected one of the R-PEIS alternatives — upgrading nuclear weapons production facilitizs
in place, primarily at LANL? If this is true, the inevitable outcome will be further desceration
of the Pyjarito Plateau,

Meanwhile, you have convened a Task Force to study the future missions of the DOE

Iaboratories, and 1t has begun to meet - without any réprescatation from the Pucblos or citizens”
groups. In both this and the R-PEIS process, decisions have been made or will be made abaut

1

e——
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Los Alamos without benefit of local, state and tribal participation. These decisions will critica:ly
affect the people and the land of ftorthern New Mexico. They will affect the return of tribial
lands, they will affect our environment, they will affect our economy, and they will affect cur
identity as a region.

DOE"s recendy released Environmental Management 1994 tists LANL among the Department's
four worst facilities in terms of environmental cost offectiveness—-they did less and it cost more
than all but a few other DOE sites. Last week LANL infarmed the public that its environmentuf
restoration milestones would not be met due to funding cuts, yet we are being asked to accept
increased nuclear waste generation without the opportunity to provide comment. We believe thiat
if curreat policies continue, most of the contaminated areas will never be cleaned up. But there
is 2 DOE request to spend $200 million over the next eight years to upgrade just one nuclear
weapons facility at LANL, the Chemisiry and Metallurgy Rescarch Building, not to menting
more millions in requested funding for new weapons projects to be Jocated here.

The NEPA compliance problems at LANL, including the lack of an adequate site-wide EIS and

* the construction of new facilities without any NEPA analysis or outside comment, have been

tecognized in two LANL sudits and the DOB Tiger Team Inspection,
Last September, the Mbhque:que Field Office recommended in a memorandum 10 Facilities

. Management thal 2 site-wide EIS pol be prepared. The Pueblos and groups with long-standing

interest in this question were not involved in this recommendation, and indeed did not know undil
months later that it had been made. Now, both LANL and DOE's Los Alamos Arca Office have
written letters in recent weeks requesting a sits-wide RIS,

We applaud this shift in DOE's NEPA stance at LANL. However, the mere preparation of a
NEPA document which will be completed many months — if not years -- from now, long af:er
the critical decisions have been made, is by no meass what that law requires. We call your
aueation to the most fundamental requirements of the Council on Environmental Quality NEPA
regulations (Chapter 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations):

$1500.1(b): NEPA procedures must insure that environmental information is ‘
available to public officials and citizens before decisions are made and before
actions are taken...

$1501.2: Agencles shall inegrate the NEPA process with other planning at the
carlicst possible time to insure that planning and decisions reflect environmental
values, t0 avoid delays later in the process, and to head off potential conflicts. ..

Contrary w this clear proscription, LANL's new weapons and wastc management projects nie
advancing independently of either eavironmental analysis or public comment. There continuzs
10 be no indication whatsoever that any of the projects at LANL of greatest concern to the
Pueblos and the public are being made contingent upon the outcome of any NEPA process.

\asistant Secretary Thomas Grumbly has sald repeatedly that majoc and controversial decisicns
vill not be made in a *new* DOE without active participation by Indian tribes and other ffected
ommunities.  Your own commitment to opennéss and democratic accountability has
listinguished you from your predecessors. We call on you to demonstraic the consistency of
/our vision by declariog a moratorium on all major new projects at Los Alamos National
Laboratory which may, taken singly or together, have significant environmental impuct
mtil the completion of a site-wide EIS and the subsequent appropriate level of NEFA
uslysls for each project.

Ne know you will appreciate the gravity of our request and hope that you will grant us a prompt
wd favorable reply.

sincerely,
sec attached signatory list)

x: . President Bill Clinton
Vice President Albert Gore
Senator Pets Damenici
Senator Jeff Bingaman
Congressman Bill Richardson
William Pexry, Secretary of Defensc
Governor Bruce King
Judith Espinoss, Sccretary, NMED
Michael Burkhart, Secretary, NMDH
Bruce Twining, DOE/AL
Jerry Bellows, DOE/LAAO
Walier Massey, UC
Sig Hecker, LANL
Robert Galvin, SEAB

e —
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Signatories to Hazel O'Leary letter as of April 27, 1994;

Albuquesque Center for Peace and Justice

All Peoples Coalition

Archdiocese of Santa Fe

American Friends Service Commitice-
Colorado Officc, Denver, CO*

American Friends Service Committee-
New Mexico Project

AmericanFriends Service Committee-Pacific
Southwest  Regional  Office,
Pasadena, CA®

Amigos Bravos BN

Auga Allegre Wellness Cen

Carson Fotest Watch

Citizen Alerc, Reno, NV*

Cltizens for Alternatives 10
Radioactive Dumping

Communications Workers of America,
Local 7037

Concemned Citizens for Nuclear Safety

Conversion Alternatives and
Strategics Education

Citizens for Environmental Justice-
Savannzh, GA*

Beonomists Allied for Arms Reductions*

El Rito Community United
Methodist Church

Energy Rescarch Foundation-Columbia, SC*

Eight Northern Indian Pueblos Council

Florida Coalition for Peace and Justice*

Forest Guardians

Greenpeace®

Hospitat and Health Care Workers,
District 1199

International Union of Operating Engincers

La Communidad

Las Clinleas del Norte

Los Alamos Study Group

Lytle Foundation

Natural Resources Defense Council®

New Mexico Alliance
New Mexico Conference of Churches
New Mexico Public Interest Research Group
New Mexico Green Party
Nuclear Free Nation
Nuclear Guardianship Project
Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance ¢
Panbandle Area Neighbors and

. Landowners, Amarillo, TX*
People for Peace
Physicians for Social Respomsibility-USA *
Physicians for Soclal Responsibility-NM
Plcurls Pucblo
Porismoyth/Piketon Residents for

. Security-PRESS, OH*

Rio Grande, Rio Bravo

Rio Grande Chapter of Sierra Club

Rocky Mountain Peace Center®

Rural Alliance for Military Accountability

Sisters of Loretto .

Sanctuary Foundatlon*

Snake River Alliance, Boise, 1D*

Southwest Research and Information Center

STAND-Amarillo, Texus*

Tribal Environmental Watch Alliance

Tri-Valley CARES-Livermore, Californin*

Wildfire-Action for the Environment

Western States Legal Foundation®

Patti J. Bushee, Santa Fe City Councilyr,
District 1

Cris Moore, Santa Fe City  Councilr,
District 2

Suve Farber, Santa Fe City Councilor,
Distriet 2 .

“national or out-of-state organizations

Los Alamos Study Group

April 6, 1934
LANL’s CMR Upgrades

Sumnaxy

The Dopartment of Rnergy (DOE) is proposing a $ 200 millicn
upgrade to the Chemistry and Metallurgy Resaarch (CMR) Building &t
Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)., The upgrade proposal is i1
lieu of the praviously-proposed Specisl Nuclear Materials Researc!
and Development Replacement Laboratory (SNML). .Both the current
and previous proposals would significantly enhance LANL’s nucle::
materials processing capabilities. - Although DOE ardered thu
preparation of an Eanvironmental Impact Statemant (BIS) foxr the
SNML, the CMR upgrades project is receiving only an Eavironmente.:
Agsegsment (EA), Tt is the position of LASG that this level of
environmental raview is inadeguate and that an BIS is required.

Background

Perhaps the best description of the background and context £c:
the proposed upgrades ig that provided by DOE itself:

Los_Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) has four wmajor
nuclear materials facility complexes. Sigma complex
(depleted uranium work), CMR (enriched uranium and Cat I
& IT Pu work'); TSTA {the Tritium Systems Test Assembly)
~ located in TA-21), and PF-4 at TA-55. The firsc two
complexes are nearing the age of 40 years. Naicher has
had a major renovation in that time, nor do they meet
current  ES&H {Bavironment, Safaty, and Realth)
requiraments. Since CMR has Cat I & II materials, it is
at tha t ©f tha priority list to be addreased by new
construction. (DOR/LANI, Capital Assets Managemenc Plan,
April ‘1991, p.45)

In ics ¥Y1995 Congressional Budget Request (CBR), DOE 3.
proposing to upgrade the CMR Building at LANL. A previous upgrade:
known as "Phasc 1," was part of a weapons complax “xevitaliralion'
project, and was originally estimated to cost $§ 49.5 millian
Accoxrding to DOE:

The CMR Building is the- largest structure at LANL
(550,000 square feet). Construction of the CMR Bullding
was completed in 1952. Most of tha major mechanical and
electrical equipment has reached the end of its design
life. [FY95 R: Project Data Sh2ats, p.23)

212 East Marcy Strees #5, Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501; tol: $05-982-7247; fax: 982-8502
—240-Griffir-Sireci-Sanm-For-New-Monieo-57507r-ielephonc-505-063-8325—
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Relation to the former SNAL proposal

The new CMR proposal represents a major increase in the scope
of work, with total project cost now esrimated at over § 20
million. It i very clear that this project is the rsplacement £
the ill-fated SNML, also a § 200+ million project, which foundere:l
on intepse and wide-spread public opposition. That opposition we:
manifested in numerous public-foxums, but principally in the public
scoping hearings held on the project pursuant to the preparation o
an Environmantal Impact Statement (EIS)., DOE had determined that
an BIS was the necessary level of environmental raeview for the
project, which was degigned to replace major functions of the CMR
and relocate them within Technical Area 5§ (TA-55), the “plutonium
park.” As @ result of the public outcry over the project, it was

quietly dropped.

In FY1990, the SNML project was put on hold pending a
substantive review of the project including other
potential options for providing the necessaxry specialized
laboratory space... Later in PY1991, it was decided not
~ to proceed with the construction of SNML but provide
interim upgrades to CMR (Phase 1)... (ibid., p. 24]
The FY95 request for a line item apgropriacion for the expanded
upgrade at CMR instead of the SNML project is in accordance wi:h
the ‘strategy statement found in LANL'S most xecent Ingtitution:l
Plan, which specifically links the two projects: .

A new integrated line item will be sought for an FY95
start to consolidate all phases of the (CMR] project. If
approved, tha SNML project for the CMR Building would be
canceled. [LANL PY1994 - FY1999 Institutional Plan,
December 1993, p. IV-3]

The ©MR project is designed partially to consolidate sevexil
nuclear materials functions currently being performed at othar

Laboratory sites. -

In particular, a number of COER/DP ([Detense Programs) -
sponsored efforts at TA-21 (DP West]) and TA-49 will oa
relocated to the CMR  Building, thereby allowing
decontamination and decommiseioning of aged and obsolete
facilities at TA-21. Enriched-uranium casting functions are
alto being moved from Sigma complex LO the CMR Building.
fibid., p. Iv-3] .

Purthar, the CMR project is designed not just to consolidate

existing functions, bul Lo provide the new capabilities which would

have been attained with the SNML:

For example, the upgrade of the CMR Building will result
in the consolidation of currently dispersed nuclear

2

WwaLuLiald CUpaDlLlTles TOgetnar wWith the attainment on
new capabilities at pubstantial cost savings over
congstructing and operating a ccwpletely new facility,
{ibid., p.IV-4)

The CMR Building is old and unsafe, aud significant upgrades ant
extensions of its capabilities demand meaningful environment::
review, A previous justification for the SNML submitted to
Congress stated:

Corroded and breached air handiing ducts, inadequate
supply of filtered air, marginal building-wide filter
systems, and inadequate contxol systems contribute to
serious situations developing in the CMR building. A
system failure would adversely affect safety of personnel
and require shucting down the facility." [reprinted in
the Los Alamos Monitor, 3/29/91, p.1)}

An EIS is neaded foxr this project

The new CMR upgrades are, as noted above, designed to
accomplish much of what the SNML prolect intended. That projecr
was conceded by DOE to require an EIS. At the present time, DOE isn
preparing an . Rnvironmental Assessment (EA) for the CMR projocl
(document # LAN 93-0006)}, although it has refused to make ary
portion of it lic. .Preparation of an EA provides for no public,
state, or tribal input or opportunity for comment before tlhe
document is released. Further, DOE has never, for any project &t
LANL, prepared an EA without promptly concluding that the documer.t
justified a Finding Of No Significant Impact (FONSX). If DOE is
permitted to continue with this projest without preparing an EIf,
a FONSI will routinely and inevitably follow, the public and all
other interested parties will have beea effectively shut out of thre
process, and DOE and LANL will congratulate themselves foir
achieving their goal unhindered by the once-conceded need foo
public involvement. Will the public, the state, and the Pueblos
allow this travesty of the ‘National Environmental Policy Act to
occur without protest?

Endnotes:

1. ©DOE categorizes plutonium operations for purposes of risi
assespment by the quantity of plutonium involved in the process:
Category I = Activities utilizing 2000 g of Pu or more,
Category IXI - .. L 400 g to 2000 g of Pu;
. Category IIT - # " lass than 400 g of P
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NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC.
LOS ALAMOS STUDY GROUP
CONCERNED CITIZENS FOR NUCLEAR SAFETY

Elizabeth R. Withers
NEPA Compliance Officer
U.S. Department of Energy
Los Alamos Ares Office
Los Alamos, NM 87544

Fax: (505) 665-4872
September 12, 1996
Dear Ms. Withers;
The Natural Resources Defense CMdI. Tnc. (“NRDC") and the L.os Alamos
Study Group (“LASG") submit the following comments on the Revised Predecisional

Draft Envin.mma! Assessment for the Proposed CMR Building Upgrades at the Los
Alamos National Laboratory (“LANL"), Los Alamos, New Mexico (DOE/EA- .

1101)(“revised draft EA™),
18 ‘The CMR Upgrades Constitute Major Federal Action With
1 Significaut Environmental Jmpacts Requiring as Environmental
Tempact Statement (“EIS")

In the revised draft EA, the Deparment of Energy (*DOE') admits that the
proposed action fell within the recently discontinued category of “Major Systems
Acquisitions,” which under DOE NEPA regulations in effect until August 8, 1996,

qfextnordinuy circumstances related to the specific proposal that would affect the
ugtﬂﬁgcm ofthg env:ronmmul effects of the proposal, an exception which DOE has
niever invoked or justified. To the contrary, as shown below and in previous comments,

potential environmental impacts,

Although DOR’s recertly amended NEPA regulations no longer refer to the

the_vuious phases of the CMR Buildings Upgrade Project. Phase I of the upgrades,
which is so inextricably intertwined with the current proposed upgrades that both phases
are considered a single budget line item, began long before DOE amended its NEPA
reguiations. The regulations in effect at the time the upgrades project was proposed and
begun clearly indicated that an EIS was and still is required,

vequired preparation of an EIS, The only exception to this requircment was the presence
the extraordinary circumstances related to this particular project serve only to increase its

category of Major Systems Acquisitions, an EIS is nonetheless still required. Firat, 4s we
and others have repeatedly argued, DOE has improperly segmented the NEPA review of

Even if the Phase IT upgrades arc considered in isolation, the fact that DOE has
amended ils regulations means only that DOE must individually analyze this project in an
EA in order to determine whether an EIS is required. 40 CF.R. § 1501.4(b)c). The
revised draft EA only reinforces our prior conclusion that the proposed upgrades
constitute a major federal action with significant impacts on the human environment. This
conclusion is inescapable when the impacts of the narrowly defined proposed action are
considered in tandem with the cumulative impacts of past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions at and near the facility. The reviscd drafl EA fails to conduct
such a cumulative impact analysis as required by law, to take a hard look at potentiat
environmental impacts, or to make a convincing case that the potential impacts would be
insignificant. Any decision not to preparc an EIS on the basis of this wholly deficient EA
would be arbitrary and capricious,

A.  The Proposed Upgrades Are A Major Federal Action under
the National Eavironmentsl Policy Act (“NEPA™)

The CMR Building, with over half a million square feet of floor space, is the
largest structure at LANL. Its primary purpose is 1o support the plutonium rescarch,
development and demonstration activitics at LANL’S Plutonium Handling Facility. It is
also our understanding that the CMR Building contains an extensive set of radioactive and
other hazardous materials laboratorics, industrial-scale processing and manufacturing
areas, and may now, or as a result of these upgrades, contain prototyping and fabrication
fhacilities for enriched and depleted uranium nuclear weapons components.

Because of the extensive contamination that exists throughout the CMR Building,
DOE originally estimated that construction of the Phase IT upgrades alone would generate
over 16,000 cubic meters of highly toxic radioactive, hazardous and mixed waste. Even
accepting arguendo DOE's cxceptionally ambitious estimate that three-quarters of this
wastc could be eliminated by reuse or other waste minimization cfforts, the remaining
waste would nonetheless equal the amount of low level mdioactive waste produced cach
year by the entire Los Alamos Laboratory. Much of this waste would have to be
disposed of offiite or drive the early expansion of on-site disposal facilities. This $122.5
million doltar construction project would take five years to complete, much longer than
would normally be required for a project of this type, becausc of sll the special precautions
needed to protect workers from radiation exposure and to avoid mistakes that could
spread existing contamination or even lead to criticality.

A federal action of the type described in this EA would be considered “major™
usiny any reasonable criteria of sizs, scope, type or cost,' Courts have held much smaller

! See NRDC v. Grant, 341 F. Supp. 356 (ED.N.C. 1972) (2 “major federal action is fedcrat action
requiring substantal planning, time, vesources o7 expenditure™); Township of Ridley v, Blaochetic, 421 F.
Supp. 438 (E.D. Pa. 1976) (major actions are projects with, inter alia, federal funding usually over onc
million doliars of Iarps incremonts of time for planning ami construction).’
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projects to be major federal actions under NEPA? As stated by one court, in a definition
that would easily embracs the substantial project at issue here;

In sum, “major” is a lerm of reasonable connotation, and
serves to differentiale between projects which do not
involve syifficiently serious efforts to justify the costs of
campleting an Impdct statement, and those projects with
potential effects which appear to offvet lhe costs of time
and resources of preparing a statement. [Emphasis in
original].

