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Today’s popular opposition to pit production in New Mexico is just the latest phase of
an opposition that began in 1989. Opposition is certainly not confined to the immediate
context of the National Nuclear Security Administration’s (NNSA’s) “Complex 2030”
proposal. Public opposition to pit production at LANL has been vocal, consistent, and
strong in New Mexico for 17 years so far. At the present, there is no publicly-expressed
support for pit production at LANL whatsoever, even in Los Alamos.

Easily-accessed evidence of widespread popular opposition to pit production can be
found at www.lasg.org; see especially the Call for Nuclear Disarmament there.

For the most part this compilation includes only those articles which mention or
otherwise involve the Los Alamos Study Group. The Study Group began formal
operation in May 1992, and prior to this our media files are spotty. To compensate for
this, this compilation includes a broader range of materials from 1989 to 1992.
Opposition to warhead core (“pit”) production at Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL) began in the fall of 1989, just a few months after pit production ceased at the
Rocky Flats Plant.

This compilation does not include all the New Mexico press articles on this subject,
although it includes most of them. National coverage is also incomplete. We have not
included our own publications or any listing of radio and television programming (local,
national, and foreign) on the subject of pit production at LANL.
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Bill funds Los Alamos

Wi (83
By PETER EICHSTAEDT

The New Mexican Staff
€ Copyright 1989 The New Mexican

Work could begin .next year on a $210
million plutonium-processing and weapons-
research complex at Los Alamos National
Laboratory that officials say is the largest
construction project in the lab's history.

In late September, President Bush signed
info law a bill that gave the lab $44 million
to begin construction of the Special Nuclear
Materials Research and Development Labo-
ratory. The law passed through Congress
with no fanfare.

The lab already has received $32 million
over the past two yedrs for development of
the project. An additional $134 million is
expected over the next four years during
construction, according to laboralory pro-
jections.

"The lahoratory will be used for research :

on and development of actinide ({radioac-
tive} materials that are germane to the
Laboratory's nuclear weapons program,”
according to a lab publication titled
"Research Highlights, 1988."

“Much of the research in the complex
will focus on developing methods for
recovering plutonium contained in residue

plutonlum plant

and scrap materials,” the publication
stated. )

The publication did not say if old nuclear
warheads were included in the term “scrap
materials.”
signed and developed the nation's nuclear
warheads, although production occurs
elsewhere,

“Design of the complex is expected to
take approximately two years; construc-

tion is scheduled to being during the winter -

of 1990,” the publication stated.

The complex will consist of three
buiidings: a multi-story 91,000-square-foot
main building, a 65,000-square-foot office

for plutonium

Continued from Page A-1

The lab historically has. de-

Bill funds plant

building and a 16,000-square-foot  utility
building.

Dave Jackson, a- spokesman for the
Department of Energy in Albuquerque,
said an -environmental impact statement
will be required before construction on the
project could begin. .

The process of developing an environ-
mental impact statement will require public
comment, he ‘said. But no scheduie for
public hearings was available.

Jackson said information on the project
- and the impact statement would be
available in early December. Jackson did

not know if the impact statement would
delay the project.

The project prompted a Santa Fe-area
anti-nuclear group to question the direction
of laboratory work. and the handling of
radioactive materials in the future.

“It raises real concerns of the direction
the lab is going in terms of military
research,” said Richard Miller, director of
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety.

Funding for the new laboratory building

- is noted in the LANL five-year plan and is

listed under “Weapons Research and

See Bill on Page A-2

Development Activities.”

The five-year plan also detaiis a
variety of other new construction
projects proposed at the lab, but as

" yet unfunded.

One is called the Radioactive
Liquid Waste Treatment Plant,
which would cost $100 million. The
plant funding is not anticipated until
1992 and would continue until 1995.

Another jtem in the five-year plan
was $2.4 million this year for work
at one of the lab's radioactive

landfills called “Area P.”

The U.S. Environmental Protec- )
_tion Agency is expec,ted to sien a

Plutomum plant concept grows

By PETER EICHSTAEDT
The New Mexican Staff

Both the purpose and cost of
a proposed plutonium research
complex at Los Alamos Nation-
al Laboratory have been ex-
panded from the original pro-

. posal, a laboratory spokesman
said Thursday.

Originally budgeted for $210
-miltlion, the cost of the Special
Nuclear Materials Research and
Development Laboratory now
is estimated at $380 million,
laboratory  spokesman  John
Webster said.

In addition to weapons-relat-
ed research with plutonium
and "scrap metals,” the new
laboratory also will be used to
pre-treat plutonium waste, he
said.

Webster said the laboratory
will handle only waste generat-

- ed by Los Alamos laboratory,

not waste from other laborator-
ies.

“There should be less
waste,” because of the pre-
treatment program, he said.
“The ampunt of waste should
be reduced.
efficient.”

The research will include.

ways to process radioactive
materials from old nuclear war
heads, Webster said.

The radioactive contamina-

tion is not extenswe he said,

but - affects devices used to
handle radioactive materials.
The new complex will be the
biggest
ever undertaken by the labora-
tory, he said.
Ground-breaking. ,orlgmally
was scheduled for..late 1988,
according to information on
the project released in May

1988. But the project has been.

It will be more

construction  project -

delayed to give laboratory
officials time to study the
effects of the complex on the
environment, Webster said. )
Websler said the federal
Department of Energy, the
umbrella agency for the lab,

will issue a “notice of intent” to_

prepare the impact statement
in mid-December,

A public meeting to gather
comments on the scope of the

senvironmental study tentative-

ly is set for mid-January in Los
Alamos, he said.

Webster said the environ-
mental impact statement must
be approved by the Energy
Department before any work
other than design takes place.

Construction of the project
now . is scheduled to begin in
September 1991, he said. It will
take about four years to com-

W W

V(g
plete, he said.

Congress already has allocat- ,
ed about $32 million for the
project, not all of which has
been spent.

An additional $44 million
was included in a bill signed -
into law by President Bush in
late September.

In May 1988, an $11.9 mil-
lton architectural and engineer-
ing design contract was award-
ed ‘to Flour-Daniel of Irvine,
Calif.

‘The design work was expect-
ed to take nine months but
actually took more than a year .
to complete. It was finished
recently.

Members of the state’s con-
gressional delegation said they
have been aware of the project
for two years and support
spending federal money for it.
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By TONY DAVIS

Stalf reporter

Los Alamos National Laboratory is

planning its most expensive construc-

tion project ever, a $330 million to 3380
million plutonium research facility the
lab says will be the {inest of its kmd in
the world.

In the meantime, a 36-year-cld bmld-

ing to be replaced by the new facility in-

the mid-1990s is a safety risk that is “at
the end of its useful life,” according to 2

U.S. Department of Energy document

from Washington, D.C.

A Los Alamos spokesman this week
said the old building presents “no
health risk to any of the (300) em-
ployees or the general public”

Next month DOE will publish a notice
of infen: in the Federal Register to
prepare an epviremnental impact state-
ment for the new facility. It also will
start accepting public comments on

TG -21-
\lamos

what the envxronment.al document
should cover.

The old building, ca.lled the Chemical
and Metallurgy Research Building, has
“corroded and breached  air-handling
ducts, inadequate supply of filtered air,
marginal building-wide filter systems
and inadeguate control systems,” said a
DOE budget request document submit-

ted to Congress early this year.

% “Many areas in the {old) building are

radiologically  contaminated and
beyond economically- viable cleanup,”
said the DOE document, which was
seeking money for the new lab.’

“Project corpletion (of the new
building) will occur in {fiscal year) 1994
at the earliest — 2 time during which
likelihood of serious accidents and
litigation is increasing,” the DOE docu.
ment said. :

An idertical warning about the old
building appeared in a DOE budget
request for the new facility in 1988,

The new Special Nuclear Materials
Research and Development Laboratory,
like the old building, will be used to
study how to recover plutonium from
residue and scrap material. The new lab
will be “the world's most advanced
laboratory for plutonium research,” Los
Alamos officials said in a newsletter
about the facitty.

The new laboratory will have two to
three buildings, totaling up to 170,000
square feet, compared to 550,000 square
feet for the ¢ld building,

Construction could start by 1991,
after cornpletion of the environmental

impact statement. The statement will

outline - how DOE believes the new
project will affect the environment and

‘what DOE will do to minimize the

effects.

Los Alamos is 2 key DOE research
facility, ' sexrvivg' the .deparvment’s
weapons production complex across
the United States and receiving money

from DOE’s budget. The Unlversity of
California at Berkeley operates Los
Alamos for the department.

A Los Alamos spokesman said the
concerns about the old building have
been addressed.

“The concerns expressed by DOE in

its documents reflect problems that-

have occwred and continuing concerns
both by the DOE and the lab,” said Los
Alamos spokesman John Webster. “But
things are upgraded and replaced be-
fore they present any health threat to
the people who work there. We monitor
that place carefully and there is no
threat to anvone who is there.”

An aide to Sen. Jeff Bingaman,
however, said DOE officials are trying
to have it both ways. _

“They tell us in Congress it's a very
severe situation, and it's going to cost

. hundreds .- of mmillocns of. dollars  to
repiace it,” said Ed McGafligan, legisla”

tive director for the New Memco

ﬁ\ans plutomum lab to replace old faci Iiw

Democrat. “They aiso tell their o
employees not to worry, we've got it
under control.”

McGaffigan said he's never visited the-
old building and can't say if it's safe or.

not. But if it is as bad as the DOE memo
makes it sound, DOE should have
started planning the new building soon-
er, he said.

“The problem is that for most of
those years production of nuclear
weapons took priority over the environ-
ment,” McGaffigan said.

Plutonium is a key element in nuclear °

weapons design and production. It has
been used in research at the lab since
the World War 1I Manhattan Project to

build the first atomic bombs. It can.

cause cancer if inhaled,

Congress has authorized the new :

iab’s construction, but has appropriated

only aboutr $75 million for it so far.

DO s crities m Sanm Feadren

raised concerns about the new :"ac:hty. :




DOE planning talks for plutonium chmty

By CHARMIAN SCHALLER
Mogitar Staff Wrlter

The Depaniment of Energy is planning =
peblic “scoping meedng” late this momth to
gather conynents on 3 planned new Los Alamos
National Laboratory plutonium recovery
facifiny. '

The DOF notice of intent to prepare an enviz-
omumentual impact stuement for the project
apyeared todzy in the Federal Register.

The public inecting will be held at 7 p.my,
Jan. 31,0 the Pajarito Room of Fuller Lodge in

 Los Alamos.

The new Special Nuclear Materials Rescarch
and Development Laboratory, 2
193,000-square-foot complex, will 1ake over

the plulonium handling functions of LANL's
existing 37-yeusr-old Chemical and Mclallurgi-
cal Research building.

The new complex will be located at Techni-
cal Arca 55, The location will make possible the
consolidation of all LANL plutonium-handling
operations in one area.

Calvin Martell, technical representative from
CLS-1, the analytical grovp of the Chemistry
and Laser Science Division, said, “They're
goinyg 1o be reprocessing plelonium -— produe-
ing it from scrap.”

The work al the new facility will involve
recovery, nol original produciion, of plutonium,
he emphasized,

He said those working at the [acility also will

6 Fndoy Jonuory 12 19‘?0

PFUTOnlum (from Page )

. EIS is completed, there will be further oppor-
tunitjes for pubiic comment.

published in the Federal Register
tified so far for coverage in
al Lnpact stelement include:
upational safety {“The radiotogi-
vlogical inpacis of routine oper-

p..bh» and oc
ca} ahid noy
attons &
Jeeted effects on workers dnd the public will be
addressed in accordance with DOE policy.';
regulaory compiiance: air quality ("The effecis
of radicastive and non:adioaclve air emis-
sions,"y. wasie manegement (“The environ-
“mental effecis of the gencration, uweatment,
uansport, stiorage, and disposal of radioactive,

ceidents including pro-

hazardous and solid wastes and mixtures of the
foregoing."); packaging and transportation of
radioactive matenals (... on LANL site roads
that are open to the public.™); decommissicning
and decontamination at the end of the new facil-
ity's operating lifetime; potential tmpact onhis-
torical, archacological, scientific or culiurally
important sites; impact on threatened or endarn-
gered species; and-any cumulative effects.

The announcement said that background
information on DOE operations at LANL is
contained in the “Final Environmental Impact
Statement - Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory
Site,” 2 1979 DOE document that is available at
anumber of Hibraries, emong them Mesa Public
Library in Los Alamos, the New Mexico State
Library in Sania Fe, and the J. Robert Oppen-
heimer Study Center at LANL.

Murtell provided several interesting asides

— -

be domg research” and dcvclopmcnt “They
want 10 leam 1o do it better,” he said. Informa-
tion developed through work at the facility will
be made available 10 othcr facilities incheding
Rocky Flais.

Martell added Lhal ‘the new building, its loca-
tion, and the work done there should make it
pmsxblc 1o lessen plutomum impact on the
environment.

The faciiity will be closer than CMR 1o sites
where pluloniem scrap is stored at LANL, he
said,

In response to Monitor questions, Martell
said that similar work now is done at PS4,
which is ncar the planned site, and that at PS4,
the *vast majority™ of the plutonium secovery

on the project:

+ He noted that perhaps the most significant
historical ilem on the site, & log cabin from Los
Alamos County's homestecading days, was
moved many months age to a new site adjacent
to Fuller Lodge and the Los Alamos Historical
Museurn.

» And, he said, there are plans to decontami-
nate CMR and reuse its 550,000 square fcet —
primarily as chemical laboratory space, unify-

ing LANL's scaltered chem lab areas,

He saig investigation is now in progress 1o
determine the impact over the years of radioac-
tive work on the duct work, plumbing, and other
pertions of CMR. When the investigation is
compleicd, he said, the necessary material will
be temoved, and new equipment. will bé
installed. ‘

* The CMR is sale, he said.

work currently deals with “intemal recyele”
material ~~ plutonium scrap stored at LANL.

Asked 2bout the transportation of serap plu-
toniem to the proposed site of the new complex,
Martel! said the scrap will be multiply packaged
in approved contziners and moved in escored
trucks,

Mariell said about half of the new complex
wil} be devoted to anzbytical facilities where
plutonium and its impurities will be analyzed.

Design of the complex is in progress and
should be completed this year. Consiruciion is
expecied to be cormpleted in the {al of 1994,

One of the essential parts of the design of the
new complex will be planning for specialized
air filration. High-efficiency paniculate air Gil-

Congress that, “Corroded and breached air
handling ducts, inadequate supply of filered
air, marginal buildingwide [tter systems and
inadequate conirol systems contribute to seri-
ous sitations developing....™)

Bu, he said, the cost of doing the ongoing
repairs to keep the aging building safe are grow-
ing rapidly. The laboratory is saying, Mascll
said, “'Let's build 2 new one bcforc we have
trouble.’

Those wishing 10 comment by mail should
send letiers postmarked by March 1 t0: Denald
Lucero, U.S. Department of Energy, Albu-
querque Operations Office, P.O. Box 5400,
Albuquerque, N.M., 87115, telephone
665-2170. Reguests for copics of the dralt EIS,
once it is developed, should be directed to the
same man.

{Although the DOE's funding requesl told

ters (HEPA filters) will be used on mcommg
and outgoing air systems.

Thetotal cost of the facility {through all of its
phases) could be as much as $380 million. The
actual cost will depend on completion lime. |
Thus faz, tie DOE has sought $210 million for
the project, and Congress has approved $76
miliion in funding for the first three years of the
project (through 1990}, -

The public meeting and written stalements
will be used in identifying issues that should be
covered in & subsequent draft envirorunenial
impact statement on construction of the build-
ing, according 1o the DOE notice. Once a draft

(Please see PLUTONIUM, Page 6)

Los Alamos Mom’ror .

Quu.:ons zbous I’U"Lhcr informztion on the -
E[S process should be directed wr Carol M.
Borgstrom, direcior, Office of NEPA Project
Assistance (EH-25), U.S, Department of Ener-
gy, 1000 Inderendence Ave. SW, Washington,
D.C., 20585, wlephone 202-386-2600,

According (¢ the Federal Register notice,
“Individuals desiring to comment oraily a: this
mesling {on Jan. 3! in L& Alzmos) should
notify Mr. Lucero ... a5 500 a8 possible so that
the, dcpmant cap aTange a scﬁcdv..,e of pre-
semtations. Persons who have not submilted 3
request 1o spezk in advance may regisier o do
s0 2L the meeting. The meeting will net be con-
ducted zs an evidentiary hearing, and there will
be no questioning of speakers.”

So that everyone will have 25 opporiunity 0.
speak, the notice said, speakers will be limited .
to [ive minules cach,
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Concerned Citizens for Muclear Safety

Jan. 22, 1990 o Press Contact: Daniel_Gibsdn
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE ' 988-9210 or 986-1973

. CCNS PREPARES FOR UPCOMING SCOPING HEARINGS REGARDING
LANL SPECIAL NUCLEAR MATERIALS RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT FACILITY

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety is busy preparing for
the upcoming "scoping hearirgs" regarding Los Alamos National
Laboratory's proposed Special Nuclear Materials Research &
Development facility.

The scoping hearings will be held at 7 p.m., Jan. 31 ét the
Fuller Lodge in Los Alamos; and at 7 p.m., Feb. 13 at Northern
N.M. Community College in Espanola. ' ' :

The hearings will provide the public with a forum to suggest
what LANL should include in the Environmental Impact Statement
the laboratory is required by law to produce for this proposed
facility. The facility will be the single largest construction
- project in the lab's history, with a price tag near $400 million.
It will be used for research on plutonium and other fissionable
products, and recovery of plutonium from obsolete weapong and
weapons-related scrap.

"We are apprehensive about this propbsed facility and we
plan to convey our misgivings to LANL at the hearings," says CCNS
consultant Greg Mello. : '

"We question if this is a wise use of our nation's resources
in light of decreasing tension in international relationships.
Enhanced production of plutonium for use in nuclear weapons 1is
very questionable when you consider we already have over 20,000
nuclear warheads. The facility will provide some new short-lived
jobs, but it's not clear if this project will really help our
local economy; in fact, it may hurt it. What will be its impact
on tourism, especially if there is an accident involving
.plutonium, one of the most toxic, long—-lived substances there isg?
Is this the kind of economic development we want in northern New
Mexico? We feel the talent and creativity of LANL etaff would
better be used addressing pressing environmental and social
problems rather - than production of new devices of war."

‘ : ' ' {over) .

TIR Calle Grille Santa Fe, New Maxico B7501 [BO5] 98E-1873
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- LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABS ,
PROPOSED PLUTONIUM RESEARCH & PRODUCTION BUILDING

In 1988, Congress quietly granted Los Alamos Nahonal Laboratory (LANL) $10 million to begin desrgn work on the largest construction project
in its history, the proposed Special Nuclear Malerials Research and Development (SNMR&D) building. This building s Intended for
piutonlum research and production. This giant complex will have a floor space equivalent to the area of over five football fields. The *special
nuciear materials™ which the lab will be handling are primaily plutonium and the fissionable isotopes of uranium. tn 1989, an additional $22
million was given o the lab to continue design work. If the funding continues LANL expects to begrn censtruction in 1991 wilh a price tag of

' nearly $400 milfion.

- The proposed com plex would house the world's most advanced facilities for plutonrum research and.also assist LANL's current plulonium

~preguction and recycling center at Tech Area 55. The SNMR&D building is intended 1o replace portions of the Chemrslry and Metallurgy

Research Building, parts of whrch have beceme unsafe and too contaminated to ecenomically clean up.

In 1981, LANL was producmg over a ton of plutonrum a year and since 1984 has taken over varying amounts of productron work from the
Hanford complex in Washington state and the Rocky Flais Plani in Colorado, There is now mounting pressure for LANL lo take over ihe
reprocessing work of Rocky Flats. Since LANL has no outside agency that limits the amount of nuclear waste it can store or bury; a proposal lo
shist waste-producing produc ion activities to LANL is highly probable. A recent report from the Natronal Research Council said: -

"_..the Platonium Facrlrty (Building TA-55) al LANL i is an efficient and productive operation for scrap recovery.
Thrs ‘facility, operating for the most part on a one-shift, S-day schedule, can. process almost half-as much -
plutonium as Rocky Flats can (even if Building 371 were Lo be renovated) and turn out a purer product. It
additional capacity is desired, institution of a three- or four-shift operation at the LANL facility should be more
than adequate 1o handle the complex's plutonium recycling needs...Although there may be resistance at LANL o

: convernng Building TA-55. rnto a full-scale production facility, an- admm:slmuve soluuon should be pos:,rblc "1

Moving production would refieve Rocky Flats of limiled waste storage problems by transpomng pre -waste raw materials (pfutonium contaminated
scrap and old nuclear bombs) to LANL instead, thus producing 1 nuciear wasle here rather than at one of DOE s troubled facilities currently under

' scn.tmy

The capabililies and purposes of the new facrhty support an expanded plutonium processrng role for LANL.. As staied in LANL s January,

71990 Fact Sheet:

...Iesearch and development [in this building] CORSists, gcnem]ly, of dcvelopmg and verifying advanced chemical
procc,durcs for the recovery and purification of special nuclear materials and associated waste minimization. The
systems and cquipment necessary {o implement the new or improved proccsscs are then dcmonstmtcd so that the
tochnofogy may be incorparated at olhor Department of Energy facrlmcs :

Whether or ot the new o rmproved processes ‘that LANL develops wolld ever be moved to another !acrlny is a matter of speculatron

Though funding for this building is denved from LANL's nuclear weapons budget the burldrng could play a significan! role in the development
of civilian nuclear reaclors and exotic fuel technologies. There still Is no safe means for the permanent disposal of radioactive wastes. -
The proposed research into plutonium- -related lechnology raises many serious health and safety questions regardrng what to do wilh the wastes
generaled and the transporiation of raw radroaczwe malenais to and from the facility.

The nation is awash in plutonium.* 2 The SNMR&D buitding will produce even more surplus plutonsum and ils highly toxic and Iong lived waste
byproducts. The wisdom of proceeding with this-praject is questionable given the risks to bolh the public and the environment. 'CCNS feels that.
the millions of dollars earmarked for this endeavor wouid be belter spent in the research and devetopment of safe allernatives and new
technologies to.clean up the millions of tons of radioactive wasle already con!amrnasrng the environment across the ULS,; itis these wastes whrch
pose the greales[ and most immediate lhreat to publrc health and safety.

L WWMMM&EMM&MWMMM Academy Press, Washington D.C. 12/89, p. 84

2 John Harrington, former Secretary of the U.S.. Department of Energy, belore a congressional cornmmee in 1988.

Concemed Citizens for Nuclear Safely - 412 W, San Francisco Sireet + Santa Fe «New Mexico « 87501 » USA (505) 986 1973
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Advisory Committee on Nuclear Facility Safety
to the
United States Deparunent of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585

November 6, 1990

The Honorable James D. Watkins
Secretary of Energy

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C.. 20585

Dear Admiral Watkins:

Your Advisory Committee on Nuclear Facility Safety met in Los Alamos,
New -Mexico, on September 24 and 25, to review specific safety issues at the Los
Alamos National Laboratory (LANL). The Committee toured selected facilities at
the laboratory, heard technical presentations from representatives of the laboratory
staff, and received comments-from the public. We recognize that a brief visit is not
much more than an audit. However, based on this meeting, we have the following -
observations and recommendations.

