* With supercomputing power, sclenﬂsts show a simulation of an asteroid impacting the Pacific Ocean. Advancements in computing. technology will
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enable three-dimenslonal siinulations of a nuclear explosion that will allow scientists to galn' valuable information on the malntenance and cert
the U.S. nuclear -weapons stockplle without underground nuclear testing. - fication Of

" By JEFF TOLLEFSON

The New Mexican /|$/D?.

Los Alamos National Laboratoty
on Friday formally dedicated a new
supercomputer called “Q,” billed
as the next step in the U.S. Depart-
ment of Energy’s efforts to main-

tain the nation’s nuclear-weapons' ’

- stockpile.

The $215 million computer, com-
plete. with its own $93-million
building, is- only partlally installed,

" but lab officials say the machine '

should have a peak-capacity:of:
more than 30 trxlhon operatjons per

second once it is fully operational "

later this year. Compaq — recently .
acquired by Hewlett-Packard — is
building the machine. Officials
said Q would be the second-fastest
supercomputer in ‘the world
because Japan recently unveiled a
machine capable of 40 trxlllon oper-
ations per second. r
Ultimatély, the supercomputer is
destined to run weapons codes sim-
ulating nuclear explosions as part
of a largeér effort to understand and
maintain existing nuclear weapons
— and perhaps test potential modi-

L dechcates

“tests..

The ﬁrst. pliase’ of the Q computer has been installed in the 43 50(>square~ -

foot computer room in the-Nicholas C. Metropolis Center for Modeling and
Simulation at Los.Alames National Laboratory The ‘Q' is one of the world’s

largest computers.

fications under consideration by
the current administration — with-
out actually exploding them. In
observance of an international
treaty that has yet to be officially,
ratified, current U.S. policy does
not “allow. for full- scale nuclear

Joined by U. S ‘Sen. Pete Domeni-

“ci, R-N.M,,"and National Nuclear

Security Administration head John
Gordon on Friday, the lab also dedi-
cated . the  303,000-square-foot
Nicholas C, Metropohs Center for
Modeling and Simulation, named
after one of the original Manhattan
Project scientists who died in 1999.
At the core of the building is a

- 43,500-square-foot computer room,
T oughly three-quarters the size of a

' su ercomputer

football field and b\g enough to
hold two supercomputers at once in

' case of future replacements. Below

is a.massive air-conditioning sys-
tem that pushes cold air thrpugh”
the floor to keep the room at 65
degrees..Exhaust stacks on the side
of the building exhale hot air. The
building ‘also holds more than 300
offices along with gathering rooms
and small - theater where
researchers can watch their
weapons codes play out in three-

--dimensional simulations.

“It’s.been built for supercomput-
er computing and to help people

“who use those-tools, primarily, in
“this case, our weapons designers,”
. said John Bretski, director ‘of the -

Metropolis building project. Brets- -
ki said the facility will house theo-
reticians, experimentalists: and
computer scientists who try:to

“translate physical concepts into -
. codes for the supercomputer.

An equal amount of interpreta-
tion is necessary at the other end,
which is where the 3-D simulations
come in. Lab officials passed out

goggles-so journalists could waich’

Please see LANL, Page B4
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sample 3-D models, including
a colorful and detailed splash
. simulation of an asteroid
striking the Pacific Ocean
. (one month’s computer calcu-

lations went into less than a

minute’s visual).
“Understanding " what
comes out of these
. machines requires a visual
approach, and we are looking
at various aspects of doing
that,” said the lab s Bob Tom-
linson. ‘

DOE instituted its
Advanced -Simulation and
Computing Program in 1995
with the goal of developing a
computer capable of com-
pleting 100 trillion operations
per second by 2004, which
means more supercomputers
are to come. Officials say

Metropolis

they are now aiming for 2005.
Lawrence Livermore Labora-
tory is building another
supercomputer cernter, while
Los Alamos officials say the
Center was
designed to hold much more
powerful supercomputers in
the future.

John Morrison, leader of

"the Computing, Communica-

tions & Networking Division,
said that kind of computa-
tional power is needed to run
the weapons codes satisfacto-
rily. Only recently, he said, it
took eight months to compute
the first complete weapons
code, which ran largely on
the current
Lawrence Livermore Nation-
al Laboratory.

Although Jab and DOE Offl- :

cials maintain this kind of
research plays-a cruc1a1 role

computer at.

in  maintaining reliable
nuclear weapons, the -stock-
pile stewardship program, as
it’s known, has a host of crit-
ics both locally and national-
ly who say a back-to-basics

approach might be much.

more effective — and less

- costly.

Greg Mello of the Los

‘Alamos Study Group says the

DOE is dumping money into
a program that is full of
unanswerable questions:
How can anyone be sure that
a mathematical calculation

and its result truly represent -
real-world physics in any one.

of the thousands of bombs in
the U.S. arsenal?

“If a big computer was
needed,- then how many of

-them do we need? I say one,”
Mello said Friday, referring

to an apparent leap-frog

effect in supercomputer
acquisitions by national labo-
ratories. “And there’s a prob-
lem with the codes. The
whole idea of doing this
requires a lot of other ele- -
ments to come together, and
it’s not clear that the other .

elements are coming togeth-

”

er.

" The program would be bet-
ter off conducting strict
examinations of- exxstmgi

"weapons and replacing parts

as any problems are encoun-
tered, Mello argued.

The DOE Office.of Inspec- -
tor + General reported last
year that DOE is failing to
keep up with the standard
annual certification process
for weapons, a task that it
called -the “first line of
defense” in stockpile stew-.
ardship.
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LANL proposal leaves Waste sites m place

b State regulators

- that the nuclear waste dumps

~'say that decision
has yet to be made

By JEFF TOLLEFSON
The New Mexican

Lds 'AlarnosANational ‘L'abo« _

ratory would not clean up

‘nuclear and hazardous mate- -

rials buried .in nine waste
‘dumps, according to a draft
“accelerated cleanup propos-
al” prepared by the lab and
local officials with the U.S:
. Department of Energy

~ The proposal
toward the Bush administra-

‘tion’s proposal to revamp -
the.

cleanup. - throughout
weapons complex by creating
an expedited cleanup fund to

reward alternative agree-

ments with state regulators.
The Environment Depart-
-ment has signed with DOE a
parallel “letter of .intent”
agreeing. to "support the

accelerated cleanup efforts, -

while asking for an additional
. $1 million annually to do the
extra work.

In concert, the two. docu-
ments are an effort to’access
the new expedited cleanup
fund. Environmental

activists fear this kind of

unofficial bargaining could
improperly influence cleanup
decisions.” For its part, the
Environment Department

says it has agreed to general

priorities, but has not signed

. off on any of the assumptlons :

laid out by the lab.

is * geared -

Althqugh 'state and lab offi-
cials have long speculated

might be too dangerous and
expensive to-cleanup, no offi-

‘cial’ decisions have been -

released. previously. In the
current document, despite
general mention s01l excava- -
tion, the lab explicitly states

'that its proposal for address-

ing buried wastes “assumes
stabilization in place -and
institutional controls.” The
latter term generally refers

to restrictions on future land .
- uses (houses and day-care
centers, for instance, proba--
‘bly would not be allowed).

A $20-million project tar-

geting four “material dispos-
al-areas” would be complete

by. 2008, saving -$8. million -
and S years, but “long-lived
transuranic waste” like pluto-
nium would remain buried,

~-according to the document.’

An : . “evapotranspiration
cover” — generally earth and

" vegetation — would be used'

to keep moisture from. seep-
ing into the. waste. Other dis-
posal sites would . be
addressed in a second, $85-

“‘million project to complete

cleanup at sites around the
old plutonium . processing
plant at Technical Area 21.

The proposal also states
that new. legislation estab-
lishing a framework for long-
term “environmental
covenants” would play a key
role in allowing land to be

~used for industrial and recre-
ational -

purposes. These
would prevent
for

covenants
housing developments,

instance, if the. state allows.
decides to leave pollution .in
the ground -at levels exceed-
ing the residential standards.
Critics like Greg Mello of
‘the Lﬂ__Alamos”StudymGrQup_

have long . feared..that the.

‘Bush administration’s ' pro-

posal amounts to an extertion

~said.

fund:

DOE takes away
cleanup. money, and . then
gives it.back if stdte regula-
. tors -agree to more lenient
standards. The Bush adminis-
tration . proposed to ‘cut
cleanup funding at Los Alam-
os by 37 perecent next year,
but the- expedited cleanup

proposal would bring in an .

additional $200 million over
the next five years.

“What this is going to do is
basically preclude the possi-
bility of cleanup -happening
at Los Alamos,” Mello said,.
‘noting that such closed- door
agreements always influence
the direction of negotiations

‘between the regulator and

- the regulated.
* But Greg Lewis of the
Environment © Department

said the accelerated cleanup
proposal * doesn’t. -preclude

“anything. While his agency..

has agreed to support these
priorities, including = final
decisions on various waste

dumps, Lewis said.the ulti-

mate cleanup decisions must
follow  the regulatory
process, incorporating public.
participation ‘and investiga-
tion of various cleanup alter-
natives. Removal -of buried

wastes, for instance, would.

be included in that study,
despite the lab’s assertions.

W‘There’s nothing binding:

‘on us in' terms of what actual-

ly happens at the site,” Lewis
“(The lab) decided to
make that assumption for the
purposes of their funding
request, but whether that
turns. out to be .true or not
remains to be seen.”

According fo the lab’s pro-.
posal an additional $41 mil--
lion would go to a groundwa-

- ter program that depends on

monitoring “natural attenua-’

tion” of pollutants- and the -
use

of passive barriers
designed- to absorb certain
contaminants in canyon bot-
toms. A long-term groundwa-
ter monitoring program,
along with an official deci-
sion on groundwater protec-

.tion, also would accelerate

cleanup decisions ‘in the
canyons and on the mesas,
according to the proposal.
Although state and federal
officials say a better under-
standing of ‘groundwater
movement and the migration
of pollution is - essential,
regardless of how cleanup.
moves forward, Mello fears

.that the monitoring wells are

a .. justification for leaving
contamination ~ in - place.
Rather than cleamng up the
waste, he argued, the lab
would say it’s safe to leave it
in place given that the moni-
toring wells would détect any

- problems before they endan-

ger the public. = .
Officials with the lab
declined to comment. DOE

- officials could not be reached

Wednesday or Thursday to

-discuss the document.
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BINGAMAN SEEKS CRITERIA FOR DISBURSING EXPEDITED DOE
. CLEANUP FUNDS :

Date: May 27,2002 -

The Senate Armed Services Committee has approved language in the Defense authorization bill that
would require the Department of Energy (DOE) to establish criteria for disbursing funds from its
controversial expedited cleanup account. Activists, who have blasted the account as “extortion,” are
praising the inclusion of the language inserted by Sen. Jeff Bingaman (D-NM).

At issue is DOE plans to reduce its cleanup budget by offering financial incentives to states that sign
letters of intent to expedite cleanups. Environmentalists have charged that DOE is blackmailing the
states into rewriting contracts using lower cleanup standards. “The account gives the secretary [of
Energy] a blank check to extort lower cleanup standards from states in exchange for gobs of taxpayer
money at the secretary's discretion,” one activist says.

The Defense spending bill, marked up by the Armed Services Committee on May 10, requires the
Energy secretary to develop criteria for disbursing money from the cleanup fund and publish them in the
Federal Register. The criteria would then be subject to a 45-day public comment period. If the secretary
chooses not to establish such criteria, all the money from the funds reverts to the sites where it was
expended during fiscal year 2002. Relevant documents are available on InsideEPA.com.

According to the report that accompanied the bill, “The committee is concerned that DOE has
substantially underfunded the cleanup accounts and is at risk of violating several of the cleanup

agreements.”

The net result of the program is that more waste will be left behind at DOE sites, the activist says. “If I
say I can clean your office windows faster, cheaper and cleaner, I can do that by only cleaning half the

window.” :

Activists have also charged that DOE is pitting states containing nuclear facilities against one another in
a race to secure money from the dwindling expedited cleanup fund, pointing out that DOE has awarded
almost half of the $1.1 billion fund to the first two states to sign agreements with the agency.

Tennessee signed a letter of intent with DOE on May 15 to pursue an accelerated cleanup for the Oak
Ridge site, making it the second state to do so after Washington. Tennessee's $105 million combined
with Washington's $433 million brings the total amount of money awarded from its expedited cleanup
fund to $538 million of the total $1.1 billion potentially available under the fund. New Mexico and
Idaho aré reportedly close to signing letters of intent with DOE for expedited cleanup funds as well,

according to sources in those states.

Activists say the letters of intent contain purposefully vague language. “The devil's in the details,” says
one source. Activists point to DOE's proposed plan to leave waste onsite at Hanford as proof that the

agency will do so elsewhere (Superfund Report, May 13, p18).

“We are closely monitoring these proposals,” the source says.

Source: Superfund Report via InsideEPA.com
Date: May 27, 2002

Issne: Vol. 16, No. 11

© Inside Washington Publishers
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“‘action, a
-"under the authonty of the state:

5ENV!R0NMENT
Contammatlon cleanup

poses more

By ROGER SNODGRASS

lamoritor@amonitor.com -
MomtorAsststantEdltor .

The New Mexico Envnron—

ment Department wraps upits

pubhc -question and ariswer
sessions this week concerning

its draft order detailing provi-,
- sions for. accelerated environ:
~mental 1nvest1gatlons and‘
“cleanup . of.contamination at
“Los Alamos Natlonal Laborato-

There were more quesnons

-than .answers at ‘Thursday -

‘night’s. meeting in Santa Fe, as
new initiatives: by the lab;

Department of Energy and the
Department’

Environment
‘jtself came to light, distracting
attention; from the state’s
a “Section-13 Order”

questions

The administrative order,

‘comprehensive plan to fully
. investigate and fully clean up
“waste. sites at LANL, details
" specific requirements for deal-

ing with high priority sites and
ongoing projects. The draft is
based on a formal finding of

.“1mmment ‘and - substantial

‘endangerment” . from- the

-release -of contamination by‘

the laboratory 1nto the- env1-

ronment.
Meanwhile, the laboratory

" has notified the department of

its intention to dispute that
finding in court, according to
state officials.

Linn Tytler, speaking for-v
mally. for the laboratory. after
the meeting, said, “We share
the interests of NMED and

' New Mexico citizens and will

Hazardous Waste Act.

See CONTAMINATION 12

CONTAMINATION Laboratory disputes ﬁndmgs of DOF,

From Page 1
continue our efforts to feduce
the laboratory’s impact on the
environment.” v

She added, “We disagree

with NMED’s determination -
that‘...there may be imminent .

- and substantial endangerment
- to human health and the envi-
ronment.”

The Environment Depart-
ment has maintained that,
while courts have not ruled on
the matter in New Mexico,
elsewhere courts have sup-
ported a broad interpretation
“of the regulator’s right to make
such a finding, even without
an immediate and proven risk,
if there could be a potential
risk in the future.

James Bearzi, hazardous
waste bureau chief for the
department, said, “At the very
least there's groundwater con-
tamination that the depart-

‘ment believes is certainly
derived from laboratory opera-
tions.”

That alone could Justlfy the
finding, he implied.

Also discussed during the
meeting was news that state

and federal officials were

‘about to reach an agreement

on speeding up cleanup work
in the: weapons complex
statewide.

During the public meeting
in Santa Fe, Environment
Departmerit officials. were

asked if the pending national .

agreement would supercede
the massive cleanup order they
were proposing..

. Bearzi described. the letter
of intent in the works among
the state, DOE, and the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency
as “an agreement in principle”
that describes “high and lofty

‘principles.”

“It's just a letter,” he said,
“and not legally enforceable. It
does not supercede any part of

the order.” ,

Blake Trask of the Los Alam-
os Study Group pursued the
question, noting that the letter
of intent appeared to rely upon
the hypothetical passage of a
new state law allowing land
use covenants that might
weaken restoration require-
ments. DOE land proposed for
remediation and transfer to
Los Alamos County, for exam-
ple, might be cleaned up to
industrial standards, rather
than residential standards,
effectively lowering the cost
and potentially the environ-
mental condition of the land.

Bearzi agreed that the
department has favored pas-
sage of such a law in the past at
the state legislature, but said

that under current law the
“can’t get it done without ]
ting residential” - levels

cleanup:

.The Environment. Dep:
ment's ordér has been cr
cized by Nuclear Watch of N
Mexico for not doing enot
about the cleanup.

In answer to a questi
from the audience about
schedule, Bearzi said the p.
was “long on investigation a
short on cleanup.”

“This should have be
done 10 years ago, and the e
of the cleanup isn’t in here.”

Bearzi said his last questi
and answer session was to
held today at the Northce
New Mexico Citizen’s Advist
Board retreat in Taos.
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Looking Inside A Nuke Explosion

By Jennifer McKee Journal Northern Bureau

SECOND IN A SERIES
* Scientists debate the necessity for new X-ray machines in weapons maintenance
Depending on whom you ask, DARHT is:

* At $260 million, an enormous, reasonably priced X-ray machine that will one day be able to take
three-dimensional pictures of the milliseconds before a nuclear explosion from inside the bomb.

* A gold-plated luxury that has been in the planning stages for 15 years and still isn't finished, even as
the federal Energy Department spends money planning its replacement an even bigger machine that
could cost up to $900 million.

The two views of DARHT the Dual-Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test Facility, housed on a
clearing among the trees at Los Alamos National Laboratory make it the poster child for the debate
surrounding Stockpile Stewardship, the $5.5 billion per year program conceived eight years ago to
maintain nuclear weapons using science alone and eliminating test explosions.

DARHMT was originally conceived in 1987, said Mike Burns, head of the machine's operations, when
the United States was still manufacturing new nuclear weapons and still testing with explosions under
the sands of Nevada. It was designed to replace PHERMEX, a similarly huge X-ray machine buiilt in
1962, when Burns was a year old.

"Most of the people working on PHERMEX now are younger than the machine," he said.

A replacement was in order.

DARHT got its first money from the Energy Department in 1988, and, at the time, its designers
thought DARHT would be just another machine to test the reliability of nuclear weapons on their way to

explosive tests for the final "gold standard" guarantee. DARHT was supposed to be slightly better than
its predecessor.

By 1992, however, the Cold War was over. America quit making new nuclear weapons and quit
testing its existing ones. And scientists at the nation's nuclear labs had a whole new mission: verifying

that our existing weapons work by understanding every detail of nuclear explosions, but without the
benefit of actual test blasts.

"DARHT went back to the drawing board,” Burns said.

That delayed development and drove up costs. But the result is the first facility in the world that can
take a series of three-dimensional X-rays of the first part of a simulated nuclear weapons explosion with

1of3 11/3/05 2:51 PM
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remarkable detail.

DARHT does it with two enormous electron beam accelerators used to produce a huge amount of
X-rays. The X-rays have to be made at just the right time in incredibly quick bursts.

"It's like a camera with a shutter speed of 60 billionths of a second," Burns said.

Burn's team doesn't explode a real pit the plutonium sphere inside every nuclear bomb that must
function perfectly to make a nuclear bomb work because that would result in a real atomic explosion.

Instead, they build every part of what it would take to explode a pit, such as detonators and high
explosives, and replace the pit with a metal that behaves something like plutonium or a metal that
scientists happen to know a lot about.

Because X-rays travel through walls, the explosion takes place outside. DARHT "shots," as they're
called, are massive explosions but not nuclear.

The information gleaned from DARHT is plugged into older computer simulations of actual nuclear
weapons blasts. The simulations, based on old nuclear explosions at the Nevada Test Site, are not
complete. The point of DARHT, according Burns, is to make the codes as complete as possiblie and
expand them to more accurately describe an imploding weapon.

Also, by providing information on an implosion in action, DARHT can help determine if age-related
problems either in the plutonium or dozens of other parts in a so-called "nuclear primary" are significant
enough to render a weapon a dud.

Testing hurdles

DARHT has not been without controversy.

Lawrence Berkeley lab in California, a small sister lab to Los Alamos, had an enormous X-ray
machine that in 1997 ran afoul of the city government of Berkeley, where the lab is located.

A Berkeley ordinance bars work on nuclear weapons within the city limits. But the Berkeley lab
director argued that DARHT would help reduce the number of nuclear explosions, not proliferate nuclear
weapons.

The Berkeley City Council was appeased.

Today, the last of the Berkeley-designed equipment is being installed at DARHT in Los Alamos.

Closer to home, construction was halted for a year and half after a lawsuit was filed in late 1994 by
the Los Alamos Study Group and Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety, two Santa Fe-based lab
watchdog groups. The suit contended that the lab and DOE were required by federal law to conduct a
study of possible environmental problems DARHT could cause. U.S. District Judge Edwin Mechem
sided with the watchdog groups.

The resulting environmental impact statement calls for a "containment vessel" for DARHT that deals
with some of the activists' bigger concerns: that using depleted uranium, a mildly radioactive leftover
from processed uranium, as a plutonium "stand-in" for a DARHT test shot could spread radioactivity
around the Pajarito Plateau.

"I think the containment vessel is a good idea," Burns said.

Replacement plan
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Christopher Paine, of the Natural Resources Defense Council, a New York City-based environment
and policy group, said that, while he thought DARHT's predecessor machine was probably up to the job
of studying imploding pits, he doesn't begrudge Los Alamos the much fancier DARHT.

But DARHT is already on its way to being superseded.

According to Burns and numerous studies, DOE is planning what's known as the Advanced Hydrotest
Facility, DARHT's replacement. This machine is about 10 years down the line, Burns said and, by some
estimates, will cost about $900 million.

The AHF will be similar to DARHT in that it will take X-rays of an imploding pit, except where DARHT
has two X-ray machines, AHF will have several. Early conceptual drawings envision tunnels through Los
Alamos' Pajarito Plateau to house newer X-ray machines.

"Do we need the Advanced Hydrotest Facility? No," Paine said, "not if the goal is to maintain nuclear
weapons.”

