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Executive Summary 
The National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA), a semi-autonomous agency within the 

United States Department of Energy (DOE), is responsible for meeting the national security 

requirements to maintain and enhance the safety, reliability, and performance of the United States 

nuclear weapons stockpile.  NNSA has both programmatic and site-specific environmental impact 

statements covering pit production activities designed to provide NNSA the flexibility to adapt 

decisions as needed in response to national security requirements.  In 2008, the Complex 
Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Complex 

Transformation SPEIS) evaluated, among other things, alternatives for producing 10–200 pits per 

year at different site alternatives, including the Savannah River Site (SRS) in South Carolina and 

at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) in New Mexico.  The site-specific Final Site-Wide 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Continued Operations of Los Alamos National 
Laboratory (DOE/EIS-0380) (2008 LANL SWEIS) evaluated producing 80 pits per year at LANL. 

The United States has recognized the need to eventually produce 80 pits per year.  Federal law 

requires the Secretary of Energy to produce not less than 80 war reserve plutonium pits during 

2030 (50 U.S. Code (USC) 2538a).  On January 27, 2017, the President directed the Department 

of Defense to conduct an updated Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) to ensure a safe, secure, and 

effective nuclear deterrent that protects the homeland, assures allies, and above all, deters 

adversaries.  The 2018 NPR echoed the need for pit production.  The 2018 NPR also confirmed 

that the United States will pursue initiatives to ensure the necessary capability, capacity, and 

responsiveness of the nuclear weapons infrastructure and the needed skill of the workforce, 

including providing the enduring capability and capacity to produce plutonium pits at a rate of no 

fewer than 80 pits per year.  In 2018, Congress enacted as formal policy of the United States that 

LANL will produce a minimum of 30 pits per year for the national production mission and will 

implement surge efforts to exceed 30 pits per year to meet NPR and national policy (Public Law 

115-232, Section 3120). 

NNSA now must implement a strategy to provide the enduring capability and capacity to produce 

plutonium pits at a rate of not less than 80 pits per year during 2030.  At a programmatic level, 

NNSA could adopt a Modified Distributed Centers of Excellence Alternative for plutonium 

operations from the Complex Transformation SPEIS.  This would enable the production of a 

minimum of 50 pits per year at a repurposed Mixed-Oxide Fuel Fabrication Facility at SRS, and a 

production rate of a minimum of 30 pits per year at LANL, with additional surge capacity at each 

site, if needed.  If this approach is adopted, it would meet the requirements of producing pits at a 

rate of not less than 80 pits per year during 2030 for the nuclear weapons stockpile.  In early 2020, 

NNSA published a Supplement Analysis (SA) to the Complex Transformation SPEIS and 

determined that its proposed action at a programmatic level does not constitute a substantial change 

from actions analyzed previously and there were no significant new circumstances or information 

relevant to environmental concerns.  However, in order to implement the proposed action as it 

relates to LANL, NNSA decided to prepare a site-specific SA to the 2008 LANL SWEIS 

(DOE/EIS-0380). 
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As a result, NNSA has prepared this SA to re-evaluate adopting elements of the Expanded 

Operations Alternative from the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  NNSA’s decision resulting from this SA 

would enable producing a minimum of 30 pits per year at LANL with additional surge capacity, if 

needed, to meet the programmatic requirements of producing pits at a rate of no fewer than 80 pits 

per year during 2030 for the nuclear weapons stockpile.  In this SA, NNSA evaluates the potential 

environmental impacts of producing up to 80 pits per year at LANL.  This approach provides a 

conservative analysis and affords NNSA the flexibility of adapting to shifting requirements.  This 

Final SA considers all comments received during the public comment period and documents 

NNSA’s determination that further National Environmental Policy Act documentation at a site-

specific level for LANL is not required. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

__________________________________ 

Statement Concerning CEQ’s NEPA Implementing Procedures 

On July 16, 2020, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) issued its Final Rule, Update to 
the Regulations Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy 
Act.  85 Federal Register (FR) 43304 (2020 regulations).  The Final Rule provides updates to the 

current CEQ implementing procedures at 10 CFR 1500, et seq.  (1978 regulations).  The effective 

date of the 2020 regulations is September 14, 2020, and the 2020 regulations apply to all agency 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) processes commenced on or after the effective date.  

For NEPA reviews in process that agencies begin before the effective date, agencies may choose 

whether to apply the 2020 regulations or proceed under the 1978 regulations and their existing 

agency NEPA procedures.  85 FR 43340.  An agency should clearly indicate to interested and 

affected parties which regulations and procedures it is applying.  Id.  For this Final SA, 

DOE/NNSA has followed the 1978 regulations and DOE’s implementing procedures at 10 CFR 

1021. 

__________________________________ 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION  

The National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA), a semi-autonomous agency within the 

United States (U.S.) Department of Energy (DOE), is responsible for meeting the national 

security requirements established by Congress and the President.  NNSA has a statutory mission 

to maintain and enhance the safety, reliability, and performance of the U.S. nuclear weapons 

stockpile including the ability to design, produce, and test, in order to meet national security 

requirements (50 USC 2401(b)).  Plutonium pits are critical components of every nuclear 

weapon; nearly all current stockpile pits were produced from 1978 to 1989 (DOD 2018a p. 62).  

Today, the United States’ capability to produce plutonium pits is limited. 

As explained in the Supplement Analysis of the Complex Transformation Supplemental 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (2019 Complex Transformation SPEIS SA) 

(DOE 2019a) and to meet federal law and national security requirements, NNSA is pursuing the 

two-prong (two-site) approach.  This approach requires producing a minimum of 50 pits per year 

at Savannah River Site (SRS) in South Carolina and a minimum of 30 pits per year at Los 

Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) in New Mexico (NM), with additional surge capacity at 

each site, if needed.  The two-site approach would meet the requirements of producing pits at a 

rate of not less than 80 pits per year during 2030 for the nuclear weapons stockpile.  

Furthermore, this approach would provide an effective, responsive, and resilient nuclear weapons 

infrastructure with the flexibility to adapt to shifting requirements. 

NNSA prepared this Supplement Analysis of the 2008 Site-Wide Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory for Plutonium 
Operations (referred to hereafter as this SA) to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of 

producing a minimum of 30 pits per year at LANL and implementing surge efforts to exceed 30 

pits per year to meet Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) and national policy.  Under federal law, the 

Secretary of Energy is required to produce not less than 80 pits per year during 2030 (50 USC 

2538a).  It is the policy of the United States, as established by Congress and the President, that 

LANL will produce a minimum of 30 pits per year for the national production mission and will 

implement surge efforts to exceed 30 pits per year to meet NPR and national policy (Public Law 

115-232, Section 3120).  

NNSA has multiple existing environmental impact statements (EISs) that are further defined in 

Section 1.4 and 1.5, which evaluate potential impacts of pit production at LANL with production 

levels between 10 and 200 pits per year.  NNSA has undertaken this supplement analysis (SA) to 

evaluate whether those prior analyses remain adequate or whether NNSA would require further 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis prior to adopting the decision to produce a 

minimum of 30 pits per year for the national production mission and implement surge efforts to 

exceed 30 pits per year to meet NPR and national policy at LANL.  In addition to this SA to the 

2008 LANL Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (2008 LANL SWEIS) and the SA to the 

Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 

(Complex Transformation SPEIS), NNSA is also preparing a separate site-specific analysis of 

implementing production activities at SRS. 
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1.1 PURPOSE AND NEED  

The purpose and need for the continued operation of LANL is to provide support for NNSA’s 

core missions as directed by Congress and the President (DOE 2008a, ch. 1 p. 11).  Congress and 

the President have directed that during 2026 LANL will produce a minimum of 30 war reserve 

pits per year for the national pit production mission and implement surge efforts to exceed 30 

pits per year to meet NPR and national policy (50 USC 2538a; Public Law 115-232).  

As a result, to meet this direction, NNSA must consider implementing previously analyzed but 

unimplemented elements of the Expanded Operations Alternative from the 2008 LANL SWEIS 

as needed to produce a minimum of 30 pits per year for the national pit production mission and 

to implement surge efforts to exceed 30 pits per year to meet NPR and national policy. 

The analysis in this SA will enable NNSA to decide whether a supplemental EIS, a new EIS, or 

no further NEPA documentation would be required prior to making site-specific decisions 

regarding pit production at LANL. 

1.2 SCOPE 

The scope of this SA is to identify (1) if there have been substantial changes related to pit 

production activities at LANL compared to those analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS and (2) if 

there have been significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns 

bearing on the 2008 LANL SWEIS proposed action or its impacts (10 Code of Federal 

Regulations [CFR] 1021.314).  While NNSA has taken efforts to identify pit production 

requirements at LANL, it is possible in the future that project needs or requirements could 

change or that additional elements of specific projects could be identified.  If this happens, 

NNSA would evaluate those new project elements in accordance with NEPA as appropriate. 

This SA is organized as follows: 

• Section 1.0 contains the introduction; 

• Section 2.0 describes the proposed action; 

• Section 3.0 discusses the process/methodology utilized and contains the comparative 
environmental impact analyses; 

• Section 4.0 presents potential cumulative impacts;  

• Section 5.0 includes the conclusion and determination; and 

• Section 6.0 identifies references used.  

1.3 PROPOSED ACTION 

NNSA’s proposed action is to implement elements of the Expanded Operations Alternative as 

needed to produce a minimum of 30 war reserve pits per year during 2026 for the national pit 

production mission and to implement surge efforts to produce up to 80 pits per year to meet NPR 

and national policy.  For purposes of estimating impacts in a conservative manner, potential 

surge efforts were defined and calculated at 80 pits per year.  This also allows direct comparison 
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with analyses from the 2008 LANL SWEIS and the Complex Transformation SPEIS.  Section 

2.0 provides more detail about those activities that would be required to implement the proposal.  

1.4 RELEVANT NEPA ANALYSES AND OTHER DOCUMENTS 

1.4.1 Background on Programmatic and Site-Specific NEPA for LANL Pit Production 

For over two decades, NNSA has fulfilled its obligations under NEPA with respect to operations 

involving Category I and Category II levels of special nuclear materials1 (SNM) through a tiered 

NEPA approach.  With a tiered approach, NNSA maintains a programmatic environmental 

impact statement (EIS) for the functional areas of plutonium, uranium, and weapons 

assembly/disassembly/high explosives that identifies and analyzes impacts at a national level to 

ensure an evaluation of, among other things, cumulative impacts and connected actions.  

Through site-specific NEPA analyses that tier off of the programmatic EIS, NNSA evaluates 

impacts at various sites throughout the country in a more detailed manner.  DOE and NNSA 

have periodically re-evaluated, validated, and updated the programmatic EIS and site-specific 

NEPA analyses related to pit production.  The first programmatic EIS in the post-Cold War era 

was the 1996 Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile Stewardship and 

Management (SSM PEIS).  The most current programmatic EIS for plutonium operations is the 

Complex Transformation SPEIS (DOE 2008b). 

At a programmatic level, with respect to plutonium operations, the Complex Transformation 

SPEIS analyzed impacts associated with pit production at levels of 125 to 200 pits per year.  In 

June 2019, NNSA announced its re-evaluation of programmatic and site-specific NEPA analyses 

and its strategy to fulfill national requirements for pit production (84 FR 26849).  The original 

Distributed Centers of Excellence Alternative, in the Complex Transformation SPEIS, considers 

one large enduring consolidated pit production facility within the Complex2, but current national 

security policy requires a more resilient enterprise.  Therefore, through the 2019 Complex 

Transformation SPEIS SA, NNSA analyzed the impacts of a modified Distributed Centers of 

Excellence Alternative that includes two smaller capacity pit production facilities rather than a 

single facility.  NNSA also included an analysis of actions across the Complex associated with 

transportation, waste management, and ancillary support (e.g., staging, testing, and utilities).  

Based on the analysis in the 2019 Complex Transformation SPEIS SA (DOE 2019a), NNSA 

determined that the proposed action of two smaller capacity production facilities did not 

constitute a substantial change from actions analyzed previously and that there were no 

significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concern.  As a result, 

 

 

1 Special nuclear material—As defined in Section 11 of the Atomic Energy Act: “(1) plutonium, uranium enriched in 
the isotope 233 or in the isotope 235, and any other material which the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
determines to be special nuclear material, or (2) any material artificially enriched by any of the foregoing.” 
2 Refers to the NNSA Nuclear Complex that supports plutonium pit production: SRS, Pantex, Kansas City National 
Security Campus, LANL, Nevada National Security Site, Y-12 National Security Complex, Sandia National 
Laboratories, and Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. 



Final Supplemental Analysis of the 2008 SWEIS  

for LANL for Plutonium Operations DOE/EIS-0380-SA-06 

 
4 

NNSA determined no further NEPA documentation was required at a programmatic level and 

that NNSA may amend the existing Complex Transformation SPEIS Record of Decision (ROD).  

Prior to implementing specific actions, the 2019 Complex Transformation SPEIS SA states that 

NNSA will prepare site-specific documents.  This SA to the 2008 LANL SWEIS is that site-

specific documentation for LANL. 

The 1999 Final Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of Los 
Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (1999 LANL SWEIS) tiered from the 

SSM PEIS and evaluates an Expanded Operations Alternative with pit production levels of 80 

pits per year at LANL.  The No Action Alternative includes an evaluation of 14 pits per year.  

NNSA announced that it would not implement more than the 20 pits per year production level at 

LANL until completion of a future NPR. 

The 2008 LANL SWEIS tiers from the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS and analyzes three 

alternatives: a Reduced Operations Alternative, a No Action Alternative (20 pits per year), and 

an Expanded Operations Alternative (80 pits per year).  Under the Expanded Operations 

Alternative, NNSA analyzed existing space at LANL in the Plutonium Facility (PF) and other 

infrastructure to support production of up to 80 pits per year (DOE 2008a).  Federal law and 

national policy now require that NNSA produce no fewer than 30 pits per year at LANL during 

2026 and implement surge efforts to exceed 30 pits per year to meet NPR and national policy 

(Public Law 115-232, Section 3120); this is not fundamentally different from the Expanded 

Operations Alternative in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  However, NNSA previously identified a 

specific support facility (the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement Nuclear Facility 

or CMRR-NF)3 at LANL as necessary to support pit production.  The CMRR-NF was never 

envisioned to house pit production, but it was thought necessary to support analytical chemistry 

and materials characterization (AC/MC) capabilities for pit production.  However, in the ensuing 

years, alternatives for AC/MC capabilities were identified which have separate and sufficient 

NEPA analysis, and the CMRR-NF was not required to support LANL pit production 

capabilities. 

This SA, to the 2008 LANL SWEIS, analyzes reasonably foreseeable infrastructure and support 

needs required to implement the pit production mission.  The analysis also includes an evaluation 

of the impacts previously analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS Expanded Operations Alternative 

and other relevant NEPA documents for the pit production mission.  The other relevant NEPA 

documents are discussed below.  This SA considers whether new circumstances and relevant 

information constitute a significant change that would warrant additional NEPA analysis.  It 

reanalyzes the impacts associated with pit production at LANL through an integrated and 

 

 

3 NNSA prepared the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility Portion of the 
Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los 
Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR SEIS) (DOE 2011).  The 2011 CMRR SEIS evaluated critical analytical chemistry 
and materials characterization capabilities and addressed changes to the proposed facility regarding seismic concerns 
identified in the 2008 LANL SWEIS and modification of the CMRR-NF design. 
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comprehensive review of existing NEPA analyses and other relevant documents.  These 

documents are incorporated into this SA and are grouped below by programmatic documents, 

LANL-specific plutonium-related documents, and other relevant documents.  For each 

document, a description is provided of how it is relevant to this SA and how it relates to pit 

production at LANL.  

1.4.2 Programmatic NEPA Documents and Related Documents 

1.4.2.1 Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile Stewardship and 
Management (SSM PEIS) (DOE 1996) 

The SSM PEIS evaluates alternatives for maintaining the safety and reliability of the United 

States nuclear weapons stockpile and preserving competencies in nuclear weapons after the 

post-Cold War era.  The SSM PEIS evaluates how the United States would meet these 

requirements without the use of underground nuclear testing and without a large-scale pit 

production facility.  The SSM PEIS evaluates pit production of 80 pits per year at LANL and 

SRS, which was significantly lower than historic production levels.  Tiering from the SSM PEIS, 

the site-specific 1999 LANL SWEIS also analyzed pit production levels of 80 pits per year at 

LANL. 

1.4.2.2 Final Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement (Complex Transformation SPEIS) (DOE 2008b) 

In 2008, the Complex Transformation SPEIS supplemented the SSM PEIS and analyzed the 

environmental impacts of alternatives for transforming the nuclear weapons complex (Complex) 

into a smaller, more efficient enterprise that could respond to changing national security 

challenges and ensure the long-term safety, security, and reliability of the nuclear weapons 

stockpile.  The Complex Transformation SPEIS considers how to configure facilities that hold 

Category I and Category II quantities of SNM across the Complex including the three functional 

areas of plutonium, uranium operations, and weapons assembly/disassembly/high explosives.  

These alternatives were categorized into the Distributed Centers of Excellence Alternative, the 

Consolidated Centers of Excellence Alternative, and the Capability-Based Alternative.  The 

Complex Transformation SPEIS also analyzed the No Action Alternative. 

Under the four alternatives, the Complex Transformation SPEIS evaluated: (1) constructing and 

operating a new Greenfield pit production facility to produce 125 pits per year at SRS, LANL, 

Y-12 National Security Complex (Y-12), Pantex (Pantex Plant), and/or Nevada National 

Security Site (NNSS); (2) constructing and operating pit production facilities that would use the 

Mixed-Oxide Fuel Fabrication Facility (MFFF) and Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility 

infrastructure at SRS to produce 200 pits per year; and (3) upgrading two existing facilities at 

LANL (Los Alamos Upgrade Alternative), one to support production of 200 pits per year and 

one to support production of 50–80 pits per year (DOE 2008b, ch. 3 p. 20).  In the 2008 

Programmatic ROD (73 FR 77644), NNSA decided to implement its preferred programmatic 
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alternative, which was a combination of the Distributed Centers of Excellence Alternative and 

the Capability-Based Alternative and did not make any new decisions related to pit production. 

1.4.2.3 Final Supplement Analysis of the Complex Transformation Supplemental 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (2019 Complex Transformation 
SPEIS SA) (DOE 2019a) 

The 2019 Complex Transformation SPEIS SA analyzed NNSA’s proposed action to implement, 

with respect to plutonium operations, elements of the Modified Distributed Centers of 

Excellence Alternative.  The elements implemented would enable NNSA to produce a minimum 

of 30 pits per year at LANL and a minimum of 50 pits per year at a repurposed MFFF at SRS, 

with additional surge capacity at each site, if needed.  This would enable NNSA to meet the 

requirements of producing pits at a rate of no fewer than 80 pits per year during 2030 for the 

nuclear weapons stockpile.  In addition, the 2019 Complex Transformation SPEIS SA analyzed 

pit production support activities across the Complex associated with transportation, waste 

management, and ancillary support (e.g., staging, testing, and utilities).  Based on the analysis in 

the 2019 Complex Transformation SPEIS SA, NNSA determined that no further NEPA 

documentation was required at a programmatic level, and NNSA may amend the existing 

Complex Transformation SPEIS ROD.  However, to date, NNSA has not issued an Amended 

ROD for the Complex Transformation SPEIS. 

1.4.2.4 Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) Disposal Phase Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement (WIPP SEIS-II) (DOE 1997) 

Potential environmental impacts associated with disposing of transuranic (TRU) waste at the 

Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) were analyzed in the 1997 WIPP SEIS.  DOE’s proposed 

action and subsequent ROD were to dispose at WIPP up to 175,600 cubic meters of TRU waste 

generated from defense activities (63 FR 3624).  

1.4.2.5 Supplement Analysis for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Site-Wide Operations 
(2016 WIPP SA) (DOE 2016a)  

Following two accidents in February 2014 and the subsequent closure of WIPP, the 2016 WIPP 

SA evaluated the potential environmental impacts and safety and operational measures needed to 

resume waste operations at WIPP.  DOE evaluated changes in conditions of environmental 

resource areas, assessed for potential impacts, and considered new NEPA guidance.  Following 

this 2016 WIPP SA, DOE resumed WIPP operations in January 2017.  NNSA determined that 

the analysis for TRU waste disposal in the WIPP SEIS-II remained valid and no further NEPA 

analysis was required for TRU waste disposal at WIPP. 
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1.4.3 LANL Site-Specific NEPA Documents 

1.4.3.1 Final Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of Los 
Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (1999 LANL SWEIS) 
(DOE 1999a) 

The 1999 LANL SWEIS analyzes all capabilities at LANL that support DOE missions including 

plutonium operations and pit production.  It served as a basis for the development of the 2008 

LANL SWEIS.  The 1999 LANL SWEIS analyzes four alternatives, including a No Action 

Alternative, an Expanded Operations Alternative (analyzing a pit production rate of 80 pits per 

year), a Reduced Operations Alternative, and a “Greener” Alternative.  DOE decided to conduct 

pit production at a nominal rate of 20 pits per year.  The elements of the Expanded Operations 

Alternative of the 1999 LANL SWEIS adopted by NNSA became the No Action Alternative for 

the 2008 LANL SWEIS. 

1.4.3.2 The Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of Los 
Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (2008 LANL SWEIS) 
(DOE 2008a) 

The 2008 LANL SWEIS evaluates the potential environmental impacts from ongoing LANL 

operations and new activities and analyzes three specific alternatives: (1) a Reduced Operations 

Alternative, (2) a No Action Alternative, and (3) an Expanded Operations Alternative.  The 

Expanded Operations Alternative analyzed the use of existing space in the Plutonium Facility to 

produce up to 80 pits per year.  The 2008 LANL SWEIS also evaluates the impacts of 

constructing and operating a consolidated plutonium center (as well as a consolidated nuclear 

production center of excellence) at LANL, which entailed consolidation of SNM storage and 

production of 125 pits with a potential surge capacity of 200 pits annually.  The impacts of 

constructing and operating a consolidated nuclear production center at LANL were included in 

the cumulative impacts section of the 2008 LANL SWEIS, Section 5.13.  In the associated ROD, 

NNSA reserved a decision on pit production until completion of a future NPR.  

1.4.3.3 2018 Supplement Analysis of the 2008 Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory (2018 SWEIS SA) 
(DOE 2018a) 

The 2018 LANL SWEIS SA evaluates projects and impacts of activities conducted since 

publication of the 2008 LANL SWEIS and projects being proposed from 2018 through 2022.  

NNSA determined that ongoing operations, new and modified projects, and modifications in site 

operations at LANL do not constitute a substantial change in the actions previously analyzed in 

the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  The 2018 LANL SWEIS SA was completed in April 2018, before the 

announcement of national policy on pit production. 
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1.4.3.4 Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research 
Building Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, 
New Mexico (CMRR EIS) (DOE 2003a) 

DOE prepared the 2003 CMRR EIS to evaluate alternatives for replacing the AC/MC 

capabilities provided in the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research (CMR) Building.  The CMRR 

project was to provide the physical means for conducting mission-critical CMR capabilities, to 

consolidate like activities for operational efficiency, and to potentially provide extra space for 

future modifications.  The ROD (69 FR 6967) announced the decision for construction and 

operation of a two-building replacement for the CMR Building to be located in Technical Area 

(TA)-55.  These buildings were to consist of (1) a Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office 

Building (RLUOB) and (2) a nuclear facility (CMRR-NF) housing Hazard Category (HC)-2 

nuclear operations.4 After publication of the CMRR SEIS ROD, NNSA first announced a delay 

in construction of the CMRR-NF (DOE 2012) and then cancelled funding.  The 2003 CMRR EIS 

analyzes construction of new administrative and support buildings that would support pit 

production at LANL. 

1.4.3.5 Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Nuclear Facility 
Portion of the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building Replacement Project 
at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (CMRR SEIS) 
(DOE 2011) 

NNSA prepared the 2011 CMRR SEIS for the CMRR-NF in 2011 to address changes to the 

proposed facility regarding seismic concerns and modification of the CMRR-NF design (DOE 

2011).  NNSA evaluated the potential environmental impacts from revised alternatives for 

constructing and operating the CMRR-NF and from ancillary projects that had been proposed 

since publication of the CMRR EIS.  On October 18, 2011, in an amended ROD (76 FR 64344), 

NNSA selected the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative for constructing and operating the CMRR-

NF portion of the CMRR project.  The 2011 CMRR SEIS provided an analysis of construction 

areas for support facilities related to pit production.  The analysis of construction areas at and 

adjacent to TA-55 are used in this SA. 

 

 

4 10 CFR 830 assigns hazard categories to nuclear and radiological facilities in accordance with the potential 
consequences in the event of a radiological accident.  PF-4 is an HC-2 nuclear facility.  Facilities with smaller 
inventories of radioactive material would be HC-3 or below HC-3.  The nuclear facilities at LANL are either HC-2 
or HC-3 (DOE 2008a, ch. 1 p. 11).  DOE has determined threshold quantities for individual radionuclides that define 
the lower boundaries for the hazard categories: a DOE HC-3 nuclear facility is 38.6 grams of plutonium-239 and an 
HC-2 nuclear facility is 2,610 grams of plutonium-239 (DOE 2014a Attachment 2, Table 1). 
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1.4.3.6 Supplement Analysis for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Building 
Replacement Project at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico 
(CMRR SA) (DOE 2015a) 

Following a DOE decision to cancel the CMRR-NF (DOE 2015b), NNSA issued the 2015 

CMRR SA that addressed modifications to NNSA’s approach for assuring AC/MC capabilities at 

LANL.  This entailed performing AC/MC work in RLUOB and making space available at 

Plutonium Facility Building 4 (PF-4).  Under those modifications, RLUOB would continue to 

operate as a radiological facility but with an increased allowable quantity of actinides such as 

plutonium-239.  NNSA determined that no additional NEPA documentation was needed to 

implement this modified approach. 

1.4.4 Other Relevant Documents 

1.4.4.1 Atomic Energy Defense Act (50 USC 2538a) 

The Secretary of Energy is charged with producing no less than 80 war reserve plutonium pits 

during 2030 and submitting an annual certification to Congress and the Secretary of Defense that 

the programs and budget of the Secretary of Energy will enable the nuclear security enterprise to 

meet those requirements. 

1.4.4.2 National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2020 (Public Law 116-92) 

In Section 3116 of Public Law 116-92, Congress expressed the sense that “(1) rebuilding a 

robust plutonium pit production infrastructure with a capacity of up to 80 pits per year is critical 

to maintaining the viability of the nuclear weapons stockpile; (2) that effort will require 

cooperation from experts across the nuclear security enterprise; and (3) any further delay to 

achieving a plutonium sustainment capability to support the planned stockpile life extension 

programs will result in an unacceptable capability gap to our deterrent posture.” Public 

Law 116-92 also amended the Atomic Energy Defense Act to require production of not less than 

80 pits per year during 2030. 

1.4.4.3 John S. McCain National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2019 (2019 
National Defense Authorization Act (Public Law 115-232) 

In Section 3120 of Public Law 115-232, Congress enacted as formal policy of the United States 

that LANL will produce a minimum of 30 pits per year for the national production mission and 

will implement surge efforts to exceed 30 pits per year to meet 2018 NPR and national policy 

(Public Law 115-232). 

1.4.4.4 Final Report for the Plutonium Pit Production Analysis of Alternatives (Pit 
Production AoA) (DOE 2017a) 

The purpose of the pit production analysis of alternatives (AoA) was to identify and assess 

alternatives across DOE sites that could deliver the infrastructure to meet the sustained 

plutonium pit requirements of no less than 80 pits per year during 2030.  To achieve the required 
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annual pit production rate, the AoA report considered the construction of new facilities, and the 

refurbishment to existing facilities.  The AoA report identifies SRS and LANL as the two 

preferred locations to accomplish this enduring mission (DOE 2017a). 

1.4.4.5 Fiscal Year 2020 Stockpile Stewardship and Management Plan, a Report to 
Congress (DOE 2019b) 

The Stockpile Stewardship and Management Plan describes NNSA plans to ensure the safety, 

security, and effectiveness of the United States nuclear weapons stockpile mission to carry out 

national security responsibilities by maintaining a safe, secure, and effective nuclear deterrent; 

preventing, countering, and responding to the threats of nuclear proliferation and terrorism 

worldwide; and providing naval nuclear propulsion.  

1.4.4.6 2018 Nuclear Posture Review (2018 NPR) (DOD 2018a) 

In February 2018, the Office of the Secretary of Defense issued the 2018 NPR report.  This 

report assessed previous nuclear policies, strategy, and corresponding capabilities needed to 

protect the Nation in the deteriorating threat environment that confronts the United States, its 

allies, and partners.  The 2018 NPR provided guidance for the nuclear force posture and policy 

requirements needed now and in the future. 

1.4.4.7 2018 Joint Department of Defense/NNSA Statement on the Recapitalization of 
Plutonium Pit Production (DOD 2018b) 

A Joint Statement on pit production was issued on May 10, 2018, by the Under Secretary of 

Defense for Acquisition and Sustainment and the NNSA Administrator.  This Joint Statement 

announced the two-site approach to produce a minimum of 50 pits per year at SRS and a 

minimum of 30 pits per year at LANL. 

1.4.4.8 2009 Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board Letter Report (DNFSB 2009) 

The DNFSB issued a letter report on October 26, 2009, to NNSA expressing concerns about 

potential consequences of seismic events to the PF-4 facility.  The 2009 recommendation (2009-

2 Los Alamos National Laboratory Plutonium Facility Seismic Safety) identified the need to 

execute both immediate and long-term actions to reduce risks posed by a seismic event at PF-4. 

1.4.4.9 2017 DNFSB Letter (DNFSB 2017) 

DNFSB issued a letter on January 3, 2017, to NNSA acknowledging the ongoing upgrades to the 

PF-4 facility that address concerns of potential seismic consequences, and DNFSB closed its 

recommendations in 2009-2 Los Alamos National Laboratory Plutonium Facility Seismic Safety. 

1.4.4.10 2019 DNFSB Letter Report (DNFSB 2019) 

DNFSB issued a letter report on November 15, 2019, to NNSA expressing its concerns on (1) 

delayed completion of upgrades to the PF-4 to mitigate potential seismic consequences, and (2) 

continued reliance on the PF-4 facility for pit production.  DNFSB provided a report to NNSA 
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(Safety Basis for the Plutonium Facility at Los Alamos National Laboratory, issued on August 

16, 2019) that outlined the DNFSB recommendations for documented safety analysis for the 

PF-4 facility.  NNSA is in the process of reviewing the DNFSB recommendations. 

1.4.4.11 1995 DOE and State of Idaho Settlement Agreement (ID/DOE 1995) 

In October of 1995, the state of Idaho, U.S. Navy, and DOE reached agreement settling a lawsuit 

filed by the state to prevent shipment of spent nuclear fuel to Idaho National Laboratory (INL) 

for storage (the 1995 Settlement Agreement; ID/DOE 1995).  As part of the 1995 Settlement 

Agreement, DOE committed that it would remove TRU waste from INL by a target date of Dec. 

31, 2015, and no later than Dec. 31, 2018.  In 1995, there was an estimated 65,000 cubic meters 

of TRU waste located in Idaho.  Idaho estimated that 7,800 shipments of TRU material would 

leave the state under the 1995 Idaho Settlement Agreement. 

1.4.4.12 2019 Supplemental Agreement to the 1995 DOE and State of Idaho Settlement 
Agreement (ID/DOE 2019) 

In 2019, the state of Idaho and DOE finalized a supplemental agreement to the 1995 Settlement 

Agreement, setting out conditions concerning conditional waiver of sections D.2.e and K.1 of the 

1995 Settlement Agreement under which INL may receive limited research quantities of used 

commercial fuel (2019 Supplemental Agreement; ID/DOE 2019).  Under the 2019 Supplemental 

Agreement, DOE also committed to allocate and make at least 55 percent of all TRU waste 

shipments received at WIPP for INL, until the remaining TRU waste from the 1995 Agreement 

was removed from Idaho.  In 2014, there was a halt in WIPP operations, and after WIPP’s 

reopening in 2017, it was operating at limited throughput capacity pending completion of 

improvements in the ventilation system.  Therefore, by the December 31, 2018 deadline under 

the 1995 Settlement Agreement, DOE had only shipped 38,089 cubic meters of TRU waste from 

Idaho.  This allocation to INL allowed DOE to meet its TRU waste shipment commitments at 

other sites.  In addition to allocating 55 percent of all TRU waste shipments received at WIPP for 

INL, DOE committed to giving INL “priority” for other shipments.  Under the 2019 

Supplemental Agreement, “priority” means “that if a shipment allotted to a generator site other 

than INL is not made, such shipment allotment will be made available to INL, subject to 

consideration of national security mission and nonproliferation matters, other DOE legal and site 

cleanup commitments, WIPP operational concerns, and safety and security operations.” 

1.4.4.13 2005 Consent Order and the 2016 Consent Order Update (NMED 2016) 

On March 1, 2005, the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED), the New Mexico 

Attorney General, DOE, and the University of California entered into the final Consent Order.  

The Consent Order was issued in accordance with the New Mexico Hazardous Waste Act and 

the New Mexico Solid Waste Act.  The Consent Order specified investigations, cleanup, and 

corrective measures to be conducted at LANL.  Appendix I of the 2008 SWEIS (DOE 2008a) 

evaluated the environmental consequences of Consent Order actions through fiscal year 2016.  