LANL appears to be well managed and the employees we encountered seemed-
to be both well-trained and enthusiastic about the work they were doing and-sat-

jisfied with: the working environment and resources they were provided. From the

limited sample the Committee saw, the research and development program at LANL
impressed us as being well planned and well conducted. ' o

We were also pleased by the extent to which LANL management has recog-
nized the importance of, and is working to implement fully, two fundamental safety
principles which you have espoused: the need for line managers to take active re-
sponsibility for the safety of the employees and facilities under their control and the
need to instill an awareness by employees at-every level of the importance of safety
as a primary parameter in all of their activities. We did find instances, particularly
at the research/waste management interface, which made it clear that there is still
work to be done. However, we believe that LANL management will be successful in
developing the new safety culture.

During the public comment session, some persons expressed concern that
environmental monitoring results are not becoming available to the public until
many months after they are completed. In one case, this delay was two years.
Apparently, most of the delay arises from the approval process for these reports by
headquarters offices and is a generic problem affecting the release of environmental
monitoring information at other sites as well. We believe that it is important for
the general public and those most directly exposed to have timely access to this
environmental menitoring information concerning routine or accidental releases of



radiologic or toxic materials. Therefore, we recommend that ways be sought to
speed up the release of monitoring reports, such as has been done at the Rocky Ilats
Plant. One possibility is to delegate approval authority to either the Albuquerque
Operations Office (ALO) or LANL.

Finally, the Committee believes that the plutonium processing capabilities
and expertise 1t saw at TA-55 are asignificant but under-utilized asset to DOE. Much
of the equipment and many of the procedures used there are state-of-the-art and
represent substantial improvements over equipment and procedures 1n use elsewhere
in the DOE complex. For example, the Committee was especially pleased to see that
the technology used for the glove boxes at LANL was much more advanced than that
at the Rocky Flats Plant, and that careful attention was being devoted to prevention
of contamination of duct work. We recommend that serious consideration be given
to how the capabilities at TA-55 could be used to provide broader benefits to the

complex.

I would be glad to discuss any of these Issues further.

Sincerely,

/.

}Aﬂ_ John F. Ahearne
ek

Chairman
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Committee says

By BOB QUICK
The New Mexican Staff

An advisory committee says Los
Alamos National Laboratory’s pluto-
nium processing capability is under-
used — but that doesnt mean the
‘lab will expand its handling of the
-radioactive material, a spokesman
. said Wednesday.

1 do think it is very clear that we
are a research and development
facility,” said Eugene Werka, associ-
. ation director for Chemistry and
© Materials at the Laboratory. “We
are not a (pluteniwin} production

facility nor is it our intent to do
production.” .

Werka was responding to a Nov.,
6 letter, made public this week,
from the Advisory Comimittee on
Nuclear Facility Safety to Energy
Secretary James D. Watkins.

The committee, which consisted

of 16 experts in various areas of

nuclear energy, visited Los Alamos
in late September to inspect the
laboratory and to hold public meet-
ings.

In the leiter to Watkins, the

_ committee said the laberatory “ap-

pears to be well managed, and the
employees we encountered seemed
to be both well-trained and enthusi-
astic about the . work they were
doing and satisiied with the working
environment - and resources they
were provided.

“From -the limited  sample the

committee saw, the research and
development  program - at
impressed us as being well-planned
and well-conducted,”

The committee had spécial words

of approval for the 1ab’s plutonium -

LANL .

processing facility, Technical Area-
55,

“Much of the .equipment and

many of the procedures used there -

are state-ofthe-art and represent
substantial improvements over
equipment and procedures in use
elsewhere in the DOE complex,”

“the letter said. “The plutonium

processing capabilities and  ex-
pertise . .. at TA-55 are a significant
but under-utilized asset to DOE.”
“We cerfainly were very pleased
with the committee's comments,”

Werka said, "We take very seriousty )

our responsibility to the public and
the nation that plutonium process-
ing here is done in a safe, secure
and environmentally benign man-
ner.”

Werka said the laboratory was
the Energy Department's “lead lab-
oratory in developing advanced
plutonium processing technologies.”

Werka said. he was not able to
interpret exactly what the commit-
tee meant in its letier. with a
comment that, “"Serious considera-
tion (should) be given to how the
capabilities at 'TA-35 could be used

VL should use plutonium capabilities'

to provide broader benefits to the
complex.” : .

He said Watkins has appointed a
committee to study what the Ener-
gy Department needs to do with
plutonium processing.. “We are
working with Rocky Flats (plutoni-

um processing plant in Celorado) to

help it get up and running again,”

Rocky Flats last January stopped
shipments of the platonium compo-
nents used as the triggers of
thermonuclear bombs. 1t is the only
plant in the country that makes
such triggers.
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"ple proposing construction of a new Speci

"ciencies of the Chemical and Metaliurgical |

) '{"verv precise, mcam.ng There aze five such mate
" ials: enriched uranium; pluioniom 242; “pla
“nium 239 and 241 uraniua 233; and pluwmum :
'238 B

“at CMR, they- are less likely o convince Con
{7 gress to provide thc fundmg for zhc new statc-of-‘
¢ . the-art building.

- would be trantferred to LANL..

" tions posed in 1989 and 1990 to people includin

e AN R

Mo Ty

By, CHARMIAN bCHALLER
: " Monitor Staff Writer
“There’s & certain irony in the position of peo?

Nuclear Materials-Latioratory. " %"

~When they pointout the age and potenual defi-
> search. .
Research facility, the current site for work, that’ RELIABILITY® IS THE ISSUE -
would be transferred to the SNM, there is an out-;
cry of concern from people — especiatly people
in Santa Fe and Taos — who are womed about,
exposure 1o radicactivity. -

“(The phrasc specml nuc[ear matenals

'men wrere aware of all’of these irenies.

= But if lab spokcsmcn downplay !hc problcm

Some of the same peop!c “gho i’requcrd,r building now -almost 40 years cld.

¢re is o intent to use the SNM for production
:of » plufoniym. LANL's pluwmum focus is

.In ‘& recent intervicw with -Jahn R. Phillips,
“group leader of CLS-1, the Analytical Group in - prcparcd for Congrcss prov1ded at the request of
.the Chemical . and Laser Sciences Division. . the Monitor by Leon Kantola, project controls
“(which occupies nearly half of the CMR), and -
‘Ronaid G. Stafford, deputy division leader for
diation " protection in the Health, Safety ‘and:
nvlronmememon it wag apparent that both

manages for the SNM, put it this way:

+'Evaluation of GXiSLLng condmens and-recent
maintenance and repair experience in the CMR
Building have led to the proposal: t1oeplece the'
facility, Over ‘the’ past_38° years, the uilities,
glaveboxes, and hoods have deteriorated to some
exteni so that the potential for program interrup-

Stafford 'commcntcd “I"was convmcc& thai tonbecause of equipment breakdosws or mainte-
that pchctwouldbca sellubie project” because © Pance hds hecome a major concern, :
slate-of- tha-zm facility would be replacing a

“Mainienziice dosts will increase with fime,
“Despite a program of continuing wpgrade of |

express concems about mdiciogical safety have, © Bm both ‘also cmphasized that CMR ,5 safe, cqumment and facilities, l}{ﬁ age of the CMR

Les Alamos National Liberatory would use the <
proposed SNM for production of rather than
research. on plutonivm. Essentially, they sa
they fear that’ Rocky Flaw' pmducuon workw

atten tion,

aging building, but of "rchabnhty »

" The National Rescarch Councﬂ once * s
gestedd such A possibility,
-But Monitor files show lhaL a series of g

vould be shut down immediately. -

"The issue; they said, is not one of safcty in this”

Safety comes first and is assured, Lhcy said.
Butif a shuldown were necéssary, it would brin
plutomum opcmuons at Los Alamos Nation

b's t"d"‘ai 1991 92 f’eld dgeL rcques

.at several public hearings, raised concems that ” Maintenance, they said, has always been done - Bullding and curent awarénics of new initiz-
and is now an even more :mpormnt focus of

&

» tves in the areas of health; safe{y, and environ- ©
ment have g labomtory mahzgement to the
decision that 4 major upgrade or replacemesit of
‘the facility is nécessary and should be underta-* |°

“Were safety concerns (o arise, they said, CMR * ken to reduce therisk of system or equipment fai-

;¥ lures izl could result in programma[nc
intermuptions.” g - .
“Any significant’ dxsrupuon of the analyucal'

. (Please “see

“Typlcal |
mechanlcal

: /equlpme‘nt

— - : w\elec!rical
: : o equipment

“ Typlcal

T ' . . rFlando fallure
"4“"““‘“‘—' " Llfe expectancy : o

LA,

Fa][qre Rate

Time Dependence of
Failure Rate

e rale
- . - T u' . - 1
Burn-in or : S . Useil "f:'_e perlod Wearout
debugging S Ce perlod
perlod _ o Time b
' o5z ' L 977 ' 1991
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effectively bring all plutonium facili-
ty operations at Los Alamos o 2
halt....

*“There are no other laboratories at
Los Alamos that are either available
or suitable for the SNM research and
development work now conducted in
the CMR Building, Analytical che-
mistry capabilities for SNM exist at
Rocky Flats, Savannzh River, New
Brunswick Laboratory, and Hanford.
However, none of these facilities can
be considered as a viable alternative
for the various analyses thaf are now
performed at the CMR building and
that are required for the support of

the Plutomum Proccssmg Facﬂuy )

wor
. The budget request sa1d
- “Our analytical Jaboratories have

© certain unique capabilities: better

reliability, lower limits of detection,

and the ability to develop techniques
for determining unusual impurities, -

. “Transfer of functions “io" those
facilities would have other severe
negative programmatic impacis.:A

most important programmatic con--
sideration is the short. turnaround -
time for required results for exper- -
imenters and production personnel.

. “Present schedules could not be

maintained with off-site shipment for -

-analysis, ©If ‘samples were 1o be

destroy the integrity of the samples

and therefore invalidate the analysis.”

developed.” " |

- FUNDING FOR SNM AND CMR :
The proposed SNM is in limbo, "
right now, Congress appropriated no -~

funds for SNM in fiscal 1991,
although it had provided $44 million

for fiscal 1990 and a total of $32 mil-- -
lion for' the proje,ct in years before"

that,
‘Stafford said Lhcn: is hope Lhat

continued deSIgn of the SNM wﬂl bc

funded ‘again in fiscal 1995.

But even if the project evcntualiy:
moves ahead, it wiil be'5-10 years

_ before the building -is done. .- .
In the meantime, some $7 million
— including the unspent pornon of
the $44 million and certain environ-
" mental safety and health money —is

e 'bcmg spent forrcfurblshmem of the -

ly Qlanncd for the SNM.
The inven'ion was a “sliding sash”
developed by David Carlson, Bob

*Comer, Joel Dahlby, Brad Galli-

more, Calvin Manell, and Walter
Stone — and submitted for patent,

The “sash” is essentially a screen
that biocks mosi of an open-front box
used in lzb chemistry, The sash
leaves only the minimal opening

needed for work in progress. It can be’

shifted from side to side to cxpose
differcnt arcas,

Stafford said the use of the sash
“reduces the air demand by a factor
of two o three.” A lab NewsBulletin
article in April 1990 said, in addition,
“Lab tests over a 16-month period

~ concluded that the new box increases

retention of particles within the box

by a factor of 10, thus greatly

decreasing the possibility of conta-
mination outside the box.”

These shidiag sashes now have -
-~ been installed in a numbcr of places
“in- CMR.

Is air flow adequate today?
. Phillips said, “Yes.” :
Stafford said, "It was getting

- close,” but the measures taken solved

the problem.
« Phillips said the building has

“some 400 slove boxes and they do -
. deteriorate, But, he said, “We prob-

ably replace 10 io 15 boxes per year™
with new “state of the art boxes with

~special coatings.” -
shipped elsewhere, there would also .
be 'a severe packaging problem;
- metallic plutomum and alloys'react .

with ‘water” ‘and other atmosphenc
gases, and ‘such reactions could

« The building itself?

. Thebuilding has seven “wings” —

1,23, 4, 5,7, and 9.
. Stafford said three wings — 2, 5
and 7 where most of the plutonium .

.operauons take place — were’

, + - upgraded in 1977.
For the above reasons, only options

at: Los*® A]amos have becnf"

After upgrading, “Stafford ‘said,

. the_se wings had two stages of hlgh-
- efficiency particulate air filters
..(HEPA) fiiters in place. They are

tested regularly, he said.

~Wings 3 and 4 have a different
tj'p'e of filters, Stafford said, and
LANL is “looking at upgrading both

‘of those systems in the next couple of
) ‘y-ears‘n

He said wing 3's upgrade — with

~$3.million in new filters — could
come in fiscal year '1992-93, The
" schedule for wing 4 is uncertain. If
“the SNM is built, he said, wing 4
could be refurbished for uses not
'mvolwng radioactive materials and
not requiring HEPA' filters, ~

Wing 9 is a more recent part of the
building, and it has HEPA filters.
Wing 1 is an administrativé wing,

WA 20 Q3. e 6 WA ) (e S AT T SRS T Fems v aFE et e 23
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and Environment Dms:on.

HSE moved promptly 0 contact
the others and check their homes,
cars and asscciates.

Asked if subsequent investigation
showed any hazard to thé people who
left the building or to their associaies,
Stafford said, “No. Not to the people
who left or the people they camne in
contact with ... There weren't any
detected hcalth cffecls 1o any of the
employecs....

o In 1982 an incident occurred
that involved one person who
allegedly took materials from a
laboratory and contaminated his own
locker, subsequently conteading that
others had been responsible. '

Stafford said, “We decontami-,
nated him that day.” No one’s health
was adversely affected, Stafford
said. ,

The man is no longer with the
laboratory.

Phillips said, “He was not follow-_

ing established procedures.”

The Monitorasked why CMR uses

a sclf-monitoring approach, suscep-

tible to certain human failings, rather -

than employing staff members
assigned to monitor everyone who
leaves the building,

Phiilips- -said, “Wherever you

work, you have to hire good people;

you have to train them, and you have
to trust them;” :
Training, he said; is cmphamzcd

Stafford pointed to the portals as

some protection,

Both said that self-monitoting is-

the standard procedure at virtually all
lab sites. [t would be more expensive
than risk-benefit analysis supports to
hire special people, they said.
“We handle very small quantities”
of radioactive material, Phillips
added. “We're' not a. plutonium-

- producing facility ... Our (thermo-
luminescent dosimeter averaged)
" exposures are extremely low.”

Stafford said, for example, that of
89 CLS-1 people in CMR who wore
TLDs in 1990, 77 had zero expo-
sures. The highest éxposure of the
remaining employees was 0.41 rem
per year, he said, “one-twelfth of the

. permissible yearly accumulation.”

Neither Phillips nor Stafford sees
CMR as & hazard to cmployecs or Lhc
public.




“Inese negver has been any inlention -

to shut down CMR, the latest SNM‘;.

budget indicates that approximitely

$293.6 million of the $385 million -
vould go for SNM, and $01.4 mil- -
lion would go for CMR decontami- -
_nation and refurbishment. :
redone building would be used for a
variety of purposes including chcmi-_

cal laboratories.
THOSE DEFICIENCIES...

Meanwhile, the wording of aDOE :
SNM request 1o Congress ‘several

ycars ago continues to haunt LANL
spokesmen. Monitor news files show
that the narative portion of ‘that

© request wamned that, “Corroded and
breached . air “handling ducts,

inadequate supply -of filtered air,
marginal building-wide filier sys-
tems, and :nadcquaw control systems
contribute Lo serious situations deve-

loping in the' CMR building, A sys-

tem failure would adversely affect

. safetyof personnel and require shut-

ling down the facility,”
¢ "The Monitor explored those con-

- :cems with Phillips and Stafford,

o

very well designed ...
» Stafford said air flow in-each

wing of the building is approximate-

Iy 100,000 cubic feet per minute,

Overall, he said, more than 500,000

cubic feet per mmuw of zur is being
moved., ‘ .
. Alr comes mlo

sucked into glove "boxes (which
maintain negative pressure) and then

into a system of" ducts and on lo the,

basement.

There has been “somc deposmon :

of acid in the duct system over the
years, Phillips said, but waler is

sprayed inio the system two 1o five -
. minutes per day to wash it down, The -
rinse water {lows 1o the liquid \vaste

treatment facility. .
« Corrosicn from acid fumes was

found in a “couple of places in wings .
5and 3 at joints,” Phillips said. Staf- .
ford said that the stainless.steel ducts

were noticezbly roughened and had
been sealed with a-thick paint.-

But, Phillips said, “We went back
and did ultrasonic testing,” measur-
ing the thickness of the metal, and
found that, *“The dl.cts had not been
brcachcd."

» Stafford said, ”Over marny years,

Lhcy put in a number of open-faced
hoods.” The velocity of air over the
aperiing of a hood must be 125 lineal
feet per minuic, he said, “As we put
in miore hoods .wehad to havc more
air supply.." - :

-As a rcsull, wo actions were
taken. Phillips said some laboratories
were shifted, and CMR made use of
an innovative development original-

The ..

-the best,

. Phillips said, *The building was ..
in the 1950s.”

c. o_fﬁces and_"'
faboratorics in the building and is

- booties, cte.,
. controlled arca, ..
In addition, two. portals exist LhnL-'
“were inslalled o safeguard the Facili- ..
ty from the zemoval of radioactive.

UPGRADE PLANS
And the”éutrent upgrading?
- Stafford said"that among the pro-

“jécts scheditled for completion in fig- :
cal 1991 zie instillation of a new

slack-momlormg ‘system, and check-
ing of all spriry nozzlcs in the duct
wiash-down system,

““There ‘are” 15 iems on the full

upgrade list, which could stretch as |

[ar into the future as 1996.
Asked if he s afraid to work in the

- building,. Phillips ‘said, “No. It's a_
‘mood building. It swclldcmgncd It's

well constructed,” In fact, hie said, he

is familiar with analytical chcmlsuy )

facilities at:a number of DOE sites,

~and he is convinced (hat thisis one of -
“it has been maintained °
well, and we're increasing mainte- °
nance,” he said.

He noted that the buxldmg has
passed the point on its “useful lifs"”
curve when mdintenance musi be
“proactive” or the guality of the
building will. drop raptdiy But, he
indicated, that proactive approach is
being aken. .

- PERSONNEL M,(}NITORING

And the people ‘in the building?

Phillips and Stafferd oytined a -
-sclf-mom‘ormg sysiem that requires
People who work in the laboralories .

in the inierior of the bmldmg to

monitor themselves foer times
belere lhcy emerge into . common

<, Areas,

Those whe simp ly enter the labor-

awry area mast conduct three self- -

monitoring ~ cperations bcforc‘
leaving. :

All protective clothmg——smocks
.. — . Iemain within the

maledals, -
Although the portals weren't

designed for personal safety, Phillips -
said they are sufficieatly sensitive,
 that they wiil detect for several days

the lingering radiation in a person -

who hag had a {halium 208 procedure
on his heart and circulatory system or
an iodine test on his thyroid. .

When the portals detect radioac-

liviiy, an alarm sounds.
TWO INCIDENTS...

“ Two incidents have occurred at
. CMR that raised concermns about seif-
" menitoring.

* In 1981, a radioactive sample ‘

c-smc into the CMR mlslabc]cd
“uncontzmina ted.”

Several people left the building -

after handling the sample. Phillips

saic thase who Telt without detecting.

radicactivity “did ‘not adequately
muonttor themselves,”

"But one person did a thorough job, -

detected radiation “and reported

immediately 1o the Health, Safety -
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y revealed in a 1981
processed more than 3,000

year before — enough for
about 250 bombs the size of that dropped on Nagasaki

The laboratory inadvertentl

annual report that it bad

builds the plutonium parts for U.S. muclear wea
pounds of plutonium the

MORE: See LAB on PAGE A3




LANL head can't recall testimony

The Assoclated Press

LOS ALAMOS — The direc-
tor of ‘Los Alamos NNational
Laboratory says he doesn’t re-
call testifying that workers
were exposed to levels of radia-
tion now considered unsafe
. whenthe lab processed large
amounts of plutonium a decade

ago. -
The Albuquerque Journalin a

. copyright story said the lab’s
involvement in nuclear war-
head production in the early
1980s was revealed by director
Sig Hecker in testimony to'a
closed House committee hear-
-ing in 1990.

The work involved turning
impure plutonium and plutoni-
um scraps into weapons-quality
material. As & result, lab work-
ers were exposed to radiation

levels that would be unaccept-

" able under current standards,
Hecker said at the 1990 con-

: gressional hearing.

© “There were a number of

things that were done from an

- operational standpoint that, in
today’s environment, no longer
are acceptable from the stand-

point of ... radiation expo-
sure,”” Hecker told House
members. . :

The Albuquerqué Journal

said Hecker did not state how

many workers were exposed-or.

if their health was affected.

Plutonium in extremely small
quantities can cause cancer.

But Hecker said Saturday he
didn’t recall the House, testimo-
ny. He said he testifies before
Congress six or seven times a
year in both closed and open
forums,

“To my knowledge, I know of -
no workers’ exposure beyond
that (federal radiation expo-
sure limit of 5 rems per year),”
Hecker said. A rem is a unit’

‘that measures radiation expo-

sure to the entire body.

“We ourselves have imple-
mented a stricter standard for
our workers,” he said.

Hecker said the lab has,
since the 1980s, reduced the
amount to which a worker can
be exposed to 2 rems per year.

“In addition, we have intro-
duced a number of measures in
the processing to keep expo-
sure levels ALARA (as low as
reasonably achievable) stand-
ards,” he said. '

Hecker’s 1990 testimony, the
newspaper reported, is the
first public acknowledgement
that such research has in-
volved “full-scale. processing
of plutonium.” .

The lab “sprinted into the

“breach to help out,” when the
Department of Energy faced a -

plutonium processing crunch
in the early 1980s, Hecker
testified.

At the time, the U.S. was
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building new warheads at a
rapid rate, according to Robert
S. Norris, a nuclear weapons
expert with the Natural Re-

‘sources Defense Council, &

Washington, D.C. environmen-
tal group. Lo . '
. “The order book. was very
full,” Norris said. o

The work, according to Los
Alamos budget documents
made public this week by Con-

cerned Citizens for Nuclear

Safety, a Santa Fe-based envi-
ronmental group, wore *out
some bf the laboratory’s pluto-
nium equipment. ' "
According to the documents,
the plutonium laboratory ‘‘has
been used for production for
which it was not designed. One-
fourth of its area is worn out
and will need to be replaced.”
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Los Alamos To Gain Leadmg Role in

¢ T

By John Fleck

JOURHAL STAFF WRITER

The Department of Energy, carv-
ing up responsibility for the
technology used to build nuclear
bombs, is preparing to give Los
Alamos majar new responsibilities
over the nation's bomb lactories of
the 2ist century.

The nation’s olher two nuclear .

weapons laborateries, Sandia in
Albuquerque and Lawrence Liyer-

gy

winners under the plan, which ex-
pands the three labs® roles in plan-
ning for future manufacturing done
in bomb factories aromind the coun-
try, iab officials say.