He calls DARHT and the AHF part of the "long-term Stockpile Stewardship fantasy" of not only
improving the old computer codes used to describe nuclear explosions but replacing that information
altogether.

Dick Garwin, a fellow at the Council on Foreign Affairs and former nuclear weapons designer credited
with the first hydrogen bomb design, questions not only DARHT but many of the existing and planned
machines central to Stockpile Stewardship.

Garwin points out that scientists invented bombs with machines less sophisticated than DARHT and
considerably less sophisticated than the Advanced Hydrotest Facility and don't really need to know more
about the weapons to merely maintain them.

"I'm not against knowing more about them, but there's no rush to do so0," Garwin said. "We never
really understood everything about them."

30f3 11/3/05 2:51 PM
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Scientists Debate Need for X-Ray Machine To Study Nukes

By Jennifer McKee Journal Northern Bureau

SECOND IN A SERIES
Depending on whom you ask, DARHT is:

* At $260 million, an enormous, reasonably priced X-ray machine that will one day be able to take
three-dimensional pictures of the milliseconds before a nuclear explosion from inside the bomb.

* A gold-plated luxury that has been in the planning stages for 15 years and still isn't finished, even as
the federal Energy Department spends money planning its replacement an even bigger machine that could
cost up to $200 million.

The two views of DARHT the Dual-Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test Facility, housed on a clearing
among the trees at Los Alamos National Laboratory make it the poster child for the debate surrounding
Stockpile Stewardship, the $5.5 billion per year program conceived eight years ago to maintain nuclear
weapons using science alone and eliminating test explosions.

DARHT was originally conceived in 1987, said Mike Burns, head of the machine's operations, when the
United States was still manufacturing new nuclear weapons and still testing with explosions under the
sands of Nevada. It was designed to replace PHERMEX, a similarly huge X-ray machine built in 1962,
when Burns was a year old.

"Most of the people working on PHERMEX now are younger than the machine,” he said.
A replacement was in order.
New mission

DARHT got its first money from the Energy Department in 1988, and, at the time, its designers thought
DARHT would be just another machine to test the reliability of nuclear weapons on their way to explosive
tests for the final "gold standard" guarantee. DARHT was supposed to be slightly better than its
predecessor.

By 1992, however, the Cold War was over. America quit making new nuclear weapons and quit testing

its existing ones. And scientists at the nation's nuclear labs had a whole new mission: verifying that our
existing weapons work by understanding every detail of nuclear explosions, but without the benefit of actual

test blasts.
"DARHT went back to the drawing board," Burns said.

That delayed development and drove up costs. But the result is the first facility in the world that can take
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a series of 3-dimensional X-rays of the first part of a simulated nuclear weapons explosion with remarkable
detail.

DARHT does it with two enormous electron beam accelerators used to produce a huge amount of
X-rays. The X-rays have to be made at just the right time in incredibly quick bursts.

"It's like a camera with a shutter speed of 60 billionths of a second,” Burns said.

Burn's team doesn't explode a real pit the plutonium sphere inside every nuclear bomb that must
function perfectly to make a nuclear bomb work because that would result in a real atomic explosion.

Instead, they build every part of what it would take to explode a pit, such as detonators and high
explosives, and replace the pit with a metal that behaves something like plutonium or a metal that
scientists happen to know a lot about.

Because X-rays travel through walls, the explosion takes place outside. DARHT "shots," as they're
called, are massive explosions but not nuclear.

The information gleaned from DARHT is plugged into older computer simulations of actual nuclear
weapons blasts. The simulations, based on old nuclear explosions at the Nevada Test Site, are not
complete. The point of DARHT, according Burns, is to make the codes as complete as possibie and
expand them to more accurately describe an imploding weapon.

Also, by providing information on an implosion in action, DARHT can help determine if age-related
problems either in the plutonium or dozens of other parts in a so-called "nuclear primary" are significant
enough to render a weapon a dud.

Testing hurdles

DARHT has not been without controversy.

Lawrence Berkeley lab in California, a small sister lab to Los Alamos, had an enormous X-ray machine
that in 1997 ran afoul of the city government of Berkeley, where the lab is located.

A Berkeley ordinance bars work on nuclear weapons within the city limits. But the Berkeley lab director
argued that DARHT would help reduce the number of nuclear explosions, not proliferate nuclear weapons.

The Berkeley City Council was appeased.

Today, the last of the Berkeley-designed equipment is being installed at DARHT in Los Alamos.

Closer to home, construction was halted for a year and half after a lawsuit was filed in late 1994 by the
Los Alamos Study Group and Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety, two Santa Fe-based lab watchdog
groups. The suit contended that the lab and DOE were required by federal law to conduct a study of

possible environmental problems DARHT could cause. U.S. District Judge Edwin Mechem sided with the
watchdog groups.

The resulting environmental impact statement calls for a "containment vessel" for DARHT that deals
with some of the activists' bigger concerns: that using depleted uranium, a mildly radioactive leftover from
processed uranium, as a plutonium "stand-in" for a DARHT test shot could spread radioactivity around the
Pajarito Plateau.

"l think the containment vessel is a good idea," Burns said.

Replacement plan

Christopher Paine, of the Natural Resources Defense Council, a New York City-based environment and
policy group, said that, while he thought DARHT's predecessor machine was probably up to the job of
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studying imploding pits, he doesn't begrudge Los Alamos the much fancier DARHT.
But DARHT is already on its way to being superseded.

According to Burns and numerous studies, DOE is planning what's known as the Advanced Hydrotest
Facility, DARHT's replacement. This machine is about 10 years down the line, Burns said and, by some
estimates, will cost about $900 million.

The AHF will be similar to DARHT in that it will take X-rays of an imploding pit, except where DARHT
has two X-ray machines, AHF will have several. Early conceptual drawings envision tunnels through Los
Alamos' Pajarito Plateau to house newer X-ray machines.

"Do we need the Advanced Hydrotest Facility? No," Paine said, "not if the goal is to maintain nuclear
weapons."

He calls DARHT and the AHF part of the "long-term Stockpile Stewardship fantasy" of not only
improving the old computer codes used to describe nuclear explosions but replacing that information
altogether.

Dick Garwin, a fellow at the Council on Foreign Affairs and former nuclear weapons designer credited
with the first hydrogen bomb design, questions not only DARHT but many of the existing and planned
machines central to Stockpile Stewardship.

Garwin points out that scientists invented bombs with machines less sophisticated than DARHT and
considerably less sophisticated than the Advanced Hydrotest Facility and don't really need o know more
about the weapons to merely maintain them.

"I'm not against knowing more about them, but there's no rush to do so," Garwin said. "We never really
understood everything about them."
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Lab Cites Pess1b1e
Threat to Nuke Areas

/é-/oV

By J ENNIFER MCKEE »
Journal Staff Writer -

Los .Alamos National Laboratory

officials are considering closing a
main road to the lab — one that runs
past two areas” where the lab stores
radioactive materials — c1tmg securi-
ty concerns.

Pajarito Road, which runs from
White Rock to the laboratory, passes
two nuclear areas, the contested Tech-
nical Area 18, which has long been con-

sidered a security threat, and Techni- -

cal Area 55, closer to the heart of the

. laboratory.

Accordmg to lab mformatlon secu-
rity experts are considering curtailing
public ‘access to the road. The plan
would likely allow registered cars —
possibly. Los' Alambs cars only —to

- have access except in cases of a secu-

rity emergency.
“The ‘intent is to put somethmg in
place that would allow the lab to imme-

diately curtail the road.to. nonlab.

employees, but at the same time the

lab realizes this route is heavily used
by school busses, commuters and oth-
- er residents,” sald John Gustafson, :

lab spokesman. :

While plans are still in early stages
Gustafson $aid the lab may likely issue
passes to certain vehicles, such as lab

employees, school busses and other
county traffic. Vehicles without a pass
" would not be admitted.

PaJarlto Road is not the only way to
. the laboratory. Two other roads —over

which the lab has no control — serve
the lab.

-Pajarito Road is-on Energy Depart-
ment property and is a DOE road,

. according to the Los Alamos County
‘Engineering Office. That means the
lab could close the road without any

input from the coutity.

The idea of restricting access on the ‘
road was greeted with mixed reviews.’
Santa Fe lab watchdog Greg Mello of
the Los Alamos Study Group said the:

closure would be a good thing for seécu-

‘rity. -

“It.-is not & panacea but it is an

- improvement,” Mello said.

Closing the road would keep “terror—

ists from driving trucks of liquid fuel
up Pa_]arlto Road and blowmg up

‘D.C.,
" solve all the problems with Technical

LANL Mlght Close PaJarlto Road

nuclear materials,” Mello said. “It’s a

. realistic acknowledgement ‘of the dan-

gers of the site.”

Peter Stockton, a former high—rank—
ing Energy Department official cur-
rently ‘working with the Project on
Government Oversight in Washington,
‘said closing the road doesn't

Area 18, a nuclear experiments facili-
ty in the bottom of a canyon separated
from the rest of the laboratory.

" “It does help somewhat with truck
bombs,” Stockton said, “but it doesn’t
do a damn thing for other terrorists.”

Stockton said the buildings in TA-18

should be moved to a safer location,

something the laboratory is in the

process of planning. -
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Waste Is Baked
~ Underground

BY JenniFER MCKEE
Journal Northern Bureaic -

SANTA FE ~— Tired of taking
out the trash? Try heating it to
3,632 degrees Fahrenheit and
.bakmg it into a huge block of
glass.

Just such a process — known
as vitrification — has been used
to deal with large-scale indus-
trial waste for years., For the
past two years, scientists at Los
Alamos National Laboratory

have been experimenting with .

using the method in a new way.
They're vitrifying radioactive
waste right where. they find it
- buried.

The experimentisn’t finished
yet, said Becky Coel-Roback,
leader of the materials disposal
team that conducted the vitrifi-
cation. The lab's enormous
block of glass has only recently
cooled, and crews spent last
week drilling samples out of the
center of it for study.

But, Coel-Roback said, vitrifi-
cation seems’ to hold promise.
Onlookers outside the lab say

vitrification could be ‘a good

way to deal with radioactive
waste, provided some kinks in

the process can be worked out, *

like cost and safety problems.
The technical name for Coel-
Roback’s
mouthful — nontraditional in-
situ vitrification. What scien-
tists did, she said, was fairly

straightforward. In April 2000,

.crews ran current through a
section of rock tainted with
americium, plutonium, urani-

um, strontium and tritium — all’

" radioactive-elements. The rock
was a small patt of a trio of
ponds used to hold waste water

from a lab laundry that washed

tainted clothes between 1945
and 1961.

" The current doesnt heat the
rock, Coel-Roback | said.
Instead, the rock’s own resis-
tance to the current generates
the heat, and over a series of
days in the spring of 2000, Coel-
Robaclt's team slowly heated a
20-foot-by-30-foot. block of
gravel 15 feet thick to 3,632
degrees.

Today, the underground
block has cooled to about 100
degrees, Coel-Roback said.

“It looks exactly like obsidi-
an,” Coel-] Roback said. “It’s
very pretty.” © -

Vitrification — the process of
melting waste —.is not new.
Traditionally, said Greg Mello
of the Los Alamos Study Group,
waste was dug up and vitrified
in barrels or some other con-
tainer. The point is to bind up
the waste, neutralize it and
keep it _from interacting with
water, which can spread waste.

LANL's experimental method
leaves the waste in place, possi-
bly forever, but by melting the
‘waste into a solid, glass block, it
binds up the radioactive conta-

experiment is a -

Onlookers outsule the
lab say vztrzﬁcatton
could be a good way to
deal with radioactive
waste, pmvzded somé
kinks in the process can
be worked out, like cost

_and safety problems.

mination, Coel-Roback said, so -
rain and.melting snow won't °
spread it.

So far, the experiment seems
like a success, she said, There
were no accidents. The rock
actually melted, and no danger- -
ous gases escaped in the
process. :

But Coel-Roback isn’t draw-
ing any conclusions. Her team's
job is only to study the process
and write a report to the New -.

-Mexico Environment Depart- -

ment. .
They've leamed lessons from
the project, she said. For exam- - .
ple, they discovered that by .
melting "the rock, contamina- -
tion isn't driven into surround-
ing rock but is bonded in the -
glass. )
Radiation, which does not dis-
appear in vitrification, is aver- -
aged throughout the block, so |
“hot spots,” " or spikes of -
extreme.radioactivity, seem to
blend with pockets of lower -
radiation. .
Plus, Coel-Roback said, even -
if the experiment doesn’t show .
that leaving the waste in the -
ground is a good idea, as a solid .
block of glass, it will be much -
easier —
than loose, radioactive gravel. - -
“There’s "a lot of opinions -
‘about this,” she said.
. Mello said vitrification is not .

_ abad idea, but he has some con- -

cerns. For one, it's not cheap. °
For very deeply buried waste, -

melting the rock where it lies * ~

might be a good_ idea, but for

shallow waste, he -thinks it =~

might be cheaper to dig it up -

‘and vitrify it later.

Coel-Roback said she doesn't
know how much the experimen- -
tal vitrifying costs.

Mello also said the technolo-
gy is not good for every kind of
rock. Rock or soil with water in
it can lead to steam explosions,
he said, an event that has hap-
pened in other vitrifying pro-
Jjects.

The bottom line, he said, is
the technology may. be more
novel than useful.

“It's not clear there isn't a-sit--
uation where you couldn’t dig
up waste, vitrify and put it back
someplace better,” he said.

Coel-Roback said she hopes to
have the lab’s final report on
the experiment done by early
next year,

and safer —toremove .
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Meltdown Traps Radioactivity in Ground

By Jennifer McKee Journal Northern Bureau

* Experimental method bakes dangerous waste into glass without exposing it

Tired of taking out the trash? Try heating it to 3,632 degrees Fahrenheit and baking it into a huge
block of glass.

Just such a process known as vitrification has been used to deal with large-scale industrial waste for
years. For the past two years, scientists at Los Alamos National Laboratory have been experimenting
with using the method in a new way. They're vitrifying radioactive waste right where they find it buried.

The experiment isn't finished yet, said Becky Coel-Roback, leader of the materials disposal team that
conducted the vitrification. The lab's enormous block of glass has only recently cooled, and crews spent
last week drilling samples out of the center of it for study.

But, Coel-Roback said, vitrification seems to hold promise. Onlookers outside the lab say vitrification
could be a good way to deal with radioactive waste, provided some kinks in the process can be worked
out, like cost and safety problems.

The technical name for Coel-Roback's experiment is a mouthful nontraditional in-situ vitrification.
What scientists did, she said, was fairly straightforward. In April 2000, crews ran current through a
section of rock tainted with americium, plutonium, uranium, strontium and tritium all radioactive
elements. The rock was a small part of a trio of ponds used to hold waste water from a lab laundry that
washed tainted clothes between 1945 and 1961.

The current doesn't heat the rock, Coel-Roback said. Instead, the rock's own resistance to the current
generates the heat, and over a series of days in the spring of 2000, Coel-Roback's team slowly heated a
20-foot-by-30-foot block of gravel 15 feet thick to 3,632 degrees.

Today, the underground block has cooled to about 100 degrees, Coel-Roback said.

"It looks exactly like obsidian," Coel-Roback said. "It's very pretty."

Vitrification the process of melting waste is not new. Traditionally, said Greg Mello of the Los Alamos
Study Group, waste was dug up and vitrified in barrels or some other container. The point is to bind up
the waste, neutralize it and keep it from interacting with water, which can spread waste.

LANL's experimental method leaves the waste in place, possibly forever, but by melting the waste into
a solid, glass block, it binds up the radioactive contamination, Coel-Roback said, so rain and melting
snow won't spread it.

So far, the experiment seems like a success, she said. There were no accidents. The rock actually
melted, and no dangerous gases escaped in the process.
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But Coel-Roback isn't drawing any conclusions. Her team's job is only to study the process and write
a report to the New Mexico Environment Department.

They've learned lessons from the project, she said. For example, they discovered that by melting the
rock, contamination isn't driven into surrounding rock but is bonded in the glass.

Radiation, which does not disappear in vitrification, is averaged throughout the block, so "hot spots,"
or spikes of extreme radioactivity, seem to blend with pockets of lower radiation.

Plus, Coel-Roback said, even if the experiment doesn't show that leaving the waste in the ground is a
good idea, as a solid block of glass, it will be much easier and safer to remove than loose, radioactive
gravel.

"There's a lot of opinions about this," she said.

Mello said vitrification is not a bad idea, but he has some concerns. For one, it's not cheap. For very
deeply buried waste, melting the rock where it lies might be a good idea, but for shallow waste, he thinks
it might be cheaper to dig it up and vitrify it later.

Coel-Roback said she doesn't know how much the experimental vitrifying costs.

Mello also said the technology is not good for every kind of rock. Rock or soil with water in it can lead
to steam explosions, he said, an event that has happened in other vitrifying projects.

The bottom line, he said, is the technology may be more novel than useful.

"It's not clear there isn't a situation where you couldn't dig up waste, vitrify and put it back someplace
better," he said.

Coel-Roback said she hopes to have the lab's final report on the experiment done by early next year.
PHOTO BY: COURTESY LANL

PHOTO: b/w

SAFER THAN BEFORE: A member of a material disposals team at Los Alamos National Laboratory

holds a core sample taken from a vitrification test recently conducted on radioactive waste. On the table
is material from the top of the melt, described as the "transition" between melted and unmelted material.

20f2 11/3/05 2:52 PM



Method Used To Trap Radioactivity in Gmund |

Dangerous Waste
Baked Into Glass

By JENNIFER MCKEE
Journal Staff Writer é/ Q/ 6z

Tired of taking out the trash?
Try heating it to 3,632 degrees
Fahrenheit and baking it into a

huge block of glass.
Just such a process — known
as vitrification — has been

used to deal with large-scale
industrial waste for years. For
the last two years, scientists at
Los Alamos National Laborato-
'ty have been experimenting
with using the method in a new
way. They're vitrifying
radioactive waste right where

The experiment isn’t finished
yet, said Becky Coel-Roback,
leader of the materials disposal

- team that conducted the vitrifi-

cation. The lab’s enormous
block of glass has only recently
cooled, and crews spent last
week drilling samples out of
the center of it for study.

But, Coel-Roback said, vitri-

flcatlon seems to hold promise.
Onlookers outside the lab say
vitrification could be a good
way to deal with radioactive
waste, provided some kinks in
the process can be worked out,
like cost and safety problems.

The technical name for Coel- -

Roback’s experiment is a

See RADIOACTIVITY
on PAGE 3

co URTESY LAN L

SAFER THAN BEFORE: A member of a material disposals team
at LANL holds a core sample taken from a vitrification test
recently conducted on radioactive waste. On the table is-mate-
tial from the top of the melt, described as the “transition”
between melted and unmelted material.

they find it — buried.

Radmactmty Trapped Underground :

from PAGE 1

mouthful — non-traditional in-

situ vitrification. What scien:

“tists did, she said, was fairly.
straightforward. In April 2000,

crews ran current through a
section .of rock tainted with

americium, plutonium, urani-
um, strontium and tritium —all .

" radioactive elements. The rock

was a small part of a trio of
ponds used to hold waste water
from a lab laundry that washed
tainted clothes between 1945
and 1961. :

The current doesn’t actuallyl

heat the ‘rock, ' Coel-Roback
said. Instead, the rock’s own
resistance to the current gen-
erates the heat, and over a
series of days in-the spring of
2000, Coel-Roback’s team slow-
ly heated a 20:foot-by-30-foot
block of gravel 15 feet thick to

-3,632 degrees.

Today, the underground
block has cooled to about 100
degrees, Coel-Roback said.

“It looks exactly like obsidi-
an,” Coel-Roback said. “It’s
very pretty.”

Vitrification — the process of
melting waste — is not.new.
Traditionally, said Greg Mello
of the Los Alamos Study Group;,

- waste was dug up and vitrified

in barrels or some other con-
tainer. The point is fo bind up

‘the - waste, neutralize it and -
keep it from interacting with

water, which can spread waste.
LANDs experimental method

leaves the waste in place, possi-
bly forever, but by melting the .

waste into a solid, glass block,
it binds up the radloactlve con-
tamination, Coel-Roback- said,

S0 rain and melting snow won't:
“spread it.

So far, the expenment seems
like a success, she said. There
were- no accidents. The rock

actually melted, and no danger-

ous gases escaped in the
process.

But Coel-Ro_back isn’t draw- -

ing: any -conclusions. Her
team’s job is only to study the

.process_and write a report to
-the New Mexico. Enwronment'

Department. .

They’ve learned _le_ssons
from the project, she said, For
example, they -discovered that
by melting the rock, contami-

. nation isn’t driven- into .sur-
: roundmg rock, .but actually

bonded in the glass
Radiation, which does not

disappear in vitrification, is-
averaged throughout the block, -

so “hot spots,” or spikes of
extreme radioactivity, seem to

blend with pockets of lower

radiation:

Plus, Coel-Roback said, even .

if the experiment doesn’t show

- easier —

that leaving' the waste in the o

ground is a good idea, as a solid
block of glass, it will-be much
and safer. — to
remove than loose, radioactive '
gravel.

“There’s a lot of  opinions’
about this,” she said.

Mello.said _v1tr1f1cat10n is not
abadidea; but he has some con-

- cerns. For one, it’s not cheap.

For very, deeply buried waste, -
melting the rock where it hes :
might be a good idea, but for
shallow waste,” he thinks ‘it

.might be cheaper to dig it up.
-and vitrify it later.

Coel-Roback said she doesn’t
know -how much. the experi-

‘mental vitrifying costs.’

Mello also.said the technolo-
gy is not good for every kind of -
rock. Rock or soil with water in -
it can lead to steam explosions,
he said, an event that has hap-
pened-in other vitrifying pro-
jects. |

The bottom lme, he sald is
the technology may be more .