Implementation of the Consent Order was part of the No Action Alternative.  In June 2016, the 
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NMED, DOE, and LANL entered into the 2016 Consent Order, which superseded the 2005 

Consent Order.  The purpose of the 2016 Consent Order is to (1) provide a framework for current 

and future actions to implement regulatory requirements; (2) establish an effective structure for 

accomplishing work on a priority basis; (3) drive toward cost-effective work resulting in 

tangible, measurable environmental cleanup; (4) minimize the duplication of investigative and 

analytical work and documentation, and ensure the quality of data management; (5) set a 

structure for the establishment of additional cleanup campaigns and milestones as new 

information becomes available and campaigns are completed; (6) facilitate cooperation, enhance 

information, and ensure participation of the parties; (7) provide for effective public participation; 

and (8) define and clarify its relationship to other regulatory requirements.  The 2016 Consent 

Order does not change the investigations, cleanup, and corrective measures to be conducted at 

LANL; therefore the impacts of the 2016 Consent order are not substantially different than those 

impacts of the 2005 Consent Order that was analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a). 

1.5 RELATIONSHIP OF NEPA DOCUMENTS TO PIT PRODUCTION AT LANL 

As the description of NEPA analyses and supporting documents indicate, there have been 

extensive NEPA analyses conducted for pit production at LANL.  This extensive series of NEPA 

analyses and supporting documents, and the relationships between them, provides the basis in 

this SA.  These documents are used to evaluate pit production and the potential impacts at 

LANL.  

Pit production, at a level of 80 pits per year at LANL, was first analyzed in the SSM PEIS (DOE 

1996).  The SSM PEIS “high case” analysis for pits was 100 pits per year.  The 80 pits per year 

production level at LANL was reanalyzed in the 1999 LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999a), and DOE 

selected a pit production rate of 20 pits per year.  Part of the basis for the selected alternative 

relates to the legacy CMR building at TA-03 of LANL.  In 2003, DOE issued the CMRR EIS 

that analyzed two replacement facilities that would house AC/MC operations and allow for 

decommissioning of the CMR facility (DOE 2003a).  The 2008 LANL SWEIS tiers from the 

1999 LANL SWEIS and the Complex Transformation SPEIS, as appropriate, and incorporates 

information from those documents by reference (DOE 2008a, ch. 1 p. 2).  The 2008 LANL 

SWEIS also incorporates NEPA analyses conducted since the issuance of the 1999 LANL 

SWEIS that include the 2003 CMRR EIS (DOE 2008a, ch. 1 p. 28–30). 

The CMRR-NF was analyzed in the 2011 CMRR SEIS (DOE 2011), and NNSA selected the 

Modified CMRR-NF Alternative.  After the CMRR-NF portion of the CMRR project was 

cancelled in 2014, NNSA prepared the SA to the 2003 CMRR EIS (2015 CMRR SA) analyzing 

AC/MC operations within existing space at RLUOB and PF-4 (DOE 2015a, p. 2).  The 2015 

CMRR SA found that the potential impacts of conducting AC/MC operations in RLUOB and 

PF-4 was less than the impacts analyzed in the 2003 CMRR EIS.  Pit production relies on 

AC/MC operations, but these operations do not specifically require the CMRR-NF (DOE 2015a, 

p. 49). 
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In 2018, NNSA issued the SA to the 2008 LANL SWEIS that evaluated current operations and 

changed environmental conditions since issuance of the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2018a).  The 

2018 LANL SA, to the 2008 LANL SWEIS, noted that DOE evaluated the production of 80 pits 

per year in the Expanded Operations Alternative in the 2008 LANL SWEIS and may issue a new 

ROD in the future for an increase in pit production.  No specific decisions on pit production were 

analyzed in the 2018 LANL SA, but support facilities such as office buildings and parking 

garages were analyzed. 

In summary, the 2008 LANL SWEIS and the 2011 CMRR SEIS, in addition to the programmatic 

NEPA analyses, provide the primary underlying NEPA analysis for pit production and related 

support activities at LANL.  The 2008 LANL SWEIS tiers from previous documents and 

incorporates related NEPA analyses (i.e., 1999 LANL SWEIS and 2003 CMRR EIS) (DOE 

2008a, ch. 1 p. 33–34).  The 2008 LANL SWEIS, support documents, and subsequent analyses 

(i.e., 2011 CMRR SEIS and 2015 CMRR SA) are referenced in this SA to define when and 

where pit production for LANL has been previously analyzed and if those analyses remain valid. 

1.6 PUBLIC PROCESS 

On June 10, 2019, DOE issued a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register providing 

information regarding DOE’s overall NEPA strategy related to fulfilling national requirements 

for pit production.  The NOI described that NNSA would be conducting a programmatic NEPA 

review and two site-specific analyses including one at LANL.  This SA is the LANL site-specific 

review. 

Although it is not required, NNSA made this SA available for public review and comment on the 

NNSA NEPA reading room (https://www.energy.gov/nnsa/nnsa-nepa-reading-room).  NNSA 

issued a notice on March 10, 2020, to the GovDelivery mailing lists for persons who requested 

notification of activities related to LANL to provide notice of the availability of the draft version 

of this SA (Draft SA) for review.  

During the comment period, NNSA accepted comments from all interested agencies (Federal, 

State, and local), Native American Tribes, public interest groups, businesses, and members of the 

public.  Due to the SARS-CoV-2 pandemic in 2019 (COVID-19), the comment period was 

extended to May 9, 2020, for a total of a 60-day comment period. 

NNSA received 148 total comment documents, and all comment documents were considered, 

including 14 comment documents that were received after the May 9, 2020 deadline. Seven 

comments were either blank or sent to the email box in error and thus considered irrelevant.  The 

141 comments relevant to this SA, as well as NNSA’s corresponding responses to those 

comments, are presented in Appendix A of this SA.  All comment documents received in 

response to the GovDelivery announcement for the Draft SA are included in the Administrative 

Record for this SA. 
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SA comments were organized into the following topic areas: 

• Validity of the SA determination 

• Purpose and need for NNSA’s proposal 

• Requests for an extension to the comment period 

• New information or changed circumstances 

• Questions about the technical aspects of the impact analyses 

• General opposition to, or support for, the proposal 

• Comments about nuclear weapon policies or new weapon designs 

• Miscellaneous comments 

NNSA considered all comments, including late comments, during the preparation of this Final 

SA and determination.  In response to questions related to the programmatic need for pits and 

non-proliferation, NNSA has modified Section 1.0, Introduction; Section 1.1, Purpose and Need; 

and made other revisions throughout this SA.  NNSA has made other modifications in response 

to public comments as appropriate.  The Final SA and determination are available to the public 

on the NNSA NEPA Reading Room website (https://www.energy.gov/nnsa/nnsa-nepa-

readingroom). 
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2.0 PROPOSED ACTION 

NNSA’s proposed action is to implement elements of the 2008 LANL SWEIS Expanded 

Operations Alternative as needed to produce a minimum of 30 war reserve pits per year during 

2026 for the national pit production mission and to implement surge efforts to exceed 30 pits per 

year to meet NPR and national policy.  This SA refers to these actions as pit production.  Pit 

production includes resources needed for operations, such as supporting infrastructure (e.g., 

office buildings, parking, and training facilities), increased work force, waste management 

facilities, ancillary support (e.g., staging, testing, and utilities), and transportation. 

Pit production has fundamentally remained the same since the end of the Cold War and its 

impacts are well understood.  NNSA has analyzed and reanalyzed the impacts associated with pit 

production at LANL over many decades and has made such information available to the 

public.NNSA will meet federal law and national policy by implementing elements of the 

Expanded Operations Alternative.  Through this SA, NNSA is evaluating these changes under 

NEPA to determine whether the changes are substantial and is further evaluating whether there 

are new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns bearing on the 

proposed action or its impacts that are significant within the meaning of NEPA.  The analysis in 

this SA will enable NNSA to decide whether a supplemental EIS, a new EIS, or no further 

NEPA documentation is required prior to making site-specific decisions regarding pit production 

at LANL. 

2.1 PIT PRODUCTION AT LANL 

Pit production at LANL is concentrated at TA-55 (Figure 2-1), which houses the primary 

operations facility for pit production in PF-4, a Security Category 1 and an HC-2 nuclear facility 

(Figure 2-2) (DOE 2008a, ch. 2 p. 60).  Pit production operations include shipping, receiving, 

staging, packaging, and moving nuclear materials and components; performing nondestructive 

analysis; purifying metal and managing related residues; foundry operations; machining; 

inspecting; assembling and post-assembly testing; waste management; and chemical/materials 

analyses.  These operations are described in both the 1999 LANL SWEIS and the 2008 LANL 

SWEIS (DOE 1999a, ch. 2 p. 28–33; DOE 2008a, ch. 3 p. 56–59).  

The NNSA pit production mission at LANL is operating below the level of 20 pits per year that 

was identified in previous NNSA decisions.  Actions to support the production of 20 pits per 

year would include the hiring of additional staff (approximately 1,500); 24-hour operations; the 

construction of office space, personnel training, and parking facilities; waste management 

facilities; ancillary support (e.g., staging, testing, and utilities); transportation; and equipment 

removal and installation at PF-4.  These supporting pit production actions were not analyzed in 

this SA because NNSA has already decided to operate at this level (64 FR 50797, 73 FR 55833), 

and those support actions were previously analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS and other NEPA 

analyses (DOE 1999a, 2003a, 2008a, 2011, 2015a). 
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Figure 2-1. Map illustrating the location of Los Alamos National Laboratory and relevant 

technical areas 
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Figure 2-2. The Plutonium Facility Complex at TA-55 with PF-4 identified 

2.2 ACTIONS FOR PROPOSED PIT PRODUCTION 

For purposes of NEPA analyses, actions needed to implement the proposed pit production at 

LANL were categorized into two groups: (1) those actions to produce a minimum of 30 pits per 

year and (2) those actions to provide the ability to implement a surge capacity (up to 80 pits per 

year) to meet mission needs, if necessary.  Actions for 30 pits per year and any surge capacity 

constitute pit production.  It is assumed that actions for 30 pits per year are completed prior to 

implementing surge efforts.  For pit production, NNSA would implement the following actions:  

• Remove legacy equipment and install new equipment 

• Hire and train approximately 400 additional staff 

• Upgrade existing support facilities and construct new support facilities 

• Repackage and dispose of MFFF fuel rods 

• Implement the Replacement Office Buildings Project 

• Implement elements of the Security-Driven Traffic Modifications Project 

• Management and disposition of additional wastes generated  

• Transport additional materials, parts, and waste  

2.2.1 Remove Legacy Equipment and Install New Equipment 

Equipment that requires removal and/or replacement would be decontaminated and reduced in 

size to fit into disposal containers.  Wastes generated through removal of legacy equipment 

would include TRU waste, low-level radioactive waste (LLW), mixed-low-level radioactive 
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waste (MLLW), and chemical waste.  Decontamination activities would occur at existing 

facilities, such as PF-4 at TA-55; the Waste Characterization, Reduction, and Repackaging 

Facility at TA-50; and the Decontamination and Volume Reduction System and Radioassay 

Nondestructive Testing Facility at TA-54. 

NNSA would install and operate new equipment for pit production to replace aging equipment to 

meet mission needs in a more efficient manner.  The new equipment would provide the ability to 

produce a minimum of 30 pits per year, with surge efforts to produce 80 pits per year if needed 

to meet NPR and national policy.  This equipment would consist of gloveboxes, hoods, lathes, 

furnaces, instrumentation, and utility infrastructure.  Temporary construction areas for 

warehouses, management trailers, and laydown areas to support equipment installation, 

decontamination, and removal would be located within the Perimeter Intrusion, Detection, and 

Assessment System (PIDAS) at TA-55. 

2.2.2 Hire and Train Staff  

In order to support a production rate of 30 pits per year, LANL would increase staff by 

approximately 330 people.  Initially, LANL would use staff reassignments to support any surge 

efforts.  LANL anticipates hiring an additional 70 staff for sustained production efforts as 

necessary.  Staffing at this level would be sufficient.  New staff performing pit production, 

protective force, and health and safety programs would be assigned to multiple shifts.  

Peak annual construction employment would be approximately 200 individuals.  Construction 

workers would be stationed within the Pajarito Corridor for equipment installation activities for 

approximately five years. 

Before new support facilities would be constructed, LANL would provide office space for new 

staff by reconfiguring space in existing buildings, office trailers, and leased spaces.  Prior to the 

construction of new training facilities, newly hired radiological workers with duties inside PF-4 

would receive training at existing facilities or at leased facilities nearby. 

2.2.3 Upgrade Existing Facilities and Construct New Support Facilities 

NNSA would upgrade existing support facilities and construct new support facilities for pit 

production.  These facilities would provide office space, parking, training space, administrative 

space, locker rooms, storage, and cafeteria space for staff.  The new support facilities are in pre-

conceptual design and could be expected to occupy approximately 21 acres.  This construction 

could occur at TA-03, -05, -48, -50, -52, -54, and -63 (Figure 2-3).  To support upgrade and 

construction efforts, NNSA would establish temporary construction areas within the Pajarito 

Corridor including warehouses, construction and management trailers, and laydown and staging 

areas for equipment and personnel. 

New office buildings would be sized to accommodate the anticipated hiring needs and would be 

located primarily within the Pajarito Corridor, with a preferred location likely at TA-48 adjacent 

to the Plutonium Facility Complex.  A new multipurpose training facility may have floors 
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designated for training and classrooms, laboratories, office space, conference rooms, a large 

auditorium, and a cafeteria.  Multi-story parking for new staff would be made available onsite 

(TA-03, -05, -48, -50, -52, and -54) and offsite (Los Alamos and White Rock) with shuttles to 

transport staff parking offsite to the Pajarito Corridor.  It is anticipated that the new training 

facility and new parking would be located within the Pajarito Corridor, with a preferred location 

at TA-48 although TA-03 may be considered, too.  Co-locating the office, parking, and training 

facilities near PF-4 would increase the effectiveness of staff and facility support.  

During the period of construction (approximately six years), NNSA would use interim measures 

for providing parking and office space for new staff through (1) leasing and/or purchasing 

trailers for staff onsite, (2) leasing space in Los Alamos and White Rock, and (3) remodeling 

existing facilities to make additional office space.  Remodeling of existing buildings would be 

minimal modifications to interiors of existing buildings within the Pajarito Corridor as well as 

TA-03. 

 

Figure 2-3. Proposed areas for support facilities 

2.2.4 Repackage and Dispose of Unirradiated MFFF Fuel Rods 

PF-4 provides storage for SNM including unirradiated fuel rods and materials that were 

fabricated in support of the Mixed Oxide lead test assembly program.  Storage, shipping, and 

receiving of these fuel rods were included in the capabilities and activity levels of the Plutonium 

Facility Complex in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a, ch. 3 p. 56–59).  NNSA is 
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reconsidering repackaging and disposing of these fuel rods in accordance with the analysis in the 

2008 LANL SWEIS under the Expanded Operations Alternative in order to disposition legacy 

materials associated with the mixed oxide fuel approach and, in turn, provide space for pit 

production activities.  

2.2.5 Implement Replacement Office Buildings Project 

NNSA would construct replacement office buildings that would accommodate staff for pit 

production.  NNSA is reconsidering elements of the Replacement Office Buildings Project from 

the Expanded Operations Alternative in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  Although evaluated in the 

2008 LANL SWEIS, this project has not been implemented.  These replacement office buildings 

would provide the flexibility for LANL to house staff in a location that is near TA-55.  In order 

to transport staff from these new office buildings, a shuttling service would be used to take staff 

to TA-55.  Potential impacts from the Replacement Office Buildings Project are analyzed in the 

2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a, ch. 3 p. 115, Table 3-21).  These new buildings would be sited 

in previously disturbed areas primarily in TA-03.  NNSA would establish temporary construction 

areas within the Pajarito Corridor including warehouses, construction and management trailers, 

and laydown and staging areas for construction equipment and personnel.  Construction of these 

new office buildings would occur at TA-03.  

Improvements or upgrades to existing utility infrastructure to support new office buildings would 

occur within existing utility corridors.  These include repairing, re-routing, or upgrades of 

existing utility lines; adding or moving fencing or security barriers; extending roads to service 

new proposed buildings; and other support and maintenance activities. 

2.2.6 Implement Elements of the Security-Driven Transportation Modifications 

NNSA is reconsidering elements of the Security-Driven Transportation Modification Project 

from the Expanded Operations Alternative in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  This project considered 

two parking lots at TA-48 and TA-63, short pedestrian and vehicular bridges connecting TA-63 

to TA-35 (Ten-Site Canyon), and bridges across Sandia and Mortandad canyons.  NNSA is only 

considering the parking lots and bridges across Ten-Site Canyon.  The lots would include 

government and personal vehicle parking, with bus transportation to TA-55 (DOE 2008a, Appx. 

J, p. 3–13).  An option considered in the 2008 LANL SWEIS was for personal vehicles to be 

parked in TA-48 and TA-63 with bus transportation to TA-55.  This option could be 

implemented if the Replacement Office Buildings Project at TA-03 were constructed.  None of 

the elements analyzed as part of the Security-Driven Transportation Modifications Project have 

been implemented.  Implementing these elements would provide NNSA with flexibility for 

construction efforts and support for staff in the proposed action. 

2.2.7 Waste Management 

NNSA would continue waste management operations in addition to supporting pit production.  

Waste management activities were described in the 2008 LANL SWEIS under the Waste 

Management Operations: Solid Radioactive and Chemical Waste Facilities and Activity Levels.  
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These activities include waste characterization, packaging, and labeling; waste transport, receipt, 

and acceptance; waste treatment; and waste storage (DOE 2008a, ch. 3 p. 51–55).  Waste 

management activities would increase operations for managing TRU, LLW, MLLW, and 

chemical wastes generated by pit production.  Projected estimates of waste produced from 

proposed pit production are provided in more detail in Section 3.3.5. 

2.2.8 Transportation of Material, Parts, and Waste 

At LANL, NNSA ships and receives radioactive and other hazardous materials to and from other 

DOE and non-DOE facilities, including commercial facilities.  Transportation activities for 

material and waste shipments would increase as discussed in Section 3.3.6.  If needed, LANL 

may provide SRS with materials and parts to support the SRS pit production efforts which may 

include plutonium, beryllium, graphite molds, or metallic and ceramic components. 

LANL requires support from other DOE sites (e.g., SRS, Pantex, Kansas City National Security 

Campus (KCNSC), Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL), NNSS, and WIPP) to 

provide nuclear and non-nuclear components and materials that are necessary for pit production 

and offsite waste disposal.  The transportation activities and support functions needed by LANL 

from other sites were addressed in the 2019 Complex Transformation SPEIS SA (DOE 2019a).  

Table 2-1 depicts the origins of the transportation activities and destinations involving major 

facilities that support pit production at LANL. 

TABLE 2-1. TYPES OF SHIPMENTS AND LOCATIONS SUPPORTING PIT PRODUCTION AT LANL 

Type of Shipments Origination Destination 

Existing Pits Pantex LANL 

New Pits LANL Pantex 

Plutonium Metal NNSS, SRS, and Pantex  LANL 

Enriched Uranium Y-12 LANL 

Nonnuclear Parts KCNSC LANL 

TRU waste LANL WIPP 

LLWa LANL NNSS plus other locations 

MLLW LANL NNSS 

Material Testing LANL LLNL 

Material Testing LLNL LANL 
 

2.2.9 Construction and Operational Estimates of Pit Production 

Table 2-2 provides construction estimates for implementing the pit production analyzed in this 

SA compared to parameters previously analyzed in existing NEPA analyses (2008 LANL 

SWEIS and 2011 CMRR SEIS).  The table lists key construction parameters for pit production 
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analyzed in this SA and construction.  Project designs for constructing support buildings and 

equipment installation in PF-4 for producing 80 pits per year and producing 30 pits per year 

would be no greater than the estimates of project designs previously analyzed in existing NEPA 

analyses (2008 LANL SWEIS and 2011 CMRR SEIS).  The estimates for pit production in this 

SA are generally smaller than existing NEPA analyses since most of the infrastructure has been 

or would be established through the efforts for 20 pits per year. 

TABLE 2-2. CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATES AT LANL 

Parameter 
Pit Production in 

this SA 
 

80 Pits Per Year 2008 LANL SWEIS 
and the 2011 CMRR SEIS 

Land Disturbance (acres) 21 134a 

Construction Duration (years) 6b 9c 

Peak Construction Workforce 
(persons) 200 790d 

Peak Electricity (megawatts-electric 
[MWe]) 1.0 12b 

Peak Water (gallons/year) 2,000,000 4,000,000d 

Nonhazardous Solid Waste (tons) 3,500 7,100e 
a. This projection is derived from 115 acres of land disturbance from construction activities analyzed in the 2011 CMRR SEIS (DOE 2011, ch. 4 

p. 29, Table 4-14); and 13 acres of land disturbance from construction of Replacement Office Buildings Project in 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 

2008a, Appx. G p. 23); and from 6 acres of land disturbance from construction activities at TA-48 analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 

2008a, Appx. J p. 13). 
b. Construction to support 80 pits per year design would take place during the construction period for 30 pits per year design.  
c. DOE 2011, ch. 4 p. 34. 
d. DOE 2011, ch. 4 p. 54. 
e. This projection is derived from the 2,600 tons of construction waste analyzed in the 2011 CMRR SEIS (DOE 2011 ch. 4 p. 68, Table 3-34); 

and 2,550 tons of construction waste analyzed for Replacement Office Buildings Project in 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a, Appx. G p. 29); 

and 1,950 tons of construction waste analyzed for Security Traffic Modifications Project in 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a, Appx. J p. 29). 

Producing pits at LANL is anticipated to be achieved using multiple shift operations.  Table 2-3 

presents operational estimates for pit production at LANL, as analyzed in the 2008 LANL 

SWEIS Expanded Operations Alternative (DOE 2008a) and as proposed in this SA.  The 

estimates in Table 2-3 indicate (1) producing pits as analyzed in this SA, (2) previous analysis in 

the 2008 LANL SWEIS, and (3) the site total in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  As shown in Table 2-

3, operational estimates associated with pit production analyzed in this SA would be no greater 

than or not significantly different than estimates previously analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  
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TABLE 2-3. LANL PIT PRODUCTION OPERATIONAL ESTIMATES  

Parameter Pit Production 
in this SA 

Prior 2008 LANL 
SWEIS Analysis  

(80 Pits Per Year) 

Site Totals from 
2008 LANL SWEIS 

Workforce (persons) 400 1,890a 15,394 a 

Radiation Workers (persons) 250 2,344 – 3,849b 2,344 – 3,849b 

Peak Electrical (MWe) 0.6 – 1.6c 1.4d 124 e 

Domestic Water (gallons per year) 8,200,000d 8,200,000d 522,000,000 f 

Wastes 
LLW Solid (cubic yards per year) 885 – 2,355g 1,400h 13,000h 

MLLW (cubic yards per year) 1.4 – 3.7g 20h 140h 

TRU Solid (including Mixed 
TRU) (cubic yards per year) 140 – 400g 690h 860h 

TRU Liquid (gallons per year) 6,000 – 12,000g 50,000i 5,000,000i 
a. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 121).  Staffing needed for the Expanded Operations Alternative is 1,890 staff.  DOE 2008a, ch.5 p. 121, Table 5-31) 

1394. 

b. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5, p. 104, Table 5-27).  This estimate includes radiological workers associated with remediation.  Not all workers are 

associated with pit production. 

c. (LANL 2020) 

d. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 134).  The peak load estimate is for additional load beyond 20 pits per year.  Domestic water use is for TA-55 only. 

e. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 124, Table 5-32). 

f. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 42). 

g. (LANL 2020) 

h. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 149, Table 5-47). 

i. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 150, Table 5-48). 

2.3 CONSIDERATIONS FOR PROPOSED PIT PRODUCTION 

There are several considerations in existing NEPA documents and decisions that are addressed in 

this SA for pit production.  Considerations that relate to or have bearing on pit production pertain 

to changes to environmental resource areas since issuance of NEPA documents, changes at 

LANL regarding programs and operations since issuance of NEPA documents, and changes in 

NNSA decisions since issuance of NEPA documents.  Considerations identified in previous 

NEPA analyses are considered to be of relative minor impact in this SA or they are discussed 

further in Section 3.0 (Potential Impacts) of this SA.  Considerations are categorized as (1) 

transportation considerations; (2) the Los Alamos Upgrade Alternative in the Complex 

Transformation SPEIS; (3) changes to environmental conditions, actions, and decisions in the 

2008 LANL SWEIS and the 2018 SWEIS SA; and (4) changes to the CMRR project as analyzed 

in the 2003 CMRR EIS, the 2011 CMRR SEIS, and the 2015 CMRR SA. 

2.3.1 General Considerations 

This SA assumes that the population along the transportation routes has increased in a manner 

consistent with the overall change of population in the United States.  Since 2008, the United 
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States population has increased by approximately eight percent; from 304 million people to 

approximately 328 million people (Census 2019). 

All offsite transportation of pits, plutonium metal, and enriched uranium is assumed to occur by 

the DOE’s Office of Secure Transportation fleet over Federal and State highways to the extent 

practicable. 

2.3.2 Complex Transformation SPEIS 

The Los Alamos Upgrade Alternative required upgrade and/or expansion to existing facilities or 

construction of new facilities to support pit production. 

Potential environmental impacts analyzed for the Los Alamos Upgrade Alternative were focused 

on completion of the CMRR facility and no other construction activities at TA-55.  However, 

several existing and planned LANL facilities were included in the No Action Alternative as they 

were required to support pit production levels previously decided by NNSA.  Resource areas 

related to this include land use (acres disturbed), utility use (electricity, water, and gas), 

employment (construction workers), and waste management. 

2.3.3 2008 LANL SWEIS 

Considerations of changes in the 2008 LANL SWEIS and the 2018 SWEIS SA as they pertain to 

the proposal for pit production include: (1) changes to environmental resource areas since the 

2008 LANL SWEIS was issued, (2) changes to programs at LANL regarding pit production and 

environmental management actions, and (3) considerations of construction and operations 

supporting pit production.  

Changes to environmental resource areas were reviewed in the 2018 SWEIS SA.  Since issuance 

of the 2018 SWEIS SA, there have been no additional substantial changes to environmental 

resource areas. 

Both the 1999 and 2008 LANL SWEIS describe LANL’s plutonium operations, including the 

production of pit components (DOE 2008a, ch. 3 p. 56–59; DOE 1999a, ch. 2 p. 28–33).  

Processes and procedures for pit production, as analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 

2008a, ch. 3, p. 56–57), have not fundamentally changed from those described and analyzed in 

the 1999 LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999a). 

The 2008 LANL SWEIS evaluated cumulative impacts associated with constructing and 

operating a consolidated plutonium center of excellence which would entail storage and 

production of 125 pits with a potential surge capacity of 200 pits annually (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 

p. 212). 

The Expanded Operations Alternative in the 2008 LANL SWEIS analyzed potential 

environmental resource impacts from production of 80 pits per year at LANL.  These impact 

projections from production are used for the basis of the analysis in this SA. 
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NNSA notes that LANL has a new management and operating contractor and that the DOE 

Office of Environmental Management hired their own legacy clean up contractor in 2018.  The 

NNSA LANL management and operating contractor and the DOE-Environmental Management 

legacy clean up contractor continue to execute their respective NNSA and DOE-Environmental 

Management mission activities at LANL.  Portions of TA-54 are operated by DOE-

Environmental Management. 

Several of the new support facilities associated with pit production are in a pre-conceptual design 

stage.  The best available design information was used for the analysis in this SA.  Where 

appropriate, conservative estimates were used so that implementation of any final designs are 

expected to result in lesser impacts than those presented in this SA.  Although the impacts of the 

final design are not certain at this time, LANL does implement administrative controls5 and 

processes to minimize potential impacts.  Both construction and operational impacts are 

considered for all resources.  Construction impacts are generally short-term (i.e., approximately 

six years), while operational impacts are expected to be long-term (i.e., would occur annually 

over a 50-year operating period). 

Potential security and waste management support facilities, like those proposed for pit 

production (Figure 2-3), are analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS in Appendix L, Support 

Activities (DOE 2008a, Appendix L, p. 2), and in the 2018 LANL SWEIS SA to the 2008 LANL 

SWEIS (DOE 2018a).  LANL would conduct a project review to identify the requirements that 

could lessen the potential of environmental impacts from constructing such support facilities.  

2.3.4 2003 CMRR EIS, 2011 CMRR SEIS, and 2015 CMRR SA  

The 2003 CMRR EIS analyzed construction of new administrative and support buildings that 

would support pit production at LANL (DOE 2003a, ch. 1 p. 9; ch. 2 p. 10).  These facilities 

have not been built.  The support buildings were to be located outside of the PIDAS, similar to 

support buildings identified in the proposed action of this SA (DOE 2003a, ch. 2 p. 10). 

The 2015 CMRR SA to the 2003 CMRR EIS proposed action addressed changes to the proposed 

relocation of AC/MC capabilities.  The proposed locations were at a new radiological facility 

and PF-4.  Other changes to the proposed action include installing new equipment in PF-4 and 

RLUOB, removing aging equipment through decontamination and size reduction, and 

constructing new support facilities to house offices, parking garages, and training facilities (DOE 

2015a, p. 5–6).  Installation of equipment is ongoing while construction of new support facilities 

has not been initiated. 

 

 

5 These controls include LANL’s Integrated Review Tool used to solicit input from over 40 subject matter experts 
when a project is first conceived; the use of engineered controls, administrative procedures, or personnel protective 
equipment as part of LANL’s As-Low-As-Reasonably-Achievable program; best management practices; controls 
from air and water permitting; Cultural Resources Management Plan; and the Habitat Management Plan. 
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3.0 POTENTIAL IMPACTS 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

The analysis in this section is to determine (1) if the potential impacts of pit production would be 

different from those analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS and other relevant NEPA documents, 

and (2) if so, whether those differences would be considered significant in the context of NEPA 

(40 CFR 1508.27) which could require preparation of a supplement to the 2008 LANL SWEIS or 

a new EIS.  Identifying and qualifying potential environmental impacts from pit production 

informs NNSA’s decision to implement pit production beyond what has been previously 

decided. 

Potential impacts evaluated in this SA are those impacts associated with the production of a 

minimum of 30 pits per year and those associated with the production of 80 pits per year.  This 

SA compares potential impacts of pit production to those impacts that were identified in the 2008 

LANL SWEIS and other relevant NEPA documents.  The evaluation of potential impacts is 

based on the considerations for pit production as identified in Section 2 of this SA.  Any 

potential impact that would be no greater than or equal to those impacts analyzed in the 2008 

LANL SWEIS is a strong indicator that no additional NEPA documentation would be required. 

3.2 POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

3.2.1 Resource Areas with Minor or Negligible Impacts 

As part of the environmental impact analysis for this SA, NNSA analyzed each of the 

environmental resource areas identified in the 2008 LANL SWEIS for potential impacts.  The 

environmental resource areas that are considered to have minor or negligible impacts and are not 

different from what was analyzed in previous NEPA analyses are summarized in Table 3-1.  

These resource areas include land use, visual resources, geology and soil (excluding seismic), 

water resources, air quality, noise, ecological resources, cultural resources, infrastructure, facility 

accidents, and intentionally destructive acts.  Potential impacts to environmental resources 

associated with pit production are compared to the impacts previously analyzed in the 2008 

LANL SWEIS, 2018 LANL SWEIS SA, and other relevant NEPA documents to evaluate 

whether the previous analysis remains sufficient.  In Table 3-1, NNSA presents a qualitative 

analysis that identifies differences of environmental impacts between previous analyses and the 

proposed action described in this SA. 
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TABLE 3-1. POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF PIT PRODUCTION 

Resource Area Impacts Analyzed in the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS or other Relevant NEPA 

Documents 

Potential Impacts from Production of (1) 80 
Pits Per Year, and (2) 30 Pits Per Year 

Is there a Significant 
Difference in 

Environmental Impacts? 

Land Use The 2003 CMRR EIS has been incorporated by 
reference into the 2008 LANL SWEIS, and it 
analyzes approximately 27 acres of disturbance at 
TA-55 from constructing a new CMRR facility, 
associated support buildings, and parking areas.  
The 2003 CMRR EIS determined that the 
approximate land disturbance was consistent with 
the 1999 LANL SWEIS analysis (DOE 2003a, 
ch.4 p. 12) and the 2000 LANL Comprehensive 
Site Plan designations of the area (LANL 2000).  
In addition to the 27 acres analyzed, the 2011 
CMRR SEIS analyzed approximately 60 acres (50 
undeveloped acres) that would be disturbed under 
the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative by 
construction and laydown areas along Pajarito 
Corridor (DOE 2011, ch 4 p 29, Table 4-14).  
Lastly, the Security-Driven Transportation 
Modifications Project in the 2008 LANL SWEIS 
did evaluate approximately 30 acres for the 
project, including parking at TA-48 and TA-63.  
These areas are also being considered in this SA 
(DOE 2008a, Appx. J, pp. 9–12). 

(1) Potential impacts to land use include developing 
undisturbed land.  The construction of support 
facilities or additions to existing structures that 
would support producing 80 pits per year would 
disturb approximately 21 acres.  Development 
and operations for producing 80 pits per year 
would be consistent with surrounding land use. 

(2) Construction, development, and operations 
regarding land use required for producing 30 pits 
per year would not be greater than those for 
producing 80 pits per year would. 

No.  Potential impacts to land 
use from construction, 
development, and operations 
associated with the proposed 
action would be no greater than 
the impacts previously analyzed 
(DOE 2003a, 2008a, 2011).  