Faced with the task of scrapping
most of its aging bomb faclories,
the Energy Department is asking
the labs to take a central role in
designing the nuclear weapons
plants of the Miture,

It is too early te atlach budget
figures 1o the plan, but in the

/Mﬁa JH‘&

consideration at Department of
Energy headguarters in Washing-
ton, Los Alamos gets the biggest
share of the work

And with post-Cold War budgets
{or designing nuclear bombs
shrinking, the new work will help
offset cuts, officials at all three labs
said,

"The plan also signals a continued
DOE commitment to keeping all
three laberatories working on mu-

from critics who say having three
nuclear weapons labs 13 a luxury the
United States can no longer afford,

*T think that what the administra-

tion and Congressare trying todoin -

the nuclear weapong area, and the
entire defense area, i3 protect the
research and development capabil-

. ity,” said Ron Cochran, chief execu-

tive officer at Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory, i a telephone
interview Thursday from his Cah-
fornia office.

FroaS

£ i
" _4.. e i .A' S -Wnl-t.w -""Tﬁ"
sponaibility for Nuture plummut
research and development betwes
Lawrence Livermore and Los Al
mos. Some critics, including prom.
nent California Democratic Con
gressman George Brown, hav
called for all plutonivm work to b
moved to Los Alamos.

“People wanted to maicta
technical competence in this area ¢
hoth labaratories,” said Los Alamo

Director Sig Hecker, who with hi
counterparis at the other two labor

J

mare in California, will also be

Factorles

v of labor now awaiting Emal DOE
I approval.

The plan carves up the- nuclaar
weapons turf, assigning “lead labor-
atories” to coordinate work on each
of nine main technologies needed to
build nuclear hombs,

Lead laboratories will caurdma[e
the research and development
needed to build the new factories,
then oversee constmcncn and slart-

ap.
Lis Mnmoe wllI get five of the
nine areas, with Sandiz and Law-

rence Livermore taking charge of .

two each. .

Responsibility in a 10th area, safe
cleanup and storage of the pluto-
ninm 1eft over from vears of U.S.
nuelear weapons work, will also go
o Los Alamns.

division of labor now mnder final clear weaposs,

That will nol mean moving work-
ers from lab to lab, officials said.

Instead, lesd laberatories will
ceordinate work done by research-
ers spread out among the labor-

. atories.

Despite the fact that no workers
will be moved now upder the plan,

one analyst following the discus-

sions said Los Alamos is headed
toward garnering the largest share
of futiire work,

“It seems evident that Los Alamos

is getting a broader responsibitity -

for a larger area of work thap the

other two labs,” said Tom Zamora, a .

Washingion, D.C., writer and nucle-

ar weapeans analyst for the environ- |

mental group Friends of the Earth.
The plan should become final by

Jate July, and no major changes are

expected between now and then,
according to a Department of Ener-
gy sotirce iovelved in the plan's
approval who spoke on condmon of
anonymity.

despite pressure

Work in the assigned roles woulcl :

begin svon afier, in preparation for.

- the planned August 1993 completion

of preliminary plans for the new
puclear weapons cemplex, but some
of the work is already under way,
laboratoty officials said.
Congressional approval is not re-
quired.
The. plan sketches a significantly

“larger role for the laboratories in

overseeing nuclear 'weapoms pro-
duction than they have held in the
past.

“We'll be much more invelve d“
said Harry Saxten, director of San-
dia"s Manufacturing Enginecring
and Sapport Center.

That is consistent with 4 growing

trend in U.S. mdustry toward hav-
ing designers for major high-tech
products work more closely with

~ the people who have-1o build them.

UUnder the proposed division of
laber, Los Alamss will be in charge
of all processing of the key chemi-
cals used to make a nuclear bomb,
including plutonium, wranium, tri-
tium and lithinm.

= THEROLES

In particular, the plan splits re- atories helped draw up the divisia

Lead Iahoratory roles the De-
partment ol Energy is assigning

o the three W.S. nuclear
waapons lahorastories: 'J
. Los Alamos MNational 1
Laboratory: ‘
TFrittum {used in hydrogen
bombs) :
Uranium .
" Lithium {used in nydrogen
bomizs) Cat

Plutenlusn processing

Plulonium disassembly and
storage K

Muclear subassembias (the
nuclear paits within a bomty

Sandia Mational
Laboratories:

Non-nuctear components |

Cwverall bornb assembly

. Lawrence Livermore.

' National Labaratory: e
Plutonium manulacturning
High axplosives




DOE team
to visit

laboratory

Monitor Staff Report
Donald F. Knuth, Department of
Energy deputy assistant secretary for
faciliies, will visit Los Alamos
Mational Laboratory this week.

Knuth will be accompanied by:
Daniel R. Rhoades, director of the
DOE Office of Research, Develop-
ment and Technology; Roger L. Din-
taman, director of the Sandia Nation-
al Laboratories/LANL Facilities
Division; Edward G. Lazur, director
of the Office of Construction and
Capital Projects; William Hensley,
director of the Office of Field Securi-
ty and Oversight; and Theodore H.
Koch of SAIC. T

LANL’s Dennis J. Erickson will

. welcome them.

On Monday, they will be briefed
on LANL conduct of operations by
Michael T. Terry and Joan M. Boud-
reau; on seismic conditions by M.
Dean Keller; on the Working Group
to Address Los Alamos Community
Health Concerns by Hamry Otway;
and on Technical Area 21 by Alexan-
der Gancarz, Raymond Garde and
Philtip Eller.

On Tuesday, they will hold discus-
- sions with senior management mem-
bers including LANL Director Sig
Hecker; Eugene M. Wewerka; Erick-
son; Allen . Tiedman; Michael G.
Stevenson; and Sharon R. Eklund.

They also will tour the Chemistry
and Metallurgy Research Building
with Allen Hartford and Jim Phoe-
nix; and they will tour the Plutonium
Facility with Delbert H. Harbur and
Annell Danczyk.

On Wednesday, they will visit the
high-explosive facilities and high-
pressure tritium laboratory at Tech-
nical Area 33 with George G. Hill,
Earle Marie Hanson and Rudy Val-
dez; Technical Area 18 with Richard
Malenfant, Christopher M. Steele.

and others: and the Los Alamos Area -
-~Sffice- of the DOE. -

The closecut will be led by techni-
cal host Tohn M Purkatt :



"DOE ‘Eyes Los Alamos ‘Lab for Plutomum Work

iBy John Fleck

IJOUHNAL STAFF WHITEH

i“'When a Department of Energy team

¢tonvened in January to considér the future,

of U.S. plutonium stipplies, it faced a simple

fact: Los Alamos National Laboratory is the-
‘most capableplutomum-handlmg gite in the

country.

.- Los Aldmos can store plutomum, pracess:
Ethe substance and make nuclear bomb -

‘parts out of it, dccording to a report from
ithe January rdeetmg
i "And the DOE is conmdermg Los Alamos -

DOE Eyes Los Alamos for Plutonium

. as the locatmn for all three of those Jobs,
- the report gaid. - :
Whﬂéhon-govemmeht experts haVe long
contended Los Alamos was a likely candi- -

date for the.plutoniim work, the task force
report -is the first DOE acknowledgment
that such a possibility' is under active

consideration.

A move toward nuclear weapons produc—

-Lgs Alamos officiais repeatedly have said

they oppose such a shxft. Fo Force, Steermg Commttee, albng “with,.
But faced withasurplusot‘piutoniumand other doctiments recently.: made public,

"b shortage of options, the DOE may have rio. ' shed light Gii- the agency § thinking.

choice but to turn to Los: ‘Alamos, said Brian © What they spell ‘but is that Los Alamos :
Costner, a South Carolina environmentalist _plays a central role in that thinking,

_and author of a separate, mdependentstudy | "With no- current plans to-build more ‘

of U.S. plutomum aperations.

inuclear weapons, the DOE is scranibling to :
It wil

be months before the Energy ‘decide what to do with plutomum alreedy :

. fDepartmént makes pubhc 1ts plutomum tmade for bomb production.
. tion *work could shift the New Mexico

laboratory .away from ‘its traditional -re~ .
.search-ahd deveIOpment role, the report_—
) aclmowledged

plans. oy Used at the. heart of nuclear: bombs,_
"Ageéncy ofﬁcmls have not. responded to” plutonium js-a - metal made -in nuclear, i

“written questions about their deliberations.

- ‘But the report from the January meeting b
of the: DOE’s Plutomum Strategy. Tagk, - *MORE; Sa0 DOE on PAGE s

CONTINUED FROM PAGE A1

reactors and pot found in,

nature. It is valued by bomb design- »

ers because it can release enormotis
nuclear forces when rapidly com-
pressed by high explosives.

© It also is extremely toxic, and -

nuclear weapons workers only han-

glove holes in the side called “glove
‘boxes.”
. The size of the excess plutomum
Stockpile is secret, and all specific
numbers were deleted from the
copy of the report obtained by the
Journal.

But most of the excess plutonium

is believed to be in storage vaultsat

* the department’s Rocky Flats plant
riear Denver, according to Costner.
. With the DOE closing Rocky

Flats, the agency is faced with the.

,question of where to send that
plutenium,

. The Rocky Flats closure: also‘

Jeaves the Energy Department

Lwithout a place to do the plutonium’
‘processing necessary to build parts’
for nuclear bombs if the need ames .

in the near future,

. The dominant option is Los Ala-
mos, the plutomum task force re-
port concluded.

" On the question of storage, Los
Alamos has by far the largest
available plutonium storage capac-

ity in the nation — enough room for

60 tons in a new complex called-the .

Nuclear Materials Storage Facility.
The next largest available storage
site is an aging vault complex at

.Hanford Nuclear Reservation in

Washington, with room for 20 tons.

The Energy Department's Savan- .

nah River Site in South Carolina,

- considered by Costner to be. another
dle’it remotely, in sealed boxes with -

room for Jittle more than half a ton

-~ -of plutox_t_lum accordmg to the re-.

port.

Defense Council said of Los Ala-
mos' storage capacity. :
Filling Los Alameos’ vaults could

take 230 or more truck trips, with.

the plutonium to be shipped in the
same 18-wheelers used to ferry
nuclear warheads around the
country.

The: vaolts would have to be

‘modified before they could store

the Rocky Flats plutonium, but the

_work could be-completed by 1995,

according to the report.

‘That dovetails with the timeframe
set out in the DOE's plan for the
futire of Rocky Flats, which envi-

sions keeping the plutoniym at the’

Colorado plant until 1995, while it

decides where to store the pluto-

nitm from around the country. - .
On the question of vrocessing

“Tt. really dWarfs everythmg-‘
'els_e ” environmental engineer Jim-
Werner of the Natural Resources-

.plutomum, ‘which is hecessary to

prepare it for building nuclear

bombs and to convert it into stable -
chemical - mixes for storage, Los
Alamos' abilities are matched only .

by Savannah River's, accordmg to
the report. -
In addition, the Energy Depart-

ment faces a decision on where to’

manufacture plutonium bomb parts
leading ‘candidate for storage, ha§

‘it the need- arises”over the next
decade.

For now, the Energy Department.

,.,plans to keep /ftwo’ buildings at’ nitini’ stofafie and passible nuclear;

“weapons production work at Los
Alamos also is likely to face opposi-

‘Rocky Flats'in a “stand-by” capaé-

ity to build phitonium bomb parts if

called upon. But the DOE, in a July

_report to Congress, says it will .
maintain that ¢apability only until .

somelime next year. . .
After. that, one option is to assign

a “limited production” role to Los .

Alamos so the United States could

maintain its ability to produce new.

muclear weapons, according to the
DOE task force report.

The only other option considered -
in the report is to retain backup'
production abilities at Rocky ¥Flats:
for the next decade or longer, an;
option Costner said would be diffi-:

cult to sell to Congress with Los
‘Alamos waiting in the wings.
In the long run, the Energy De-

partment plans to build a new .

Rocky Flats-type plant, to be com-

‘pleted sometime ear]y in the next
centurv. .

released environmental report that
says plutonium-processing ' labor-

‘atories at Los Alamos should be
-upgraded “to allow curtailment of '

plutonium operations at the Rocky
Flats plant,”

~ The task force report acknowl— _
edges  the: likelihood that any site
‘chosen for plutomum storage will

face public oppositiop.
But a move tg Iarge-scale plato-

tion from the laboratory itself.
- “We are an R&D (research and
development) facility,” laboratory

spokesman John Gustafson said.
“We are not a production facility.”

ork I

The DOE gave another clue to its :
hopes for Los Alamos in a recently |

ABA TRNL
\ -G



LOS ALAMOS (AP) — A
Department of Energy team says the
agency is considering Los Alamos
Nationa! Laboratory as a sile 1o store
and process plutonium and make
. nuclear bomb- parts.

The team’s report is the first Ener—

gy ‘Department ~ acknowledgement
that Los Alamos is a likely candidate
for the plutonium work.

The report said a move ioward
nuclear weapons production work
could shift the 1ab away from its trad-
itional research and development
role.

LANL officials have said they
oppose such a shift.

But Brian Costner, a South Caroli-
na environmentalist and anthor of a
separate, independent study of U.S.

_plutonium plans, said the Energy
Department, faced with a surplus of
plutonium and a shortage of options,
might have to turn to Los Alamos.

1t will be months before the Ener-
gy Department makes public its plu-
tonium plans,

The report from the January meet-

ing of the department’s Plutonium

‘Strategy Task Force Steering Com-
mittee indicates Los Alamos plays a
central role in the agency’s thinking.

The Encrgy Department is trying
to decide what to do with plutonium
already made for bomb production
pow that there are no current plans (o
build more nuclear weapons, .

Plutonium is a metal made in
nuclear reactors that is valued by
bomb designers because it can
release enormous nuclear forces
when rapidly compressed by high
explosives.

(from Page 1)

the next decade.

It plans to keep two bm.ldmgs at
Rocky Flats in a standby capacity
until sometime next year to build plu-
tonium bomb parts if called upon.

After that, one optionis toassigna -

“limited production’” role to Los
Alamos so the United States could
maintain its ability to produce new
nuclear weapons, the report said.
The only other option considered
in the report is to keep backup pro-

._ "

howder

1t also is exiremely toxic.

The size of the excess plutonium
stockpile 1s secret.

Cosmer said most of the excess
plutonium is believed to be in storage
vaults at the Rocky Flats. plant near
Denver.

With the closure of Rocky Flats,
the Energy Department is faced with
the question of where to send the
plutonium.

And the closure leaves the depart-
ment without a place to process plu-
tonium needed to build parts of
nuclear bombs if the need arises in
the near future. -

The task force concluded the

- dominant option is Los Alamos.

The lab has by far the largest avail-
able plutonium storage capacity in
the nation — enough rcom for 60
tons in a new complex called the
Nuclear Materials Storage Facility.
The next largest storage sife is an
aging vanlt complex at Hanford
Nuclear Reservation in Washington,
with room for 20 tons.

The report said Los Alamos’
vaults could be modified by 1995 to
store the Rocky Flats plutonium.

The Energy Department’s plan for
Rocky Flafs envisions keeping the
plutonivm there until 1995,

Los Alamos’ abilities to process
plutonium are maiched only by the
Energy Departmenl s Savannah Riv-
er Site in South Carolina, the report
said.

The department also needs to
decide where to manufacture pluto-
nium bomb paris if the need arises in

{See PLUTONIUM, Page 10)

duction abilities at Rocky Flats for
the next decade or longer.

In the long run, the Energy Depart-
ment plans to build a new Rocky
Fiats-type plant to be ready early in
the next century. '

Another clue to the department’s
plans came in a recent environmental
report that says - plutonium-
processing laboratories at Los Ala-
mos should be upgraded *‘to allow
curtailment of plutonium operations
at the Rocky Flais plant.”
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The head of the Energy Depart-
meni’s environmental programs

At a news conference in Albu-
querque, Assistant Energy Secre- -

confirmed Tuesday that the DOE is
considering Los Alamos National

Laboratory as a backup site for
plutonium work required to build

nuclear weapons.

By John Fleck
JOURMAL STAFF WRITER
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Wash.; Oak
Ridge; Tenn.; and the Rocky Flats

:Plant near Denver.

© Of those five sites, Los Alamos
‘has the most compiete plutoninm
-handling, processing and storage

tary Leo Duffy acknowledged that
The other sites are at Savannab

los Alamos is one of five sites
designated as a backup plutonium

production site for miclear weapons

across the country that could be
by as early as next summer.

River, 8.C.; Hanford
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It is the only place among the five

capabilities, Energy Deparfment

documents- show.
MORE: See DOE on PAGE A3
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o State'S _%ln

on rise

By KEITH EASTHOUSE
The New Mexican

"The number of nuclear warheads
stored in New Mexico has jumped
¢ from 410 in 1985 to 2,090 today, ac-

cording to a report that will be pub--

lished next month in The Bulletin of
Atomic Scientists.

No other state in the country is home
~ to as many nuclear weapons, except
! South Carolina, which has 2,258, the re-
port said.

B WHAT IF?: If the United States decides

. it needs more nuclear warheads, LANL

- probably would shift from designing bombs

. 1o building them, a member-of an-environ-
" mental watchdog group says.

' Page A-2

However, the number of warheads in
-New Mexico is expected to decline to
150 by the year 2000 as the U.S. dis-
mantles its arsenal in the wake of the
- Cold War. )

. The information also is contained in
a 33-page study called “Taking Stock:

U.S. Nuclear Deployments at the End -

of the Cold War.” The study was re-
leased this month by the environmen-
tal groups-Greenpeace and the Natural
Resources Defense Council.

"~ Most of the nuclear weapons in New
‘Mexico are stored at Albuguerque’s
Kirtland -Air Force Base. Other weap-
ons are stored just outside Albuquer-
.que in Manzano Mountain, formerly
- calied Mangzano Base, an old Air Force
_storage depot now being used by the
‘Energy Department, '
The report also said riuclear warhead
‘prototypes are stored at Los Alamos
National Laboratory. :

; ear-tipped artillery shells and short-
range nuclear warheads, the report
said. -

" The reason for the increase in weap--

ons. stored in New Mexico is a massive
shift of nuclear weapons from over-
.seas — particularly Europe — to the
United States. The weapons are being
brought home to be stored and eventu-
ally dismantled as the Cold War ends. -

South Carolina and New Mexico

Please see WARHEADS, Page A2

.."The weapons at Kirtland include nu -



eport:

By KEITH EASTHOUSE |
The New Mexican

If the United States were to resume
building nuclear warheads, Los Alamos
National Laboratory would probably shift
from designing bombs to building them, a

member of an environmental watchdog

group said Tuesday.

If that happened, the chance of lab oper-
ations contaminating the environment
could increase, because production work

requires large quantities of plutonium —

the highly radicactive metal used to trig-
ger nuclear explosions. ‘

“Probably the most important question is
will the U.S. need new warheads in the fu-
ture,” said Brian Costner of the Energy
Research Foundation of Columbia, S.C.

With the end of the Cold War, the U.S..

_has stopped building new nuclear weapons
and is reducing its stockpile. But there is
always the possibility production could re-
sume if Russia or some other country is
perceived as a sufficient threat.

In the absence of such a threat, Costner
said, the U.S. Department of Energy may
decide to leave its excess plutonium sup-
plies — the plutonium that has not yet been
put in warheads — where they are. That

stockpile is primarily at the Rocky Flats

plant near Denver.

But in the face of a military threat, Cost-
ner said the plutonium supplies -- or a por-
tion of them — are likely to be shipped to
Los Alamos, where they could be used to
fabricate plutonium “pits” that trigger nu-
clear explosions.

Costner said the fact that the lab has
been involved in npuclear weapons produc-
tion before - inthe 1940s and early 1950s,

and again in the 1980s — increases the
likelihood it could happen again,

A LANL official said the lab does not

want to become involved in nuclear weap-
ons production. ‘ ‘
“Our position is that we are an R&D fa-

cility and that we're not interested in get-.

ting into production work,” said Bill Heim-
bach. “We're not interested in becoming
Fort Plutonium.” ' :

Plutonium may be shipped to Los Alamos
regardless of the international situation or
the desires of laboratory officials.

In a January report by a DOE task force,
Los Alamos was identified as a possible in-
terim plutonium storage and processing
facility until a peranent facility is built.

Previously, plutonium storage and pro-
cessing and plutonium pit fabrication all
took place at Rocky Flats. But the DOE is

in the process of closing the plant, which

has been plagued with environmental and
worker safety problems. .

Only two options were cited in the task
force report regarding building plutonium
bomb parts over the next decade or so: re-
tain production capabilities at Rocky Flats
or convert Los Alamos into a “limited
production” facility. :

The report contrasts with a statement
made by Energy Secretary James D. Wat-
kins at a press conference in Los Alamos
two years ago, when he said he had “no in-
tention to even consider” transferring plu-
tonium production functions from Rocky
Flats to Los Alamos. ‘

Los Alamos is not under consideration as
a permanent replacement to Rocky Flats.
Such a facility would take 10 years to com-
plete and cost between $6 billion and $10°

. billion. The DOE is considering five sites

F-199 2 Sowdacte Mo ey rcoe

NL could make bombs

for the facility, according to Richard Clay
tor, assistant secretary for defense pra
grams. '

Costner and Jim Werner of the Natura
Resources Defense Council in Washington
D.C., co-wrote a recently released repor
titled Rethinking Plutonium: A Review ¢
Plutonium Operations in the U.S. Nuclea
Weapons Complex. o :

Instead of fabricating plutonium pits
Werner said, the DOE could re-use exist
ing plutonium pits in nuclear weapon
stored at the DOE’s Pantex Plant in Texas.

But Werner said if the DOE decides tha
is not feasible, and if the U.S. sees a nee«
to build new nuclear weapons, he agree«
with Costner that Los Alamos could find it
self in the bomb production business.

WARHEADS _____

Continued from Page A-1

have more nuclear weapons than other
states because they contain the nation’s
two major storage depots for nuclear
weapons: Kirtland and the Naval Weapons
Station in Charleston, S.C. o _
The stockpile at Kirtland should begin t¢
decline shortly as warhéads are shipped to
the DOE’s PANTEX plant outside Amntaril-
10, Tex., where they will be dismantled.
Beginning in October, 2,000 warheads a
year — or seven a day — will be disassem-

‘bled at the PANTEX plant, the report said.

By the.year 2000, when the bulk of the

- dismantlement will- be complete, New

Mexico will be one of only 17 states with
nuclear weapons, the report said.

A Wpa weslonda- (985 = 1o
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- Groups: DOE wants plutonium at LANL

By KEITH EASTHOUSE
The New Mexican

A coalition of 20 environmen-
tal groups. from across the
country say the U.S. Depart-
. ment of Energy is not ade-
guately informing the public on
how it plans to manage vast
quantities of nuclear weapons
materials left over from the
Cold War. )

In a letter to Energy Secre-
tary James D. Watkins dated

Aug. 21, the coalition — which

includes Santa Fe’s Concerned
Citizens for Nuclear Safety —
charges the agency with failing
to involve the public in making
decisions about the storage and
long-term management of .an
estimated 100 tons of pluto-
nium and 500 tons of highly en-

riched uranium.