- novel than useful.
" “I¢’s not clear there isn’t a sit-

uation where you. couldn’t dig
up waste, vitrify and putit back’
someplace better,” he said.
Coel-Roback said she hopes
to have the lab’s final report on
the experiment done by early

next year.
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LANL Eyes Storage Unit

n Lab considers

building for radioactive
- waste drums now held
‘in tents

BY JENNIFER MCKEE
Journal Staff Writer

Federal officials are mulling
the ideaof storing thousands of

drums of nuclear waste at Los -

Alamos National Laboratory in
a concrete building, instead of
the enormous, white tents that
currently house them.

The announcement was
hailed by local environmental
groups that have been pushing
for such a move for years.

Joe Vozella, associate direc-

.tor for facility operations at the

Energy Department’s Los
Alamos office, said Tuesday the
team of DOE and lab employ-
ees who manage the hundreds
of millions of dollars allocated
to clean up after the Cerro
Grande Fire are thinking of
spending around $S million to
build a large nuclear waste
storage facility.

“We're looking at something

more permanent, more robust,
that could potentially with-
stand an earthquake or some
other accident,” Vozella said.

Right now, thousands of 55-
gallon drums of nuclear waste
are stored on a mesa top called
Technical Area 54 at the lab,
housed in large plastic tents.
All of that waste is destined for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
in Carlsbad and is stored in
tents only until it can be
shipped.

But according to some earlier
lab estimates, that waste may
not - leave the mesa top for
decades, a situation that
prompted a coalition of watch-
dog groups to ask the DOE to
store the waste in something
safer than a plastic tent.

“We wish that DOE would
have done this after the (1996)
Dome Fire,” said Joni Arends
of Concerned Citizens for
Nuclear Safety, one of the
groups that pushed for a per-
manent storage building. “It’s
good that it’s happening now.”

But the building is not yet a
done deal, Vozella said. The lab
and DOE have started two new
programs recently designed at

getting the waste shipped to
WIPP sooner. One plan calls for
getting the 2,000 most radioac-
tive drums to WIPP within two
years. Another calls for getting
all the transuranic waste at the
site shipped off by 2010. The
waste consists of anything
from gloves to old machinery
contaminated with uranium,
plutonium or other radioactive
elements.

So just how necessary the
proposed new building might
be is still up in the air. Vozella
said the team has not yet decid-
ed to build the structure but is
trying to weigh the cost and
usefulness against the other
two programs. )

Furthermore, the building
would not house all the drums -
of nucledr waste at the site,
only the 2,000 most radioactive.

The building would be
between 7,000 and 10,000
square feet and would be built
with money left over from the
Cerro Grande Fire.

“We’re very happy they're
considering it,” said Greg Mel-
lo of the Los Alamos Study
Group, another of the watchdog
groups.



'LANL Offering $2.5 Million in Bonuses

Program Targets
Nuclear Workers

security clearance and other
certifications. They must. be
doing satisfactory work ‘and
have no disciplinary problems.

Lab spokesman John

BY JENNIFER MCKEE 6 M lp2. Gustafson said that up to 550

Journal Staff Writer

Los Alamos National Labora-
tory intends to spend up to $2.5
million in coming years on
bonuses to nuclear workers at
the laboratory, including those
who deal with plutonium.

Starting July 1, lab workers
in the LANL Chemical and Met-
allurgy Research and Technical
Area 55 laboratories can sign
up for yearly bonuses ranging
from $2,400 to $6,000, accord-
ing to lab information.

To be eligible, workers must

have worked at the labs for a
year or more, have a special

employees could be eligible for
the bonuses. The lab expects to
spend up to $500,000 this fiscal
year, which ends in September,
on the bonuses and up to $2.5
million a year thereafter.

The bonuses were announced
in the online lab - employee
newsletter. _ .

According to a lab memo also
published online, the incentive
program was started because
the lab needs to keep and
attract good nuclear workers.

The employees targeted by
the program do some of the

most important work at the lab,

Gustafson said. At TA-S5, the
lab plans to manufacture the
nation’s  first nuclear bomb
frigger since 1988. Those same
employees work with the pluto-
nium used to heat satellites in
space.

This is the second incentive
program the lab has initiated in

two years. In 2000, the lab gave

a one-time $5.2 million pay
raise to 600 computer techni-
cians arid other workers with
desirable skills.

Lab watchdog Greg Mello, of
the Los Alamos Study Group,

"said he thinks that part of the

reason the lab wants to keep
nuclear workers happy is the
bad safety record of TA-SS.

The lab was cited in January
2001 for breaking ‘federal
nuclear laws with a string of

nuclear accidents and near-
misses.

In the most serious accident,
five workers were contaminat-
ed with plutonium at TA-S5, one
of whom took several times the
radioactive dose of plutonium
that federal law allows. That
employee can never work with
nuclear materials again and
has been transferred to a dif-
ferent job. '

That accident prompted
then-Energy Secretary Bill
Richardson to call for stiffer
safety regulations. An indepen-
dent team of investigators later
determined that the accident
was preventable. ‘

- “These people stand a chance
of being contaminated them-
selves,” Mello said. “Nobody
wants to work there.” ’
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_ Plutonium plts‘and 'LANL s

The Iab expects to certlfy its ﬂrstvtngger for the W 88 warheadf-m 2007
at a Cost of $1..7 billion. But in an‘era of nonprollferatlon crltlos;_'questlon\ |

the need for a Celd War—era manufactunng oapamty

os Natiorial Laboratory, workers

nium that trigger thermonuclear. '

# niade metal safely

... 'is likely to be certified for use in a W-88
- warhead carried by the Trident submarine.
A 475-kiloton bomb, the Los Alamos-- '
. designed warhead is 30 times more power-
|+ ful thar the one dropped on Hiroshima.
' This activity-is not entirely hew. Pit -

manufacturing began at Los Alamos in the

~ early nuclear years, and the lab has -
always built a small number of test pits.
. But in 1996, seven years after the closure

" of the ¢1d pit-manufacturing site at Rocky

" Flats in Coldrado, the U.S. Department of .
Energy designated Los Alamos as a tem-
“porary site to build the W-88 pit,

Story by Jeff Tollefson ¢ The |

nsxde'Techmcel Area 55 at Los ‘Alam-.
‘machine heavy, hollow orbs of pluto- ..

bonibs: Glove boxes and other equlp;
ment allow them to handle this man- o

One ‘day; one of these trlggers called pits, -

;New Mexman R

“The next pzt
we do will not
be $1.7 bzllton

DON McCOY
~ deputy associate director -
for weapons: phy51cs at Los Alamos

The lab re_p_orts it h’as completed about a
dozen test pits since the eff,_oxjt began in
1996. The first certified pit — ready for .

_installation in a nuclear warhead — is
_scheduled for-release in 2007, although :
the DOE inspector general has questioned -

whether the lab would be able to meet that
goal. Los Alamos has 700 to 800 people
working directly or indirectly on the pro-

Please see PITS, Page A6 .

Inside. -

* M President Bushi's”
" Nuclear Posture
- Review considers

nuclear weapons

" to attack -

underground eng-

mies, an idea that

raises questions in
political ‘as well as

- scientific arenas.

.VLoe Alamos.
National Laboratory
aims o consolidate

“nuclear facilities at
" Technical Aree'55.‘

Stofies on
Page A-6




Plutonium pits and LANUs future
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Pits: Critics questlon need for more productlon

Continued from Page AL

ject. Total cost from 2001 to
2007: $1.7 biltion.
“The next pit we do will

not be $1.7 billion,” said Don

McCoy, deputy assotiate
director for weapons physics
at Los Alamos. Although
working on a single pit at
present, McCoy said the lab_
is developing a process that’
san be used to build and cer-

iify pits for different nuclear

weapons without nuclear
:esting. Once the W-88 pro- .
iect is up and running, he* ~
-xplamed Los Alamos'could
nove on to other pits.:

Local nitclear activists
‘eared siich an-outcome more
han 4 decade ago. With pit
nanuiqclurmg come-safety
ssues and the inevitable
ncréase-in nuclear. waste.
Rocky Flats carries a niotori-

s envirohmeatal legacy, . -

»ut imost agree the process is
nuch cleaner today.
“Making pits has nejer
seen safe, and it won't-be
iafe. It can be made safer,
ind I'm sure Los Alamos is .

vorking on that, but it’s nota

tice process,
,vlell{) of the

pro ems have to do with g
:ommitment which could
1ave a-Jot of unintended con-
iequences for nonprolifera-’
ion dnd U.S. sectirity,”

From Mello's pcrspectxve,
0s Alamos; as anuclear-
veapons research facdlty,
iag'a vested interestin new:
lesigns. If these were :
pproved, it would increase.”

he possibility that the DOE

night one day say it cannot
irove beyond a doubt —
nthout a nuclear test - that.
1 giveh 'weapon is reliable.
‘TheBush administration
alks about-both new designs~
ind the potentml return to
esung ini its nuclear-posture -
‘eview. The adrfiinistration

nnounéed May 30 it will pur---

.ue plans for a full-scale pit:
nanufacturing facility that
vould begin uperatmg in 2020,
parking further criticism -
ronythe disarmament crowd.
Until then; however, pit
yroduction belongs to Los

Alanios: In the case of the W-

lB,L’os,Alam’os officials say
hat job camé about'because
Rocky Flats- simply didn’t’

nake encugh spare pits for -

he* “homb, beforé closmg,
rertain numiber.of pits are -
sut open and
sheck for- flaws during rou-, -
ine marntenance Butthe -
nission runs much deeper
han that

lnatomy of a pit
So how, exaclly, does a- pxt
— or thermoriuclear bomb
rigger-— work?,
Conventional explosrves
sompress the’ ‘plutonium pit;-
1 hotlow orb'often. compared
‘0 a'grapefruit in size, until it
-eaches a critical densrty :
_,nergy from the fission.reac-
sionin the plutomum, boost-
2d by fusionin a deutenum-

tritium mixture, triggers the -

secondary hydrogen bomb,
which provides the bulk of
the device's military mrght

tour ﬁ\e

lation at Los Alamos National I.abora!ory

Of course, this is a gross
oversimplification. It also
-occurs unimaginably fast.
And just as a’tiny amount of-
material holds:an enormous
“amount.of nuclear energy,
small changes in shape,

" design, materials and timing

cap haye large consequiences

‘on bomb performance.

Weapon designers say it

- nged ta ha edsv to mancirs

these effect Blow up a test

<

-.bomb. Most recently, this

took place underground at

“the Nevada Test Site, The

Dnited States halted such

. activities in 1992, however, ..

after its'1,054th nuclear test.

1,05 Alamos now uses other -

‘methods, including standard’

tests on explosrves, computer

modehng — the lab has anew
compuler faclluy, radiogra-

" - phy, or imaging of simulated

_explosions conducted at the
“as-yet- -incomplete Dual-Axis
‘Radiographic Hydrodynamic
Test Facility; and a host of
other-apalyses. It’s pretty
much the full suite of science
behind the ciirfent weapons-
reseat:ch program, sincée cer-
tifying @ new pit is akin to -
cerniymg ainew weapon.

Skeptics note that Rocky
Flats didn't. shu 0!

pit:I manufacturm
50, LANL cannot exactly

Créplicate many ‘of the

processes used at Rocky :

. Flats, McCoy notes that i in

many cases chemlcals and
lubricants once
commonplace at Rocky Flats
aré.not allowed under cur-
rent etivironmental.rules.
Eithér way, from McCoy’s
perspective; the entire pluto-

njum, cul(ure has changed

. Designers never really had

to understand plutonium
hefqre They knew'it would
blow dp, and that-was good
enough_ Al the weapons
were réplaced every 10.to 15
years anyway, he said. “We
didn't have a reason to build
& lot of experimental data on
materrals and properties.”

. Understanding

plutonium -

Now; laboratories want to

.understand exactly what plu-

tonium is and how it behaves,

" he said, since predicting wvith

confidence exactly how a

. bomb will behdve is much

more difficult than measur-
ing the results of a teét,
Ultimately, the questions

Los Alamos is asking about . ..

its new pits must also be

.answered for-the old ones.

Much as the fenders on an

old truck gradually give way .

to rust, radrcacnve decay

“. gradually changes the miake- )

up of plutonium in pits. It
isn't clear, hpwevex; exactly
‘what happens as pits dge. Te

" date, no pits have been pulled

from the stockpile due to
aging problems, according to
M¢eCoy, but how can the labs

" be sure about the future?

The Energy. Department’

has set out on what is by any. .
* “ties, this prOJect has: ralsed

account anincreasingly
expensrve project, dubbed

* ‘Stockpile Stewardship, in

search-of proof the nuclear
arsenalis up-to sauff. The .
oldest weapons date back

. perhaps 25years, since the
_sfockpile used fobe- entirely
: replaced ‘eyery decade or -

ding-to-the iab.

‘miclear weaporis rioy than it

i durmg the:Cold War, but

McCoy said the program was

. not, desxgned to savemoney

The alternative o testing, he
said, is much more diff ficult.”
“The cquntry-made a polr-
cy to stop testing, baséd on
nonproliferation. ... The goal
wasn't to be cheaper " he
said. "It was to make sure
that weapons didn't spread to
other countries and to send a

) the Q Coriputer ks Instafled. Q will
Tun weapons, codes as part of the lab's effort o cerﬁfy pits, and nuclear weapons. o

" message.” T
It used to be that computer

codes orily had to be good

. enough toindicate when a

design was ready for testmg
““Now,” he said, “we’re still in

.a si[ua{ion‘Where_ we knpow

our codes are wrong, but
we're being asked if every-
thing is OK.”

Nonetheless, Just as the Tab
cites proof as-the gverriding

‘concern jn cértifying a pit,.

-critics say. the DOE has no
proof it needs any new pits,
let alone the full-scale prg~

duction facility proposed last

week by‘the National -

Nu¢lear Secunty Adminis-

tration, which is charged
with Stockplle “Stewardship.

NNSA officials say the facili- .

ty could be capable of pro--
ducing around 250 pits dannu-

ally, although watchdogs cite .

the administration’s over-
arching Nuclear Posture
Review in saying the facility

. design might allow for 500'to-.

600.pits annually

NNSA officials say such
questions are’premature since
-the proposal is only in the ini-

- tial planning stages. Estimat- ©

edat$2 btllhon 10 $4- bxlhon,
the plant Would open in 2020,
according to the agency.
Coupled- with what many
‘seeasan overall effort by.the
. Bush-admiristration to'bobst
‘the riation’s nuclear capabili-

‘the ire.of critics who say the -
United States is planns
expensive and unnecessary
return to the Cold War'era.
Why create a massive manu-
facturmg capacity when,

according to:the treaty

* recently. srgned by Presidents
. hesitant to come down on
either side of the plt produc-

. Bush and Vladimit Putin of-
Russia, both hations’ active -
arseénals would-be reduced to
1,700 to 2,200 active nuclear
weapons by-2012?

“When the cotiniry has

. tively]
- loz, who.is.a member of

~ “But the deeper problems have to do

with a commitment which could have a’
lot of unintended consequences for
nonproliferation and U.S, security.”

almost 15,000 plutonium pits,

. why.we would need a facility.

to manufacture new ones is
quite extraordinary. How
much security do you negd?™
asked Chris Paing, senjor

- analyst at the natignal-non-

profit Natural Resources ,
Defensé Council. “After-all,.
one Trident submarine can
kill 60‘million Russians, as a

" Ccapatity that latge ot

than some oddball nucléar

Piiné said the United States

" would lose all credibility for

its nonprolifération policies if
it moves forward with'such a.

. facxhty Like:many, he often

notes the Cold War is over:
“Ruissians are our friends.”

Furthermoré, Paine is ohe of

many who argue there isno
evidencd to suggest that pits
go bad with age:

_“No one has been able o'

_say what the. h[elxmrtmg fac-

tors of the pit are, and they
apy;” he said. .

lmpmvmg with age"
Ina 2Lyear4)ld paper pub-

‘lished in Physics Today, Uni-.

versity. of California-Berke-
ley Professor Raymond
Jeanloz cited various studies,
including work by Los Alam-
os researchers, mdlcatmg

‘the interior crystal structure

of plutonium mlght actually
“get closer to the ideal crys-
tal structure with increasing

- age. ™He cited consensus

among specialists that pluto-
nium pits “are stable over
periods of at least 50t0 60 -

.yeats, with the most recent
.. studies suggestmg afar
longer period.”

He underscored vhese con- -

clusioris in a recent interview.
- “There have been some- -
remarkable discoveries ... |
and they all tend to remforce

* “the idea‘that this very com-

plicated material.ages rela-
nignly;” said Jean-

JASON, a group of scientists
wha.offer technical advice to
policy-makers on
defénse. - .
N etheless, Jeanloz is

tion debate. The issue, he

_ said, is not so much whether

we néed onenow, but’

. whelher ‘we should begin

* haven'tbeen able'to observe

. current stockpile and tobe  ©

preparing for a future date
when we might: It could take

along time to go from design .
to production. At the same
time, he recognizes that
building a majorpit-produc-
tion facility sends a méssage
to the international commu-
nity. : h

" For these reasons, Jeanloz

PR

- advocates for the United

States to take the time to
gather al] the technical
expertise before makmg a
final decision. *

- NNSA'spokeswoman Lisa _
Cutler said the ongoing
uncertainty about how pluto-
nium ages is real, but that is
only one part of the puzzle.

“The department hag
determined that we need to
have the capacity to manu-
facture all of the pits in the

able to respondto any future |
requirements,” Cutler said.
“Regardless of the size of the
stockpile, ‘it doesn’t change’
the need to have the capacity .
to produce them {pits)."

McCoy said:Los Alamos is
not on'the list of possible
locations for the pit-produc-
tion facility, while many
observers have cited the
DOE’s Savannah River site in ©
South Carolina as the most
likely choice. Nonetheless,
Cutler said, all DOE sites are ",
on the table.

- From the Natural Resource N

-Defense Council's' perspec- .

tive, the fac( that Los Alamos.

. should.be able to produce up .
" to 50 pits.annually ismore

than enough security. If. more «
capacity is needed for somée

.reason, the lab could double

its capacxgy, accord.mg to
Paine. The DOE coild also.
focus on methods of resur-
facing the current pit 'stock-
pile — as opposed to making
hundreds of new ones.
In the end, Paine and oth-

" ers say the only use for a pit

facility like that proposed
would be for mass replace’
ment of the entire nuclear
arsenal — or perhaps tobuild
an entirely new warhead.

- Rather than pout money into ~

a new pit facility, Paine sug-

gests that NNSA build a mod-
est pit-resurfacing facility at
the DOE's Pantex Plarit near

Amarillo, Texas; where most
of the pits are stored.

* “The sensible alternative .
to'building all tl.s capacity
to build new pits is to have a
facility to recycle the pits

“ that we have got,” Paine said.
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LANL Wants To Do More Pathogen Research

' Lab Would Need
\CDC’su Approval

Journal Staff Report

Los Alamos National Labora-
tory — already registered to
handle one strain of anthrax —
intends to seek approval from
the federal Centers for Disease

Control to conduct “security-.

related” research on additional
types of live pathogens, ificlud-
ing one that causes plague.

Lab officials revealed last

year that LANL is registered

* with the CDC tohandle v1rulent‘ '
forms' of the Ames. strain of

anthrax, which was under
investigation at- the time
because of fall’s series of let-

_ters containing anthrax on the

East Coast. .
On Wednesday, the lab sa1d in
a news release that it plans to

request CDC registration - to’

receive and conduct research

-on other forms of Bacillus

anthracis, the anthrax
pathogen;  Yersinia pestis,
which - causes plague; and
species of Brucella, which in
some forms can cause brucel-
losis. .

“Los Alamos’ asststance to

federal agencies in the recent .

anthrax incidents has demon-
strated the value of the labora-
tory’s unique capabilities and
expertise for rapid analysis of

" pathogens,” said Jill Trewhella, -

leader of LANLUs Bioscience
Division.
" “The proposed new work will
more fully utilize our existing
(BioSafety Level 2) capability
to evaluate forensics and diag-
nostic tools and put them into
the hands of law enforcement
and public health officials to
aid in their investigations.”
The lab recently received

“environmental approval fiom
the National Nuclear Security:

Administration to build a high-
er-level
BioSafety Level 3 facﬂlty, for
research of live, deadly bacte-

ria, over the objéctions of anti- .
nuclear lab watchdog and envi-

ronmental groups. That facx.hty
is not yet in place

LANDUs existing BSL-2 lab

" standards are comparable to.

those in a dentist’s office and
involve gloves, lab coats and
masks, LANL said in a news
release

The work LANL is proposing

“biological .lab, a

for reglstratlon mvolves DNA

analysis, and samples received

at the lab. could coritain resid-
ual active  organisms. LANL
said that all:samples wotild be
sterilized after the extraction

of DNA “to ensure destruction *

of any remnant organisms.”

LANIs Tnstitutionial Biosafe-
ty Committee will meet at 10
a.m. Tuesday in the Los Alamos
Medical Center basement con-
ference room to consider a pro-
posal to support the research
on bacterial samples. The com-
mittee provides safety review
of such research and must

approve any new work. on bio- .‘ .
logical materials: G

The meeting is open to the
public. There will also be a pub-
lic “poster session” on LANUs,,
biological research projects.

- Critics of the lab have argued
that the study of "deadly, .
pathogens at a weapons labs .
blurs the line between offen-
sive and defensive research
and could attract terrorist
attacks. Greg Mello of the Los
Alamos Study Group, a critic of
the biological research, could-

n’t be reached for” comment

- Wednesday.