Visual 
Resources 
 

The 2011 CMRR SEIS analyzed impacts to visual 
resources from construction projects along the 
Pajarito Corridor in the Modified CMRR-NF 
Alternative.  Construction would occur within or 
adjacent to developed areas along the Pajarito 
Corridor.  There would be little change in the 
industrial appearance of the area.  New 
construction in these areas would not represent a 

(1) Potential impacts to viewsheds are related to the 
construction of new support buildings for 
producing 80 pits per year.  Construction 
activities would be short-term and temporary.  
Any permanent changes would be consistent 
with adjacent developed areas.  Internal or 
external modification to existing buildings would 
have no visual impacts.  Installation of 

No.  Potential visual impacts 
from construction would be no 
greater than those impacts 
previously analyzed (DOE 
2011) 
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Resource Area Impacts Analyzed in the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS or other Relevant NEPA 

Documents 

Potential Impacts from Production of (1) 80 
Pits Per Year, and (2) 30 Pits Per Year 

Is there a Significant 
Difference in 

Environmental Impacts? 
significant change in the visual environment (DOE 
2011, ch 4 p. 32). 

equipment inside PF-4 would have no impacts to 
visual resources.  No permanent changes to 
viewsheds are expected from operations for 
producing 80 pits per year. 

(2) Potential impacts to viewsheds related to 
construction of new support buildings for 
producing 30 pits per year would not be greater 
than those for producing 80 pits per year. No 
permanent changes to viewsheds are expected 
from operations for producing 30 pits per year.  

Geology and 
Soils (seismic 
addressed in 
Section 3.3.1) 
 

The 2008 LANL SWEIS analyzed impacts to 
geology and soils from construction projects and 
demonstrated that impacts were directly linked to 
the amount of land disturbance associated with 
construction.  With appropriate mitigation and 
Best Management Practices (BMP) in place, 
impacts to geology and soil would be minimized.  
Proposed facility construction and demolition are 
not likely to alter LANL subsurface conditions 
(DOE 2008a, ch. 5, p. 20, Table 5-3).  The 2011 
CMRR SEIS also analyzed impacts to geology and 
soils (such as soil erosion, removal of soil and 
mineral resources, and temporary stockpiling of 
soils) from construction projects within TA-48, -
55, and -63 (DOE 2011, ch. 4 p. 44). 

(1) Impacts to geology and soils would be associated 
with ground disturbance (construction of support 
buildings, building modifications, or 
modifications to existing roads and 
infrastructure) in support of producing 80 pits 
per year.  Potential impacts to geology and soils 
are anticipated to be minor and temporary.  
Appropriate mitigation measures, permits, and 
BMPs would be used to minimize soil erosion 
and loss of soil and mineral resources.  No 
potential impacts to geology and soils are 
anticipated from operations for producing 80 pits 
per year. 

(2) Potential impacts to geology and soils from 
ground disturbance for producing 30 pits per 
year would not be greater than those for 
producing 80 pits per year.  No potential impacts 
to geology and soils are anticipated from 
operations for producing 30 pits per year. 

No.  Potential impacts to 
geology and soils from the 
proposed action would be no 
greater than impacts previously 
analyzed (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 
20, Table 5-3; (DOE 2011, ch. 
4 p. 44).  Potential impacts 
related to seismic conditions are 
discussed in more detail in 
Section 3.3.1. 

Water 
Resources 
 

The 2008 LANL SWEIS analyzed impacts to 
water resources from construction and 
decontamination activities and impacts to 
groundwater from liquid effluent discharge from 

(1) Potential impacts to water resources are 
associated with construction and building 
modifications in support of producing 80 pits per 
year.  Two million gallons per year is estimated 

No.  Potential impacts from 
construction and building 
modifications in the proposed 
action would be no greater than 
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Resource Area Impacts Analyzed in the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS or other Relevant NEPA 

Documents 

Potential Impacts from Production of (1) 80 
Pits Per Year, and (2) 30 Pits Per Year 

Is there a Significant 
Difference in 

Environmental Impacts? 
operations.  Minor short-term impacts to water 
quality from construction activities were 
anticipated, including accelerated erosion that 
could result in sediment transport offsite.  Potential 
impacts to groundwater quality include liquid 
effluent releases to permitted outfalls.  Compliance 
with requirements under the Clean Water Act, the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
Construction General Permit, and Section 404 and 
401 permits are monitored regularly, and any 
instances of contamination are minimized and 
mitigated through installation of erosion and 
sediment controls specified in storm water 
pollution prevention plans (DOE 2008a, ch 5, p. 
31–41).  The 2011 CMRR SEIS analyzed impacts 
to water resources from construction.  
Construction was estimated to use up to 5 million 
gallons of water over nine years (DOE 2011, ch. 4 
p. 33, Table 4-15).  Potential impacts to surface-
water quality would be mitigated through 
implementation of storm water pollution 
prevention plans and BMPs.  Impacts to 
groundwater are not anticipated from construction 
activities (DOE 2011, ch. 4 p.47–48). 

for use during construction over five years.  
Storm water runoff could potentially impact 
downstream surface-water quality.  Storm water 
and sediment controls, pollution prevention 
plans, and BMPs would be implemented to 
minimize sediment transport and impacts to 
surface water and groundwater resources.  
Construction is not anticipated to change the 
annual liquid effluent discharge volumes from 
PF-4 to Outfall 03A181 in Mortandad Canyon.  
No potential impacts from operations are 
anticipated from producing 80 pits per year as 
there are no anticipated liquid effluent discharge 
volumes from PF-4 to Outfall 03A181.  

(2) Potential impacts to water resources from 
construction for producing 30 pits per year 
would not be greater for producing 80 pits per 
year.  No potential impacts from operations are 
anticipated from producing 30 pits per year as 
there are no anticipated liquid effluent discharge 
volumes from PF-4 to Outfall 03A181. 

the impacts previously analyzed 
(DOE 2008a, ch. 5, p. 31, 40; 
(DOE 2011, ch. 4 p. 47–48).  
Potential impacts from 
operations for the proposed 
action would be no greater than 
the impacts previously analyzed 
(DOE 2008a, ch 5 p. 34). 

Air Quality6 
 

The 2018 LANL SWEIS SA evaluated non-
radiological air emissions of criteria pollutants, 
hazardous air pollutants, and volatile organic 

(1) Potential impacts to air quality from non-
radiological air emissions include construction 
activities, waste management operations, 

No.  Potential impacts from 
non-radiological air emissions 
and greenhouse gases from 

 
 
6 DOE 2018a provides an analysis of climate change in Section 3.17 relative to the region around LANL.  NNSA considers the data used to still be relevant and 
not likely to be significantly different. 
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Resource Area Impacts Analyzed in the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS or other Relevant NEPA 

Documents 

Potential Impacts from Production of (1) 80 
Pits Per Year, and (2) 30 Pits Per Year 

Is there a Significant 
Difference in 

Environmental Impacts? 
compounds from 2008 through 2016.  The 2018 
LANL SWEIS SA determined that these emissions 
were well below the facility-wide Title V 
Operating Permit limits at LANL (DOE 2018a, p. 
86).  Most of the non-radiological emissions from 
PF-4 were not associated with pit production 
(DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 53–54).  
The 2018 LANL SWEIS SA analyzed impacts 
from greenhouse gas emissions at LANL to 
anticipated demand for electrical power (DOE 
2018a, p. 144–145).  The 2011 CMRR SEIS 
analyzed potential impacts from greenhouse gas 
emissions with 32,600 tons of carbon dioxide 
equivalent (CO2e)7 from construction activities 
(DOE 2011, ch. 4 p. 40, Table 4-21). 
The 2008 LANL SWEIS Expanded Operations 
Alternative analyzed potential radiological air 
emissions from operations at PF-4.  A small annual 
release (3.6x10–5 curies per year) was estimated 
from production of up to 80 pits per year (DOE 
2008a, Appx. C p. 21, Table C-14). 

decontamination activities, and commuting staff 
supporting production of 80 pits per year.  
Temporary impacts are anticipated from 
construction and decontamination activities, and 
are anticipated to be minor and would not result 
in violations of the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards.  Minor impacts are 
anticipated from waste management operations 
(DOE 2008a, Appx. C p. 21, Table C-13) and 
commuting staff (DOE 2008a, ch. 3 p. 88–102, 
Table 3-19).  The projected increase in LANL 
staff would cause a minor increase in vehicle 
emissions along existing routes used to access 
the site.  Production of 80 pits per year would 
not result in a significant increase in greenhouse 
gas emissions from operations.  
NNSA estimates that production of 80 pits per 
year would result in an emission of 1.2 × 10–7 
curies per year (LANL 2020). 

(2) Potential impacts from non-radiological air 
emissions and greenhouse gas emissions for 
producing 30 pits per year would not be greater 
for producing 80 pits per year. 
Impacts from radiological air emissions are 
anticipated to be minor for producing 30 pits per 
year (4.5 × 10–8 curies per year) (LANL 2020). 

construction and operations in 
the proposed action would be 
no greater than the impacts 
previously analyzed (DOE 
2008a, ch. 5 p. 53–54). 
Potential impacts from 
radiological air emissions 
during operations would be no 
greater than radiological 
emissions previously analyzed 
(DOE 2008a, Appx. C p. 21, 
Table C-14). 

Noise The 2011 CMRR SEIS Modified CMRR-NF 
Alternative analyzed minor increases in noise from 

(1) Potential impacts from noise are associated with 
construction of support buildings and increased 

No.  Potential impacts from 
noise from construction would 

 
 
7 Carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) is a quantity that describes the amount of CO2 that would have the same global warming potential when measured over a 
specified timescale (typically 100 years).  CO2e includes CO2, methane, and nitrous oxide. 



Final Supplemental Analysis of the 2008 SWEIS  
for LANL for Plutonium Operations DOE/EIS-0380-SA-06 

 31 

Resource Area Impacts Analyzed in the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS or other Relevant NEPA 

Documents 

Potential Impacts from Production of (1) 80 
Pits Per Year, and (2) 30 Pits Per Year 

Is there a Significant 
Difference in 

Environmental Impacts? 
construction activities and traffic (DOE 2011, ch. 
4, p. 42–43).  Noise impacts are not expected to 
exceed Los Alamos County noise ordinances 
(DOE 2008a, ch. 5, p. 71–72). 

 

traffic for producing 80 pits per year.  
Construction activities may temporarily increase 
the ambient noise in construction areas along the 
Pajarito Corridor, TA-3, and TA-16.  Noise 
receptors may notice an increase from additional 
traffic and minor interior construction.  Short-
term increase in ambient noise would be 
associated with an increase in commuting 
workers and 24-hour operations.  No long-term 
impacts from noise are anticipated for operations 
of producing 80 pits per year. 

(2) Potential impacts from construction and traffic 
noise for producing 30 pits per year would not be 
greater for producing 80 pits per year.  
Operational noise from producing 30 pits per 
year is not anticipated to be greater than current 
ambient noise levels.  

be no greater than those impacts 
previously analyzed (DOE 
2008a, ch. 5 p. 71–72; DOE 
2011, ch. 4 p. 42–43).  

Ecological 
Resources 
 

The 2008 LANL SWEIS Expanded Operations 
Alternative addressed potential impacts from 
construction, land disturbance, water use and 
discharge, and noise to ecological resources (e.g., 
forests, wildlife, protected and sensitive species, 
and wetlands) (DOE 2008a, ch. 5, p. 75–77).  
There is limited acreage of undeveloped land that 
may be cleared.  Clearing this land could 
contribute to potential loss of habitat and 
displacement of wildlife.  Construction impacts 

(1) Potential impacts to ecological resources would 
be associated with construction of support 
buildings for producing 80 pits per year.  The 
Pajarito Corridor includes core and buffer 
habitats for the Mexican spotted owl in 
undeveloped areas.  Habitat disturbance from 
construction activities would be minor (less than 
one acre), with some tree and vegetation 
removal.  LANL and NNSA would follow the 
Laboratory’s habitat management plan to ensure 
that potential impacts to ecological resources are 
minimized.  If requirements outlined in the 
Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat 
Management Plan (LANL 2017a) are followed, 
no significant impacts to ecological resources 
would be expected.  Preferred construction areas 
for the project are not located in core habitat.  If 

No.  Potential impacts to 
ecological resources from 
construction would be no 
greater than those impacts 
previously analyzed (DOE 
2008a, ch. 5 p. 75–77; DOE 
2011, ch. 4 p. 49–52). 
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Resource Area Impacts Analyzed in the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS or other Relevant NEPA 

Documents 

Potential Impacts from Production of (1) 80 
Pits Per Year, and (2) 30 Pits Per Year 

Is there a Significant 
Difference in 

Environmental Impacts? 
could impact both core and buffer8 habitat of the 
Mexican Spotted Owl.  NNSA received 
concurrence from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service that construction may affect, but is 
unlikely to adversely affect, the Mexican Spotted 
Owl due to removal of a small portion of potential 
habitat (DOE 2011, ch. 4 p. 49–52).  TA-55 is 
mostly located on developed land, therefore minor 
impacts to vegetation and no impacts to wetlands 
would occur. 

project changes occur that result in potential 
impacts to core habitat, DOE would prepare a 
biological assessment and submit to the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service for consultation and 
concurrence.  Potential impacts to aquatic and 
wetland resources related to construction are not 
anticipated.  No impacts are anticipated to 
ecological resources from operations of 
producing 80 pits per year. 

(2) Potential impacts to ecological resources from 
construction for producing 30 pits per year 
would not be greater for producing 80 pits per 
year.  No impacts are anticipated to ecological 
resources from operations of producing 30 pits 
per year. 

Cultural 
Resources 
 

The 2008 LANL SWEIS identified that new 
construction projects under the Expanded 
Operations Alternative would potentially impact 
cultural resources (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 111).  
Construction activities associated with pit 
production that have the potential for adverse 
effects on cultural resources would be evaluated 
and mitigated according to the LANL’s Cultural 
Resources Management Plan (LANL 2017b) and 
the Programmatic Agreement (DOE 2017b).  The 
2011 CMRR SEIS analyzed potential impacts to 
cultural resources from the construction of new 

(1) Potential impacts to cultural resources would be 
associated with construction of support buildings 
for producing 80 pits per year where resources 
are present.  There is one identified 
archaeological site within the proposed area to 
construct new support facilities in TA-48.  
LANL and NNSA would follow the LANL’s 
Cultural Resources Management Plan (LANL 
2017b) and the Programmatic Agreement (DOE 
2017b) between DOE and stakeholders for 
complying with the National Historic 
Preservation Act and minimize potential impacts 
to cultural resources.  Potential impacts to 

No.  Potential impacts to 
cultural resources associated 
with construction in the 
location of the proposed action 
would be no greater than those 
impacts previously analyzed 
(DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 111; DOE 
2011, ch. 4 p. 53).  The 
potential impacts from pit 
production would be reduced 

 
 
8 Suitable habitats for federally listed species on the LANL site have been designated as Areas of Environmental Interests, are managed for species protection, 
and consist of core and buffer habitats.  Core habitat protects areas essential to the existence of a species; buffer habitat protects core areas from undue 
disturbance and habitat degradation (LANL 2017a). 
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Resource Area Impacts Analyzed in the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS or other Relevant NEPA 

Documents 

Potential Impacts from Production of (1) 80 
Pits Per Year, and (2) 30 Pits Per Year 

Is there a Significant 
Difference in 

Environmental Impacts? 
support buildings in the Pajarito Corridor (DOE 
2011, ch. 4 p. 53). 
The 2008 LANL SWEIS discussed potential 
impacts from construction activities and operations 
to traditional cultural properties (TCPs9) at LANL.  
A consultation process is in place to address 
possible impacts to these properties at LANL 
(DOE 2008a).  

cultural resources that require mitigation would 
be consulted on with the NM State Historic 
Preservation Office.  Based on information 
regarding TCPs and consultations with 
descendant communities presented in the 1999 
LANL SWEIS and 2008 LANL SWEIS 
analyses, no potential impacts to cultural 
resources are anticipated from operations of 
producing 80 pits per year. 

(2) Potential impacts to cultural resources from 
construction for producing 30 pits per year 
would not be greater for producing 80 pits per 
year.  No impacts to cultural resources are 
anticipated from operations of producing 30 pits 
per year. 

by following the requirements 
for protecting sensitive areas. 
Adverse impacts are not 
anticipated if requirements 
outlined in the Cultural 
Resources Management Plan 
are followed (LANL 2017b). 
If sites cannot be avoided, a 
consultation with the NM State 
Historic Preservation Office, 
descendant communities, and/or 
the relevant Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officers in 
accordance with Section 106 of 
the National Historic 
Preservation Act would be 
conducted (DOE 2011, ch. 4 p. 
53).  A consultation process is 
in place to address possible 
impacts to these properties at 
LANL. 

Infrastructure 
 

The 2008 LANL SWEIS identified minor 
incremental increase in utility demands for pit 
production.  TA-55 could require an additional 1.4 
megawatts in electric peak load and 8.2 million 

(1) Potential impacts regarding infrastructure would 
be associated with utilities needed for 
construction of support buildings and an 
incremental increase in utility demands for 
producing 80 pits per year.  Construction of 

No.  Potential infrastructure 
impacts from the proposed 
action would not be greater than 
the impacts previously analyzed 

 
 
9 Traditional cultural properties (TCPs) are tangible and intangible resources that are integral to the traditional practices and cultural affiliation of Native 
American and other ethnic groups.  Examples of TCPs located at LANL can be, but are not limited to: ceremonial and archaeological sites, natural features, 
ethnobotanical sites, artisan material sites, and subsistence features (DOE 2008a). 
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Resource Area Impacts Analyzed in the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS or other Relevant NEPA 

Documents 

Potential Impacts from Production of (1) 80 
Pits Per Year, and (2) 30 Pits Per Year 

Is there a Significant 
Difference in 

Environmental Impacts? 
gallons of water annually (DOE 2008a, ch. 5, p. 
134).  The 2018 LANL SWEIS SA estimates that 
LANL would use approximately 103 megawatts in 
electric peak load by 2022.  The site capacity for 
electric peak load would be 168 megawatts by 
2022 (DOE 2018a p. 108).  LANL would consume 
approximately 351 million gallons of water across 
the site by 2022.  The site capacity is estimated to 
be 542 million gallons annually (DOE 2018a, p. 
109).  TA-55 generally contributes less than five 
percent of LANL’s consumption of water and 
electricity (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 134) and LANL 
operates well under capacity (DOE 2018a, Section 
3.11.2). 

support buildings would require approximately 
1.0 megawatt of electric peak load and 
approximately 2 million gallons of water for dust 
suppression, during the construction period of 
five years.  Operations of producing 80 pits per 
year would require approximately 0.6 megawatts 
in electric peak load (LANL 2020) and 8.2 
million gallons per year (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 
134).  

(2) Potential impacts from construction of support 
facilities for producing 30 pits per year would 
not be greater for producing 80 pits per year.  
Approximately 0.4 megawatts of peak power 
(LANL 2020) and 1.7 million gallons of water 
would be required for construction activities 
associated with pit production. 

(DOE 2008a, ch. 5, p. 124–
134). 

Facility 
Accidents 
 

Radiological and chemical accidents were 
analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  The accident 
scenarios that resulted in potential release include 
facility fires, wildfires, and earthquakes.  Based on 
the postulated accident scenarios, the Maximally 
Exposed Individual (MEI)10 could receive a dose11 
of 150 rem from an earthquake resulting in an 
increased latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk of 0 
(0.17).  The resultant dose to the population within 

(1) In 2019, DNFSB submitted a report of its 
findings to NNSA regarding the PF-4 
documented safety analyses, the methodology 
used to calculate risk of potential consequences, 
and hazard and accident analyses (DNFSB 
2019).  NNSA acknowledges the DNFSB 
findings in this report and is currently reviewing 
information that is relevant to the PF-4 
Documented Safety Analysis (DSA).  The 
DNFSB report does not constitute a significant 

No.  The potential impacts from 
facility accidents (including a 
seismic event with spill and 
fire) associated with the 
proposed action would not be 
greater than those previously 
analyzed (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 
191; LANL 2018a).  The 
population in the Region of 

 
 
10 Maximally exposed individual—a hypothetical individual whose location and habits result in the highest total radiological or chemical exposure (and thus 
dose) from a particular source for all exposure routes (i.e., inhalation, ingestion, direct exposure, resuspension).  
11 Dose—a generic term meaning absorbed dose, dose equivalent, effective dose equivalent, committed dose equivalent, committed effective dose equivalent, or 
committed equivalent dose.  For ionizing radiation, the energy imparted to matter by ionizing radiation per unit mass of the irradiated material (e.g., biological 
tissue).  The units of absorbed dose are the rad and the gray.  In many publications, the rem is used as an approximation of the rad. 
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Resource Area Impacts Analyzed in the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS or other Relevant NEPA 

Documents 

Potential Impacts from Production of (1) 80 
Pits Per Year, and (2) 30 Pits Per Year 

Is there a Significant 
Difference in 

Environmental Impacts? 
50 miles would be 14,000 rem which could result 
in nine LCFs (DOE 2008a, ch. 5, p. 192, Table 5-
71).  
The 2008 LANL SWEIS analyzed operational 
accident dose and LCF risk to non-involved 
workers, the MEI, and the offsite population at 50 
miles from a material staging area fire at PF-4.  
Non-involved workers could receive a collective 
dose of 1,600 rem with an LCF risk of 1.0 (DOE 
2008a, ch. 5 p. 182, Table 5-64).  The MEI could 
receive a dose of 73 rem with an LCF risk of 0 
(0.087).  The offsite population could receive a 
dose of 9,000 person-rem and the LCF risk would 
be 5.4 (DOE 2008a, ch. 5, p. 181, Table 5-63). 

change in terms of the NEPA analysis on 
potential impacts from a facility accident 
(including a seismic event with spill and fire).  
The DNFSB 2019 report indicates that a seismic 
event with spill and fire could result in an 
individual of the public (equivalent to the MEI) 
receiving a dose of 74 rem (DNFSB 2019, p. 4).  
This calculation by the DNFSB is less than 
analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (150 rem) 
(DOE 2008a, ch. 5. p. 191, Table 5-71). 
Potential impacts related to consequences of 
accidents are dependent on the amount of 
material-at-risk (MAR)12 in a facility and not the 
number of pits produced.  MAR is 
administratively limited in TA-55 to reduce 
potential consequences to human health and the 
environment and is documented in the 2018 
DSA for TA-55 (LANL 2018a).  MAR in PF-4 is 
administratively reduced to address risk of 
seismic vulnerabilities while at the same time 
ensuring that mission-critical work is not 
significantly impacted.  The 2018 DSA projected 
potential exposure to the MEI in a seismic event 
with a fire to be 24.2 rem (LANL 2018a, ch. 3 p. 
321) resulting in an increased LCF risk of 0.01.  
Production of 80 pits per year would not increase 
the amount of plutonium available for an 
accident because the MAR limit would remain 
the same within PF-4 (LANL 2018a). 

Influence (ROI) has increased 
approximately six percent since 
2008 (NM-IBIS 2018), which 
does not constitute a significant 
change and would not 
significantly increase potential 
population doses from 
accidents. 
Although information from the 
DNFSB 2019 report point to 
potential revisions to the PF-4 
DSA prior to commencing pit 
production at PF-4, such 
changes do not constitute a 
significant difference to 
potential impacts that have been 
analyzed in the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS.  Potential revisions to 
the PF-4 DSA, if warranted, 
would be completed before the 
proposed action is 
implemented.  Specifics of the 
PF-4 DSA with regards to the 
DNFSB report findings are not 
discussed further in this SA. 

 
 
12 MAR is nuclear material that may be involved in a postulated accident.  MAR quantities used in accident analyses are based on conservative assumptions that 
balance risk of consequences from accident scenarios along with capabilities in nuclear facilities. 
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SWEIS or other Relevant NEPA 

Documents 

Potential Impacts from Production of (1) 80 
Pits Per Year, and (2) 30 Pits Per Year 

Is there a Significant 
Difference in 

Environmental Impacts? 
Probabilities of risk postulated in the accident 
scenarios are expected to remain unchanged 
from those analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS 
(LANL 2018a). 

(2) Potential impacts to the MEI for producing 30 
pits per year would not be greater than those for 
producing 80 pits per year, because the MAR 
limit in PF-4 is not anticipated to change (LANL 
2018a). 

Intentionally 
Destructive 
Acts 

NNSA prepared a classified Appendix for the 2008 
LANL SWEIS, which analyzed the potential 
impacts of intentional destructive acts (e.g., 
sabotage, terrorism).  The conclusion in the 
classified Appendix can be summarized as follows: 
“Depending on the malevolent, terrorist, or 
intentionally destructive acts, impacts may be 
similar to or could exceed bounding accident 
impacts analyses prepared for the SWEIS” (DOE 
2008a, ch. 5, p. 204). 

(1) Potential impacts of intentional destructive acts 
are generally a function of the MAR quantity in 
the facility.  Pit production at the Plutonium 
Facility Complex would not increase the amount 
of plutonium in the facility at any one time and 
would not increase the risk postulated in the 
intentional destructive acts scenarios.  In 
preparing this SA, NNSA reviewed the classified 
Appendix that was prepared for the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS addressing intentional destructive acts.  
As a result of that review, NNSA concluded that 
the classified Appendix analysis is reasonable 
and adequate to represent the proposed action in 
this SA and does not need to be revised (LANL 
2020). 

No.  The potential impacts from 
intentional destructive acts in 
the proposed action would not 
be greater than impacts 
previously analyzed (DOE 
2008a, ch. 5 p. 204) and is 
consistent with the review of 
the classified Appendix (LANL 
2020). 
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3.3 POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS DISCUSSION 

Environmental resource areas that require additional analysis or to address public concerns are 
reviewed in more detail in the following subsections.  These resource areas consist of seismic 
geology and earthquakes (facility accidents), human health, socioeconomics, environmental 
justice, waste management, and transportation.  Criteria for this additional discussion may 
include perceived risk or issues raised by public comments to the 2019 Complex Transformation 
SPEIS SA (DOE 2019a).  

Potential impacts to environmental resources associated with pit production are discussed in 
three parts.  First, a description of the affected environment associated with that resource is 
provided.  This description incorporates the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a) and the 2018 
LANL SWEIS SA (DOE 2018a) by reference as the baseline for consideration of potential 
changes to environmental conditions and potential impacts from the proposed action as well as 
any new information related to resource areas since issuance of these documents.  Specific 
potential environmental impacts that pertain to the evaluated resources from the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS, or other relevant documents, are also presented.  Second, a brief description and analysis 
of any potential impacts to that resource area from the proposed action are presented.  Finally, 
NNSA describes how those impacts are different from impacts in previous NEPA documents.  

3.3.1 Geology – Seismic and Earthquakes 

3.3.1.1 Affected Environment, Existing NEPA Analysis, and New Information 

The 2008 LANL SWEIS describes the geologic conditions as related to seismic activity and risk 
surrounding LANL.  LANL sits on the Pajarito Plateau, on the eastern flank of the Jemez 
Mountains and along the active western margin of the Rio Grande rift.  The geology of the 
LANL area is the result of complex faulting, sedimentation, volcanism, and erosion over the past 
20 to 25 million years.  The dominant contributor to seismic risk at LANL is the Pajarito fault 
system, which forms the local active western boundary of the Rio Grande rift in the vicinity of 
LANL.  The main element of the system is the Pajarito fault; secondary elements include the 
Rendija Canyon fault, the Guaje Mountain fault, and the Sawyer Canyon fault (DOE 2008a, ch. 
4 p.15–22).  In 2007, a comprehensive update to the 1995 seismic hazard analysis of LANL was 
completed and incorporated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS analysis (DOE 2008a).  The 2007 
comprehensive update (URS 2007) indicated that the seismic hazard was higher than previously 
understood. 

DOE evaluates seismic hazards and risk to structures that hold nuclear materials to ensure that 
nuclear material is not released into the environment from a seismic event.  The evaluation 
considers the design of the facility, MAR quantities, the likelihood and severity of a potential 
seismic event, and the impact that event would have on the structure.  A potential seismic hazard 
is based on a prediction of ground motion that can be produced from an earthquake.  The U.S. 
Geological Survey (USGS) produces National Seismic Hazards Maps that contain data and maps 
that describe earthquake ground motions at various probability levels.  The most recent 
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publication of the National Seismic Hazards Maps is depicted in the 2014 USGS Report 
(Petersen et al. 2014).  USGS National Seismic Hazards Maps are derived from seismic hazard 
curves that describe the annual frequency of exceeding the set of ground motions in relation to 
probabilistic ground motion occurrence.  Spectral accelerations are calculated based on the 
anticipated hazard curves and annual frequency to determine the potential impact ground motion 
would have on structures.  The spectral accelerations based on the USGS National Seismic 
Hazards Maps are often applied to seismic provisions in civic building codes (i.e., American 
Society of Civil Engineers [ASCE]-7), insurance rate structures, risk assessments, and other 
public policy. 

NNSA used the USGS online tool to identify the peak ground acceleration (PGA) at firm rock 
and the modified PGA at the surface.13 These two PGAs were used to determine if the 
earthquake hazard based on PGA, as depicted in the 2014 USGS Report, has significantly 
changed since the issuance of the 2008 USGS Report.  The modified PGA at the surface is 
calculated to account for local site amplification.  To compute the modified PGAs for LANL, 
NNSA assumed a site Class D and a Risk Category III structure.  A site Class D is an area with 
stiff soil and is more susceptible to elevated ground motion (Kelly 2006).  A Risk Category III 
structure is a critical facility most commonly associated with utilities that is required to protect 
the health and safety of a community (ASCE-7 Table 1604.5).  

At LANL, the coordinates of PF-4 (35.8367 N, 106.3029 W) were entered into the USGS online 
tool to calculate an estimate of the PGA at firm rock with two percent probability of exceedance 
in 50 years for both the USGS 2008 Report and the USGS 2014 Report.  Based on the 
calculation, the PGA at LANL changed from approximately 0.224 g14 in 2008 to approximately 
0.225 g in 2014, which represents an increase in predicted ground motion of less than 0.5 
percent.  NNSA also evaluated the PGA at rock values on contour maps provided by USGS in 
order to check the values obtained using the online calculator.  The mapped values for LANL are 
well within the online calculator values. 

The USGS online tool calculated that the modified PGA at the surface, corrected for site Class 
D, with two percent probability of exceedance in 50 years, changed from approximately 0.303 g 

 
 
13 In 2014, the USGS issued a report titled “Documentation for the 2014 Update of the United States National 
Seismic Hazards Maps” (USGS 2014 Report) (Petersen et al. 2014).  The USGS 2014 Report provides seismic 
hazard maps by geographic area of the entire country.  The USGS provides an on-line tool where specific 
geographic coordinates (latitude/longitude) can be entered to obtain various parameters that help identify potential 
seismic hazards in a geographic area.  A similar tool is provided by the ASCE that incorporates USGS data to help 
compute ground motion parameters.  Access to the USGS design ground motion values for a particular latitude, 
longitude, risk category, and site class, may be obtained at https://earthquake.usgs.gov/ws/designmaps/.  The ground 
motion values for the 2008 National Hazards Maps may be obtained either by using the 2009 National Earthquake 
Hazard Reduction Program Standard or 2010 ASCE Y Standard.  The values for the 2014 National Hazards Maps 
may be obtained using either the 2015 National Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program Standard or the 2016 ASCE 
7 Standard. 
14 A gravitational force of 1 g is equal to the conventional value of gravitational acceleration on Earth’s surface (9.8 
meters per second per second). 
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in 2008 to approximately 0.31 g in 2014.  The change represents an increase in predicted ground 
motion of about 2.0 percent. 

DOE has developed a set of design criteria (DOE 2016b) that incorporates more stringent 
requirements than ASCE-7 or the International Building Code for the development of natural 
phenomena hazards assessments.  Since DOE requirements are more stringent than ASCE-7 
building codes, DOE nuclear facilities must meet the applicable DOE orders.  DOE requires a 
site-specific probabilistic seismic hazards assessment (PSHA) for the design of critical facilities, 
including high-risk structures.  The site-specific PSHA involves extensive field work including 
geologic mapping, fault excavation, geophysics, geologic age dating, evaluation of seismic 
(vibratory ground motion) wave propagation through rock and soil layers, expert judgement, and 
peer review.  Many parameters for specific siting of facilities are evaluated including PGA, peak 
ground velocity, and peak ground displacement to define potential hazards.  The development of 
these values is achieved by developing seismic source models and ground motion models.  These 
parameters, and subsequent models, are affected by local variables such as bedrock type, depth 
to bedrock, and local soil thickness.  The incorporation of these parameters and extensive 
evaluations in a focused PSHA site study can increase or decrease design ground motions as 
compared to the USGS National Seismic Hazards Maps.  

Although data from the USGS National Seismic Hazards Maps are used in the development of 
PSHAs, the USGS maps are not a substitute for a PSHA.  Each site-specific PSHA study, as well 
as the USGS, follows a similar basic framework in producing seismic hazard analyses.  
However, LANL site-specific PSHA studies incorporate detailed, site-specific geologic, 
geophysical, and geotechnical information that are not readily available to researchers at the 
USGS to determine hazard curves.  Figure 3-1 shows the difference in the site-specific hazard 
curves as derived from 2008 and 2014 USGS data and PSHA studies for TA-55 and LANL site-
wide.  Based on the hazard curves presented in Figure 3-1, site-specific seismic hazard 
predictions determined in PSHA studies are greater than those based on the USGS National 
Seismic Hazards Maps.  By incorporating PSHA studies in critical facility design criteria, a more 
conservative approach to seismic hazard mitigation is implemented into LANL high-risk 
structure design.  To ensure that seismic risk is mitigated at PF-4, structural upgrades at PF-4 are 
ongoing to reduce risks posed by a seismic event and to meet DOE seismic code requirements 
(LANL 2019a, p. 1).  
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Figure 3-1. Hazard curves 

The 2018 DSA for TA-55 evaluated seismic conditions.  This evaluation did not identify any 
new seismic information at LANL (LANL 2018a, ch. 1 p. 22).  The report describes the facility’s 
(1) structural ability to withstand seismic hazards and (2) safety systems to prevent a fire from 
occurring during a seismic event.  The 2018 DSA analyzed structural improvements to PF-4 that 
meet seismic requirements and further details what consequences could potentially occur if a 
seismic event took place.  The PF-4 Seismic Performance Reassessment Project is ongoing and 
aims to determine the seismic performance of the PF-4 building (LANL 2019a).  LANL’s 
Seismic Analysis of Facilities and Evaluation of Risk Project is a multi-year analysis of the 
seismic design loads on existing facilities in the Plutonium Facilities Complex.  This 
comprehensive seismic hazard analysis of PF-4 provides a better understanding of the tensional 
stress the building could sustain during an earthquake, and how it might react during an 
earthquake event.  Additionally, paleoseismic trenching investigations conducted in 2018 
provide new seismic source characterization information on earthquake timing and recurrence to 
be incorporated into the upcoming update to the LANL PSHA.  