The bulk of the material is in
warheads being returned to the
United States for eventual dis-
assembly at DOE’s ‘Pantex
Plant in Amarillo, Tex. The
DOE plans to keep the pluto-
nium from retired warheads at
the Texas facility until long-
term plans are developed.

Plutonium also is located at
several other DOE facilities, in-
cluding Los Alamos National
Laboratory,

In a May 20 memo, Richard
Claytor, assistant secretary for
defense programs, asked LANL
officials to explore the poten-
tial for storing plutonium from
DOE’s Rocky Flats plant and
the Lawrence Livermore Na-
tional Laboratory in Califernia
at Los Alamos, '

LANI. officials are opposed

to having the laboratory serve
as a platonium storehouse.
They also have expressed oppo-
sition to the possibility that the
lab could replace Rocky Flats
as a plutonium processing and
production facility. :

Such facilities pose a much
greater hazard to the environ-
ment because they require the
handling of large guantities of
plutonium.

John Stroud of CCNS said un-
less the Energy Department
starts providing the public with
more information about its in-
tentions, “we will soon be pre-
sented with a fait accompli.

“If (DOE) is allowed to make
decisions behind closed doors,
we will have Fort Plutonium (at
Los Alamos) before we know
it,” Stroud said.



LANL behaving like Cold War still on, report says

By KEITH EASTHOUSE 174
The New Mexican Ig/ 12

" Despite the end of the Cold War,
Los Alamos National Laboratory is
clinging to its nuclear weapons ‘mis-
sion and is not making a strong
enough commitment to non-weapons
work, according to a report released
Tuesday by a local watchdog group. .

One of the report’s authors said at a
news conference in Santa Fe that cur-

rent top-level managers at the lab —

including lab director Sig Hecker —

need to be replaced before the lab will

make such a commitment.

The report by Concerned Citizens
for Nuclear Safety said that unless
the laboratory diversifies into non-
weapons work, it could become obso-
lete — or forced into becoming the
Energy Department’s central pluto-
nium storage and processing facility,

arole that had been performed by the
now closed Rocky Flats plant outside
of Denver. ‘

Laboratory officials, who have been
asked by DOE to explore the potential
of taking over some of Rocky Flats’
plutonium responsibilities, have re-
peatedly expressed opposition to
serving as a replacement for Rocky
Flats.

“If (LANL) takes over production
responsibilities for nuclear weapons,
it could mean the decline of the labo-
ratory as a respectable institution,”
said John Stroud of CCNS.

Lab spokesman Bill Heimbach said
the CCNS report, which was based
mainly on lab documents and inter-
views with lab personnel, contains
“the same old anti-nuclear rhetoric
that everybody is tired of.”

Heimbach defended top manage-
ment at the lab, including Hecker,

saying the report ignores several ac-
complishments the lab has made in
the past year or two toward making
the switch to non-weapons work.

He also criticized the report for re-
lying on out-of-date budget figures
culled from the laboratory’s five-year
institutional plan, which was released
last October and written several
months before.

“That report was written before the
end of the Cold War, so it’s misleading
to focus on it,” Heimbach said. .

Greg Mello, who wrote the CCNS
report, said the institutional plan was
used because it contained the only in-
formation available on' the laborato-
ry’s budgetary plans for the future.

Mello said the budgets forecast for
the next five years are essentially
“business as usual,” with the nuclear

“weapons research and development

budget accounting for more than half

of the lab’s $1.1 billion budget.

Mello proposed several alternative
budgets that would slash the size of
the nuclear weapons program and in-
crease funding in other areas, such as
in nuclear non-proliferation work.

Heimbach  said there have been
shifts in emphasis in the nuclear
weapons budget, such as devoting a

‘large portion to environmental analy-

sis and clean-up work. He also said
the work force involved in the nuclear
weapons research, development and
testing program has shrunk by 30 per-
cent during the past five years. v
Mello’s report, while arguing that
the lab must give higher priority to

-non-weapons works, cites several bar-

riers to making such a transition, in-
cluding LANL’s remote location and
large bureaucracy.



By The Associated Press

Los Alamos National Laboratory produced plu-
tonium battery cores for nuclear warheads from
1980 to 1990, a lab spokesman said. .

Spokesman Jim Danneskiold said Friday the lab
built the cores for less than 4,000 batteries. ‘

Information about the battery cores and the lab’s
role in building them has beenunclassified for sev-
eral years but has never been made public, officials
said, ‘

Lab officials have consistently said the laborat-
ory does only nuclear weapons research and design
work., ‘

But Danneskiold said the lab’s production of
very small pieces of weapons doesn’t mean the lab
is a “bomb factory.” :
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Danneskiold said no DOE facility is making the
parts any more, since no new nuclear weapons are
being produced.

“Every process in the nuclear weapons complex
has been done at Los Alamos (National Laborat-
ory).at one time or another,” he said, since the lab
rescaiched and designed the processes.

- “It’s only logical” that the lab function “in a
backup capacity” with the closing of theé Rocky
Flats production center in Colorado, he added.

It was disclosed earlier this year that the laborat-
ory was involved in large-scale processin g of plu-
tonium for nuclear weapons in the early 1980s.

The batteries are called radivisotope ther-
moelectric generators, or RTGs, and were built at
the Energy Department’s Pinellas plant near St
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Petersburg, Fla., Danneskiold said.

The lab’s manufacture of the plutonium cores
demonstrates that it has taken part in building
nuclear bombs, said Brian Costner of the Energy
Research Foundation, an environmental research
group based in Columbia, S.C.

~John Siroud of the Santa Fe-based Concerned
Citizens for Nuclear Safety agreed.

“It’s extremely distressing to find we can’t put
any credibility in the statements of lab manage-
ment, particularly at such a critical time for the
future of the lab and the region,”” Stroud said.

Danneskiold said, “obviously we’re producing
something, but it is not something solely used for

(Please see CORES, Page A-8)

*S0HRaN SULR IRS[onu
Jsucdvom meoponu

AjuoA Jeip seneres pue eroooeds
vS$VN Fumpnpour ‘spooford suodeom

-UOU JO RQUEE B IDJ 3IN0S 19
-oynid DIy Swonpord ur pasjoaut
ussq sey AONRIOQE] 9U) pies oH

-mod € $B 50061 2yl 20uEs SA100 W




A4 THE NEW MEXICAN

Tuesday, December 15, 1992

By KEITH EASTHOUSE 1?/
The New Mexican S/Lfa’

Plutonium cores used to evaluate
the condition of nuclear warheads
will be shipped from the Department
of Energy’'s Rocky Flats weapons
plant outside Denver to Los Alamos
National Laboratory, according to a
DOE report.

The shipment of the cores, called
“surveillance pits,” will not happen
- for at least three years, according to

LANL spokesman Jim Danneskiold.

* Nonetheiess, the planned shipment
of the cores for storage and use at Los
Alamos is the latest indication that
the lab is taking over some of the
functions once performed at Rocky
Flats, a nuclear weapons production
facility shut down because of poilu-

tion and safety problems.

Last month, an internal Energy De-
pdrtment memo was made public dis-
closing that the Energy Department
intends to designate LANL as a manu-
facturing site for non-nuclear parts in

nuclear weapons. The parts had been

. made at Rocky Flats.
The report, dated Oct. 1, is called.
the Mission Transition Program Man- -

agement Plan. It did not specify how
many surveillance pits will be sent to
LANL or how much plutonium each
pit contains.

Danneskiold declined to disclose
how many surveillance pits would be
sent to LANL.

John Stroud of Concerned Citizens
for Nuclear Safety, a local environ-
mental group, said the sh.lpment plan
is evidence that “LANL is in active

transition into (nuclear weapons) pro-
duction activity.

“This is happening- without any op-
portunity for public comment or in-
fluence on decisions that could dra-
matically affect the safety, security
and environmental hazards of opera-

* tions at LANL,” Stroud said.

. Danneskiold said no new functions
are being transferred to the lab. He
said the lab has used surveillance pits
to evaluate nuclear weapons stock-
piles in the past. He also said that the
lab has maintained a regular program
of direct inspection of nuclear war-
heads.

He said stockpile evaluation is a
natural function for LANIL, a nuclear
weapons research and design facility.
He said it is not evidence that the lab
is becoming involved in nuclear

weapons productmn, which carries a
greater risk of radiation exposure to
workers and env1r0nmental contami-
nation.

“We consider the study of the capa-
bility of various weapons components
and the effects of aging on these com-
ponents to be (research and develop-
ment),” Danneskiold said.

“Since: Rocky Flats shut down, the
lab has expected there would be an in-
crease in stockpile evaluation activi-

" ties because Rocky Flats was doing

similar things” in those areas, Dan-
neskiold said.
He said a surveillance pit is a rep-

lica of the plutonium core used in a

warhead to initiate the chain reaction
that sets off a nuclear explosion. .
Surveillance pits are inspected on a

pericdic basis to assess how pluto-

will send plutonium cores to Los Alamos lab

nium pJ.ts in warheads are aging.

The advantage of surveillance pits,
which are inspected through X-rays '
and other technigues, is that they can
be examined without havmg to dis-
mantle a warhead.

“These units have never been used
in warheads and were never intended
to be used in warheads,” Danneskiold
said. “They’re like spare parts made .
8o inspections could be performed.”

The report says.the surveillance-
pits will remain at Rocky Flats “until-
LANL is ready to receive them.”

Danneskiold said LANL would not-
be ready to receive the pits until a.
planned $17.5 million upgrade of the
lab’s Nuclear Materials Storage Facll
ity is completed.

The upgrade is oh hold because of a
lack of funding, he said



- By John Fleck  hs/az.

= JOURNAL STAFF WRITER

- Instead of just designing nuclear
.~ bombs, scientists at Sandia and Los
- Alamos national laboratories may
- start building part of them under a
proposal unveiled Tuesday by the
U.S. Department of Energy.
: The proposal, a response to the
“ vanishing need for new nuclear
weapons, calls on the labs to be
ready to manufacture some of the
. parts they only designed and built
test prototypes of in the past.
- At Los Alamos, the work would

involve metal work and tiny explo-
sives, while Sandia would build
electronic parts. The plan stops
short of a more controversial pro-
posal to'build the bombs' primary
radioactive explosive components
at Los Alamos.

The proposal will now undergo
public review, and the Energy De-
partment is expected to make a

-final ‘decision by May. John
McKean, spokesman for New Mex- .

ico Gov. Bruce King, cautioned that
any current proposals could be
changed by the Clinton administra-

* tion.

The proposal comes as aging Cold

War bomb factories are being shut

down and the Energy Department

triestp decide how to maintain the -
capability to build nuclear weapons

in the future. ' ‘ ,

Some new factory buildings
would be built, near Kansas City
and in South Carolina, under the
DOE plan. But they would be small-
er than those envisioned under a

similar proposal floated a year ago.

Having Sandia and Los Alamos do
the work in existing laboratories
and shrinking construction at other
sites could save $130 million or

.M. Labs May Build N-Weapons

" more a year, Howard Canter, depu-

ty assistant secretary of Energy,
said during a telephone news con-
ference Tuesday. .

At Sandia, the proposal could
create 300 jobs, though many of
themwould be filled by current
employees, said Sandia spokesman
Rod Geer. Los Alamos’ share of the
work can be done with existing
staff, according to the DOE.

Under the plan, Sandia and Los
Alamos laboratories used now for
building prototype bomb parts
would be used instead to make parts
for actual nuclear weapons. It

They Design

~ would mark a return to the early
- days of the nuclear weapons pro-
gram, when Los Alamos and Sandia
were the nation’s only nuclear
weapons factories, turning out a
few bombs at a time. -

. Sandia would get responsibility
- for some of the electronic compo-
nents used to help detonate a nucle-

ar bomb. Sandia also would build .

“neutron generators,” or small de-
vices that help kick-start a nuclear
blast.

~ Los Alamos would build the shells
that surround the weapons’ primary
explosive, made out of the metal

berylliuin. Los Alamos also would -

build stainless steel parts and the

tiny explosive detonators used to

set off the nuclear blast.

. If the proposal is accompanied by
a general cutback in nuclear
weapons spending, it would not
necessarily be a bad thing, said
Greg, Mello, a member of the Los
Alamos Study Group, which works
to convert Los Alamos to non-
military research.

But it carries with it a risk that

the labs could become further en-
trenched in defense work,
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By John Fleck
JOURNAL STAFF WRITER

Los Alamos National Laboratory, long a
designer of nuclear weapons, plans to add
the capability by 1997 to build them,
according to internal laboratory documents
made public this week by a Santa Fe peace
group. »

The documents, includinig a Jan. 22 copy
of the laboratory’s internal “Strategic
Plan,” lay out a detailed plan for turning
Los Alamos into what lab Director Sig
Hecker described last year as “a full-
service lab.” :

- Los Alamos bas long built specialized
nuclear explosives for underground tests
conducted in Nevada. Now, according to
the Strategic Plan, Los Alamos wants to
develop a top-to-bottom ‘capability to build
all the key parts for war-ready nuclear
bombs.

..The Los Alamos Study Group, the Santa

- Los Alamos Seeks Weapon-

-with Los Alamos officials’ public state-

‘ S that the la|

“THebotmb-building business.

“They Ty HOf WALt {0 de it but they
V(3 happ pt the mone |,1|
Eut them in a Eos;‘g’gn to.do it,” said Greg

_Mello, one of the group’s leaders,

Laboratory public affairs director Scott

Duncan issued a statement Tuesday com-
plaining about the release of what he called
an “internal” document. He declined fur-
ther comment.

The plan comes as some of the nation’s
existing nuclear weapons factories, such as

the Rocky Flats Plant outside Denver, are -

being closed because of safety and environ-
mental problems.

The Strategic Plan outlines steps neces-
sary to give Los Alamos the capability, by

_Fe-base hat"released the. 1997, to build stockpile bomb parts out of
. plan, compiiﬁeﬂ the document 15 at odds plutonium, uranium and lithium — key

oesn’t want to get into_

c;)mponents ensuring a bomb’s nuclear
ast.

Whether the lab would actually build
bombs is an open question.

The nation isn’t building any new nuclear
weapons now, and John Immele, head of
Los Alamos’ nuclear weapons program, told
congressional staff members Jan. 12 that it
will be 15 years before bomb manufactur-
ing resumes.

By then, according to current govern-
ment policy, a new nuclear weapons fac-
tory will be completed somewhere in the
country. But that plan has its critics, who
say Congress is unlikely to fund the
multibillion-dollar cost of the new plant,

That, and Los Alamos’ capabilities, will
Create pressure to do the work at the New
Mexico lab, said Tom Zamora-Collina, an
author and nuclear weapons analyst at the
environmental group Friends of the Earth
in Washinigton, D.C." " o

"97 Target Date Revealed in Laboratory Documents

It is a fact the laboratory acknowledges.

“Pressure for the Laboratory to take on
additional ... manufacturing - . . responsi-
bilities will increase,” the Strategic Plan
states.

The Strategic Plan variously refers to its

new manufacturing capability as the ability’

to build “prototype” nuclear weapons and
the ability to provide “contingency”
weapons production capability.

But with so few new nuclear weapons
needed for the foreseeable future, the
distinction between

arsenal is fast disappearing, said Zamora-
Collina.

Zamora-Collina said Los Alamos is

borrowing a page from the book of defense
planners who advocate “prototyping” —
building a small number of a new high-tech
weapon, ‘even if unneeded, to maintain
production capability. C

building. a few “pro-
totypes” and building bombs for the US..

Bll]ldlllg | Capabi]ity

The laboratory plan refers t¢ that con-
cept as “‘deterrence through capability’
rather than ‘deterrence through-
targeting.’” . oL

A key goal, the plan says, is to maintain-
the expertise at Los Alamos to “underpin ”
the nation’s ability to maintain a safe and
reliable stockpile as well as to modify’ or
produce any weapons that may be required
as dictated by future national security -
requirements and policy.” = - o

Laboratory director Hecker released a
summary version of the Strategic Planata.
news conference Jan. 22. The su )
which describes Los Alamos’ efforts to
expand non-military work, makes no men- -
tion of the laboratory’s hope to add produc-"
tion capabilities. ) L :

Pressed by reporters that: day on the;
possibility of Los Alamos taking up produc-;
tion work, Hecker said the lab wanted to:
“keep alive manufacturing technologies;”’.
but added that production-of actual war
Wweapons wouldn't be an.issue any time-
soon. : Co

th,
DN



B Los Alamos isn't telling the whole truth about its
post-Cold-War plan, they say.

By LAWRENCE SPOHN
Staff reporter

Los Alamos National Labora-
tory might not be designing new

. nuclear weapons, but it has de-
| signs on being the nation’s nucle-
-ar weapons leader, according to
“|. the lab’s internal. plan.

ALA

He cited numerous references

: in the lab plan that call for

building demonstration facilities
that “will give LANL the ability
to manufacture complete nucle-
ar weapons as desired.”

Mello criticized these propos-
als not only because they repre-
sent “unending nuclear weapon
research, development and test-
ing,” but also. because they
“have serious negative implica-

* tions for New Mexico’s environ-
- ment — and potentially its econ-
omy as well.”

Los Alamos Director of Public
Affairs Scott Duncan issued a
one-page prepared statement on
Tuesday that stated the Strategic
Plan is “proprietary informa-
tion” and was “designated for
internal use only.”

Efforts to reach appropriate
laboratory officials through Dun-
can’s office were rebuffed.

Lab officials, however, have
denied they are seeking to relo-
cate Department of Energy
Wweapon production component

The Los Alamos Study Groiip, a
privately funded lab watchdog
based in Santa Fe, today released
copies of the lab’s 120-page inter-
nal Strategic Plan. '

It described the plan as “start-

ling” because it shows the lab’s-
. Intent to become “the prime <

steward for the nation's stock-
pile.”
The study group contends that

the lab isn’t playing straight with -

the public by trying to emphasize
the lab’s refocusing on 'civilian
research and development.
Actually, the lab wants “to
consolidate a wide array of nucle-
ar weapons activities at Los Ala-
mos” but is not making those
details part of its public state-
‘ments, the group-said. o

. e e e

facilities to Los Alamos.

As ‘recently as last month
Director Sig Hecker said
weapons production is not the
crucial issue now.

Instead, the concerns have
shifted to the safe dismantling of
thousands of decommissioned
warheads and the safe storage of
abundant nuclear materials such
as weapons-grade plutonium
and highly enriched uranium.

Generally, officials have said
the lab is shifting from designing
hew weapons to making existing
weapons safer. It also is trying to
expand its civilian research
base, which Hecker says has
been growing slightly over the
last five years.

" efforts.

knowledged that so far only
about 4 percent of the lab’s
budget is going for civilian re-
search and technology transfer

He said the lab’s target this
decade is boosting that percent-
age to between 10 percent and
20 percent, also the stated goal
of President Clinton.

Hecker also pointed out that
much of the growth in the lab’s
nuclear weapons program
actually is going to non-design
areas, including environmental
restoration activities, These will
receive some $202- million this
year out of the lab’s $1.1 billion
budget. :

John Immele, who directs the |

lab’s nuclear weapons programs,
has said that it makes sense for
LANL to become the primary
steward of the nation’s nuclear
weapon stockpile because the
bulk of the weapons that will
remain were made or designed
in Los Alamos. ;

In arecent news briefing on an
18-page excerpted summary of
the Strategic Plan, Hecker ac-

Lab has a secret agenda,‘watchdogs 'say |

“There is a tremendous differ-
ence between what LANL erpha-
sizes publicly and what is written
in this document,” said Greg
Mello, a physicist and researcher
for the study group.

“The lab has as yet made little
change from Cold War priorities,
and is promoting an expanding
nuclear weapons mission for it-
self.”

‘Please see ALAMOS/A9
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pubhcly had stressed those parts
“of ,the stmtegy related to the con

Mello ‘said details of the plan
‘show the lab is “hedgmg its bets’

,»andprcparmgf

pile” of nuclear _weapons,
expanded role wo_uld mean ne




By KEITH EASTHOUSE _
The New Mexican = ° .
.- Los ‘Alamos National ‘Laboratory is

preparing to transform itself into afa- |

cility that -would build nuclear weap-
ons, leaders of a Santa Fe environmen-
tal group said Tuesday. - -

.-Historically, the laboratory ‘has lim-
ited itself mostly to designing and test-

ing nuclear Weapons,-a job ‘that re. -
quires much less p_lutomjum than build- -

Ang bombs, - R R T
Lab_officials have repeatedly said

-'said at a press conference last month - That -version s'tfessed_ that ‘the labo- -their future before they read or hear'-‘v-vweapons_'tq be fabricated,

Up says lab plans to build weapons

they do not iv'ant,' the lﬁbbraféiii; to be- . ing its charge that the lab will build Scott Duncan, director of public af- build prdfbtyi;éé of plutonium pits,> the

come a bomb production or plutonium weapons on a 120-page internal laborg- fairs at the lab, said the lab would not - radioactive métal spheres at the heart
processing facility .because - of the -.tory document called The _Strategic respond to the study group’s claims. _of nuclear weapons, by 1994, ~ .

“worker safety and envh'onmentalbhaz- * Plan, a shorter version of which was “We believe we have the right, if ot~ Install by 1997 machining capabili-

ards that would be involved, - -presented to the media by Hecker in  the obligation, to discuss with our em. - ties in'two facilities that would allow
aie : ' ployeés certain issues bearing upon ~uranium components’ used in nuclear

However, lab director - Sig Heckéf ~ January,

that the-distinction between aresearch . ratory is shifting from weapons design about it in the news media,” Duncan. . @ Design"and install another facility
facility and a production facility is not - work to a caretaker role in which the -said, “Consequently, ‘we _have nothing " for fabricating addtional nuclear weap-

as sharp as it once was because future ' lab will focus'its efforts op ensuring . further to say publicly regarding the :0ns comiponents, alsc by 1997, . - -,
.nuclear weapons production needs are the safety 'and;;reliablﬂity,of _the re- * Los Alan g He o o ’ A

I are ] el ] S Alamos Strategic Plan.” R ‘M Complete an upgrade of Technical
likely to be much smaller than during " ' maining weapons qtopkpﬂe,,'; oo oo The document, Which was: provided "Area 16, the Weapons Engineering Tri-
‘the Cold Warfandr could be non-exis- ** The more. detailed version, :which the media by the study group, de- tium Facility, ‘to accomodate both re-

tent. e s T T 50 li e was intended for intérnal lab use only, .. scribes plans to: L
The Los Alamos Study Grotip is bas-* “ was obtained by the study group. - . " . @ Upgrade the laboratory’s ability to

ease see LANL, Page A2
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" Continued from Page A1
search and development work

irivolving tritium and- “contin-.

- gency fill activities” by 1998.

H Have in place research and -
development and manufactur-*

- ing programs involving non-nu-
clear weapons . components
used in nuclear bombs by 1997.

Some of the plans already.

have been made public.
For example, in December
.the Energy Department . an-

nounced that in response to the...

vanishing need for nuclear

weapons, Los Alamos and San-

dia National Laboratories in Al-

buquerque would manufacture

V-

~ work.

late 1990s, after a congressio-

mean filling a nuclear weapon
with tritium, an activity he said
would constitute productlon

He pointed out that most of
the planned upgrades and con-
structions are not scheduled
for completion until the mid to

nal ban on underground nu-
clear testing goes into effect.