JUIWISSISSY [EJUIWUOXAUY

The Council on Environmental Quality (“CEQ™) NEPA regulations, which are
birding on DOE, have adopted & unitary standard under which an action is held to be a
major action if it is significant. 40 C.FR. § 1508.18 (“*[m]ajor* reinforces but does not
haves meaning independent ofugmﬂcmﬂy *"). As shown below, the potential
environmental impacts of the proposed action are plun!y of sufficient magnitude to require
preparation of an EIS,

B. The Proposed Action Wonlﬂ Have a Significant Impact
QOn the Human Eavironment

According to the D.C. Circuit, in preparing an environmental assessment, an
agency must: (1) take a “hard 100k™ at the potential environmental impacts, as opposed to
bald conclusions unaided by preliminary invntigation; (2) identify the relevant areas of
environmental concern; (3) make a convincing case that the environmental impact is
insignificant; and (4) if there is an impact of true “s:gmﬁcam, convincingly establish
that changes in the project have sufficiently minimized it.* The revised draft EA fails to
mect this test, but instead provides amplec evidence that the project would indeed have

.. sigmificant environmental impacts.

The Ninth Circuit has held that “{t]he standard for determining whether to prepare
an EIS is whether ‘the plaintiff has alleged facts which, if true, show that the proposed

? Ses, 0.8., Monyoe County Conservayin Council Ine, v. Yolpe, 472 F.2d 693 (2d Cir. 1972) (514 miltion
mmwmmm K); Bosco v, Bock, 475 F. Supp. 1029 (D. N, J. 1979) ($4 million
mwma).ﬂm 614 F.24 769 (3d Cir. 1980), cent, denied, 449 U.S. 882 (1980),

'Imuumjhm;mmf Supp, 435 at 446. DOE appears (o considcr the
wnﬂdenﬁmmmﬂhmdmcmdnm«mlymwmmmfymmqu
step of sciaming the deait EA for a sccond round of public comment and revision, and 10 offset the cost of
propecing an EA nearly 150 pagos long, when the CEQ regulations recommonds that Eas should normally
bo 10-15 pages. CEQ, Fonty Most Asked Questlons Concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy
Act Regulations, 46 Fed Reg. 18026, Question 16,

“ Sicres Chab y, 1.8, Dept. of Transmotiation, 753 F.2d 120 (D.C. Cir. 1985),
Park & Plagning Comm'n. v. Uniled States Postal Scrvice, 487 F. 2d 1029, 1040 (D.C. c:v 1973),

project may signiticantly degrade some buman environmental factor.” [emphasis added].
In explaining this standard, the Ninth Circuit has declared that “‘[t]he plaintiff need not
show that significant effects will in fact occur, but if the plaintiff raises significant
questions whethee a pmject may have a significant ¢ffect an EIS must be

prepared Jemphasia added).* Our previous comments, as well as thosc of the State of
New Mexico, the Pueblo of San Jidefonso, and other commenters, have raised a plethora
9!' substantial questions that demonstrate the potential for significant environmentat
impact,

The proposed action, even as narrowly construcd by DOE - i.e., the construction,
but not operation, of only the middle phase of a llwee-pm construction project ~ meets
several of the criteria included in the CEQ definition of “significantly” in40 CFR. §
1508.27. Courts have held that the presence of one or more of these factors should result
in &n agency decision to prepare an EIS.’ A significant effect may exist even if the federal
agency believes that on balance the effect will be beneficial. 40 CF.R, § 1508.27 (b)(1).

The proposed action, which would involved the handling, transportation and
disposal of significant amounts of plutonium, one of the most hazardous substance known
to mankind, involves unique and potentially severe risks to public health and safety. 40
CF.R. §§ 1508.27 (b)(2) and (5). These potential impacts are exaccrbated by the
generation, handling and disposal of significant quantities of other radioactive, hazardous
and mixed wastes, including such toxic materials as udxolog;cdly oonmmmated asbestos.
Yet the revised draft EA fails to take a hard look at these potential impacts.

To the contrary, it explicitly admits that DOE has not yet estimated the volume of
wastes contaminated by plutonium and other transusanics that the project would generate.
DOE further admits that it has not yet estimated the volume of RCRA-regulated
hazardous wastes and mixed wastes 10 be generated, but states that the amounts of such
wastes could increase as a result of decontamination activities. The EA does not analyze
the environmental impacts of onsite treatment, storage and disposal of these wastes,
including the potential for accidental releases. For most waste categories, the EA merely
states where such wastes will be treated, stored and/or disposed. For RCRA wastes, the
EA docs nol even mention where such wastes will be disposed..

As for low-level radioactive wastes, the EA explicitly declines to analyze the
wmpacts that will be caused by the construction upgrades, which will significantly increase
the annual production of LLW at LANL, rapidly overwhelm the available capacity for
onsite disposal, and require either major expansion of onsite capacity or offsite disposal,

$ The Sieqmbogtess v. FERC, 759 F.2d 1382, 1392 (9th Clir, 1985)quoting Columbia Basin Land
Protection Ass'ny, Schissinger, 643 F.2d 583, 597 (9th Cir. 1981).

*§d. 21 1392 (quoting Foundation . LS. Dep's of Agricylure, 683 F.2d
a 1178), mmmmumm 825F Supp. 1483, 1495 (D. Tdaho 1993).

* . feting LaFlamme v, FERC, 852 F.2d 389. 398 (%th Cir. 1988)).
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11C GA gances mmbly sround thus issue by claiming that the ROD for the site-wide EIS,
which has not yet cven been issued in draft form, will be issued before the onsite capacity
at Area G has beon exceeded. Yet although the CEQ regulations permit the use of tiering
in order to avoid repeating the analysis contained in a programmatic EIS, they certainly do
6ot envision or permit the usc of tiering from & programmatic document that does not yet
even exist. :

As stated in their comments, the Pueblo of San Nldefonso is very concerned that
the disposal of these wastes at Area G, and particularly the expansion of the landfill, could
have a significant impact on the sacred Pueblo areas adjacent to this site. Since the CEQ
regulations also consider significant the proximity of a proposed action to unique cuftural
resources and the potential for adversely affecting such resources (40 C.F.R. §
1508.27(b)(3) and (8), this issue also triggers the need for an EIS.

DOE has also failed to take a hard look at a number of other related issues raised
by commenters, including the potential for disturbance of existing contamination during
the excavation process, toxic emissions from acid drain lines, drainage or runoff of
contaminated stormwater, and the potential for criticality accidents caused by tuman
error. The poteatial for significant health and safety impacts in projects such as this one,
which at every step require dealing with highly toxic substances and contaminated
materials, cannot be discounted simply by stating that administrative controls and best
management practiccs will be utilized. Similarly, DOE cannot rely on the possibilities for
waste minimization in order to conclude that an EIS is not nceded. CEQ has stated that
agencies “should not rely on the possibility of mitigation as an excuse to avoid the EIS
requirement...[unicss] the proposal itself so integrates mitigation from the beginning that it
is impossible to define the proposal without including the mitigation.”

DOE admits that the CMR Building, as currently constructed, does not meet DOE
seismic requirements and would collapsc in the event of a severe earthquake. A number of
commenters were reasonably concemed about the risk to the public of death or injury
from such an event. DOE decided to respond to these concerns in the revised draft EA by
simply omitting the risk caloulations that it had previously included. The agency’s weak
justification for this action was that the risks during the construction process would be 1he
samic as in the no action alternative, and could therefore be omitted. This argument makes
00 sense, since presumably the seismic risks for the action alternatives considered in the
EA (including other LANL facilities and DOE sites) would be less than those caused by
complete building collapse, This significant risk to public health and safety also requircs
full analysis in an EIS. :

All of the impacts discussed above relate only to the proposed action as narrowly
formulated by DOE ~ that of constructing the Phase 11 upgrades. Yet if'the project were
considered in its entirety, the impacts would be correspondingly greater. We and other
commenters have repeatedly explained why the various upgrades to the CMR Building

% CEQ, “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's NEPA Regulations, sugrg. Question 39,

must be considered together for NEPA purposes. Yet an even greater deficiency in this
EA is the deliberate omission of the environmental impacts of facility operation. The
whole purpose of the upgrades is to extend the uscful lifc of the CMR Building another 20
or 30 years. DOR explicitly refuses to consider the impacts of this extended operation in
the EA, despite the fact that it would have major implications in such areas as waste
management and transportation and accident risks. Such scgmentation is impesmissible in
situations like this, where the two actions are inextricably intertwined. It is clear that the
CMR Building could not continue operating for long without the upgrades, and that DOE
would not undertake the upgrades but for the opportunity to continue operations for an
extended period. These actions therefore meet the criteria for “connected actions” under
NEPA and must be considered together.

C. DOE Has Failed to Prepare a Mandatory Cumulative Impact Analysis

Another glaring weakaess in this BEA is its failure to conduct a cumulative impact
amalysis. *“Cumulative impact” is the impact on the environment which results from the
incremental impact of the [federal] action past, present and
reasonably forcseeable fiture gctions, regardless of what agency (Federal or non-federal)
or person undertakes such other actions. 40 CF.R, § 1508.7 (emphasis added). If, when
these cumulative or synergistic impacts arc analyzed, there are “substantial questions™ as
to whether.the impacts may be collectively significant, an EIS must be prepared, cven if
the actions sre individually minor.® Once the cumulative impact of & number of actions
crosses the threshold of “significant effect on the environment,” a discussion of those
cumulative impacts in individual EA’s no longer complies with NEPA. "

The cumulative impacts analysis “should consider (1) past and present actions

hems s triggered NEPA gsponsibilities and (2) future
seeable” even if they are not yet preposals and may never
" According to the Ninth Clreuit, a meaningfisl

trigger NEPA review requirements,”
cumulative impacts analysis must identify:

<
Ntho d to

aA 18t (16
actions that are * nably fore:

(1) the srea in which effects of the proposed project will be
felt; (2) the impacts that are expected in that area from the
proposed project; (3) other actions — past, proposed, and
reasonably forcsceabic -- that have had or are expected to
have impacts in the same area; (4) the impacts or expected
impacts from these other actions; and (5) the overall impact

* Siera Cluby, Penfold. 664 F. Supp. 1299 (D. Alaska), af°d, 837 F.2d 1307 (9th Cir. 1938).
16
Rep. 20245 (D, Alasks 1985).]

YEniiofon v, Alcxander, 772 F.2d 1225, 1244 (Sth Cir. 198S),

jan, 33 Envt. L. Rep, 21048 (D, Alaska 1985); 16 Emvt. L
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that can be expected if the individual impacts are allowed to
accumulate.?

Although the revised draft EA contains & section entitled F able Related and
Future Actiops, it can by no stretch of the imagination be considered a cumulative impacts
analysis. Although DOE comectly identifies a few of the projects that have or will likely
be performed at the CMR Building, it does not even sttempt to analyze the potential
environmental impacts of these projccts. . Instead, the sgency simply makes the incredible
and unsupported assumption that each of these projects is “ind;gendem" of the pto.poaed
CMR Building upgrades. Yet as shown above, this argument is irrelevant. All projects
with potential impacts in the same area as the proposed action snust be considered in a
cumulative impacts analysis, even if theg are independent actions performed by another
Federal agency OF cven a private party.

An adequate cumulative impacts analysis for this project would consider the
cumulative impacts of, at.a minimum, the following past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable projects:

(1) CMR Building Phase I upgrades;

(2) = CMR Building Phase I1I upgrades;

(3)  Current operations of the CMR Building;

(4) - Reasonably foresecable future operations of the CMR Building

during its extended 20-30 year useful life;

(5) | Pit fabrication supported by the CMR Building (s SSM PEIS preferred
alternative),

(6)  Fabrication of targets containing highly ensiched uranium at the

CMR Building and shipping targets to Sandia (a preferred
" slternative it the EIS for medical isotopes production);

(7)  The Actinide Waste Source Term Project;

(8)  Reclamation of excess sealed radioactive sources in the CMR Building
Wing 9 hot cells;

(9)  Secondary fabrication activities;

(10). Two sepasate sets of decontamination and decommissioning activities
for the CMR Building -~ one during upgrades and one at the end of its
useful life; -

(11)  Expansion of Area G or, alternatively, increased off=site shipments of
Tow-level radioactive wastes through Native American lands.

The result - and perhaps the intent -- of these activities appears to be to expand
the function of the CMR Building, and LANL itsclf, from a research and development
1aboratory to a wespons production facility. When the cumulative environmental impacts
of these myriad activities are considered together, it is abundantly clear that the time for an
EIS on the CMR Building is already long past.

Y218 ot 1248,
B4 CFR, § 15087,

) 1L The CMR Upgrades Cannot Proceed in Advance of the SSM PEIS
And the LANL SWEIS '

The CMR Building upgrades should not proceed until 8 Record of Decision is
 issued for both the Stockpile Stewardship and Mansgement programmatic EIS (“SSM
PEIS") and the LANL sitewide EIS ("SWE!S”). The CEQ regulations provide that, while
work on 2 required program EIS is in progress and the action is not covered by an existing
program statement, agencics shall not undertake in the interim any major Federal action
covered by the program which may significantly affect the quality of the human
environment, except in certain limited circumstances. 40 CF.R. § 1506.1(c). As a major
Federal action with significant environmental cffects, the CMR upgrades project falls
within this prohibition, since, as we have explained in detail elsewhere, it is within the
sscrépe of both the SSM PEIS and the SWEIS, and is not covered by an existing program

The only exception to. this prohibition is for actions that are themseives covered by
an adequate EIS, are justified independently of the program, and will not prejudice the
ultimate decision on the program, ]d. None of thess circumstances exist here, and the
absence of even one of these factors -- most obviously in this case, the lack of an adequate
EIS - renders the exception inapplicable,

M, Conclusion

DOE has not made a convincing case in the EA that the impacts of the project,
especially when considered together with other CMR activities, would not have an .
individual or cumulatively significant impact on the environment. DOE has not taken a
hard look at all the relevant environmental impacts, No matter what additional revisions
g\gﬂ may make to the EA, it will not adequately support a FONSI, DOE mwst prepare an

' DOE nonetheless decides to prepare s FONSI for this project, we request that
the agency make & proposed FONSI available for public review for 30 days before making
a final determination whether to prepare an EIS. Such a procedure is required by CEQ
and DOE regulations in circumstances where the proposed action is, or is closely similar
31 to, one which normally requires the preparation of an EIS, 40 CFR § 1501.4(eX2); 10
C.FR. §1021.322(d). Since DOE has admitted that the CMR Building upgrades project
fell within the category of actions normally requiting an EJS, at least until the regulations
were changed scveral weeks ago, this is clearly a case in which a proposed FONST is
required.
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Sincerely ‘ —_—
2 A. Finamore .

Senior Staff’ Attorney
Natural Resources Defense Council

// Goug fulls
Greg Mdllo
Executive Director
Los Alamos Study Group

Jay Coghl{:/ 97 Gﬂ -

LANL Program Director
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety

¢c:  DanReicher, DOE HQ
Carol Borgstrom, DOE HQ
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Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
I-1 Appendix D, Section D.1, Page D-1
RESPONSE

The text has been revised to remove cigarette smoke as a naturally occurring event. The
Department of Energy (DOE) policy guide, "Recommendations for the Preparation of
Environmental Assessments (EA) and Environmental Impact Statements, May 1993," directs that
human health effects from exposure to ionizing radiation be presented in terms of cancer
fatalities. Nonfatal cancers are considered to be bound by fatal cancers and are discounted.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS

2-1 None required.
RESPONSE

At present, cooling water is discharged from a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES)-permitted outfall (03A 021) into upper Mortandad Canyon. Any discharge from the
proposed chilled water plant would be discharged through this same outfall. Based upon the
current conceptual design, installation of the proposed central chilled water plant would not
require an amendment to the NPDES permit for increased discharge, or addition of a new outfall
to the current permit. If the projected discharge volume or characteristics change, LANL would
seek a modification to the NPDES permit before discharging through this outfall.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
2-2 None required.
RESPONSE

Excavation of underground piping is not currently planned. The only acid drain lines proposed
for renovation are inside the CMR Building. Any excavation at LANL requires a permit that
includes an Environmental, Safety and Health (ES&H) review to determine if the area is
contaminated. If found to be contaminated, special precautions, including the use of trained
personnel, Personal Protective Equipment, and containment or removal of the contaminant,
would be performed, as appropriate. All construction operations associated with the Proposed
Action would be analyzed, planned, and managed to ensure that safety goals are met, and that
work is conducted safely in accordance with good management practices.
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
2-3 None required.
RESPONSE

A general Notice of Intent to discharge would be filed with the State of New Mexico both prior
to and after upgrades are performed. Water drained from the system during the upgrades would
not be contaminated; only in the event of a fire is there potential for water from the fire
protection system to become radioactively contaminated. However, these waters would be
collected in the CMR building, sampled and disposed of through the LANL waste management
system.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
2-4 None required.
RESPONSE

At present, the project is at the conceptual design stage. Exact tank and associated equipment
containment requirements have not been finalized. However, the final design for elements of the
project, which include spill containment requirements, would be in compliance with applicable
regulations.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
2-5 None required.
RESPONSE

The sediment traps in Mortandad Canyon, downstream from the Radioactive Liquid Waste
Treatment Facility’s outfall, were cleaned out in 1988 and 1992. The sediments were placed at
the sides of the canyon bottom, out of the main flow channel. Since 1992, there has been little
sediment deposition in the traps. For the long term, the sediments may be managed as part of the
ER program. The DOE Environmental Restoration (ER) Program addresses on-site
contamination issues including contamination in the canyon bottoms.
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
2-6 None required.
RESPONSE

A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is required for construction activities that
exceed five acres. Under the Proposed Action, construction activities outside the CMR Building
are expected to disturb less than one acre. Although a SWPPP is not required for the Proposed
Action, best management practices would be applied, as necessary, to control storm water run-off
during construction activities.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
3-1 , None required.
RESPONSE

DOE will provide copies of additional documentation to designated representatives as requested.

MENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
3-2 None required.
RESPONSE

DOE recognizes that the pueblo is a federally-recognized Indian Tribe. As part of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) consultation process, the tribe was furnished a copy of the EA
and asked to provide comments. Your letter represents your response to our request and
constitutes your involvement in our NEPA decision-making process and, as appropriate, your
comments and suggestions have been incorporated into this EA. Additionally, the pueblo was
notified of the Department’s intent to prepare an EA for this proposed project via a December 8,
1993 letter to the Pueblo of San Ildefonso Governor from the Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Facilities, Defense Programs. While the DOE does not generally afford an opportunity for the
public or other Governments and agencies to participate in the writing of EAs, an opportunity to
participate in the process by comment on the Predecisional Draft EA was provided by making
the draft EA available to the general public and the Pueblo of San Ildefonso.