Yucca Mountam

‘Recently, Sens. Blngaman and -
Domenici voted to-support the govern-
ment’s proposal to.open an unsafe
dumpsite at Yucca Mountain in Neva- .
da and bring thousands of waste. ship-
ments from the East through New
Mexico en route to Nevada. -

" Sens. Bingaman and Domenici could
have helped to stop th1s traveling
death threat before it gets started, by -
voting to uphold Nevada’s veto of .~
Yucca Mountain in the Senate Energy
Committee, Instead, they cast the two «

_ dec1d1ng votes to override Nevada’ s

j veto in the 13-10 Vote. The senators
accept DOE claims that Yucca Moun- .
- tain will be safe and they think that

- the federal government will develop a’
plan to.safely transport the waste. -

New Mexico bears the risks of acci-’
~dents:on the roads-and. declining prop-
‘erty values along. transportation
routes. We would bear the costs of

‘increased training and' equipment for

Cout emergency responders, police and"
hospitals to deal with possible '
accidents and terrorist attacks.:

Stopping the Yucca Mountain pro- .
posadl would not end the nation’s ‘strug- -
gle to find answers to the nuclear-
waste problem. It would, however, end’

" the government’s obsessmn with, the
obviously wrong answer to.that: prob- .
lem. We and thousands of other people
call on Sens. Bmgaman and Domenici .
to change their position'and vote to .
uphold Nevada’s veto when the issue
comes to the Senate floor: . L
&/ ot PZ' " Greg Mello

3 Los Alamos Study Group

-.and nine other
W ‘New Mex1co organizations
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N.M. gains nothing but trouble with nuclear waste shipments

‘COMMENTARY

GROUP CONTRIBUTION

As if New Mexico doesn’t
have enough nuclear waste on
our roads, the federal govern-
ment wants to ship even more
of the deadly cargo through our
neighborhoods, towns and
cities. Not just once, but nearly
every day for decades.

On June 5, Sens. Jeff Binga-
man and Pete Domenici voted .
to support the government’s
proposal to open an unsafe
dump site at Yucca Mountain in
Nevada and bring thousands of -
waste shipments from the east
through New Mexico en route
to Nevada.

Sens Bingaman and Domenici
could have helped to stop this
traveling death-threat before it
gets started, by voting to up-
hold Nevada’s veto of Yucca
Mountain in the Senate Energy
Committee. Instead, they cast
the two deciding votes to over-
ride Nevada’s veto in the 13-10
| vote.

The senators accept Depart-
ment of Energy claims that Yuc-
ca Mountain will be safe, they
think that the federal govern-
ment will develop a plan to
safely transport the waste, and
they want to move forward with
solving the waste problem at
commercial nuclear power

. plants in other states.
The senators do not claim

that New Mexico benefits from
their vote or from the Nevada
dump. They are right, we would
not benefit. Instead, we bear
the risks of accidents on the’
roads and declining property
values along transportation

routes. We would bear the costs -

of increased training and equip-
ment for our emergency respon-
ders, police and hospitals to deal
with possible accidents and ter-
rorist attacks. And we and many
future generations would suffer

- from the radioactive releases

from the Nevada dump site.
Is Yucca Mountain safe? Yuc-
ca Mountain is volcanic rock,

~ with dozens of faults, in a major

earthquake zone and will not
prevent leaks. Rather than de-
pending on the rock to contain
radionuclides, DOE says that the
storage containers will contain
the waste; so long as the “drip
shields” prevent water from cor-
roding the containers.

Independent scientists, in- -
cluding some who supported
New Mexico’s Waste Isolation
Pilot Plant, say that the Yucca
Mountain site is badly flawed.
DOE cannot demonstrate that
its plan will work, so, rather
than submitting its license appli-
cation to the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission within six months,
as current law requires, it will
not complete the application for
at least three more years.

Will waste shipments be safe?

Haven't the 850 WIPP ship-
ments during the last three
years been without problems?

* While there has notyetbeen a

* major accident with WIPP ship-

ments, one truck took the wrong
road, several have been stopped
insnow storms 6r have broken
down, and about 6 pércent vio-
late highway safety standards
when they are inspected by the
New Mexico Departmentof
Public Safety. i .

The waste that would be
shipped to Yucca Mountain is
much more dangerous than

. what is already on our roads. It

is so radioactive that it must stay
at the power plants for at least
five years. Even then, stand
within three feet of unshielded
waste, and you're terthinal with-
in three minutes. Cancer or ge-
netic damage is a strong possi-
bility within 30 seconds of expo-
sure. The shipping containers
cannot fully contain the radioac-
tivity, which is constantly re-
leased into the environment, in-
cluding exposing people who
are nearby.

Will Yucca Mountain solve the
waste problem? If Yucca Moun-
tain is filled to its legal capacity
of 77,000 tons of high-level
waste by 2046, which is DOE’s
“best case” plan, there is expect-
ed to.be about the same amount
of waste — about 46,000 tons

. —still at power plants that will

continue to produce electricity

and more waste. )

If we don’t ship waste to Yucca
Mountain, what will we do with
it? We will store it as safely as
possible at power plants, which
the NRC says can be done for
decades with existing technolo-
gy. Then the nation needs to de-
cide howmuch high-level waste
will be generated by nuclear ~
power plants over the next sev-
eral decades, so that we can
plan for the number of dumps
that will be needed.

Meanwhile, a scientific
process, with extensive public

participation, could develop cri-

teria for possible dump sites
and for safe shipping contain-
ers. Then, potential dump sites
that meet the criteria should be
selected regionally to reduce
transportation risks.

Areal solution to.some of the
future waste problem is not to
make so much of it. Conserva-
tion, energy efficiencies and a
national dedication to renew-
able energy sources could dis-
place nuclear power. It will
take time and commitment, but
the sooner we start, the sooner
we can put the brakes on at
least part of the long-term
problem.

Stopping the Yucca Mountain
proposal would not end the na-
tion’s struggle to find answers
to the nuclear waste problem. It
would, however, end the gov-
ernment’s obsession with the

‘ :

’

obviously wrong answer to that
problem. And it would mark the
beginning of an honest search
for better solutions, based on
science rather than politics and
nuclear-industry clout.

Therefore, we and thousands
of other people call on Sens.
Bingaman and Domenici to
change their positions and vote
to uphold Nevada’s veto when
the issue comes to the Senate
floor during the next few
weeks. )

This commentary was writteri
by several people: Don Hancock
is with the Southwest Research

and Information Center; Sue Day-
ton is with Citizen Action; Debo-
rah Reade is with Citizens for A-
temnatives to Radioactive Dump-
ing; Joni Arends is with Con-

cemed Citizens for Nuclear Safe- .

ty; Greg Mello is with the Los .
Alamos Study Group; Peter Neils
is with the Native Forest Network;
Coila Ash is with the New Mexico
Toxics Coalition; Jay Coghlan and
Jeff Petrie are with Nuclear Watch

of New Mexico; Michael Guerrero .
is with the Southwest Organizing ..
Project; and Sally-Alice Thompsori:
is with Veterans for Peace. All are

from New Mexico.
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LETTERS

Lab Watchdogs Don't Get It Right

| ALWAYS TAKE THE TIME TO READ newspaper articles about LANL. Even for one who works at Los
Alamos, specifically the Plutonium Research Facility at TA-55, | learn much from local newspaners ahout
many of the new and important programs "on the hill." | also learn that many times the articles, as hard as
the reporter tries, do not always get the information correct. In a reporter's effort to write a story, he or she
inevitably seeks out the dedicated lab watchdog, Greg Mello, for comments.

In a recent article regarding bonuses for eligible nuclear workers, Mello made two incorrect statements
that are worth my time to correct. Mello stated that TA-55 is unsafe and that "nobody wants to work there."
Both these statements are untrue. TA-55 is a safe facility. What is true is that TA-55 is challenging,
interesting, and many times frustrating but not unsafe. Finally, many people do want to work at TA-55 and
have worked there many years without any additional pay. | am one of them.

In an effort to aid Mello and his team to seek out accurate information about LANL, | plan to donate
some of my bonus to the Los Alamos Study Group.

It is my hope that they will use this money, small as it might be, to take the time, to get the facts, and to
report them accurately every time they have the chance.

Anthony Drypolcher

Santa Fe

1ofl 11/3/05 2:53 PM
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LETTERS

Dissidents Won't Tarnish LANL

| WAS JUST SITTING HERE reviewing some of the lab-bashing letters to the editor and newspaper
articles over the last few months, especially the letters and articles from the group that refers to itself as the
Los Alamos Study Group. This group is so devious that they try to convince people that they represent Los
Alamos, when actually their membership is composed of Santa Fe residents.

They like to give the impression that their concern is the environment, but it is obvious that their real aim
is to shut down the L.os Alamos National Laboratory and destroy its history.

This group is completely sympathetic to the Japanese and critical of the United States for using the
atomic bomb to end World War I, which saved thousands of American lives and probably millions of
Japanese. They ignore the fact that if there had not been a Pearl Harbor there would not have been a
Hiroshima or a Nagasaki. They tend to disregard the fact ... (that) the Imperial Japanese Army was
responsible for the rape and murder of thousands of Chinese and (was also) responsible for the loss of
thousands of altied soldiers during the (Bataan) "death march" and years of confinement as POWs.

Those of us who withessed the 6th Army Ranger Battalion freeing those prisoners from Cabanatuan, the
Japanese prison camp in the Philippines, saw the worst example of man's inhumanity to man that you
could ever imagine all perpetrated by the Japanese.

So, to the Santa Fe Study Group | say continue to criticize and sympathize in any way you choose. Your
freedom, so hard-fought for by so many, gives you that right. But be aware there are many of us who
realize that your basic goal is to shut down this laboratory and that goal is unattainable.

You see, for some 60 years this laboratory has been made up of hard-working, patriotic Americans
whose efforts brought an end to World War Il, whose efforts kept us abreast of the Russians all during the

Cold War, and whose efforts continue to maintain our position as our first line of defense. That history
cannot be tarnished by any group of dissidents.

B.L. Ryan

Los Alamos

1of1 11/3/05 2:53 PM
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iVY LEAGUE OFFER: Greg Mello of the Los Alamos Study Group will head east this fall for

a fellowship at Princeton where he will write articles on arms control.

to Princeton
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Anti-Nuke Activist 1o Be Visiting Fellow at Princeton

Zo
By Diana HEL o
Journal Staff Writer

Greg Mello, head of a Santa
Fe-based anti-nuclear weapons
group, will spend several
months at Princeton University
writing articles on arms con-
trol.

“Just this fall I'll be a visiting
fellow at the Program on Sci-
ence & Global Security at the
Woodrow Wilson School of Pub-
lic and International Affairs,”
he said Tuesday. “But just for

the fall. Things will continue
here and, in fact, things will
continue from back there, too.”

Mello heads the nonprofit Los
Alamos Study Group, a watch-
dog of Los Alamos National
Laboratory since 1992. He
holds a bachelor’s degree in
engineering science and a mas-
ter’s from Harvard University
in regional planning and eco-
nomic development.

“We have a lot of information,
as well as perspectives here,
that are unpublished,” Mello

said. “This is very gooud for the
study group. We need to build
strong alliances, and I think
this will help.”

With colleagues at Princeton
University, Mello will assemble
“technical and rational” argu-
ments for opposing President
Bush’s agenda of new nuclear
weapons.

Mello believes weapons lab
contractors, such as the Uni-
versity of California, have

_“hijacked” policy-making on

weapons of mass destruction in

the United States and are writ-
ing policy for the benefit of
themselves, he said.

“It’s never talked about in the
arms control world,” Mello
said. “I think it's important to
bring a report from the belly of
the beast.”

The Program on Science and
Global Security, a 25-year-old
research group at Princeton,
studies the technical aspects of
policy initiatives in nuclear
arms control. The program also
trains U.S. and foreign scien-

tists, who want to inform their
governments and people about
nuclear arms containment, dis-
armament and nonprolifera-
tion policy options.

Mello’s group has worked
with Princeton for years.

Frank N. von Hippel, co-
director of the Princeton pro-
gram, came to Santa Fe to give
talks on nuclear testing in 1992.
And Mello, over the years, has
been a guest speaker at Prince-

See ACTIVIST on PAGE 3°




%‘. JURNH T

'LANL
In Lme
F“ For NeW

Bu1ld1ng

Safety Problems
Plague Structure -

BY MARK OSWALD
Of the Journal

Initjal steps have been taken

"toward a major project,’ to

replace a huge, half-century-

" old nuclear-weapons- reseaich

building at Los Alamos Nation—

. al Laboratory.

Secretary of Energy Spencer
Abraham last week authorized
the first stages of planning for

_ replacement of the Chemistry

and Metallurgy: Research

(CMR3 Building — a two-story, R
- 550 000-square-feot structire

that is LANLs largest building

and which has been plagued by -

safety problems in recent
years.

According to LANLs Public

‘Affairs  Office, Abraham
signed a memorandum autho-
rizing the lab to hire an-archi-
tecture/engineering firm for
preliminary design of the new

“ building and to'beginpreparing
a detailed hazards,analysis.. ..

He also  .authorized
Department of Energy to begin
work on an environmental
impact statement and to sched-
ule public “scoping” meetings.

Those will be held in Pojoaque .

and Los Alamos next month,
Replacement of the CMR
Building — which has a core

’mission of analytical chemistry

on plutonjum and other
weapons material — has beena
topic of discussion for several
years. o
Previous cost -estimates for
replacin‘g the structure have

,run into the hundreds of mil-

Lions of dollars.

John - Gordon, head of the

Nanonal Nuclear' Safety
Administration, or NNSA, said
during a visit to- New Mexxco
last year that the CMR Building
has “got to be replaced.”

In 1996, theré was an explo-
“sion in the building. In 1997,

operations were shut.down for

a couple of months after feder- .

al inspectors demanded mea-
sures to ease safety problems.
An earthquake fault -was dis-
covered under the CMR: Build-
ing in 1998.

But ' nuclear dxsarmament
and LANL watchdog groups

are expected to raise questions -

about the replacement project,

They've argued that a new
weapons lab for Los Alamos in
the post-Cold War era is just as
unnecessary now as in 1999,

. when Congress killed plans. for

a $385 million Special Nuclear

. Material Laboratory at Los

Alamos,

“Basically they're lookmg at
positioning the lab to handle
more - plutonium work -and

See LANL on'PAGE 3
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Jfrom PAGE 1
make more niclear waste...

said Greg. Mello of the Los;

Alamos Study Group. “It's not
clear there’s anet safety advan-
tage if the nuclear production

. capabilities are increased, even

if a new building in safer. ”

“Why can't Los Alamos use .

the plutonium facility it has?”
Mello asked, . referring to
another ex1stmg structure.

- “Why .do they Aave to build

another one7” .

LANLs pubhc affalrs teams
said the :lab has. worked for
more than a year to develop
plans and define the mission
requxrements for a new build-
ing that would replace CMR,

which opened its doors in19s2, .

CMR houses  research and
expenmental activities for ana-
Iytical chemistryr, plutonium
and . uranium” ‘chemistry” and
meta].lurgy, among other func-
tions, :

Accordmg to LANL ‘prelimi-

’ nary - plannmg for a replace-v
‘ment CMR' facility has focused

on using ‘a much smaller area
for - laboratories” — about’ 20

‘percent as large — plus a sepa-
rate office building: In’early .

planning, the lab has examined
the feasibility. of locating the

. new building at LANL'S Techni-
cal -Area-55 because of the

advantages .- of - consolidated
security for the replacement
CMR and the existing plutoni-
um facility

LANL - has budgeted $164
mﬂhon to.complete the concep-
tual design phase of ‘the pro-
ject.'Spending ‘so far on early
planning Has been about $3 mxl-
lion.

LANL said no decision to pro’-

ceed with construction of a
. 'CMR replacement will be made

prior to a.complete enwron-

: mental revxew

The National Nuc]ear Safety
Administration has published
notice in the Federal: Register
of its intention to prepare the

environmental impact state-
ment for the project. .

The notice says that public
comment on the plans will be
accepted by DOE through Aug.
31, There will be two public
meetings for comments and
questions, 4-8 p.m,” Aug. 13- at
the. Cities of Gold . Hotel in .
Pojoaque and 4-8 p.m. Aug. 15
at Fuller Lodge in Los Alamos, -

In 1992, the Departnient of
Energy started a series of
upgrades to the CMR Buﬂdmg

‘that were intended to'extend its

useful Jife as long as 30 more

. years. But several safety issues

surfaced — including the dis-
covery of an earthquake fault

_beneath the building,

In 1998, DOE downsized the
planned 1mprovements to only

-those'needed’to insure safety of

continued operations. through,
2010. A Clinton administration
budget in 2000 sought $13 mil-

lion to finish-the, upgrades, to-
bring the upgrade costs over

about a decade'to $128 million.
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.;;Senate glves

By JEFF TOLLEFSON

The New Mexlcan _

“The US Senate Appropr1at1ons
“Committee this -
. cleanup: funding-
" 'weapons comple
-$300 niillion for 2003.

reform proposal

U.S. Sen. Jeff. Bmgaman,
joined: env1ronmental and, nuclear

watchdog ‘groups: in. praising . the".
committee’s .decision to fully fund
cleanup while bypassmg_the admin- -

ile panning - .
- ‘the Bush administration’s cleanup— ; _.'ated ‘cleanup’ agreements ‘M

‘critics called the a¢count a slush”
‘fund intended to bribe states inte

- Jowering clean-up standards;:

-NM :

- _proposed cutting this'year’s $6.7 bil-"
"_hon cleanup budget by about .

Enwronment Department Secretary Pete Maggmre has sald the' | 3
department W|Il make the final cleanup decisions through a process

rounit: of - morey. into a ;discre-

© sites where states agreed to-accel-

.- réform dccount was later mcreasedv
‘The president’s. budget initially -

‘in exchange for a share of the pot

recently proposed in-an order |ssued to Los Alamos Natlonal Laboratory

gccount to-be allocated by -
S, Department of Energy at -

erated cleanup goals:’ "The cleahup-

to $1.1° billion:after ‘states such: as.
New Mexico signed lettérs of! intent -

"“The complete lack of detailed

information from the Department
to-Conlgress concerning:the specific™
tasks: to be: performed with the
- $1,100,000,000- off “the . . taxpayers’

.money is. as shocking as it is.arro-

gant,” the .Senate Approprlatlons_v
- Committee’ charged in its report.

“Calling” - -~ “ynfair”

- administration
. money that it cannot prov1de —a

. stinging reminder that Congress,,
.ot the executive brarich, is respon-
.srble for allocatmg money :

. ~_,,,b1ddmg war - when DOE s, ult1-
- .mately responsible for ‘all . the
. . cleéanup,. the report crmcxzed the

for promlsmg

The committee” bypassed -the:

-cleanup-reform account and . allo-
‘cated $7.3 billion in cléanup money .
. chrectly to individual sites, meeting- - .
. . the. DOE’s promises to states such
d"'. as New Mexico but apparently.elim-. -
and’
‘ “1nequ1table” to force Sstates mto ‘a .

 Please see CLEANUP, Page B3




‘,‘,A'vPOSEd 1n ae ,rectlve actlon ,

't atlonal Laboratory

. . The $7 3 billion in- cleanup '
< .;,fundmg is-just part of the -
- :Senate’s $26 billion Energy - -
and. Water Development,.
,Appropmanons bill: L

- The bill also' boosts spend— :
S ing.on the nuclear- =Weapons -
. Stockpile Stewardsh1p to $6.1
. billion, ~an increase of $548
. million above this year’s ‘bud-..
' 1 ;‘;fget and increases:. expendi-
- tures at Los Alamos. National
' Laboratory 1n several areas, .
=accord1ng Domemc1s s

- “order ‘issued to" Las Alamos‘ "
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LANL In Line For New Building

By Mark Oswald Of the Journal

Safety Problems Plague Structure

Initial steps have been taken toward a major project to replace a huge, half-century-old
nuclear-weapons research building at Los Alamos National Laboratory.

Secretary of Energy Spencer Abraham last week authorized the first stages of planning for replacement
of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research (CMR) Building a two-story, 550,000-square-foot structure that
is LANL's largest building and which has been plagued by safety problems in recent years.

According to LANL's Public Affairs Office, Abraham signed a memorandum authorizing the lab to hire
an architecture/engineering firm for preliminary design of the new building and to begin preparing a
detailed hazards analysis.

He also authorized the Department of Energy to begin work on an environmental impact statement and
to schedule public "scoping" meetings. Those will be held in Pojoaque and Los Alamos next month.

Replacement of the CMR Building which has a core mission of analytical chemistry on plutonium and
other weapons material has been a topic of discussion for several years.

Previous cost estimates for replacing the structure have run into the hundreds of millions of dollars.

John Gordon, head of the National Nuclear Safety Administration, or NNSA, said during a visit to New
Mexico last year that the CMR Building has "got to be replaced."

In 1996, there was an explosion in the building. In 1997, operations were shut down for a couple of
months after federal inspectors demanded measures to ease safety problems. An earthquake fault was
discovered under the CMR Building in 1998.

But nuclear disarmament and LANL watchdog groups are expected to raise questions about the
replacement project.

They've argued that a new weapons lab for Los Alamos in the post-Cold War era is just as
unnecessary now as in 1990, when Congress killed plans for a $385 million Special Nuclear Material
Laboratory at Los Alamos.

"Basically they're looking at positioning the lab to handle more plutonium work and make more nuclear
waste... " said Greg Mello of the Los Alamos Study Group. "It's not clear there's a net safety advantage if
the nuclear production capabilities are increased, even if a new building in safer."

"Why can't Los Alamos use the plutonium facility it has?" Mello asked, referring to another existing
structure. "Why do they have to build another one?"

1of2 11/3/05 3:05 PM
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LANL's public affairs teams said the lab has worked for more than a year to develop plans and define
the mission requirements for a new building that would replace CMR, which opened its doors in 1952.

CMR houses research and experimental activities for analytical chemistry, plutonium and uranium
chemistry and metallurgy, among other functions.

According to LANL, preliminary planning for a replacement CMR facility has focused on using a much
smaller area for laboratories about 20 percent as large plus a separate office building. in early planning,
the lab has examined the feasibility of locating the new building at LANL's Technical Area 55 because of
the advantages of consolidated security for the replacement CMR and the existing plutonium facility.

LANL has budgeted $16.4 million to complete the conceptual design phase of the project. Spending so
far on early planning has been about $3 million.

LANL said no decision to proceed with construction of a CMR reptacement will be made prior to a
complete environmental review.

The National Nuclear Safety Administration has published notice in the Federal Register of its intention
to prepare the environmental impact statement for the project.