Since testing is considered
crucial for research and design
work, Mello said that the com-
pletlon dates indicate that the
work that will be done will be
productlon work. . !

. Mello said that a part of the

Some people, mcludmg DOE critics, have

' 'suggested that weapons development and
production work could be consolidated at -
Los Alamos, where the lab could

B remanufacture plutomum pitsina small

stable arsenal as the need arises.

some of the non-nuclear parts
they. had only made’ prototypes
of in the past. o
Additionally, in. the past year
there have been. indications
that nuclear weapons produc-

tion work formerly done at the.
DOE’s Rocky Flats plant near

Denver may be. temporarily
- transferred to Los Alamos until
a permanent productlon facil-
ity can be built.

The Rocky Flats plant is
closed due to -environmental,
health and safety problems. .

Some people, including DOE
critics, have suggested that
weapons development and pro-

duction work could be consoli- -

‘dated at Los Alamos, where the
lab could remanufacture pluto-
nium pits in a small, stable ar-
senal as the need arises.

The lab already has the capa-
bility to build plutonium pits. It

also. has. plutonium handling,

processing and storage capabxl-
ities.

Greg Mello of the study .
group called the strategic plan .
“a detailed plan to develop the-

capability to make nuclear
weapons in Los Alamos.”

Hé said the phrase “contin-
could’

gency fill activities”

plan w}uch lists various future

.weapons work.

projects called for in the plan

‘was a private business- mst_ead_'

construction projects in the
lab’s nuclear weapons program
demonstrates that the lab is not
turning away from . nuclear

““Most - of ‘the constructnon

serve LANL’s military, rather. |
than civilian, research and de--
velopment (needs),” Mello said.

Duncan said one reason ‘th
lab refused to respond to the
study group’s claims is that the
document contains information
that could be used by the lab’s
competltors.

“We view this as propnetary
information that could be use- .
ful to the laboratory’s competi-*
tors for particular programs
and funding, or could be used
by potential Los Alamos. con-’
tractors to gain an unfair ad-- |
vantage,” Duncan said.""

‘Mello said that proprietary
information — as a reason not
to.- make something public —:
would be legitimate’ if the lab

of a government agency. . .,

He said that.- “volunteermg-.
Northern New :Mexico .to . be -
host to these kinds of th,mgs,
should be publicly discussed.”’







CONTINUED FROM PAGE A1

. ments provide .the most detailed
publicly available information to
help answer the question of how

" many bombs Los Alamos could pro-
duce.

The answer is this: It appears Los
-Alamos could build all of the bombs
the United States would need to sup-
port a 21st century, post-Cold War
arsenal, said Christopher Paine, an
analyst at the Natural Resources
Defense Council, a Washington,
D.C., environmental group.

:“The significance of it is in the
ability of the lab to serve as either
an interim or long-term replace-
ment for Rocky Flats,” said Brian
Costner, head of the Energy
Research Foundation, a South Car-
olina environmental group, and co-
author of a study on U.S, nuclear

Jekkok

‘Daily50¢ = Made in USA

Can Supply

N-Bombs

released to the Journal regarding
the capabilities of the laboratory’s
Technical Area SS, where the bulk

{
)

Most of the documents date to
MORE: See LOS on PAGE A7

1978, when TA-55’s main plutonium

-building was opened, and describe
It took the department two years

to release the documents under the

Jim Danneskiold. Danneskiold also -federal Freedom (?f Information
Non-government iéxperts consult-

ed by the Journal said the docu-

f its plutonium work is done.
its design capabilities.

Act.

Laboratory officials dispute the

100-t0-300 figure, but refused to

reveal the correct number, sgyin_g o
Los Alamos’ production capacity is

a national security secret.
- Portions of the building that had

been set up for plutonium fabrica-
tion have been assigned other
duties, said laboratory spokesman
amount of plutonium work that

tion protection rules limit the
could be done.

said current, stricter worker radia-

ty problems.

Danneskiold also Tuesday reiteg-
ated:Los Alamos’ position that it

3,Jour;x.£l'qublis ing Co.

o

weapons plutonium work. -
- To manufacture -a plutonjum
“pit,”. ‘the cexplosive .core of a
. nuclear weapon, the metal is heated
" to more than 1,500 degrees Fahren-
heit and melted down, then poured
into a graphite mold.

Pits must then be shaped to pre-
cise specifications. The work is
done inside “glove bozes,” which
permit workers to handle the
radioactive metal remotely, often
using lead-lined gloves inserted
through sealed portholes.

According to the documents, the
metal fabrication-area in TA-55 was
designed to be able to process and
shape 220 pounds of plutonium met-
al per month,

The amount of plutonium
required for a nuclear weapon is a
secret, but independent

researchers put it at roughly 4 kilo-
grams — 8.8 pounds.
Using that estimate, Paine said

the newly released documents sug-
gest Los Alamos could make about
300 bombs a year. That closely
matches an estimate he previously
made based on other data about Los
Alamos plutonium processing capa-
bilities.

A more conservative estimate,
based on the documents’ statement
that “up to” 12 kilograms — 26.5
pounds — may be used to manufac-
ture a single bomb, yields a produc-
tion rate of 100 bombs a year.

No one without a security clear-
ance knows whether 100 or-200 or
300 new plutonium pits a year is
enough to meet 21st century stock-
pile needs.

No new bombs are now being
built. Questions about whether
bombs in the existing stockpile will
need to be replaced remain unan-
swered.

The Department of Energy is try-
ing to plan its future weapons man-
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. ufacturing complex with a working
estimate of the required annual rate

of bomb production, but that num- -

ber remains classified.

tions based on best guesses at the
lifespan of a nuclear bomb, put the
annual requirement at 100 or less.
One government source, speaking
on. condition of anonymity, said

future needs for new pit production -
could be low, because some new:

. nuclear weapons could ‘be - built

around old pits removed from war--
heads being retired. ’

Paine, doing independent calcula-
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Plan’s collapse could mean

more weapons work for

have forced the DOE to rethink its plan

" By KEITH EASTHOUSE
The New Mexican

The federal Department of Energy is
backing -off from-a‘plan:to build a nu-
clear weapons; productxon complex that
would involve" envn‘onmentally hazard-
ous work at one of five sites outside New
Mexico, top DOE and LANL officials said

i ould:'increase ‘the
likelihood that.much:of the work will be
concentrated’ S Alamos Nauonal
Laboratory. :

Eric Schwe;tzer, the DOE manager in
charge of preparing: an -environmental
impact statement for the:proposed nu-
Clear, weapons. ‘complex. of the 21st cen-

tury —".dubbed”*Complex’ 21" "~ "said -

budget constramts and public opposition

'i

“We're re-looking . alternatives - based
on. the public comments we've received
and budget realities,”- Schweitzer saxd
from his Washington, D. C., office. " i+

At the lab, Paul Cunnmgham program
manager.- for. nuclear -materials . and
reconfiguration " technology,-said -in*ia
telephone interview that-“Complex 21 as
ongmally envisioned has lost: support.”-: :

Complex 21 called for building produc-
tion t‘acnhues at one or more’of five pos-
sible‘sites — the Nevada Test Site near
Las Vegas, Nev.; the Idaho National Engi-
neenng Laboratory, the Savannah River
Site in South Carolina; the: Oak Ridge
Reservation 'in Tennessee, and the Pan-
tex Site near Amarillo, Texas. ",

Cunmngham saxd the decxsxon to back L

i

' Please see WEAPONS, Pags. A2

”‘{ *7‘7/ _‘ f’

Contlnued ffom Page A 1

ot'f from Complex 21 has gained

support;'in‘part, because the U.S.

‘military at present — and for the
- -foreseeable future.— has not or-
dered that.. any. .new nuclear

weapons be built. =

: “Doﬁyou invest:in a producnon
ki ‘;u::capaqrty thatryou Shavefno de:
fined requirement - for? -No. you
don’t,” Cunningham said.”
Complex 21 would:have been -
‘much®, smaller, ‘less‘diverse and -
‘far“less ‘costly than the DOE's

s jwhlch’conswted of '13 :major-fa-
17| - cilities:sprawled.over :12 states..

: Nonetheless, it would haveZcost
illi ars to

on the

| —is to'upgrade existing facilities- -
- at:Los? Alamos - and - Lawrence -
Lwermore National Laboratory

opmen “and testing:’ Such . work’
requires substantmlly smaller
i ities-. of plutomu_,,

peg:;fxcally, accordmg 0 the g

t,’ LANL would:” be in

informing the metal into a fin '

s

- ishéd:bomb part;* =5 iy
) The lab currently has the “abil-
: .1tyttoalperform both, t‘u?cuons on
. ~a’smalliscale as’part of its weap-
‘ons researchrole. =¥ G Redhs
“'The’,; laboratory’s “Strategic
" Plan;”an‘internal document that
became public .in January 1993,

indicated:that the-lab has hopes'

“of:performing a variety of other
production work, including man-

ColdWar-era weapons complex,

uranium -and# ‘developing tech-
niques to manufacture tritium, a
radioactive : form - of hydrogen
.used in'nuclear bombs. ;

Brian Costner of the Energy
Research Foundatlon, a South
Carolina actmsts ‘group, said
{that the ; amount. of work the lab
‘will'get will'depend on the scope
-of the upgrade. the DOE decides
to undertake.

“The lab may have a plan, but
the extent of the upgrade will
change and evolve along with
bu(‘ligets and prlormes," Costner
ai .
;Whatever the scope of the lab’s
-role, Cunningham said that with-
“out Complex.21 it will be critical

.- to'maintain: the nation’s ablllty to

_iproduce nuclear. weapons in the
event new warheads are needed
in the future:
~He said-it’will also be critical
- for the lab.to'maintain the ability
to replace aging bomb parts.
. “We must maintain the capa-
; bxhty to reconstruct the produc-
tion capaclty," Cunningham said.
Local citizens groups said the

: DOE’s decision to back off Com-

plex21in t‘ayor of an “upgrade in
place” is:a tactic to push the pub-
lic: out" o ;he_ decision-making

ear weapons. complex
Greg'Mello of .the!Los Alamos
§dyiGro isaid that the major-
] ‘*of the; :-public does not want
he DOE or. Los Alamos to main-
any nuclear weapons pro-

through loud'and clear last fall as
~the”DOEgathered:’public com-
ments on the: Complex 21 envi-
nmental impact statement.

Schwextzer of the¥DOE said

: true “A lot of people don’t want

nuelear eapons at-all,” Sch-

ing to maintain the DOE’s nu-
clear “weapons: production capa-.
bility was dismissed by the DOE
in.a. document published last
summer in: the’ Federal Register.

¢ *4Some *‘mission ‘requirements
for maintenance of the future
_weapons stockpile would not be
"'met under the no-action alterna-
‘tive. Therefore, the no-action al-
ternative is not reasonable," the
DOEsaid. . :



LANL

Critics of LANL
seek moratorlum
on new projects

By KEITH EASTHOUSE‘ ;
The Néw Mexican, . .-

Environmental  and  -Indian
groups-are seekmg a moratorium
on all new major projects dt-Los
Alamos National Laboratory that
Jmlght have a significant impact

{on'theenvironment.

Ina* two-page letter to Jerry
Bellows, manager of the U:S. De-
"partment of Energy’s Los Ala-
mos- office, the groups said the
projects shou]d be put on hold
until the DOE does a full:scale
-review of ‘the environmental and
health impacts of lab oper tlons

Greg Mello of theflios

¢ Study: Groupy a Santa Fe-based

‘watchdog orgamzatxon 'said a

‘number of projects are going for-

ward ‘without sufficient public
review — including a plan to ex-
pand the lab’s nuclear disposal
area and an effort to upgrade ex-
isting facilities to give Los Ala-
mos the capability to bulld nu-

’ clear bombs.

“They’re trymg to ram’ (these
projects) down the throats.of the
public without‘any kind of f ormal
public process;”"Mello said. -

Diana Webb; an official - with
DOE’s Los Alamos 'office, said a
moratorium  would. effectlvely
shut down the lab.

“It ‘would be unreahsnc to

Please see LANL, Page A2

Continued from Page A-L

think that the DOE or (the Uni-
versity of California) would be in
a position to shut the lab down,”
Webb said. The-university oper-
ates Los Alamos for the Depart-
ment of Energy.

In addition to the Los Alamos
Study Group, the orgamzatlons
calling for a moratorium include
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear
Safety and the Sanctuary Foun-
dation, both Santa Fe groups; Cit-
izens for Alternatives to Radio-
active Dumping, an Albuquerque
group; Western States Legal
Foundation, based in . QOakland,
Calif.; and the Rural Alliance for

Mlhtary 'Accountability.

Webb said: that instead of a
blanket moratorium on all major
projects, the DOE — in concert
with the public — could evaluate
projects on a case-by-case basis
to determine -which- ones can't
wait until the completion of a
site-wide environmental impact

-statement.

Those projects could then be
separately evaluated — again
with public--involvement — for
their environmental and health
impacts, Webb said.

.One of the purposes of the
site-wide EIS is to develop a com-
plete picture of how the labora-

tory affects the environment and
public - health by analyzing the
cumulative impact of multiple
projects, rather than studying
the projects separately.

Both LANL and DOE-Los Ala-
mos officials. have indicated to
DOE headquarters in Washing-
ton, D.C., that they would like a
full-scale environmental review
done.

The review, or environmental
impact statement, would cost ap-
proximately $10 million and take
from three to five years to com-s
plete.

DOE headquarters has not for-
mally committed itself to paying

for the study, but an offlcxal with
the agency 's Waste Operations
Division in Washington said last
month that DOE was “committed
to'a site-wide EIS” for Los Ala-
mos.

“Webb sald that offlcxals from
DOE-Los Alamos and LANL are
traveling - to Washmgton next
week to discuss the issue with’

: hxgh-level DOE officials.

The last time a site-wide EIS
was done at Los Alamos was in
1979. -In comparison, Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory
in California had one done in
1982 and completed another one
in 1993.-
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Plutomum plts’ may be added

BY JOHN FLECK =
*JOURNAL STAFF WRITER °

. Responsibility, for nnanufactunng
nuclear bomb parts ‘made of urani-
um and tritium, in addmon to pluto-
mum, "could be given’ to Los Alamos
Nahonal Laboratory under a plan
noyvg being ‘studied by the ;U.S.
Department of Energy, a
oratory official said Fnday

The department’s’

DOE has abandoned plans to build a
new U.S. nuclear weapons’ factory
leaving existing plants — primarily

the nuclear weapons labora ries— .

as‘the repositori
weapons-buildmgsldlls.

Vo~

- “pits” ~ at -'the” heart ;

jor lab- -

* head of Lo Alarnos’ nuclear materi-
: weapons official this week “said the:, -'

I.os Alamos,’ w1th the most capa-ﬂ i

i ble plutomum handling laboratory
- in the country, will take over respon-

 sibility for the . explosrve plutonium
clear

weapons under the plan.
The laboratory also could take

over responsibility for work on ura- .
nium and tritium parts, two other -
key components in . hydrogen
:‘Energy has plannied to build | anew
“'bomb factory or \fa&o
 where in the country
requirements ‘for :new. bombs :
rising budget p: pressures, howev- -
made to give 'Los Alamos its ‘manu-
) facumng responsibilities, is a $194 -
*". " million renovation ‘of ‘the laborato- .
- ry’s Chemistry and Metallu.rgy

bombs, “Paul Cunmngham.

date sxtes for uramum
ty” ‘are Lawrence Liver-

“~'more National Laboratory and-the

Energy Department's Y-12 Plant in
Tennessee, Cunmngham said.

Uramum "and Zplutonium are
radxoact(ve metals that provxde a

¢ With no new bomb man
_’ ,reqmred for the foreseeable futu_re,

major part of the bomb’s nuclear
chain reaction. . 3

“South Carolina j 1s "a ‘candidate for
processing mtlum,aradmactwegas .
.used to boost a,_ :

A
Since” 1989 the Department of

With shrink-

, the plan has shrfted the labo-
ratones, ‘which a.lready h{:ve limited
mpabilmes to do the work.

e

ries “Some- "

that means the labs will be requtred
_ to keep bombbulld.v.ng skills alive

“Reis said in"an mtervxew with the
Journal :
“Doing that wﬂl require some fed-

fferal spending -at Los Alamos to .
upgrade existing laboratories, said :
" be required at Los Alamos, Cun-

Cunmngham, but how much will be

spent ‘and on what has not been -

* decided. -
- One project :a]ready vmg for- ‘
ward even before the decision v was

Research Building. -

ther than to actually build bomibs,
‘Assistant Secretary of Energy Vic

Buﬂtm 1952 the CMR bu.v.ldmg is
wearing out, and the DOE has

asked /Congress for".$3.3 million
next year ‘for the, worle ‘The’ ‘long:
range project envisions spending
between $10 million and $30 million
per year on the building unt:l after
the turn of the century. -

Other building improvements wﬂl

ningham said, but’ the | precise work
required has ot been worked out.

affect Sandxa Nahonal Iaboratones E

" Located in Albuquerque, Sand.la

" already had been assigned responsi-

on plans fo ™"
build a new weapons factory will not *-

a Mello, a member of the
- {Study e _@d,,_,l,e@gn&;

dutles

bility ‘for” buxldmg several non-
nuclear. components in U S nuclear

%" The*deci on.not to buﬂd new

bomb factories is being warmly but
caunously received by arms conh'ol
activists

It séidsa good sngnal to the rest

** of the-world that United States has

no plans'to build large numbers of
new nuclear weapons, said Greg

“lic.

/;like many made by the
r Department of Energy, ‘appears to -

> have been ‘made .behind -‘closed -
doors; w:th httle mput from the pub-‘ .
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By STEPHEN T. SHANKLAND
) Monitor Staff Writer

Insome ways, plutonium actually is easier
to store than cther hazardous materials, a Los
Alamos National Laboratory researcher said
Monday, :

Thomas McLaughlin said the high levels
of energy stored within plutoniom guarantee
that the amount of the material on hand will
be relatively small. Plutonium storage
involves “trivial amounts compared to coal
waste,” McLaughlin,

Because of the smaller amounts of mater-
ial, it’s more economical to take careful pre-
cautions, he said. -

“l am convinced that we can handle it
properly,” McLaughlin said.

McLaughlin makes sure processes involv-
ing plutosiiurn at LANL don’t accumalate
enough of the material to go “critical,” or
reach the point at which the material will sus-

tain & nuclear reaction,

MecLaughlin voiced his opinions at a meet-
ing of the Los Alamos Committes on Arms
Control and Intemnational Security. He stated
specifically that his remarks represenied his
own views and not necessarily those of the
laboratory,

LANL scientists are designing facilities to -

store tons of weapons-geade plutonium safe-
1y, McLaughlin said. “Weapons-grade pluto-
nium” means plutonium with a high concent-
ration of plutonium-239, which has a lower
critical mass than other, heavier isotopes. In
contrast, plutenium ir reactor fuel has more
plutonium-240 and plutonivm-241,

People concerned with nuclear weapons
proliferation are concerned about the pluto-
nium produced in reactor fuel, he said.

Uranium-238, an inactive component that
accounts for most of nuclear fuel, becomes
pletonium during nuckear reaction, he said.

Tuesday, April 26, 1994

more neutrons the plutonium acquires, and
the higher the concentrations of heavier iso-
topes of plutonium.

This mixture of plutonium wouldn’t be
good for a large-scale military program con-
cemned with high-reliability and high-yield
nuclear weapons, but it could be used to build
a “dirty bomb,” McLaughlin said.

And a dirty bornb could suffice for a coun-
try wishing to make a political statement, he
said. )

Plutonium-239 has a half-life of about
25,000 years, he said..

MecLaughlin described a conceptual facili-
ty to store plutonivm in a threg-dimensional
grid. A few kilograms of plutonium would be
stored in sealed steel cans. The cans would be
$paced within a large solid.

The faboratory is researching such designs
now.

The longer the fuel stays in the reactor, the

About 30 metric tons of plutonium —
50,000 kilograms — could be stored in a
cube about 30 feet on a side, but dissipating
the heat the plutonium produces would
require that such a cube be at Ieast doubled in
stze, he said.

LANL has 2.6 metric tons of plutonium,
and the U.5. has 89 metric tons of weapons-
grade plutonium, the Department of Energy
revealed in December 1993, DOE didn’t
release how much plutonium was in spent
fuel stored at nuclear reactors, but McLaugh-
lin estimated that there is 10 times as much in
spent fuel as there is in weapons-grade
material.

Each kilogram of plutonium generates
about two watts of energy, a refatively small
but still important amount, he said,

He said natural convection could be used
to assure that a facility doesn’t overheat in
the future at 2 time beyond the life of human-

designed cooling mechanisms. A heated sub-
stance would rise on its own, ¢ool, then sink
back to be reheated again.

DOE is examining the possibility of con-
verfing an unused vault at Technical Area-
55, LANL’s Plutonium Facility, for pluto-
nium storage, McLaughlin said,

DOE currently dogsn’t plan to ship pluto-
nium from around the complex to LANL, but
McLaughlin noted that policies could
change. .

LANL officials have gone on record
opposing the storage of the DOE complex’s
plutonium at LANL, McLdughlin said,

The unused vault was intended for ura-
nium storage, not plutonium storage, and
would require substantial modifications if it
were to store plutonium, he said.

For example, wranivm doesn’t produce
nearly as much heat as plutoninm, he said,
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By STEPHDN SHANKLAND
Assistant Managing Editor
SANTA FE - Departinent of

Energy officials had to extend a
six-hour hearing on the effects of
Los Alamos National Laboratory
to scven hours Wednesday, and
there were still 30 people waiting
to speak.

As a result, DOE added an
“overflow” meeting at 6 p.m. Fri-
day. It will be held in the New
Mexico Environment Department
Auditorium in the Harold Runnels
Building, 1190 St. Fraucis, Santa
Fe. :
Dozens of speakers at the
Wednesday hearing on the lab's
Sitewide Environmental Impact
Statement (SWEIS) said LANL
should stop nuclear weapons work,
especially  building  nuclear
weapons components.

Among other often-repeated -

themes at the mecling:
. DOE should convert LANL.

into a “green lab” for cleanup and *

environmental research. _

* DOE should stop construction
on all major new projects at LANL
until the SWEIS is complete.

* The lab should be shut down
and cleaned up.

DOE should complete its

national-scale programmatic envi- .

ronmental impact statment belore
proceeding  with the sitewide
impact statement for LANL.

A few people from Los Alamos,
including at least four members of
the group Responsible Environ-
mental Action League, also spoke
at the mecting.

Chris Chandler said “an oppor-
tunity was being missed” to
address how LANL handles mate-
rials “that are environmentally
very dangerous.” This issue-is
being “lost in the larger, more
global issucs™ of nuclear policy,

P

she said.

“The scope of the SWEIS does-
't jriclude stockpile and nonpro--
liferation issues, she said."

And George Chandler said that .;
much of the fear of things nuiclear °
at LANL is a “hysterical”
response. :

He suggested that the SWEIS
“lay out the history of environmen-
tal management so people can read
itand judge for themselves without
being subjected to polemlc and
thetoric.”