DOE appreciates the participation of San Ildefonso Pueblo in this decision-making process. As
noted, DOE has entered into an Accord with the San Ildefonso Tribal Government to emphasize
and strengthen the government-to-government relationship. DOE and LANL recognize the
interest of tribal members in sites of cultural significance, and will continue to work with the
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Pueblo Government to protect and maintain these properties. The August 16, 1996 signing of a
Memorandum of Understanding between DOE, the Pueblo of San Ildefonso, and the Bureau of
Indian Affairs relating to environmental monitoring is the most recent demonstration of that
commitment. '

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
3-3 Section 4.1.2, Page 40
RESPONSE

DOE recognizes that waste disposal, particularly at TA-54, Area G, and waste transportation are
concemns to the San Ildefonso Pueblo. Under the Proposed Action, LLW would be disposed of at
TA-54, Area G, or sent off-site. The LANL LLW disposal area, TA-54, Area G, has several
active pits in the currently developed area. The currently developed operational area is
approaching the end of its projected design life, but it would not be filled to capacity before the
end of 1998 based upon current projections that include receiving waste from the proposed CMR
Building upgrades. The current schedule for the proposed upgrades calls for construction to be
conducted over a five-year period, from 1997 through 2002. LANL’s overall waste management
strategy for the next 10 years, including a proposed expansion of Area G, is to be analyzed in the
LANL SWEIS, as stated in the Notice of Intent published in the May 12, 1995 Federal Register
(60 FR 25697). The ROD for the SWEIS is expected in 1997, before the developed part of

Area G is filled. Depending upon waste management decisions regarding Area G, waste will
either be disposed of at the expanded Area G, its replacement facility, or off-site. Decisions on
whether to proceed with the proposed CMR Building upgrades do not depend upon decisions
regarding the possible expansion of LANL LLW disposal areas. ’

While the proposal to upgrade the CMR Building does not include a specific proposal to
‘transport waste across San Ildefonso Pueblo, it is possible that DOE may, at some point, contract
with a private vendor to treat and dispose of low level waste off-site. DOE recognizes that
emergency preparedness is a continuing concern for nearby communities, including
San Ildefonso Pueblo. Therefore, under the Accord and ongoing cooperative agreements with
San Ildefonso Pueblo, DOE and LANL are working with tribal officials regarding emergency
response procedures in the event of transportation accidents on tribal lands. Under the Federal
Radiological Emergency Response Plan (FRERP), the DOE maintains a Radiological Assistance
Program (RAP) under which the resources of the DOE and the national laboratories can be made
available to assist in any actual or suspected incident involving radiological materials. These
resources are available upon request and coordination through the DOE and LANL Emergency
Operations Centers (EOC). In the event of an incident involving radiological materials on San
Ildefonso Pueblo, the State of New Mexico, Department of Public Safety (NMDPS), would have
primary responsibility for responding because such an incident would occur on public highways
for which easements have been granted across pueblo lands. In such an incident, the NMDPS
would contact the DOE/LANL EOCs and request assistance if required. The State of New
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Mexico also maintains a radiological response team to address such incidents. In some cases
involving DOE shipments of radiological materials, the DOE/LANL EOCs may be contacted
prior to contacting the NMDPS. In such cases, the DOE/LANL EOCs would immediately
contact the NMDPS and determine which agency would be the incident commanders responsible
for directing emergency and clean-up operations. Resources available through the LANL RAP
include about 40 trained on-call personnel to respond to emergency situations.

In addition to incidents involving radiological materials, similar capabilities exist for dealing
with incidents involving hazardous materials. Separate Memoranda of Agreement between DOE
and LANL and various state and local governmental agencies describe how LANL Hazardous
Materials (HAZMAT) resources are made available. Most local fire departments also maintain
BAZMAT response capabilities.

Any private carrier company involved in such an accident would share responsibility for
emergency response and clean-up actions.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
3-4 None required.
RESPONSE

The major problems associated with the acid vents and drains are pipe leakage and incomplete
drainage from CMR Building internal piping. The proposed design solution to address these
problems is described in the Conceptual Design Report, which has been placed in the DOE
public reading room. Final design would take place after a decision is made to implement the
project based in part on the environmental analysis contained in the EA.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
3-5 Section 2.2.1, Page 17
RESPONSE

The analysis in the EA is limited to the potential effects of construction upgrades associated with
the Proposed Action. Therefore, as indicated in Section 2.9, operational effects from the CMR
Building are to be analyzed in the LANL SWEIS. Clean-up of any existing contamination
outside of the CMR Building is not part of the Proposed Action and has not been analyzed in the
EA. The DOE Environmental Restoration (ER) Program addresses LANL site contamination
issues. Information provided by the ER Program indicates there are three known Solid Waste
Management Units (SWMU) (now referred to as Potential Release Sites) in the immediate
vicinity (external) of the CMR Building in TA-3, which are directly related to CMR Building
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operations. All three SWMUs have been investigated in connection with other work activities,
and were found to have no contaminants that exceeded action levels defined by the ER program.
Due to the low contamination levels, budget restrictions and other higher priority areas within
LANL, the ER program does not currently have a schedule for further action on these SWMUs.
Based upon currently available information, there are no plans to perform remediation of the
SWMUs as part of the Proposed Action. Should additional SWMU s be encountered during
construction of the proposed upgrades, any remediation or mitigation of adverse effects related to
these SWMUs would be performed in accordance with agreements among the DOE, the LANL
Environmental Restoration Project, the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) and the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Additional information concerning
contamination levels within TA-3 can be found in LANL’s Remedial Field Investigation (RFI)
Work Plan for Operational Unit (OU) 1114, dated June 1993, and Addendum 1 to the RFI, dated
July 1995. Both documents are available in the DOE public reading room.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS

3-6 - Section 2.1.3, Page 11; Section 4.1.4, Pages 42-43;
Section 4.1.6, Table 4-6, Page 46; Section 4.1.6.1.1,
Page 47; Appendix D, Table D-1, Page D-6

RESPONSE

This EA addresses possible accidents related to construction during proposed upgrades. A
history of accidents at the CMR Building and all other LANL facilities is available at the DOE
public reading room in the Los Alamos townsite. As part of Occurrence Reporting Process
System, DOE Order 232.1, LANL is required to place copies of occurrence reports in the DOE
public reading room. Accidents that could occur during operations would be addressed in the
LANL SWEIS now under development. All CMR Building current operations are conducted
safely within the approved safety authorization basis. The information in Table 4-6 has been
revised to clarify risks to the public.

Information in the January 1996 predecisional draft EA which stated 1 in 9 excess cancer
fatalities for a population of 26,770 persons does not mean that 1 in 9 people will die of latent
cancer. This information was intended to show that the estimated number of latent radiation-
induced cancers in the exposed population is less than one (0.11). The 0.11 latent cancer
fatalities is calculated by multiplying the total dose of 216 person-rem for the exposed population
by the standard dose-to-risk conversion factor of 5x10* deaths per person-rem for the general
public. This calculation results in a total of 0.11, or; latent cancer fatalities for the exposed
population. Therefore, the Predecisional Draft EA analysis reflected no excess latent cancer,
fatalities are expected in the exposed population of 26,770 (the risk is less than one [0.11 or ])

The predecisional draft EA included a dose calculation based upon the amount of radioactive
material in the construction zone, in the form of contamination in the ductwork and acid
drainlines. The calculation did not reflect the fact that the process radioactive material would
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remain within the CMR Building; i.e., the same amount of material would be in the CMR
Building in either the No Action Alternative or the Proposed Action resulting in the same effect
on the environment. The only significant difference in effects between the Proposed Action and
the No Action Alternative would be the number of workers who would be in the building and
could be either seriously injured or killed as a result of building collapse during an earthquake.
Therefore, the final EA no longer includes public dose calculations resulting from an earthquake
during construction. The purpose of the seismic upgrades in the Proposed Action is to enable the
CMR Building to withstand the design-basis earthquake, thereby allowing the facility itself to
serve as a containment barrier for radioactive materials that could potentially be released.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS

3-7 None required.
RESPONSE

The transportation accident analysis in Table 4-6 includes consequences to the public should an
accident occur off-site along public highways. For the purposes of the EA analysis,

San lldefonso Pueblo is included in this category. Additionally, the response to comment 3-3
provides additional information concerning responsibilities and available resources for
responding to off-site incidents involving hazardous and radiological materials and wastes.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS

3-8 None required.
RESPONSE

The LANL SWEIS will analyze CMR Building operations. This EA analyzes the potential
effects of upgrades to the building and not ongoing operations. All proposed upgrades would be
performed in compliance with applicable statutes, regulations, permits, orders and agreements.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
39 - Asnoted under individual comment responses.
RESPONSE

The EA has been revised to reflect comments received, as appropriate. Additionally, DOE will
consider issues raised by the Pueblo of San Ildefonso and all other commentors prior to a final
determination on CMR Building upgrades.
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
4-1 ’ Section 1.3 (new), Pages 2 and 3.
RESPONSE

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

Included in the evaluation was an Interim Safety Analysis Report (ISAR) to evaluate the risks of
CMR Building operations, identify safety deficiencies in the facility and aid in determining the
scope of upgrades required to extend the CMR Building’s useful life. As a result of the ISAR
evaluation, several compensatory measures (including reducing the amounts of material in the

“building at any time) were put into place. These measures reduce the potential dose to the public
in the event of major accidents, but have had a negative effect on operations and productivity and
result in increased operational costs.

To maintain operations, several stand-alone projects were developed in response to environment,
safety and health deficiencies requiring immediate action. These initial upgrades were required
independent from the decision to proceed with the SNML project or proceed with additional
CMR Building upgrades to extend the useful life of the CMR Building. Some of these initial
stand-alone projects were grouped and identified as CMR Building Phase 1 upgrades.

In March 1993, after validating continued mission requirements and investigating alternatives,
DOE concluded that the most reasonable and cost-effective programmatic option was to upgrade
portions of the CMR Building to extend its useful life by 20 to 30 years. A group of potential
upgrades supporting the extended use of the CMR Building have been proposed. Conceptual
design efforts were begun for these elements, initially identified as CMR Building Phase 2
upgrades. During the development of the conceptual design, it was realized that some of the
upgrades were not required to support existing missions at the CMR Building. These elements
were found to be contingent upon possible future CMR missions and were thus excluded from
Phase 2 upgrades, and re-designated as Phase 3 upgrades. At the completion of the Phase 2
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upgrades conceptual design process in 1995, it was decided that no further planning for Phase 3
upgrades was appropriate, in as much as there was neither a need that could be demonstrated nor
funding available for Phase 3 upgrades. Therefore, the current proposed CMR Building
upgrades, commonly referred to as Phase 2 upgrades, are those identified as necessary
infrastructure needs to support existing missions.

During a November 1995 ESAAB meeting, DOE approved consolidation of Phases 1 and 2
CMR Building upgrades into a single federal budget line item project. The subsequent DOE
budget submittal for the CMR Building Upgrades did not include funding requests for Phase 3
Upgrades. ‘As a result of the ESAAB mecting, DOE also directed the official cancellation and
close-out of the SNML Project. As stated previously, the scope of the Proposed Action analysis
included in this EA is limited to Phase 2 upgrade activities.

DOE’s view is that from a NEPA perspective, activities planned as part of the CMR Building
Upgrades Project are not connected to those that make up the Phase 1 upgrades and do not
require analyses within the same NEPA document. Phase 1 upgrades were developed and are
being implemented as immediate actions required to protect the safety and health of workers and
were subjected to an appropriate level of NEPA review before being initiated. Phase 2 upgrades
are intended to extend the useful life of the facility and are the subject of this EA. Although both
Phase 1 and Phase 2 upgrades have now been consolidated into a single budget line item project
for budget purposes, the basic purpose and intent and timing for the two phases differ distinctly
and analyzing potential environmental effects in separate NEPA analyses is allowable under
DOE’s NEPA implementing procedures.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
4-2 None required.
RESPONSE

The upgrades in this Proposed Action are not associated with enhanced weapon prototyping and
manufacturing capability. The scope of the upgrades discussed in the 1993 LANL Strategic Plan
1s not within the scope of the Proposed Action. Completion of the CMR Building upgrades
would not result in the enhanced capabilities referenced by the commentor.

Reorientation of DOE's mission requirements is described in the final PEIS for Stockpile
Stewardship and Management. The LANL stockpile stewardship mission has historically
included development and prototyping of new designs or modifications to existing designs for
safety, reliability, or functionality. Options about LANL’s role in the Stockpile Management
mission in a downsized weapons complex are also analyzed in the final PEIS. Options in the
final PEIS include expansion of LANL's role in prototype fabrication and small-scale production
needed to support a smaller national nuclear stockpile. The Secretary of Energy signed a Record
of Decision on December 16, 1996, that will downsize the weapon secondary fabrication
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capability at the Y-12 Plant, downsize the non-nuclear component fabrication at the Kansas City
Plant, leave the assembly and disassembly capability at the Pantex Plant, and re-establish a pit
production fabrication capability at LANL, with the high explosive fabrication capability
remaining at the Pantex Plant.

The fully upgraded CMR Building referred to in the 1993 Strategic Plan would have required the
upgrades described in the draft EA, plus upgrades to Wings 1, 2, and 4. As noted in the EA,
Wing 1 is being used as office space to support the ongoing upgrades of Wings 3, 5, 7, and 9.
Wings 2 and 4 are being transitioned into a safe standby mode. New missions assigned to LANL
through the SSM PEIS that require new construction or upgrades to existing facilities, or other
such activities, will be the subject of future NEPA reviews.

OMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
4-3 Section 1.4, Pages 3 and 4
RESPONSE

DOE determined that Phase 1 upgrades described in Appendix A, Page A-3, were categorically
excluded from the need for further documentation in accordance with CEQ regulations (40 CFR
1500) and DOE NEPA Implementing Procedures (10 CFR 1021). This determination was based
upon the fact that the scope of proposed work activities fell within the classes of actions listed
under 10 CFR 1021, Subpart D, categorical exclusions. The Phase 1 upgrades were determined
to neither individually, nor cumulatively, have a significant effect on the environment since they
were all interior maintenance or replacement activities. Copies of the approved categorical
exclusions have been placed in the DOE public reading room within the Los Alamos townsite.

As discussed in the response to comment 4-1, DOE believes that although Phases 1 and 2 of the
CMR Building upgrades have been consolidated into a single line item for budget purposes,
analyzing potential environmental affects separately is appropriate due to the distinct purpose
and intent of each phase and their timing. Additionally, even though many activities included in
the Phase 2 upgrades could have also been individually categorically excluded, DOE elected to
perform this EA to analyze their potential cumulative effects and allow for stakeholder
participation. ’

Current DOE NEPA Implementing Procedures (10 CFR 1021) effective August 8, 1996, state
that activities designated by the Secretary of Energy as Strategic Systems normally require the
preparation of an EIS. The proposed CMR Building Upgrades Project was not designated as a
Strategic System by the Secretary. Prior to August 8, 1996, the cost of the proposed CMR
Building Upgrades Project fell within the prior DOE designation of a Major System Acquisition
(MSA). DOE’s previous NEPA Implementing Procedures specified that MSAs normally
required and EIS; however, preparation of an EIS was not mandatory. Reviews of projects
performed by DOE Defense Programs and Energy Research elements over the past 10 years
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indicates that out of 17 MSA Projects, 18 percent were the subject of EISs, and 82 percent were
subjected to EA levels of NEPA review and analysis. Within Defense Programs, of nine MSA
projects, seven were the subjects of EA’s, with two projects, the Special Nuclear Materials R&D
Laboratory at LANL, and the F&H Canyon Exhaust Upgrades Project at Savannah River Site
(SRS) requiring EISs. The EIS for the SRS F&H Canyon Exhaust Upgrades was never’
completed; the scope of proposed actions was downgraded due to significant programmatic
reductions and the proposed actions qualified as categorically excluded actions. One additional
project, the SRS Uranium Solidification Facility, was originally determined to require an EA,
which was never completed; the project’s environmental analysis was, instead, included in the
Interim Management of Materials EIS. A key factor in determining whether or not an EIS is
required is whether the action either individually or cumulatively has a significant impact on the
human environment. By comparing the scope of the proposed CMR Building upgrades with
other MSA projects involving similar activities, a direct correlation can be seen between the
scope of activities and the level of NEPA documentation required. Key examples include the
Security Enhancements Project at the Pantex plant ($§130M), and the SRS Plantwide Fire
Protection Upgrades ($458M). Upgrades to the CMR Building and these two projects involve
modifications of existing operating facilities with no major changes in operations. The level of
NEPA documentation deemed appropriate by DOE to evaluate the potential environmental
effects for each was an EA. Additionally, CEQ Regulations (40 CFR 1508) state that an EA
serves to briefly provide sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether to prepare an
EIS or FONSI.

The CMR Building Upgrades Project specifically addresses upgrades to meet existing assigned
missions. The proposed upgrades would not prejudice the LANL SWEIS. The CMR Building,
with proposed upgrades, would constitute a part of LANL’s existing infrastructure for the next
30 years. Whether the decisions reached based on the SWEIS analysis are to increase or
decrease defense-related operations, the CMR Building would continue to be used for its
analytical chemistry capabilities. Irrespective of the decision reached regarding SS&M PEIS, the
CMR Building would still be required for current LANL missions. The SS&M PEIS decision to
increase LANL's defense role may require additional changes to the CMR Building; those
changes would be subject to additional NEPA analysis.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
4-4 _ Section 1.3, Page 2; Section 2.1.3, Page 11
RESPONSE

As stated in the EA, DOE has acknowledged that the CMR Building in its current configuration
and status is not in full compliance with modern building codes and DOE Regulations govermning
non-reactor nuclear facilities. The major purpose of the upgrades under the Proposed Action is
to address the major components of the facility infrastructure systems which are either not in full
compliance, or have reached the end of their useful design life. A major goal is to increase the
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safety and reliability of these building systems in order to extend the useful life of the CMR
Building. This will allow DOE to continue analytical chemistry operations in support of
existing, ongoing missions, in a safe, environmentally sound manner. As an interim measure,
current operations are being conducted with administrative controls and compensatory measures
to reduce the level of risk and to address the fact that the facility is not in full compliance with
DOE regulations and current building codes. This has had a major negative effect on operations
and productivity and has resulted in a significant increase in CMR Building operational costs;
however, DOE implemented these measures to ensure operations are being conducted within an
acceptable level of risk, with adequate protection for workers, the public and the environment.