The notice says that public comment on the plans will be accepted by DOE through Aug. 31. There will
be two public meetings for comments and questions, 4-8 p.m. Aug. 13 at the Cities of Gold Hotel in
Pojoague and 4-8 p.m. Aug. 15 at Fuller Lodge in Los Alamos.

In 1992, the Department of Energy started a series of upgrades to the CMR Building that were intended
to extend its useful life as long as 30 more years. But several safety issues surfaced including the
discovery of an earthquake fault beneath the building.

In 1998, DOE downsized the planned improvements to only those needed to insure safety of continued

operations through 2010. A Clinton administration budget in 2000 sought $13 million to finish the
upgrades, to bring the upgrade costs over about a decade to $128 million.

20f2 11/3/05 3:05 PM



LANL

Fighting
Cleanup
Orders

Assertion of Imminent
Danger Challenged

By ANGELA TUR&ER 8/ ] /p 2.
Journal Staff Writer -

Los Alamos National Laboratory officials have
challenged a state Environment Department
cleanup order that accuses the weapons lab of
being a danger to the public, countering that the
department overstepped its regulatory authori-

ty..

" The lab issued a 145-page responsé Wednesday
to the state’s May 2 draft order that determined
that waste dumped or stored at Los Alamos since
World War II may pose “an imminent and sub-
stantial endangerment to human health and the
environment.” . .

In a letter to state Environment Department
Secretary Peter Maggiore, lab Director John C.
Browne said the state’s findings “create a false
impression.” : .

Evidence in. the record “does not support-a
finding’ of - an :imminent . substantial’ endanger-
ment associated with the -laboratory,” Browne
wrote. “To the contrary, anumber of credible and
independent scientific studies conclude there
are no significant risks associated with contami-
nation at the facility.”

The assertion of imminent danger from the lab
“strains credibility,” the lab’s formal comments
said, adding in italics for emphasis, “Prior to May
2, NMED (the New Mexico Environment Depart-
ment) had never orally or in writing suggested

See LAB on PAGE 3.

Lab Challenges State Orders

from PAGE 1
the existence of such a condi-
tion.”” ) "

“In fact, NMED has continu-

ally reasstured the public to the

contrary,” the lab said, calling
the May order “an abrupt and
unjustified regulatory about-~
face.” ) o
Jim Holt, associate director
for operations at Los Alamos,
said lab officials believed that
prior to the May order, their
environmental monitoring and
cleanup strategies had the sup-
port of -the Environment
Department. '
The May order “ignores
years of conceptual approach-
es approved by NMED and act-
ed-upon in reliance by the labo-
ratory, sweeping them away as
if they had never existed or
been agreed to by NMED,” the
lab’s formal response said.
Holt said the state’s order
also “attempts to give the
department regulatory authori-
ty in areas where no such
authority exists and — worst of
all — prolongs and delays

cleanup of key sites by assign-~

ing actions that are. overly
broad and prescriptive.”
In the formal comments filed

- Wednesday, the labs’ operators

say the work called for in the
state’s cleanup order also is
duplicative and “so illogically

. sequenced, that the laboratory

staff has estimated that it will
cost hundreds of millions of
dollars beyond the laboratory’s

current environmental restora- -

tion efforts” with no. corre-
sponding benefit.

Cathy Tyson-Foster, a spokes-
woman - for the Environment
Department, said the depart-

ment will respond to the lab’s -

comments and consider modifi-
cations to the order within 30 to
90 days. :

The ~ 300-page state order
released -this ' spring would
force the lab to launch a broad
investigation of its property to
determine the type and location
of contamination there. Based
on the investigation, the lab

would have to clean up polluted -

areas to standards set by the
Environment Department.

Deadlines for completion of
the monitoring were as early as
the spring and as late as 2011.

The lab’s Wednesday
response was filed by the
National | Nuclear Security
Administration and the regents
of the University of California,
which runs thelab.

The response says that “the
energies and resources” of
both the lab and the state would
be best spent on “the compre-

- hensive environmental restora-

tion program” already under
way at the lab.

‘Greg Mello of . the anti-
nuclear Los Alamos Study

group said his organization

supports any cleanup efforts at
the lab but feels the Environ-
ment Department should have
allowed more public. involve-
ment in the process. ,

“It doesn’t seem right for the
DOE or the public not to have
more formal involvement in
the process,” he said. “Not just
that it doesn’t seem right, it's
not legal.” .

If the order wére treated as
change to LANL's cleanup per-
mit, Mello said, the public and
the .lab would have had an
opportunity to take part in for-
mal hearings, which he said is
important since the cleanup
would involve millions of tax-
payers’ dollars. '

The DOE and the University
of California previously have
challenged in federal and state
court the Environment Depart-
ment’s findings and questioned
the state’s jurisdiction over the
lab’s nuclear materials that are
regulated by other agencies,
said Linn Tytler, Los Alamos
1ab spokeswoman.

The lawsuits have been
stayed until Sept. 30 so the
Environment Department can
complete its administration
process, including the 60-day

_comment period, Tytler said.

“If we hadn’t gone to court
when we did, we would not
have any standings . after-
wards,” she said.
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Subject: [Bananas] DOD Official -- Testing May Resume
Date: Wed, 14 Aug 2002 14:52:32 -0400
From: Bob Schaeffer <bobschaeffer@earthlink.net>
To: ANA Membership <bananas@drizzle.com>

Excellent reactions from both ANA member groups here:

DEFENSE OFFICIAL: NUKE TESTS AT NTS ARE LIKELY
Las Vegas Sun -- August 14, 2002
by Jace Radke

Underground nuclear testing could begin at the Nevada Test Site in
the next decade to ensure the reliability of the nation's aging nuclear
arsenal, a Pentagon official said this morning.

Scientists have relied on computer modeling and other analytical
tests since 1992, when the last weapon was detonated at the Test Site.

But Dr. Dale Klein, Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld's assistant
for nuclear, chemical and biological defense programs, said that the
nation may need hard data to check the weapons.

"As time goes on there will likely have to be some tests preformed
beyond the small scale,"” Klein said in an interview at Nellis Air Force
Base. "There is no direct evidence that says we have to test now, but
the stockpile is developing aging characteristics.

"We didn't think they would be in stockpile this long."

Klein, who will visit the Test Site tomorrow, said that while there
has been no official move toward testing yet, he believes it will have
to be done at some point, perhaps in the next five to 10 years.

"Looking at it from a scientific standpoint you need to have
experimental data, to go along with the modeling and analytical study,”
Klein said. "Of course a return to testing would be a very difficult
political issue. The science community looks at it from a standpoint of
obtaining knowledge." ‘

It would take two to three years to prepare the Test Site for a
nuclear test, but the Bush Administration has asked for better
preparedness so testing could be resumed quickly if needed.

Greg Mello, director of the Los Alamos Study Group, an association
of scholars working for nuclear disarmament, disagrees with the need for
future testing.

"The National Academy of Sciences released a study in July that said
that testing is not needed to determine the reliability of the
stockpile, " Mello said. "This is nothing more than an ideological-driven
agenda by the Bush administration to systematically undermine the test
ban."

The size of any future nuclear experimentation at the Test Site, an
Energy Department facility in the desert 65 miles northwest of Las
Vegas, 1is something that would be determined if testing were to be
resumed, Klein said.

"Science would drive the size of the testing," Klein said.

The Test Site, which is larger than Rhode Island, was home to more
than 1,000 above and below ground nuclear weapons test between 1951 and
1992. It has a series of underground tunnels which have served as
laboratories for many of the tests.

Peggy Maze Johnson, executive director of Citizen's Alert, an
environmental group, said that the idea of resuming testing is
unbelievable,

"Did we not learn our lesson the first time?" Johnson asked. "We're
paying millions of dollars to downwinders in Utah. The destruction these
tests cause is just amazing, not only to people, but to the earth."

The fact that the testing would be conducted underground is small
comfort to Johnson.

"We have a groundwater study that we conducted at the Test Site that
will be released in September, and we believe that the Test Site sits
right above the Amargosa River," Johnson said. "Do they think that

8/14/02 3:51 PM
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whatever they do out there won't seep down into the groundwater?"

Currently the site serves as a training ground for fire, medical and
law enforcement personnel to learn how to respond to domestic terrorism.
The facility's role could expand further with last month's Senate Bill
that grants Nevada $35 million to expand counter-terrorism at the Test
Site.

In addition the Energy Department may move an advanced laboratory
and its weapons—-grade nuclear materials from Los Alamos, N.M. to the
Test Site because of growing security concerns. In 1997 a mock terrorist
attack by Army Special Forces used a Home Depot shopping cart to take
more than 200 pounds of nuclear materials from the Los Alamos facility.

If nuclear testing were to resume at the Test Site scientists could
gain valuable information, Klein said.

"Whenever testing occurs we'll be able to gain information that
couldn't have been attained 20 years ago, because of how much computers
have improved over that time," Klein said.

Klein is responsible for helping to ensure that the country's
nuclear arsenal is secure and reliable, as well as making certain that
the country's military forces are trained against chemical and
biological weapons.

A reassessment of the security of the nation's nuclear weapons was
conducted after the terrorist attacks of Sept. 11, Klein said.

R/14/02 3:51 PM
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) . : ' ) " . . o S - Courtesy Los Alamos Study Gmp
This aerial photograph shows Area G at Los Alamos National Laboratory, where hazardous and radioactive wastes are buried or stored in’
plastic tents awaiting disposition. Included is radioactive waste destined for the Waste isolation Pilot Plant near Carlsbad.



- The Department of Energy 5 envzronmental cleanup of i its
two nuclear weapons laboratories in New Mexico has

~ becomea sham, and New Mexicans should demand .
‘reforms and an. honest effort, says today’s author,
~who also accuses state regulators of complicity with DOE

. By Greg Mello - 6//{/°L

Since 1943, the U.S. Department of Energy and
its predecessor agenciés have designed, builtand
(once) tested nuclear weapons in New Mexico.

- This business, never partlcularly clean, has left
behind a considerable tokic legacy, which still is
growing today.

. There are more than 2,000 contarmnated sites

" atLos Alamos National Laboratoty in northem
New Mexico, including 25 or so hazardous and
nuclear waste landfills. .

There also dre old chemical and nuclear waste

.dumps at Sandia National Laboratories in Albu-
- querque on Kirtland Air Force Base. .

At Los Alamos, groindwater is contammated in-

" severallocations, and low levels of lab-generated -
and dumped contaminants have begun to show
upina couple of pubhcdnnkmg water wells,
While the contaminant concentrations might
-remain below standards in public wells for -

" decades to come, this desirable outcome certarnly :

.is by no means assured. And not just because of

. ‘whatwasdonein thepast. -
Amazingly, the total amount of long-livednu-

" clear waste bemg emplaced in the New Mexico

biosphere is still increasing, as the lab continues to .
operate its 1950s-vintage land dlsposal site, called

" AreaG.
. Area G already contains some 63 acres of haz-
ardous and nuclear waste of all kinds: Today, as in
-decades past, nuclear and PCB wastes are buried
in shallow pits and shafts, and covered withaslit-
tleas 3 feetof earth. -
Area G also contains the kind of waste bemg dis-
posed of at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant néar- . -
~ Carlsbad, buit at Los Alamos Lab it's 2,000 feet
closerto us, literally stored on the surface.
* There has been no formal licensing process for
this site, as is required for comparable commercial
* sites. There is no hazardous waste permit, no clo-
sure plan, no commitment to postdosure care .
“and no performance bond.

" The New México attorney general sald last year
that the site has been operating illegally since
1985. Yet, neither Attormney General Patricia
Madrid nor the New Mexico Environment Depatt-
ment, which should be regulatmg the site, wants
to force the issue. More than 2,000 mdxvxduals

" and 27 environmental organizations, have pet-

toned the Environment Department to close Area:

G, allto-noavail.
Despite all the headlines and new articles about
the Los Alamos Lab “cleanup,” thereare no defi-
nite plans to clean up much, if any, of this toxic

_' legacy, at erther Sandra or Los Alainos. Most states

have negotiated tleanup agreements of some

-, thinking appears to be that it’s better to haveno™
- cleanup at all than nsk the future of the weapons -

kind with the DOE, but New Mexico has no bind-
“ing cleanup agreements of ariy klnd as regards el-

ther Sandra or Los Alamos, -

Money is not the issue. Already, DORhas spent
some $701 inillion at Los Alamos aloneon -
“cleanup,” a considerable sum even for DOE. And

a few real cleanup projects have indeed been

*done.

‘Butmost of the

" TODAY'S' BYLINE money, year after
- Mello is director of the: | Year, is spent on stud-
Los Alamos Stugy . ies (the necessary
Group, anuclear - and the unnecessary,
watchdog organization | the competent and
" basedin SantaFe . the incompetent). -
| that concentrates on | Thereareenough
"Los Alamos National - | studies to fill a good-
“Laboratory. ' sized room. Much of
B . * the money has also
TJAPIN disappeared into the .
o |- lab’s infamous “over-
To oomr:i)tent on this ' head” accounts.
oo et | i
Albuquerque Tribune, and envrronmental
P.0. Drawer T, Al contamination is just
" querque, NM 87103. “hanging out there,”
Fax us: 8233689, - |. aswesay, withno-
“Emaflus:- - - |- clearpathto addrecs
letters@abqtrib.com. . the long-ternyrisks,
' ’ i no legal “blessing”
and no social accep- -

tance. Itisa problem for both DOE, as well as for
the state Environment Department, not to men-
tion the people of New Mexico. .

Even beyond the public health issues, 1t’s a com-

pliance issué — even if the contamination ends up-
bleeding out slowly enough to avoid exceeding
drihking water standards in wells and streams.

:And'there’s no question that it will all leak out.
The questions are how soon, how suddenlyand
how seriously. It's an embarrassment, and it’s a
potential source of legal problems.

To top it off, the Bush appointees have begun to’
put the squeeze on the “cleanup” program. This

* affects not just the two labs but also the state Envi- -

ronment Department, which has for several years
been depending orl DOE to pay for the outstand-
ing scientists who do surveillance at the DOE facil-
ites.

What can we do?

Up to now, aside from brief moments of glory,
the state Environment Department has been

rather ineffecu've in pursuing cleanup atthese

DOE facilities and particularly so in the case of Los
Alamos, where illegal dumping still continues.
DOE and especially Los Alamos Lab push back .
- and hard. The lab doesn’t just generate nuclear
waste incidentally, or in small quantitiés. The lab

- generates waste massively. DOE expects the lab to

bury an additional 19 million cubic feet of nuclear

" waste at the lab in the next seven decades, more -
.. than thelab has buried up tonow in its entIre hxs-

. tory.

Some of thrs waste, as DOE explams, is far too
radioactive to ship on any hrghway, in any con-

" tainer, and so the dump must remain open.

And, since today’s cleanup standard: could well .
mﬂuence tomorrow’s disposal standard, the

pca.

program.
. How can the state Envupnment Department re-

- solve the Iegal and social acceptance issuies posed-

by this situation without antagonizing the labs,
while at the same time helping the labs (and it- -

" self) fight Bush admihistration reducnons inenvi-
. ronmental budget cuts?

In otherwords, how can the state Envrronment
Department ask the labs to clean up without, well,
cleaning up? From DOE’s perspective, how caniits: -
legal and public perception problems be solved - -
without actually changmg behavror or inoving
much dirt?

. And how can a solution be compatible w1th i
- DOE upper managemient, which wants to stop the -
fiscal hemorrhage represented by cleanup, which,’

nationally, costs as much as the nuclear weapons
program itself?
Well, the cozporate types in the Bush adminis-

_ tration devised a plan, and state Environment De- .
. partment Secretary Pete Maggiore has taken the

bait. His bright and capable staff have even added :
afew creativé features.of their own. -
Basically, the answer that meets all these cori-
tradictory goals is public deception. .
The first move was state Environment Depart-

‘ments. Earlier this year, it found that there might . . .

be — “we don't say there 1S” — an “imminent and - -

‘substantial endangerment” of human health and e

the environment at Los Alarmos Lab.
- On this basis, which is very true; the state Env1-

‘ronirent Depanment issued a “corrective action

order.” But this order has no actual corrective ac-
tion in it. What's in a name, anyway? It orders sev-

- eral years of further study, in effect turmng back -
‘the clock.

AsMaggiore explairied in his recent press con-

-ference, it will help “stabilize” funding. The thrust

of all the research, however, which will consume

_essentially all the funding at the site for years, is
- not risk reducton but risk assessment. Hey, why
_tushinto anything? :

The state department thus created a sponge for :
¢leanup money that will accomplish no cleanup,

: which Los Alamos Lab can accept.

Then, three weeks later, Maggiore signed an

’ agreement with thé DOE called a “letter of in-
“tent,” which-“accelerates completion” of environ-
3 mental cleanup at DOE facilities in New Mexico

" .—by agreelng there will be very-: httle cleanup
“done.

In return for signing off on this letter andi 1ts '
supporting documents, the state Environment De- -

 partment will receive about $700,000 from DOE,
_justinthe firstyear. -

Subsequent payments will no doubt be avail-
able uipon good behavior. What1is happening here -
is that a few officials in Gov. Gary Johnson’s ad-
ministratioryare selling an important piece of our
environmental inheritance for a mess of porridge.”

How can this be happening? Well, for starters, .

- Please see CLEANUP?/C2
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~the negotiations are secret Wthh
- .,should set off alarms for everybody

The entire suite of decisions is bemg .

made withotit the public hearings re- :

quired by law. A few selected, outsiders- -

are brought in t6 provide “cover,” the
- same kind of paternalism used by DOE
~ onrthe state Environment Department.

- But how do'the stite department and -

- DOE make theTisk appear to disap-
- pear? Simple: Average it out with ~ -
words, The state departmenthas ,
. - agreed to a “watershed aggregate ap-.
proach,” which should “take‘care” of
. - hearly all apparent problems, by mak-
-ing compliance and cleanup unneces-
sary at any parucular location that
’ mlght actually be near the contamma— _
“tion. ‘

- feasibility” might also be employed a -
very flexibleidea.
And 50 the sellout goes on through-

~If this doesn't work, the state depart-
- merit has suggested that “technicalin: .

, '~many comphcated stages.

Legally, it may be foolproof. Itis cer- -

" tainly beyond the reach of well—mten-

tioned public comment. .. .
- Even though the U.S. Sénate thmks o

-DOFE’s new “reform” cleanup strategy

stinks to high héaven; the agreements .
signed in New Mexico have been fully :
funded so far. ~ .

- will our elected ofﬁcxals have the

gumption fo see through this claptrap. -

" and restore the regulatory process to -
. whatitshould be — afederal commit- .
: ,' ment and state oversight that ensure a’

real cleariup, plus fundmg for itover
the long run?
Only.if they hear from us, the people -

“who otherwise will be stuck with the
contarnination. Iencouragé New Mex1- :

cans to stand up and tell their représeri-
tatives, the DOE and the state Environ-

- ment Department that we wantreal, -
. actual'cleanup, not words and money
.for studles .
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LANL on Plutonium Plant List

By Mark Oswald Of the Journal

Domenici: Lab Not Right Fit

One of Los Alamos National Laboratory's most enthusiastic and influential boosters Sen. Pete Domenici
is downplaying the idea of LANL becoming the home of a huge new facility for manufacturing the
plutonium cores of nuclear weapons.

Friday, the Los Alamos lab officially was named a possible site for a plant to manufacture plutonium pits,
which trigger the first stage of a nuclear weapon blast.

The U.S. Department of Energy's National Nuclear Security Administration announced it will evaluate
five DOE locations for the so-called Modern Pit Facility Los Alamos, the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant near
Carlsbad, the Savannah River Site in South Carolina, the Nevada Test Site and the Pantex Plant near
Amarillo.

But in a news release this week, Domenici, R-N.M., suggested Los Alamos is not the right spot for the
pit plant, which is expected to cost up to $4 billion, be online by 2020 and create jobs for as many as 1,500

people.

Domenici a champion for LANL funding and operations over the years noted the Los Alamos lab already
is developing an interim pit production operation, intended to make a small number of pits by 2007. But the
senator's news release said "it is unlikely that a large manufacturing operation would be a good match to
the research focus at the lab."

" anticipate that further study will decide against locating this capability at Los Alamos, which could
enhance the prospects for Carlsbad," Domenici said.

A LANL spokesman had no comment on the senator's remarks. A lab representative earlier this week
declined to say whether LANL is actively lobbying for the permanent pit production plant.

Domenici spokesman Chris Gallegos said Domenici's comments "just reflect the senator's view that he
has developed over time that Los Alamos probably wouldn't be the best site for a manufacturing facility,
because it's mainly a research facility."

Research "is the primary focus at Los Alamos and where its growth will be over time," Gallegos said.
Nuclear weapons pits have not been produced in this country since the DOE's Rocky Flats Plant in
Colorado was shut down in 1989. The need for a new pit production facility was recommended in the Bush

administration's Nuclear Posture Review, which argued that the nation’s nuclear deterrent capabilities are
compromised by a lack of plutonium pit production capability.

Los Alamos' current interim pit production operation is intended to recapture the capability to make the
plutocnium weapons cores and then transfer what's learned to the new permanent manufacturing facility.
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Greg Mello of Santa Fe, head of the anti-nuclear Los Alamos Study Group, said Friday that LANL "hasn't
been all that enthusiastic about the larger-scale pit production mission." He said LANL has always cared
more about research and the "lavish" funding it brings than the production side of the nation's weapons
complex.

Mello also said a large pit production plant could jeopardize LANL's relationship with the University of
California, which has the federal contract to run the lab.

"Now, the university's role at the lab can be styled for sale in California as research and development,”
Mello said. "There is a political risk if UCal, already the best-funded developer of weapons of mass
destruction, becomes a large-scale manufacturer of WMDs as well."

He said it's better politically in California and among the UCal faculty for LANL to remain just "a boutique
pit manufacturer."