John Horne of Los Alamos said
Los Alamos is sale; otherwise, he
wouldn’t be raising his family
there. Radiation risks are greater -
from flying in a high- alutude;el or
living near natural uranium in Utah
than from living in Los Alamos, he
said.

Horne added that groups such-
as CCNS and the Study Group-

“instill fear and anger when it’s not
there.”

“I'd like to remind you that Los
Alamos has existed for 50 years to
promote peace,” he said. Without
nuclear research, “you would not
be able to stand here and make
much ado about nothing.” '

In other remarks at the hearing:

* Amy Bunting of Santa Fe said"
nuclear weapons are obsolele. :
“Who are these enemics upon-
whom we would unleash this
radioactive wrath?” she asked.

* Angela Treat Lyon 'said that
when her aunt died, they found a .
box of inch-long pieces of string
labeled, “pieces of string too short
to use.” Nuclear weapons, she
said, are not a “viable tool,” and -
are in the category. of *“weapons
too dangerous to use.”

* In a response to- Horne's
~remarks;> Howard Shulan -said -
“Horne “needs to know hé's raising
+his_child in .a place .of danger.*

STEPHEN T. SHANKLAND/Monitor

An anti-nuclear speaker states her views at
Wednesday’s alternoon scoping session in
Santa Fe on the upcoming Los Alamos

National Laboratory Sitewide Environmental
Impact Statement.

Radioactive and toxic waste conta- ...
minales the mesas and canyons of’
‘Los’ Ahmos. he said.” “We need .
somelluug on the level of the Man-

" Uhdtiad Proiecet™ o clear 50 -

ycars it's time to stop. “I'm alive today.
I just never want to sce another

one, Never again,” Hobbs said.

mess.
* “I'm alive because of two
ajom bombs” that were dropped on
Hirpshimd and Nagasaki, said
‘Alvéd Hobbs of Taos. Bt he anid

(Please gee SWIIS, Page 9)
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* Susan Hirschberg of Concerned
Citizens for Nuclear Safety said that
LANL should increase nonprolifera-

tion “work, increase safe énergy:

work, increase environmental -
research, and decrease weapons
work.

“If LANL’s mission is truly to

reduce the nuclear danger, then con-
céntrating on nonproliferation and -
decreasing the world’s dependence..
on nuclear power (the raw materials -

for which also can lead to nuclear ~

proleeranon) is an excellent way to
meet that mission,” she said;
* LANL should concenn'ate on

energy efficiency and sustainable. -

energy, Jill Cliburn said. :-

* “The money that ‘the national
policy makers are spending on DOE
programs in Los Alamos is desper-
ately needed in the streets of Amer-
ica ‘today,” said Don Brayfield of

- Santa Fe, referring to crime prob-
lems he’s seen in Santa Fe. “Ameri-
ca is rotting from the inside, and
LANL is facilitating that rot. I want

- saide =
.» Greg Mello, an acuvxst with the -

Santa_ Fe-based ‘Los Alamos Study
Group said the orderly shutdown

alternative should be put back in the:

'SWEIS. - :
(DOE said that, “In view of the

Inmted commumty interest and-

DOE’s view.... that a decision to

-shut down _LANL operations within . -
“the five- to 10-year time frame of.

“the SWEIS would be highly unlike-
“ly,” it decided mot to go forward
* with the shutdown alternative. )

-« FEric:Dibner of Santa Fe said

& convemng LANL to. peace and
" health research should be an option
~in the SWEIS: He also said the lab is -

alien to New Mexico.

i Garland Harris of Citizens for

-

" Alternatives to Radioactive Dump-

-ing in .Albuquerque said DOE
“should find a way to green the lab

you to concentrate your evil nuclear
crap on Los Alamos” so the Jemez
Mountains volcano will bury it, he :

Thursday, June 15, 1995 9

“of. nme, :

or shut it down The fact is, you

‘need ‘to get out of the (nuclear

weapons) business.”

* ' Virginia Weppner of Santa Fe
said she’s concerned that funding
shortages, not technological diffi-
culties, will be -what holds back

‘cleanup. She. asked, “How many
~years in the future can the govern-

ment. guarantee responsible mainte-
nance” of LANL? .-
-+ Suchi Solomon of Santa Fe said

- building bombs is “a gigantic waste
“and natural’

mone‘y,
resources.”
< o “Shutdown and cleanup” are
the only options  for LAN'L said
Katherine Lage. - -

« “I don’t want Los Alamos to be
a dumpmg ground for the country’s
nuclear and~chemical waste,” said
Cari Eisler with the New Mexico
Green Party.

™




Hearing sought on

JOURNAL STAFF REPORT

Will tourists still come to-Santa
Fe if Los Alamos begins making
plutonium “pits” — the triggers
for nuclear warheads? ‘

Santa Fe Mayor Debbie Jaramil-
lo is worried that tourism will suf:
fer if the U.S. Department of Ener-
gy selects the Los Alamos Nation-
al Laboratory to produce the -
devices. g

In a letter to Tara O’Toole; the
DOE’s assistant secretary of envi-
ronment, safety and health,
Jaramillo asked that the agency
conduct a public hearing in Santa
Fe on'its post-Cold War philoso-

~phy on nuclear weapons; -called
the “Stockpile Stewardship Pro- -
gram.” The stewardship program
envisions shifting the production -
and recycling of pits to LANL, and-
alr_lational laboratory in South Car-
olina, b

“There is substantial evidence -
that LANL may take on certain
production roles in support of:
national nuclear weapons pro-

and be especially harmful to our
tourist industry,” Jaramillo said in
her Ietter,‘sent Friday.

The agency is éearching for
ways to streamline the production
of nuclear weapons as the United

States cuts its stockpile of nuclear |

warheads from a Cold War high of
about 20,000 to about 3,500,

* The agency says one possibility

is to. produce weapons compo-
- nents at the two national laborato-

ries instead of large production
Dlants, such as the Rocky Flats

' plant near Denver. .,

The Santa’ Fe City Council

- Wednesday began work on a reso- -
" lution

supporting  Jaramillo’s
request for a public hearing.
Public hearings-on the “stock-
pile - stewardship. program”
already have been scheduled in
Los Alamos July 11 and Albu-

- querque July 13. .

7= Z‘HS I
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By BEN NEARY
The New Mexican

The U.S. Department of En-
ergy should hold a hearing in
anta Fe'as it prepares a study
harting the future of the na-
tion’s. nuclear complex, Mayor
Debbie Jaramillo stated in a let-
ter to the agency this month;

The DOE" this month an:
nounced it has identified Los Ala-
mos National Laboratory as a po-
tential future site for production

, of nuclear bomb components.
- The agency is consolidating its
‘nuclear programs at fewer sites

nationwide. .
The DOE has stated it intends

to hold meetings to gather public

comment on the planning docu-
ment in Albuquerque and Los

" Alamos — both cities where it

has facilities — but not in Santa
Fe. )
Jaramillo, in her June 23 letter
to the DOE, notes that Santa Fe
residents have demonstrated
their interest in the future of the
Los Alamos lab. She handed out a
copy of a draft resolution at
Wednesday’s City Council meet-
ing. If adopted by the council, the

“ resolution  would express the

linked to the future of Northern

city’s- desire for the agency to
hold a hearing here. - -
“The future of LANL is closely

OE to
earin

New Mexico and Santa Fe,”
Jaramillo wrote to Assistant Sec-
retary Tara O’Toole. “Possible
environmental impacts and eco:
nomic impacts from LANL di-
rectly affect the environment
and economy of Santa Fe.”

City CouncilorStéven Farber
noted at Wednesday’s council
meeting that Jaramillo — who
has on occasion been eriticized:
for being less than supportive of
Santa Fe’s tourist -economy —
stated in her letter that if Los
Alamos takes over a.weapons
production role, it could be espe-
cially’ harmful to the region’s

“tourist industry.

Mary Riseley, co-director of
the Los Alamos Study ‘Group: -
concerned citizens who monit
lab ‘activities — said Wednesday
the group is glad the mayor has
called for a meeting here. She |
said Concerned Citizens for Nu-
clear Safety, in particular, ‘has
worked hard to bring this matter™
to the city’s-attention.

The pending' DOE study ‘will
look at the environmental, cul-
tural and social costs-of various
agency alternatives for the fu- :
ture of the nation’s weapons com-
plex, Riseley said.

She said the study group énd
CCNS believe the agency should
hold a hearing in Santa Fe.
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Santa Fe Worried About Impact Of Lab
Nuclear Work

SANTA FE (AP) — Santa Fe Mayor Debbie Jaramillo wants the Depart-
ment of Energy to hold a public hearing in that city as the agency works on
the future of the nation’s nuclear weapons program.

Jaramillo made the request this month in a letter to DOE Assistant Sec-
retary Tara O’Toole.

The DOE has identified Los Alamos National Laboratory as a potential
future site for production of nuclear bomb components and Jaramillo in her
letter noted Santa Fe’s proximity to the laboratory.

““The future of LANL is closely linked to the future of northern New
Mexico and Santa Fe,”” Jaramillo wrote. ‘‘Possible environmental impacts
and economic impacts from LANL directly affect the environment and
economy of Santa Fe.”’

The DOE plans to hold meetings in Albuquerque and Los Alamos.

Mary Riseley, co-director of the Los Alamos Study Group — a citizens
group that monitors lab activities — endorsed Jaramillo’s request.

“‘We think the effects on tourism, property values and the lives of this
region will be gravely affected if Los Alamos becomes a bomb factory,”’

she said.
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' The New Mexican -

4 Santé Fe -city. govern'm_ent -is
sponsoring a workshop and pub-

lic hearing on the future of the -

U.S. nuclear weapons complex.
The city intends the meeting,’
.scheduled for Saturday, to give
‘the public an opportunity to com-
ment on a U.S. Department of
Energy plan that could turn Los
Alamos National Laboratory into
a nuclear bomb-making center in
the 21st century. ,
_Although the DOE — the par-

blic t

ent agency of the Los Alamos lab
— has held meetings on the plan
in Los Alamos and Albuquerque,

it declined Mayor Debbie

Jaramillo’s request to hold ‘a

meeting here. »

The agency stated that there is
no DOE facility in Santa Fe.

The lab traditionally has been a
nuclear weapons research facil-
ity. '
~ Production work involves the
handlingvof -greater amounts of
nuclear materials and therefore

poses a greater threat to workers.

‘and the environment.

The meeting will be - divided
into two parts: a morning session
devoted to educating the public
about the DOE’s plan and an af-
ternoon public comment session.

The meeting will be videotaped
and all the comments will be for-
warded to the DOE, said Peggy
Prince of the Los Alamos Study
Group, a Santa Fe citizens orga-
nization. :

The hearing is scheduled to be
held in the City Council Cham-

L’s futur

bers from 10 a.m. to 5 p.m.
The afternoon session, from 1

pam. to 5 p.m. will be broadcast

live on Public Education/Govern-
ment Channel 6 on the local cable
television system.

The morning session has been

“reserved for an informational
‘workshop by DOE officials and

the afternoon session will be re-
served for public comment.

For more information, contact
the Los Alamos Study  group “at

 982-7747 or the Concerneéd Citi-
zens for Nuclear Safety a
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By SHARYN OBSATZ
The New Mexica_n

On the eve of the 50th anniver-
iry of the atomic bombing of
iroshima, Santa Fe's mayor and
city councilor gave speeches
aturday urging Los Alamos Na-
onal Laboratories not to start
mldmg “weapons of destruc-
on” again.

“There are a number of people
1 this community who do not
upport jobs that lead to the
eath of people,” Clty Councilor

Steven Farber said during a
press conference. The lab and
the federal government should
refocus money and employees on
cleaning up the environment and
promoting the Earth's “well be-
ing,” he said.

Farber’s speech was part of an

all-day hearing at City Hall spon-

sored by the city and U.S. Rep.

. Bill Richardson as a way to make- -

some local residents’ opinions

heard by the U.S. Department of
Energy.

The department is studymg the

‘mos lab’s role in testmg and re-

building ' stockpiled
weapons. The agency held hear-
ings in Albuquerque and Los Ala-
mos but not in Santa Fe.

About 100 Dbeople attended Sat-
urday’s session, which was led b
members of the Los Alamos

Study_Group. E::Eal'cﬁgolé group’
that tracks activities at the lab.

nuclear

the expansion would result in

,more environmental risks, in-

cluding the shipping of radioac-
tive material through Northern
New Mexico.

“Congress is making all these
decisions right now. They’re go-
ing straight ahead as fast as pos-
sible,” Greg Mello of the Los Ala-
mos Stud? Group said.

Most opposed the idea of the °
_lab taking over muth of the stew-

ardship and maintenance of the

country’s nuclear arsenal, which'. -

could also, allow the.lab to build

A videotape of cominents from
the hearing will be sent to the
Department of Energy.

Protesters speaking against
the plan are trying to “give the

unpact of expandmg the Los, Ala-._'v ‘new Weapons They argued that - Department

Contlnued 'fror‘n Page B:t.

doing a job that is mandated by
the federal government "o
He said the goveérnment will

transfer . the  ‘nuclear stockpile '

program somewhere so it's bet-}

ter to have it at LANL where it
will create a more stable job situ-
ation at-a laboratory that faces--

job cutbacks and uncertainty:

More ' than' 2,000 people in
Santa Fe County ‘work for the lab

" and its contractors, earning more
. than $90 mrlllon per year, he ;

said.’ : i £,
But- Santa Fe mayor Debble
Jaramillo argued that “economic

" development . is. not a numbers

game.”
“It's about the quallty of JObS,"

;-Jaramxllo said durmg a break in’
' the hearing.
weapon testing division. “We are

She said in her speech that the
~lab will stay “culturally isolated”
vif 1t focuses- only on de51gn1ng

{and” building - bombs. "The lab

.should shift to research on envi-

i ronmental restoration, arms con- ..
trol and. ‘echnology transfer, she :

E'Hlspamcs:and people of color in

-said., ;

“I’d like to see Los Alamos be-
;i come not ‘an ‘island of paranoia
and privilege,™ she said, “but a

i place of hope and opportunity for -

people of Northern New Mexico,
.for their, children and for the
world ” .

e s

(of Energy) the

1t "-also “should employ more

managem t posmons, Jaramlllo )

backbone it needs to stand up to
the Pentagon,” Mello said.

But George Chandler, one of
several lab employees who sup-
port the plan ar gued that Satur-
day’s hearing wasn't a fair public
hearing because the Los Alamos
Study Group decided Santa
Feans would speak first, skipping
over people from Los Alamos
who wanted to argue in support
of the plan.

“We are not outlaws,” said
Chandler, a physicist in the lab’s

Please see LAB, Page B-4
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Santa Fe mayor calls
Los Alamos ‘island of
paranoia and privilege’

By STEPHEN T. SHANKLAND

Assistant Managing Editor

‘SANTA FE — Santa Fe Mayor
Debbie Jaramillo called upon Los
Alamos National Laboratory Satur-
day to redirect its mission away
from nuclear weapons work and
toward cleanup.

Jaramillo, calling the lab' “an
_island of paranoia and privilege,”
- said if LANL doesn’t change its
mission, it “will continue to be cul-
turally and economically isolated”
from the rest of northern New Mex-
ico.-This “cultural threat” is just as
bad as the environmental threat
posed by LANL “seeking the pri-
mary role” in the future nuclear
weapons production complex, she
said.

With the Cold War over, LANL
is at a crossroads, she said. It should

technology transfer, environmental
technology, arms control and non-

. proliferation, and cleanup of the

“environmental catastrophe” left
from the last five decades of lab
activity. Jaramillo spoke at a Santa
Fe meeting to gather public com-
ment on the Programmatic Environ-
mental Impact Statement (PEIS) for
Stockpile Stewardship and Man-

-agement, a document that addresses

the environmental effects of the
future Department of Energy
nuclear weapons complex. Under
the plan, LANL could get responsi-
bility for building and recycling
pits, the plutonium core of nuclear
weapons, as well as several other
nuclear weapon parts. In addition to
these production duties, the lab
could get facilities to assure scien-

L dd

choose good work for the future: (Please seg MAYOR, Page A-2

(from Page A-1)

tifically the safety and readiness of
the nuclear stockpile.

DOE held scoping meetings on
the PEIS in Albuquerque and Los
Alamos, but declined a request for a
Santa Fe meéting. DOE said it
would hold a public meeting in
Santa Fe further along in the PEIS

process. However, the Santa Fe City -

Council, ‘along with Rep. Bill

~. . Richardson, D-N.M., took matters

into their own hands and sponsored
a Santa Fe meeting that was orga-
nized by the Los Alamos Study
Group and other activists. Com-
ments from the Santa Fe meeting

- will be submitted to DOE. Santa Fe

residents weren’t given the opportu-
nity to give their opinions on the

- future of LANL, Jaramillo said at a

news conference that preceded a
public . comment period. But

- “DOE’s non-interest in holding a

hearing here doesn’t surprise me,”
she said.

- The Santa Fe City Council on
July 12 passed a resolution calling
on DOE to hold a Santa Fe meeting.

The resolution stated that LANL

. “has been generally isolated (a) cul-

turally, with to-date limited oppor-
tunities for the advancement of

minorities into senior management -

positions; (b) economically, with lit-

tle evidence of major economic
development in the region centered :

on laboratory activities and without
the benefit of gross receipts taxes
paid to the state of New Mexico;
and (c) in environmental compli-
ance, with an institutional record of
chronic non-compliance with major
environmental laws.” The resolution
also called for a “comprehensive
national programmatic review of the
future nuclear weapons complex in
which LANL will inevitably be a
central facility.” :

At the public hearing that took
place Saturday afternoon, some Los
Alamos residents at the meeting
objected to the meeting protocol.
Los Alamos - Municipal Judge

George Chandler, a LANL physi- .

cist, accused meeting organizers of
being “a bunch of damned hyp-

- ocrites” when they said non-Santa

Feans would have to wait until
Santa Fe speakers had spoken. Los
Alamos residents already -had an
opportunity at the Los Alamos

meeting, said Peggy Prince of the -
Santa Fe-based Los Alamos Study

Group, which organized the meet-
ing.

Chandler said that the activists
complain they are shut out of the
process, but when they have control
of a meeting, “The first thing you do

is shut down opposing voices.”

Several Los Alamos residents in
the audience applauded his remarks.
Chandler also asked if Richardson

* endorsed the policy. But the orga-

nizers held firm, and the meeting
went on. Jaramillo wasn’t the only
Santa Fe city government represen-
tative to speak at the event.

“We need to stop nuclear
weapons production,” said Santa Fe
City Councilor Steven Farber at the
news conference. “We need to redi-
rect the government money spent in
the nuclear weapons cycle to envi--

ronmental issues.” Also at the news

conference, Dr. Dan Kerlinsky,
president of the New Mexico chap-
ter of Physicians for Social Respon-
sibility, said that DOE’s Science-
Based Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram will bring improved weapons
design skills to the nuclear weapons

complex. “Each facility makes it
easier for scientists to design a new
nuclear weapon,” he said. Fifty
years of the nuclear arms race is
enough, Kerlinsky said. “It’s time to
put these weapons away and shut
down the enterprise for keeping
these weapons around,” he said. In
the future, he said, humanity should-
n’t have to ask itself, “Why didn’t
we stop the arms race when we had
a chance?”
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Council hits back

at SF mayor

By CHARMIAN SCHALLER
Monitor Managing Editor

Chris Chandler of the Responsi-
ble Environmental Action League
came to the County Council Mon-
day to protest the handling of a
meeting and news conference in
Santa Fe Saturday — a meeting at
which Santa Fe Mayor Debbie
Jaramillo called Los Alamos an
“island of paranoia and privilege.”

The meeting, sponsored by the
Santa Fe City Council and Rep. Bill

Richardson, D-N/M., was arranged -

because the Depattment of Energy
declined to hold a scoping meeting
in Santa Fe on the Stockpile Stew-
ardship and Management Program-
matic Environmental Impact State-
ment for the future nuclear weapons
complex.

Meetings had been conducted by
the DOE in June in Los Alamos and
Albuquerque,

Reporting on the Santa Fe meet-
ing during the “public ‘comment”
portion of the Los Alamos County

Council meeting Monday, Chandler
said, “There was supposed to be a
public meeting there,” and Richard-r‘
son’s office said people would get
equal time.

But, she said, Los Alamos people
were forced to wait until the very
end of the meeting and to speak last.
They confronted a “stacked deck,”
she said.

The moderator of, the meeting
was Greg Mello of the Los Alamos‘
Study Group (a Santa Fe anti-
nuclear group), she said. Jay Cough-
lin of the Concerned Citizens for
Nuclear Safety (another anti-nuclear
group) and representatives of the
Physicians for Social Responsibility
in  Albuquerque were deeply
involved as well.

Chandler has written a letter of
protest to Richardson. She said she
doesn’t think he understood just
who was organizing the meeting
and how it would be run.

(Please see COUNCIL, Page 8)
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She also has written letters to the
Santa Fe New Mexican and Journal
North.

She said when she protested,
Mello and Mary Riseley of the Study
Group said, “We HAD ‘our meeting.”
But, Chandler noted, the meeting in
Los 'Alamos was run by the DOE, and
everyone had an equal opportunity to
speak. v :

Chandler suggested that it would
be appropriate - for the Los Alamos
County Council as well as her group
to write to Richardson.

She said many people from Los
Alamos left before they had they had
an opportunity to speak in Santa Fe.
Those who stayed, she said, had to sit
through a series of choreographed?
“anti-nuclear harangues” by people
organized and invited by LASG and
CCNS. »

The Los Alamos County Council
indicated strong support for Chandler.

Council Chairman Lawry Mann

~said the council already has tried

unsuccessfully to get Richardson and
will keep trying — notably through its
two Democratic members, Vice Chair-
woman Ginger Welch and Councilor
Denise Smith. He said the council is
“developing a counter attack.”

Welch commented that she recent-
ly attended a technology transfer
meeting at which four people from
Santa Fe virtually dominated discus-
sion, insisting that Los Alamos
National Laboratory devote more
attention to technology for Santa Fe.
Now, she said, it appears that
Richardson has signed a CCNS-writ-
ten resolution sharply -critical of
LANL and a resolution supportive of
the LASG position on sharing of a
public opinion wall at the Bradbury
Science Museum.

lo’s remarks about Los Alamos,
- Smith said, “We as a community have.

Smith thanked Chandler for
attending the Santa Fe meeting. She
said she understands how frustrating
itis to be denied the opportunity to
speak, and she said it is interesting to
see that these &roups are so'manipula-
tive when they are unning a meeting. .
Such an approach! she said, is the
“antithesis of democracy.” (

Speaking in the context of Jaramils

worked very, very hard to bring
together the communities of Northern .
New Mexico,” especially Espafiola,
Taos and the pueblos. We have
“looked for common ground,” she
said.

It is “unfortunate,” she said, that

the mayor of Santa Fe doesn’t share
the vision of a northern New Mexico
that works together for mutual bene-
fit.
_ It appears, she said, that it is Santa
Fe that has become “elitist,” declining
to reach out or share its wealth with
other communities.

Councilor Morris Pongratz also
thanked Chandler for her efforts “to
set the record straight,” commenting,
“That’s very hard to do.”