Although many subsidiary fault strands of the Pajarito fault system are present across the Pajarito 
Plateau, numerous site-specific investigations at TA-55 found no evidence for any active 
surface-displacing faults at the Plutonium Facility Complex (LANL 1999; LANL 2008).  
Investigations at and near TA-55 using intensive geologic field techniques have concluded that 
the identified geologic structures pose no independent seismic surface rupture hazard (DOE 
2011, ch. 3, p. 27).  The potential for seismically induced land subsidence at TA-55 is expected 
to be low and negligible for soil liquefaction (DOE 2011, ch. 3, p. 28).  
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The 2018 LANL SWEIS SA evaluated potential changes in conditions and an analysis for 
seismic activity and risks since the 2008 LANL SWEIS was issued.  The 2018 LANL SWEIS 
SA did not identify USGS data from 2014 although, as Figure 3-1 indicates, the NNSA data 
provides a more conservative case for analysis.  A principle change was the issuance of the 2009 
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board Recommendation following the 2007 seismic hazard 
study.  Subsequently, the 2007 seismic hazard study was updated in 2009 to incorporate a new 
set of ground motion attenuation relationships and to examine potential conservatism in the 2007 
study (LANL 2009).  The 2009 recommendation from the DNFSB identified the need to execute 
both immediate and long-term actions to reduce risks posed by a seismic event at PF-4 (DNFSB 
2009, DOE 2018a, p. 55).  In 2017, DNFSB submitted a letter recognizing that numerous 
upgrades have been completed and other improvements would continue to be implemented at the 
Plutonium Facility to continue meeting seismic hazard requirements (DNFSB 2017).  In 2019, 
DNFSB submitted a report expressing concerns on delays for completing seismic upgrades and 
improvements to the Plutonium Facility.  NNSA acknowledges concerns regarding delays and 
will continue to implement seismic upgrades and improvements to PF-4 prior to implementing 
pit production analyzed in this SA.  

Based on information gathered for the LANL Seismic Analysis of Facilities and Evaluation of 
Risk Project there are no new seismic conditions at TA-55 that vary from the accident analysis 
presented in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (LANL 2019a).  

3.3.1.2 Potential Impacts as a Result of Pit Production 

Data in the USGS 2014 study do not identify any new hazard posed by a seismic event at PF-4.  
The proposed action would not increase the MAR as the MAR in TA-55 would be 
administratively controlled to reduce potential consequences to human health and environment in 
an accident scenario (LANL 2018a); therefore, the facility accident scenario as described in the 
2008 LANL SWEIS for earthquakes continues to be the appropriately conservative accident 
scenario for the proposed action.  Population in the ROI increased about six percent since 2008, 
which does not constitute a significant change and would not significantly increase potential 
population doses from accidents (NM-IBIS 2018). 

NNSA continues to implement immediate and long-term actions to reduce risk of human health 
impacts as a result of a seismic-spill-fire scenario at PF-4.  PF-4 structural and safety upgrades to 
address seismic risk include (1) glovebox support stands, (2) structural modifications identified 
in LANL’s Seismic Analysis of Facilities and Evaluation of Risk Project, (3) carbon fiber 
reinforced polymer to strengthen roof girders, (4) shear strengthening of short basement 
columns, (5) addition of seismic rattle space in basement columns that were constrained by 
reinforced masonry walls, (6) upgrades to confinement system safety, and (7) anchorage 
upgrades to a number of safety class components.  Additional safety upgrades are ongoing for 
PF-4 including ventilation system modifications, fire alarm system replacements, and fire 
suppression modifications (LANL 2019a).  NNSA will continue to revise the PF-4 DSA to 
identify further immediate and long-term actions related to risks from seismic geology prior to 
implementation of the proposed action (see Table 3-1 for additional discussion of Facility 
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Accidents).  NNSA is also considering DNFSB comments (2019 DNFSB) provided on the PF-4 
DSA. 

3.3.1.3 Differences in Potential Impacts 

NNSA finds that potential impacts of seismic activity and risk levels related to pit production are 
consistent with the impacts analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a) and the evaluation 
in the 2018 LANL SWEIS SA (DOE 2018a). 

3.3.2 Human Health – Public and Workers 

3.3.2.1 Affected Environment, Existing NEPA Analysis, and New Information 

The 2008 LANL SWEIS analyzed potential impacts to workers and the public from operations at 
LANL that include radiological and chemical impacts for all operations including pit production 
(DOE 2008a).  The 2018 LANL SWEIS SA incorporated new requirements under DOE Order 
458.1 for protecting the public and the environment from risk from radiation associated with 
DOE facilities.  These protections include the all-pathway public dose limit of 100 millirem per 
year, requirements for clearance of real and personal property, public exposure limits under as 
low as reasonably achievable principles, requirements for environmental monitoring, and all-
pathway dose limits for the protection of biota (DOE 2018b, p. 95). 

Public Health 
Public exposure associated with the activities within the Pajarito Corridor is primarily limited to 
the inhalation of particles from chemical and radiological emissions and ingestion of 
contaminated foodstuffs and water.  Ingestion pathway dose to LANL operators is extremely 
small and is most likely due to naturally occurring radioactivity in the environment (DOE 
2018b).  A hazardous chemical emission of concern from the Plutonium Facility Complex is 
beryllium.  Beryllium emissions are controlled at LANL by a high-efficiency particulate air 
filtration with a removal efficiency of 99.95 percent and are unlikely to affect members of the 
public.  

The majority of offsite dose from all LANL operations to the public comes by point source 
emissions from LANL’s tritium facilities and the Los Alamos Neutron Science Center (LANL 
2018b).  The Pajarito Corridor has several other radiological emission point sources at three 
Technical Areas: TA-48-1, Radiochemistry Complex; TA-55, RLUOB and PF-4; and TA-50, 
Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility and the Waste Management Facility.  Radiological 
emissions are controlled using multiple stages of high-efficiency particulate air filters with a 
99.95 percent removal efficiency. 

In 2018, the maximum offsite dose to the MEI was 0.35 millirem (LANL 2019b).  The 
Environmental Protection Agency radioactive air emissions limit for DOE facilities is 
10 millirem per year.  In 2017, the Plutonium Facility Complex accounted for 2.28 x 10–4 
millirem or 0.05 percent of the total maximum offsite dose to the MEI (LANL 2018b).  In 2017, 
the offsite dose to the population within 50 miles of LANL has been estimated to be 0.2 person-
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rem per year (LANL 2018b).  The 2008 LANL SWEIS Expanded Operations Alternative 
(including production of 80 pits per year) projected a dose to the MEI of 8.2 millirem per year 
and an offsite dose of 36 person-rem (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 96, Table 5-22).  The 2017 population 
in ROI was about 418,432 (NM-IBIS 2018). 

Worker Health 
NNSA operates in a manner that protects the health and safety of employees and the public, 
preserves the quality of the environment, and prevents property damage.  LANL uses workplace 
evaluation and establishes controls, training, and medical surveillance to maintain worker safety 
and health.  Most workplace injuries at LANL are sprains and strains associated with everyday 
activities (LANL 2019b).  In 2018, LANL’s Total Recordable Cases were 89 (LANL 2019b).  
Recordable cases are those that were submitted to the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration and required treatment beyond first aid or a diagnosis of significant injury or 
illness.  In 2018, LANL’s days away, restricted or transferred cases were 21, or 0.21 case for 
every 200,000 hours worked (LANL 2019b).  LANL’s three-year average Total Recordable 
Cases and Days Away, Restricted or Transferred cases were 1.17 and 0.23 respectively.  These 
rates were evaluated against comparison industries’ three-year rates of 1.87 and 0.88 (LANL 
2019b).  Recordable injuries that require the worker to miss work or changes in job 
responsibilities were recorded in the cases resulting days away or restricted or transferred duties 
database. 

Workers at the Plutonium Facility Complex, Transuranic Waste Facility, and at other LANL 
locations within the Pajarito Corridor, may be exposed to a variety of hazardous chemicals and 
radioactive materials.  Exposure pathways to workers include direct dermal contact, inhalation of 
particles, and ingestion.  Typically, operations are controlled so workers that may be exposed to 
these materials are below the safety threshold of concern throughout the duration of work 
performance.  LANL evaluates all operations and prevents worker exposures to hazardous 
chemicals through engineering and administrative controls, and the use of appropriate personal 
protective equipment.  

Occupational radiation exposure to workers is controlled and monitored to ensure that an 
individual’s dose is as low as reasonably achievable.  

In 2017, of the 10,876 monitored15 workers at LANL, 1,850 workers had received a measurable 
effective dose (DOE 2018b).  The total effective dose to workers within the Plutonium Facility 
Complex was 109 person-rem, which represents the majority of collective total effective dose 
throughout LANL (LANL 2020).  In 2018, the highest individual dose for a worker at the 
Plutonium Facility Complex was 1,483 millirem which is below regulatory and administrative 
limits (LANL 2020).  The DOE limit on annual worker radiation exposure is 5,000 millirem as 

 
 
15 All monitored workers LANL enrolled in the LANL dosimetry program. 
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mandated in 10 CFR 835.  DOE established an agency-wide administrative control limit of 2,000 
millirem per year in its Radiological Control Manual (DOE 1994). 

3.3.2.2 Potential Impacts as a Result of the Proposed Action 

Public Health 
Collective total effective dose within the Plutonium Facility Complex would increase with the 
implementation of the proposed action.  Based on projections, by implementing pit production, 
the collective population within 50 miles of LANL would receive a dose of 2.8 x 10–5 person-
rem per year for 80 pits per year and 1.05 x 10–5 person-rem per year for 30 pits per year, see 
Table 3-2.  The calculated dose to the MEI is 6.7 x 10–6 millirem per year for 80 pits and 
2.5 x 10–6 millirem per year for 30 pits, see Table 3-2 (LANL 2020).  The population in the ROI 
increased approximately six percent since 2008, which does not constitute a significant change 
and would not significantly increase potential doses from the proposed action (NM-IBIS 2018). 

Worker Health 
The individual dose to workers performing radiological work is calculated to be approximately 
206 person-rem per year for 80 pits per year and 155 person-rem per year for 30 pits per year, 
see Table 3-2 (LANL 2020).  Staff would be administratively controlled to a maximum dose of 
2,000 millirem per year.  Construction worker collective dose has been estimated at 100 person-
rem per year for work inside PF-4 and 0.07 person-rem for work outside of PF-4 (LANL 2020).  
The individual dose is 183 millirem per year inside PF-4 and 0.0225 millirem per year outside 
(LANL 2020). 

TABLE 3-2. PROJECTED PUBLIC AND WORKER DOSE 

Projected Dose 

Population Dose within 
50 miles 

(Person-rem per year) 

MEI 
(Millirem 
per year) 

Collective Dose 
to workers 

(Person-rem per 
year) 

2008 LANL SWEIS projected dose for 
the Plutonium Facility under the 
Expanded Operations Alternative  

0.2 a 0.012 b 220 c 

2008 LANL SWEIS projected dose for 
all LANL operations under the 
Expanded Operations Alternative 

36 d 8.2 d 543e 

Estimated Projected Dose for 30 pits 
under the proposed action at PF-4 

1.05 x 10–5 2.5 x 10–6 155 

Estimated Projected Dose for 80 pits 
under the proposed action at PF-4 

2.8 x 10–5 6.7 x 10–6 206 

a. (DOE 2008a, Appx. C p. 28, Table C-20). 
b. (DOE 2008a, Appx. C p. 27, Table C-19). 
c. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 104). 
d. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 96, Table 5-22). 
e. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 104, Table 5-27).  As projected with the MDA Removal Option. 
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It is anticipated that repackaging of the MFFF fuel rods will take several months to complete and 
worker doses would not be significantly different than dose estimates for pit production (DOE 
2008a).  LANL has not conducted this activity before, so specific dose estimates are not 
available.  The composition of the fuel rods suggests doses to workers would be no greater than 
pit production doses.  It is anticipated that the concentration of material in the fuel rods is lower 
than that encountered with pit production.  In addition, shielding will result in lower worker 
doses (LANL 2020). 

The implementation of pit production would likely increase the number of annual occupational 
injuries and illnesses due to the expanded workforce and the construction of support buildings.  It 
is assumed the total recordable cases and cases resulting days away or restricted or transferred 
duties would increase to approximately 104 Total Recordable Cases per year and 21 Days Away, 
Restricted or Transferred Cases per year with the implementation of the proposed action.  The 
increase is proportional to an increase in the workforce population. 

3.3.2.3 Differences in Potential Impacts 

Public Health 
The 2008 LANL SWEIS analyzed the expansion of pit production operations at the Plutonium 
Facility Complex.  It projected the maximum offsite dose to a MEI would be approximately 
0.012 millirem per year (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 90).  The proposed pit production estimated offsite 
dose to the MEI is 6.7 x 10–6 millirem per year for 80 pits per year and 2.5 x 10–6 millirem per 
year for 30 pits per year (Table 3-2).  This projection is less than the 0.012 millirem per year as 
projected in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  As pit production expands at the Plutonium Facility 
Complex, the projected population dose is calculated to be 2.8 x 10–5 person-rem per year for 80 
pits per year and 1.05 x 10–5 person-rem per year for the 30 pits per year (LANL 2020) 
(Table 3-2).  This projection is less than the 0.2 person-rem per year as presented in the 2008 
LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 98). 

Worker Health 
In the 2008 LANL SWEIS, the projected collective worker dose by expanding pit production 
was 220 person-rem per year (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 104, Table 5-27).  However, the projected 
collective worker dose associated with the proposed action is estimated to be 206 person-rem per 
year for 80 pits per year and 155 person-rem per year for 30 pits per year (LANL 2020) 
(Table 3-2). 

The 2008 LANL SWEIS projected an increase in the number of annual occupational injuries and 
illnesses from pit production (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 106).  Higher occupational injuries and 
illnesses are due to an increase in workforce size and project related construction work.  The 
2008 LANL SWEIS estimated both the Total Recordable Cases and Days Away or Restricted or 
Transferred duties would be 12 to 13 percent higher than existing operations (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 
p. 106).  The projected Total Recordable Cases and Days Away or Restricted or Transferred 
duties associated with the implementation of pit production are expected to be no greater than the 



Final Supplemental Analysis of the 2008 SWEIS  
for LANL for Plutonium Operations DOE/EIS-0380-SA-06 

 46 

expected increase in full-time equivalents (FTEs) which would be three percent higher than 
existing operations.  However, this percentage is expected to be lower because of multiple shifts.  
All human health and public safety potential impacts under pit production caused by 
occupational injuries and illnesses are consistent with those analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS. 

Impacts analyzed for human health and public safety for the expansion of the pit production 
mission in the 2008 LANL SWEIS are consistent with the potential impacts related to the 
proposed pit production.  

3.3.3 Socioeconomics 

3.3.3.1 Affected Environment, Existing NEPA Analysis, and New Information 

The 2008 LANL SWEIS estimated a staffing increase of 1,890 associated with the Expanded 
Operations Alternative.  The 2008 LANL SWEIS analyzed potential impacts related to 
socioeconomics for employment, housing, local government finance, and services within the 
three counties closest to LANL.  In the 2008 LANL SWEIS the counties of Los Alamos, Rio 
Arriba, and Santa Fe make up the socioeconomic region of influence (DOE 2008a).  The 2018 
LANL SWEIS SA analyzed potential impacts to socioeconomics in an expanded region of 
influence that included Sandoval, Los Alamos, Rio Arriba, and Santa Fe counties (DOE 2018a, 
p. 101).  The analysis in this SA evaluates an expanded region of influence (e.g., Sandoval, 
Mora, San Miguel, Taos, Los Alamos, Rio Arriba, and Santa Fe counties) because, as stated in 
the 2019 Economic Impact of Los Alamos National Laboratory, potential socioeconomic impacts 
would be more apparent due to the majority of LANL FTEs residing in those counties (UNM 
2019). 

Employment 

Regional Economic Characteristics 

The ROI for LANL includes seven-counties in northern New Mexico.  The majority (83 percent) 
of 12,416 LANL FTEs and their families live in Los Alamos, Rio Arriba, Mora, Sandoval, San 
Miguel, Taos, and Santa Fe counties (LANL 2020, UNM 2019).  The socioeconomic impacts 
associated with pit production would have the most potential to directly or indirectly influence 
the economic conditions of those counties.   

The total population of the ROI is 418,432 people with a total workforce population of 137,157 
people (NMDWS 2018, DOC 2018).  As of 2018, LANL FTEs represent 8.9 percent of the total 
workforce within the ROI and 1.0 percent of the total workforce in New Mexico (NMDWS 
2018).  For comparison, as of 2018, there were 10,308 New Mexico state employees and 7.5 
percent of that workforce was within the ROI (NMDWS 2018).  The annual unemployment rate 
in the ROI is 4.8 percent, compared to New Mexico’s annual unemployment rate of 4.9 percent 
(DOC 2018). 
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Regional Income 
As of 2018, LANL has a total direct labor income of $1.34 billion.  Expenditures by LANL and 
its FTEs generate $1.65 billion in sales for businesses within the ROI.  Indirectly, LANL 
supports 19,122 jobs and those jobs equal $1.57 billion in labor income to the State of New 
Mexico (UNM 2019). 

LANL benefits New Mexico by creating jobs, generating income, and purchasing goods and 
services from local businesses.  Based on a three-year study, LANL expended an average of 
$752.6 million on procurement of goods, services, and construction within the ROI, New 
Mexico, and out of state.  Just over one-half of those purchases were from New Mexico-based 
businesses (UNM 2019). 

Housing  
Table 3-3 lists the total number of housing units and vacancy rates in the ROI.  In 2018, there 
were a total of 199,678 housing units in the ROI, with 75 percent of those occupied and 25 
percent vacant.  The median value of owner-occupied homes in Los Alamos County ($285,300) 
was the greatest of the seven counties (DOC 2018).  The vacant units and vacancy rate represent 
housing units that were not currently owner-occupied.  Vacancy rate can be an indicator of 
available housing in a particular area.  Typically, lower vacancy rates indicate housing shortage 
(<50 percent), while higher rates indicate housing surplus (>50 percent).  Although available 
housing can change year-to-year, in 2018 there was a general housing shortage as indicated by 
the low vacancy rate across the ROI. 

TABLE 3-3. HOUSING IN THE REGION OF INFLUENCE 

Housing (2018) 

Total units 199,678 

Owner-occupied housing units 148,988 

Vacant units 50,690 

Average owner-occupied housing rate 75 percent 

Average vacancy rate 25 percent 

Average median value $196,257 
Source: (DOC 2018) 

Los Alamos County is experiencing a housing shortage that affects the quality of life for 
individuals that work in Los Alamos, including at LANL, and reside elsewhere in the ROI.  A 
2019 housing study indicates that approximately 576 new units would be needed to 
accommodate new hires to the county including LANL (LAC 2019a, p. 44). 

Local Government Finances 
LANL, through direct and indirect activities, contributes to state and local governments revenues 
that fund education, public safety, health and human services, judiciary, and other public services 
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(UNM 2019).  LANL FTEs and vendors use services provided by state and local government.  
Table 3-4 summarizes LANL contributions to the New Mexico general fund and local 
governments within the ROI.  

TABLE 3-4. FISCAL REVENUES TO STATE AND ROI GOVERNMENTS 

Revenue (2017) New Mexico Region of Influence 

Personal Income $62,092,631 - 

Gross Receipts $67,320,454 $47,366,069 

LANL Residential Property - $20,307,999 

LANL Non-Residential 
property 

- $3,084,985 

Total Revenue $129,413,085 $70,759,053 
Source: (NMDWS 2018) 

Services 
New Mexico is divided into 89 school districts, eight of which are predominantly located within 
the ROI.  As of the 2018/2019 school year, the total public enrollment in the eight districts 
within the ROI was 23,473 students (NMPED 2018). 

The Los Alamos County Fire Department provides fire suppression, medical, rescue, and fire 
prevention services to both LANL and Los Alamos County.  There are six manned fire stations 
with 150 budgeted personnel positions (LAC 2019b). 

As of 2018, the Los Alamos County Police Department had 33 officers.  The ratio of 
commissioned police officers in Los Alamos County was 1.76 per 1,000 of population (LAC 
2019c). 

3.3.3.2 Summary of Potential Impacts as a Result of the Proposed Action 

Socioeconomic impacts are defined by changes to the demographic and economic characteristics 
of a region.  The numbers of jobs created by the implementation of the proposed action could 
affect regional employment, income, and expenditures.  Job creation is characterized by two 
types (1) construction-related jobs, which are short-term and less likely to affect public services, 
and (2) operations-related jobs, which are long-term and could create additional public service 
requirements in the ROI. 

Potential impacts to direct socioeconomic resources were determined by analyzing projected 
changes in employment (in terms of FTEs at LANL).  Changes in employment are based on the 
projected employment needs related to the proposed action.  Employment for the rest of LANL is 
assumed to remain the same.  

The 2008 LANL SWEIS evaluated impacts to indirect socioeconomics resources using 
multipliers developed by the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis’s 
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Regional Input-Output Modeling System to predict the total LANL socioeconomic impacts to the 
ROI (DOE 2008a).  Based on the results of a recent report, The Economic Impact of Los Alamos 

National Laboratory, the initial modeling results were determined to be valid (UNM 2019).  
Additional modeling for this analysis is not required because changes to indirect socioeconomic 
resources have not occurred. 

It is anticipated that the implementation of pit production would require the addition of 
approximately 400 new FTEs at LANL.  The proposed change would result in direct changes to 
employment, salaries, and expenditures in the ROI, and demands for social services.  The 
indirect changes within the ROI include the creation of additional jobs that would create local 
opportunities. 

Projected changes used to determine whether there would be an impact to socioeconomic 
resources in the ROI include housing units, construction requirements at LANL, local 
government finances, and the need for public services. 

Employment 
The addition of 400 FTEs would be a three percent increase to the current FTEs at LANL, a total 
of 12,734 FTEs (UNM 2019).  For the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that the majority of 
additional FTEs would reside within the ROI.  With the additional FTEs, it is anticipated that 
another 575 indirect jobs would be added to the estimated 19,122 indirect jobs that LANL 
supports.  Peak annual construction employment during this time would be approximately 200 
individuals, and potential socioeconomic impacts associated with construction would be bounded 
by operational impacts. 

Construction efforts related to pit production would increase; however, construction projects 
would likely be staffed by workers already present in the ROI.  It is anticipated as support 
buildings are constructed there would be regional increases in construction jobs, but this increase 
would be short-term. 

Housing 
An increase within the ROI in direct and indirect employment would likely increase the need for 
housing.  The vacancy rate of 25 percent throughout the ROI has been relatively low when 
compared to similar locations with national laboratories.  For example, Sandia National 
Laboratories in Bernalillo County, NM, had a vacancy rate of 37.2 percent, and Oak Ridge 
National Laboratory in Anderson County, TN, had a vacancy rate of 32.6 percent (DOC 2018).  
Nationally, the vacancy rate has been 36.2 percent (DOC 2018).  A low vacancy rate indicates 
that available housing in a ROI is limited.  Any available housing in the ROI would likely be 
filled quickly, and a larger percentage of LANL-related housing needs would be accommodated 
by workers relocating outside the ROI (see Section 3.3.6 for indirect impacts on Transportation).  
In Los Alamos County, new planned units and existing units for sale would provide for 
approximately 34 percent (197 units) of current housing needs.  Future housing plans to mitigate 
housing needs in Los Alamos County are being developed (LAC 2019a). 
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Additional housing needs in the ROI would not be expected to exceed regional growth 
projections because the region is expected to grow by approximately 6.7 percent between 2016 
and 2026 or 0.67 percent annually (NMDWS 2018). 

Local Government Finance 
LANL in 2017 through direct and indirect employment and procurements, contributed 
$70,759,053 in tax revenue to local governments within the ROI and $129,413,085 to the New 
Mexico general fund.  The implementation of pit production would be expected to increase tax 
revenue within the ROI and New Mexico.  In terms of employment, the expected increase of 
direct FTEs would increase an estimated 0.03 percent to the annual gross receipt taxes.  Any 
increases in tax revenues would offset the cost of additional services to support the associated 
increased population. 

Services 
Municipal services (i.e., police and fire) in conjunction with LANL-related employment (both 
direct and indirect) would likely increase in proportion to increases in LANL-related 
employment (both direct and indirect) associated with the implementation of pit production. 

As expected, FTEs would relocate within the ROI, and annual school enrollments would likely 
increase.  An increase in school enrollment would require additional funding assistance from the 
State of New Mexico.  With limited housing in the ROI, expected increases to school enrollment 
would likely be greater in neighboring school districts. 

3.3.3.3 Differences in Potential Impacts 

The 2008 LANL SWEIS estimated 15,400 FTEs would be employed at LANL (an increase of 
1,890 FTEs) under the Expanded Operations Alternative and up to 27,130 indirect positions 
would be employed within the ROI (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 121).  Proposed pit production would 
add approximately 400 direct and 575 indirect jobs to the ROI. 

Similar to projected employment, the 2008 LANL SWEIS analysis expected that (1) additional 
housing needs would not exceed regional growth projections of approximately 2.3 percent 
annually, (2) annual gross receipt taxes would increase between 1.3 and 3.9 percent, and (3) 
annual school enrollment would increase as the workforce relocated to the ROI (DOE 2008a, ch. 
5 p. 122). 

Potential impacts with regards to socioeconomics related to pit production are anticipated to be 
consistent with the impacts analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a) and the evaluation 
in the 2018 LANL SWEIS SA (DOE 2018a). 
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3.3.4 Environmental Justice 

3.3.4.1 Affected Environment, Existing NEPA Analysis, and New Information 

As defined by Executive Order 12898—“Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority and Low-Income Populations”—environmental justice is the fair treatment and 
meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with 
respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, 
regulations, and policies (EPA 2016; Executive Order 12898).  Environmental justice is analyzed 
to identify and address the fair treatment of all people so that no group of people should bear a 
disproportionate burden of environmental harms and risks resulting from negative environmental 
consequences of industrial, governmental, and commercial operations (EPA 2019). 

Minority and Low-Income Populations 
In this section, NNSA will assess whether minority and low-income populations could be 
disproportionately affected by the proposed action.  Minority populations are defined as those 
members of the population that are not single-race white and not Hispanic.  Populations of 
individuals who are members of the following groups are considered part of a minority 
population: American Indian or Alaskan Native; Asian or Pacific Islander; Black, not of 
Hispanic origin; or Hispanic (EPA 2019).  

Low-income populations, as defined by the poverty status, are represented as the number of 
persons with annual income below the national poverty threshold.  The Census Bureau defines 
the 2018 poverty threshold as an annual income of $12,784 for one person with no dependents 
and an annual income of $25,701 for a family of four (DOC 2018).  Annual incomes below these 
thresholds are considered low-income populations. 

The minority populations and low-income populations that would potentially be influenced by 
the pit production mission are described in terms of the ROI.  Similar to the 2008 LANL SWEIS, 
the ROI for environmental justice consists of Bernalillo, Los Alamos, Mora, Rio Arriba, 
Sandoval, San Miguel, Santa Fe, and Taos counties (DOE 2008a, ch. 4 p. 169).  The majority of 
properties within a 50-mile radius of LANL consist of Federal property without full-time 
residents.  The analysis in this SA evaluates the ROI that captures minority and low-income 
populations that would most likely be impacted by the proposed action.  By including the entire 
populations of surrounding counties, a conservative estimate of potential impacts is more likely.  
The population in the ROI increased approximately six percent since 2008 (NM-IBIS 2018).  
The analysis in this SA evaluates the ROI that includes all counties within a 50-mile radius of 
PF-4 (DOE 2008a, ch 4. p. 169). 

The 2018 demographic profile of the ROI is included in Table 3-5 (DOC 2018).  Persons self-
designated as minority individuals in the ROI comprise 68 percent of the total population (DOC 
2018).  This minority population is composed largely of Hispanic or Latino/a and American 
Indian residents.  The majority of the Hispanic or Latino/a are located in the Española Valley and 
in the Santa Fe metropolitan area.  The Pueblos of San Ildefonso, Cochiti, Jemez, Sandia, Santa 



Final Supplemental Analysis of the 2008 SWEIS  
for LANL for Plutonium Operations DOE/EIS-0380-SA-06 

 52 

Clara, Ohkay Owingeh, San Felipe, Santo Domingo, Nambe, Picuris, Pojoaque, Taos, Tesuque, 
Zia, and part of the Jicarilla Apache Indian Reservation are included in the ROI.  Within the ROI 
approximately 68,184 (16 percent) of the population are considered low-income (DOC 2018). 

TABLE 3-5. DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF REGION OF INFLUENCE 

Population Group Region of Influence – Population (percent) 

Hispanic 232,023 (56) 

Black or African American 5,019 (1) 

American Indian or Alaska Native 31,370 (8) 

Asian 5,079 (1) 

Native Hawaiian and other Pacific Islander 597 (0.1) 

Two or More Races 8,843 (2) 

Total Minority 282,931 (68) 

Total White 135,501 (32) 

Total 418,432 (100) 
Source: (DOC 2018). 

Disproportionately High and Adverse Effects 

Adverse health effects are measured in risks and rates that could result in latent cancer fatalities, 
as well as other fatal or nonfatal adverse impacts on human health.  Adverse health effects may 
include bodily impairment, infirmity, illness, or death.  Disproportionately high and adverse 
human health effects occur when the risk or rate of exposure to an environmental hazard for a 
minority or low-income population is significant (as defined by NEPA) and appreciably exceeds 
the risk or exposure rate for the general population or for another appropriate comparison group 
(CEQ 1997, DOE 2008a). 

A disproportionately high environmental impact that is significant (as defined by NEPA) refers 
to an impact or risk of an impact on the natural or physical environment in a low-income or 
minority community that appreciably exceeds the environmental impact on the larger 
community.  Such effects may include ecological, cultural, human health, economic, or social 
impacts.  An adverse environmental impact is an impact that is determined to be both harmful 
and significant (as defined by NEPA).  In assessing cultural and aesthetic environmental impacts, 
impacts that uniquely affect geographically dislocated or dispersed minority or low-income 
populations or American Indian Tribes are considered (CEQ 1997, DOE 2008a). 

Environmental Justice Analysis in NEPA Documents 
Environmental justice and potential disproportionately high and adverse effects were analyzed in 
the 2008 LANL SWEIS for pit production operations and associated activities.  No 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts were anticipated from pit production operations 
(DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 232, Appx. C.1.4).  The 2018 LANL SWEIS SA re-evaluated the potential 
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impacts to minority and low-income populations in the ROI and addressed potential changes 
from actions that were implemented since the 2008 LANL SWEIS as well as new projects that 
include construction of support buildings (DOE 2018a, pp. 125–126).  Construction activities 
analyzed in the 2011 CMRR SEIS were considered to be temporary and would not extend 
beyond the boundary of LANL.  For these reasons, construction activities were not anticipated to 
result in disproportionately high and adverse environmental impacts on the low-income and 
minority populations within the ROI (DOE 2011, ch. 4 p. 22).  Construction of support buildings 
was analyzed in the 2015 CMRR SA and no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on 
low-income or minority populations were anticipated within the ROI (DOE 2015a, pp. 22–23).  

3.3.4.2 Potential Impacts as a Result of the Proposed Action  

Environmental justice impact analysis focuses on the potential for disproportionately high and 
adverse impacts to minority and low-income populations in the ROI from implementing pit 
production.  Factors considered in determining whether pit production would have 
disproportionate impacts to minority and low-income populations, include the extent or degree 
the action would change any social, economic, physical, environmental; or health conditions that 
disproportionately affect the minority population or low-income populations. 

Potential impacts to the minority and low-income populations associated with the pit production 
are comparable to the population as a whole.  Potential impacts to the population as a whole are 
consistent with the impacts discussed in the human health and public safety analysis provided in 
Section 3.3.2, socioeconomics analysis provided in Section 3.3.3, and transportation analysis 
provided in Section 3.3.6.  It is not anticipated that pit production would change any social, 
economic, physical, environmental, or health conditions of the population, and specifically 
minority populations or low-income populations.  

As discussed in Section 3.3.2, the estimated radiological dose from proposed pit production 
operations is anticipated to be less than impacts presented in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (0.2 
person-rem per year) (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 91).  Based on projections, by implementing pit 
production, the collective population within 50 miles of LANL would receive a dose of  
2.8 x 10–5 person-rem per year for 80 pits per year and 1.05 x 10–5 person-rem per year for the 30 
pits per year (LANL 2020).  This is a minor increase and is not considered to be a 
disproportionately high or adverse effect to minority or low-income populations. 

Human health impacts from radiological exposure through special pathways are a potential 
concern for impacts to minority populations and low-income populations.  Potential special 
pathways include subsistence consumption of native vegetation (piñon nuts and Indian tea 
[cota]), locally grown produce and farm products, groundwater, surface waters, fish (game and 
nongame), game animals, other foodstuffs, and incidental consumption of soils and sediments 
(i.e., on produce, in surface water, and ingestion, or inhaled dust) (DOE 2008a, Appx. C p. 5).  
Radiological exposure through these special pathways are mostly associated with the release of 
contaminants from site remediation efforts.  Potential impacts to minority populations and low-
income populations through these special pathways would only occur with the disturbance of soil 
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associated with remediation efforts.  Though the proposed action would involve soil disturbance, 
the proposed action is not expected to impact special pathways as it is not a remediation effort 
(DOE 2008a, ch. 1 p. 46). 