Friday's announcement by the National Nuclear Security Administration said the agency is beginning
preparation of an environmental impact statement in preparation for development of the permanent pit
plant.

The environmental review is intended to provide information on whether to actually proceed with plans
for the new plant and where to locate it.

"The EIS also will evaluate the no-action alternative of maintaining current plutonium pit capabilities at
LANL and the reasonableness of upgrading the existing facilities at LANL to increase pit production
capability," the NNSA said.

A public "scoping" meeting for the NNSA's environmental review will be held 7-10 p.m. Oct. 24 at the
Duane W. Smith Auditorium, 1400 Diamond Dr., in Los Alamos. The NNSA also is accepting written
comment for 60 days.

PHOTO: Color

DOMENICI: Anticipates study will decide against Los Alamos
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The issue has been brew-
ing for years. ’

Citing the 1954 Atomic
‘Energy Act, DOE asserts sole
jurisdiction over all nuclear
materials from cradle to
grave. Alternatively, state
-officials  claim
under the 1976 Resource
Conservation and Recovery
Act, or RCRA, for not only
hazardous wastes but also
“mixed wastes” buried at
various nuclear waste dumps
where hazardous materials
are mixed with plutonium
and other radioactive materi-
-als every bit as dangerous as
‘those shipped to the Waste
“Isolation Pilot Project today.

“The DOE feels that they
:are right, and NMED feels
ithat they are right,” said
; Scott Gibbs, deputy associate
‘director for operations. “And
i so the appropriate way in our.

{democracy to sort this out is -

+to go to the legal branch.”
i _U.S. District Judge Martha
: Vasquez will hear the case.
"No hearing date has been set,
In the suit, the lab chal-
lenges the Environment
Department’s underlying
determination :that pollution
at the lab might represent an
“imminent and substantial
endangerment” to human
health or the environment.
‘Environment  Department
mofficials say that determina-
" tion laid the legal ground-
i -work for the cleanup order,
.- The lab asks for an injunc-
tion halting state interven-
¢tion on any radioactive waste
slissues. Moreover, the lawsuit
laims the draft cleanup
“order is in many cases illegal
“even with ‘regard to haz-

‘ardous wastes because the -

‘state’s efforts to regulate the
“hazardous waste portion of
‘nifxed waste would interfere
with the lab’s management of
radioactive materials.
. But the lawsuit doesn’t stop
re,” UC argues that the
4te has no legal authority to
equiré  investigations or

riginated in liquid-waste

"1948. Aside from solid rubble
© that was dumped over hill-
. sides, ‘much of the poliution

.; the... groundwater and

yon: bottoms throughout

the laboratory stems . from:
liquid discharges.,.

.i-Because the U.,S. Environ-

authority

nup of any poltution that

charges — stemming to .

eiar rruleuiuse agcocuvy
issues permits for such dis-
charges under the Clean
Water Act, the lab argues
that EPA must be responsible
for cleanup of pollution
caused by such discharges.

The lawsuit also contends
the state cannot regulate
munitions-related  waste,
including contamination
from explosives at Technical
Area 16 and other sites.

Additionally, PCBs and per-

haps other chemicals are the
sole responsibility of the EPA
and are thus exempt from
state regulation, according to

‘the lab’s complaint, PCBs

cause numerous health prob-
lems and are suspected car-
cinogens. The chemicals
were once common in a vari-
ety of industrial processes
but the United States stopped
using them in 1977,

Although the laboratory
has answered questions and
in some’ cases followed

orders regarding contami-

nants, the lawsuit asserts
that the lab did so voluntarily
in the spirit of cooperation.
Facing the Environment
Department’s cleanup order,
however, 'the lab is invoking
its legal privileges.

The Environment Depart-
ment is preparing to release
the final cleariup order in
coming weeks. Department
counsel Paul Ritzma said the
state is aware that certain
materials might fall outside
the state’s jurisdiction, most
notably radioactive materials,
Nonetheless, he said, haz-
ardous-waste laws require
regulators to consider “cumu-
lative” impacts, which means
the radioactive portion of con-
tamination slhould not be sepa-
rated from other toxins.

“I don’t knowthat it does
anybody ‘any good te divide
those out,” Ritzma said, not-
ing that the DOE agreed to
treat all waste coming WIPP
in Carlsbad as mixed waste
rather than argue about the
contents of each individual
waste drum. “I would think
that would be the way the lab
would ultimately want-to go.”
" Ironically, in some
instances the lab and the Los
Alamos Study' Group have
voiced similar criticisms of

the draft cleanup order. Both-
say -'the -state’s" '“Cleanup.

order” is actually a revision

to the lab's: general haz-.

ardous-waste - permit. The
process for permit modifica-

.are
: cleanup.standards for water

Larry Thoren, left, and Daryl Kadmas of Dynatech Drilling help

New Mexican flis photo

with a groundwater study earlier this year at the Los Alamos

Natlonal{ Laboratory.

tions includes hearings,
where citizens and the lab
alike can object or make offi-
cial comments. Under the
process, which incorporated
an unofficial public comment
period, no such hearings
were held.

Both the lab and the study
group also argued that the
state’s order contains too
much investigation and not
enough cleanup. The lab
would need to spend $207
million to comply with the
investigation requirements
in the cleanup order —
before cleanup of the legacy
waste sites could .begin,
according to James Holt, the
lab’s associate director for
operations.

On the other hand, the lab
claims that the state’s pro-
posed cleanup requirements
.overly cumbersome;

and soil are oo stringent and

..do mnot allow for a “risk-
: based” approach. Risk-based

remediation allows more con-

tamination to be left in the
ground under the assumption
that contaminated areas will
be used for industrial pur-
poses — as opposed to resi-
dential housing, schools or
day-care centers.

In place of the ‘state’s
cleanup order, the lab pro-
poses to replace it with its
‘own cleanup plan. A product
of a departmentwide plan to
overhaul - "and  expedite
cleanup  throughout the
national nuclear complex, the
lab’s Performance Manage-
ment Plan would complete
cleanup of legacy waste by
2015, the lab states.

Local nuclear activist
groups, however, say even
less cleanup would take place
under the lab’s proposal,
which was pushed through
with no public involvement.

Although it will be up to a
court to decide, regional EPA
officials support the state in
most of its legal arguments.

While PCBs alone fall under
the Toxic Substances Control

TAUL, WILICH L eliurces, the

state can regulate sites where
PCBs are mixed with haz-
ardous wastes, said Rich
Mayer, EPA’s senior environ-
mental project manager for
the laboratory.

Although EPA issues dis-
charge permits to the labora-
tory under the Clean Water
Act, the state can regulate
the same chemicals if they
become pollutants in soil or
groundwater, Mayer said.
This supports the state’s posi-
tion that it can require

§ .cleanup of contaminants in

soils and groundwater stem-
ming all the way back to the
Manhattan  Project  that
started during World War II.

The issue is a little more
complex with regard to muni-
tions testing sites, which the
lab has used to test various
explosives over the decades.
Although EPA policy grants a
waiver to federal testing sites
that remain active, those sites
remain under state regulatory
control once they close,
according to Mayer.

Even as far as radioactive
materials are concerned,
Mayer said, the state is not
without authority in cleanup
under the Resource Conser-
vation and Recovery Act.

“RCRA does have a provi-
sion in it called the omnibus
provision, which basically
says you can do anything to

' protect human health and the

environment,” Mayer said.
“When we are doing a risk
assessment of a cleanup, our
policy is that we do have to
take into account ... cumula-
tive effects of the radiation
constituents and the chemi-
cal constituents. And the
state has been doing that.”
On the other hand, the lab
argues that the state’s efforts

to regulate mixed wastes con-

flict with requirements under
the Atomic Energy Act
Because the latter supersedes
the former, any state require-
ments, including those that
target hazardous wastes, are
null and void, the lawsuit said.

For some nuclear watch-
dogs, the lawsuit also should
be targeted at lab’s hazardous-
waste permit, which acts as a
general operating permit for
all hazardous-waste facilities
at the 43-square-mile facility,
and ultimately the waste
dump at Area G, The Environ-
ment Department is prepar-
ing to issue a hazardous-waste
permit as soon as next month.

in the case ot the gaseous
diffusion plant at Paducah,
state regulators had required
DOE to submit a waste char-
acterization plan before plac-
ing radioactive materials in a
new landfill: DOE success-
fully argued in federal court
that the state of Kentucky
did not have the legal author-
ity to place any requirements
on the DOE regarding
radioactive materials. The
Sixth  Circuit Court of
Appeals upheld the ruling.

Siding with the study
group, the New Mexico attor-
ney general believes the lab
has been illegally operating
its waste dump at Area G,
which has never received
permits for  hazardous
wastes. Environment Depart-
ment officials say the upcom-
ing permit will address Area
G and set requirements for
closure of the hazardous-
waste portion of the site.

Today, the lab says it is no
longer dumping hazardous
wastes at Area G. In all, Area
G contains 39 pits, of which
four are active, and 139 verti-
cal shafts, of which 16 are
active, according to the lab.
Of those, the lab maintains
that only one pit and one .
shaft at Area G contain haz-
ardous materials that could
be regulated by the state, but
Environment  Department

. offjcials aren’t ready to con-

cede the point.

Everybody agrees that the
hazardous-waste portions of
Area G need to close, said
James Bearzi, chief of the
department's Hazardous
Waste Bureau. “It's unlined.
It’'s unmonitored. Something
like that would never get per-
mitted today. Because of
that, they have to close it.”

But the records are so poor
that it’s tough to tell what kind
of waste went where, he said.
If hazardous wastes were
buried in other pits and
shafts, then the state will have
a hand in how those are han-
dled, too. Moreover, the state
could assert authority over an
investigation and potential
cleanup at Area G if haz-
ardous wastes are found in the
vapor plume that has polluted
the ground at Area G.

Gibbs, deputy associate
director for operations, says
the lab is waiting to see what
the state does before making
& decision to expand the law-
suit to include the hazardous
waste permit.
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Doctor Wants Nuke Pits at LANL

Need for Plant
Questioned. _

By ApaM RANKIN
Journal Staff Writer

| .

LOS ALAMOS — Only one
person out of 13 submitting
comments on the proposed new
nuclear weapons facility that
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could end up at Los Alamos
National Labaratory said he
wanted the factory to be in Los
Alamos.

Miles Nelson, a physician in
Santa Fe, said he wanted the
proposed modern pit facility,
where plutonium cores that
serve as triggers for nuclear
weapons would be built, to be

. located in Los Alamos.

“Having it here would help

)

these people understand they
are involved in the immdrality

of nuclear weapons at.a very
-critical level,” he said, because

sciefitists at Los Alamos are

Hunt for Sniper Appears Over

" Rifle Found With Suspects Linked to 11 Attacks

National - ‘Niiclear Security
Administration
_potential sites for the proposed
riodern'pit'facility.

Many of the people making

otherwise “aloof” - from the
dirty. . -business- -of ‘nuclea
‘weapons. ’

Miles and about 45 people;

turned out for an environmen-

“tal scoping 'meeting: in Los

Alamos sponsored by the

ts, including laborato-
ry watchdog groups, called into

" question the need for a new pit”

manufacturing facility.”

“The Department of Energy

and NNSA say the facility is

. -needed to replace aging pluto- .

to evaluate .

PAGE A1

nium pits.
Since Colorado’s Rocky Flats
“facility was . unexpectedly

closed in 1989 because of envi-
ronmental concerns, the Unit-
ed States has not had the ability
to. mass produce plutonium
pits. Co

NNSA - officials said pits
slowly . - degrade . through

. radioactive decay to the point

that they no longer meet nar-

1

row nuclear weapons specifi-
cations. But exactly how long
that takes is unknown..

Jerry Freedman, NNSA
direcétor of the pit facility pro-
ject, said planning a modern pit
facility now is part of a prudent
risk management strategy to
replace old pits as they become
nonfunctional.

The question of a new mod-

See DOCTOR on PAGE 2
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ern pit facility heated up when -
Los Alamos National Laborato- :
ry was fingered in a Depart- .-
ment of Energy technical -

review as the best site for the

pit facility from a list four other .

pos31ble sites, including Carls-
- bad’s Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant.

Other : possible locations
include the Savanah River site

" in South Carolina, the Nevada

‘Test Site near Las Vegas and the
Pantex Plant near - - Amarillo,
“Texas.

Michael Mltchell NNSA man-
> ager for the pit project, said the
final location for the facility will

be -determined by April 2004 -
and a final decision on whether.‘
- to build will come jn 2011. -

"The facility,- which would

‘begin manufacturing pits' by

2018, would cost between $2 bil-
lion and $4 billion and $200 mil-
lion to $300 mllhon to operate
each year.

Mitchell said the facility

would build a minimum of 125

pits per year but would be capa-

ble of producmg as many as 400

pits per year and would employ
about 1,000 workers.

Freedman said NNSA and
DOE are doing aging experi-
ments to determine how long
the pits remain viable — cur-
_rent estimates range from 45 to
60 years — but no firm time
frame has been established:

If planning the pit facility
isn’'t started now, the govern-
ment may not be able to ensure
the viability of the "nation’s
nuclear stockpile later, espe-
cially if pits don’t last as long as
anticipated, he said.

“What if we find surprises in
the next few years?” he said. '

Several nuclear watch groups
called into question the need for
a new pit facility, given recent
nuclear disarmament treaties
and a program to build pits.
already in place at Los Alamos.

Jay Coghlan,  director of
Nuclear Watch of New Mexico,

-said there is no evidence to sug-

gest aging pits in weapons or in
storage will becoine unusable -
anytime soon and that the aging
argument is a “grand excuse.”

- “If there was news int the form
of yes, there are demonstrable

- aging affects; then I think we

would hear about it,” he said. -

Coghlan said the motivation -
for building a new pit facility is
not about maintaining the via-
bility of the nation’s nuclear
stockpile, but about des1gmng
new weapons. °

He cited the governments '
2001 Nuclear Posture Review
and other DOE reports, which

- explicitly state the intent to-

develop new plt designs..

But Freedman said NNSA has
not been directed to create new
pit designs, just replace old
ones.

Jay .Rose, NNSA’s envir'On-‘

. mental manager for the pit pro-

ject, said part of the environ-
mental review includes looking
at an upgrade at a current LANL
pit production facility at Techni-
cal Area.S55, which was desig--
nated an interim pit production

* facility in 1996.

NNSA’s Mitchell said TA S55is

slated to produce as many as 20

pits in a year, but so far only
research-grade pits have been
produced. He said the first
weapons-grade pits should be
produced by April 2003.

. Greg Mello, of the Los Alamos’
Study Group, said a new facility
isn’t needed because LANL can

' produce sufficient pits, given

the reduced nuclear stockpile.

“We believe that LANL has or
could have more capacity than

they say already,” he said.
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pit facility and production

 Public scoping ses-
sion begins process.
of building a plutoni-
um pit factory at
one of five locations,
ibly Los Alamos

7 Assistant Editor

ometime in the future,

tment of Energy antici-
s ‘the possibility of need-
place to make at least
125 and perhaps as many as
400 plutomum pits per year.
r to-do that, and
e point, where to
the subject of a
‘scoping:meeting in Los
] sThursday night.
Itwas evidently not a.con-
cern ‘of the people of Los
Alamos, ‘however, as only one
person out of a dozen or so
making public comments
identified herself as a Los
Alamos resident.

Los Alamos National Labo-
ratory is among the final five
candidates selected for con-
sideration in an early screen-
ing process that gave Los
Alamos the highest rating, not
surprising considering that
the lab is the only place where
some pits are now being
made and will be made in
small lots of 10 per year by
2007.

But Jay Rose, DOE’s official
in charge of the NEPA
process, said reports in the

15 years from now, the

" Jib4 O'DONNELL Morittor

READY FORPIT A simu,lété& hemisphere seen at the Bradbury
Science Museum would hold-the pit'of a bomb.

press about that had been

misleading.

“We did a site scregning
study. We put forth some val-
ues and used the study to
weed out sites that weien't
usable,” he said. “Los Alamas
did score highest, but now
we're starting over.”

Ounce for ounce, the pluto-
nium pit, the critical compo-

nent that ignites a nuclear.

weapon, may well be the most
valuable and most fearsome

manufactured product in the_

world.

One pit, the first one
turned out in LANLS stop-gap
interim pit production, sup-
posed to crank into action
around 2007, will cost almost
$2 billion according to one

estimate. The next nixie pits to

‘be.made that year, assuming

no additional expenses,

would run $174 million a

piece.

- The Modern Pit Facility, the
proposition that was scoped
Thursday, would cost at least
the $3 billion construction
budget for the first pit. With
an annual budget of $200 to

$300 million a year, future pits

could be ‘done at a bargain
price per p1t of a few million
for the minimum annual out-
put.

Pit production in. - the
nuclear complex is also one-of
the = functions held = in
extremely ill repute, thanks in

Please see PLUTORIUM, 6

- part to the summary shut-

From Page 1

down of the last pit factory at
Rocky Flats, after years of
public protest capped by a
raid led by the Federal Bureau
of Investigation and the Envi-
ronmental Protection Admin-
istration in 1989.

The closure has been fol-
lowed by a decade of disclo-
sure about how careless the
facility managed its waste
and costly efforts to clean up
afterward with virtually no
end in sight.

Mike Mitchell, DOE’s proj-
ect manager for the MPE was
asked about Rocky Flats, after
the basic outlines of the
staged 15-year resumption of
plutonium pit production
were presented.

One of his slides had a bul-
let that said, “Rocky Flats was
unexpectedly shut down in
1989,” but Mitchell dropped
the word “unexpectedly,” in
his reading.

Mitchell said, “A lot has
changed since it was built in
1952,” in an atmosphere that
“prioritized production over
environmental safety and
health.” A new facility would
benefit from the lessons that
have been learned and would
be bolstered by more over-
sight today, he said.

Citizen groups and anti-
nuclear crusaders pelted the
concept of an MPF from
nearly every angle, scolding
the advocates repeatedly on
moral ground.

There were however, a
number of technical com-
ments.

In prepared remarks, the

Los Alamos Study Group
invoked Article VI of the
Nuclear  Nonproliferation
Treaty, ratified in 1970, that
calls upon signatories “to
pursue negotiations in good
faith on effective measures
relating to cessation of the
nuclear arms race at an early
date and an early date to
nuclear disarmament.”

The DOE officials indicat-
ed that this would be
addressed in the Draft Envi-
ronmental Impact Statement
that ‘will be prepared by next
spring, but their short answer
was that progress was being
made in fulfilling the treaty.

Joni Arends, waste project
director for Concerned Citi-
zens for Nuclear Safety, fol-
lowed up on the treaty issue,
asking, “Why are you building
up at the same time as we are
building down?” She asked
for a full assessment of plans
for water uses in the facility if
it were to be built at Los
Alamos, and for a redacted
(edited for security purposes}
version of any other docu-
ments underlying the project.

Jay Coghlan, director of
Nuclear Watch of New Mexico
criticized a publicized LANL
experiment in forced aging or
spiking plutonium pits, in an
effort to determine how long
currently stockpiled pits will
last, as lacking scientific
validity.

He advised the DOE to pur-
sue the No Action alternative,
to do nothing about adding
pit-making capacity to the
current stockpiles. Since the
US has pledged with Russia,
he said, to reduce the number
of warheads down to 2,000,
there should not be a need.

A physician, Miles Nelson,
said he hoped the plutonium
facility would be built in Los
Alamos, as a kind of retribu-
tion.

“I'd like to see it here,
where the culture began,” he
said.

Other sites under consider-
ation are the Waste Isolation
Pilot Project in Carlsbad, the
Nevada Test Site, the Pantex
plant in Amarillo, Texas, and
the Savannah River Site in
South Carolina.

The selection of a site is
not expected before 2004,
with a go-ahead for construc-
tion scheduled in 2011 and
mission start-up around
2017.
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Scientists work to add tiny nukes to arsenal

2002-10-29

A nuclear weapon that can be cradled in the palm of a hand is the newest
threat in the nation's war on terrorism.

The tiny nukes, commonly called bunker busters, are this country's
response to Iraq, Iran, Libya and other nations that have taken their
military targets and chemical factories underground to escape traditional
warheads.

Even before Sept. 11, weapons designers created the first bunker buster -
- the size of two hands -- and had begun working on modifications that
could lead to an even smaller nuclear weapon.

The terrorist attacks last year gave weapons researchers another reason
to push for the creation of such mini-nukes, saying their existence would
deter the practice of burying assets and military targets. Opponents
called the idea "silly" and said creation of the weapons in the United
States would cause proliferation worldwide.

President Bush agreed to pursue the building of more nuclear weapons
and possible testing, despite efforts by his father and President Clinton
to reverse the trend and disarm nuclear warheads.

"Deterrence, the promise of massive retaliation against nations, means
nothing against shadowy terrorist networks with no nation or citizens to
defend," President Bush told the West Point Class of 2002.

The designers and the Bush Administration face a tough hurdle they
must overcome before the weapons are built.

10/29/2002
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While the weapons will be adaptations of current models, the yield
would be below five kilotons. The existing bunker buster, the B61-11
gravity bomb, has an explosive power of more than five kilotons. The
exact amount is classified.

A kiloton is an explosive force equivalent to that of 1,000 tons of TNT.

According to an act passed by the U.S. Congress in 1994, no weapons
below five kilotons in yield can be researched, designed or built for fear
the "suitcase nukes" would be rapidly produced around the world.

Until the act is amended, the nation's defense laboratories must cease all
work leading to the creation of the smaller nuclear weapon, including
studies.

David Schwoegler with the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory in
California said designers at the national labs are not working on the new
nuke, but they are designing new cases for the current model, which
opponents said can easily be transferred to the new weapon, when
cleared.

"We wouldn't be changing the ornament, just the packaging,"
Schwoegler said.

"If it provides a new deterrence that would help prohibit burying of
military targets and terrorist assets, I think it would be helpful."

Schwoegler said the new weapons could penetrate the ground to greater -
depths than the current bunker buster, which reaches about 20 feet in a
dry lake bed.