Recently-released information regarding the background studies supporting the EA is available
in DOE public reading rooms. The 1990 DASMA report has been released, as well as the
Conceptual Design Report. Both reports contain information about CMR Building safety
deficiencies that would be addressed in the Proposed Action.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
4-5 Section 2.2.1, Page 16
RESPONSE

An initial conceptual estimate for waste volumes indicated that over 16,400 m? (21,400 yd®) of
potentially radiological, RCRA and mixed wastes would be generated as a result of the upgrades.
This included about 7,340 m? (9,600 yd®) of exhaust air ducting, 840 m® (1,100 yd®) of supply air
ducting, 4,890 m® (6,400 yd®) of excavated soil, 3,370 m* (4,400 yd*) of miscellaneous waste
(gloves, anti-contamination materials, etc.), and 1,840 m® (2,400 yd®) of other materials. These
numbers are estimates and are rounded off.

A value engineering-type process was then used to identify ways to reduce these estimated waste
volumes. This process proved to be highly successful since it was determined that: (1) most of
the excavated soil would be uncontaminated and that all of the uncontaminated excavated soil
could be retained within LANL boundaries and reused as fill; and (2) the bulk of the ducting
could be reused, decontaminated, or compacted at LANL. This eliminated 12,400 m?

(16,170 yd®) of potential waste; bringing the total projected waste volume needing disposal down
to 4,000 m® (5,200 yd®). The waste volume reduction would take place at either the CMR
Building or the TA-54 waste management area. Therefore, the volume of 4,000 m? (5,200 yd?) is
used for disposal considerations in this EA's effects analysis while the volume of 16,400 m?
(21,400 yd®) is used for on-site transportation mileage considerations. The volume of exhaust air-
ducting, 7,340 m*® (9,600 yd®) is used to determine the largest quantity of radioactive material that
could be released during an on-site transportation accident (see Section 4.1.5 of the predecisional
draft EA).
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While these reductions are significant, they are only a first step. Waste minimization would
continue during the project. It is expected that future efforts would identify other waste
minimization opportunities; however, the 4,000 m* (5,200 yd®) is used in the analysis of the
Proposed Action since additional waste minimization activities have not yet been developed and
validated.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
4-6 Section 4.1.4, Pages 42;43; Section 4.1.6, Table 4-6,
Page 46; Section 4.1.6.1.1, Page 47; Appendix D, Table D-1,
Page D-6
RESPONSE

The methodology used for dose calculations is provided in Appendix D. Table 4-6 presents
doses to individuals as well as to populations from three different accident scenarios. The table
has been modified to clarify estimated population doses and the accompanying text enhanced to
clarify the interpretation of Table 4-6. Information in the predecisional draft EA that stated 1 in
9 for a population of 26,770 persons, does not mean that 1 in 9 people will die of latent cancer.
This information was intended show that the estimated risk of latent radiation-induced cancer
deaths in the exposed population is less than one (0.11). The 0.11 latent cancer fatalities risk is
calculated by multiplying the total dose of 216 person-rem for the exposed population by the
standard dose-to-risk conversion factor of 5x10* deaths per person-rem for the general public.
This results in a total risk of 0.11, or s 7, latent cancer fatalities for the exposed population.
Therefore, the predecisional draft EA analysis reflected no excess latent cancer fatalities are
expected in the exposed population of 26,770 (the risk is less than 1 [0.11 or -])

The January 1996 predecisional draft EA included a dose calculation based upon the amount of
radioactive material in the construction zone, in the form of contamination in ductwork and acid
drainlines. The calculation did not reflect the fact that the process radioactive material would
remain within the CMR Building. The same amount of material would be in the building under
either the No Action Alternative or the Proposed Action resulting in the same effect on the
environment. The only significant difference in effects between the Proposed Action and the No
Action Alternative would be the number of workers who would be in the building that could be
either seriously injured or killed as a result of building collapse during an earthquake. Therefore,
the predecisional draft EA no longer includes public dose calculations resulting from an
earthquake during construction. The purpose of the seismic upgrades in the Proposed Action is
to enable the CMR Building to withstand the design-basis earthquake, thereby allowing the
facility itself to serve as a containment barrier for radioactive materials that could potentially be
released.
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
4-7 None required.
RESPONSE

Although several projects and activities take place within the CMR Building, they are ongoing
operational or R&D activities, which were subjected to separate and specific NEPA analyses and
determinations and are described in Section 2.9. These projects and activities are independent
from the proposed CMR Building upgrades. These projects do not require the upgrades under
the Proposed Action. This EA addresses the effects of the proposed upgrades, and not the effects

of operations. :
OMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS '
4-8 None required.
RESPONSE

Construction activities for the Proposed Action have not begun. This EA is being prepared to
evaluate whether a FONSI is warranted for the Proposed Action, or if an EIS is required. All
current CMR Building operations are conducted safely within the approved safety authorization
basis. The response to Comment 4-4 addresses administrative controls and compensatory
measures currently in place at the CMR Building. -

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
4-Attachment None required.
RESPONSE

DOE responded to the issues raised in this letter by issuing an Advance Notice of Intent (ANOI)
to prepare a LANL SWEIS in the August 10, 1994 Federal Register. DOE later issued a Notice
of Intent (NOI) to prepare a LANL SWEIS, that included comments received on the ANQI, in
the May 12, 1995 Federal Register. In both the ANOI and the NOI, the public was initiated to
provide input regarding DOE’s proposed strategy to proceed immediately with a NEPA review
(i.e., the proposed CMR Building Upgrades EA) for actions that would maintain the existing
infrastructure, improve the safety of operations, enhance environmental management systems,
and improve security. Additional upgrades (e.g., the Phase 3 Upgrades), would be addressed in
the LANL SWEIS, or other appropriate NEPA analysis. Consistent with its proposed strategies
in the ANOI and NOI, and after considering public comment, DOE made the decision to prepare
the proposed CMR Building Upgrades EA. The proposed Phase 3 Upgrades project has since
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been eliminated from further consideration pending programmatic decisions regarding future
mission changes that could affect use of the CMR Building.

COMMENT CODE . LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
5.1 None required.
RESPONSE

There are existing levels of contamination within the CMR Building resulting from the past 40-
plus years of operations. It is against DOE and LANL policies to allow routine operations to
continue in areas where contamination levels exceed levels specified in the DOE Radiation
Protection Regulations (10 CFR 835).

It is unclear which wing of the CMR Building the commentor is referring to. As part of the
conceptual design process for the Proposed Action, a number of space use configurations were
considered. The Proposed Action only includes upgrades to those portions of the facility which
are currently programmatically required. Because of existing contamination throughout the
facility, the Proposed Action also includes placing Wings 2 and 4 in a safe standby condition.
Wings 2 and 4 are not currently required for programmatic needs.

Continued operation of the CMR Building is necessary to meet current LANL mission
assignments. Operations in the CMR Building include administrative controls and compensatory
measures, and are conducted safely within the approved Safety Authorization Basis.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
5-2 None required.
RESPONSE

DOE structured public meetings on the proposed LANL SWEIS to encourage members of the
public to comment on a number of projects, including the proposed CMR Upgrades. In the ANOI
for the LANL SWEIS, DOE listed proposed projects and invited members of the public to
comment on whether the NEPA reviews for these projects should precede, be incorporated into,
or be deferred until after completion of the SWEIS. A brief summary of each project and DOE’s
recommendation were included in the ANOI. Information sheets were made available and
technical experts were present to discuss the projects with interested citizens. DOE has decided
not to hold additional public meetings on this proposed project. DOE has invited public
participation in this Proposed Action by making the predecisional draft EA available for public
review.

Page A-61 . February 4, 1997
Environmental Assessment




Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
6-1 None required.
RESPONSE

Security upgrades will be performed in accordance with life safety code requirements ensuring
safe exit in emergency situations. This EA is based upon the conceptual design report that is
incorporated, by reference, in the EA and that has been placed in the DOE public reading room in
Los Alamos, New Mexico. At the current conceptual design stage of the project, detailed
engineering designs have not been developed. Detailed engineering designs are not prepared
until decisions are made to proceed with the proposal, i.e., the go/no go stage. Sufficient
information is generally presented at the conceptual design stage with which to assess
environmental effects of a proposal. DOE NEPA implementing procedures require that DOE
complete its NEPA review for each proposal before making a decision to proceed (e.g., normally
in advance of, and for the use in reaching, a decision to proceed with detailed design). Asa
result, DOE does not expend valuable resources until the decision to proceed has been made.
Final design of the CMR Building upgrades has not been initiated.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
6-2 Section 2.2.1, Page 17
RESPONSE

Cleanup of any existing contamination outside of the CMR Building is not part of the Proposed
Action and is not analyzed in the EA. The DOE Environmental Restoration (ER) Program
addresses LANL site contamination issues. Information provided by the ER Program indicates
there are three known SWMUSs (now also referred to as Potential Release Sites) in the immediate
vicinity exterior to the CMR Building in TA-3, which are directly related to CMR operations. All
three SWMU s have been investigated in connection with other work activities, and were found to
have no contaminants that exceeded action levels defined in the ER program. Due to the low
contamination levels, budget restrictions and other higher priority areas within LANL, the ER
program does not currently have a schedule for further action on these SWMUs. Based upon
currently available information, there are no plans to perform remediation of SWMUs as part of
the Proposed Action. Should additional SWMUSs be encountered during construction of the
proposed upgrades, remediation or mitigation of adverse effects related to these SWMUSs would
be performed in accordance with agreements among the DOE, the LANL ER Program, the
NMED and the EPA. Additional information concerning contamination levels within TA-3 can
be found in LANL’s Remedial Field Investigation (RFI) Work Plan for Operational Unit

(OU) 1114, dated June 1993, and Addendum 1 to the RF]I, dated July 1995. Both documents are
available in the DOE public reading room.
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
6-3 None required.
RESPONSE

The CMR Building is an R&D facility, as opposed to the Rocky Flats Plant that was a production
facility. Therefore, the anticipated amount of plutonium holdup (material trapped) in the CMR
Building ventilation system is expected to be less than that at Rocky Flats. Measurements have
been made of plutonium and uranium holdup in the CMR Building exhaust ducts (LANL 1992),
primarily to determine if sufficient material had accumulated to become a criticality hazard. No
significant quantities of plutonium or uranium were found. All duct systems have fissile material
holdup estimates far below the 400-gram (equivalent to about 24 Ci of *°Pu) limit suggested by
DOE. According to the measurements, the maximum fissionable material hold-up in any duct
system is about 6 Ci of 2*Pu. Construction activities would be planned to minimize potential
exposure during the upgrades.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
6-4 Section 2.1.3, Page 11
RES E

The entire CMR Building ventilation system is monitored by Facility Engineers in the
Administrative Wing Operations Center to ensure the system is working properly (the Operations
Center is staffed during normal working hours). The LANL Utilities Department, which is
staffed 24 hours per day, also receives data from the CMR Building to monitor whether the
ventilation system is functioning properly. In addition, gauges in the hallways of Wings 3, 5, 7,
and 9 allow personnel to assess if the ventilation system is working properly. Finally, in the
laboratory rooms, there are several ventilation system function indicators. Some fume hoods are
equipped with operator aids, such as tissues hung from the sash to show air flow direction.
Gloves on gloveboxes are drawn into the box when the air flow direction is correct. The
ventilation system is also extremely noisy during normal operations and it becomes quite
noticeable to operators when it is not functioning.

All CMR Building operations are conducted safely within the approved safety authorization
basis. No cessation of building operations is required due to the present lack of monitoring
devices or alarms. The current condition of the facility, augmented by administrative controls,
provides an adequate level of safety for workers and the public. Similarly, activities and projects
are undertaken in such a manner that existing fire protection is adequate and is not compromised.
The proposed upgrades would support the continued safe and reliable operation of the facility.
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
6-5 ~ None required.
RESPONSE

Toxic vapor emissions during operations have not been a problem in the past; however, vapor
emissions are considerations in the design of the proposed upgrades. Hazards associated with
construction activities on the acid drain lines would be analyzed during the design process and
appropriate mitigation measures taken to protect the workers and the public.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
6-6 None required.
RESPONSE

Detailed design and construction planning activities for the proposed CMR Building upgrades
would include structural analysis. This analysis would be performed to validate the basic
structure’s ability to withstand equipment weight and external forces (such as earthquake and
wind), as well as to analyze potential loading conditions that would exist during actual
construction. At the current conceptual design stage of the project, detailed structural analyses
required to assess these issues are not available. However, the detailed design process, including
design validation, would ensure that the appropriate designs are developed and implemented with
acceptable margins of safety in accordance with current codes and standards.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
6-7 Section 3.9 (new), Page 37

Section 4.1.6.1.1, Page 47
RESPONSE

In accordance with DOE STD 1020 criteria, the most hazardous portions of the CMR Building
would be designed to withstand seismic events in the vicinity of LANL up to and including those
expected once in 2000 years. A mean magnitude of 6.0 on the Richter Scale is the dominant
earthquake anticipated. The postulated earthquake used to develop the structural design has a
peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.30g at TA-3, site of the CMR Building.
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
6-8 Section 2.1.3, Page 11
RESPONSE

The existing ventilation system provides adequate air flow to ensure workers and the public are
protected. The condition of dampers and other controls makes operation of the facility more
labor intensive and less flexible in response to operations but it is being operated in a safe
configuration. '

All CMR Building operations are conducted safely within the approved safety authorization
basis. Therefore, no cessation of building operations is required. The proposed upgrades would
- support the continued safe and reliable operation of the CMR Building, which is necessary to
meet current LANL mission assignments.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
7-1 : Section 2.8 (new), Pages 25 and 26
RESPONSE

The response provided for comment 4-4 addresses commentors’ issues with respect to their
proposed Alternative 1.

Alternatives 2 through 4, as proposed by the commentor, relate to decommissioning a portion of
the CMR Building under various scenarios. A number of space use configurations were
considered in the conceptual design process for upgrading the CMR Building. The Proposed
Action includes upgrades to those portions of the facility that are currently programmatically
required. The Proposed Action also provides for the preservation of those parts of the facility
which are not currently required. The DOE does not consider the decommissioning of any
portion of the CMR Building as an appropriate use of the facilty. Further discussion of these
alternatives has been included in a new Section 2.8, Page 26.

Altemative 5, as proposed by the commentor, is essentially an embodiment of the Proposed
Action that is analyzed in the EA.
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF FA REVISIONS
7-2 Section 1.4, Page 3
RESPONSE

Current DOE NEPA Implementing Procedures (10 CFR 1021) effective August 8, 1996, state
that activities designated by the Secretary of Energy as Strategic Systems normally require the
preparation of an EIS. The proposed CMR Building Upgrades Project was not designated as a
Strategic System by the Secretary. Prior to August 8, 1996, the cost of the proposed CMR
Building Upgrades Project fell within the prior DOE designation of a Major System Acquisition
(MSA). DOE’s previous NEPA Implementing Procedures specified that MSAs normally
required and EIS; however, preparation of an EIS was not mandatory. CEQ regulations, 40 CFR
1508, specify that an EA serves to briefly provide sufficient evidence and analysis for
determining whether to prepare and EIS or a FONSI. Additional information is provided in the
response to Comment 4-3 concerning the prior MSA des1gnanon of the Proposed Action and the
corresponding level of NEPA documentation.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
7-3 None required.
RESPONSE

As described in Section 2.2 of the EA, the proposed CMR Building upgrades are based upon a
comparison of the current condition of the facility to DOE General Design Criteria (DOE Order
6430.1A) for a new facility, and good engineering practices. The upgrades selected for inclusion
in this Proposed Action are the minimum upgrades necessary to extend the life of the facility and
meet current mission assignments for the next 20 to 30 years. While additional, more stringent
upgrades could be considered, the Proposed Action upgrades are adequate to meet-the present
goal of extending the life of the CMR Building.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS

7-4 Section 4.1.4, Page 40; Section 4.1.6, Table 4-6, Page 45;
Appendix D, Table D-1, Page D-6

RESPONSE

The responses to comments 3-6 and 4-6 provide additional information clarifying the risk of
latent cancer fatalities. The EA analysis reflects no excess latent cancer fatalities are expected in
the exposed population (the risk is less than 1 [0.11 ory ]) Additional information is available
in comment responses 3-6 and 4-6.
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
7-5 None required.
RESPONSE

DOE, like any other federal agency, is required to develop implementing regulations, orders and
standards to ensure compliance with state and federal laws and regulations (OSHA, CWA,
CAA, etc.). Numerous state and federal organizations and agencies are responsible for oversight
activities to ensure DOE compliance. The primary federal entity providing direct oversight of
the DOE is the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB). The DNFSB is chartered by
Congress to evaluate nuclear operations in the DOE complex and make recommendations to the
Secretary of Energy to enhance safe operation. The DOE and the DNFSB share the common
goals of ensuring protection of public and worker health and safety, and the well being of the
environment. Safety and design documentation for the CMR operations and the proposed CMR
Building Upgrades Project been forwarded to the DNFSB. They have been monitoring the
project and will continue to review its development and implementation, if DOE decides to go
forward with the Proposed Action. Also see responses to comments 3-6, 4-6 and 7-4.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
7-6 None required.
RESPONSE

The functioning of CMR Building safety systems and alarms is not dependent upon computer
systems either currently installed or planned as part of the proposed upgrades. The intent of the
Proposed Action is to install an integrated computerized system in the operations center that will
monitor the safety alarms but not control their functions. The Proposed Action would also
provide for the installation of stand-by power for these monitoring systems if primary power is
lost.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
7-7 None required.
RESPONSE

The potential for criticality accidents during construction is very low, as reflected in Table 4-4.
The duct holdup study (incorporated by reference in the EA) indicates there is not enough
plutonium present for criticality to occur. Administrative controls would be in effect during the
proposed upgrades to reduce confusion or human error that might increase the chances of a
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criticality event. There has never been a criticality accident in CMR Building. If necessary,
based upon additional hazards analysis that would be performed during detailed design, special
procedures would be implemented during construction to eliminate the possibility of criticality
accidents.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
7-8 None required.
RESPONSE

The EA states that there would be no disproportionately adverse consequences to Environmental
Justice populations. The analysis in the EA presents the effects of the Proposed Action both
under normal conditions and accident scenarios upon the local communities. This analysis
reflects no excess latent cancer fatalities are expected in the exposed population (see response

to 3-6). Foreseeable effects on land use from waste disposal, air quality, and transportation,
would not have significant health effects on human populations, and would fall within regulatory
compliance requirements.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
7-9 New Section 3.9, Page 37
RE NSE

- The design basis accident analyzed in the safety analysis report under development for the CMR
Building is the same earthquake accident analyzed in this EA. As discussed in the responses to
comments 3-6 and 7-4, the predecisional draft EA has been modified to better explain the effects
should an earthquake occur during the upgrades.