Pongratz said some people in
Santa Fe are “using Brown Shirt
(Nazi) tactics” in an effort to control
public opinion. But, he said, it is
important to remember that, “There
are a lot of good people in Santa Fe.”

Councilor  Jim  Greenwood
thanked Chris, commenting that he
saw the announcement of the meeting
and thought, “My God. I just can’t
stand another one of these beat ‘em
up meetings.” )

He said Santa Fe reaps millions of
dollars from the labotatory, an'impact
that rivals tourism in the Santa Fe
economy. And, he said, tourism pays
low wages compared to LANL, the
employer of many people who live in
Santa Fe or shop there.

He said he doesn’t understand why

Jaramillo and others are ignoring "}
LANL’s impact. He said their 4

approach shows “ignorance” and'’
“arfogance.”



« Following is a response to the resolution
passed by the Santa Fe City Council: “Supporting
Programmatic Review of the Future Nuclear
Weapons Complex .

The response was written by Chris and George
Chandler of Los Alamos and was forwarded to the
Department of Energy.

We have no quarrel with a sincere desire on the
part of the City Council and the people of Sanfa Fe
to have a PEIS public comment meeting in Santa
Fe. We encourage the DOE to hold such a meeting,
and would be happy to attend ourselves, as we
enjoy visiting Santa Fe and discussing the Labora-
tory and its mission and accomplishments. We are
alarmed, however, at the tone of the resolution that

- was passed by the City Council; we believe we
know the genesis of the language in the resolution,
and we hope that it does not express the genuine
feelings of the people of Santa Fe.

There was public testimony at a DOE meeting in
Santa Fe on Thursday July 27 by a member of the

" Los Alamos Study Group (LASG), that the resolu-
tion was written by a member of the closely allied
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (CCNS),
Jay Coghlin. Newspaper reports stated it was intro-
duced at a Council meeting by Mayor Debbie
Jaramillo, and passed two weeks later. The points
made in the resolution about LANL and Los Alam-
os are typical of the CCNS and LASG, and of Mr.
Coghlin: exaggerations, misrepresentations, and
raising false fears to exploit public responses in fur-
therance of a private agenda. We wish to challenge
several statements in the resolution.

“Whnereas LANL has been generaily isolated (a)
culturally, with to-date limited opportunitiesfor the
advancement of minorities into senior management
positions...

The LANL is easily the least culturally isolated
component of Northern New Mexico. LANL sci-
entists are on the road continually engaging in dis-
course with other scientists in nations the world
over on the entire spectrum of scientific activity,
and are engaged in national and intemational polit;
ical activity as well. LANL scientists are involved
in negotiations on the nuclear weapons treaties, and
in advising government agencies, the Congress, the
United Nations, and the President on all science

l policy, not just nuclear weapons, LANL scientists

also do much research in New Mexico in environ-

*  mental monitori logy, and al

'Los Alamos Monitor

‘Wednesday, August 9, 1995

P L W

alternate energy,
§ NI dr: 1 races,”
from all over the mation to Los Alamos to do
research, to study, and to contribute to a cos-
mopolitan dtmosphere in Los Alamos and Santa Fe.
" LANL supports legions of college students from
' Northern New Mexico with summer and holiday
employment. LANL has outreach programs that
. puts scientists into New Mexico high schools and
colleges, and that brings New Mexico science

Addressing the Santa Fe resolution
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teachers into Los Alamos on sabbatical.

The citizens of Los Alamos support with their
time and money the great cultural institutions' of
Northem New Mexico including the Santa Fe
Opera, the Santa Fe Symphony, the Spanish and
Indian arts and crafts markets, and our population
includes a large number of artists who supply and
enlarge those markets. We are active as volunteers

in charitable and social service work in many areas

of Northem New Mexico.

The Laboratory has an aggressive minority
recruitment and affirmative action program that has
withstood court challenges and scrutiny by state
and federal agencies. Minorities are represented in
all levels of LANL to at least the levels of their sta-
tistical representation in the eligible technical pop-
ulation, and usually above that. This statement
authored by CCNS is meant to create hostility to
Los Alamos by drawing a negative image based on
a false stereotype.

. (b) economically, with little evidence of
: ma]or economic development in the region cen-
tered on laboratory activities and without the bene-
fit of gross receipts taxes paid to'the state of New
Mexico...” LANL with its contractors is the sec-
ond largest employer in Santa Fe County, with
over 2,000 employees. The salaries paid to Santa
Fe residents are estimated at around $90 million a
year. Los Alamos has been a major driver in eco-
nomic development planning for Northern New
Mexico, through the Community Council and as a
major player in TRADE, the Santa Fe - Los Alam-
os - Espanola cooperative economic-development
effort. LANL’s tech transfer and spin - off pro-
grams have contributed to or created many busi-
nesses in New Mexico. LANL does not pay gross
receipts tax because of state and federal laws. LAN-
L’s employees pay income and property taxes in
the millions of dollars, and LANL’s contractors pay
millions of dollars in gross receipts taxes in Los
Alamos, Santa Fe, and Albuquerque.

“., {c)in environmental compliance, with an
institutional record of chronic non-compliance with
major environmenttal laws...” LANL’s record of
protecting its neighborhood from contamination is
outstanding. LANL has at times been technically
out of compliance with environmental laws. In

some instances this has been the result of disputes

with the regulating agency over the interpretation of
. the laws or the means to monitor ‘compliance;
LANL scientists are technologically often ahead of
the regulators and prefer to use better means than
~are available to'general industry. In some cases
technology or politics (WIPP) hasn’t caught up’
with the regulations, or regulations change sudden-
Iy, and compliance is simply not possible, and
LANL sometimes pays fines, especially to the state.
The Tiger Team visit in 1991 after an exhaustive
and critical survey found no environmental defi-
ciencies that could be considered an immediate
danger to worker or public health and safety. The

vg ( {"" Jr"{"'

Laboratory has an extensive monitoring and control
program to guarantee that this condition continues.

The closest areas to LANL. the first stops
downstream and downwind, are neighorhoods

in Los Alamos, inhabited by the families of the

scientists, engineers, and technicians who oper-

ate the Laboratory. The demand for real estate

downstream and downwind of the laboratory
continues at unprecedented high levels.

“Whereas, the future benefits to Northem New
Mexico are uncertain... “ It may be true that the
future of the LANL is uncertain, but the goal of the
CCNS and LASG is to hasten the demise. This
argument is meant to frighten and recruit Santa Fe
into contributing to the demise. A more énlight-
ened policy would be to encourage the continuation
of a clean, high-paying, high-tech industry in
Northem New Mexico by asking the DOE to con-
solidate as much of the nuclear weapons complex
as possible in Los Alamos, ensuring a stable labo-
ratory and employment base for as long as nuclear
weapons are a part of intemational politics, which
will likely be a very long time. Consider the enor-
mous effort the City of Santa Fe put forth to bring
Nambe Mills to Santa Fe, to create, as we recall,
fewer than 200 jobs that probably averaged around
$10 an hour. It would take 15 or 20 plants of that
size to replace the employment income that LANL
brings to Santa Fe.

To further illustrate the private agenda that the
Santa Fe City Council has adopted, look at Sections
2 & 3 of the body of the resolution: “...calls on the
DOE to delay decisions regarding future produc-
tion activities ... & ... formally suordinate decisions
to be made in on-going LANL site-wide and project
specific reviews to programmatic review...” This is
the LASG and CCNS anti-nuclear agenda: to create
as much delay in the DARHT (the “project-specif-
ic review”) EIS, Programmatic EIS, and site-wide
EIS processes as possible. Why would Santa Fe
care about that? I wonder if anybody on the City
Council really understood what they were voting on
here, or did they just succumb to pressure from
political supporters?

In conclusion, let us express our sorrow at the
breach that has been created between the people of
Santa Fe and the people of Los Alamos by this
action. We believe it was caused by the fanaticism
of those well-meaning activists at LASG and
CCNS who seem to care nothing for the relations
between neighbors in Northern New Mexico, who
apparently believe that their “noble purpose” justi-
fies any tactic: in the single-minded pursuit of
“peace,” the truth and neighborly relations. are
unfortunate victims. We sincerely believe that the

people of Santa Fe will not indulge these naive .

stereotypes and ugly misrepresentations about Los
Alamos, and we hope their representatives. on the
City Council will look more closely the next time
the LASG and CCNS drop an innocent-looking res-
olution on their political doorstep.
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Lab employees
say hearing on
LANL one-sided

. By KATHLEENE PARKER
For The New Mexican

LOS ALAMOS — Two Los Ala-
mos residents are criticizing a
public hearing — held in Santa
Fe — on the impact of Los Ala-
mos lab’s role in testing and: re-
building nuclear weapons-

The two, both employees of Los
Alamos National Laboratory,
earlier announced they were
forming a group, the Responsible
Environmental Action League, to
counter anti-lab bias. )

The Santa Fe hearing was con-
vened, in part by Rep. Bill Rich-
ardson, in response to criticism
by Santa Feans, including Mayor
Debbie Jaramillo, of the Depart-
ment of Energy for holding hear-
ings in Los Alamos and Albu-
querque but not Santa Fe.

In a letter sent to Richardson
and released to the news media,
Christine and George Chandler
criticized the Aug. S hearing at
City Hall as being too closely
alignéd with and controlled by
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear
Safety and the Los Alamos Study
Group, known for their anti-nu-
clear stance.

The Chandlers equated the for-
mat of the hearing with censor-
ship, saying that Los Alamos res-
idents were forced to wait until

after Santa Fe residents for a

chance to speak, in some cases a
wait of six hours.

“The long delay and hostile en-
vironment drove many Los Ala-
mos people from the meeting,”
the Chandlers wrote. “Everyone

in the room with differipg views

F—

felt the bias of those moderating
and suffered under the chilling
effect of those in' control who
were hostile to their positions.”
George Chandler, a physicist in
the lab’s weapons-testing divi-
sion, voiced similar concerns
during the hearing. _

But Mary Risely of the study
group said the Chandlers’ claims
are nonsense. B
~ “The fact is that every person

- who signed up from Los Alamos

got a chance to speak and that
meant two people from Santa Fe
did not ... because there wasn’t
time,” she said. The purpose of

the meeting was to hear from

Santa Fe residents — Los Alamos

had already had its own hearings,

she said.
In a phone interview, Richard-
son said if he had known what the

- format would be he would not

have sponsored the meeting. He
shares concerns about a lack of
balance, he said. E

“T feel both the city (of Santa
Fe) and my office should have
been more cognizant of the need
for balance,” he said. “But on the
other hand, I think Los Alamos
needs to justify its existence. I

-think they should take the heat

like anyone else.” :

The Chandlers criticized Rich-.

ardson.

-“It appears to us that you have

-decided to involve yourself in

propagating divisive stereotypes
about Los Alamos by allying
yourself with the anti-nuclear ef-
forts to slander Los Alamos and
close the laboratory,” they
wrote.



\n " -
¢ Distressing
3 hyperbole

Editor: ™ " T
E I’ve read with despalr the hyper-
bolic letters about Santa Fe
§ activists. Might we not sort them
o out?
Our mayor is feisty; I think I
would enjoy her outspokenness
<C even if I were the brunt of it, but I
J understand those who might not -
enjoy it..
CCNS is, as I understand 1t an}“

opposed to the ‘manufa
threatened use of nuclear weapons,
just as most of the world opposes
chemical and biological weapons.
Nuclear weapons seem to me the
worst of the lot because they
inevitably devastate large civilian.
populations (including, possibly,
innocent neighboring populations),
and because they afflict the envi-
ronment (including the environment
of Los Alamos itself). The group’s’
leadership, and much of its mem-
bership, are Buddhists and Quakers
— peaceful persuasions. The style
of the Study Group is intended, as
Quakers say, “to speak truth to
power.” The Group — and I sup-
pose all of Santa Fe — certainly
does not “hate” Los Alamos, and in .
point of fact is not even in favor of
the elimination of the lab: we des-
perately need our best scientific
minds here working on, for exam-
ple, new methods of environmental
restoration. LASG supports a green
‘lab and tech transfer. We also sup-
"port increasing the lab’s involve-
ment in tracking, securing and safe-
guarding fissile materials world-
wide. We look to you for visions of
a peaceful and productive future.

These are vital issues of our
time. We need to be thinking and
talking about them. What an unut-
terable waste of time, paper and tal-
ent have been letters that are — it
seems to me — resistances to sub-
stantive dialogue.

Karin Salzmann

1800 Camino Corrales
Santa Fe, N.M. 87505
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Los Alamos National Laboratory is a potential site for almost all aspects of bomb production work in the scaled
down nuclear weapons complex planned for the 21st century, according to a report released Wednesday by the
Department of Energy.

The “Implementation Plan" identifies Los Alamos as one of two sites under consideration for work the
laboratory has not performed since the 1950s: building plutonium cores for bombs in the nuclear arsenal.

The other possible site is the DOE's Savannah River plant in South Carolina.

Los Alamos is one of three sites under review for the manufacture of another key nuclear weapon part for
stockpile bombs: ““secondaries,” which contain uranium.

The other sites under consideration are Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory in California and the Oak
Ridge facility in Tennessee. Oak Ridge is where most of the DOE's weapons-related uranium work has been

centered in the past.

Los Alamos and Sandia National Laboratories in Albuquerque are both candidates to build non-nuclear
components that contain high explosives.

The lab may also be called on to examine plutonium cores -- called *"pits -- in existing weapons to ensure they
are still sound.

Additionally, the plan says that above-ground nuclear testing facilities -- some of which could be at Los Alamos
-- could take the place of full-scale underground nuclear tests, which have been banned since 1992.

At Los Alamos, such facilities include the partially constructed Dual-Axis Radiographic Hydrotest Facility, which
is tied up in the courts because of a challenge by two Santa Fe activist groups, and the not-yet-built Atlas
Facility, which would look at radiation and aging effects on existing stockpile weapons.

The plan rejects other possible approaches to the handling of the nuclear arsenal in the 21st century, including
dismantling it altogether, restoring it to its Cold War proportions, or simply performing maintenance work as
bomb parts age.

The plan provides the most detailed picture yet of what Los Alamos' role would be in a future nuclear weapons
production complex. The DOE is expected to release a **draft environmental impact statement” in coming weeks
that should provide greater clarity about the roles DOE is proposing for Los Alamos.

The implementation plan was blasted by a local activist.

“This document is an elaborate rationalization for an illogical and incredible continuation of nuclear pork
throughout the country," said Greg Mello of the Los Alamos Study Group.

Last year, John Immele, program director for nuclear weapons technology at the lab, said the lab was ““looking
forward to playing a role in a smaller (nuclear weapons) complex.”

Immele said maintaining the " capability for small lot fabrication" at Los Alamos would reduce the nuclear
danger by maintaining the deterrent value of the U.S. arsenal.

At the same time, he said such an approach “"may be the most inexpensive way to go" and ““might be the best
thing for the country."”

It has long been suspected that Los Alamos might take on plutonium production responsibilities since it is the
only place still operating in the country with the capability to build significant numbers of pits.

It has been less clear that other work, such as manufacturing uranium secondaries, might also be centered at
the lab.

The plan does not specify how many plutonium pits the lab would be expected to build annually. Both lab and

11/1/05 1:55 PM
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DOE officials have said publicly in the past year that a probable number is about 50 pits per year. This
compares with the more than 1,000 pits a year that used to be built at the Rocky Flats plant near Denver.
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LANL to get
$300 million

for upgrades

Zha [t

- By KEITH EASTHOUSE
% The New Mexican -

WASHINGTON — The Depart-

ment of Energy plans to pump
$300 million -into ~ facility up-
- ‘grades-at -Los Alamos National
Laboratory from. 1998 to 2005 as
part of its new approach of man-
aging the nation’s existing nu-
clear stockpile, rather than
building new weapons.

The plan,” which is in draft
~. form, could provide employment
for as many as 275 workers at
the lab, Energy Secretary Hazel
O’Leary said at a news confer-
ence Wednesday. .

The new plan, known as “stock-
pile stewardship,” requires de-
. partment officials to monitor the
existing nuclear arsenal and pro-
vide ‘upgrades when  necessary.
President- Clinton’s - decision to
hait ptoduqtion' of new weapons

and ban*-all- nuclear testing-

forced the DOE to adopt this ap-
proach.

The department will rely on
Los Alamos to do work that used
to be -performed at the Rocky

‘

Energy Secretary
Hazel O’Leary said
the plan could
provide employment:
for as many as 275
workers. -

ing plutonium cores, or:pits,”:
for weapons in the nuclear stock-
pile. )

Previously, Los Alamos has
built-small numbers of pits each:
year, but only for expenmental

. purposes.

According to. lab officials,
there is some uncertainty about'.
how many pits the lab will be re-
quired to build each year as it re-,
places aging components 1n ex-
isting weapons. - :

Estimates range from 20- to 80

per year, with 50 being the most:
likely number. That would pro-
vide employment for 150 work-
ers, according to Tim Neal, pro--
gram manager for materials and

' Please see LANL, Page B-3:

Flats facility near Denver: build-

Continued from Page B-1

process technologies at the lab.
In the event of a worsening of
international tensions or a dis-
_covery of a serious flaw in an ex-
isting weapons system, the lab
might be called on to build up to
80 pits per year, providing em-

ployment to 260 workers, Neal

- said.

Neal said such a production -

level would be the: maximum the
lab could handle, even with the
planned upgrades to facilities.

posmons would be filled by exist-
ing employees shifted from other
work, Neal said. There will be
some “new hires,” however.

Los Alamos will also be home
to a $48 million weapons testing
facility called Atlas under the

- plan unveiled by O’Leary. An-

other 15 jobs would be required
to operate the Atlas fac111ty, ac-

" cording to the DOE.

The $300 million for Los Ala-
mos represents the lion’s share

of the $500 million the DOE plans

to spend for upgrades at all its
sites.

However, T.J. Trapp, acting
deputy program director for nu-
clear materials and stockpile
management at the lab, said half
of that money will be spent on
upgrades that would have to have

 been performed whether or not
Most of the production-related’

pit fabrication . responsibilities:
had been handed to Los Alamos.

About $100 million will go to-
ward remodeling a wing at Tech-
nical Area SS, the lab’s plutonium
facility, according to the DOE
plan.

The remaining $50 million w111
be spent on equipment related to

supporting the fabrication work.
This pot of money mlght also be
used to redo two wings of an-

other facility; the Chemical and -
Metallurgical Research building,

Trapp said.

-Last June, it looked as if all as—
pects of nuclear weapons pro-
duction work might be handed to
Los Alamos. But even though it
appears the lab’s role will be lim-
ited to plutonium work, the
change still promises to be con-
troversial.

Greg Mello of the Los Alamos
Study Group, a Santa Fe organi-

zation, said the DOE’s plan was a

“triumph  for the plutonium

priesthood at LANL.”

" Public hearings on the plan are
scheduled for March 26 at Los
Alamos and April 23 in Santa Fe.

Paul Kane of States News Ser-
vice contributed to this report. -
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LANL'S NUCLEAR WORK TO EXPAND

Richard Parker Journal Washington Bureau

WASHINGTON -- Energy Secretary Hazel O'Leary on Wednesday made it official: She wants Los Alamos
National Laboratory to make replacement triggers for nuclear warheads as the rest of the country's weapons
complex shrinks.

O'Leary made the announcement -- long anticipated in New Mexico and in arms control circles -- as she
unveiled the future shape of the complex that manufactures and maintains the country's nuclear weapons.

The plan involves consolidating the complex to eight sites, from a high in the late 1980s of 11, in direct
response to drives toward broader arms control. The Senate passed the START Il agreement in January,
and the Clinton administration, having adopted a test ban, is pressing other governments to agree to a global
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.

The Energy Department, O'Leary said Wednesday, would help fulfill the test ban "while maintaining an
effective, reliable -- but safe -- nuclear deterrent."

Defense spending on nuclear weapons maintenance has fallen from $2.5 billion in 1985 to $1.5 billion this
year. The new plan projects that annual spending will fall to $1 billion by 2005. Before the turn of the century,
O'Leary said, the department plans to begin disposing of weapons-grade plutonium by burning it in reactors,
sealing it in ceramics or burying it deep beneath the earth's surface.

Eight sites around the country will play a greater role in maintaining the nuclear deterrent, and that
includes weapons laboratories in New Mexico. The role of weapons laboratories has grown with the ban on
below-ground testing in Nevada. Instead, simulations and studies of weapons cores are used to study their

reliability.
Los Alamos would be responsible for small-scale production of plutonium pits, the triggers in a warhead.

“It's a small capability for pit manufacturing," said Steve Guidice, an assistant manager of the DOE's
Albuquerque Operations Office, who headed the restructuring of the weapons complex. "But it's an essential
capability we need to be able to protect.”

Department officials emphasized that the triggers -- grapefruit-size plutonium spheres -- are intended as
replacement parts for the existing arsenal.

The government will spend $520 million on defense programs at Los Alamos this year. DOE would begin
to move its pit manufacturing to Los Alamos beginning in 1998, adding 260 workers to the 3,200 dedicated
to defense work at the lab.

Lab spokesman Jim Danneskiold said the department's job estimates are inflated. He said pit production
should require between 90 and 150 jobs a year depending on the number produced. He said the lab would
need 260 workers only in case of a national emergency.

Anti-nuclear activists in Santa Fe decried the department's decision to do production work at the Los
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Alamos lab.

"We're literally seeing the lab returning to its roots, and those roots are nuclear weapons programs," said
Jay Coghlin of Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety. "These decisions are predetermining and fixing
LANL's future. It's a future that won't be to the broader benefit of northern New Mexico."

Greg Mello of the Los Alamos Study Group said he feared the proposed pit production at Los Alamos
could open the door to the production of new nuclear weapons.

Pit production "will certainly increase the capacity for plutonium handling. Therefore, it is likely to carry with
it increased waste generation and the potential for accidents," Mello said.

He said it would be the first time since the 1950s that Los Alamos has been involved in manufacturing a
key element of nuclear weapons.

Danneskiold said the lab makes about one dozen pits a year for research and development purposes. He
said its new role will not mean a substantial increase in what the lab is doing.

While the department considered other sites for making the pits, it concluded that Los Alamos was its
best choice because it already has the ability. During the 1980s, the lab manufactured pits during
breakdowns at the Rocky Flats, Colo., weapons plant.

Assistant DOE Secretary Victor Reis said the pits at Los Alamos would be dry-machined, avoiding one of
the many environmental problems that eventually led to Rocky Flats' closure.

The department estimated Los Alamos would make as many as 50 a year -- far fewer than previous
estimates -- to replace aging triggers or those removed from missiles for sampling.

The number of pits is so small that department officials said the Los Alamos project is intended primarily
to preserve the U.S. ability to make the triggers if a crisis should arise. They estimated that they would have
about five years to launch a larger pit-making enterprise, possibly elsewhere, if necessary.

The reorganization also will lead to the construction at Los Alamos of Atlas, a pulsed-power machine used
to measure the initial dynamics of a nuclear explosion. The data would be used in computer simulations of a
full blast. Anti-nuclear activists have charged that the United States is, in principle, violating its test-ban right
by modeling the effects of nuclear detonations.

No change is expected at Sandia National Laboratories as a result of Wednesday's announcement.