3.3.4.3 Differences in Potential Impacts 

Based on the analyses for human health–public and workers, socioeconomics, transportation, and 
the proposed action, it is not likely to adversely affect human health through special pathways; 
the pit production mission would not result in disproportionately high and adverse impacts on 
low-income or minority groups and would be within the analysis provided in the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS (DOE 2008a, ch. 5, p. 173).  

3.3.5 Waste Management 

3.3.5.1 Affected Environment, Existing NEPA Analysis, and New Information 

Construction and demolition debris that are not hazardous may be disposed of in an approved 
municipal landfill or an approved construction and demolition debris landfill (NMAC 20.9.1).  In 
2018, 386 cubic meters of construction and demolition debris were processed at LANL (LANL 
2019b). 

Radioactive and chemical wastes are generated by production, maintenance, and remediation 
activities.  Radioactive wastes are divided into the following categories (1) LLW, (2) MLLW, 
and (3) TRU including mixed TRU.  Chemical wastes categories include (1) hazardous (i.e., 
designated under Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) regulations), (2) toxic, (3) 
hazardous construction and demolition debris, and (4) special waste as defined by RCRA16.  
Waste quantities vary with different operations, construction activities, and implementation of 
waste minimization activities.  Site-wide capabilities to manage all waste categories generated at 
the Laboratory, including pit production, are analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS under the solid 
radioactive and chemical waste facilities (DOE 2008a, ch. 3 pp. 51–55, Section 3.1.3.15) and the 
radioactive liquid waste treatment facility (DOE 2008a, ch. 3 pp. 44–46, Section 3.1.3.13).  
Activities and capabilities for waste management include: waste characterization, packaging, and 
labeling; waste transport, receipt, and acceptance; waste treatment; waste staging; waste 
disposal; and radioactive liquid waste treatment.  Waste management facilities across the 
Laboratory would continue to conduct these activities to support pit production. 

Annual waste estimates for routine operations were provided in the 2008 LANL SWEIS 
including projected waste generation at the Plutonium Facility Complex, see Table 3-6.  The 
2008 LANL SWEIS No Action Alternative is used to compare to waste generated in 2018 for all 
LANL operations including the Plutonium Facility Complex.  TRU waste, LLW, and mixed 

 
 
16 Special wastes include cement kiln dust waste, crude oil and natural gas waste, fossil fuel combustion waste, and 
mining and mineral waste.  
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LLW were no greater than the projections in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  Operations contributing to 
chemical waste exceedance of the 2008 LANL SWEIS estimate were press filter cake from the 
LANL Sanitary Effluent Reclamation Facility in TA-03 (LANL 2019b).  The Plutonium Facility 
Complex exceeded the 2008 LANL SWEIS projections of mixed LLW due to waste drums from 
TA-55 that were converted from TRU waste to MLLW waste (LANL 2019b).  Table 3-6 
describes the amount of radioactive and chemical waste that was generated in 2018 at LANL. 

TABLE 3-6. 2018 RADIOACTIVE AND CHEMICAL WASTE GENERATED AT LANL 

Waste Type 

2008 LANL SWEIS No Action 
Alternative Projection for 
LANL/Plutonium Facility 

Complex  

(Cubic yards per year) 

2018 LANL 
annual total 

(Cubic yards 
per year) 

2018 Plutonium Facility 
Complex annual total 

(Cubic yards per year) 

LLW 12,000 / 990 a 4,622.3 b 405.3 

MLLW 130 / 20 a 79.7 b 26.2 b, c 

TRU/Mixed TRU 570 / 440 a 201 b 118.8 b 

Chemical 2,749 / 19 a  3,747.9 b, e 17.3 b, d 
a. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 139, Table 5-39). 
b. (LANL 2019b).  Reported in cubic meters.  To convert to cubic yards, multiply by 1.308. 
c. In 2018, MLLW at the Plutonium Facility Complex exceeded 2008 LANL SWEIS projections due to waste drums from TA-55 that were 

reclassified from TRU waste to MLLW waste, which contributed to 87 percent (17.8 cubic yards) of the total MLLW generated at the 
Plutonium Facility (LANL 2019b). 

d. Pounds x 103 per year  
e. The total LANL volume of chemical waste was above the annual volume projected in the 2008 SWEIS.  Chemical waste exceeded 2008 

LANL SWEIS projections due to the disposal of press filter cakes from the Sanitary Effluent Reclamation Facility and due to non-routine 
maintenance, upgrade, and cleanup activities.  LANL has generated less than half of the cumulative chemical waste analyzed in the 2008 
LANL SWEIS so an exceedance in a given year is not considered significant (LANL 2020).  LANL continues efforts to reduce its chemical 
waste volume and experienced a significant reduction during 2018 (9,062 cubic yards) (LANL 2019b). 

3.3.5.2 Summary of Potential Impacts as a Result of the Proposed Action 

Potential impacts associated with the implementation of pit production include the management 
of construction and demolition debris and radioactive and chemical waste.  Construction and 
demolition debris may be disposed of at an approved solid waste landfill, an approved 
construction and demolition debris landfill, or recycled where appropriate. 

Radioactive and chemical wastes are expected to be generated from the pit production 
operations, modifications, and upgrades to existing operational equipment.  Projected radioactive 
and chemical waste quantities related to pit production are presented in Table 3-7.  Across the 
site, LANL generation of LLW would be under the 2008 LANL SWEIS site estimate for 80 pits 
per year.  The generation of LLW for production of 30 pits per year would be under Plutonium 
Facility Complex and site estimates of LLW generation in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (see 
Table 3-7 of this SA).  Similarly, generation of chemical waste for production of 30 and 80 pits 
per year would exceed the estimate for the Plutonium Facility Complex but remain under the site 
estimate for chemical waste per year as analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  LLW and chemical 
waste projections for the proposal remain well under the total site estimates in the 2008 LANL 
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SWEIS.  Local area exceedances that do not result in a site-wide exceedance are not anticipated 
to result in any additional impacts beyond those already considered in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  
All chemical waste and LLW would continue to be managed under LANL waste management 
operations using waste management facilities across the site (DOE 2008a, ch. 3 pp. 51 – 55). 

LANL waste infrastructure at the Plutonium Facility Complex would require some modification 
to be able to meet the increases in waste generated.  One modification would be expanding space 
at existing waste storage areas.  Overall, LANL waste infrastructure is expected to accommodate 
waste generated under proposed pit production.  The number of waste shipments under proposed 
pit production is not expected to increase beyond what was analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS 
(see Section 3.3.6).  Exceeding rates of generation at the Plutonium Facility Complex for LLW 
and chemical waste volumes, as analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, does not affect LANL’s 
capacity to compliantly store these wastes. 

TABLE 3-7. PROPOSED ACTION WASTE ESTIMATES 

Waste Type 

2008 LANL SWEIS Expanded 
Operations Alternative 
Projection for LANL / 

Plutonium Facility Complex 
(Cubic yards per year) 

80 pits per year 
projected waste 

(Cubic yards per 
year) 

30 pit per year 
projected waste 

(Cubic yards 
per year) 

LLW 13,000 / 1,400 a 2,355 b 885 b 

MLLW 140 / 20 a 3.7 b 1.4 b 

TRU/Mixed TRU 860 / 690 a 400 b 140 b 

Chemical c 2,750 / 19 a 414 b, d 155 b, d 
a. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 149, Table 5-47). 
b. (LANL 2020).  Reported in cubic meters.  To convert to cubic yards, multiply by 1.308.  The projected LLW for 80 pits exceeds the estimate 

in the 2008 LANL SWEIS for the Plutonium Facility Complex under the Expanded Operations Alternative.  The pit production estimate of 
2,355 is based on data from 2007 through 2011 during pit production runs (LANL 2020).  LANL will still be under the site estimate of 13,000 
cubic yards per year.  

c. Pounds x 103 per year 
d. The chemical waste estimate for pit production (80 pits and 30 pits) is greater than the 2008 LANL SWEIS estimate for the Plutonium Facility 

Complex under the Expanded Operations Alternative.  The pit production estimate is based on data from 2007 through 2011 during pit 
production runs (LANL 2020).  LANL has generated less than half of the cumulative chemical waste analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS 
(LANL 2020). 

The estimate of TRU waste17 for pit production is anticipated to remain below the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS estimate.  It is anticipated that neither TRU waste from other activities at PF-4 nor total 
TRU waste from LANL would be greater than the 2008 LANL SWEIS estimates.  Repackaging 
of the MFFF fuel rods discussed in Section 2.2.4 above would, conservatively, generate up to 
200 TRU drums or 54 cubic yards (LANL 2020).  This activity would not cause an exceedance 
of the 2008 LANL SWEIS estimate for TRU waste. 

 
 
17 All TRU waste considered in this SA would be defense TRU waste acceptable for disposal at WIPP. 
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The LLW estimate for all LANL operations in the 2008 LANL SWEIS was 13,000 cubic yards 
per year under the Expanded Operations Alternative.  LLW from the proposed pit production and 
other site activities (approximately 7,000 cubic yards per year) would not be greater than the site-
wide LLW estimate of 13,000 cubic yards per year.  Projected LLW volume for any surge 
capacity could exceed the 2008 LANL SWEIS estimate for the Plutonium Facility Complex by 
approximately 955 cubic yards.  The proposed pit production waste projection is based on waste 
generated during pit production in 2007 through 2011.  Across the site, LANL generation of 
LLW would be under the 2008 LANL SWEIS site estimate for 80 pits per year.  The generation 
of LLW for production of 30 pits per year would be under Plutonium Facility Complex and site 
estimates of LLW generation in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (see Table 3-7 of this SA and Table 3-8 
of LANL 2019b).  Similarly, generation of chemical waste for production of between 30 and 80 
pits per year would exceed the estimate for the Plutonium Facility Complex but remain under the 
site estimate for chemical waste per year as analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  LLW and 
chemical waste projections would remain well under the total site estimates in the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS.  All chemical waste and LLW would continue to be managed under LANL waste 
management operations using waste management facilities across the site (see DOE 2008a, ch. 3 
p. 51 through 55).  Repackaging of the MFFF fuel rods could generate one MLLW drum or less 
than one cubic yard (LANL 2020).  This activity would not cause an exceedance of the 2008 
LANL SWEIS estimate for MLLW waste. 

Exceeding rates of generation at the Plutonium Facility Complex for LLW and chemical waste 
volumes, as analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, do not result in an impact for storage volume. 

The 2008 LANL SWEIS projected total of 5.3 million gallons per year of liquid radioactive 
waste would be treated at the Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) (DOE 
2008a, ch.5, p. 136, Table 5-37).  Based on the projected liquid waste that would be treated 
under pit production (1.7 million gallons per year) and the current annual treatment of liquid 
waste (one million gallons), it is expected that the proposed action would not exceed the 2008 
LANL SWEIS analyzed projections (LANL 2019b).  

3.3.5.3 Differences in Potential Impacts 

Under the 2008 LANL SWEIS Expanded Operations Alternative, pit production would result in 
larger quantities of radioactive and chemical wastes, but NNSA does not expect this to cause 
significant impacts since the project overages are less than the anticipated cumulative waste 
totals that were projected in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 148).  The 2018 
LANL SWEIS SA states that chemical and radioactive waste will fluctuate annually, but that the 
average generation for most waste types is projected to remain within the 2008 LANL SWEIS 
projections.  LLW would potentially exceed the 2008 LANL SWEIS for the Plutonium Facility 
Complex but not for the site when producing 30 and 80 pits per year.  Chemical waste generation 
would exceed estimates in the 2008 LANL SWEIS for production of 80 and 30 pits.  LANL has 
generated less than half of the cumulative chemical waste analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS 
(LANL 2020).  Other waste estimates for the 30 and 80 pit production would not exceed the 
2008 LANL SWEIS.  
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3.3.6 Transportation 

3.3.6.1 Summary of Affected Environment, Existing NEPA Analysis, and New 
Information 

The primary methods used for transportation analysis under the Expanded Operations 
Alternative include commuting FTEs and onsite and offsite waste and material shipments. 

Motor vehicles are the primary means of transportation to and from LANL.  Regional 
transportation routes connecting LANL with Albuquerque, Santa Fe, and Española include I-25 
to US 84/285 or NM 30 to NM 502. 

Commuting FTEs 
The majority of commuters access Los Alamos County and LANL from NM 502.  As of 2017, 
the annual average daily commuter traffic from NM 502 to Los Alamos and NM 502 to NM 4 
through White Rock is between 8,000–15,000 vehicles per day (DOT 2018).  

The majority of commuter traffic consists of personal vehicles.  The Park & Ride service from 
Santa Fe and Española provides another transportation option for commuters.  As of 2017, daily 
ridership using the Park & Ride service was 515 passengers, which represents approximately 68 
percent of the total capacity (DOT 2017). 

In 2017, there were approximately 4,400 motor vehicle accidents in Los Alamos, Rio Arriba, and 
Santa Fe counties resulting in 23 fatalities (DOT 2019a). 

Onsite/Offsite Shipments 
Hazardous, radioactive, industrial, commercial, and recyclable materials including wastes are 
transported to, from, and within LANL site boundaries during routine operations.  Offsite 
shipments from and to LANL are carried by commercial carriers (e.g., truck, air-freight, and 
government transport) and by DOE safe secure transport trailers.  Numerous regulations and 
requirements govern the transportation of hazardous and radioactive materials, including those of 
the U.S. Department of Transportation, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, DOE, U.S. 
Federal Aviation Administration, and International Air Traffic Association. 

The primary route for the transportation of hazardous and radioactive materials, as designated by 
the State of New Mexico and governed by 49 CFR 177.825, is approximately a 40-mile corridor 
between LANL and Interstate 25 near Santa Fe.  This route passes through the Pueblos of San 
Ildefonso, Pojoaque, Nambe, and Tesuque, as well as through Los Alamos and Santa Fe 
counties.  The primary transportation route goes through the northern and western sides of the 
City of Santa Fe on NM 599 to I-25. 
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Onsite18 hazardous and radioactive material shipments are transported in conformance with U.S. 
Department of Transportation regulations.  In limited cases where materials are required to be 
shipped onsite without meeting conformance requirements, onsite roads are temporarily closed.  
Potential impacts (i.e., worker dose from handling and transporting radioactive materials) from 
these activities are part of normal operations and are analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 
2008a, Appendix K). 

Offsite transports of radioactive materials occur using both trucks and airfreight.  The radioactive 
materials transported under pit production may include plutonium, uranium (both depleted and 
enriched), LLW, and TRU waste.  Shipments are required to meet applicable U.S. Department of 
Transportation (49 CFR Parts 171–185) and U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (10 CR 71.5) 
requirements as stated in the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act.  Most unclassified 
shipments are transported offsite by commercial carriers.  The destination of these materials 
includes disposal locations such as NNSS, WIPP, commercial sites in Utah, or material 
processing/recycling sites such as SRS, Pantex, LLNL, or Y-12.  The 2008 LANL SWEIS 
evaluated transportation for potential impacts from all actions at LANL including those from pit 
production (see Table 3-8).  

TABLE 3-8. TRANSPORTATION RISKS FROM 2008 SWEIS EXPANDED OPERATIONS 
ALTERNATIVE  

Activities 
Number of 
Shipments 

Round 
Trip Miles 
Traveled 
(Million) 

Incident-Free Accident 

Crew Population 

Radiological 

Risk a 

Non-
radiological 

Risk  
Dose 

(Person-
rem) 

Risk a 
Dose 

(Person-
rem) 

Risk a 

Expanded 
Operations 
Alternative b 

122,445 186.4c 910.3 0.55 286.8 0.17 0.0016 2.96 

Pit Production 
Analyzed in 
this SA 

1,553 2.3 18.0 0.01 8.95 0.0054 1.1 x 10–5 0.024 

a. Risk is expressed in terms of latent cancer fatalities, except for nonradiological risk, where it refers to the number of traffic accident fatalities. 
b. DOE 2008a, Appx. K p. 25, Table K-6.  Projections are for ten-year risks of transporting radioactive materials. 
c. The 2008 LANL SWEIS reported round trip as 299.9 million kilometers.  To convert to miles, multiply by 0.621371. 

LLW and MLLW are transported to various locations, including the NNSS in Nevada; 
EnergySolutions disposal facility in Clive, Utah; and Waste Control Specialists disposal facility 
in Andrews County, Texas.  TRU and mixed TRU wastes are characterized, certified, and placed 
in drums or other containers, which are then loaded into shipment containers for transport to 

 
 
18 A shipment is considered an onsite shipment if both the origin and destination are at LANL.  Onsite transport 
constitutes the majority of activities that are part of routine operations in support of operations. 
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WIPP.  In 2018, LANL completed 275 shipments of hazardous materials and 258 shipments of 
radioactive materials for a total of 533 waste shipments to offsite locations (LANL 2019b).  
Forty-six of the radioactive waste shipments went to NNSS.  

DOE operates safe and secure trailers that are used for offsite shipments of SNM.  Safe and 
secure trailers are similar in appearance to commercial tractor-trailers.  However, the trailers are 
equipped with unique security and safeguard features that prevent unauthorized cargo removal 
and minimize the likelihood of an accidental radioactive material release caused by a vehicle 
accident. 

For the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that the population along the transportation routes 
analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS has increased in a manner consistent with the overall U.S. 
population change.  Since 2008, the U.S. population has increased by approximately eight 
percent; from 304 million people to approximately 328 million people (Census 2019).  

3.3.6.2 Summary of Potential Impacts as a Result of the Proposed Action 

Commuting FTEs 
The increase of approximately 400 FTEs and the additional offsite shipments would impact local 
transportation.  With the lower vacancy rate in the surrounding counties, FTEs are likely to 
commute from further locations.  It is anticipated that traffic on NM 502 and NM 4 to Los 
Alamos County could increase from a maximum 15,000 vehicles per day to 15,500 vehicles per 
day.  The number of New Mexico’s Park & Ride riders could possibly increase from 515 to 530 
per year.  Impacts associated with construction traffic would be temporary in that these impacts 
would only last for the anticipated five years of construction activities. 

Onsite/Offsite Shipments 
Estimated impacts of transportation associated with the proposed action are provided in this 
discussion.  With the implementation of pit production analyzed in this SA, onsite transportation 
of hazardous, radioactive, industrial, commercial, and recyclables materials including wastes 
would still constitute the majority of activities that are part of routine operations at LANL.  
Onsite shipments would likely increase within the Pajarito Corridor.  Offsite shipments of 
hazardous, radioactive, industrial, commercial, and recyclable materials including waste would 
increase with the implementation of pit production, but be below projected shipment estimates as 
presented in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  Table 3-9 describes the estimated number of trips for 
waste and materials of the Expanded Operations Alternative and pit production in the 2008 
LANL SWEIS.  
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TABLE 3-9. NUMBER OF SHIPMENTS FROM 2008 SWEIS FOR EXPANDED OPERATIONS 
ALTERNATIVE AND PROPOSED PIT PRODUCTION A 
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Expanded 
Operations 49,940 9,538 9,919 36,521 856 9,019 5,044 1,558 50 4,749 41,506 

Pit Production 
Analyzed in 
this SA 

0 0 701 0 0 6 246 600 0 0 0 

a. DOE 2008a, Appx. K p. 24, Table K-5.  The waste shipment values presented in the 2008 LANL SWEIS are based on the differences between 
the Expanded Operations Alternative and pit production for projected waste volumes for routine operations. 

b. Includes enriched uranium. 

The 2008 LANL SWEIS risk transportation evaluation was performed using the RADTRAN19 
Version 5 computer program in conjunction with the Transportation Rating Analysis Geographic 
Information System computer program (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 153).  The transportation analysis 
provided in the 2008 LANL SWEIS identified the uncertainty associated with a potential 
increase in the populations along the transportation routes.  Potential impacts to the population 
associated with a potential increase were not specifically identified in the transportation analysis; 
however, with the conservatism in the estimated impacts, it is anticipated that population 
increase would not affect the comparison of risks identified in this SA.  The national U.S. 
population has increased by about eight percent (Census 2019) and the population in the eight 
counties making up LANL’s ROI increased by approximately six percent (NM-IBIS 2018).  

It is anticipated that the expected annual total number of offsite shipments would be 200 for 30 
pits per year and up to approximately 530 for any periods of surge operations (LANL 2020).  
This is less than the 1,553 shipments (sum of the Proposed Pit Production row in Table 3-9) 
evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  

 
 
19 The 2008 LANL SWEIS used RADTRAN Version 5 to estimate potential health impacts to workers and the 
public resulting from transportation of radioactive materials (e.g., pits, plutonium metal and powder, highly enriched 
uranium, TRU waste, and LLW) among DOE and commercial sites.  In 2015, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety 
Board identified quality assurance issues associated with RADTRAN.  For this reason, in more recent applications 
of RADTRAN for other EISs, DOE has validated RADTRAN results using alternative methods. 
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Potential impacts associated shipping include radiation dose to the transportation crew (i.e., 
driver and security personnel) and general populations along transportation routes and potential 
transportation accidents.  

3.3.6.3 Differences in Potential Impacts 

Daily traffic to LANL is expected to increase by three percent with the implementation of pit 
production.  Increases to traffic would be noticed at each LANL entrance.  The majority of traffic 
would be expected at the Pajarito Road and NM 4 entrance, as the Pajarito Corridor would likely 
experience the biggest increase in employee traffic.  The expected increase in daily traffic at 
LANL from implementation of pit production conservatively evaluated by the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS that estimated a traffic increase of 85 percent from the Pajarito Road and NM 4 (DOE 
2008a, ch. 5 p. 165, Table 5-54).  

Offsite shipments of radioactive waste would be transported to WIPP, NNSS, and other locations 
as discussed in previous sections.  Materials supporting pit production activities would be 
transported between NNSA sites across the complex.  The number of annual offsite shipments of 
waste and special nuclear material projected with the implementation of pit production is 
estimated to be 200 for 30 pits per year and up to 530 for a potential surge capacity of up to 80 
pits per year (LANL 2020).  The projected total of shipments analyzed in the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS Expanded Operations Alternatives for an increase in pit production activities was 1,553 
(DOE 2008a, ch. 5 pp. 157–158, Table 5-51).  Because the inputs to transportation risk analysis 
from pit production (i.e., shipments and accident/fatality rates) are no greater than those used for 
the transportation risk evaluation in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, potential impacts are 
conservatively evaluated by the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  National population increase of about 
eight percent and ROI population increase of six percent are not anticipated to significantly 
affect the comparison of risks identified in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a, Appx. K pp. 
31–32).  The potential transportation impacts identified in this SA for accident and incident-free 
health impacts would not be greater than those analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  The 
subsequent risks associated with the projected shipments with the implementation of the 
proposed action were consistent with those modeled in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a, ch. 
5 pp. 157–158, Table 5-51; Appx. K p. 24, Table K-5 and pp. 25–26, Table K-6).  
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4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The Council of Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR 1508.7) define cumulative impacts 
as “the incremental impacts of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person 
undertakes such other actions.  Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but 
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.” 

4.1 TECHNICAL APPROACH 

Section 3.0 of this SA documents the potential impacts of proposed pit production at LANL.  
The section demonstrates that potential impacts are not notably different than those analyzed and 
presented in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  Consequently, the contribution to cumulative impacts 
from pit production is expected to be not significantly different than in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  
The technical approach to evaluate cumulative impacts includes (1) a description of relevant 
NEPA analyses that may influence pit production; (2) a discussion of the past, present, and 
foreseeable actions that may affect, or be affected by, pit production; and (3) the identification of 
potential cumulative impacts to resource areas associated with pit production.  Through this 
evaluation, NNSA can determine if the potential cumulative impacts associated with pit 
production are significantly different from those analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS and other 
relevant NEPA documents.  

4.2 RELEVANT ANALYSIS 

The 2019 Complex Transformation SPEIS SA (DOE 2019a) has identified changes to the actions 
considered for potential cumulative impacts in the 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS.  As a 
result, past, present, new, or reasonably foreseeable future actions at SRS, LANL, or WIPP that 
could have a bearing on potential cumulative impacts associated with pit production are 
addressed in the 2019 Complex Transformation SPEIS SA. 

The Complex Transformation SPEIS evaluated, among other things, constructing a new pit 
production facility (“Greenfield Alternative”) to produce 125 to 200 pits per year at one of five 
site alternatives including LANL (DOE 2008b, ch. 3 p. 20).  In addition to the Greenfield 
Alternative at LANL, the Complex Transformation SPEIS includes an analysis of two distinct 
upgrades to existing LANL facilities: one to support production of 125 pits per year and one to 
support production of 50–80 pits per year (Los Alamos Upgrade Alternative) (DOE 2008a, ch. 1 
p. 35).  All three of these NEPA analyses are considered in this SA for cumulative impacts. 

4.3 PAST, PRESENT, AND REASONABLY FORESEEABLE ACTIONS  

Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions that may affect, or be affected by, pit 
production considered for cumulative impacts consist of (1) Surplus Plutonium Disposition, (2) 
AC/MC at TA-55, (3) an Environmental Testing Facility at LANL, (4) commuter route road 
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modifications, and (5) proposed housing developments.  Each of these actions is discussed in the 
following sections. 

4.3.1 Surplus Plutonium Disposition 

Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has safely stored surplus plutonium at Pantex, 
with lesser quantities at SRS and other locations within the Complex.  Surplus plutonium 
includes pit and non-pit plutonium that has been declared excess to U.S. national security needs.  
Surplus plutonium is separate from plutonium reserved for nuclear weapons programs.  

In the mid-1990s, DOE began studying technologies for preparing surplus plutonium for disposal 
and identifying locations for siting facilities needed to dispose of surplus plutonium.  In 2000, 
DOE issued a decision to construct and operate the MFFF at SRS for the primary purpose of 
dispositioning surplus plutonium (65 FR 1608).  Construction of the MFFF began in 2007.  In 
2018, DOE issued a decision to terminate the plan to disposition surplus plutonium as mixed 
oxide fuel and terminate construction of the MFFF.  In 2019, the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission terminated the MFFF construction authorization.  At this time, NNSA has not made 
a decision on the remaining surplus plutonium intended for disposition at the MFFF. 

In 2015, the DOE published the Surplus Plutonium Disposition (SPD) SEIS analysis and, in 
2016, issued a ROD documenting the disposal of six metric tons of surplus plutonium using the 
dilute and dispose process.  In the SPD SEIS, DOE also evaluated alternatives for disposition of 
an additional 7.1 metric tons of surplus plutonium, but DOE has not made a decision on its 
disposition.  The 13.1 metric tons of surplus plutonium are separate from both the 34 metric tons 
of surplus plutonium previously intended to be processed at the MFFF and from plutonium that 
remains available for use in nuclear weapons programs. 

As part of the plutonium stabilization capability for the Plutonium Facility Complex, LANL has 
an existing pit disassembly capability (DOE 2008a, ch. 3 p. 57, Table 3-18).  The 2015 SPD 
SEIS considered several alternatives that included using LANL’s PF-4 for the SPD program 
(DOE 2015c).  Under the dilute and dispose approach, utilization of LANL’s PF-4 for the 
disassembly and processing of surplus pits would increase above what was analyzed in the 2008 
SWEIS in order to implement Dilute and Dispose, but no decision has been made. 

The cumulative impacts for both proposed pit production and the current and potential future 
SPD program at TA-55 are not anticipated to be greater than those impacts presented in the 2015 
SPD SEIS cumulative impacts analysis because the program is not yet at, nor expected to expand 
to, the capacity previously analyzed (DOE 2015c).  Any changes to the SPD program that would 
have impacts beyond what have previously been analyzed would be analyzed in a new NEPA 
analysis. 

4.3.2 Analytical Chemistry and Materials Characterization (AC/MC) at TA-55 

An ongoing action that may affect, or be affected by, pit production is the relocation of the 
AC/MC operations from the CMR Building.  A 2015 SA to the CMRR EIS evaluated potential 
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impacts for moving AC/MC operations from the aging CMR building to PF-4 and RLUOB, and 
it was determined that impacts were consistent with analyses in the 2003 CMRR EIS and the 
2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2015a, p. 49).  The relocation of AC/MC operations is ongoing. 

In 2018, NNSA issued the Final Environmental Assessment of Proposed Changes for Analytical 

Chemistry and Materials Characterization at the Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office 

Building (2018 RLUOB EA) (DOE 2018c) and associated finding of no significant impacts.  The 
2018 RLUOB EA analyzed a proposal to re-categorize RLUOB from a radiological facility to a 
HC-3 nuclear facility (DOE 2014b, Attachment 2, Table 1)20.  The re-categorization would allow 
for a greater number and range of AC/MC operations to be performed in RLUOB and would 
reduce the need for additional AC/MC operations in PF-4 (DOE 2018c, p. 2).  The 2018 RLUOB 
EA analyzed potential cumulative impacts of re-categorizing RLUOB in addition to pit 
production.  Potential impacts were anticipated to be less than those considered in the 2008 
LANL SWEIS (DOE 2018c, p. 81). 

4.3.3 Environmental Testing Facility at LANL 

A potentially foreseeable action would be the consolidation of existing environmental testing 
capabilities at LANL for plutonium and non-nuclear weapons components designed at LANL.  
Environmental testing consists of evaluating the effects of environmental stresses (e.g., heat or 
vibration) for each nuclear weapon system.  Environmental testing of plutonium and non-nuclear 
weapons components are conducted at several LANL locations, including TA-55 (DOE 2008a, 
ch. 3 pp. 23–26 and 56-59; DOE 1999a, ch. 2 pp. 28–33 and 60–73).  

NNSA is considering the construction of a non-destructive environmental testing facility for 
plutonium components at LANL.  The proposed testing facility will require a hardened surface 
facility21, support control rooms, a PIDAS, and a HC-2 facility.  The proposed testing facility 
would be located at either TA-55 or TA-11.  At either location, upgrades to existing 
infrastructure will be required. 

Based on currently available information, potential impacts from operating this facility at either 
TA-55 or TA-11 are not anticipated to be greater than those analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  

 
 
20 DOE has determined threshold quantities for individual radionuclides that define the lower boundaries for the 
hazard categories: a DOE HC-3 Nuclear Facility threshold quantity is 2,610 grams of plutonium equivalent.  
RLUOB has a limit of 400 grams in consideration of additional security requirements above 400 grams. 
21 A hardened facility is designed to provide protection of material and has considerable redundancies to withstand 
an attack. 
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4.3.4 Commuter Route Road Modifications 

4.3.4.1 East Jemez Road Intersection Modifications 

NNSA and Bandelier National Monument propose modifications and upgrades to the 
intersection of NM 4 and East Jemez Road (Figure 4-1).  The intersection modification and 
upgrade design was part of the Supplemental Environmental Projects that was established in an 
agreement between DOE and the State of New Mexico (DOE 2018a, p. 19).  The proposed 
design modifications and upgrades include a second eastbound turn lane to East Jemez Road, a 
second northbound lane through to NM 4, and a new turn bay to a proposed Tsankawi trailhead 
parking lot.  The modifications and upgrades to NM 4 and East Jemez Road would improve 
safety and increase the capacity and efficiency of the intersection.  Potential short-term impacts 
could include temporary delays during construction, which could potentially increase greenhouse 
emissions from vehicles. 
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Figure 4-1. East Jemez Road intersection modifications and land conveyance and transfer 
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4.3.4.2 NM 502 Los Alamos Roadway Reconstruction & Roundabout 

This project would improve NM 502 through Los Alamos between Kneckt Street and Tewa 
Loop (0.8 mile).  The project includes roadway reconstruction, earthwork, curbs and gutters, 
sidewalks, concrete retaining walls, storm drains, landscaping, permanent signing, lighting, 
traffic signalizations, and utilities.  The project would replace the existing intersection at NM 502 
and Central Avenue with a roundabout to improve traffic flow through Los Alamos.  Potential 
short-term impacts could include temporary delays during construction, which could potentially 
increase greenhouse emissions from vehicles.  This project is underway and completion is 
expected to occur in advance of pit production. 

4.3.4.3 NM 30 Improvements Project from NM 502 to US 84/285 

The New Mexico Department of Transportation, in cooperation with the Federal Highway 
Administration, is improving traffic and safety conditions on NM 30 between NM 502 and the 
US 84/285 intersection in Española (DOT 2019b).  This is a major commuter route serving 
northern New Mexico and LANL (FHWA 2013).  The project would provide physical, 
operational, and safety improvements.  When completed, the projects would reduce congestion 
and delays.  Potential short-term impacts could include temporary delays during construction, 
which could potentially increase greenhouse emissions from vehicles. 

4.3.5 Los Alamos County and ROI Housing Developments 

Los Alamos County plans to construct the two housing developments in two locations: the Land 
Conveyance and Transfer tract on DP Road which has capacity for 261 dwelling units and the 
former DOE Los Alamos Site Office which has the capacity to accommodate 150 housing units 
(LAC 2016).  A housing development is currently in the construction phase on a Land 
Conveyance and Transfer tract in White Rock and will provides approximately 160 single-family 
homes (Laskey 2018).  These three housing developments were analyzed in the 1999 Final 

Environmental Impact Statement for the Conveyance and Transfer of Certain Land Tracts 

Administered by the U.S. Department of Energy and Located at Los Alamos National Laboratory 
(1999 Land Conveyance and Transfer EIS) (DOE 1999b) and incorporated by reference in the 
2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a, ch. 1 p. 29 and ch. 5 p. 212).  

In Santa Fe County approximately 2,800 housing units are planned or in construction (City of 
Santa Fe 2019).  Other information about planned housing developments are not available for 
other counties located in the ROI.  