Geologically, LANL is located within the northern Rio Grande rift, a seismically active area.
Although surface-faulting earthquakes have not occurred historically in the LANL region (within -
100 km [60 mi]), geological evidence indicates they have occurred during the Quaternary Period
(1.6 million years). In particular, investigations on three of the most significant and closest faults
to the Laboratory (Pajarito, Rendija Canyon, and Guaje Mountain) have produced evidence of a
number of surface-faulting seismic events. The evidence indicates the most recent occurred
between 4,000 to 6,000 years ago. The Valles Volcanic province is situated just west of LANL.
Physical evidence indicates the last volcanic eruption occurred approximately 60,000 years ago.
Presently, the volcanic center that produced the past eruptions is considered to be dormant. The
Valles Volcanic province is noteworthy for its lack of seismicity.
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Evaluation of the siesmic hazard for LANL TA-3, where the CMR Building is located, provides -
results in terms of mean annual probability of exceedance. In any one year, the chance of a
seismic event producing a peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.14g is 1 in 500. In any one
year, the chance of a seismic event producing a peak horizontal ground acceleration of 0.30gis 1
in 2000. The seismic hazard evaluation produced results that have been scrutinized by a variety
of subject matter experts, including non-LANL employees. A significant amount of research,
investigation, and evaluation was expended over a four-year period (1991-1995) to obtain

seismic information. Although bounded by a range of uncertainty, these results are based upon
state-of-the-art technology and represent the best estimates available.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
7-10 _ Section 4.1.4, Pages 42-43; Section 4.1.6, Table 4-6,

Page 46; Appendix D, Table D-1, Page D-6
RESPONSE

Rain falling through a release plume would capture material from the plume and deposit it onto
the ground near the release point thereby reducing the airborne concentration of the plume. A
plume could potentially reach Santa Fe or Albuquerque, depending upon meterological
conditions at the time of an accident. However, doses would be less than those presented in
Table 4-6 because the plume would disperse as it travels downwind. The risk resulting from
such an event would be less than one additional cancer fatality in the exposed population,
regardless of wind direction. The predecisional draft EA text and Tables 4-6 and D-1 have been
revised to clarify population risk. The response to comments 3-6 and 4-6 also provide additional
information clarifying population risk. Predecisional draft EA population figures have been
rounded and are based on the 1990 U. S. Census, projected to 1995.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
7-11 None required.
RESPONSE

Los Alamos County currently has an evacuation plan under development that addressess
potential accidents. The proposed title of the plan is, “Los Alamos County All Hazards
Emergency Operations Plan.” For futher information on the status of the plan, the commentor
should contact the Office of the Emergency Management Coordinator for Los Alamos County at
(505) 662-8035.
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COMMENT CODE ' LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
7-12 None required.
RESPONSE

CMR Building exhaust HEPA filters are far enough away from the wings so that the physical
separation prevents laboratory fires from damaging the filters. Fires would be contained within
the wings. The CMR Building also uses fire resistant HEPA filters, qualified by Underwriter’s
Laboratories. No potential fire accident scenario has been identified that could cause the filters
to burn.

VCOMMENT CODE ' LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS

7-13 Section 4.1.6.1.1, Page 47; Section 4.1.6.1.1, Table 4-7,
: Page 47 (new).
RESPONSE

The earthquake accident scenario has been revised to consider a more severe earthquake event
with total building collapse. The scenario assumes that all workers in the CMR Building are
either killed from collapse of the building or severely injured.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
7-14 Section 5.0, Page 51
RESPONSE

Text has been added to the EA to clarify potential permit requirements. Although not actually a
permit requirement, 40 CFR 61 requires prior EPA approval for new construction or
modifications that may increase emissions. EPA approval would not be required for the
proposed CMR Building upgrades since the project will not increase LANL emissions. Since the
scope of this EA is limited to only the potential environmental effects associated with
construction of the proposed upgrades, operational activities are not within the scope of this EA.
It is possible that a change to the current operations within the CMR Building would require
permits or EPA approval, however, such issues would be driven by other programmatic decisions
and subject to their own independent NEPA review.
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
7-15 None required.
RESPONSE

Aircraft crash data from 1988 remain valid, therefore, estimates of the probability of airplane
crashes remain valid. The 1988 data, which included Ross Aviation aircraft, is bounding as there
is no longer a contract aviation carrier based at the Los Alamos Airport. Since Ross Aviation no
longer operates in Los Alamos, the probability of an aircraft crashing into the CMR Building
would be expected to be lower; however, the revised probability was not recalculated for this
predecisional draft EA.

NT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
7-16 Section 2.2.1, Page 16; Section 4.1.2, Page 41
RESPONSE

The predecisional draft EA has been revised to clarify waste issues. Initial analyses of waste are
based upon conceptual design work. Additional waste characterization, to include analysis,
would be performed as part of detailed design.

LLW could be disposed of at the LANL TA-54, Area G, LLW disposal area. Area G has several
active pits in the currently developed area. While the area is nearing its original design capacity
based on the use of past pit designs and placements, the currently defined active disposal area
may be sufficiently great enough in size to accommodate more pits for disposal activities using
newly engineered designs. Room is also available for a number of shafts to be constructed
between existing pits, if necessary. Plans being considered for the continued management of
LLW for LANL include maximizing the use of the active pit area at Area G for the next ten
years; the expansion of waste disposal into the unused western portion of Area G; and offsite
transport and disposal of wastes, particularly soils from the Environmental Restoration program
(all of which will be included for analysis in the LANL SWEIS). Without the incorporation of
any new disposal pit designs or the use of shafts for disposal at the existing active disposal site at
Area G, the landfill area would not be filled to capacity before the end of 1998, based upon
current projections that include receiving waste from the proposed CMR Building upgrades. The
current schedule for the proposed upgrades calls for construction to be conducted over a five-year
period, from 1997 through 2002. LANL’s overall waste management strategy for the next 10
years, including a proposed expansion of Area G, is to be analyzed in the LANL SWEIS, as
stated in the Notice of Intent published in the May 12, 1995 Federal Register (60 FR 25697).
The ROD for the SWEIS is expected in 1997 or early 1998, before the developed part of Area G
is filled. Depending upon waste management decisions regarding Area G, waste will either be
disposed of at the expanded Area G, its replacement facility, or off site.
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
7-17 Section 4.1.2, Page 40
RESPONSE

Proposed CMR Building upgrades include an estimated reduction in liquid exhaust duct
washdown waste generated during subsequent operations. This reduction is based upon
engineering study activities. The duct washdown recycle system upgrade has been identified as
an effective means to reduce the volume of liquid waste. During the conceptual design process,
alternative technologies to reduce the volume of washdown waste were considered. The
proposed upgrades were determined to be the most effective solution for meeting the operational
requirements of the system. This proposed upgrade could reduce the amount of liquid
radioactive waste generated from future operation of the duct washdown system to 454,300 liters
per year (120,000 gallons per year).

The amount of TRU waste generated each year depends upon operations. TRU liquid waste is
managed through the LANL Waste Management Program, and currently is slated for final
disposition at WIPP. The revised predecisional draft EA has been modified to include
information regarding disposition of TRU liquid waste potentially generated by the proposed

upgrades.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
7-18 » None required.

RESPONSE

The quantity and composition of radionuclides not removed by the RLWTF (discharged) are

- published in the Annual Surveillance Report, Section V, Page 121, Table V-6 (LANL 1996).
During the 1991 thunderstorm event, when water filled the sediment traps in Mortandad Canyon,
sediment is believed to have remained in the traps and was not transported down stream.
RLWTF discharges are in full compliance with the NPDES Permit issued by the EPA under the
Clean Water Act. Also see comment response to Comment 2-5.
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COMMENT CODE ‘ LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
7-19 Section 4.1.5, Page 44; Section 4.1.6, Page 45; Section

4.1.6.1.2, Pages 47 and 48; Appendix D, Sections D.2.1
and D.2.2, Pages D-2 and D-3.

RESPONSE

The EA has been revised to clarify the effects of transportation and transportation accidents.
Information regarding numbers of shipments, waste material type, and numbers of kilometers
(miles) per shipment is in Appendix D, Section D.2.2. Waste generated by the Proposed Action
would be transported in DOT-approved shipping containers. Certification of shipping containers
by DOT is specific to the type of waste to be transported. Requirements for certification are in
49 CFR §173.401, Subpart 1.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
7-20 : Appendix D, Section D.1
RESPONSE

TEDE is essentially equivalent to CEDE for materials that could be released during potential
accidents considered in this EA.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS

7-21 : None required.
RESPONSE

The information on these parameters is provided in Appendix D, page D-4.

COMMENT CODE - LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS

7-22 None required.
RESPONS

The term "mixed waste" used in the predecisional draft EA refers to both low-level and TRU
mixed waste. Where the distinction is important to the discussion, the specific waste type
~ designation has been used.
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
7-23 None required.
RESPONSE

Plutonium processing includes many different activities. The largest "plutonium processing"
activity at LANL is stabilization and packaging undertaken to address the DNFSB 94-1
recommendation. This work will place the LANL inventory of 2.7 metric tons of plutonium
metal and oxide into double-contained stainless steel cans, meeting DOE STD 3013-94. LANL
will complete the stabilization by 2002 in line with the Implementation Plan submitted by the
Secretary of Energy to the DNFSB. Another aspect of "plutonium processing" is the R&D
support provided to other DOE sites to meet the DNFSB 94-1 recommendation. Work is also
underway to determine how to perform the minimum processing of residues that exist at the
Hanford Site, SRS, and the Rocky Flats Plant into a form for safe storage. Storage is needed
until a national Fissile Material Disposition Program has determined the proper disposal strategy,
consistent with the non-proliferation goals. Some "plutonium processing” supports the Fissile
Material Disposition Program. Currently, this work is aimed at the dematerialization of weapons
components and placing plutonium into STD 3013-94 storage cans, along with mixed oxide fuel
work to support the multi-national options. Some "plutonium processing" supports ongoing
studies into the long-term aging characteristics of weapons components and the destructive
evaluation of weapons returned from the Pantex Plant. A very small capability has been
maintained at LANL to dismantle weapons components and place fissile materials into safe
storage.

The CMR Building supports all of these efforts by providing chemical analysis, isotopic
analysis, analytical standards and material characterization. The upgrades outlined in Phase 2
support continuation of the plutonium processing efforts outlined. ’

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
7-24 Section 2.1, Page 9.
RESPONSE

Wings 6 and 8 were planned but never constructed.
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
7-25 None required.
RESPONSE

The proposed Wing 3 filter tower is needed to allow installation of new HVAC systems with
HEPA filters, while existing systems in the existing filter tower remain operational. New filter
towers for Wings 5 and 7 are not proposed at this time because existing filter plenums can be
reused and the fans modified, as necessary, with a minimal amount of downtime. The need for a
new Wing 3 filter tower may be eliminated during detailed design; however, it is included in the
current scope of the Proposed Action to bound potential effects.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIbNS ’
- 7-26 | None required.
RESPONSE

The CMR Building is an operating laboratory facility, so actual contamination levels vary.
Office and administrative areas are clean (no radiation or contamination levels above
background).

Spills or leaks in laboratories are cleaned up promptly, so these spaces are normally clean.
Residual contamination exists in glove boxes, fume hoods, and equipment areas. The levels of

contamination in these areas varies, depending upon the operations, but is always managed so as
not to be a hazard to workers in accordance with DOE directives and regulatory requirements.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
7-27 Section 2.2.1.13, Page 22
RESPONSE

Safe standby means that loose surface contamination would be removed or stabilized.
Equipment would be placed in a condition where maintenance can be performed, but operations
cannot occur. The purpose of this is to ensure that contamination does not spread and equipment
does not deteriorate until decisions can be made regarding future programmatic needs.
Continued maintenance and surveillance are both part of the safe standby procedure.
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
8A-1 None required.
RE NSE

These comments begin with a discussion of activities underway by DOE in 1989. Given the
world events that have occurred during the past seven years, it is not surprising that a great deal
of past planning, discussed in the documents cited, has changed. The SNML was proposed at a
time when there were five new weapons systems in various phases of development, and a
significant shortage of plutonium existed to support the planned production schedules. The
Rocky Flats Plant in Colorado was still producing at close to peak capacity. Since the time
initial plans were developed for the proposed SNML and then the CMR upgrades, target
production levels for a Rocky Flats Plant replacement facility have dropped from 600 pits per
year to the levels discussed in the draft SSM PEIS, as first START I then START II were
negotiated, then ratified by the Senate. DOE planning reflects the evolution that has occurred as
significant changes have been made in the nation's nuclear deterrent policy. At each stage of
these changes in national policy, nuclear materials support work performed at LANL has been
redirected. The most recent planning document describing DOE's plans for performing the
nuclear deterrent role is the draft SSM PEIS.

In the draft SSM PEIS, the ongoing mission for the DOE’s weapons laboratories is outlined.
Continued support for the nuclear stockpile safety and reliability is expected to be maintained by
the national laboratories. The knowledge base must be maintained for eventual dismantlement of
the stockpile.

If LANL is selected for a production role in the SSM PIES’s ROD(s) then some activities could
be moved into the CMR Building from TA-55. These activities would be moved into space
upgraded, later, for this purpose. Current plans in the CMR Building Conceptual Design Report
only discuss the upgrade of space needed to support the existing set of LANL missions. The
report also discusses the need to put Wings 2 and 4 into a safe standby condition since they are
not required to support the existing mission set. Under the SSM PEIS ROD(s), additional work
may be assigned to LANL. The current preferred alternative describes additional plutonium
work. One alternative developed in the draft SSM PEIS is to relocate the weapons secondary
component fabrication mission to LANL. This option is not one of the preferred alternatives
announced by the Secretary of Energy for the draft SSM PEIS. If either, or both, of these
changes take place, Wings 2 and 4 may be needed to support this additional work. Analysis of

" the potential effects of implementing such a decision would be mcluded in the LANL SWEIS,
currently in progress.
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
8A-2 None required.
RESPONSE

CMR Building upgrades would support continued operations to meet currently-assigned
missions, and could provide analytical chemistry capability to LANL laboratory facilities,
including DARHT. On April 16, 1996, the U. S. District Court for the District of New Mexico
filed a Memorandum of Opinion and Order for litigation regarding the Dual Axis Radiographic
Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT) Facility. The court found that DARHT is supported by an
adequate Environmental Impact Statement and qualifies as an interim action that can proceed
while DOE completes the SS&M PEIS and drafts a new LANL SWEIS. In the Memorandum,
the judge stated that the larger influence for decisions reached through those analyses is posed by
the existing infrastructure at LANL, both in terms of intellectual and technological resources,
including hardened nuclear-qualified space for plutonium processing. In the case of the CMR

- Building Upgrades Project, the project is proposed for DOE to meet current LANL mission
needs in a safe, secure and environmentally sound manner, and the CMR Building would make
up a part of the existing LANL infrastructure over the foreseeable future. If the decision reached
for the proposed CMR Building upgrades is the No Action Alternative, the CMR Building would
still make up a part of the LANL infrastructure, but for only about the next 5 to 10 years.
Beyond about five years, the capability to perform analytical chemistry would still be needed at
LANL, but the reliability and margin of safety of the CMR Building would be lowered and the
risk of operating the facility would become unacceptable to DOE. In any case, a decision made
to implement either the proposed upgrades or the No Action Alternative would not alter the need
for operation of the DARHT Facility, nor would the DARHT Facility’s operation alter the need
met by the proposed CMR Building upgrades. As such, there is no direct connection between
the proposed CMR Building Upgrade Project and the DARHT Facility.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
8A-3 None required.
RESPONSE

National policy forbids the production of new nuclear weapon physics package designs. The
policy also requires DOE to maintain the capability to repair and replace warheads in the existing
stockpile. Until national policy directs that there will be no national nuclear force, the ability to
understand the aging of weapons in the existing stockpile, and replace old components with new
or refurbished components, will be needed. The CMR Building plays a significant role in
providing the facilities for understanding the aging of weapons, weapons components and
materials removed from weapons. The CMR Building also offers analytical chemistry support to
understanding the ability of other countries to develop nuclear weapons.
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
8A-4 None required.
RESPONSE

DOE has made no decisions to proceed or not proceed with the proposed CMR Building
upgrades, and has prepared this NEPA review to assist in making this decision. The documents
referred to pre-date the pending decision, hence are “predecisional”; such predecisional
documents (which in some cases are now obsolete) were used to assist at various stages of the
conceptual design process.

In response to a 1995 Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request and requests relating to the
LANL SWEIS, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Military Applications (DASMA) Study -
Predecisional Report was released to the DOE public reading room on March 15, 1996. As part
of the same FOIA request, the ISAR was subjected to a classification review and DOE
determined that the document is not releasable. This determination was based on the fact a
significant portion of the document may be classified as “For Official Use Only,” the entire

. document contains a significant amount of “Unclassified Controlled Nuclear Information” and
the document, interim by definition, will be superceded by the Safety Analysis Report currently

under development.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
8A-5 Section 5.0, Page 51

RESPONSE

The CMR Building was brought into compliance with NESHAP air monitoring requirements as
part of the Phase 1 Upgrades, not as part of the Proposed Action. Therefore, acknowledgement
in the EA is not needed. Final compliance with CAA regulatory requirements has been achieved
during calendar year 1996 rather than the previous deadline of March 30, 1998.

Administrative controls for actions in the CMR Building vary according to operations being
conducted. Radionuclide inventories’ control is not part of the proposed upgrades since that
relates to current CMR Building operations. Therefore, it is not necessary to include discussion
of radionuclide inventories in the EA.