Once underground, the bomb will detonate, keeping more radiation and
energy in the ground than traditional nuclear weapons. He said it does
not have to reach the bunker to destroy it. The idea is to send shock
waves through the protective rock to destroy the bunker and its

‘occupants.

Opponents of the small nuclear weapons said the creation of the mini-
nukes is a dangerous precedent and is only an avenue to resume nuclear
testing. Testing stopped in 1991 during the first Bush Administration.

Rob Nelson, a physicist at the Program of Science and Global Security
at Princeton University, called the new bunker buster "a weapon in
search of a mission."

He said as recently as a year ago the weapons were being promoted as a
way to accomplish the mission without. a radiation threat to innocent

people.

"That's totally incorrect. ... There is no such thing as a clean nuclear

Page 2 of 4
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weapon,” Nelson said.

"It would produce enough fallout to give anybody within a few miles a
lethal dose of radiation."

He said using the missile near a populated area such as Baghdad, which
was suggested during U.S. Senate hearings, would kill as many as
10,000 to 50,000 people.

Nelson said the size of the nuclear weapon tends to make leaders view it
as they would a conventional weapon, even though it is capable of much
more damage and could initiate a new arms race.

Greg Mello, who works with the Los Alamos Study Group in Santa Fe,
N.M.,, as a weapons lab watchdog, said even if the weapons are
produced, there is no guarantee they can perform as promised.

He said many of the underground bunkers are interspersed with innocent
bystanders, and other bunkers cannot be found by ground troops, much
less a missile.

"Somehow when these missions are put forward, there is a kind of
magical property put to these weapons because they are nuclear," Mello
said.

"The idea is the bad guys will go out in the middle of the desert and
wave a flag. If that were the case, there are much better options at a
much lower level of violence."

The groups also are discussing what would happen if the underground
bunker contained biological or chemical weapons, as is believed to be
the case in Libya.

Schwoegler and other weapons designers said the weapons would
vaporize the chemicals and destroy them instead of exposing ground
troops to harm.

But Nelson said military personnel might not be able to tell whether
chemicals were destroyed, and chemicals would likely seep from the
bunker after destruction instead of disappearing.

"What you want to do is send special forces in there to neutralize it,"
Nelson said.

Military leaders and weapons designers are working to amend the 1994
law to produce the low-yield ground penetrator.

Until then, they are seeking permission to study, build and possibly test

a modified version of the B61-11. A congressional conference
committee recently approved spending for studies on the adapted

http://www.newsok.com/cgi-bin/show _article?ID=938845&pic=none& TP=getlifestyle 10/29/2002
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weapon called a Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator (RNEP).

The laboratories will have to produce a few studies for Congress before
advancing but have reached the first step.

"As soon as they get this restriction overturned," Nelson said, "they are
ready to go."

Contact: NEWS 9 | The Oklahoman | NewsOK.com | Privacy Policy |
Site Map | FAQ's
© 2002, Produced by NewsOK
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‘'Why Make More Plutonium Pits?

BYVGREG MELLO

he Department of Energy -

" has proposed building a new
factory for the manufacture
of plutonium pits, the cores

of the first stage of nuclear
weapons. Why?

The U.S. has today roughly 24,000
plutonium pits. About 10,600 are in
nuclear weapons; there are also
some 14,000 pits in storage near

* Amarillo. Of the pits in storage,
approximately:S,000 have been
earmarked for reuse; the other 9,000
pits may work just fine as well.

~Officials at the nuclear labs say
‘pits last for a minimum of 45 to 60 -

years, and probably decades longer, .

if not longer still. Since the oldest

« pits in the stockpile were made in

about 1970, these oldest pits could
begin to fail in 2015 at the earliest,
using the mmost conservative
information available publicly.

By that time, over two-thirds of .

i| the'weapons in the U.S. arsenal will
i .- no longer be deployed. The recent

' U.S.-Russian agreement will remove
some 6,446 warheads of varying

. ages from deployed status by the
~ end of 2012, not counting any
reductions in tactical weapons that
may also take place. The pits in
those inactive weapons represent a
“hedge” against pit aging in the
remaining deployed weapons, which

_ will by then consist of 2,200
strategic weapons and no more than
1,160 tactical weapons.

This is.a huge pit reserve, and a
quite modern one too — and all the
pits in it are fully tested and
certified already, unlike the ones
that would be made in a new factory.
~ Even if this somehow weren’t
enough, Los Alamos could make
more than enough pits. For several
years now, Los Alamos has been
paid princely sums to.¢reate, in part
of its existing plutonium facility, a
manufacturing capacity for 50 pits -
per year, or 80 pits/year with :
multiple shifts, a capacity that Los
Alamos once said it already had.

The lab space involved is modest,
and these manufacturing rates could

* them” — ‘
non-possession (by most countries),

be doubled within the ex1st1ng
facility by retiring obsolete and
unnecessary projects.

Aside from being completely
unnecessary, DOE’s proposed
factory raises other troubling
issues. In 1970, the United States
ratified the Nuclear

_ Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), the

cornerstore of the world’s
nonproliferation regime. Article VI
obligates nuclear-weapon states “to

-pursue negotiations in good faith on

effective measures relating to

cessation of the nuclear arms race = -

at an early date and to nuclear
disarmament.”

There are two important norms
here: “do not improve nuclear °
weapons,”and “do not possess
whether it is continuous

or eventual non-possession (by the
five countries recognized as
nuclear-weapon states.in the treaty)
Our obligation to disarm was
emphasized by the International
Court of Justice in 1996, which
unanimously ruled, “There exists an

obligation to pursue in good faith -

and bring to a conclusion

. negotiations leading to nuclear

disarmament in all its aspects under
strict and-effective international -
control.” The U.S. recommitted

" itself to this principle as recently as

May 2000 when, along with the other
nuclear-weapons states, it agreed to
“an unequivocal undertaking by the
nuclear weapon states to accomplish
the total elimination of their nuclear

‘arsenals leading to nuclear

disarmament to which all States and
parties are committed under Article

. VL.” The proposal to build a new pit

factory is an affront to these
obligations, especially given the
huge pit reserve, much of it modern,
and the known minimum longevity
of pits.
Taking these and other facts in

hand, one can only conclude that the -
primary purpose of this facility is to

make types of pits that do not now

exist — that is, new weapons. These ~

new weapons would likely have to
be tested in full-up nuclear

explosive tests, a reality that senior
officials at the labs and DOE have
recently begun to unveil to the

- public.

The new facility is supposed to
cost $2 billion to $4 billion to build,

. but there will also be operating _

costs, plus the costs of waste
disposal, security, transportation,
and final decommissioning and

- cleanup, among other costs. It would
' not be surprising if the total hfe-

cycle cost reached $30 bllhon or .
more. 4

At Rocky Flats Wthh made plts

“from 1952 to 1989 cleanup will cost

very roughly $10 b11110n not
including long-term momtormg and
care.

Even after spending this much,

" the widespread soil contamination at

the site will probably never be
cleaned up. While the proposed new
plant likely would not be as
contaminating and dangerous as
“Rocky” was, this cannot be

.- guaranteed. New {or newly’

appreciated) hazards such as
terrorism and sabotage have risen
as risk factors, even as other risks
have purportedly declined. The
hazard from terrorist attack at such

a facility cannot be easily bounded,

and the steps necessary to prevent’
terrorism and sabotage will make
such a facility a poor place to work, .
not even considering the intrinsic -
medical and moral hazards of '
working there.

For all these reasons and more,
attempts over the last decade to
construct a new plutonium pit
factory have been hlghly
controversial, both in New Mexico
and natlonally They should be.
DOE’s plan is neither “modern” nor -
smart, and if allowed to go forward
it will gravely damage our national
security, in every way that phrase
can be interpreted.

‘Melio is director of the Los Alamos Study
Group and visiting fellow with the Program
on Science and Global Security at Princeton
University.



cant wait

the time). The studies requested will *

ince 1943, the Department of
~ Energy has designed, built and.-
tested nuclear weapons in New
. Mexico. This business has left
behind a considerable toxic-legacy,
including more than 1,000 contaminat-

ed sites at Los Alamos -

National Laboratory,
of which 25 are haz-
ardous and nuclear
waste landfills. o
- AtLANL, ground-.

v : 'water is contaminated
in several locations, and low levels of.
contaminants have shown up in area
wells. Despite this, unregulated

. nuclear waste disposal continues'on a
narrow niesa just above springs,
streams and ancient burial:sites with
no signs of stopping.

Commentary

——————

The currently active dump is called

«Area G.” Waste is buried here in shal-
- low pits and shafts and covered with
as little as three feet of earth, just as it
was in the 1950s. - ‘ ;
Amazingly, this disposal is still
entirely unrégulated. There has been
" no licensing process, 0o hazardous-"
waste permit; ho closure plan, no;com-
mitment to post-closure care, no per- -

formance bond, no disclosure of waste,

and no external regulation of disposal.
The New Mexico Attorney General
finally said last year that the site’has
been opeérating illegally since 1985.
Subsequently, more than 2,000 New .
Mexico residents and 27 environmen-
tal organizations petitioned the New
Mexico Environment Department to

L3

Los Alamos cleanup

“close Area G. But'neither-Attorn.ey.A o

General Madrid nor NMED, which'is

' charged with regulating the site, has
acted. ' "

" . But.isn’t LANL being cleaned up, at
least? Hardly. DOE has now spent -~

more than $700 million on LANL

- “cleanup” — meaning a program by
. that name, not the removal of waste

from the environment. Few actual
cleanups have been done and, because
of the continued disposal, the total
waste in the environment just keeps
increasing. . A
Most of the clean-up money has gone

' to University of California overhead or

paid for research. _
Unregulated nuclear waste disposal

does more than despoil the environ-

ment. It also defines a relationship —

"subjugation — and it creates a future, .
_ one where governmental failure allows

“rogue” institutions to exploit the
state’s resources and subvert its regu-

‘latory functions; making a “good busi-

ness climate” for more of the same.

Tn May, NMED finally determiined
that there might be an “imminentand -

substantial:endangerment” 0f human

health and the environment at LANL -

and so issued & “corrective action
order.” |

- The problem is that this order
required no corrective action. Instead,

it ordered several years of further

study, primarily risk assessments of
various kinds, in substantial partto
keep federal dollars flowing to LANL
(as Secretary Maggiore explained at

defénd the state’s environment and.,
.sovereignty against UC and the Bus
" crowd? Will NMED take itself off the -

accomplish no cleanup — and most.of
them don’t even relate to cleanup.

" Then NMED turned right around

and signed a “letter of intent” with
DOE, a sort of preemptive regulatory
surrender, signaling clearly that - -
aggressive cleanup won’t be
necessary. In return, NMED will

]

receive about $700,000 from DOE.
But even NMED’s not-too-subtle sur-

render did not satisfy UC or the Bush

DOE, which want no regulation of

Area G and the other hazardous and

nuclear waste landfills at all. So UC

reached into DOE’s deep pockets (yes;’

they can do that, and yes, those are our

pockets) and filed a massive lawsuit -
against NMED in federal court; which
aims to decimate New Mexico’s ability

“to regulate essentially any nuclear

waste or environmental contamination
in New Mexico — except possibly at
WIPP, where separate legislation
might provide some protection.

Will Gov. Bill Richardson vigorously

¥

DOE dole, repudiate the weird “letter

~ of intent” signed by the last adminis-
. tration, and start real environmental
‘cleamip at LANL? o

Probably not — unless citizens ask .
for it. . : o -
~ Greg Mello heads the Los Alamos -
Studly Group and makes the case that

it’s past time to seriously clean up ‘Los
. Alamos National Laboratory. B
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Watch of New Mexico points
out that the nuclear-weapons
programs at Sandia and Los
Alamos add up to almost 75
percent of the state of New
Mezxico's entire annual oper-
ating budget for schools and
services. "Unfortunately, he
added, * the trickle-down
effect is overrated: Recent
census figures peg Los
Alamos County as the fifth-
richest county in the United
States with a median house-
~hold income of

median income $29;400 next
door in Rio Arriba County.
For Greg Mello, who heads
up the Los ‘Alamos Study
Group, economic develop-
ment created by the labs

" tends to distract New Mex-

ico’s congressional delegates,
who focus their efforts in

- Washington on .supporting.

" the -labs while forgetting
about rural economic-devel-
opment programs that might
do more for Northern New
Mexico as a whole. The state
ranks high in terms of total
federal appropriations per
capita, but low on most other
_social and economic scales.

“The juxtaposition of hav-

" ing such a high level of fed-
eral payments and such a low
level of economic’ perfor-
mance suggests that the way
we get our federal dollars
isn’t creating economic

 development,” Mello says.

“You just don't get that many

spin-offs from plutonium.”

Others maintdin activists
like Mello are simply jaded
by their own feelings against
nuclear weapons, Like dt or

- not, they say, weapons of

mass destruction might be the .

best thing that ever happened
to New Mexico’s economy.

As president of the Albu-
querque-based . Technology
Ventures Corp., Sherman
McCorkle tracks New Mex-
ico’s technology industry. For
the past six years, the com-
pany has compiled the “Fly-
ing 40” list, comprised of the
state’s fastest-growing tech-
nology companies.

almost
$79,000, which compares to a“

In 1996, companies on the
list had 2,155 employees and
revenues of $258 million. By .
2001, the companies had
1ncreased their revenue by
340 percent to $879 million;
employment grew 240 .per-
cent to 5,179 people.

‘McCorkle noted that these

figures would be much larger
if his company included hun-
dreds of smaller comipanies
that don’t make the list. Vir-
tually all of this develop-
ment, he said, has its roots in
the weapons labs,

- “I personally think we can .
probably attribute some-
where between 97 percent’
and 100 percent to the labs,”
McCorkle said. “The reality
is, you don’t see this in Mon- -

tana or Wyoming. If it -

weren't for the national labs, .
we would be like the rest of :
the Rocky Mountain States: !
primarily agricultural.” .

UNM economist Waldman -

might not go that far, but he - -

agrees that local activists’
opinions are probably tainted
by their hatred of all things
nuclear.

" When you look -at census’
figures, Rio Arriba County’s
median income grew by 23.4-
percent from 1990 to 2000;
only five counties in the state
had a sharper increase in
income.

- “If ‘the local economy in
R10 Arriba is in such bad
shape, that’s not the fault of
the lab,” Waldman says. “If

.anything, without the lab it
. would have been worse.”

For J.R. Trujillo, chairman -
of the Northein New Mexico
Suppliers Alliance -and an

.Espaiiola city councilor, the

lab has shown its willingness

to work with small, local

companies. Now, he says, it’s .
up to the business commu-

nity to step up to the plate

and build an economy around

the laboratory’s needs.

“This ‘isn’t going to be
something that is going to
happen overnight,”: Trujillo
said. “You can’t just say, ‘OK,
Los Alamos. Fix our prob-
lems.”
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obiology of Early
Attachment ‘

ABILITY AND RESILIENCE TO
LIFE'S TRAUMAS
Julie Kilpatrick, M.D. )
¢ 7 * 9:00am-12:30pm $75/6CEU’s
. 2:00pm-5:30pm $75/6CEU’s
ninar will review the neurobiology of
welopment from the perspective of
ory, and the psychophysiological
lopmental and focal trauma complex-
for this seminar is didactic/interac-
wrve as a foundation for the January
strategies for restoring and increas-
regulation.

frick is a Jungian Analyst, as well as
dld and Adolescent Psychiatrist in pri-
Albuquerque. She is also a Clinical
sor at the University of New Mexico,
>sychiatry.

on Hall, Art Building

ege of Santa Fe

rmation & Registration:

Julie Kilpatrick

1)345-6944
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easy to use, FREE
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The Department
of Energy filed
2 lawsuit of its”
own against

' The New Mexico
" Environment

Department;

but as of press .
time, it had not
served the lawsuit
on the state.

Hazardous Waste

Bureau Chief . .~

James Bearzi
acknowledges
that the state
hasn't atways held
the fab's feet to
the fire.

The legal outcome, on the other
hand, could shift the balance of power
between a historically weak state and-a
nuclear weapons lab accustomed to
having its own way. Nuclear watchdog
groups contend that the University of
California, by virtue of Cold War-era
laws and its political clout, has hecome
the last polluter in the state to get'away

with little oversight. “No private industry
and no other agency of government ¢an.

. operate this way,” says Arjun Makhajani,

director of the Institute of Energy and
‘Environmental Research in Takoma .
Park; Md. “Not even the Départment of
Defense has this kind of fiat."

LANL officials dispute the claim that

the lab is without oversight, calling itself

“heavily regulated by the state.”

Most believe that the outcome will be
largely determined by how aggressive the
state of New Mexico is willing to be. Says
Geoff Fettus, a lawyer formerly of the New
Mexico Attorney General's Office and
now with the Washington, DC-based
Natural Resources Defense Council,
“The.next few years will be the test.”

The end result-6f this David and
Goliath scenario could also have pro-
found ramifications for states like
Tennessee and Washington, which also

house Department of Energy facilities.
But perhaps the most important thing at
stake is how well New Mexico will be
able to protect its ground and surface
water in the future

The various . contentions
about LANLs impact on the environ-.
ment are so well-hidden within hun-

. dreds of pages of eye-glazing legal and

technical documents that many people
may miss the fight altogether. The pub-’

{ic has at its disposal many hundreds of

pounds of paper from Los Alamos and
the Department of Energy. descnbmg
“accelerated cleanup strategies,” “per-
formance management plans” and
“benchmarks.”

Often these unwieldy documents
start off with a two-page list of defined
acronyms. One can wade through them
anid still come away without a clear idea
of how environmentally screwed up

: continued from page 13

LANL s (or isn't). A normal person
could be forgiven for giving up on the
issue entirely.

A disturbing story occasionally
makes its way down the hill: The Santa
Fe New Mexican reports that trees in

‘Bayo Canyon are radioactive. The Los .

Alamos Study group goes on to lab
property with a Geiger counter and .
comes back with reports of radioactive

--ants and plants.

There is also one unofficial document
that can't be calléd boring: an anony-
mously made videotape—allegedly cre-
ated by a former LANL employee and
now distributed’among lab dissidents—
which gives an unedited view of a work-

-day at Area G, the lab's “low-level”

radioactive waste dump. (Watchdog
groups contend “low-level” is a mis-
nomer, because of evidence that fuel
rods and other highly radioactive mate-
rials are buried there.) Bordered by lands
considered sacred by San Ildefonso
Pueblo, the “hot dump” is a pre-modern,
unlined, 63-acre area of scraped volcanic
tuff. Here, radioactive and hazardous
wasté has been poured directly into the
ground, buried in barrels under sheets
of plywood and stored in drums under
tents for shipment to WIPP

The state’s Hazardous Waste Bureau

" Chief James Bearzi points out that, by

contrast, New Mexico’s municipal land-
fills, which contain plain old garbage,
are engineered and double-lined. Anti-
nuke groups allege Area G is unpermit-
ted and therefore illegal. LANL says the
dump is legal.-A DOE official said, “It

depends on who you ask.”

“The video, thought to be about 10
years old, is so ham-handed that were
the content not so alarming, it might
appear on a bottomn-of-the-barrel reality
TV show called America’s Funniest
‘Nuclear Waste Durip Videos. The show
starts with bulldozer running back and
forth over tan volcanic tuff. A narrator
explains that this is being done in order
to dig up buried waste drums. The
laborers wear street clothes or coveralls. .

Then—whoops—Dbecause apparently
no one knows exactly how deep the bar-
rels are buried, the bulldozer breaks
through the plywood.. Next, lab officials
wearing white haz-mat suits and respi-
rators run out to the site to check for
radioactivity, while laborers dressed in

_ blue jeans and holding shovels wait

nearby. A blasting wind blows dusts,
and everyone covers their faces with
their hands.

‘LANL spokesman James Rickman says
he has no knowledge of the video's exis-
tence. “That’s a new one on me,” he says.
“I've never heard of anything like that.”

“We hope this is a period piece,”

" comments Ken Silver, an experton

occupational health issues who works
on worker safety dt Los Alamos. “We
hope this is not reflective of current con-
ditions 4t the lab.”

As it happens. LANL
is proud of its cleanup program, and

" argues that it has been a wise steward

of the roughly $700 million it has spent

during the last 12 years. Much of what
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the lab has done so far is to character-
ize—that is, find out what kind of cont-
aminants are in—more than 2,000 sites
that could potentially pollute the envi-
ronment. These range from liquid
radioactive waste to “literally a place
where somebody said they remem-
bered that hamburger grease was
dumped,” says lab spokesman
Rickman. In addition, the lab has sunk
numerous wells into its property to
monitor groundwater.

Rickman is aggrieved that the lab isn't
credited for what it has accomplished.
And it's true, lab critics have almost
nothing good to say about LANLs
cleaniup program. Instead, they argue it
has picked off the “low-hanging fruit"—
crossing off sites that were never really .
contaminated in the first place and leav-

- ing the more difficult and potentially

dangerous sites untouched. The lab,

they say, has turned environmental

engineering problems into endless aca-
demic research projects. They further
contend that, left to its own devices,
LANL would replace strict cleanup stan-
dards with weak ones: Land cleaned up
for industrial use, for example, can be

left dirtier than land slated for future

residential use. Risk rnanagement, a
strategy that gained favor under the
Reagan administration, can be
employed for endless studies of unprov-
able risks while real hazards go ignored.
Critics of DOE environmental man-
agement aren't just anti-nukers who -
oppose the lab on principle. A 1997 DOE )
Inspector General's report found that of
the $360 million spent by LANL by 1995,
only 20 percent or so had gone to
cleanup. On Nov. 24, The New York
Times reported on an internal DOE doc-

ument that blasted its own environmen- -

tal management program. According to
The Times, the internal report conclud-
ed that the environmental managemerit
program “has been fundamentally mis-
managed since its founding 13 years ago,

-, and much of the $60 billion it has spent-

over that time was wasted.”