Potential cumulative impacts attributed to housing development projects include increased 
greenhouse gas emissions, increased traffic, increased demand of utilities, and a temporary 
contribution to construction noise and dust.  Furthermore, the additional housing units may 
increase housing vacancy rates as mentioned in Section 3.3.3. 
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4.4 POTENTIAL CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The cumulative impact analysis in this section is to determine (1) if potential cumulative impacts 
of pit production would be different from those analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS and other 
relevant NEPA documents, and (2) if so, whether those differences would be considered 
significant in the context of NEPA (40 CFR 1508.27).  Identifying the potential cumulative 
impacts from pit production informs NNSA’s decision to implement pit production beyond what 
was previously decided. 

Potential cumulative impacts evaluated in this SA are those associated with the production of a 
minimum of 30 pits per year and those associated with the production of 80 pits per year.  The 
evaluation of potential cumulative impacts is based on the cumulative impact analysis conducted 
in relevant analysis and past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions that may affect, or be 
affected by, pit production.  A potential impact that is significantly different than to those 
impacts analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS is a strong indicator that there is a significant 
cumulative impact associated with pit production. 

4.4.1 Potential Cumulative Impacts to Resource Areas 

As part of the cumulative impact analysis in this SA, NNSA evaluated each of the environmental 
resource areas identified in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  The environmental resource areas 
considered to have minor or negligible impacts and were not different from what was analyzed in 
previous NEPA analyses and are not affected by past, present, and foreseeable future actions are 
summarized in Table 4-1.  These resource areas include land use, visual resources, geology and 
soil (excluding seismic), water resources, air quality, noise, ecological resources, cultural 
resources, infrastructure, facility accidents, intentionally destructive acts, socioeconomics, and 
environmental justice.  In Table 4-1, NNSA presents environmental resource areas that have no 
significant cumulative impact and a qualitative justification for not providing further discussion. 
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TABLE 4-1. ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE AREAS WITH NO SIGNIFICANT CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Resource Area  Rationale 

Land Use The past, present, and foreseeable future projects considered in this SA do not identify new developments in the vicinity of the 
proposed project at this time. 

Visual Resources 
The past, present, and foreseeable future projects considered in this SA are not expected to cumulatively exceed the visual impacts 
anticipated in the 2008 SWEIS, which anticipated construction of new buildings and support infrastructure within the Pajarito 
Corridor. 

Geology and Soils 

The past, present, and foreseeable future projects considered in this SA would not involve new developments in the vicinity of the 
proposed project.  All proposed activities would follow appropriate mitigation measures, permits, and BMPs to minimize soil 
erosion and the transport of soil materials in storm water runoff.  There would be no changes to existing facilities that would affect 
their ability to withstand a seismic event. 

Water Resource 
(Surface Water and 
Groundwater 
Quality) 

Potential impacts to water resources from construction activities and building modifications of past, present, and foreseeable future 
projects considered in this SA would be minor.  Storm water runoff could potentially impact downstream surface-water quality.  
Storm water and sediment controls, pollution prevention plans, and BMPs would be implemented to minimize sediment transport 
and impacts to surface water and groundwater resources. 

Air Quality 
The past, present, and foreseeable future projects considered in this SA are not expected to cumulatively exceed the impacts 
analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  Total emissions of criteria pollutants, hazardous air pollutants, and volatile organic 
compounds for 2008 through 2016 were well below the facility-wide Title V Operating Permit limits at LANL (DOE 2018a, p. 86). 

Noise 
The past, present, and foreseeable future projects considered in this SA are not expected to cumulatively exceed the impacts 
analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  Activities are either indoors or temporary, and would be within regional noise ordinance 
restrictions. 

Ecological 
Resources 

The past, present, and foreseeable future projects are not expected to cumulatively exceed the impacts analyzed in the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS.  All projects are either indoors or would comply with the Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat Management Plan 
(LANL 2017a). 

Cultural Resources 

LANL and NNSA would follow the LANL’s Cultural Resources Management Plan (LANL 2017b) and the Programmatic 
Agreement (DOE 2017b) between DOE and stakeholders for complying with the National Historic Preservation Act and minimize 
potential impacts to cultural resources.  Potential impacts to cultural resources that require mitigation would be consulted on with 
the New Mexico State Historic Preservation Officer. 
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Resource Area  Rationale 

Infrastructure 
A minor increase in utility infrastructure requirements is anticipated, however, the past, present, and foreseeable future projects 
considered in this SA are not expected to cumulatively exceed the utility infrastructure impacts analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS 
(DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 124). 

Facility Accidents 
MAR is the primary driver for facility accidents.  The MAR at PF-4 does not increase for pit production.  Administrative controls 
will be used to reduce MAR.  The past, present, and foreseeable future projects considered for cumulative impacts in this SA do not 
change the assumptions about facility accidents. 

Intentional 
Destructive Acts 

The past, present, and foreseeable future projects considered for cumulative impacts in this SA do not change the assumptions 
about intentional destructive acts that are described in Table 3-1. 

Socioeconomics 
Potential cumulative impacts to socioeconomics are related to the number of people employed at LANL.  The majority of increased 
hiring is attributable to existing mission activities (see Section 2.1 of this SA).  The past, present, and foreseeable future projects are 
not expected to cumulatively exceed the socioeconomic impacts analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS. 

Environmental 
Justice 

The past, present, and foreseeable future projects considered in this SA are not expected to disproportionally impact low-income or 
minority communities. 
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4.4.2 Cumulative Impacts by Resource Area  

Environmental resource areas that require additional cumulative impact analysis are reviewed in 
more detail in the following subsections.  These resource areas consist of human health, waste 
management, and transportation.  Criteria for this additional discussion may include perceived 
risk or issues raised by public comments to the 2019 Complex Transformation SPEIS SA.  

Potential cumulative impacts to environmental resources associated with pit production are 
discussed by describing the resource relation to relevant analysis and past, present, and 
foreseeable future projects that could affect that resource.  

4.5 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS SUMMARY 

The potential cumulative impacts associated with pit production and in relation to past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable actions at LANL discussed in this SA are consistent with the impacts 
presented in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, and the cumulative impacts of the proposed actions are not 
significantly different from previous NEPA analyses, including those impacts NNSA considered 
in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, 2008 Complex Transformation SPEIS, 2015 SPD SEIS, and the 2018 
RLUOB EA cumulative impacts analyses.  

4.5.1.1 Human Health 

Potential cumulative impacts from pit production may affect the population within 50 miles of 
LANL, the MEI, and workers.  The foreseeable actions that affect human health are discussed in 
the Expanded Operations Alternative in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a), the proposed 
SPD project at LANL (DOE 2015c), and relocated AC/MC operations from the CMR building to 
TA-55 (DOE 2015a, DOE 2018a).  

The Public and the MEI 
Table 4-2 presents radiological impacts to human health to the MEI and the population within 50 
miles of the LANL boundary as analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, the 2018 RLUOB EA, and 
the 2015 SPD SEIS.  These are compared to the impacts of the proposed action in Table 3-2 of 
this SA. 
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TABLE 4-2. ESTIMATED CUMULATIVE RADIOLOGICAL HEALTH EFFECTS TO THE PUBLIC AND 
MEI 

Action Population within 50 Miles  
(80 kilometers) 

MEI 

Dose 
(Person-rem 

per year) 

LCF Risk per 
year a 

Dose 
(Millirem per 

year) 

LCF Risk per 
year a 

2008 LANL SWEIS – 
Expanded Operations 
Alternative b 

36 c 0 (0.02) 8.2c, d 0 (4.9 × 10–6) 

RLUOB EA e 0.98 0 (6.0 × 10–4) 0.082 0 (5.0 × 10–8) 

2015 SPD SEIS f 0.21 0 (1.0 × 10–4) 0.081 0 (5.0 × 10–8) 

LANL Total f 38 0 (0.02) 8.6 0 (5.0 × 10–6) 

Estimated Dose for 
30 pits under the 
proposed action g 

1.05 x 10–5 0 (6.3 × 10–9) 2.5 x 10–6 0 (1.5 × 10–12) 

Estimated Dose for 
80 pits under the 
proposed action g 

2.8 x 10–5 0 (2.0 x 10–8) 6.7 x 10–6 0 (4.0 × 10–12) 

a. LCFs are calculated using a conversion of 0.0006 LCFs per rem or person-rem (DOE 2003b).  The annual LCFs for the analyzed population 
represents the number of LCFs calculated by multiplying the listed doses by the risk conversion factor; no population LCFs are expected from 
any individual activity or from all combined activities.  The annual MEI LCF risk represents the calculated risk of an LCF to an individual. 

b. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 91, Table 5-18 and ch. 5 p. 221, Table 5-81) 
c. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 91, Table 5-18) 
d. (LANL 2019c) 
e. (DOE 2018c, p. 34, Table 9) 
f. (DOE 2015c, ch. 4 p. 125, Table 4-40) 
g. See Table 3-2 in this SA for dose.  These rows are provided to compare to the proposed action and are not incremental cumulative increases. 

Involved Workers 
Table 4-3 presents radiological impacts to human health for involved workers at LANL as 
analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, the 2018 RLUOB EA, and the 2015 SPD SEIS.  Potential 
impacts to involved workers from the proposed action are presented to compare to previously 
analyzed impacts. 

The potential impacts to involved workers from pit production represent a small fraction of the 
impacts analyzed in existing NEPA documents including the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a), 
the 2018 RLUOB EA (DOE 2018c), and the 2015 SPD SEIS (DOE 2015c) and are consistent 
with the impacts considered in these existing NEPA documents.  
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TABLE 4-3. ESTIMATED CUMULATIVE RADIOLOGICAL HEALTH EFFECTS TO WORKERS 

Action 
Involved Workers 

Dose 
(Person-rem per year) 

LCF Risk per year a 

2008 LANL SWEIS – Expanded Operations 
Alternative b 543 0 (0.33) 

RLUOB EA c 8.2 0 (5.0 × 10–3) 

2015 SPD SEIS d 190 0 (0.1) 

LANL Total d 741.2 0 (0.4) 

Estimated Dose for 30 pits under the 
proposed action e 155 0 (0.09) 

Estimated Dose for 80 pits under the 
proposed action e 206 0 (0.12) 

a. LCFs are calculated using a conversion of 0.0006 LCFs per rem or person-rem (DOE 2003b).  The annual LCFs for the analyzed population 
represent the number of LCFs calculated by multiplying the listed doses by the risk conversion factor; no population LCFs are expected from 
any individual activity or from all combined activities.  The annual MEI LCF risk represents the calculated risk of an LCF to an individual. 

b. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 221, Table 5-81) 
c. (DOE 2018c, p. 35, Table 10)  
d. (DOE 2015c, ch. 4 p. 126, Table 4-41)  
e. See Table 3-2 in this SA for dose.  These rows are provided to compare to the proposed action and are not incremental cumulative increases. 

4.5.1.2 Waste Management  

Projections of TRU waste, LLW, MLLW, and chemical waste generation from present and 
foreseeable actions are presented in Table 4-4 through Table 4-8.  These present and foreseeable 
actions are those identified in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a), Surplus Plutonium 
Disposition project at LANL (DOE 2015c), and in the AC/MC operations (DOE 2015a, 2018d). 

TRU Waste 
Table 4-4 presents total TRU waste projections for ongoing activities at LANL and reasonably 
foreseeable actions that include pit production at SRS.  The TRU waste generation estimate at 
LANL is based on operational data resulting in a lower estimate than SRS.  The 2008 LANL 
SWEIS Expanded Operations Alternative for TRU waste generation includes the projections 
from the Plutonium Facility Complex, the Sigma Complex, the CMR facility, RLWTF, Solid 
Radioactive and Chemical Waste facilities, and decontamination and remediation waste. 
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TABLE 4-4. TRU WASTE PROJECTIONS 

NEPA Analysis Facility TRU Waste Projections 
(Cubic yards per year) 

2008 LANL SWEIS Expanded 
Operations Alternative 
(Includes proposed pit 
production) 
 

Plutonium Facility Complex a 690 

CMR a 90 

RLWTF a 18 

Solid Radioactive and Chemical Waste 
Facilities a 35 

Decontamination Waste b 171 

Remediation Waste b 2,200 

Total LANL (Operations, 
decontamination, and Remediation 

Waste)b 
3,300 

2018 RLUOB EA PF-4 and RLUOB AC/MC 
Modifications and Operations c 109 

2015 SPD SEIS 
Operations at LANL 

PF-4d 24 

LANL Total  3,433 

Proposed production of 50 to 80 
pits per year at SRS e  

Savannah River Plutonium Processing 
Facility 820 – 1,200 

Production of 30 to 80 pits per 
year at LANL f PF-4 140 – 400 

a. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 149, Table 5-47) 
b. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 151, Table 5-49).  Values presented in Table 5-49 in the 2008 LANL SWEIS are for 10-year projections (DOE 2008a). 

These values are divided by 10 to represent an approximate annual generation rate in this SA. 
c. (DOE 2018c, p. 54, Table 18).  Projections are reported in the 2018 RLUOB EA as 2,920 cubic feet.  To convert to cubic yards, multiply by 

0.037.  
d. (DOE 2015c, ch. 4 p. 60, Table 4-19).  Peak annualTRU waste projections are reported in the 2015 SPD SEIS as 18 cubic meters for 

processing two metric tons over a period of 6.67 years.  To convert to cubic yards, multiply by 1.307.  
e. (DOE 2020, Table 4-14) 
f. See Table 3-7 in this SA.  These rows are provided to compare to the proposed action and are not incremental cumulative increases. 

In addition, the projected rates of TRU waste from the 2018 RLUOB EA and 2015 SPD SEIS are 
consistent with the rates projected in the 2008 LANL SWEIS Expanded Operations Alternative 
and 2015 SPD SEIS.  Potential TRU waste generated by pit production would be a small fraction 
of the projected waste that was analyzed in previous NEPA analyses and include those rates from 
the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a), the 2015 SPD SIES (DOE 2015c), and the 2018 RLUOB 
EA (DOE 2018c). 

The environmental impacts from construction and operation of WIPP have been addressed in 
several NEPA analyses, particularly in the WIPP SEIS-II (DOE 1997).  The WIPP SEIS-II 
evaluated the impacts from disposal at WIPP of a TRU waste quantity equivalent to that 
established by the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act, as well as a larger quantity of waste from other 
sources (e.g., TRU waste that was not generated from defense activities).  The WIPP SEIS-II 
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analysis concludes that WIPP could be operated safely and that WIPP would not be expected to 
result in any long-term (over 10,000 years) impacts on human health (DOE 1997).  The WIPP 
SEIS-II supported DOE’s decision to open WIPP for TRU waste disposal (63 FR 3624, January 
23, 1998).  

In January 2018, DOE submitted a request to modify the New Mexico Environment Department 
WIPP Hazardous Waste Facility Permit to differentiate between the way RCRA waste volumes 
was defined versus the way the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act TRU waste volume (175,564 cubic 
meters) was calculated and tracked (DOE 2018d; NMED 2018).  In December 2018, the New 
Mexico Environment Department approved the DOE’s request to modify the existing WIPP 
Hazardous Waste Facility Permit (NMED 2018) and in January of 2019 DOE fully implemented 
the change in the method of tracking, reporting, and recording the volumes of generated waste.  
The permit modification is under appeal.  

This method for TRU disposed waste volumes as of July 25, 2020, is 69,470 cubic meters.22 
Based on the statutory limitations and agreements between DOE and the State of New Mexico 
and considering past disposals of TRU waste from across the DOE Complex, for NEPA 
purposes, NNSA estimated a TRU waste remaining disposal capacity of just over 100,000 cubic 
meters.  

The potential cumulative impacts associated with TRU waste disposal at WIPP from disposal of 
TRU waste generated from the pit production and other applicable DOE activities are listed in 
Table 4-5.  The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act volume capacity limit for TRU waste disposal is 
also listed in Table 4-5 (DOE 2019c).  Assuming a production rate of 30 pits per year, 
approximately 5,350 cubic meters of TRU waste is projected to be generated over the life (i.e., 
50 years) of pit production at LANL.  

With regard to the potential cumulative impacts on the available TRU waste capacity at WIPP, 
Table 4-5 presents a summary of the estimated TRU waste generation rates of the proposed 
action over a 50-year period along with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable TRU waste 
generation and WIPP capacity estimates. 

  

 

 
22 The Annual Transuranic Waste Inventory Report- 2019 focuses on all TRU waste stored or projected to be 
generated through CY 2033 at the TRU waste generator sites but includes data on projected TRU waste inventories 
through CY 2050. This report can be viewed online at https://wipp.energy.gov/library/TRUwaste/DOE-TRU-19-
3425_R0_FINAL.pdf. This report shows that past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, including 
TRU waste to be generated as a result of this proposed action, would not exceed the volume of record. TRU waste 
numbers will change over time and this table represents a snapshot of the waste inventory. The Annual TRU Waste 
Inventory Report is updated annually and current TRU waste volumes at WIPP are posted at 
https://wipp.energy.gov/shipment-information.asp. 
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TABLE 4-5. CUMULATIVE TRU WASTE GENERATION 

Activity TRU Waste (Cubic Meters) 
Past TRU Waste Disposed of at WIPP as of July 25, 2020a 69,470 

Present and Projected TRU Waste Needing Disposal 
(Annual Transuranic Waste Inventory Report – 2019) 

Contact-handled TRU waste total inventory volume b 42,600 

Remote-handled TRU waste total inventory volume c 2,580 

Projected TRU volume beyond 2033 d 14,290 
Present and Projected TRU Waste Needing Disposal 

(Other Potential NNSA Actions) 

TRU waste projected from LANL Plutonium Pit Production  
(30 pits per year): 50-year projection e  5,350 

TRU waste projected from SRS Pit Production  
(50 pits per year): 50-year projection f 31,350 

Projected TRU waste for Surplus Plutonium (7.1 MT of surplus Pu) g 365 

Total of Present and Reasonably Foreseeable (Projected) Future Actions  96,535 

Total Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions  166,005 

Land Withdrawal Act TRU waste volume of record h 175,564 
a. Volume represents WIPP Land Withdrawal Act total volume of record. Information obtained from https://wipp.energy.gov/shipment-

information.asp is a snapshot of levels on July 25, 2020.  Some waste that was emplaced at WIPP between the inventory report on this date 
will show up in past, present, and projected waste volumes so there is a small variation in waste volume numbers depending on the dates of 
publication of these reports and the date the waste volume emplaced is pulled from this website.  Any future evaluation should start with a 
review of current TRU waste volumes at WIPP online at https://wipp.energy.gov/shipment-information.asp. 

b. (DOE 2019c Table 3-1).  Provides contact-handled TRU waste projections through 2033.  This volume includes TRU waste resulting from 
disposition of six metric tons of surplus plutonium (SR-KAC-PuOx) which was evaluated in the 2015 SPD SEIS (DOE 2015c). 

c. (DOE 2019c Tables 3-2).  Provides remote-handled TRU waste projections through 2033. 
d. (DOE 2019c Table 4-4).  The projected TRU volume beyond 2033 is 18,400 cubic meters. The LANL waste stream LA-MHD01.001 was 

subtracted from this total to prevent double counting of LANL TRU waste (18,400 – 4,110 = 14,290 cubic meters).  Table 4-5 of this SA uses 
14,290 cubic meters. 

e. Based on the annual TRU waste volume from Table 3-7 of this SA. 
f. (DOE 2020, Table 5-4).  NNSA anticipates this estimate will be reduced in the Final SRS EIS. 
g.  (DOE 2019c Table 4-2).  DOE directed potential WIPP waste streams (SR-KAC-HET-1 and SR-KAC-PuOx-1) represent TRU waste 

resulting from disposition of the 7.1 metric tons of surplus plutonium (DOE 2015c).  
h.  Public Law 102-579, The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act identifies the WIPP volume of record as 6.2 million cubic feet (175,564 cubic meters) 

Low-Level Waste 
Table 4-6 presents total anticipated LLW waste projections for ongoing activities at LANL and 
reasonably foreseeable actions, including the proposed action for producing 80 pits per year. 
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TABLE 4-6. LOW-LEVEL WASTE PROJECTIONS 

NEPA Analysis Facility LLW Projections (Cubic yards 
per year) 

2008 LANL SWEIS Expanded 
Operations Alternative 
(Includes proposed pit 
production) 

Plutonium Facility Complex a 1,400 

Sigma Complex a 1,300 

CMR a 2,600 

RLWTF a 390 

Solid Radioactive and Chemical 
Waste Facilities a 300 

Decontamination Waste b 23,350 

Remediation Waste b 105,820 

Total LANL (Operations, 
decontamination, and 
Remediation Waste) b 

141,570 

2018 RLUOB EA 
(Modifications and Operations) 

PF-4 and RLUOB c 
AC/MC Operations 2,675 

2015 SPD SEIS 
Operations at LANL 

PF-4 d 39 

LANL Total  144,624 

Production of 30 to 80 pits per 
year at LANL e PF-4 885 – 2,355 

a. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 149, Table 5-47) 
b. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 151, Table 5-49).  Values presented in Table 5-49 in the 2008 LANL SWEIS are for 10-year projections (DOE 2008a).  

These values are divided by 10 to represent an approximate annual generation rate in this SA. 
c. (DOE 2018c, p. 54, Table 18).  Projections in the 2018 RLUOB EA were reported as 72,230 cubic feet.  To convert to cubic yards, multiply 

by 0.037.  
d. (DOE 2015c, ch. 4 p. 60, Table 4-19).  Peak annual LLW projections in the 2015 SPD SEIS were reported as 30 cubic meters for processing 

two metric tons over a period of 6.67 years.  To convert to cubic yards, multiply by 1.307.  
e. Table 3-7 of this SA.  This row is provided to compare to the proposed action and is not an incremental cumulative increase. 

Projected rates of low-level waste, cumulatively with all foreseeable projects, are consistent with 
the rates projected in the 2008 LANL SWEIS Expanded Operations Alternative, the 2015 SPD 
SEIS, and the 2018 RLUOB EA.  Potential low-level waste generated by pit production would 
be a small fraction of the waste impacts analyzed in previous NEPA analyses including the 2008 
LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a), the 2015 SPD SEIS (DOE 2015c), and the 2018 RLUOB EA 
(DOE 2018c). 

Mixed Low-Level Waste 
Table 4-7 presents total anticipated MLLW projections for ongoing activities at LANL and 
reasonably foreseeable actions, including the proposed action for producing 80 pits per year. 
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TABLE 4-7. MIXED LOW-LEVEL WASTE PROJECTIONS 

NEPA Analysis Facility MLLW Projections (Cubic yards 
per year) 

2008 LANL SWEIS Expanded 
Operations Alternative 
(Includes proposed pit 
production) 

Plutonium Facility Complex a 20 

Sigma Complex a 5 

CMR a 30 

RLWTF a 3 

Solid Radioactive and Chemical 
Waste Facilities a 10 

Decontamination Waste b 190 

Remediation Waste b 18,000 

Total LANL 
(Operations, decontamination, 

and Remediation Waste)b 
18,300 

2018 RLUOB EA 
(Modifications and Operations) 

PF-4 and RLUOB 
AC/MC Operations c 49 

2015 SPD SEIS 
Operations at LANL 

PF-4 d 0.39 

LANL Total  18,351 

Production of 30 to 80 pits per 
year at LANL e PF-4 1.4 – 3.7 

a. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 149, Table 5-47) 
b. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 151, Table 5-49).  Values presented in Table 5-49 in the 2008 LANL SWEIS are for 10-year projections (DOE 2008a).  

These values are divided by 10 to represent an approximate annual generation rate in this SA. 
c. (DOE 2018c, p. 54, Table 18).  Projection in the 2018 RLUOB EA was reported as 1,330 cubic feet.  To convert to cubic yards, multiply by 

0.037. 
d. (DOE 2015c, ch. 4 p. 60, Table 4-19).  Peak annual MLLW projections in the 2015 SPD SEIS were reported as 0.3 cubic meters for 

processing two metric tons over a period of 6.67 years.  To convert to cubic yards, multiply by 1.307. 
e. Table 3-7 of this SA.  This row is provided to compare to the proposed action and is not an incremental cumulative increase. 

Projected rates of MLLW, cumulatively with all foreseeable projects, are consistent with the 
rates projected in the 2008 LANL SWEIS Expanded Operations Alternative, the 2015 SPD 
SEIS, and 2018 RLUOB EA.  Potential MLLW waste generated by the pit production would be a 
small fraction of the waste impacts analyzed in previous NEPA analyses including the 2008 
LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a), the 2015 SPD SEIS (DOE 2015c), and the 2018 RLUOB EA 
(DOE 2018c).  

Chemical Waste 
Table 4-8 presents total anticipated chemical waste projections for ongoing activities at LANL 
and reasonably foreseeable actions, including the proposed action for producing 80 pits per year. 
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Projected rates of chemical waste, cumulatively with all foreseeable projects, are consistent with 
the rates projected in the 2008 LANL SWEIS Expanded Operations Alternative, the 2015 SPD 
SEIS, and 2018 RLUOB EA.  Potential chemical waste generated by the pit production would be 
a small fraction of the waste impacts analyzed in previous NEPA analyses including the 2008 
LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a), the 2015 SPD SEIS (DOE 2015c), and the 2018 RLUOB EA 
(DOE 2018c). 

TABLE 4-8. CHEMICAL WASTE PROJECTIONS. 

NEPA Analysis Facility Chemical Waste Projections 
pounds per year 

2008 LANL SWEIS Expanded 
Operations Alternative 
(Includes proposed pit 
production) 

Plutonium Facility Complex a 19,000 

Sigma Complex a 22,000 

CMR a 25,000 

RLWTF a 1,100 

Decontamination Waste b 442,500 

Remediation Waste b 9,700,000 

Total LANL 
(Operations, Decontamination, 

and Remediation Waste)b 
12,900,000 

2018 RLUOB EA 
(Includes Modifications and 
Operations) 

PF-4 and RLUOB c 
AC/MC Operations 24,700 

2015 SPD SEIS 
Operations at LANL 

PF-4 N/A 

LANL Total  12,924,700 

Production of 30 to 80 pits per 
year at LANL d PF-4 150,000 – 399,000 

a. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 149, Table 5-47)  
b. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 151, Table 5-49).  Values presented in Table 5-49 in the 2008 LANL SWEIS are for 10-year projections (DOE 2008a).  

These values are divided by 10 to represent an approximate annual generation rate in this SA. 
c. (DOE 2018c, p. 54, Table 18) 
d. Table 3-7 of this SA.  This row is provided to compare to the proposed action and is not an incremental cumulative increase. 

Summary 
Potential cumulative impacts associated with TRU waste, LLW, MLLW, and chemical waste for 
ongoing activities at LANL and reasonably foreseeable related activities, including changes in 
plutonium operations, surplus plutonium disposition, and ongoing operations at LANL, are 
anticipated to be consistent with the cumulative impacts analyses in the 2008 LANL SWEIS 
(DOE 2008a), the RLUOB EA (DOE 2018c), and the 2015 SPD SEIS (DOE 2015c).  NNSA 
would re-evaluate the cumulative impacts that might result from future decisions on plutonium 
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disposition activities if those activity levels were to increase at LANL, but at this time such 
impacts are expected to be within the impacts considered under prior NEPA analyses. 

4.5.1.3 Transportation 

Cumulative impacts for transportation of nuclear material and waste were evaluated in previous 
NEPA analyses and center on radiological impacts to the public and worker health.  The 
collective doses and cumulative health effects resulting from a projected 130 years (from 1943 to 
2073) of nuclear material and waste transport across the United States have been estimated in the 
Surplus Plutonium Disposition Final SEIS (DOE 2015c, ch. 4 p. 136, Table 4-48 and ch. 4 p. 
139, Table 4-49) and are shown in Table 4-9 in this SA. 

The majority of the collective doses for workers and the general population would be associated 
with general transportation of radioactive materials.  Examples of these activities include 
shipments of radiopharmaceuticals to nuclear medicine laboratories and shipments of LLW to 
commercial disposal facilities.  The total collective worker doses from all types of shipments 
(e.g., general transportation, historical shipments, reasonably foreseeable actions, and shipments 
under the 2015 SPD SEIS (DOE 2015c) were estimated to be 421,000 person-rem, which could 
result in 252 excess LCFs among the worker population, as shown in Table 4-9.  The total 
collective doses to the general public were estimated to be 436,000 person-rem, which could 
result in 262 excess LCFs among the general population.  As shown in Table 4-9, the estimated 
doses associated with radioactive waste and material transportation under the Expanded 
Operations Alternative in this SA (as described in Section 4.4), and projects considered for 
cumulative impacts, would be a small fraction of the cumulative impacts previously analyzed in 
existing NEPA analyses. 

TABLE 4-9. TRANSPORTATION CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Action 
Crew Dose 

(Person-rem) 
Risk of LCF 

Population 
Dose 

(Person-rem) 
Risk of LCF 

2008 LANL SWEIS Expanded 
Operations Alternative a  910 0 (0.15) 287 0 (0.17) 

Final Surplus Plutonium 
Disposition SEIS b  650 0 (0.4) 580 0 (0.3) 

All other action from 1943 to 
2073b  421,000 252 436,000 262 

RLUOB Operations c  125 0 (0.08) 41 0 (0.02) 

WIPP SEIS-II d  790 0 (0.47) 5,900 3.54 

Total 423,475 253.1 442,808 266 
a. (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 230, Table 5-85) 
b. (DOE 2015c, ch. 4 p. 139, Table 4-49) 
c. (DOE 2018c, p. 61, Table 21) 
d. (DOE 2016a)  
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS AND DETERMINATION 

NNSA’s proposed action is to implement elements of the Expanded Operations Alternative in 
the 2008 LANL SWEIS, as needed, to produce a minimum of 30 war reserve pits per year during 
2026 for the national pit production mission and to implement surge efforts to exceed 30 pits per 
year to meet NPR and national policy.  This SA evaluates the potential impacts of implementing 
elements of the Expanded Operations Alternative for pit production and considers new 
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns through a comprehensive 
review of existing NEPA analyses to determine if additional NEPA analysis is required per 
DOE’s NEPA regulations in 10 CFR 1021.314.  For all resource areas, the analyses verified that 
the potential environmental impacts would not be different, or would not be significantly 
different, than impacts in existing NEPA analyses identified in Section 1.4 and reevaluated in 
Section 3.0.  

Based on the results of this SA, NNSA has determined that the proposed action does not 
constitute a substantial change from actions previously analyzed, and there is no significant new 
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns.  Therefore, as Field Office 
Manager for the DOE/NNSA Los Alamos Field Office and pursuant to NNSA’s Administrative 
Procedure and DOE’s NEPA implementing procedures (10 CFR 1021.314(c)), I have determined 
that no further NEPA documentation is required, and NNSA may amend the existing 2008 
LANL SWEIS ROD. 

DOE/NNSA Concurrence:  

 

_________________________________________   ______________________ 
Kristen Dors  Date 
NEPA Compliance Officer, DOE/NNSA 
Los Alamos Field Office 
 

_________________________________________   ______________________ 
Silas DeRoma  Date 
General Counsel, DOE/NNSA 
Los Alamos Field Office 

Approving Agent: 

 

_________________________________________   ______________________ 
Michael Weis  Date 
Field Office Manager, DOE/NNSA 
Los Alamos Field Office 
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APPENDIX A. COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT 

A.1 THE SUPPLEMENT ANALYSIS PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD OVERVIEW 

This appendix consists of responses to comments received on the Draft SA.  NNSA values the 
state, tribal, and public comments received and has made revisions to the Final SA based upon 
comments received or to clarify this SA as needed.  Although pertinent regulations do not require 
public comment on an SA, as a discretionary matter, NNSA decided to include public comments 
and responses to better assist the process.  

NNSA issued a notice on March 10, 2020, to the GovDelivery mailing lists for persons who have 
requested notification of activities related to LANL to provide notice of the availability of the 
Draft SA for review.  NNSA also made the Draft SA available for public review and comment 
on the NNSA NEPA reading room (https://www.energy.gov/nnsa/nnsa-nepa-reading-room).  

The Draft SA was available for public comment starting March 10, 2020.  During the comment 
period, NNSA accepted comments from all interested agencies (Federal, State, and local), Native 
American Tribes, public interest groups, businesses, and members of the public.  Due to the 
COVID-19 pandemic, the comment period was extended to May 9, 2020, for a total of a 60-day 
comment period. 

NNSA received 148 comment documents, including 14 comments that were received after the 
May 9, 2020 deadline. Seven comments were either blank or sent to the email box in error and 
thus considered irrelevant.  NNSA considered all comments received, including late comments.  
Table A-1 provides a list of the commenters who submitted one or more comment documents 
during this SA process.  A summary of the comments, as well as NNSA’s corresponding 
responses to those summary comments, are provided in Section A.2.  All comment documents 
received are included in the Administrative Record for this SA. 
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TABLE A-1. INDEX OF COMMENTERS  

Commenter Name Affiliation (If Provided) 
Acosta, Miguel Earth Care Youth Leadership for Community Change 

Albrecht, Kathryn   

Allen, Tom Veterans for Peace Albuquerque Chapter 

Anderson, Glen   

Anhara, Andrew Lovato   
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Baker, Lawrence   

Balsamo, Bea   
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Beaumont, Holly Interfaith Worker Justice 
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Billups, Elizabeth   

Block, John, Esq.   

Bonafanti, Charles   
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Boyer, Jan   

Brown, Rick   

Brush, AnJanette 
 

Bryan, Mary   

Burns, Terry, M.D. The Alamo Group of the Sierra Club 

Burrowes PhD, Robert J.    