Text has been added to the predecisional draft EA to clarify potential permit requirements.
Although not actually a permit requirement, the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR 61) does
require prior EPA approval for new construction or modifications that may increase emissions.
However, EPA approval would not be required for the proposed CMR Building Upgrades Project
since the project will not increase LANL emissions. The comment addresses potential future
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operational activities in the CMR Building that would be required to have a permit. Since the
scope of this EA is limited to only the potential environmental effects associated with
construction of the proposed upgrades, operational activities are not within the scope of this EA.
It is possible that a change to the current operations within the CMR Building would require
permits or EPA approval, however, such issues would be driven by other programmatic decisions
and subject to their own independent NEPA review.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
8A-6 None required.
RESPONSE

Stack monitors, and the UPS system that supports them, are included in Phase 1 of the CMR
Building upgrades. These systems were originally designated as Safety Class systems. An
interpretation of Safety Class Items in DOE Order 6430.1A was issued by DOE in September
1993, that stated “the designation of Safety Class Items shall be based on the disciplined analysis
required by the DOE Orders 5480.22 and 5480.23 and limited to those structures, systems, and
components that are (1) determined by safety analysis to be necessary to prevent or to mitigate
accidents or transients that either involve the assumed failure of, or present a challenge to, the
integrity of physical barrier that prevents the uncontrolled release of radioactive materials that
could threaten the health and safety of the public’and pose an unacceptable risk to workers; and
(2) documented in the Technical Safety Requirements (TSR)s as being necessary to ensure the
performance of their safety functions.” The results of the safety analysis indicate that the stack
monitors and UPS are not Safety Class items. The classification of these systems was changed
at the time this determination was made; re-classification of these systems is not anticipated.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
8A-7 Section 2.2.1.3, Page 18
RESPONSE

Currently, no further redundant filtration is in place for Wing 3. The existing filter plenums do .
not allow for installation of HEPA filters. The Proposed Action would replace Wing 3's existing
filters with higher efficiency rated filters. The text in Section 2.2.1.3 has been revised to clarify
installation of HEPA filters.
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
8A-8 ' None required.
RESPONSE

Potential Environmental Justice effects from CMR Building operations will be addressed in the
new LANL SWEIS.

Concerns regarding waste volume reduction are addressed in the response to comment 5-5.
Concerns regarding the proposed expansion of Area G are addressed in the response to
comments 3-3 and 7-16.

DOE land transfers are being considered separately, and when this issue is ready for decision
additional NEPA analysis will be performed. The ROD for the Waste Management PEIS is
anticipated in early 1997; although decisions may affect LANL, preferred altemmatives are
currently unknown.

Transporting waste from the proposed CMR Buildings upgrades to Area G for disposal would
not accelerate the decision to expand Area G; expansion would depend upon the LANL SWEIS
ROD, as described in the response to comment 7-16.

MMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS

8A-9 Section 3.9 (new), Page 36
RESPONSE

Commentor has provided additional comments in his letter 8B, Page 1, conceming the dose rate
during a seismic event. The Comment 7-9 response provides additional information about
seismic event probability and magnitude; additional seismic information is provided in the
revised predecisional draft EA.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
8A-10 None required.
RESPONSE

The Comment 4-1 response provides additional details and history for the Proposed Action as
well as the other phases of the upgrades. -

Page A-80 February 4, 1997
Environmental Assessment




Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades

Although several projects and activities take place in the CMR Building, they are independent
from the CMR Building upgrades. The Fire Resistent Pit (FRP) project has been cancelled.
Holding spent fuel rods is an ongoing LANL activity that will be addressed in the LANL
SWEIS. The Radioactive Source Recovery Program EA (DOE/EA-1059) was completed in
December 1995, and a FONSI was issued. Proposed CMR Building upgrades do not incorporate
any new capabilities required by DARHT.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS

8A-11 None required.

RESPONSE

Comment 8A-11 represents a summary of points raised and responded to in responses 8A-1
through 8A-10. As pointed out previously, this EA is being prepared to evaluate whether a
FONSI is warranted for the Proposed Action, or if an EIS is required. CEQ regulations

(40 CFR 1508) specify that an EA serves to briefly provide sufficient evidence and analysis for
determining whether to prepare an EIS or a FONSI.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISION

8B-1 Section 4.1 .4, Page 42; Section 4.1.6, Table 4-6, Page 46;

Appendix D, Table D-1, Page D-6

RESPONSE

The predecisional draft EA text has been revised to clarify the dose to the public in the event of
an accident. See responses to Comments 3-6 and 4-6.

OMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
8C-1 Section 2.2.1.13, Page 22
"RESPONSE

In the revised predecisional draft EA, the bounding scope description of safe standby activities
within the Proposed Action has been clarified. Reconfiguration of Wings 2 and 4 is not the
subject of this Proposed Action.
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
9 None
RESPONSE

DOE appreciates the notice provided by the State of New Mexico of the adequacy of our
response to their comments.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
10-1 None
RESPONSE

~ The proposed upgrades to the ventilation system are needed to improve the reliability of function
(i.e., the confinement zone separation throughout each wing), to maintain proper air flows, and to
add instrumentation that would notify workers of systems failures. As explained in Chapter 2 of
the EA, the upgrades to this system would replace some of the forty-year-old system components
and would reuse much of the ducting in reconfigured layout in order to enhance the confinement
zone separation. Because of changes in safety standards and monitoring requirements, etc., over
the years since the 1950s when the system was installed, there is a need to perform these
upgrades now. Engineering details conceming the amount of ductwork to be replaced, materials
to be used, airflows, etc., will be established as the project design proceeds through the Title I
and Title II project design process. The EA is based on a completed Conceptual Design Report
which, while not specifying final engineering details, provides sufficient technical information
from which to assess potential environmental, health and safety consequences. Comments
relative to the type of material to be used for those portions of the existing ductwork will be
provided to LANL for consideration as part of the design process. Additional information on the
deficiencies identified with the system that would be corrected in the course of the upgrades
project is provided in Appendix C of the EA.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
10-2 " None
RESPONS

The health risk assessments performed for the Predecisional Draft EA are designed to be very
health protective rather than "realistic.” The intent is to demonstrate what the worst possible
health risks would be if a certain accident occurred or a proposed action was undertaken. In the
case of an accident scenario, an effort is made to choose a reasonable scenario that might happen
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based on circumstances unique to LANL. You are correct in your statement that no effort has
been made to show the uncertainties that are built into the risk calculations at every step of the
_process. While it would be easy to include this information, it would not likely be particularly
meaningful to the average reader, and exclusion of the information does not negate the overall
statement that the resulting calculated risk number is conservative or "health protective." The
risk assessment calculation methodology used for the EA conforms to current industry standards,
specifically those established by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC). '

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
11-1 None
RESPONSE

Your statement supplies several rationales for deferring the proposed CMR Building upgrades.
Each rationale is responded to as a separate comment, beginning with the first point raised by
your first paragraph. Your first point is that the upgrades are part of a plan to convert LANL to
the manufacture of plutonium (Pu) pits as part of the Stockpile Stewardship Program. As stated
in our earlier response to comment 4-2, the CMR upgrades are needed to support current mission
assignments into the future for the next 20 to 30 years. Decisions reached by DOE resulting
from the SS&M PEIS assign a new mission of pit manufacture to LANL; however, additional
NEPA analysis will be required to determine how to accomplish the mission assignment at
LANL. The current plan is to incorporate the NEPA analysis for this new mission assignment
into the new LANL Sitewide EIS in preparation.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
11-2 None
RESPONSE

Your second point is that LANL has already begun the transfer of Pu pits to LANL. The
provided reference for this information is the Testimony of Siegfried S. Hecker, Director,

Los Alamos National Laboratory, Hearing of the Subcommittee on Military Procurement,
Committee on National Security, United States House of Representatives, March 12, 1996.
However, the statement of Dr. Hecker’s that is referenced does not refer to the proposed new
mission of pit manufacture. It refers to equipment being moved to LANL to support the ongoing
current missions of pit surveillance and rebuild that are in place at LANL.
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COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
11-3 , ' None
RESPONSE

The $141.6M budget addition for stockpile stewardship activities at LANL would not be utilized
for the CMR upgrade activities proposed. The funding for this proposal is separate from the
$141.6M authorization. The final SS&M PEIS has been released by the Secretary, with a Record
of Decision signed on December 19, 1996. ‘

COMMENT COD ‘ LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
11-4 None
RESPONSE

Safety at LANL is a top issue with DOE/LAAOQO and LANL management. There will always be a
certain risk to workers and to the public from LANL operations. Every effort is being made to
insure that the risk is not realized in fact. The added risk to LANL workers and the public from
the inclusion of pit production at LANL is addressed in the SS&M PEIS, and will be further
addressed in the LANL Sitewide EIS as incorporation of mission changes are analyzed for
impacts. ‘

COM T COD LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS

11-5 None
RESPONSE

The human health risk assessment calculation methodology used for the EA conforms to current
industry standards, specifically those established by the EPA and NRC (see comment response to
10-2). When additional methodologies become accepted by our regulators, they will be
incorporated into our NEPA documents and others. The potential for worker exposure to Pu
during the course of the upgrades was based on CMR Building duct holdup radiological surveys.
Risk from terrorists is not generally considered for EA analysis and was not included in the
Predecisional Draft EA; it is unclear what reference regarding underestimation this comment
relates to. It is true that there is no way to prevent forest fires in the vicinity of LANL; however,
it is equally impossible to eliminate the potential for wildfire from other sources, such as grass or
brush fires or gas-line fires, etc., were the radioactive materials moved elsewhere. LANL was
originally located in a remote, unpopulated area where the danger of forest fires was minimal.
Fifty years have slightly changed the population base for the general area, though it remains
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fairly remote from major population centers, and in that time no forest fire has come closer than
within 3 miles of actually burning the core area of LANL facility development. LANL remains a
suitable locale for the DOE missions assigned to it.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISION
12-1 None
RESPONSE

See earlier responses 4-1 and 4-3.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
12-2 None
RESPONSE

See earlier responses 4-1 and 4-3.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
12-3 . ' None
RESPONSE

See earlier response 4-1.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
13-1 None
RESPONSE

See responses to commentors 4, 7, and 8. It is DOE’s opinion that information developed in the
EA analysis indicates that implementation of the CMR Upgrades Project would not have
significant environmental impacts. The issue of the action requiring an EIS based on prior DOE
implementing regulations for NEPA is an incorrect paraphrase of the regulation. Current DOE
implementing regulations (10 CFR 1021, Revision effective 8/8/96), like their predecessors, lists
types of proposed actions that normally require the preparation of an EIS. DOE does not agree
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with the statement that there has been improper segmentation of corrective actions relating to the
CMR Building, nor does it agree that the EA analysis has failed to take a "hard look" at potential
environmental effects.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
13-2 None

RESPONSE

See Chapter 2.9.

COMMENT CODE LOCATION OF EA REVISIONS
13-3 5 None |

RESPONSE

DOE does not agree that the proposed CMR Upgrade Project either "...is, or is closely similar to,
one which normally requires the preparation of an environmental impact statement..." (40 CFR
1501.4e(2)). DOE does not plan to release the finding of no significant impact to the public
"...for 30 days before the agency makes its final determination whether to prepare an
environmental impact statement and before the action may be begun.” Individual upgrades to an
existing facility are routinely categorically excluded from the requirement to prepare an EA or
EIS under DOE implementing procedures for NEPA. It is DOE’s position that the EA was
prepared for the proposed CMR upgrade activities to consider the potential cumulative effects of
the upgrades to determine their potential for significance, and that the upgrade activities neither
individually nor cumulatively are, or are similar to "...one[s] which normally requires the
preparation of an environmental impact statement..." (40 CFR 1501.4e(2)).
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Appendix B
Modifications to the CMR Building

Ventilation System Upgrades (1973-1974)

Upgrades to the ventilation system included the replacement of bag filter systems with dual
HEPA filters in Wings 2, 5, and 7 between 1973 and 1974. The Wing 3 bag filter system in the
Fan Exhaust, FE-20, was replaced with a box filter system in September 1991. The box filter
system increased the efficiency rating from 60 percent to approximately 85 percent.

Fire Protection System Upgrades (1978)

The fire protection system was upgraded throughout the building to a wet-pipe sprinkler system
for Ordinary Hazard Group II to meet the requirements of NFPA-13 and NFPA-24 in 1978.
These upgrades were part of a program to upgrade fire protection systems at DOE facilities. In
1987, a halon system was installed in the main vault (Room S021B) and in the Wing 3 vault
(Room 3161) to meet the NEPA-12A requirements.

Surety Facility Upgrades (1981/1992)

The Carcinogen/Surety Laboratory (Rooms 4009 and 4034) was used for studies and
experiments involving carcinogens and surety materials, during the 1970s and 1980s. Major
modifications were done in 1981 to meet the requirements of the U. S. Army's Medical R&D
Command Surety Standards. Included were modifications to the filter plenum to accommodate
very thick (and heavy) charcoal filters. All drains were plugged, and all sinks were modified to
drain into plastic containers to allow water to be chemically decontaminated prior to removal
from the laboratory. In 1992, surety laboratory decontamination and decommissioning was
completed. ’

Asbestos Repair and Removal (1984-Present)

This is an ongoing effort that is part of a DOE/LANL program to remove or isolate asbestos
throughout the building.

Acid Drainline Replacement (1984)
The acid drainline to TA-50, RLWTF, was replaced in 1984. Most Pyrex™ drainlines were also

replaced with stainless steel lines in locations where Pyrex™ was considered vulnerable to
accidental physical damage.

Environmental Assessment
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Evacuation System - Public Address (PA) and Alarms (1984)

The PA and alarm systems were upgraded in 1984. Installation of additional speakers to ensure
all locations of the building have PA coverage was performed to ensure alarms are heard by all
building personnel. As aresult of a power loss experienced in 1988, a UPS was added to this
system in 1989.

Addition of Curbing Around Equipment (1985)

In 1985, concrete curbing was added around equipment areas in the basement for containment of
potential spills.

Vacuum System for Continuous Air Monitors (CAMs) (1987)

The environmental sampling units were split from the house vacuum system in 1985 to provide
an independent vacuum supply for the CAMs.

Exhaust Duct Cool-Down System (1987)

The exhaust duct cool-down spray control system was replaced in 1987. The cool-down system
is designed to suppress a ductwork fire before it could reach the HEPA filters. -

HVAC Controls (1987)

The original relay logic controls in Wings 2, 3, 4, 5, and 7 were replaced with an industrial
computer control system and graphic status display in 1987. The new system provides a central
building location for monitoring the HVAC system, as well as a central point for alarm readout
and parameters in the HVAC, cooling water, steam, compressed air, and vacuum systems.
Capability for monitoring of ventilation pressures, temperatures, and pressure drops across
HEPA filters was also added. Monitoring capability of ventilation system status and process
variables in ng 9 was added in 1989.

Main Storage Vault (1987-1994)

Construction of the Main Storage Vault, in 1986, provided centralized storage and consolidation
of radioactive materials as well as the reduction of inventories in individual wings. The vault
was constructed to the requirements of DOE Order 6430.1 for Category I Nuclear Facilities, and
meets seismic design criteria of .33 g horizontal. The vault features computerized ventilation
control, an annunciator system, and dual HEPA filtration on supply and exhaust. The vault in
Wing 3 was also upgraded in 1988 to meet safeguards and security requirements for Category 11
nuclear materials storage. The Main Vault was again upgraded in 1994, to meet safeguards and
security requirements.
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Alarm Monitoring (1988)

The alarm condition sensing system was upgraded in 1988 to more accurately identify alarm
conditions to assist responding personnel.

PCB Transformers (1989)

Power distribution transformers containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) were identified and
replaced in 1989 as part of a DOE/LANL program.

Removal of Natural Gas Services (1990)

The 1983 CMR Building Safety Assessment identified the maximum credible accident as one
involving the presence of natural gas in the Wing 3 Sample Management Area. Sample
management procedures were changed, and the accident scenario was rendered physically
impossible by the disconnection of natural gas service to the Wing 3 laboratory in 1983. Natural
gas service to the CMR Building was disconnected entirely in 1990.

Stack Emissions Monitoring System (1991)
A CAM was installed in the Wing 3 laboratory exhaust stack, FE-19, in August 1991.
Air Sampling Probes (1991)

New air sampling probes were fabricated, and one installed in the Wing 3 laboratory exhaust
stack, FE-19, to provide isokinetic sampling.

SNM Waste Assay Facﬂity (1991)

The SNM Waste Assay Facility upgrade, completed in 1991, was an addition to meet safeguards
and security requirements. Features include a dual HEPA filtration system and computerized
CAM system that reports to a central location within the building.

Phase 1 Upgrades

Phase 1 upgrades include high priority equipment replacements and activities essential to
maintain the minimum safe operations for an interim period of 5 to 10 years. Activities
constitute routine maintenance work, have no significant potential for environmental effect either
singly or cumulatively, and are not intended to extend the useful life of the facility. These
upgrades qualified for a categorical exclusion from the need to prepare further NEPA analysis in
the form of either an EA or EIS.
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Phase 1 upgrade activities include:

augmenting and replacing existing CAMs in the wings,
replacing some wing HVAC blowers,
upgrading basic electrical distribution systems,
replacing the stack monitoring system,
installing UPSs for the stack monitoring systems in the laboratory wings,
making limited improvements to the duct washdown system and to the acid vents and
drainlines,
modifying the sanitary sewer system,
' performing a Fire Hazard Analysis, and
installing back draft dampers in air supply ducts.
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Appendix C
Deficiencies Identified in the ISAR

This section lists deficiencies identified CMR Building ISAR that would be addressed by the
proposed upgrades. Following each deficiency, in bold type, is the proposed upgrade to address
the deficiency.