And the department does not plan to store plutonium from old weapons at the Manzano storage area near
Kirtland Air Force Base. Manzano was rejected, in part, because of its proximity to Albugquerque.

The department also is weighing the possibility of making high-explosive components for weapons at Los
Alamos; they now are made near Amarillo. -

The department's plan does not reduce the role of Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, as a previous
independent panel of experts suggested. The department plan concludes that the test ban means weapons
labs will be even more central in ensuring that weapons are reliable.
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Richard Parker Journal Washington Bureau

LAB TOLD TO MAKE WARHEAD TRIGGERS

WASHINGTON -- Energy Secretary Hazel O'Leary on Wednesday made it official: She wants Los
Alamos National Laboratory to make replacement triggers for nuclear warheads as the rest of the
country's weapons complex shrinks.

O'Leary made the announcement -- long anticipated in New Mexico and in arms control circles --
as she unveiled the future shape of the complex that manufactures and maintains the country's
nuclear weapons.

The plan involves consolidating the complex to eight sites, from a high in the late 1980s of 11, in
direct response to drives toward broader arms control. The Senate passed the START Il agreement
in January, and the Clinton administration, having adopted a test ban, is pressing other governments
to agree to a global Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.

The Energy Department, O'Leary said Wednesday, would help fulfill the test ban "while
maintaining an effective, reliable -- but safe -- nuclear deterrent.”

Defense spending on nuclear weapons maintenance has fallen from $2.5 billion in 1985 to $1.5
billion this year. The new plan projects that annual spending will fall to $1 billion by 2005. Before the
turn of the century, O'Leary said, the department plans to begin disposing of weapons-grade
plutonium by burning it in reactors, sealing it in ceramics or burying it deep beneath the earth's

surface.

Eight sites around the country will play a greater role in maintaining the nuclear deterrent, and that
includes weapons laboratories in New Mexico. The role of weapons laboratories has grown with the
ban on below-ground testing in Nevada. Instead, simulations and studies of weapon cores are used
to study their reliability.

Los Alamos would be responsible for small-scale production of plutonium pits, the triggers in a
warhead.

"It's a small capability for pit manufacturing," said Steve Guidice, an assistant manager of the
DOE's Albuquerque Operations Office, who headed the restructuring of the weapons complex. "but
it's an essential capability we need to be able to protect.”

Department officials emphasized that the triggers -- grapefruit-size plutonium spheres -- are
intended as replacement parts for the existing arsenal.

The government will spend $520 million on defense programs at Los Alamos this year. DOE would
begin to move its pit manufacturing to Los Alamos beginning in 1998, adding 260 workers to the
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3,200 dedicated to defense work at the lab.

Lab spokesman Jim Danneskiold said the department's job estimates are inflated. He said pit
production should require between 90 to 150 jobs a year depending on the number produced. He
said the lab would need 260 workers only in case of a national emergency.

Anti-nuclear activists in Santa Fe decried the department's decision to do production work at the
Los Alamos lab.

"We're literally seeing the lab returning to its roots, and those roots are nuclear weapons
programs," said Jay Coghlin of Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety. "These decisions are
predetermining and fixing LANL's future. It's a future that won't be to the broader benefit of northern
New Mexico."

Greg Mello of the Los Alamos Study Group said he feared the proposed pit production at Los
Alamos could open the door to the production of new nuclear weapons.

Pit production "will certainly increase the capacity for plutonium handling. Therefore, it is likely to
carry with it increased waste generation and the potential for accidents," Mello said.

He said it would be the first time since the 1950s that Los Alamos has been involved in
manufacturing a key element of nuclear weapons.

Danneskiold said the lab makes about one dozen pits a year for research and development
purposes. He said its new role will not mean a substantial increase in what the lab is doing.

While the department considered other sites for making the pits, it concluded that Los Alamos was
its best choice because it already has the ability. During the 1980s, the lab manufactured pits during
breakdowns at the Rocky Flats, Colo., weapons plant.

Assistant DOE Secretary Victor Reis said the pits at Los Alamos would be dry-machined, avoiding
one of the many environmental problems that eventually led to Rocky Flats' closure.

The department estimated Los Alamos would make as many as 50 a year -- far fewer than
previous estimates -- to replace aging triggers or those removed from missiles for sampling.

The number of pits is so small that department officials said the Los Alamos project is intended
primarily to preserve the U.S. ability to make the triggers if a crisis should arise. They estimated that
they would have about five years to launch a larger pit-making enterprise, possibly elsewhere, if
necessary.

The reorganization also will lead to the construction at Los Alamos of Atlas, a pulsed-power
machine used to measure the initial dynamics of a nuclear explosion. The data would be used in
computer simulations of a full blast. Anti-nuclear activists have charged that the United States is, in
principle, violating its test-ban right by modeling the effects of nuclear detonations.

No change is expected at Sandia National Laboratories as a result of Wednesday's
announcement.

And the department does not plan to store plutonium from old weapons at the Manzano storage
area near Kirtland Air Force Base. Manzano was rejected, in part, because of its proximity to
Albuquerque.

The department also is weighing the possibility of making high-explosive components for weapons
at Los Alamos; they now are made near Amarillo.
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The department's plan does not reduce the role of Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, as a
previous independent panel of experts suggested. The department plan concludes that the test ban
means weapons labs will be even more central in ensuring that weapons are reliable.
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Nuclear Mafia

By GREG MELLO

he Cold War is over, right?

Nuclear stockpiles in the

U.S. and Russia will soon

decline to 3,500 . weapons
each, and further declines are
expected. A comprehensive test
ban is imminent., The labs' have
stopped designing nuclear weapons
and are converting to civilian and
environmental  research.  The
nuclear weapons budget is drop-
ping, and the labs’ weapons work
force is shrinking.

Dream on.

Yes, the Cold War is over. But
none of the rest is true. And the
nuclear mafia that profited from
the Cold War protection racket is
actually growing, untouched by the
budget battles that threaten just
about everything else in govern-
ment. And, with your silent permis-
sion, the nuclear gang is moving its
operations more and more to a
mesa near you.

We can be grateful that older
weapons are being dismantled. But
disarmament it ain't. Even if
START 1I is ratified in Russia —
which is doubtful right now, due in
large part to U.S. violations of the

1973 ABM Treaty — the U.S.

expects to keep roughly 8,500
nuclear bombs and warheads, about
half ready to use and half in
“reserve.” Without START II, this
number will be higher.

What's worse, some senators

i
A

(with bomb plants in their states)
have recently begun to modernize
the arsenal with new kinds of war-
heads. _

A test ban? That's another myth.
Far from having stopped their pur-
suits, the nuclear labs continue to
develop new weapon concepts. Like
the High-Powered Radio Frequency
weapon, designed to use Earth’s
atmosphere as a powerful radio
antenna in order to cripple a nation
or an army by knocking out its elec-
trical circuits at one stroke. Will it be
deployed? The new Earth-Penetra-
tor will. It's made to break hardened
bunkers with a powerful nuclear-
explosive shock to the earth.

Declining weapons budgets?
Don’t we wish! Far from declining,
the bomb-builders’ budget line is
now rising for the second year in a
row. Although weapons spending at
the labs is less than it was at the
peak of Reagan’s apocalyptic push
toward Armageddon, it is still
twice, in constant dollars, what it
was in 1975. According to the
Brookings Institution, U.S. taxpay-
ers have coughed up some $4 tril-
lion for nuclear arms.

But these first 50 years are just
the beginning, according to the
Department of Energy. That
agency is about to embark on a
multibillion-dollar long-term
nuclear spending spree, centered
around new “surrogate” testing
devices at the labs. These machines
are not necessary to maintain exist-
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ing wéapons. They are designed to

provide the capability to design and .

certify new nuclear weapons, test
ban or no. Politically, they are part
of a pork-barrel payoff to the labs
and their powerful protectors in
return for support of a test ban.
One of these machines is the
redundant and ill-advised DARHT
(Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrody-
namic Test) facility at Los Alamos.
Oinking in at $187 million, it soon
will be pushed from the trough just
a few years after it is finally fin-
ished by a successor machine cost-

:ing 340 percent more. DARHT will

explode mock warheads — some
‘made of real plutonium, using what
everyone hopes will be leakproof
steel tanks.

However unlikely it may be, an
accidental explosion with plutoni-
um would be catastrophic for New

. Mexico, with fallout that would

drift miles downwind. DOE’s own
analysis shows that serious radia-
tion doses could be imparted to
downwind communities in this sce-
nario, causing fatal cancers and —
they forgot to say this part — per-
manently contaminating many
square miles of land. Even a small
leak would be very serious.

Given its enormous (and almost
eternal) toxicity and its potentially
holocaustal role in the center of each
nuclear weapon, plutonium has been
aptly called “matter as darkness.”

Nonetheless, Los Alamos has gener-

ously offered to be the nation’s plu-
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tonium processing capital, taking

over the grim and dirty work of

making nuclear weapons cores from
the now-closed Rocky Flats plant in
Colorado. More than $550 million is

“about to be invested in upgrading its

plutonium capabilities. }

In the real world, that kind of
money would signal serious long-
term job creation. But DOE offi-
cials make clear that few or no new
jobs are to be expected from this
work.

What's going on here? It's what is
euphemistically called “scieiice-
based stockpile stewardship.” DOE’s
Assistant Secretary Victor Reis
explains: “The stewards really are
more important than the equipment.
... The purpose of the stockpile stew-
ardship program is in fact to main-
tain the stewards, and the right type
of experiments.” Ah yes, of course.
In the final analysis, stockpile stew-
ardship is not about scientists main-
taining warheads; it's about war-
heads maintaining scientists.

The future of the nuclear
weapons complex, including Los
Alamos, is the subject of a DOE
hearing on Thursday at the Double-
Tree Hotel (formerly the High
Mesa Inn), 3347 Cerrillos Road,
from 2 to S p.m. and 6 to 9:30 p.m.
Why not come? And bring the kids.
They're the ones who seem to have
been left out of DOE’s equation.

Greg Me‘llo Is director of the Los Alamos{
Study Group. :
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DO YOII Kll OW that Los Alamos National Laboratory
Will soon become the nation$ only nuclear weapon plutonium facility?

The US Department of Energy (DOE) is planning to make
: Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) the nation’s.
only facility for manufacturing plutonium weapons
parts—the so-called “pits” that form the grim core of
each warhead. This is the work formerly done at the
: _ Rocky Flats plant near Denver, forced to close because
ovebox o raniog puicrums me vt OF i8S atrocious environmental, health and safety record.
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Let Your Voice Be Heard » Silence = Indifference

WHAT: The Last Public Department of Energy Hearing on the Future
of Nuclear Weapons Design, Testing & Production and its
Impacts on Los Alamos National Laboratory :

WHEN: Aapril 25, 1996 2-5 PM « 6-9:30 PM.

WHERE: The Double Tree Hotel (formerly the High Mesa Inn)
3347 Cerrillos Road, Santa Fe, NM '

HOW: Join As a Community to Protect Our Safety and Quality of Life

WHY: . Health Risks * Potential Accidents & Contamination ‘s Loss
- of Tourism ¢ Lowered Real Estate Values * More Nuclear
Waste ¢ Loss of Control Over Our Futures

« Ending new nuclear weapons design and production; o No mock nuclear plutonium explosions at DARHT

o Eliminating the fransport of nuclear materials and -« Complete clean up of LANL's contamination of
waste transport through our communities; ancestral lands;

« Stopping nuclear waste dump expansion on the * Expanding. funds for fechnologies for radioactive waste
Pajarito Plateau; ' " management locally and globally;

SPEAI
our

* Redirecting LANLUs resources foward leadership in « Breaking the silence that supports and enables the

FOR: civilian science and technologies, including alfernative nuclear circle of violence and intimidation; and
energy, medicine, environmental science, and freaty * Exposing the deception eg)etuoted by the nuclear

verificafion technologies; o industry under the umbrella of national security.

JOIN THESE BUSINESSES AND INDIVIDUALS IN PROTECTING OUR COMMUNITIES!

Blue Moon Books & Vintage Video Galisteo News Los Alomos Study Group Second Street San Mateo Crossing
Catalyst Entertainment The Golden Eye The Marketplace Neighborhood Association

Kay Carlson Word Processing Judy Herzl & Charles Hoy N Stephanie Miona Ten Thousand Waves

Cloud Cliff Bakery Cafe Artspacs Alan Hutner & Elizabeth Rose - MIA - - THE magazine

Concerned Cilizens for Nudeor Safety Tronsitions Rodio Magazine on Kagren Ochoa & Doug Coffin WMG;

Denman & Associales, Inc. KBAC FM Ohori's Coffes, Tea & Chocolate Rick Vigil Governor of Tesuque Pueblo
Doodlets Jett Ornament Wear Abouts

Jode Eastmon Kent Golleries/ The Contemporary Old Santa Fe Trail Bookstore Zephyr

€l Bosque Garlic Farms Craftsman Origins

Valerie Jean Fairchild Tony Kent Network Marketing Pasquals

Fine Wood Floors Lucy Lippard RexRay Vision Computer Services

For additional information about this meeting, the issues or to make donations to support this ad, please call:
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety at 9861973 or The Los Alamos Study Group at 98227747
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Paper: Santa Fe New Mexican, The (NM)
Title: Radioactive mishaps rising at LANL
Date: July 29, 1996

Mishaps in which workers or equipment have been contaminated with radioactive substances are on the rise at
Los Alamos National Laboratory, according to a laboratory report obtained by The New Mexican.

From 1993 to 1995, the number of documented incidents of radioactive contamination across the laboratory
rose 22 percent, a July 12 study called a *“Summary of Radiological Incident Reports” says.

Additionally, the number of reports of contaminations at the lab's plutonium facility Technical Area 55 jumped 75
percent between 1993 and 1995, from 139 to 244, the report says.

A second laboratory report says the total amount of radiation that the entire laboratory work force was exposed
to in 1995 was higher than in any other year this decade save 1990.

The 1995 “collective dose" was 43 percent greater than the target level for 1995 to which the lab committed
itself when the existing management contract with the University of California was drawn up earlier this decade,
according to a 29-page annual report put out by the lab's ““dose optimization team."

Lab officials say the rise in radiation exposure and radioactive mishaps since 1993 has one primary cause: the
Cassini project, an ongoing effort to build radioactive heat sources for deep space probes used by the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration.

The space probes are fueled by an isotope of plutonium that is particularly difficult to handle: Plutonium-238,
which is many times more radioactive than the better known Plutonium-239 used in nuclear bombs.

Lab spokesman Jim Danneskiold said the Cassini project has peaked and that therefore it is likely that
contamination incidents at the lab should decrease in the near future.

A secondary factor in the increased contamination rates could be improved monitoring of radiation incidents at
the lab and the lowering of the Energy Department's threshold for which some types of radioactive
contamination incidents must be reported.

“In a sense, I'm happy to see (the increases) because it indicates we're doing a better job of tracking and
reporting” incidents, said Joseph Graf, an official with the lab's Environmental, Safety and Health Division.

The two reports on radiological contamination come at a time of heightened concern about safety practices at
the lab. Four fatal or near fatal accidents in the past 19 months contributed to lab director Sig Hecker's decision
two weeks ago to temporarily halt all laboratory operations so that management and employees could review
safety procedures.

That suspension of work, which for the most part has been lifted, came on the heels of a Department of Energy
study that castigated laboratory management for “*an inability to learn from previous incidents to prevent their
recurrence.” The 156-page DOE study resulted from a DOE investigation of an electrical accident in January
that left a laboratory worker in a coma.

Hecker, at a news conference announcing the work suspension, pointed out that the four accidents occurred in
work projects that did not involve radioactive materials. Both Hecker and Bruce Matthews, director of the
Nuclear Materials Technology Division, have said over the past several months that while the lab needs to
improve in the field of industrial safety, its safety procedures at facilities that handle nuclear materials are
excellent.

Not everyone has been in agreement about that.

The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, a government agency that performs technical oversight of DOE
nuclear weapons facilities, said in 1994 that the radiation protection program at Technlcal Area 55 was only
““marginally satisfactory and in need of improvement."

Danneskiold said the board gave TA-55 a much better rating last year.

Graf said the upward trend is driven primarily by two types of contamination: area contaminations and
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contamination of workers' clothing.

Area contaminations include spills of radioactive materials. At TA-55, area contaminations more than doubled
between 1993 and 1995 from 45 to 109 incidents.

Additionally, contamination of workers' protective clothing at TA-55 jumped 76 percent between 1993 and 1995
from 98 incidents to 173 incidents.

Graf said other types of radioactive contamination have been decreasing.

He noted that contamination of workers' nasal passages with plutonium a serious situation since uptake in the
nostrils could lead to the deposition of plutonium in the lungs, where it could be deadly dropped from 11
incidents in 1993 to eight incidents last year.

There were six such incidents during the first six months of this year, however, a rate slightly ahead of the 1993
rate.

Graf also pointed out that skin contaminations at the lab dropped from 51 in 1994 to 40 in 1995.
Once again, however, the rate appears to be higher in 1996.

Over the first six months of this year, there were 29 skin contamination incidents. If that rate is maintained, it
would result in more contaminations in 1996 than in 1994.

While the total number of documented contamination incidents over the first six months of this year is lagging
significantly behind last year's rate, the number of more serious but not necessarily dangerous contamination
incidents at TA-55 appears to be on the rise in 1996.

Through June 30 at TA-55, there were 27 such incidents described in documents called occurrence reports.
That's more than took place in all of 1994 at TA-55 and is only seven less than the 34 occurrence reports issued
due to mishaps at TA-55 in 1993 and 1995.

A Santa Fe activist agreed that the main reason for the increases probably is the handling of plutonium-238
necessitated by the Cassini project.

But he said a more fundamental problem is that plutonium no matter what the isotope is an inherently
dangerous substance to work with.

“There is every indication that increased work with plutonium will cause increases in worker exposures and an
increased danger of more widespread accidents," Greg Mello of the Los Alamos Study Group said.

While the Cassini project may be fading, the lab will take on increased plutonium responsibilities in coming
years. The Department of Energy's new *"stockpile stewardship" program calls upon the lab to build 20 to 80
plutonium pits per year beginning early next century.

Plutonium pits, grapefruit-size metal spheres, are found at the heart of nuclear bombs.

Pit manufacturing at the DOE's Rocky Flats plant near Denver led to widespread contamination of facilities,
equipment, workers and the environment. Activists like Mello have raised concerns that production work at
LANL will lead to similar problems. Laboratory officials dismiss that claim, saying that the scale of production
planned at Los Alamos pales in comparison to the production levels at Rocky Flats which were on the order of
1,000 pits per year during the Cold War era.

Copyright (c) 1996 The Santa Fe New Mexican
Author: KEITH EASTHOUSE
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DOE Report Confirms LANL To Make Pits

lan Hoffman Journal Staff Writer

Scientists at Los Alamos National Laboratory gladly ceded the lab's mantle as the nation's
nuclear-weapons factory 42 years ago.

Now a key element of that role is coming back to the birthplace of the bomb for as long as the federal
government foresees.

A report issued Tuesday affirmed the U.S. Department of Energy's choice of Los Alamos as the nation's
only site for making plutonium pits for the U.S. stockpile.

The DOE report also recommended LANL as home to a $43 million machine, called Atlas, that nearly
recreates the pressures and temperatures within an exploding nuclear weapon to study mock-ups of bomb
components.

Making the grapefruit-sized pits at Los Alamos for 25 years will cost $1.9 billion. Anti-nuclear activists
argue it also could undermine international gains in arms reduction.

Weapons scientists have differed over whether pits in the stockpile need to be replaced. Proponents
suggest that decay of the old pits will cause a buildup of hydrogen and highly radioactive americium.

"They like to create this doomsday scenario of 'What if it all turned into peanut butter?' But there's no
evidence it's happening," said Dr. Dan Kerlinsky of Albuquerque, a member of Physicians for Social
Responsibility and a former member of a government panel that studied the DOE weapons complex.

“The main problem with the (study) is they're trying to hold in place a static notion of what the nuclear
world is right now, rather than what it's going to become over the next 10 or 20 years," Kerlinsky said.

Locally, some wonder about the impact on the region's quality of life. Until 1989, the DOE made pits at
Rocky Flats; it was closed in 1992 due to safety problems and massive contamination.

"We don't want what happened at Rocky Flats to happen at Los Alamos," said H.L. Daneman, a retired
engineer in Santa Fe. Daneman said he worries about accidents or terrorist attacks at Los Alamos.

“Nobody wants to live by Love Canal or Three Mile Island. | would not like to see the communities around
Los Alamos become stigmatized," he said.

Lab officials point out that Los Alamos always has produced plutonium pits -- for explosive tests and for
predicting the effects of aging on nuclear weapons. Now, it will produce pits primarily for warheads in
submarine-launched Trident missiles and in the land-based Minuteman Il missile.

Under the new program, lab officials predict they will make 20 or fewer pits a year, starting in 2003 or
2004. The lab is spending at least $115 million on renovating Technical Area 55, its plutonium facility, to
handle production of up to 50 pits a year working single shifts, or 80 pits a year if technicians work around
the clock.
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The Atlas facility requires about 15 workers. To make 20 pits a year, the lab will need to hire 90 workers,
including 40 to make the pits in glove boxes and 50 for such supporting jobs as security and radiation
control, said Jim Danneskiold, a lab spokesman.

If the lab makes 50 pits a year, it will need about 155 new workers, he said.

The new program bears no comparison with Rocky Flats, where thousands of pits were produced each
year, Danneskiold said.

“There were some things that were done at Rocky Flats that were just unacceptable,” Danneskiold said.

The lab is developing new processes to cut down on radioactive waste and radiation exposure for
workers, such as casting the pits and cleaning them without using hazardous solvents, Danneskiold said.

The Atlas facility would use an energy burst equal for an instant to the world's electrical output to
compress foils and metals as large as 4 inches into the size of a checker.

Atlas, slated to start operating by 1999, is among a slew of tools that nuclear scientists say they need to
see what happens within an aging nuclear weapon since they no longer can use explosive tests. Anti-nuclear
activists contend that such multimillion dollar machines amount to no more than "nuclear welfare” to succor
the weapons scientists whose heyday ended with the Cold War.

“The reason the labs have all this money thrown at them for dozens of duplicative new facilities is that
they're cooperating in obtaining a comprehensive test ban," said Greg Mello, head of the Santa Fe-based
Los Alamos Study Group. "This is a political deal. It has nothing to do with science and everything to do with
a political payoff." ‘

Mello's group is among some 40 environmental organizations that have vowed to sue to stop the stockpile
stewardship and management program. They are expected to argue that the DOE failed to consider other
plans seriously, especially ones that envision further arms reductions.

Steve Guidice, a DOE manager working on the stockpile stewardship and management program, said the
department focused on plans that fit U.S. national security policy and were technologically feasible.

"People can suggest a lot of things, but if they're out of context with those two things, they're not really
applicable. Denuclearization, for example, is not a reasonable alternative," Guidice said during a
teleconference Tuesday with reporters.

The DOE believes that the program will enable it to certify to the president that the weapons stockpile is
reliable, said Vic Reis, the department's assistant secretary for defense programs.

“"We think we can do the job. But we can return to testing if need be and return to production if need be,"
Reis said.
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