Carberry, Mike Green State Solutions 
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Carroll, Glenn Nuclear Watch South 

Cat, Laura   

Chavarria, J. Michael Governor, Santa Clara Indian Pueblo 

Chaves, Denis   

Chaves, Theresa   
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Colley, Vina PRESS (Generic) 
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Collins, Judy   

Colton, Julie   
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Cooley, Laura   
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Cowan, Margaret   
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Eagle, Dr. and Mrs. James 
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A.2 CONSIDERATIONS USED BY NNSA TO ASSESS RELEVANT PUBLIC COMMENTS 
ON THIS LANL SA 

NNSA considered every comment document received, determined if a comment document 
contained comments either directly related to the Draft SA or indirectly addressing a 
programmatic issue, summarized those comments, and prepared responses to address those 
comments.  The comment summaries and NNSA’s corresponding responses are shown below.  
Where applicable, the comment response indicates the section(s) of the Draft SA that was 
modified.  For the benefit of the public and NNSA, this comment response appendix is organized 
to group comment summaries by similar topic.  The topics include: 

• Validity of the SA determination 
• Purpose and need 
• NEPA process 
• New information/changed circumstances 
• Impact analyses 
• Nuclear weapon policies/new weapon designs 
• General opposition or support 
• Miscellaneous comments 

In addition to the summarized comments and responses, NNSA responded directly to any 
comments made by government agencies and federally recognized Indian tribes that directly 
related to the Draft SA or indirectly addressed a LANL-specific issue.  Two such comment 
documents were received, including from: 1) two Cabinet Departments under the Governor of 
New Mexico, New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) and New Mexico Energy, 
Minerals and Natural Resources Departments (EMNRD) (collectively, the Departments); and 2) 
the Santa Clara Pueblo.  Comments from the Departments and Santa Clara Pueblo are presented 
in Section A.2.1., a response is provided after each comment. 

A.2.1 Comments from NMED and EMNRD (referred to as NM) 

NM-1. DOE and NNSA must account for cumulative impact from failing to prioritize legacy 

contamination cleanup (2016 Consent Order) at Los Alamos.  This SA should also 

discuss the settlement agreement between DOE and the State of Idaho.23 

Response 

NNSA agrees with the Departments on the importance of considering potential cumulative 
impacts related to legacy cleanup, including the 2016 Consent Order, the 2019 Supplemental 
Agreement between DOE and the State of Idaho, and remediation of legacy waste at LANL.  

 

 
23 NM comments included the comment topics provided and additional narrative elements.  Only the comment 
topics are reproduced here. 
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DOE recognizes the need for continuity in the transport of TRU waste from LANL to WIPP and 
that any agreements should not disrupt that ability.  Negotiation of the 2019 Supplemental 
Agreement with the State of Idaho was conducted in a manner that ensures TRU waste disposal 
needs at LANL are recognized. 

In this case, the Departments maintain that this SA should include discussion of the 2016 
Consent Order between DOE and NMED and also discussion of a 2019 settlement between DOE 
and the State of Idaho in the cumulative impact analysis of the document, with particular regard 
to the prioritization of legacy cleanup at LANL.  While NNSA differs from the Departments’ 
position that discussion of these two documents is warranted in the cumulative analysis, NNSA 
agrees that it would be appropriate to review environmental impacts arising from these 
requirements, if any. 
Implementation of the Consent Order was a fundamental part of the 2008 LANL SWEIS and 
understanding impacts from past, current, and future LANL operations to several environmental 
resources was central to this agreement.  The 2016 Consent Order provides for increased 
communication and collaboration between the NMED and DOE during planning and execution 
of work.  The 2016 Consent Order placed an emphasis in implementation of interim and 
corrective measures, sampling and monitoring, risk assessments, and excavation of contaminated 
areas.  The 2016 Consent Order does not change the scope of the investigations, cleanup, and 
corrective measures to be conducted at LANL; and therefore, the cumulative waste impacts are 
not different than those analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS. 

While the procedural changes reflected in the 2016 Consent Order are not expressly addressed in 
this SA, the original impacts of remediating LANL contaminated sites (the ultimate goal of both 
the 2005 and 2016 Consent Orders) have been evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  The 2008 
LANL SWEIS analyzed 2005 Consent Order actions and the cumulative waste impacts in the 
Expanded Operations Alternative.  These impacts are not changed by the 2016 Consent Order.  
Moreover, NNSA’s prior NEPA reviews have incorporated consideration of the 2016 Consent 
Order.  For example, in the 2018 SWEIS SA, the modified Consent Order was reviewed in light 
of current and future expected Laboratory operations and concluded that impacts would in 
general be less than the 2008 LANL SWEIS projections.  Next, the impacts noted by the joint 
comments are in fact reconsidered in this SA with potential impacts from the proposed action for 
pit production (see Section 4.4).  This analysis shows impacts would be consistent with the 2008 
LANL SWEIS.  Finally, while it is NNSA’s view that the impacts relating to the aim of the 2005 
and 2016 Orders on Consent are adequately considered in the Draft SA, NNSA has revised 
Section 1.4 (Other Relevant Documents) of this SA to ensure that readers are aware of the 2016 
Consent Order. 

Regarding the 2019 Supplemental Agreement between DOE and the State of Idaho, NNSA 
understands the Departments’ comment to relate to the potential impacts of this agreement on 
storage and shipment of transuranic waste at LANL as constituting information which should be 
assessed as a cumulative impact in this SA.  NNSA agrees that the Draft SA did not include a 
discussion of the Idaho 2019 Supplemental Agreement, which addresses deadlines and 
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commitments made in a 1995 Settlement Agreement between DOE and Idaho, and NNSA has 
revised Section 1.4 (Other Relevant Documents) of this SA to ensure it reflects that existence of 
the 2019 Supplemental Agreement.  However, NNSA respectfully submits that any impacts that 
might result from execution of the 2019 Supplemental Agreement are amply addressed in post-
1995 NEPA documents. 

The Settlement Agreement commitments were made long before the 2008 LANL SWEIS and the 
2019 Supplemental Agreement, which reaffirms DOE commitments made in 1995, and is not a 
change that is significant within the meaning of NEPA.  The 2008 LANL SWEIS analyzed the 
capability to store waste at various locations onsite, including TA-54.  NNSA acknowledges that 
the Consent Order requires DOE to cleanup legacy waste and NNSA’s pit production mission 
will not negatively impact the DOE Office of Environmental Management (DOE-EM) ability to 
continue to carry out its mission. 

LANL has operated for nearly 25 years since the 1995 Supplemental Agreement and has had 
sufficient storage during that period, even during the WIPP closure.  It is worth noting that since 
1995, Idaho National Labs have removed approximately 90 percent of their TRU waste covered 
by this agreement. 

NM-2. DOE and NNSA must utilize its fully appropriated congressional budget on legacy 

contamination remediation activities to protect New Mexicans. 

Response 

NNSA agrees that it is important to utilize funding appropriated by Congress for cleanup on 
legacy contamination remediation activities.  NNSA also maintains that impacts relating to 
cleanup of legacy contamination are appropriate to discuss in the context of NEPA, and, as noted 
above, NNSA has reviewed impacts related to cleanup of legacy contamination in several 
documents such as the LANL SWEIS from 1999 and 2008.  NNSA respectfully disagrees with 
the Departments that the LANL SWEIS SA must compare appropriated and expended funding as 
part of its NEPA analysis as the focus of the LANL SWEIS SA is to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts of producing a minimum of 30 pits per year at LANL and implementing 
surge efforts to exceed 30 pits per year.  To the extent these activities impact – or are impacted 
by – cleanup of legacy waste, consideration of those impacts is appropriate.  With regard to such 
impacts, this SA remains consistent with the impacts of legacy cleanup in the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS.  

NM-3. LANL must ensure compliance with all applicable regulatory requirements and must 

improve their record of non-compliance. 

Response 

NNSA acknowledges the importance of LANL complying with all applicable regulatory 
requirements.  LANL’s management and operating contractor, Triad National Security, LLC 
(Triad), emphasizes environmental compliance and is focused on continuous improvement of 
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performance against permit conditions.  LANL has been entrusted with the responsibilities of 
environmental stewardship on the land designated for missions on behalf of the nation.  As such, 
establishing and maintaining environmental leadership for our local communities is a value held 
by NNSA. 

NNSA understands this comment to convey the Departments’ concerns that a reduced 
environmental management budget at LANL introduces risk into environmental compliance.  
NNSA expects that DOE will continue to conduct remediation activities under the 2016 Consent 
Order in good faith and expects that Congress will continue to fund those obligations.  The 
environmental compliance operating budget for Triad and the DOE environmental management 
legacy remediation budget are separately authorized and appropriated.  Any actual or perceived 
increase or reduction in the LANL DOE environmental management budget does not reduce 
funding for LANL’s operational environmental compliance program.  NNSA acknowledges that 
increasing site operations introduces compliance risk due to increased site activities.  However, 
increased NNSA funding at LANL, including for pit production, results in increased funding for 
Triad’s operational environmental compliance program so these concerns are addressed.   

LANL uses an Integrated Review Tool (IRT) to manage new or modified projects and evaluates 
against any applicable federal, state, county or local regulation/ordinance.  The IRT is managed 
by Triad through trained environmental subject matter experts who help ensure any proposed 
project meets environmental compliance requirements.  Furthermore, the 1999 and 2008 LANL 
SWEIS has considered impacts on environmental compliance areas under increased operations 
and, as a result, LANL has mitigation commitments that include additional environmental 
compliance monitoring and reporting such as the SWEIS Yearbook and the SWEIS Mitigation 
Action Plan Annual Report. 

LANL recognizes the Departments’ commitment to consider the compliance history of permitted 
facilities when executing administrative permitting decisions on behalf of the State of New 
Mexico, and NNSA commits to maintaining transparent lines of communication with the 
Department’s staff as NNSA strives to ensure compliance with all applicable compliance 
requirements.  It is NNSA’s view that LANL and NMED from the highest levels of leadership 
down to the respective compliance staff have made great progress toward building a 
communicative, collaborative compliance relationship, and NNSA looks forward to continuing 
the positive outcomes that result from that relationship.  As NNSA works through its analysis of 
how and where to appropriately site its pit production and manufacturing capabilities, NNSA 
assures that LANL will remain focused on compliance to all applicable requirements. 

NM-4. DOE and NNSA did not discuss and/or quantify various environmental legal matters 

that could have a material impact on its conclusion. 

Response 

NNSA acknowledges that NMED’s Final Decision on the WIPP Permit modification request 
which clarified the TRU mixed waste disposal volume reporting has been appealed.  Regardless 
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of the outcome of this appeal, NNSA expects the waste evaluations made in the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS with respect to LANL activities to remain valid.  With regard to the NEPA analysis of 
potential environmental impacts, the proposed action for producing 30 pits per year and surge 
operations for producing up to 80 pits per year as needed would have fewer impacts for TRU 
waste shipping to WIPP than were analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, derived from waste 
volume estimates that were based on operations data collected during pit production runs from 
2007 to 2011.  NNSA waste estimates provide a realistic disclosure of waste generated that are 
only from pit production activities.  These waste estimates are less than the waste estimate 
volumes evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (see Section 3.3.5 Affected Environment, Existing 
NEPA Analysis, and New Information).  The Final SA has been revised to include reference to 
the pending appeal. 

In the event the pending appeal was to impact an activity in a manner not foreseen in previous 
NEPA reviews, NNSA would re-evaluate the activities prior to initiating action on them.  As 
noted above, NNSA appreciates the collaborative relationship between NNSA and NMED, and 
NNSA and the Carlsbad Field Office will continue to work with NMED on issues related to 
shipping and disposal of TRU waste at WIPP.  

NM-5. Construction activities must have air quality permits, if applicable, and reasonable 

measures must be taken to control emissions of ozone precursors, nitrogen oxides, 

volatile organic compounds, and fugitive dust.  This SA should also discuss 

reclamation of land disturbed by construction and noise.  

Response 

NNSA agrees that construction activities at LANL must operate in compliance with applicable 
permitting, to include air quality permits.  LANL has a mature air quality compliance program 
and routinely operates in compliance with these requirements and would continue in this fashion 
for this proposal.  LANL is in full compliance with the current Title V permit and is currently 
working with NMED Air Quality Bureau on a Title V permit renewal permit which is anticipated 
to be issued in October 2020.  There is no history of current or pending notices of violation 
associated with the LANL Title V air permit.  

As noted above, LANL uses an IRT to manage new or modified projects and evaluate against 
any applicable federal, state, county or local regulation/ordinance.  The IRT is managed by Triad 
through trained environmental subject matter experts who help ensure any proposed project 
meets LANL internal environmental best management practices and any environmental (current 
and pending) regulation.  Currently, LANL air emissions are well within Title V and New 
Source Review construction permit limits. 

LANL non-radiological air emissions remain very low as indicated in Section 3.5.2.2 of the 2018 
LANL SWEIS SA.  Potential air quality impacts from LANL’s pit mission proposal are 
discussed in Table 3-1 of this SA.  LANL takes actions to reduce air quality impacts such as: 
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• Prior to the construction, for equipment used that requires a federal or state permit, it will 
be obtained, filed and approved by NMED. 

• A list of major equipment that may emit air pollutants will be provided along with the 
temporary duration of time expected to be used.  

• Any open burning operations, must comply with the Open Burning and Smoke 
Management requirements of New Mexico Administrative Code Sections 20.2.60 and 
20.2.65 as well as LANL’s Title V Operating Permit.  

Areas disturbed by construction activity are stabilized through reseeding with native perennial 
vegetation or the installation of permanent non-vegetative measures (e.g., pavement, riprap, 
gravel, and geotextiles).  For construction activities subject to the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit (CGP), stabilization is executed and 
maintained in accordance with CGP requirements until final stabilization is achieved.  CGP 
permitted projects are also required to minimize dust through the appropriate application of 
water or other dust suppression techniques to control the generation of pollutants. 

Following construction, these actions occur on areas of land disturbance: 

• Stabilization measures where earth-disturbing activities have permanently or temporarily 
ceased on any portions of a site.  Stabilization activities are within 7-calendar days for 
sites that discharge to an impaired watercourse.  

• The use of appropriate storm water management, sediment, and erosion control best 
management practices in accordance with LANL Engineering Standards, Chapter 3 Civil, 
G10GEN, 6.0, A, the LA-UR-11-10371, construction specifications, good engineering 
practices, and industry standards are required for all construction projects. 

• Although there are no local or county air quality regulations on minimizing fugitive dust 
from construction sites, good management practices are to periodically use a water spray 
on active haul roads and construction sites in coordination with any Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan requirements. 

Prior to commencement of construction projects, all equipment used that requires a federal or 
state permit will be obtained, filed and approved by NMED.  A list of major equipment that may 
emit air pollutants will be provided along with the temporary duration of time expected to be 
used.  

NMED and Los Alamos County have air quality jurisdiction for LANL.  There are no local 
requirements in Los Alamos County that are more stringent than current applicable air permit 
requirements found in 20.2 NMAC, the New Mexico statewide air quality regulation.  

Current and future industrial activities at LANL will not adversely affect the contribution of 
ozone to the atmosphere.  LANL will continue to apply engineering and administrative best 
management practices in full compliance with any and all applicable regulations at all times. 
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NM-6. Construction activities must have a NPDES Construction General Permit, if 

applicable. 

Response 

NNSA acknowledges the NPDES CGP requirement.  LANL routinely operates in compliance 
with these requirements and would continue in this fashion for the subject proposal.  LANL has a 
mature storm water quality compliance program that oversees implementation of compliance 
activities including the acquisition of CGP coverage for construction projects, the development 
and implementation of Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans, and the installation and 
maintenance of storm water control measures.  Since the start of the current CGP in May 2017, 
LANL has achieved a 93 percent compliance rate, as identified through permit required site 
inspections, and continually works to maintain and improve CGP compliance status.  The 
Laboratory also has an established IRT that is utilized to screen upcoming construction projects 
and activities for applicable regulatory permits and requirements.  When NPDES CGP 
requirements are identified through the project review process, LANL’s storm water quality 
program is engaged to implement the necessary requirements.  LANL routinely operates in 
compliance with these requirements and would continue in this fashion for the subject proposal. 

NM-7. Best management practices must be employed to protect sources of drinking water 

supply. 

Response 

NNSA agrees that it is important to protect the four regulated public drinking water wells 
identified by the Departments’ and supports the requirements for best management practices to 
protect sources of drinking water supply.  LANL operates in compliance with these requirements 
and would continue compliance for the subject proposal. 

The Laboratory’s drinking water supply system is under the operation of Los Alamos County 
who is responsible for executing the regulatory requirements of the Safe Drinking Water Act 
(SDWA) with respect to this system.  LANL samples drinking water supply wells on behalf of 
Los Alamos County to support SDWA compliance.  To evaluate and protect drinking water 
supply sources, LANL monitors groundwater quality on a quarterly and annual basis through the 
Interim Facility Ground Water Monitoring Program (IFGMP).  IFGMP data is reported to LANL 
stakeholders through periodic monitoring reports and inclusion in Intellus New Mexico.  
Additionally, agreements are in place and activities are executed to notify the Buckman 
Diversion Project of large storm water runoff events from specified LANL watersheds so that the 
Buckman Facility can appropriately manage their drinking water source intakes. 
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NM-8. The March 2020 draft supplemental analysis of the 2008 LANL SWEIS does not fully 

investigate potential negative impacts on existing solid waste management units. 

Response 

NNSA recognizes that the subject proposal has the potential for activities within or adjacent to 
solid waste management units (SWMUs) at LANL.  All LANL activities have this potential and 
there are no unique or specific potential impacts for the subject proposal.  The 2008 LANL 
SWEIS analyzed all LANL operations, including construction and decontamination and 
demolition activities, in the context of the LANL Consent Order and Individual Permit (which 
address SWMUs).  The proposal for pit production would not have significant impacts to 
SWMUs beyond those already analyzed.  Please refer to Appendix I of the 2008 LANL SWEIS, 
which provides a detailed evaluation of the SWMU’s.  Some of the investigations of these 
contaminated areas date back decades through records and personnel interviews.  The fidelity of 
these investigations is considered as an indication of LANL’s desire to correct past issues.  The 
2011 CMRR Supplemental EIS (Section 4.3.12) provides further discussion of a contamination 
area at TA-48 (PRS-48-001).  This location is an area where major construction for the proposed 
pit missions support facilities would take place.  Prior NEPA reviews in the 2008 LANL SWEIS 
(Sections 5.1 – 5.9) and the 2011 CMRR Supplemental EIS (Section 4.3.12) did not indicate any 
significant impacts and these impacts were reconsidered in this SA. 

All construction activities and new or modified projects are reviewed through the IRT process 
for regulatory compliance, including potential impacts to SWMUs and for NEPA compliance.  
This review was conducted using the same IRT process discussed in comment #’s NM-3, NM-5, 
and NM-6.  Project staff are provided information from environmental subject matter experts on 
locations of areas of potential contamination.  Potential impacts are managed by avoiding 
disturbance of contaminated areas through re-siting or establishing barriers.  Sampling would be 
conducted to ensure negligible disturbance.  The proposed facilities considered in this SA have 
been sited to negate or minimize impacts at SWMUs.  Table 3-1 of this SA was updated to 
describe practices used to minimize impacts with SWMUs.  NNSA anticipates similar impacts to 
SWMUs as those already addressed in the 2011 CMRR Supplemental EIS and the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS.  

NM-9. Increased pit production will generate extra waste and DOE and NNSA will likely 

have to request permit modifications to increase their hazardous waste storage 

capacity. 

Response 

NNSA agrees that low-level waste and chemical waste projections for producing up to 80 pits 
per year as reviewed in this SA shows higher estimates for the proposal than estimated for the 
Plutonium Facility Complex in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (Section 5.9.3) but not for LANL overall 
at a site-level.  This estimate only relates to annual rate of generation and not the ability or 
capacity to store these waste types.  These waste streams currently have disposal pathways and 
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while NNSA respects the Departments’ forecast that a future permit modification may be 
necessary, NNSA would point out that this SA and other NEPA analyses address the impacts 
underlying the activities that would necessitate that and also that such a request, if needed, would 
be conducted in accordance with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act and the New 
Mexico Waste Act. 

NM-10. The DOE and NNSA must include the State of New Mexico Radioactive Waste 

Consultation Task Force in its transportation planning process for legacy waste 

removal. 

Response 

NNSA agrees with the Departments on the importance of coordinating with the State of New 
Mexico and NMED, including the Waste Consultation Task Force, on planning efforts regarding 
transportation planning for legacy waste removal.  However, the scope for this SA does not 
include legacy waste removal and did not identify impacts affecting the planning for legacy 
waste removal. 

NM-11. The DOE and NNSA must include current census data in the environmental justice 

analysis for transportation impacts to disproportionate populations. 

Response 

NNSA agrees with the Departments’ on the importance of environmental justice analysis, 
particularly in identifying and addressing fair treatment so that no group of people bears a 
disproportionate burden of environmental harms and risks resulting from adverse environmental 
consequences of industrial, governmental, and commercial operations.  NEPA requires the use of 
best available information.  The 2020 census is not yet available, therefore NNSA used the best 
available information to identify the location of low income and minority populations.  NNSA 
does not have a reasonable basis to conclude that that demographics relating to environmental 
justice have changed markedly since the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  

In 2018, NNSA again reviewed the 2008 LANL SWEIS environmental justice impacts and 
determined that there were no disproportionally high and adverse impacts on minority or low-
income populations residing near LANL, including from current pit production activities.  The 
radiological dose from emissions associated with normal operations would, in fact, be slightly 
lower for members of Hispanic, Native American, total minority, and low-income populations 
than for members of the population that are not in these groups (see 2018 SWEIS SA, pp. 125–
126).  This SA includes updated information regarding minority and low-income populations as 
it pertains to potential disproportionally high and adverse impacts from pit production at LANL.  
This includes demographic profile information obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau website in 
2019 that is used to compare to estimated projections for dose.  These estimated doses for 
minority and low-income populations in the region surrounding LANL are within the range of 
impacts that NNSA previously evaluated in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (see Section 3.3.3). 
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NM-12. The DOE and NNSA must include an assumption in its surplus plutonium analysis 

based on potential court reversal on the method of waste volume calculation that 

includes potential impacts to transportation regarding pit production and SPD, and 

the current statutory limitations at the WIPP, existing inventory of legacy waste, and 

future waste generated for disposition at the WIPP. 

Response 

Please see NNSA’s response to the Departments’ comment #NM-4 above.  With respect to the 
fact that DOE has identified surplus plutonium that “is under consideration or slated for 
disposition at WIPP” and the Departments’ concerns that this could result in an exceedance of 
the authorized volume at WIPP, DOE has not announced a decision regarding the referenced 
surplus plutonium and has not arrived at a proposal for this material that is sufficiently developed 
for NEPA analysis.  Future activities related to surplus plutonium would be subject to additional 
NEPA analysis and environmental review before proceeding.  Based on day-to-day operational 
processes, the DOE Carlsbad Field Office tracks the volume of TRU waste disposed at the WIPP 
facility using proven and audited quality assurance procedures, and therefore, will ensure that the 
total TRU waste volume capacity limit of 6.2 million cubic feet (175,564 cubic meters) 
established in Public Law 102-579, The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act is not exceeded. 

A.2.2 Comments from Santa Clara Pueblo (referred to as SC) 

SC-1. Santa Clara Pueblo states that it “trusts these comments will be respected as part of 

government-to-government relationship with the U.S. Department of Energy” and 

references DOE Orders, DOE policy, and agreements with DOE.  Santa Clara 

Pueblo requests government-to-government consultation on NNSA’s decisions related 

to this SA before such decisions are made. 

Response 

NNSA has committed to engaging Santa Clara Pueblo in government-to-government 
consultations.  NNSA will continue to engage in these consultations with Santa Clara Pueblo.  
NNSA understands Santa Clara Pueblo’s comment to include a request for consultation on 
decisions relating to increasing pit production at LANL; however, Congress and the President 
have already made these decisions in accordance with national security requirements.  NNSA is 
re-evaluating the environmental impacts of these decisions at the site-level at LANL in the 
LANL SA.  
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SC-2. Santa Clara Pueblo states that its comments are limited in scope because of the need 

to focus time and resources on COVID-19 matters and Santa Clara Pueblo requested 

an additional extension to the comment period. 

Response 

NNSA recognizes the disruptive nature of the COVID-19 pandemic and NNSA shares Santa 
Clara Pueblo’s concerns over the risk and dangers of the novel coronavirus.  LANL and the 
NNSA as a whole perform vital national security missions.  While NNSA is doing everything it 
can to protect the workforce and the surrounding communities, NNSA cannot abandon the tasks 
which form a foundation for national security.  The pit production project is one of those critical 
missions, and NNSA is moving forward both at LANL and SRS in a manner that takes the risks 
of the COVID-19 pandemic into account.  The NEPA activities that are required for the pit 
mission must therefore also continue to move forward.  The opportunity for public comment was 
carried out in a manner that did not contradict social distancing and shelter-in-place guidelines. 

Although pertinent regulations do not require public comment on an SA, as a discretionary 
matter, NNSA decided to include public comments and responses to better assist the process.  
NNSA issued the Draft SA for a 45-day public review period and, for reasons related to the 
COVID-19 pandemic, extended the comment period for an additional 15 days to May 9, 2020.  
With regard to extending the comment period on the Draft SA further, NNSA respectfully did 
not agree to extend the comment period further.  Given the importance of this effort at LANL, 
additional extension of the comment period would have a severe adverse impact on the detailed 
planning and coordination of this effort.  NNSA appreciates Santa Clara Pueblo’s interest in 
NNSA’s proposal to produce plutonium pits at LANL.  NNSA considered late comments to the 
extent practicable.  

SC-3. Santa Clara Pueblo states that the Draft SA does not comport with the requirements 

of NEPA for several reasons, including: 

• This SA does not meet the standards set forth in 2019 DOE SA guidance. 

• The Draft SA does not discuss new information related to “seismic environmental 
impacts” or is otherwise conclusory or incomplete and it does not explain how “the 
seismic intensity measure for ground motion fits within criteria for acceptable damage” 
and raises concerns about implementing facility upgrades and compliance. 

• The Draft SA does not discuss a 2019 DNFSB report concerning the Plutonium Facility 
and does not state clearly that required facility upgrades will be completed before 
increased plutonium pit production would start.  

• The description of the proposed action in the Draft SA is too vague, including references 
to new support facilities and implementing improvements without explaining specific 

work. 
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Response 

NNSA respectfully disagrees that this SA does not comport with the requirements of NEPA.  
NNSA has prepared this SA for the 2008 LANL SWEIS in accordance with DOE NEPA 
implementing procedures in 10 CFR 1021 and consistent with agency guidance.  As the proposal 
has not significantly changed since the analysis of the 2008 LANL SWEIS, the proposed action 
and potential environmental impacts have not changed significantly in a manner that would 
warrant additional NEPA analysis.  NNSA provides the description of proposed new support 
facilities through identifying its previous proposals and analyses in existing NEPA documents 
(DOE 2008a, 2011a, and 2015c). 

This SA discusses seismic intensity and potential impacts related to seismic conditions, including 
information from the USGS, the PSHA, and the 2019 DNFSB technical report.  NNSA continues 
to implement improvements to the PF-4 facility addressing seismic concerns and requirements 
identified by both NNSA and the DNFSB.  These include analyzing the seismic capability for 
components of safety systems and making seismic upgrades to PF-4’s structure, ventilation 
system, glovebox support stands for gloveboxes that contain molten plutonium operations, and 
the electrical distribution system (DNFSB 2019).  These upgrades are anticipated to be 
completed before LANL would conduct pit production above 20 pits per year.  

NNSA acknowledges the 2019 DNFSB and other technical reports and this SA has been revised 
to include additional discussion of DNFSB reports (see Sections 1.4.4 and 3.3.1).  The DNFSB 
2019 technical report discusses ongoing upgrades to PF-4 to meet seismic requirements that were 
analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  NNSA continues to execute both immediate and long-term 
actions to reduce risks posed by a seismic event at PF-4.  As further information is developed, 
that information will be used as a basis for further upgrades.  While there have been many 
infrastructure improvements, efforts will continue for several years.  Upgrades are ongoing and 
scheduled through the mid-2020s.  NNSA continues to monitor operational issues for all of its 
facilities, including PF-4.  Issuance of a ROD related to pit production at LANL will not modify 
NNSA’s monitoring and continued evaluation of operations and seismic risks. 

SC-4. At a minimum, a supplemental environmental impact statement should be prepared 

because there is new significant circumstances or information relevant to 

environmental concerns.  Specifically, Santa Clara Pueblo states that the 2019 

DNFSB Report contains information that contradicts statements in the Draft SA 

regarding potential impacts related to facility accidents and public health risks and 

this information is “controversial” and thus “significant,” warranting the 

development of a supplemental EIS. 

Response 

NNSA respectfully disagrees that a supplemental environmental impact statement is required 
based on the 2019 DNFSB Report.  DNFSB provided an alternate approach for seismic 
requirements of PF-4 and is being evaluated by NNSA currently.  The safety basis analysis for 
PF-4 is ongoing and is required to be completed before the proposal for pit production is 
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implemented.  NNSA has determined that there are no changes to the proposed action or 
environmental conditions that provide a reasonable basis for concluding that the potential 
environmental impacts would be different from those analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS in a 
manner that is significant.  The fact that there have been, and will continue to be, facility changes 
does not mean the proposed action constitutes a substantial change to the proposal from actions 
analyzed previously and/or there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to 
environmental concerns (10 CFR 1021.314(a)).  This SA evaluates the proposed action in light 
of these changes in accordance with 10 CFR 1021.314(a).  Based on the technical analysis 
discussed in this SA, NNSA concluded that no further NEPA documentation is required, as the 
changes either have less environmental impact than previously analyzed or if there is an 
increased impact that impact is not significant. 

A.2.3 Public Comments Summarized (referred to as PC) 

As discussed in Section A.2, the general comments from the public for the Draft SA are 
summarized into the following topics: (1) validity of the LANL SA determination, (2) purpose 
and need, (3) NEPA process, (4) new information/changed circumstances, (5) impact analyses, 
(6) nuclear weapons policies/nuclear weapons designs, (7) general opposition/general support, 
and (8) miscellaneous comments. 

A.2.3.1 Validity of the SA Determination 

PC-1. Commenters state that a new programmatic EIS is needed before this SA is completed 

for many reasons, including but not limited to: 

• Public support for a new PEIS based on several petitions; 

• The expansion of pit production at LANL and establishing pit production at SRS are 
“connected,” “cumulative,” and “similar” actions and NNSA’s plan for simultaneous pit 
production at two sites was not considered in the Complex Transformation SPEIS or the 
analysis regarding SRS in Complex Transformation SPEIS is mischaracterized by the 
Draft LANL SA; 

• Need to address Pantex role including production of plutonium oxide for pits and role of 
other sites involved in pit production. 

• Competing programs at an “overcrowded PF-4 facility” requires programmatic review; 

• Need to review lessons learned from Rocky Flats employees  

• NNSA needs to consider new alternatives, including LANL for R&D and SRS for 
production because PF-4 is old and not sufficient and new facility would be needed; 

• “Real proposed facilities” and “not hypothetical ones” need to be evaluated and it is 
inappropriate to “bound” the environmental impacts of potential future actions then 
“argue later that additional NEPA analysis is unnecessary;”  

• Need an analysis of a stockpile stewardship program that avoids all possible changes 
that could introduce uncertainties; 

• The roles of the two design agencies, LLNL and LANL, is not clear and any changes 
should be considered in a new programmatic EIS.  
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Response 

NNSA received numerous versions of this comment.  This SA is part of an overall NNSA NEPA 
strategy for pit production, as referenced in the Notice of Availability for the Draft Complex 
Transformation SA (84 FR 31055) and described in the Notice of Intent To Prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement for Plutonium Pit Production at the Savannah River Site (84 FR 
26849).  Pursuant to this strategy, NNSA first prepared a programmatic review of the Complex 
Transformation SPEIS.  For the purposes of the programmatic analysis, NNSA’s proposed action 
was adopting a Modified Distributed Centers of Excellence (DCE) Alternative that would allow 
NNSA to produce a minimum of 50 pits per year at a repurposed MFFF at SRS and a minimum 
of 30 pits per year at LANL, with additional surge capacity at each site, if needed, to meet the 
requirements of producing pits at a rate of no fewer than 80 pits per year during 2030 for the 
nuclear weapons stockpile.  The 2019 Complex Transformation SPEIS SA evaluates the 
potential complex-wide impacts of adopting this Modified DCE Alternative and of producing up 
to 80 pits per year at both SRS and LANL and considers any new circumstances or information 
relevant to environmental concerns.  An SA allows NNSA to determine whether the quantitative 
or qualitative environmental consequences associated with a proposed action were envisioned by 
the original EIS.  During the process, NNSA considers substantial changes to the proposal or 
significant new circumstances or information.  For all resource areas, the 2019 Complex 
Transformation SPEIS SA analyses verified that the potential programmatic environmental 
impacts would not be different, or would not be significantly different, than impacts in existing 
NEPA analyses.  

NNSA invited public comment of its programmatic review and considered public comments 
received during that process.  In December 2019, NNSA issued the Final 2019 Complex 
Transformation SPEIS SA which concludes that no further NEPA documentation is required at a 
programmatic level.  That programmatic review has been conducted and is now completed.  In 
order to implement the proposed action from the 2019 Complex Transformation SPEIS SA, 
NNSA stated that it would prepare site-specific documents, including at least: (1) a site-specific 
EIS for the proposal to repurpose the MFFF at SRS to produce a minimum of 50 pits per year, 
and implement surge efforts to meet NPR and national policy; and (2) a site-specific SA for the 
proposal to produce a minimum of 30 pits per year at LANL, and implement surge efforts to 
meet NPR and national policy.  Comments associated with programmatic actions were addressed 
in the Final 2019 Complex Transformation SPEIS SA and discussion of those issues are beyond 
the scope of the analysis in this site-specific SA.  The conclusion that no further programmatic 
analysis is necessary is likewise outside the scope of this SA. 