Deficiency

Presently, most enclosures do not have monitoring devices or alarms to indicate the loss of
negative pressure for glove boxes or the loss of air flow for open-front boxes (ISAR 5.3.1.1).
(Ventilation confinement zone separation)

Deficiency

~ Glove boxes (primary confinement) and laboratory areas (secondary conﬁnemeht) share the same
exhaust system with no separation (ISAR 5.3.1.2). (Ventilation confinement zone separation)

Deficiency

Many HVAC system controls (fans and hydronics) are out of calibration. Vortex dampers at
some locations are rusted or fixed in position. Additionally, links from pneumatic control motors
to the dampers are disconnected (ISAR 5.3.2.1). (Ventilation confinement zone separation)
Deficiency

In some areas of the CMR building attic and basement, the paging system cannot be clearly
heard over machinery or ventilation noises. If the volume is adjusted upward, it becomes garbled
or too loud in other areas (ISAR 5.3.3.2). (Communications system)

Deficiency

Many of the pagihg system conductors are not properly routed through conduit or wireways
(ISAR 5.3.3.2). (Communications system)

Deficiency

The fire protection water system needs an additional check valve below the existing alarm check
valve to provide dual protection and isolation of each system (ISAR 5.3.5.10). (Fire protection)

Deficiency

The distance between fire hydrants (79A-662 to 79-5]4) on the south end of the facility that
encompasses Wing 9, does not meet fire code regulations for a maximum distance of 122 m
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(400 ft). In addition, fire hydrants 79A-662, 121B-665, and 121A-664 do not meet the minimum
15 m (50 ft) spacing from the building to the fire hydrant (ISAR 5.3.5.10). (Fire protection)

Deficiency

Smoke detectors should be added on supply and return fans. Thermal detectors need to be added
upstream of all exhaust fans in Wings 1, 4, and 9 and in the Administration Wing
(ISAR 5.3.5.10). (Ventilation confinement zone separation) '

Deficiency

There is no provision for automated computer controller monitoring of electrical switch gear for
the Wings 2, 5, and 7 ventilation systems from the Operations Room. (Operations
Center/Ventilation zone separation) '

Deficiency

The cooling water system, used to cool the recirculating systems, is dirty with rust, sand, and
other particulate matter, making expensive repairs to equipment necessary. These problems have
prompted the installation of separate dedicated cooling systems for some of the more delicate
equipment. (Ventilation confinement zone separation)

Deficiency

There is no means to communicate from remote areas of the attic and basement.
(Communications System) \

Deficiency

The supply-air intake system throughout the building is filtered only by a single roughing filter
upstream of the fans and downstream of the coils. This has caused corrosion of equipment
downstream of the air intakes, including the preheat coils, the evaporative cooling media, and the
primary terminal heating coils. Modifications should include replacement of the corroded
equipment along with the installation of a storm-proof louver, a water stop, a roughing filter, and
an intake damper at each air intake upstream of the fans and the coils. (Ventilation confinement
zone separation)

Deficiency

The Wing 1 exhaust system releases to the atmosphere at ground level. (Wing 1 HVAC)
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- Deficiency

The Wing 9 hot-cell exhaust is filtered through a single-stage HEPA filter system and then
discharged into the suction side of the general-area exhaust system, which is filtered by a bag
filter system. (Ventilation confinement zone separation)

Deficiency

Most of the acid drain system is sloped at 0.01 inch per foot of line length, which has created
problems with pipe leakage and in-line fluid pooling. (Acid vents and drains)

Deficiency

The implementation of DOE Order 6430.1A (UCRL 15910) requires that facilities like the CMR
Building continue to function in the event of a Design-Basis Accident (DBA) so that the
hazardous materials may be controlled and confined and not pose a hazard to the public or the
environment. Current studies show that the existing CMR structure (laboratory wings only)
would support a seismic event with a maximum horizontal ground acceleration of only 0.02 g.
This does not meet the low or moderate hazard seismic criteria (UCRL 15910) of a maximum
horizontal ground acceleration of 0.22 g. (Seismic/tertiary confinement)

Deficiency

There is no tertiary confinement of the ventilation system. (Ventilation confinement zone
separation/Seismic/Tertiary confinement)
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Appendix D
Radioactive Dose Calculations

D.1 Introduction

Human exposure to artificially produced (man-made) radiation began in 1895 with the discovery
of X-rays. Today, human exposure to artificially produced radiation is very thoroughly regulated
by law and controlled by several regulating agencies that govern the use of nuclear energy and
radioactive materials. Legally "permissible" levels (levels limited by law) of radiation exposure
for radiation workers and members of the public have been defined and published in regulations.
These exposure limits are based on calculated risks of genetic effects and cancers from exposure
to all kinds of nuclear and atomic radiation, and are derived from the recommendations of
numerous scientific organizations. Beginning in 1928 when the first scientific commission on
radiation protection was formed, the effects of radiation exposure were studied as human
radiation exposure data became available. Recommendations for exposure limits were published
and continue to be revised and updated. More is known about the effects of radiation exposure
than about the effects of any other of the many noxious agents that have been introduced,
artificially, into the environment (Eisenbud 1987).!

The human health risk from exposure to low-level radiation from natural sources of radioactivity
(such as uranium and radon in the earth, cosmic rays, etc.,) and artificial sources (such as medical
X-rays and isotopes, and accelerators), is expressed in terms of the chances of producing a fatal
cancer or a genetic effect (in a future generation). The genetic effects of radiation have yet to be
seen in human populations exposed to radiation, even among atomic bomb survivors (Eisenbud
1987). However, the chances of inducing a fatal cancer with radiation exposure have been
estimated and are proportional to the amount of radiation (dose) received. These chances can
then be compared with the chances of a fatality from other causes to derive a comparative risk
estimate.

Dose limits are based upon average risk levels, derived from human exposure data to high levels
of radiation, extrapolated to low levels (ICRP 1977). The limit values include external and
internal exposure (i.e., exposure to human body tissues that are irradiated following an‘intake of
radioactive material). Internal exposure is calculated over a 50-year working lifetime for an
individual, and is called the "Committed Effective Dose Equivalent” (CEDE). External exposure
is measured on an annual basis and is called the "Effective Dose Equivalent" (EDE).
Radiosensitivity of different body tissues is also taken into account, as well as the biological
effect of the radiation, to give -an overall dose unit called "Total Effective Dose Equivalent"”
(TEDE). The TEDE is the sum of the EDE, from external exposures, and the CEDE, from
intakes during the year. The DOE's TEDE limit for radiation workers is 5 rem (DOE 1993a).
For members of the public, the limit is 10 mrem from DOE airborne emissions (EPA 1989),
expressed in terms of the emissions of radionuclides to the ambient air from DOE facilities, not

'Reference list appears in Section D.4.
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to exceed a total effective dose equivalent of 10 mrem per year. Any external exposure has to be
included in these totals, since the limit applies to the sum of both internal and external exposures.
In a nuclear facility, normal operations and accidents have the potential to produce radiation
exposures to workers and the general public. In the CMR Building Upgrade Project, actinide
elements (uranium, plutonium, and americium) residing in drains and ducts from previous
operations make up the source term. Normal operations’ effects are not analyzed in this EA,
only effects from abnormal events relating to construction that could cause the release of these
radioactive materials to the workplace or the environment are analyzed. The source terms are
derived and personnel exposures are calculated. The most conservative approach assumes that
exposures to workers and the public would all be internal exposures from inhalation of actinides.
Therefore, the CEDE is the controlling personnel dose. The CEDE from inhalation by an
‘individual is:

CEDE =Q xRF x X/Q x DCF x RR
where:

CEDE is the 50-year committed effective dose equivalent (in rem), assuming the individual
remains at the exposure point during the period of the release.

Q is the inventory of radioactive material (in Curies).

RF is the airborne release fraction of Q (Q x RF = Source Term).

X/Q is the atmospheric dispersion factor at the exposure location (in sec per m®).

DCF  is the individual isotope dose conversion factor (rem/Ci).

RR is the respiration rate for reference man (m?® per sec).

This equation is the basis for the accident and transportation doses calculated in the following
sections, either directly or by the GENIIS and RADTRAN computer programs.

D.2  Accident Dose Calculations: Transportation Accidents
D.2.1 On-Site Transportation

On-site transportation of construction debris, containing radioactive material from the CMR
Building construction site, to the TA-54-G disposal site would take place on Pajarito Road, the
public road that carries all normal traffic through the area. A 6 m* (8 yd*) dump truck would be
used. The debris would include pieces of ductwork, acid vents, and drain pipes contaminated
with actinides and wrapped in plastic. The worst-case inventory of radioactive material is
expected to be the plutonium in the ductwork (the acid drain pipes will be neglected for this
analysis). The truck is assumed to tip over, spilling its entire contents, which become the
radioactive material inventory for the accident. An individual is assumed to be standing next to
the spilled contents and plastic wrapping splits open, allowing plutonium to be released from the
ductwork scraps and become airborne.
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The inventory for this accident is determined using waste volume figures based on the
"Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Facility Phase 2 Upgrades Waste Minimization/Pollution
Prevention Strategic Plan" (LANL 1995b). The initial projected volume of 7,340 m? (9,600 yd®)
of radiological/RCRA/mixed waste contaminated exhaust ductwork is used for the on-site
transportation analysis to calculate the bounding volume concentration of material in the truck.

The dose to an involved worker, or a member of the public who happens to be standing next to
the spilled contents, is calculated as follows. Use of an atmospheric dispersion factor at
distances closer than approximately 100 m is not normally done. Instead, the quantity released is
expressed as a volume concentration of the fraction of the material released that the individual
inhales at the standard-man breathing rate for a specified period of time, with no credit taken for
dilution or dispersion during the exposure. This means that the individual is assumed to inhale
the source term at the standard-man breathing during the period of the exposure:

CEDE =Q,xFxDCFxRRxt
where:

CEDE is the 50-year committed effective dose equivalent as before, in rem

Q. is the volume concentration of the material in the truck, 8.2 x 10 Ci/m? of trash
(6 Ci+ 7,344 m?)

F is the airborne fraction of the spilled material, 0.001

DCF  is the isotopic dose conversion factor for Pu-239, 3.3 x 10® rem/Ci

RR is the respiration rate, 3.5 x 10**m? per sec

t is the exposure time, in seconds

In this scenario, the involved worker, or member of the public, is assumed to be within a meter of
the spilled contents of the truck, and breathes the undiluted, contaminated air for 30 seconds
before the area is secured or the individual leaves the vicinity. Substituting in the equation:

CEDE =82x10%x0.001x3.3x10°x3.5x10%x 30

= 2.8 rem

Therefore, the maximum dose to an involved worker, or member of the public, from an on-site
transportation accident is 2.8 rem.

The population dose from an on-site transportation accident is calculated, as before, except the
accident occurs at TA-54-G where the highest population, 6,501 persons, is in the ESE sector.
The population dose from plutonium, assuming that the exposure time is the duration of the
plume's passage, is 2.9 person-mrem.
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D.2.2. Off-Site Transportation

Off-site disposal of contaminated construction waste would require the transportation of waste in
two segments: (1) untreated waste would be moved 2,160 highway km (1,350 mi) from

Los Alamos to the Scientific Ecology Group (SEG) facility in Oak Ridge, Tennessee; (2) treated
contaminated waste would be moved 2,893 highway km (1,808 mi) from Oak Ridge to the
Envirocare facility near Clive, Utah. Wastes would be transported in DOT-approved containers.
The probability of an accident is relative to the total number of miles traversed over each type of
road (urban < suburban <rural). Most accidents would not be sufficiently severe to breach a
container that meets DOT approval specifications such as the B-25 box.

The inventory for this accident scenario is determined using the reduced waste volume figures
based upon the "Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Facility Phase 2 Upgrades Waste
Minimization/Pollution Prevention Strategic Plan" (LANL 1995b). The initial projected volume
of 16,400 m® (21,400 yd®) of radiological, RCRA-regulated, and mixed waste is reduced to
4,000 m? (5,200 yd®) through waste minimization techniques. This amounts to a reduction of

75 percent in contaminated ductwork volume in the waste, primarily through reuse of existing
ventilation system components. This results in a reduction of 75 percent of the original
plutonium inventory, from 6 Ci to 1.5 Ci.

For off-site transportation accident calculations, the bounding case assumes that all removed
waste (4,000 m® [5,200 yd®]) is found to be mixed radioactive/RCRA hazardous waste. The
entire volume is assumed to be shipped off-site to SEG for treatment, but no volume reduction
occurs during treatment. Then, the entire waste volume would be shipped to Envirocare for
disposal as LLW. The entire volume of waste (4,000 m* [5,200 yd*]) would contain 1.5 Ci
radioactive material. A single load would carry three B-25 boxes, 3 m* (4 yd®) each, with
radioactive contents of 1.1 mCi per box, or a total of 3.3 mCi of radioactive material per load.

Population doses along the transportation route were calculated by the RADTRAN program,
Version 4.0.17, November 8, 1994. The following assumptions were input into RADTRAN:

inventory is 1.1 mCi *°Pu per 3 m® (4 yd®) box,

445 truck shipments, 3 B-25 boxes, 3 m?® (4 yd®) per truck,
same shipping form for both segments,

dose rate on box surface is zero, and

shipments start at 9 AM, on Wednesdays.

The resulting accident free doses to workers and the public would be extremely small since there
is no detectable external dose at the container surface. The dose to the maximally-exposed
individual from an off-site transportation accident would be 635 mrem. The accident doses to
the population are due to ground deposition, inhalation, re-suspension, and cloud shine, and are:

* LANL to Oak Ridge, Tennessee 0.57 person-mrem |

» Oak Ridge, Tennessee, to Clive, Utah  0.74 person-mrem

e Total 1.31 person-mrem

Page D-4 February 4, 1997

Environmental Assessment




Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Upgrades

D.3 Human Health Risk

"Health effect"” is synonymous with "risk"” in this discussion and is directly proportional to the
total EDE. The linear dose response and relative risk models discussed in "The 1990 Report of
the National Academy of Sciences Committee on the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation
(BEIR-V)" are used to establish the risk factors (BEIR 1990). These models extrapolate fatal
tumor risks to future periods and assume the risk to be proportional to the natural cancer
incidence, which generally increases with age. Use of these risk factors is required by DOE in
their environmental assessment preparation recommendations (DOE 1993b).

BEIR-V gives a lifetime risk factor of a radiation-induced cancer fatality of about 4x107 fatal
cancers per mrem for workers, and 5x1077 per mrem for members of the general population. The
higher value for the public takes into account the higher sensitivity and longer period of exposure
for the younger ages present in the general population (NRC 1991). Where the dose to an entire
population group is estimated and stated in person-mrem, the risk factor is expressed as 5 x 107
per person-mrem. The risk is in terms of added chances of cancer mortality over the entire
population rather than an individual.

An occupational risk factor of 4x10”7 per mrem equates to an individual risk for cancer mortality
of one chance in 2,500,000 for an exposure of one mrem; the risk factor for the public of 5x107
per mrem equates to an individual risk for cancer mortality of one chance in 2,000,000 for an
exposure of one mrem. The health effect is thus expressed as the number of chances of an
individual developing a fatal cancer as a result of the CEDE in mrem. For a population group,
the risk factor of 5 x 1077 per person-mrem equates to a group risk of one chance in 2,000,000 for
an exposure of one mrem.

Table D-1 summarizes and compares the risk of excess latent cancer fatalities from the radiation
exposures calculated in the previous sections with the risks from doses from natural background
radiation and the regulatory limit dose values.
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Table D-1
Summary of Radiation Exposure Risks, Including Accidents

EXPOSURE SOURCE

Dose from Pu to individual located at site of
on-site transportation accident, CEDE

DOSE

Truck accident:
2.8rem

RISK OF EXCESS
CANCER
FATALITIES*

Individual risk: 1 in 714,
1.4x 103

Dose from Pu to nearest population in on-site
transportation accident, CEDE

2.9 person-mrem,
truck accident

Population risk:

1.5 x 10 excess cancer
deaths for the population
of 6,501 persons

Dose from Pu to population in off-site
transportation accident

1.31 person-
mrem

Population risk:

6.7 x 107 excess cancer
deaths for the population
along the shipping routes

Annual dose, normal operations, CMR
Building, workers

44 mrem

Individual risk: 1 in
57,000, 1.8 x 10°%

Lifetime DOE dose limit to the worker for a
planned emergency exposure

10 to 25 rem

Individual risk: 1 in 250
to1in 100,4x 103 to
1x 10?2

Annual dose limit to the worker from DOE
operations

S rem

Individual risk: 1 in 500,
2x 103

Annual dose to members of the public from all
LANL operations (1994), Los Alamos townsite

3.5 mrem
maximum
individual dose;
0.27 mrem
average dose

Individual risk: 1 in
571,000, 1.8 x 10

1 in 7,400,000,

14x 107

Annual DOE dose limit to the public from
airborne emissions

10 mrem

Individual risk: 1 in
200,000, 5 x 10®

Annual natural background radiation in
Los Alamos townsite

339 mrem

Individual risk: 1 in
6,000, 1.7 x 10+

*1f the probability is less than 1.0, no additional cancer deaths are expected.
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Department of Energy
Los Alamos Area Office
Albuquerque Operations Office
ety . ‘los Alamos; New Mexico 87544 - Tatone ot :
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JAN 18 1996 The Honorable Elmer
Governor
San Ildefonso Pueblo
Route S5, Box 315-A
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501
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Mr. Michael Romero Tayloxr -
State Historic Preservation Officer
Office of Cultural Affairs ©
La Villa Rivera, Room 320

228 E. Palace Ave. gmmrmeblo
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 . . P. 0. Box 70
: . X Cochiti Pueblo, New Mexico 87072
Dear Mxr. Taylor: 19451 The Honorable Randolph Padilla
The Department of Fnexrgy (DOE) proposes to upgrade the existing Chemistry g:,.ez ;:eblo
and Metallurgy Research (CMR) Building. While most of the safety upgrades ‘P. O Box 100
to the facility are not "undertakings” as defined in 36 Code of Federal Jemez Pueblo, New Mexico 87024
Regulations Part 80d.2(o}, "Protection of Historic Propexties,” the The Honorable Gilbert Tayofa
follovwing proposed actions meet the definition of an undertaking requiring Governor
Section 106 review: construction of a standby power generator, cooling Santa Clara Pueblo
towers, a chilled water plant, and filter tower building addition. The P. O. Box 569,
proposed location for these upgrades is within Technical Area {TA) 3 of Esgpafiola, New Mexico 87532
Los Alamos National Laboratory. Land surveyed for this project is managed E. Withers, AAMEP, LAAO
by DOE. R. Enz, Scientech, LARAO
D. Brickson, ESH-DO, LANL, MS-K491
Enclosed is a copy of the cultural resource survey repoxt entitled OMR B. Larson, (BSH-20/EARE-96~0261)
Building Upgrades, Cultural Resource Survey Report No. 118, for your review ESH~-20, LANL, MS-M887 :

and concurrence. The survey area, methods, results, and recommendations are
contained in the enclosed report.