All.of which helps to explain why
most citizens groups are anxious for
state oversight, because in the minds

". of some nuclear watchdogs, this

recent order by the New Mexico :
Environment Department comes after
years of inaction, or at best, inconsis-
tent action. To one legal observer the
state is like “a slumbering giant that is
finally waking up.”

ujje've been remissa"
acknowledges Bearzi. “We haven't held
the lab's feet to the fire. This [order] is the

. first step to doing a better job.” The envi-

ronment department contends it can
require this “corrective action” under the
state’s Hazardous Waste Act, because the

" lab and the DOE’s “past and current han- .

dling, storage, treatment and disposal of
solid waste and hazardous waste at the
LANL facility may present qn imminent -
and substantial ehdangerment fo
human health or to the environment.”
In its lawsuit, filed in federal district _

¢ court in Santa Fe, the lab argues the:
 state’s endangerment finding was an’ .

-interpretation: .

“unlawful attempt to exercise regulatory
jurisdiction over LANL.” .

But LANL and DOE staff put a friend-
lier spin on it. )

Mat Johansen,-an environmental
manager in DOE’s Los Alamos office,
says, “We're doing what people doina
civilized society; we're going to court 10
see what a third party says. We accept
and are not challenging NMED as the
regulator and look forward to working
with NMED on environmental issues in
the future.” )

Johansen points out that while DOE
and the lab are suing the state, the state,
by issuing the cleanup order, was the
one that picked the fight.

LANL spokeswoman Linn Tytler
agrees with the portrayal of the lab as

" the picked-on party: “The lab saw its

only recourse to be the court. We were
forced to do this to protect ourselves,”
In a soothingly worded op-ed in the
Journal North, titled “Laboratory and
Public Share Similar Values,” LANL asso-
ciate director Jim Holt writes, “Bvery
member of.the Laboratory work force is
aresident of the region and works dili-
gently to ensure that nothing done at

. the Laboratory could harm a friend,

family member or neighbor.”

But lab critics see the lawsuitas a
radical attempt to undermine authority,
out of sync even-with DOE relations
with other states. ’ :

“The lab and DOE are attacking the
fundamental capacity of the environ-
ment department to regulate Los
Alarnos,” says Jay Coghlan, director of
Nuclear Watch of New Mexico.

In fact. the legal battle

pits one federal law against another: the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 and the
Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act of1976.

Each law reflects its era. The Atomic
Energy Act, which LANL cites in its law-

suit, was signed into,law in 1954, at the

height of the Cold War. 1954 was the year
of a hydrogen bomb test in the Bikini
Atoll and the year when Robert
Oppenheimer was defending himself
before the Atomic Energy Commission
against charges of communism. Along
with calling for an “Atoms for Peace”
program, the Atomic Energy Act says
that radionuclides are subject only to
federal control. ’ .

RCRA is a "70s law which grew out of "
the environmental movement, and gained
force after the revelation of the Buffalo, .
NY, toxic disaster called Love Canal. State
laws, such as New Mexico's Hazardous
Waste Act, follow the federal standards set
up under RCRA and gain their authority
from it. After yeats of resistance T RCRA.
from DOE, Congress amendedthelaw™
in 1992 to make it explicit that DOE facil-
ities must comply with it. -

RCRA is about the size of a New York
telephone directory. How it interacts
with the Atomic Energy Act ii‘%??“' t

One major dispute is who.has
aythority over waste that is both
radioactive and hazardous. Invits law-

+ suit, LANL contends that DOE alone has

Jay Coghlan,
director of
Nisclear Watch
New Mexico,
hopes the state’s
order wili fead to
cleanup.

+ According to

the General
Accounting
office, from
1995 through
2001, DOE
contractors
passed
$291,950,052
in legat fees
onto-taxpayers.
Inthe great .
- majority of -
-those cases, the
contractor was
defending itself in
a lawsuit, Federal
regulations
rovide for the
reimbursement
-to contractors

_ of “reasonable

legal costs.”
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authority to regulate “the radioactive
portion of any waste mixtures.”

This dual regulatory scheme makes it
sound as if radioactive and hazardous
waste could be separated, like plastic
containers and glass bottles for recycling
bins. That's not possible, of course, and
that's where the disputes come in.

The state’s order doesn't challenge the
federal control of radioactive waste, But
Bearzi says that under RCRA the state
can démand testing, monitoring and

_reporting of radionuclides.

) “The lab wants to argue that the state
can't touch anything that's radioactive,”
Bearzi says, “but we disagree.”

Several anti-nuclear and environ-
mental groups dismiss the lawsuit as
legally unfounded and say it is being

. Co used by LANL as a bullying tactic. ,

" But at least one legal observer
. believes the legal issues shouldn't be so

away at RCRA. T hope DOE loses and 1
hope they lose big,” says Ruth Prokop, a,

COURTESY OF LOS ALAMOS STUDY GROUP

consultant for the Los Alamos Study
Group. “But this is a real legal question

“Area G contains
- 10.7 miflion cubic

feet of waste, and it’s a close one. It's a serious, sophis-
avolume equalto * ticatedlawsuit.”
ahout 1.4 million

Prokop was the top lawyer at the US
Department of Housing and Urban
Development during the late 1970s. She
became intimately familiar with federal

_ environmental laws after it was discov-
ered that contamination from the for-
_mer nuclear power plant, Rocky Flats,
"had leaked onto HUD-insured proper-
ties in Colorado.

As evidence of the seriousness of lab.
and DOE’s lawsuits, Prokop points to

~ last year's ruling in a case involving the
Paducah, Ky, DOE uranium enrichment
plant. In that case, the state of Kentucky
tried to put conditions on DOE's dispos-
al of radioactive materials in a state-per-
mitted landfill.

DOE challenged the state’s authority
and both the district court and the sixth,
¢circuit court of appeals agreed. “It puts
the state in an unusual circumstance,”
says lawyer Randall McDowell, who
argued the case for Kentucky. “We're

§5-gallon drums.

easily dismissed. “DOE is trying to chip

continued from page 15

charged with protecting human health .
and the environment and yet when it
comes to radioactivity we're preempted.”

The Paducah decision may bode ill
for New Mexico's ability to enforce its
order, says Prokop. “This is not some
wild card the lab’s throwing out there. If
it was, there WOuldnt have been a
Paducah case.”

Not everyone is convinced
that the state's recent actions are on the
right course. In the mid-1980s, before he
started the Los Alamos Study Group,
Greg Mello worked at the groundwater
bureau for what was then called the
Environmental Improvement Division.
As a technical investigator dealing with
violations of hazardous waste laws, he
says he quickly learned that private
industry and the lab were two separate
universes, Private companies, he says,
were worried about liability of violations
and anxious to fix their problems.

"“But the lab thought everything could
and should be fixed

“politically,” Mello says.

At one point, Mello
succeeded in getting a
notice of violation for
the lab signed by the
head of his division. To
do so, he says, he had
to do an end.run
around several more
immediate supervisors
who didn’t want to be
involved. Several of
those same people later
went on to jobs at
LANL or DOE.

“We called it the
ascension, because
you could make so
much more money
there,” Mello says.
Soon after the notice
was signed, an angry
legislator called the
office and threatened
to cut the division’s

 budget if the states didn't back down.

Among the anti-nuke warriors, Mello
stands nearly alone in his contempt of
the state’s corrective action order. He
believes LANLs demands for new studies - .
of contamination wil} give the lablicense
to do nothing. Mello also points out that
‘emphasis on cleanup of historical dump

" sites ignores the fact that lab operations

continue to produice waste. According to
Mello’s analysis of DOE documents, cur-
rent plans call for the lab to produce 33
drums of waste per working day for the

. hext 68 years.

Instead of more studies, Mello says,
the state should réquiie the lab to
remove contaminated sediments from
canyons, stop the pumping of liquid
radioactive waste into Mortandad
Canyon, pump out contaminated
groundwater and go after localized -
dumps with shovels and backhoes.

“If they're not going to do anything,
then we should stop now,” Mello says. - -
“I'm not in favor of funding LANL to do
nothing.”

Nuclear Watch’s Coghlan agrees that




the state’s order is “a glorified information

request. Which doesn't require cleanup.” But - .

‘'he says he is optimistic that “though the order .
doesn't call for cleanup, it will lead to cleanup;”
Hazardous Waste Bureau chief Bearzi says,
“The level of investigation is entirely appropri-
ate given the state of knowledge. The informa-
tion we have simply jsn't good enough.” ]
* Ironically, the lab is using a similar argu-

ment to explain why it's contesting the state’s

order—that there is too much emphasis on
-new studies and not-enough on actual
cleanup. " ) .
Given the lab’s track record on cleanup,
says Coghlan, “they should be slapped for
. saying that.” C . :
. Both Mello and Coghlan are leery of a letter
the environment department signed with

. LANL just a month after the staté released its

- draft order. The “letter of intent” with Los
Alamios agrees to an “accelerated cleanup

- plan,” devised by the lab and approved by
DOE. The latter sought to control how conta-
minated sites are funded for cleanup by ask-
ing Congress for s1.1 billion for an “Accelerated
Cleanup Account,” which would be given only

- to states that signed on to the létter.

Congressional critics, including New Mexico . _ .

‘seriators Jeff Bingaman and Pete Domenici,
. called the account a “slush fund.” But last

month Congress voted to authorize nearly the = =
LANL announiced
" -, on Nov, 18 that it
had successfully

entire request. Congress has yet.to appropri-
ate the money. . N

. -Many watchdog groups are critical of this
agreement, arid contend New Mexico and
other states were pressuted into signing the

letters by DOE. Bearzi says the letter is “onlya -

letter. It doesn’t mean we signed off on their
cleanup plan. We haven't approved it and we
don't intend to approve it. But if it’s goingto
help bring in more rmoney, then the money
will indeed go to cleanup.”. o

“The state has been bought off,” Mello
counters. “They're spending their resources on
these Kumbaya meetings with the lab instead
- of on enforcement.”

The state's ability to take
a hard stand with LANL s on everybody’s
mind. In her 25 years as a lawyer, Prokop says
she hasn't encountered régulators so apparent-
ly loathe to use their power as those here in
New Mexico. o

“It’s just not a regulatory atmosphere. It's

“more, 'we're going to try and get them to com-

- ply;"" says Prokop. “Don't get me wrong, their
intentions are very good. They just don't have
the mentality of a strong regulator.”

That might have changed now. But how
strong a stance the state will take may also-
depend on whether, as governor, Bill
Richardson decides to play hardball agairist
the DOE, the agency he used to head.
Richardson could not be reached for comment
prior to press time. ’

If the state’s order represents a new era of

empowerment, Prokop worries that it may be .

coming too late. For a Republican administra-
tion bent on fighting terrorism, considering
new nuclear testing and figuring out how to
spy on domestic tetrorists, Cold War-era think-
ing may be more relevant than the'70s
promise of environmental protection. -

* "With this administration, the DOE sees
their chance to get out from under RCRA,”
Prokop says. “They’re going to take this and
run with it.” Whether New Mexico is up to the
challenge, she says, "remains to be seen.” [J
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Hard Times

By: Barbara Ferry
December 15, 2002
Santa Fe New Mexican

Retirement plans, a benefit he'd hoped to provide for his small
staff, are out of the question. A vacant position will go unfilled. And
Harris, director of Rio Grande Restoration, expects he'll spend less
time out in the field working on river projects and more time in the
office trying to raise money.

"It's a matter of how long you can hold your breath," he said.

Down in Silver City, a small group that works to ensure compliance
with the state's mining reclamation law is also hunkering down,
with staff members choosing to cut back on their hours. "We're too
small to buy pink slips," joked Harry Browne, director of Gila
Resources Information Project, noting that for at least some New
Mexican activists, cobbling together an income from various
sources is a long tradition. "We don't lay off staff, we just get other
jobs," Browne said.

Here in Santa Fe, a food bank postponed for a year a new program
to give backpacks full of food to hungry kids in Santa Fe public
schools. "We were concerned that we wouldn't have the funding,"
said Sherry Hooper, director of the Food Depot. She said she
hopes to launch the program in January.

And in Albuquerque, an organization that works to reduce teen-
pregnancy rates is stepping up its direct-mail solicitations to
replace a $75,000 grant that won't be renewed this year. Without
that money, the group will be scrambling to keep running its
parenting groups for teenaged fathers. "We haven't felt the impact
yet, but we're bracing for it," said Sylvia Ruiz, director of the New
Mexico Teenage Pregnancy Coalition.

Up and down New Mexico, and across the country, nonprofit
organizations that rely on foundation money for support are facing
tough times. Nationally, foundations gave $26 billion to charities in
2001. But many foundations have taken huge hits in the stock
market during the past three years. Nine of the top 10 foundations
lost money in first six months of 2002 with losses totaling $8.3
billion, according to The Chronicle of Philanthropy. As their
endowments have slid, in some cases precipitously, so has the



amount they are able to give out.

Not all the news is so dire. Some New Mexico foundations seem to
be faring better with their investments than larger, less diversified
foundations on the East and West coasts. And the privatization of
Blue Cross/Blue Shield here has resulted in the creation of a new
$17 million foundation focused on health-care needs in rural New
Mexico. But the overall trend is downward and some predict the
situation will get worse before it gets better.

"It's causing us to make tough decisions," said Owen Lopez,
director of the McCune Charitable Trust, a top funder of projects in
Northern New Mexico. "And for the (nonprofit) groups, it's causing
a lot of heartburn.”

"l don't think it's going to turn around soon," he added. "l hope it
doesn't get worse."

Because many groups rely heavily on foundation support,
nonprofits working on issues ranging from after-school programs to
homelessness can be as-dependent on the stock market as
pinstripe-suited Wall Street traders. Some groups expanded rapidly
during the 1990s when foundation money was easier to come by.

1000 Friends of New Mexico, a statewide organization that works
to combat urban sprawl, grew "like wildfire" in the 1990s when
smart growth was considered "a sexy issue for foundations," said
program director Ed Archuleta. The group's budget leapt from
$100,000 to $650,000 in just a few years, he said. But during the
upcoming year, the organization will have to make up about a
quarter of its budget because of the loss of grants from major
foundations.

"We've relied too much on just a handful of foundations," Archuleta
admitted. "It hasn't been a problem until now because the money
was flowing. But now we really have to work on diversifying our
funding base."

Resources are falling at the exact time when demands on
nonprofits are increasing, said Chris DeCarty, of the Palo Alto,
Calif.-based Packard Foundation, which dropped its giving from
$400 million in 2001 to $250 million in 2002. The foundation, which
supports environmental groups such as 1000 Friends of New
Mexico, plans to give away $200 million in 2003.

"l would say that, to a one, organizations are facing increased
demand or needs for their services," DeCarty said. The poor
economy means greater strains on families, which mean greater
demands for the social services nonprofits provide.

And the conservation-minded environmental groups funded by
liberal foundations such as Packard are under greater pressure
because the Bush administration is bent on relaxing the
environmental regulations the groups have fought for, DeCarty
said. "For the environmental groups it's like a double whammy."



One dramatic example that has impacted New Mexico is the falling
fortunes of media mogul Ted Turner. During flush times, Turner
became famous for his $1 billion gift to the United Nations and
challenge to other CEOs to dig deeper into their pockets. In the
United States, the family-run Turner Foundation focused much of
its funding on environmental groups in states where Turner owns
fand or businesses, including New Mexico, where he owns several
ranches.

But Turner's holdings in AOL/TimeWarner have fallen from nearly
$7.5 billion in February 2001 to $1.5 billion in September,
according to the Atlanta Journal-Constitution. As a result, the
foundation is not accepting any new grant applications in 2003 and
expects to fund groups on an "invitation only" basis in 2004. "There
isn't a whole lot more we can do right now," said program officer
Devon Finley.

Closer to home, the Santa Fe Community Foundation, which gave
out $1.1 million in 2001, expects to find that it distributed almost
that much in 2002, when it closes its books in mid-January,
according to foundation President Billie Blair. Diversified
investments, along with a strong individual donor base, have
helped the foundation keep up its funding levels, Blair said. And
when the foundation's board saw the stock market slide in 2001, it
took action, creating a Community Care Fund to help tide
nonprofits through lean times.

While individual donors are facing the same sort of investment
losses as foundations, Blair said she's seen donors' generosity
persist. "l had one donor tell me 'l want the foundation to have this
because | might lose it in the stock market anyway,' " Blair said.

But the overall amount of individual giving to charity has also been
affected by the economic downturn. And people are also likely to
be asked for money by more and more groups as organizations
seek to make up budget deficits with individual donations.

Blair points out that while that the number of holiday-season gifts
the foundation is receiving is the same as last year, the average
dollar amount is lower.

Appeals such as the Empty Stocking Fund, administered by The
New Mexican, the Santa Fe Community Foundation, the Salvation
Army and Presbyterian Medical Services, is doing as well as last
year, Blair said.

The Empty Stocking Fund gives people an opportunity to respond
to a personal story of someone in need. The stories are emotional
and have the power to move people, Blair said. But the
organizations that provide programmatic services to people year
round don't always have that same appeal.

"We are hoping that people remember that those needs are still
going to be around when the tinsel comes down," Blair said.



With a smaller amount of money to dole out, the McCune
Foundation, which cut grants from $7.8 million in 2001 to $5.1
million in 2002, is focusing on basic needs. Director Lopez says
that arts grants have taken the first hit, with most arts grants being
cut in half. "We didn't cut them off, but we cut them down," he said.
"In tough economic times, homeless and hungry - in my judgment -
take priority over opera-goers."

Even so, groups that work with the hungry and homeless are
having financial problems. Hooper, of the Food Depot, says that
many national foundations have cut grants in half. The Depot relies
on foundations for about $120,000 of its $400,000 budget. So even
though many foundations are saying they can't take on new
organizations, the Food Depot is stepping up its fund-raising
efforts, hoping to score with yet untapped foundations that are
concerned with hunger. "Unfortunately, what we have going for us
is that we're serving a population that is extremely impoverished,"
Hooper said.

Groups that are more activist-oriented and work on policy, rather
than social services, have a mixed reaction to the funding crisis.
Sally Smith, a Silver City veteran of environmental battles against
mining company Phelps Dodge, will return to her old role as a
volunteer rather than paid activist. "A lot of us never really
expected careers out of this," Smith said. "On the other hand, | feel
that people ought to be paid decently for their work."

Greg Mello, director of the Los Alamos Study Group, believes that
in his area of anti-nuclear activism, foundations have actually
played a negative role. "The foundations didn't have a clear focus
about what to do," Mello said. "Instead of providing leadership,
they sprinkled a little money in a lot of places and hoped for a
miracle."

In hearts-and-minds battles like his, Mello says people, not big
foundations, are key. "l never thought money was a limiting factor.
\We've fought successful battles with very little money."

Other policy-oriented nonprofits are being herded into coalitions by
foundations such as McCune. Coalitions don't save money, said
director Owen Lopez, but they can be more effective than a
handful of groups working separately on the same issue. The
McCune Foundation played an active role in forming a coalition of
groups working on the Rio Grande, after a California foundation
threatened to pull its funding from Rio Grande issues two years
ago, Lopez said. And when money is tight, it may be more
important than ever for foundations to play an active role in
organizing and leading nonprofits, he said.

Julia Bergen, director of an organization that provides visual-arts
classes for underserved kids in Santa Fe, says she believes that if
there is a silver lining to funding cuts, it will be that people in the
community have to become more involved with organizations they
value. Her organization, Fine Arts for Children and Teens, relies on



volunteers who work as studio assistants. "We're really counting on
community support," Bergen said. "In a sense, | see this as an
opportunity for people to really figure out what's important to them."
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Feds Detail Nuclear Breaches

By Adam Rankin Journal Staff Writer

'Several Years' Of Unfit Storage

The National Nuclear Security Administration released more details Friday on nuclear safety violations
at Los Alamos National Laboratory concerning the improper storage of nuclear waste for "several years,"
resulting in a preliminary notice of violation issued Dec. 17.

The notice cited LANL for violations in four separate categories relating to the storage of transuranic
radioactive waste in an unauthorized facility, PF-185, used as an interim storage facility within Technical
Area 55, or TA-55.

LANL used the building from March 1996 until June 2001 as a staging area for radicactive waste before
moving the waste to Area G, which is an approved storage facility. Radioactive wastes are stored at Area
G before transportation to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant near Carisbad.

LANL has until Jan. 17 to provide NNSA with a written response to the violations, including reasons for
the violations if admitted or, if denied, the basis for the denials.

Linton Brooks, acting administrator of the NNSA, wrote LANL director John Browne a letter
accompanying the notice of violation saying he was "personally concerned about the seriousness of the
circumstances surrounding this matter ... "

Violations cited in the notice include failure to do a documented safety analysis, failure to follow
technical safety requirements, failure to gain approval from DOE to use PF-185 as a storage facility, failure
to classify the site as a nuclear facility, failure to do hazard and accident analyses and failure to develop
appropriate nuclear safety controls.

LANL management also was cited for not identifying a procedural problem with storing waste at the site
for more than five years and for failing to correct the problems once management realized that storage at
the facility was unauthorized.

"LANL failed to timely develop a root cause analysis of that condition, failed to investigate the extent of
the condition that was found, and failed to determine the deficiencies in safety management controls and
their causes that allowed this condition to exist for five years before identification," according to the citation.

Brooks wrote that his concerns include the "safety significance of operating a facility for over five years
with an inventory of nuclear material but without an analysis to determine the appropriate safety
management controls for protection of the workers and pubtic.

"Although there were no immediate radiological consequences, it is fortuitous that no unanticipated

events occurred that would have caused unanalyzed and significant exposures to workers and the public,"
he wrote.
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Greg Mello, head of the LANL watchdog Los Alamos Study Group, said the violation shows that lab
managers essentially lied to the Department of Energy in May 2000 during the Cerro Grande Fire when
they told DOE officials that all nuclear materials were in secure bunkers.

Lab officials could not be reached for comment Friday, but Tim George, leader of LANL's nuclear
materials technology division, said on Monday that as soon as the improper storage was discovered in
June 2001, it was reported to the DOE/NNSA and LANL "took action to move the drums to an approved

location.”
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