No archaeological sites are located within the surveyed area.
Your office is asked to concur in a finding of no effect for this project.

Please direct any questions or comments on this undertaking to
Elizabeth Withers, Office of Environment and Projects, at {505) 667-8690. -

Sincerely,

’ E leccris Wl

* Larry Kirkman, P.E.
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LAAMEP: 9EW-204 Acting Area Manager
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/¢.« State Historic Preservation Officer pate
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See Page 2

L661 ‘p Axenaqay




-4 9deg

JUIUISSISSY [EJUIMUONAUTY

L661 ‘p Areniqag

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
New Mexico Ecologicsl Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87113 :
Phone: (508} 761-4525 Fax: (505} 761-4542

December 12, 1995
Cons. #2-22-96--048

Larry Kirkman, Acting Area Manager
Depantment of Energy

Los Alamos Area Office

Los Alamos, New Mexico 87544

Dear Mr, Kirkman:

This responds to your letter, dated December §, 1995, requesting the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service {Service) concur with your finding of "no effect” on threatened or
endangered species or their critical habitats during the upgrade of the Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research {CMR] Building located in Technical Area (TA} 3 at Los Alamos
National Laboratory {LANL). The LANL is lacated in Los Alamos County, New Mexico.

The proposed action includes modification- of the CMR Building, which could generate
tons of hazardous [or similarly defined) wastes. Wastes will be transported 6 miles,
either in covered dump trucks or in special transport boxes, from the CMR building
along Diamond Drive to Pajasito Road, and down Pajarito Road to TA 54 for disposal.
This roadway is located within the developed area on top of a mesa and does not cross
any straams, canyons, or other major drainage.

Qur conversations with Ms. E. Withers of your staff (on December 7, 1995, and
December 11, 1995), revealed all wastes generated will be handled according to all
applicable State and Federal laws and regulations, The LANL Emergency Response
Procedures plan addresses how spills, leaks, and other accidental releases will be
managed should thay occur during generation and transportation of wastes. Current
information indicated that the proposed project, including the generation and transport
of wastes, will occur at a distance greater than % mile from any known Mexican
spotted owl (Strix occidentalis lucida) roosting, nesting, or critical habitat, or any other
threatened or endangered species or critical habitat.

The Service concurs with your determination that the proposed CMR Building
tenovations and waste handling will have "no effect” on threatened or endangered
species or their critical habitats. Our concurrence is based on the fact that the
proposed project is located within an existing compound, and that all wastes will be
managed accarding to all applicable laws, regulations, and emergency response
procedures so as to not affect the environment,

Larry Kirkmaa, Acting Area Manager 2

If you have any questions or comments, please contact Joel D. Lusk at
{505) 761-4525.

Sincerely,

(et bowiats
A Field Superviso:
Ny
ce: ‘

Bureau Chief, New Mexico Environment Department, DOE Oversight Bureau, Santa Fe,
New Mexico.

Bureau Chief, New Mexico Environment Department, Hazardous and Radioactive
Material Buraau, Sants Fe, New Mexico.

Director, New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, Santa Fe, New Mexico.
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Department of Energy
Finding of No Significant Impact

Proposed CMR Building Upgrades
at the
Los Alamos National Laboratory
Los Alamos, New Mexico

RECEIVED
MAR 10 1397
OST|

U. S. Department of Energy
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

CMR BUILDING UPGRADES
LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT: The Department of Energy (DOE) - Los Alamos
Area Office has prepared an Environmental Assessment (DOE/EA 1101) that analyzes the
environmental impacts of constructing proposed upgrades to the Chemistry and Metallurgy
Research (CMR) Building at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL). The purpose of this
project is to enable the DOE to maintain the capability to continue to perform uninterrupted
interim and ongoing radioactive chemical and metallurgical research activities in a safe,
secure, and environmentally sound manner at LANL over the next 20 to 30 years. Related
to this Environmental Assessment (EA) are programmatic National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) documents recently completed or currently being prepared by DOE [CEQ, 40 CFR
1508.13]. The DOE's Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile
Stewardship and Management (SS&M PEIS) (DOE/EIS-0236, September 1996; Record of
Decision (ROD}, December 19, 1996) looks at the present and reasonably foreseeable
mission of the DOE Nuclear Weapons Complex, of which LANL is a part. The new LANL
Sitewide Environmental Impact Statement (currently being written) will look at the current
and reasonably foreseeable new operations at LANL, of which the CMR Building represents
one of the main functional facilities.

The EA examined the potential environmental impacts of the proposed upgrades to the
facility and associated activities and evaluated reasonable alternatives, including the no
action alternative in accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ)
Regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508).

The proposed upgrades to the facility are composed of the following elements, each of
which are described and evaluated in the attached EA on the pages referenced, including
Appendix C of that document:

. seismic and tertiary confinement upgrades (Wings 3, 5, 7, 9 and Administration
Wing) (pp. 17-18),

. security system upgrades (related to tertiary confinement) (p. 18),

° ventilation confinement zone separation modifications (Wings 3, 5, 7 and 9) (p.18),

. standby power/communications system upgrades (pp. 18-19),
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. Wing 1 upgrades to the Heating, Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) system
and associated Wing 1 interim decontamination {p.19),

. operations center upgrade (pp. 19-20j,

. chilled water system upgrade: Wings 3, 5 and 7 (p. 20),

. main vault, Continuous Air Monitor (CAM) and damper upgrades (pp. 20-21),

. acid vent and drain upgrades: Wings 3, 5, and 7 (p. 21),

] fire protection upgrades (p. 21),

] upgrades to ensure operations center standby power (p. 21), and

L exhaust duct washdown recycling system upgrades to Wings 3, 5, and 7 (pp. 21-
22). _

Also considered and evaluated in this EA are proposed actions to place Wings 2 and 4 in a
safe standby condition (p. 22).

Actions to carry out these facility upgrades and associated actions are scheduled to begin
in Fiscal Year 1997 and are anticipated to be completed in about Fiscal Year 2002.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS: The following is a éummary of the impacts evaluated in the EA
at the referenced pages presented in relation to the significance criteria described in 40
CFR 1508.27{b} Intensity [as refers to the severity of impact relating to the issue of
Significance].

1) Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse [40 CFR 1508.27 (b) (1)]:

o The upgrades project is designed to improve the building in such a manner that,
when completed, it is anticipated that the CMR Building can be used to meet current
mission related activities in a safe, secure and environmentally sound manner for the
next 20 to 30 years (pp. 1-3; Appendix C)

] There are no identified adverse impacts from upgrade construction activities
associated with:
. Air quality (p. 40);
. Land use from waste disposal (pp.40 - 42);
. Radioactive Liguid Waste Management (p. 42);
. Transportation (p. 44).
LAAO - EP 2
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2) The degree to which the proposed action affects public health or safety [40 CFR

1508.27 (b) (2)1:

° Public exposure from an increase in airborne radioactive material emissions is not
anticipated to occur from the CMR Building due to upgrades taking place within the
building; therefore, no radiological effects to the public are expected from the
upgrades project (p. 42).

. The highest probability of a cancer fatality in the public resulting from a “worst
case” accident scenario is well below the average background cancer mortality rate
{pp. 42-49).

. Worker exposure during upgrade activities are within acceptable limits established

by DOE (pp.42 - 44).

3) Unigue characteristics of the geographical area such as proximity to historic or cultural
resources, park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically
critical areas {40 CFR 1508.27 (b)}(3)]:

. No unique characteristics of the geographical area will be impacted by the project
which is to take place either within or immediately adjacent to the CMR Building
{p.29). Waste management and disposal of low level waste at Area G at LANL
would take place in close proximity to land belonging to San lidelfonso Puebio and
to nearby Traditional Cultural Properties and cultural resource sites. However, the
waste area itself would not disturb or directly affect these sites.

4) The degree to which effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to

become highly controversial [40 CFR 1508.27 (b){(4)]:

. The project will result in negligible adverse effects on the quality of the human
environment (pp. 39 - 49) since the major activities are located within the CMR
Building or adjacent to it within already disturbed soils. Waste generated by the
CMR Building upgrade activities will be disposed of in existing permitted landfills
according to waste type, located either on-site or off-site (pp. 40-42). No new
roadways, waste treatment facilities or disposal sites would need to be constructed
solely due to waste generation resulting from the proposed upgrades. Human health
risk from both activities associated with normal conditions during the upgrades and
transportation, as well as from earth quake and transportation accidents were
analyzed (pp. 42-49) and determined to be not be significant. Controversial issues
surrounding the proposed upgrades to the CMR Building seem to stem from concern
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over issues other than potentially significant effects on the quality of the human
environment resulting from the projects’ implementation (Appendix A).

5) The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly uncertain
or involve unique or unknown risks {40 CFR 1508.27 (b)(7)1: '

. No unique, uncertain, or unknown risks to, or effects on, the human environment
will result from the upgrades construction activities. ldentified potential
environmental effects from the upgrade construction actions and associated waste
disposal activities are well defined. The proposed upgrades involve common
construction activities in a controlled facility setting that involve a well characterized
set of construction worker risks. Internal building upgrade activities will be carefully
controlied to reduce radiological exposure to workers (pp. 15 and 22). Release of
radioactive material from the building to the exterior environment and the public is
not expected to occur under normal work conditions due both to the methods and
restraints associated with the construction activities, and to the secondary
confinement afforded by the building structure and its existing air filtration and
interior area confinement systems. Disposal of wastes would occur at existing
permitted waste disposal sites as appropriate according to identified waste types.
The specific quantity of wastes by category of waste type that would require
disposal is unknown; however this numerical uncertainty does not pose an effect on
the environment that is highly uncertain, nor does it involve unique or unknown
risks. An overestimation or “bounding” waste quantity is used to analyze potential
environmental effects (pp. 40-42). Other identified potential environmental effects
associated with the proposed upgrade activities are negligible: dust emissions during
exterior construction; a small production of liquid radioactive waste; slightly
increased health risk to workers and increased number of truck-miles driven during
construction and waste disposal activities.

6) The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with
significant effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration [40 CFR
1508.27 (b) (6} '

. DOE has no basis to conclude that the proposed upgrades to the facility would set a
precedent for future actions that may have significant effects, nor does it believe
that conducting these upgrades represents a decision in principle about future
considerations. The project is intended to correct structural and building safety and
security deficiencies that, when completed, will allow the facility to continue to be
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used for the next 20 to 30 years to support current mission assignments that make
use of the facilities unique inherent functional capabilities (pp.1-3).

7) Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but
cumulatively significant impacts [40 CFR 1508.27 (b){7)1:

There are no significant cumulative impacts associated with conducting the
upgrades project since they are designed to enhance the building infrastructure and
allow it to continue to be used to support current program missions (pp. 26-27; pp.
39 - 49) and are not related to other known proposed actions for the building or
general area. The collective upgrades are expected to be conducted over about a
five year period. They are neither individually nor collectively related with other
actions being performed in the building now or expected to be performed in the
building during the anticipated construction period. The cumulative impacts of
reasonably foreseeable related future mission assignments have been evaluated in
the DOE SS&M PEIS, which analyzed the mission of the DOE Nuclear Weapons
Complex, of which LANL is a part. The ROD selected several alternatives
considered in that document for implementation at LANL, namely: construction of
the ATLAS facility at Technical Area (TA) 35; transport of plutonium-242 material to
LANL for storage at TA 55; and the reestablishment of pit fabrication capability at a
small capacity level. The CMR Building is expected to play a future role in carrying
out the work of the new pit production mission assignment and the NEPA analysis
of activities involved in this activity will be included as part of the LANL Sitewide
EIS currently in preparation. The Sitewide EIS will not only consider the potential
effects of implementing the new assignments at LANL, but will also include the
cumulative impacts associated with current and future operations at LANL, which
will include the CMR Building conduct of operations. The CMR Building upgrades
activities in themselves will neither influence nor be influenced by programmatic
decisions stemming from either programmatic EIS. Individual projects that are
already underway at the CMR Building or for which decisions have been made to
conduct them in the CMR Building have been reviewed and found to be independent
of the need, other than in a general sense, for the upgrade activities; they
incorpbrate neither individually nor cumulatively significant impacts (pp. 26-27).

8) The degree to which the action may adversely effect districts, sites, highways,
structure, or objects listed in or eligible for listing in.the National Register of Historic

LAAO - EP 5
CMR BUILDING UPGRADES







Places or may cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical

resources [40 CFR 1508.27(b)(8)]: '

. No cultural resources are anticipated to be directly impacted by the proposed
upgrade activities (p. 29). The CMR Building is not presently listed in or
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic places, nor do the
upgrades project activities represent the loss or destruction of significant
scientific, cultural, or historic resources because they will take place either
within or immediately adjacent to the building in previously disturbed areas.
No new treatment facilities or waste disposal sites will be constructed to
meet the needs for disposal of waste generated by the proposed upgrade
activities. There is no change in the existing environmental status quo of the
LANL waste management and disposal site at Area G of Technical Area 54
anticipated from implementing the proposed action.

9) The degree to which the action may adversely effect an endangered or
threatened species or its habitat that has been determined to be critical under the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 [40 CFR 1508.27(b}(9)1:

. No threatened or endangered species or critical habitat protected under the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 will be effected by the proposed upgrades
activities (p. 29). Aciivities will either take place inside the CMR Building or
within fenced areas immediately adjacent to the building in disturbed soils
that offer very poor habitat for wildlife. On-site transportation of wastes will
occur along existing roadways to the TA 54 waste management area at
LANL. Off-site transportation of packaged wastes to existing treatment or
landfill areas similarly will also occur along existing roadways.

10) Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or local law or

requirements imposed for the protection of the environment [40 CFR 1508.27

(b}(10)]:

. DOE is unaware of any Federal, State, or local law or requirements imposed
for the protection of the environment that would be violated by the proposed
facility upgrades or associated actions.

PREDECISIONAL DRAFT REVIEW & COMMENT: On August 27, 1996, DOE invited review
and comment on a revised predecisional draft EA from the State of New Mexico and four
American Indian Pueblos: Cochiti, Jemez, Santa Clara and San lidefonso (i.e., four accord
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pueblos). In addition, DOE made this revised predecisional draft EA available to Los
Alamos County and the general public at the same time it was provided to the State of
New Mexico and four accord pueblos by placing it in the DOE Public Reading Rooms in the
Los Alamos National Laboratory Outreach Center and Reading Room in Los Alamos, and
the TVI-Main Campus Library in Albuquerque. Also, local stakeholder groups were notified
of the availability of the predecisional draft by letter on August 28, 1996. DOE had earlier
sought review and comment on a draft of the EA on January 19, 1996. In response to the
comments and concerns voiced by respondents, and because of a change in DOE's
National Environmental Policy Act implementing Procedures that became effective on
August 8, 1996, DOE decided to prepare a revised predecisional draft EA to include copies
of the respondents letters with DOE responses. This was the document made available on
August 27 to accord the State, the four Accord Pueblos, and other interested stakeholders
with an additional review and comment period.

Comments were received from the Los Alamos Study Group; the Natural Resources
Defense Council, Inc. together with The Los Alamos Study Group and the Concerned
Citizens for Nuclear Safety; Mr. H.L. Daneman, and Dr. James T. Waber. These sets of
comments were addressed in the Final EA, and individual responses to the comments were
prepared by LAAO, and included in the EA; copies of the EA were sent to the respondents.
Notification was received from the State of New Mexico that DOE responses to the State’s
comments on the January 1996 version of the predicisional draft EA were adequate and
that the State did not intend to review the revised draft document. .

FINDING: The Environmental Assessment for the Proposed CMR Building Upgrades
identifies relevant issues of environmental concern, takes a “hard look” at potential
environmental effects and is the basis for DOE concluding that the proposed actions will
not have a significant effect on the human environment within the meaning of NEPA and
the CEQ Regulations, 40 CFR Sections 1508.18 (Major Federal Action) and 1508.27 '
'(Significance). Two potential upgrade designs regarding spacial arrangements are
encompassed within the analysis provided by this Environmental Assessment: (1) upgrade
the chemistry space in all three wings (3,5,7) with collocated office space as the wings are
currently configured; or (2) upgrade the chemistry space and relocate the office space {and
thus the workers) away from the laboratory space to improve worker safety. This second
design actually increases operational laboratory space in each wing to the extent that the
existing chemistry operations could be accommodated in just two wings and the third wing
would then be put into a safe standby condition. If the second spacial design is selected
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by the DOE, two analytical chemistry laboratory wings will be upgraded and the third wing
will be placed into a safe standby condition. If space contained within the third analytical
chemistry laboratory wing is considered for other programmatic needs, DOE will perform a
separate National Environmental Policy Act analysis regarding those proposed new mission
uses.

DOE makes this Finding of No Significant Impact pursuant to the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 [42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.l, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ.)
Regulations for impiementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy
Act [40 CFR 1500} and the DOE National Environmental Policy Act implementing
Procedures [10 CFR 1021]. Therefore, based on the EA that analyzes the potential
environmental impacts that would be expected to occur if the DOE were to remodel and
upgrade portions of the CMR Building, the proposed action does not constitute a major
federal action that would significantly affect the human environment within the mandate of
NEPA. Therefore, the DOE has concluded that no environmental impact statement is
required for this proposal. ‘

Signed in Los Alamos, New Mexico this _// day of’ % A‘-“M‘/ , 1997.

/KM 5@7

G. Thomas Todd
Area Manager
Los Alamos Area Office
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For further information on this proposal, this
Finding Of No Significant Impact (FONSI), or the DOE's National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) review program concerning proposals at LANL, please contact:

Elizabeth Withers, NEPA Compliance Officer

Los Alamos Area Office

U.S. Department of Energy

528 3bth Street

Los Alamos NM 87544

(505) 667-8690

Copies of this FONSI (with the approved Environmental Assessment attached) will be made
available for public review at the DOE Reading Rooms within the Los Alamos National
Laboratory Outreach Center and Reading Room, 1450 Central Avenue, Suite 101,

Los Alamos, New Mexico, 87544 at (505) 665-2127 or (800) 543-2342. Copies will also
be made available in the DOE Public Reading Room located within the TVI-Main Campus
Library, 525 Buena Vista SE, Albuquerque, New Mexico, 87106 at (505) 224-3000.
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