NNSA respectfully disagrees that the Draft SA is inadequate and that inadequacy of a site-
specific SA would provide a reasonable basis for requiring a new PEIS.  This SA characterized 
the programmatic analyses conducted in the Complex Transformation SPEIS as they were 
described in the 2019 Complex Transformation SPEIS SA.  The 2019 Complex Transformation 
SPEIS SA noted that the Complex Transformation SPEIS “included an analysis of a pit 
production facility that would use the MFFF and Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility 
(PDCF)” and explained that Complex Transformation SPEIS “analyzed the environmental 
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impacts of pit production at both SRS and LANL, consistent with, and even significantly 
beyond, the programmatic proposed action” addressed in the 2019 Complex Transformation 
SPEIS SA (DOE 2019a, pp. 1, A-6, A-24). 

PC-2. Commenters state that a new LANL site-specific NEPA document or SWEIS is needed 

instead of an SA to the existing LANL SWEIS for many reasons, including but not 

limited to: 

• Public support for a new SWEIS based on several petitions; 

• The LANL SWEIS is dated, its estimates may be either “low” or “there is no way to 
verify” these estimates, environmental conditions have changed so significantly since 
2008 that the LANL SWEIS no longer applies, analyze large intentional radioactive 
releases, and full operations at LANL must be reviewed in a new EIS; 

• It is inappropriate to limit the scope of this SA to pit production without reviewing the 
impacts of full operations at LANL and therefore the scope of the SA is too narrow; and 

• Need to analyze cleanup programs at LANL to protect groundwater resources.  

Response 

NNSA is in compliance with its NEPA obligations for addressing the age of NEPA documents as 
described in DOE NEPA implementing procedures (10 CFR 1021).  Per 10 CFR 1021.330, DOE 
shall evaluate site-wide EIS documents every five years.  Per 10 CFR 1021.314, when it is 
unclear whether or not a supplemental to an EIS is required, DOE prepares a SA to determine if 
additional NEPA documentation is required.  DOE has complied with these requirements for the 
2008 LANL SWEIS through annual review and publication of the Laboratory’s environmental 
impacts (LANL Yearbooks) and the 2018 SA to the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2018a). 

NNSA prepared the 2018 LANL SA to determine whether the existing LANL SWEIS should be 
supplemented, a new environmental impact statement should be prepared, or no further NEPA 
analysis is required prior to proceeding with the continued operation of LANL and future 
projects at LANL.  For the 2018 LANL SA, NNSA considered relevant new circumstances or 
information and potential substantial changes since publication of the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  The 
2018 SA to the 2008 LANL SWEIS reviewed at a site level all operations at LANL, and any 
changes in conditions since 2008, and determined that the ongoing operations and new and 
modified projects and modifications in site operations do not constitute a substantial change in 
actions previously analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, and there are no significant new 
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns.  See comment #’s PC-12 
through PC-16 and PC-29 for additional responses about new information and changed 
conditions.  The 2018 LANL SA was completed prior to any change in law and national policy 
requiring LANL to produce more than 20 pits per year. 

After the change in law and national policy concerning pit production at LANL, NNSA prepared 
this SA to determine whether the 2008 LANL SWEIS should be supplemented, a new 
environmental impact statement should be prepared, or no further NEPA analysis is required 
prior to proceeding with the pit production at a level greater than 20 pits per year at LANL.  This 
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SA considers relevant new information since publication of the 2008 LANL SWEIS and the 
2018 LANL SA.  The 2008 LANL SWEIS, and the 1999 LANL SWEIS, evaluated the 
environmental impacts of producing greater than 20 pits per year at LANL, including the 
environmental impacts associated with production levels of 80 pits per year.  This SA reviewed 
these estimates of potential impacts for all resource areas (Sections 3.2 and 3.3) and determined 
that at the site level the likely impacts of producing greater than 20 pits per year at LANL are in 
fact lower than the 2008 estimates for some resource areas.  Therefore, the evaluation of impacts 
is still representative, and are not significantly different, for all resource areas evaluated in the 
2008 LANL SWEIS.  

Sections 5.3 and 5.4 of the 2008 LANL SWEIS address impacts of the site operations on water 
and air resources, respectively.  Appendix I of the 2008 LANL SWEIS provides a detailed 
analysis of Consent Order actions.  For further discussion, refer to NM Comments # 1, 5, 6, and 
7.  The 2018 LANL SA evaluates changes to environmental conditions on a site-wide level.  The 
finding that 2018 LANL SA supports the conclusion in this SA that there are no significant 
environment conditions on a site level that require further analysis for pit production.  

PC-3. NNSA is inappropriately relying on bounding analysis, either as it relates to the 2008 

LANL SWEIS or related to the Complex Transformation SPEIS. 

Response 

NNSA respectfully disagrees that bounding analysis is improper or that it has improperly relied 
on a bounding analysis.  This SA: (1) identifies changes in the proposed action and/or new 
circumstances or information; and (2) compares the new proposed action and/or new 
circumstances or information to pertinent alternatives analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, 
including a comparison of their potential impacts.  In considering the environmental impacts of 
the proposed change or new information, NNSA believes that a finding that the associated 
environmental impacts would be less than (or not significantly greater than) those of any of the 
relevant alternatives analyzed in the existing 2008 LANL SWEIS or related NEPA documents is 
a strong indicator that a supplement to the 2008 LANL SWEIS is not required.  Use of bounding 
analysis is consistent with NEPA implementing regulations.  40 CFR 1501.2 requires agencies to 
“integrate the NEPA process with other planning at the earliest possible time to ensure that 
planning decisions reflect environmental values, to avoid delays later in the process, and to head 
off potential conflicts.” LANL operates under a comprehensive Environmental Management 
System that requires it to mitigating adverse impacts and use of bounding analysis will not 
impede the agency’s effort to fulfill this responsibility.  For further discussion, please refer to 
NM Comments #3, 5, 6, and 7. 

NNSA understands this comment, as it relates to the Complex Transformation SPEIS, to express 
concerns about the site-specific NEPA evaluations tiering from the programmatic NEPA 
analysis.  NNSA respectfully disagrees that tiering is improper or that it has improperly utilized 
tiering.  Complicated projects such as the pit production project benefit from a tiered approach 
where a programmatic document analyzes site selection and connected and cumulative impacts 
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between sites and then a site-specific document analyzes impacts that are more local and regional 
in nature.  Other DOE or NNSA missions have been reviewed through separate NEPA processes 
and are not included in the project-specific review except to the extent that their impacts could be 
cumulative in nature.  Future proposals for DOE or NNSA missions would be reviewed through 
further NEPA evaluation and those evaluations would also consider any cumulative impacts.  

PC-4. Commenters state that this SA description of the proposed action is too vague or 

underinclusive, or results in segmentation, for many reasons, including:  

• The number, size, and location of buildings analyzed in this SA are vague and so the 
analysis is not of “real facilities.” This SA needs to address the construction 
requirements of specific facilities, access roads, water and utilities, and traffic; 

• This SA compares the impacts of the proposed action to operations at LANL as a whole, 
which is not a fair comparison; 

• Potential offsite projects, such as a training facility, offsite facilities in Santa Fe, a new 
bridge over White Rock Canyon, and several miles of new highways “are portrayed in 
non-NEPA venues as reasonable.” Failure to include these projects or alternative is 
segmentation under NEPA; and 

• The bridge in the 2008 SWEIS Security-driven Traffic Project of the Expanded 
Operations Alternative is not included as part of the proposed action.  

Response 

The evaluation of the impacts of the proposed action, which is to implement elements of the 
2008 LANL SWEIS Expanded Operations Alternative as needed to produce a minimum of 30 
war reserve pits per year during 2026 for the national pit production mission and to implement 
surge efforts to exceed 30 pits per year to meet NPR and national policy, is based on the most 
recent and best available information.  NNSA has integrated the NEPA process with other 
planning at the earliest possible time to ensure that planning decisions reflect environmental 
values, to avoid delays later in the process, and to head off potential conflicts.  The available 
information allows NNSA to conduct a full analysis of impacts.  Proposed construction in the 
Pajarito Corridor reviewed in this SA is within previously analyzed areas for construction in 
prior NEPA analyses (see LANL SA Figure 2-3; 2011 CMRR SEIS Figure 2-9; 2008 LANL 
SWEIS).  This SA discusses the infrastructure requirements for the proposed action that includes 
utility consumption, construction workforce, and associated impacts (see Table 3-1).  NNSA has 
determined that the potential impacts of these projects are still representative, and are not 
significantly different, for all resource areas analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS. 

NNSA has followed appropriate guidance for preparation of an SA, and this SA compares the 
potential impacts of the proposed action to those analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  The 
impacts analyzed in this SA compares impacts of the proposed action first to the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS analysis for the Plutonium Complex Facility, then to operations at LANL as a whole, 
only to fully disclose the potential impacts of the proposed pit production mission.  
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There are no offsite facilities being considered at this time for the proposed action, and therefore, 
no such actions are evaluated in this SA.  Offsite facility ideas are in pre-conceptual planning 
phases and are not ripe for NEPA analysis.  NEPA analyses would be prepared for LANL 
activities if and when they become actionable proposals.  NNSA does not implement decisions 
concerning potential new regional roads, highways, and bridges that are mentioned by some 
commenters.  Activities analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, and re-examined in this SA, would 
occur regardless of whether other state or federal agencies decide to undertake these other 
activities.  At this time, NNSA is aware of no specific proposals.  These types of projects would 
be developed by state and federal transportation officials and are not part of the actions evaluated 
in this SA.  Should any such projects be proposed or implemented by other state or federal 
agencies, NNSA would evaluate the impacts of those reasonably foreseeable actions as part of a 
cumulative impacts analysis in any future LANL NEPA document. 

The bridges across Mortandad and Sandia canyons in the Security-Driven Traffic Modifications 
Project of the 2008 LANL SWEIS are not part of the proposal in this SA.  This SA states that 
LANL proposes to implement only elements of the Security-Driven Transportation 
Modifications Project (Section 2.2).  Specifically, parking lots and short pedestrian and vehicular 
bridges across Ten-Site Canyon that were analyzed in the Security-Driven Transportation 
Modifications Project in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  Clarification has been added to the Final SA 
to indicate that the parking lots and short pedestrian and vehicular bridges are the only elements 
of the Security-Driven Traffic Modification Project included in this proposal. 

PC-5. Commenters state that this SA does not comport with the requirements of NEPA and 

must be supplemented or revised and re-released for public comment for many 

reasons, including: 

• Commenters raise issues surrounding a lack of alternatives in the SA. 
• This SA should discuss “overlap” between pit production, surplus plutonium, and the 

Versatile Test Reactor (VTR), address “what would happen to plutonium taken to LANL 
for pit production if pit production were halted” as well as the impacts on LANL if pit 
production was not implemented at SRS, or was implemented at a level lower than 
planned; 

• The competition for floor space at PF-4 was not addressed and “remodeling projects 
underway at PF-4 and RLUOB” would “prejudice this SA”; 

• A document on the “modern pit facility” MPF (1996 SSM PEIS) is not included in this 
SA; and 

• Impacts for the “baseline program to support production at a rate of 20 pits per year” 
are not addressed. 

Response 

NNSA respectfully disagrees with statements that the Draft SA does not comport with the 
requirements of NEPA and that it must be supplemented or revised and re-released for public 
comments.  NNSA invited public comment on this SA and considered public comments 
received, although there is no regulatory requirement for NNSA to include public comment in an 
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SA process.  This SA compares the new proposed action and/or new circumstances or 
information to pertinent alternatives analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, including a 
comparison of their potential impacts. 

The two-site proposal for pit production is to improve resiliency, flexibility, and redundancy of 
the Nuclear Security Enterprise by not relying on a single production site.  If SRS was unable to 
produce pits as proposed, LANL would produce 80 pits per year to meet requirements.  The 
environmental impacts of producing 80 pits per year at LANL were evaluated in the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS and reviewed in this SA.  The VTR and the pit production mission would use different 
sources of plutonium (see Notice of Intent at 84 FR 38021).  There would be no conflicts for the 
pit production mission and the VTR or other potential plutonium decisions in the future would be 
evaluated pursuant the requirements of NEPA as appropriate. 

Floor space at PF-4 is strictly allocated for approved missions and for potential missions during 
conceptual planning to avoid any conflicts.  Generating plutonium oxide is ongoing at PF-4 on a 
small scale and floor space is available to increase plutonium oxide production as well as 
manufacturing of pits.  Upgrades at PF-4 and RLUOB are ongoing for current plutonium 
activities.  Those projects are occurring and NNSA’s prior decisions continue regardless of a 
decision based on information contained in this SA. 

DOE cancelled the MPF Project in 2006 after publication of the MPF Draft EIS.  Relevant 
information from the MPF Project, such as whether to proceed with a pit production facility and 
if so, where to locate such a facility, was included in the Complex Transformation SPEIS as 
appropriate.  Consequently, this SA mentions the Complex Transformation SPEIS document.  
More generally, NNSA respectfully disagrees with conclusion that a failure to include a 
document reference would render an SA not in compliance with the requirements of NEPA. 

NNSA acknowledges that it is undertaking actions that are required for LANL to meet a 
production level of 20 pits per year but respectfully disagrees that this has any bearing on 
whether this SA comports with the requirements of NEPA.  The scope of this SA is to evaluate 
whether the 2008 LANL SWEIS should be supplemented, a new environmental impact statement 
should be prepared, or no further NEPA analysis is required prior to implementing elements of 
the 2008 LANL SWEIS Expanded Operations Alternative as needed to produce a minimum of 
30 war reserve pits per year during 2026 for the national pit production mission and to 
implement surge efforts to exceed 30 pits per year to meet NPR and national policy.  In 
preparation of this SA, NNSA carefully assessed the actions needed to support the proposed 
action and the impacts of those actions are included in this SA.  Actions pertaining to producing 
20 pits per year were considered and thoroughly evaluated in prior NEPA analysis and decisions 
for this level of pit production at LANL have been in place for over twenty years (see 2008 
Record of Decision [73 FR 55833; 74 FR 33232] and 1999 Record of Decision [64 FR 50797]). 

A.2.3.2 The Purpose and Need for NNSA’s Proposal 

PC-6. Commenters state that there is no need for new pits because the lifetime of existing 

pits is 100 -150 years and there are 15,000 pits currently in storage at Pantex.  
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Commenters question the need for 80 pits per year if the current goal of 20 pits per 

year is not being met.  Commenters also state that reuse should be evaluated as an 

alternative to pit production in the Draft SA for consistency with the SRS EIS, this SA 

should reference a 2019 JASON letter report, and plans to refurbish all weapons in 

the stockpile was not previously anticipated.  

Response 

The purpose and need for the continued operation of LANL is to provide support for NNSA’s 
core missions as directed by Congress and the President (DOE 2008a, ch. 1 p. 11).  Congress and 
the President have directed that during 2026 LANL will produce a minimum of 30 war reserve 
pits per year for the national pit production mission and implement surge efforts to exceed 30 
pits per year to meet NPR and national policy (50 USC 2538a; Public Law 115-232).  Pit reuse 
alone would not meet national security requirements.24 As described further in the Complex 
Transformation SPEIS SA, for the foreseeable future, NNSA will rely on a combination of newly 
manufactured pits and judicious reuse of existing pits to modernize the U.S. nuclear stockpile. 
This approach enables NNSA to implement a moderately sized pit manufacturing capability of 
no fewer than 80 pits per year by 2030 (DOE 2019a). While NNSA will continue to reuse 
existing pits to the extent practicable, pit reuse is not a reasonable alternative to new pit 
production (DOE 2019a).  
 
Further discussion of issues relating to pit lifetime and aging can be found in Section 1.1.2.1 of 
the 2019 Complex Transformation SPEIS SA and as well as in NNSA’s responses in that 
document regarding questions about Pantex and the purpose and need.  As stated in Section 2.3.4 
of the SRS Pit Production Draft EIS, NNSA currently stages plutonium pits at Pantex.  Like the 
pits in the active stockpile, those pits are aging and would not mitigate plutonium aging risks or 
enable NNSA to implement enhanced safety features to pits to meet NNSA and DoD 
requirements.  Consequently, only reusing pits was eliminated from detailed analysis in the SRS 
Pit Production Draft EIS.  NNSA is continuing pit aging studies but a complete assessment will 
take considerable time.  The 2019 JASON letter report “…urge[s] that pit manufacturing be re-
established as expeditiously as possible…” in addition to continuing the pit aging studies.  To 
delay pit production only to later determine that pit aging is a concern would jeopardize the 
effectiveness and readiness of the United States nuclear deterrent.  

 

 
24 Pit production means production and manufacturing activities needed to fabricate new pits, to modify the internal 
features of existing pits, and to certify or requalify pits (DOE 2008a; DOE 2008b; DOE 1999a; DOE 1996). No new 
pit reuse program is proposed at LANL. 
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PC-7. Commenters state that the Nuclear Posture Review is not U.S. law, but rather a 

“posture” and “an indication of policy of the current administration and can be 

changed.” 

Response 

Federal law requires that “consistent with the requirements of the Secretary of Defense, the 
Secretary of Energy shall ensure that the nuclear security enterprise . . . during 2030, produces 
not less than 80 war reserve plutonium pits” (50 USC 2538a(a)(5)).  Other production 
requirements are provided for 2024, 2025, and 2026.  These requirements are codified federal 
law.  It is the policy of the United States, as established by Congress and the President, that 
LANL will produce a minimum of 30 pits per year for the national production mission and will 
implement surge efforts to exceed 30 pits per year to meet NPR and national policy (Public Law 
115-232, Section 3120).  The NPR is a legislatively mandated, comprehensive review of the 
United States nuclear deterrence policy, strategy, and force posture.  The 2018 NPR affirms the 
requirements of the Secretary of Defense for a national production level of 80 pits per year that 
exist in federal law.  

A.2.3.3 NEPA Process 

PC-8. Commenters question that the Draft SA was not announced in the Federal Register. 

Response 

NNSA shares the focus on the importance of public awareness of the environmental impacts of 
environmental actions; however, NNSA declined to publish a notice of availability for this SA in 
the Federal Register.  NNSA respectfully points out that a Federal Regester notice is not required 
for an SA.  This SA is one aspect of a larger initiative concerning NNSA’s plutonium pit 
manufacturing capability and production mission.  This initiative involves pit manufacturing at 
LANL and SRS.  In reviewing the impacts of these efforts, NNSA has reviewing existing NEPA 
analyses set out in the Complex Transformation SPEIS and 2008 LANL SWEIS.  At the time of 
their publication, notices of availability for both the Complex Transformation SPEIS and the 
LANL SWEIS were published in the Federal Register.  In addition, because plutonium pit 
production using the proposed Savannah River Plutonium Processing Facility would be a new 
capability not previously analyzed, NNSA is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement, 
which has been noticed in the Federal Register.  Furthermore, NNSA’s intent to prepare this SA 
was expressed in the NEPA strategy that was published in the Federal Register on June 1, 2019 
(84 FR 26,849).  This Federal Register Notice described NNSA’s decision to prepare this SA as 
part of its overall NEPA strategy for future plutonium pit production.  The strategy was also 
discussed in the draft and final Complex Transformation SPEIS SA documents, and at the 
scoping meeting held at SRS in June. 

Publishing in the Federal Register is not the only form of acceptable public notice.  NNSA 
previously informed the public of its decision to prepare this SA.  The Draft SA was posted 
online in the NNSA NEPA Reading Room on March 10, 2020, for a 45-day public comment 
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period that ended April 24, 2020.  The comment period was extended through May 9, 2020.  The 
availability of the Draft SA was announced using the LANL GovDelivery listserve system.  This 
system is used for all public notifications at LANL, reaches over 8500 people, and is where 
interested parties expect to find LANL NEPA documents and decisions.  In addition, before 
posting the Draft SA, NNSA notified all interested state and tribal governments and 
congressional delegations of the document’s release for comment. 

Please note that NEPA and related documentation on this initiative continues to be available in 
the NNSA NEPA Reading Room (https://www.energy.gov/nnsa/nnsa-nepa-reading-room). 

PC-9. Commenters and petitions requested that the public comment period be extended 

during the COVID pandemic.  

Response 

NNSA appreciates the public interest in this SA.  Please see NNSA’s response to comment 
#SC-2.  NNSA considered late comments to the extent practicable.  

PC-10. Commenters state that public comment is valuable and is not being utilized in a 

meaningful way in this process or that this is not a sincere process (predetermined). 

Response 

Although pertinent regulations do not require public comment on an SA, as a discretionary 
matter, NNSA decided to include public comments and responses to better assist the process.  
NNSA appreciates and considered all of the comments received.  NNSA has engaged in a 
thoughtful process, reviewed these comments, prepared responses in this comment document, 
and made appropriate comments in the Final SA prior to issuance of a determination.  

PC-11. Commenters state that NNSA has effectively made its decision on pit production at 

two sites first and is considering environmental circumstances afterward, in 

contravention of NEPA. 

Response 

With respect to a review of pit production at two sites, NNSA analyzed the decision in the 2019 
Complex Transformation SPEIS SA.  Please see NNSA’s response to comment #’s PC-1 and 
PC-2.  NNSA did not issue a Record of Decision authorizing pit production at two sites prior to 
performing site-specific evaluations.  The NEPA process was initiated during the early 
conceptual stages starting with a review at the programmatic level through the 2019 Complex 
Transformation SPEIS SA.  While NNSA has issued a policy statement concerning locating pit 
production at two sites, it has not completed its environmental review and NEPA analysis of 
locating pit production at a second site.  This SA focuses on increased pit production at LANL 
consistent with the purpose and need identified in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  This site-specific 
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NEPA decision for LANL has been previously analyzed at both a programmatic and site-specific 
level and can be made independently of a decision on any other pit production site. 

A.2.3.4 New Information/Changed Circumstances 

PC-12. Commenters state that the Environmental Justice section of this SA does not address 

members of minority populations that may not speak English or may not speak 

English as a first language. 

Response 

NNSA public participation process for this SA is consistent with the requirements of Executive 
Order 12898 and agency guidance.  Although it received no such requests, had NNSA received a 
request for alternate means to provide written or oral comments, NNSA would have made 
reasonable efforts to accommodate the request.  For the 2008 LANL SWEIS, with respect to 
minority populations that may not speak English, alternate means of providing both oral and 
written comments on the 2008 LANL SWEIS were discussed with tribal governments and at 
multiple public meetings.  For those purposes, no comments were submitted by alternative 
means.  In other words, minority populations that may not speak English or may not speak 
English as a first language was an issue that was considered for the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  NNSA 
respectfully disagrees with any inference that a lack of Spanish-language translation for 
documents directly corresponds with any lack of effective involvement of the Spanish-speaking 
population of New Mexico in the NEPA compliance process. 

PC-13. Commenters state that there are significant changes regarding facilities that support 

pit production that warrant a new NEPA analysis.  Specifically, commenters state:  

• Pit production at LANL depends on completion of the CMRR-NF, a project that was 
cancelled.  

• The construction impacts of the proposed action are not clearly bounded by NEPA 
analysis relating to CMRR.  

• The “RLUOB mission was expanded at LANL” and the MFFF at SRS was cancelled.  

Response 

Pit production at LANL does not depend on completion of the CMRR-NF.  As discussed in 
Section 1.4 of this SA, the CMRR-NF was never envisioned to house pit production, but it was 
previously thought necessary to support AC/MC capabilities for pit production.  However, in the 
ensuing years, alternatives for AC/MC capabilities were identified which have separate and 
sufficient NEPA analysis, and the CMRR-NF was not required to support LANL pit production 
capabilities.  

Construction areas for support facilities similar to those described in the proposed action were 
analyzed in both the 2008 LANL SWEIS and the 2011 CMRR SEIS.  NNSA found that potential 
impacts from construction of such support structures would be less than the impacts previously 
analyzed for most resource areas in either the 2008 LANL SWEIS or the 2011 CMRR SEIS, 
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although with some resource areas the impacts would be different, but not significantly different, 
than previously analyzed.  Therefore, the potential impacts from construction are bounded by 
these prior NEPA analyses.  

In the 2018 Final Environmental Assessment of Proposed Changes for Analytical Chemistry and 

Materials Characterization at the Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building (DOE/EA-
2052), NNSA analyzed the proposal to modify RLUOB and enable its operation as a MAR-
limited, HC-3 Nuclear Facility to perform more AC/MC operations than previously analyzed.  
The proposed action in the EA was to provide adequate physical means for accommodating 
AC/MC capabilities in RLUOB in a safe, secure, and environmentally sound manner.  The 2018 
RLUOB EA states that the proposal to provide more efficient AC/MC capabilities at RLUOB are 
required to support NNSA-established LANL mission requirements and are not tied specifically 
to LANL’s pit production capability or for any pit production level.  Mission-related work at 
RLUOB is outside the scope of this SA.  The fact that there have been facility changes and that 
NNSA has implemented efficiencies and innovative operations in using existing facilities does 
not mean this SA proposed action constitutes a substantial change to the proposal from actions 
analyzed previously and/or there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to 
environmental concerns at a programmatic level (10 CFR 1021.314(a)).  This SA evaluates the 
proposed action in light of these changes in accordance with 10 CFR 1021.314(a). 

Changes regarding the MFFF at SRS are outside the scope of this SA.  However, the 2019 
Complex Transformation SPEIS SA considers and addresses the changes in facilities at SRS and 
LANL at a programmatic level (see, for example, Sections 1.4, 4.3.1, and 4.3.2 of the 2019 
SPEIS SA).  See the Draft EIS for plutonium pit production at SRS (DOE 2020) and NNSA’s 
Response to comment #PC-1 for further discussion. 

PC-14. Since the 2008 LANL SWEIS, commenters state that there has been new information 

regarding seismic risks at LANL PF-4 that NNSA must consider in a new SWEIS or 

supplemental EIS including a 2019 report from the DNFSB and new information from 

the USGS.  Commenters state that the Draft SA does not identify specific 

improvements to PF-4 that address seismic requirements and that current LANL 

PSHA is outdated and should be reanalyzed.  

Response 

For a discussion of the 2019 DNFSB Report, see NNSA’s response to comments #SC-3, which 
notes that NNSA considered the 2019 DNFSB and other technical reports and the SA has been 
revised to include additional discussion of DNFSB reports, and SC-4.  This SA includes recent 
information from the USGS in the discussion of seismic geology (see Section 3.3.1).  NNSA 
determined that this information, although recent, does not present a significant change for 
seismic conditions analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  This SA determined that site-specific 
seismic hazard predictions determined in PSHA studies are greater than those based on the 
USGS information.  The LANL PSHA studies incorporate detailed, site-specific geologic, 
geophysical, and geotechnical information that are used to determine and monitor hazards and 
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determine critical facility design criteria for LANL facilities.  As such, a more conservative 
approach to seismic hazard mitigation is implemented into LANL high-risk structure design.  To 
ensure that seismic risk is mitigated at PF-4, structural upgrades at PF-4 are ongoing to reduce 
risks posed by a seismic event and to meet DOE seismic code requirements (see Section 3.3.1.2 
and comment #SC-3 of this SA). 

NNSA respectfully disagrees with commenters that a new PSHA analysis is necessary.  DOE O 
420.1c, Chg. 2 (7/28/18) Ch. IV, 3.d.(1) requires that existing natural phenomena hazards be 
reviewed every 10 years for significant changes.  NNSA continues to monitor operational issues 
for all of its facilities, including PF-4.  Issuance of a ROD related to pit production at LANL will 
not modify NNSA’s monitoring and continued evaluation of operations and seismic risks. 

PC-15. Commenters state there have been several changes in environmental conditions at 

LANL since the 2008 LANL SWEIS that should be considered in a supplemental EIS 

or new SWEIS, including: the 2011 Las Conchas fire, drought conditions, and 

increased rate of wildfire; climate change and global warming; new designations of 

water resources (Waters of the United States and the Española Basin Sole Source 

Aquifer System); past contamination of water resources; water use; 2011 revision to 

DOE Standard 1027; and increased populations in the ROI. 

Response 

NNSA has considered all the changes in conditions noted by commenters, including conditions 
that have changed or would change as a result of the proposed action, and respectfully disagrees 
that these changes in conditions trigger a requirement for a new EIS or supplement to an EIS.  In 
the 2018 LANL SWEIS SA, NNSA considered changes in environmental conditions related to 
wildfire since the 2008 LANL SWEIS, including the 2011 Las Conchas fire, drought conditions, 
and regional trends in climate towards increased risk of wildfire (DOE 2018a).  NNSA 
determined that drought and wildland fire were identified in the 2008 and that the continued risk 
of severe wildfire and higher soil erosion rates require the continued need for active wildland fire 
and forest health programs.  Wildland fire is an anticipated event at LANL and in the areas 
surrounding LANL.  While the Cerro Grande fire had a significant impact on LANL operations, 
neither it nor the 2011 Las Conchas fire jeopardized the LANL nuclear facilities or created 
conditions that would result in significant changes in impacts arising from the proposed action.  
Greenhouse gases are discussed in the Air Quality row of Table 3-1 and Section 4.3.4 and 4.3.5 
of this SA.  A footnote on climate change has been added to Table 3-1.  The 2011 revision to 
DOE Standard 1027 is addressed in DOE 2018a, Section 3.1. 

On April 21, 2020, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Department of the 
Army published the Navigable Waters Protection Rule redefining “Waters of the United 
States” under the Clean Water Act in the Federal Register (85 FR 22250).  On May 19, 2020, 
NMED announced a challenge to that ruling due to concern for protection of water resources in 
the state and similar litigation has been filed across the country.  Until regulatory uncertainties 
are resolved, which many take several years, NNSA expects that LANL will continue to 
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implement water compliance programs.  If any final regulatory changes impact Clean Water Act 
regulated programs at LANL, NNSA will analyze those impacts with respect to all LANL 
operations at the appropriate time.  Please see NNSA’s response to comment #’s NM-5 through 
NM-7 concerning groundwater, storm water, and drinking water.  See Section 2.2.9 and Table 3-
1 of this SA for estimates of water use under this SA.  Past management or contamination of 
water resources are not within the scope of this SA. 

Regarding population in the ROI, NM-IBIS 2018 identifies that t the population has increased by 
approximately six percent since 2008 (see NM-IBIS 2018).  NNSA does not consider this 
population increase as a significant for the purposes of NEPA.  Please see also NNSA’s response 
to comment #NM-11. 

PC-16. Commenters have concerns about air emissions and state that this SA does not 

mention potential significant changes in LANL’s “ability to pollute” due to the 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) March 26, 2020 Memo regarding COVID-

19 Implications for EPA’s Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Program 

Response 

LANL has maintained compliance with its permits, including monitoring and reporting, during 
the COVID-19 pandemic.  NNSA acknowledges the guidance from the EPA regarding limited 
enforcement discretion for noncompliance.  Even under the temporary policy, entities are 
encouraged to make every effort to comply with their environmental compliance obligations 
(EPA 2020a).  Please note that EPA issued a termination notice for this temporary policy to end 
August 31, 2020 (EPA 2020b).  Air emissions, water discharges, and other releases from LANL 
operations are permitted under applicable permits that LANL and NNSA maintain through 
coordination with the EPA and NMED.  NNSA will ensure that these permit and regulatory 
requirements are maintained throughout the COVID-19 pandemic.  Please also see NNSA’s 
response to comment #NM-5. 

A.2.3.5 Impact Analyses 

PC-17. Commenters have asked several questions related to TRU waste.  Specifically, 

commenters have asked for clarification on: WIPP capacity impacts that include 

surplus plutonium, pit production, cancellation of the MFFF at SRS, and potential 

impacts from a legal challenge to the WIPP volume calculation; expanding the pit 

production mission will delay the closure of WIPP; and, differences in TRU waste 

generation projected from pit production at LANL and SRS.  Commenters also raised 

issues surrounding the 2014 WIPP closure. 

Response 

For information regarding WIPP capacity, please see NNSA’s responses to comment #’s NM-4 
and NM-12.  With respect to the disposition of surplus plutonium, DOE has not announced a 
decision regarding this material and has not arrived at a proposal for this material that is 
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sufficiently developed for NEPA analysis.  NNSA will abide by applicable laws and regulations 
for the disposal of TRU waste at WIPP.  See Table 4-5 in this SA for a 50-year projection of 
TRU waste generation compared to WIPP capacity.  Projections for SRS are outside of the scope 
of this SA, but are addressed programmatically in the 2019 Complex Transformation SPEIS SA 
(DOE 2019a) and at a site-specific level in the Draft SRS Pit Production EIS (DOE 2020).  The 
SRS DEIS cumulative impacts analysis used the bounding values for SRS TRU generation rates 
(which assume that aqueous recovery is not used), whereas expected values for LANL TRU 
generation are available based off of site operations (aqueous recovery is used).  The use of 
aqueous recovery results in less waste being generated. 

TRU waste streams to WIPP are discussed in the Cumulative Impacts section of this SA (see 
Section 4.5.1.2).  An estimated 140 – 400 cubic yards of TRU waste would be generated 
annually from the proposed action at LANL.  This is a very small portion of the WIPP capacity.  
Table 4-5 includes information for the most recent WIPP Annual Inventory Report (DOE 2019c) 
and indicates there is sufficient capacity at WIPP for disposal of TRU waste from other DOE 
sites and proposed pit production at SRS and LANL for 50 years.  Please see also response to 
comment #NM-1. 

PC-18. Commenters request clarification of chemical waste and LLW management for pit 

production at LANL.  These wastes are anticipated in this SA to exceed levels 

analyzed in existing NEPA documents. 

Response 

Although this SA indicates that PF-4 may have a facility-specific increase in chemical waste and 
LLW, this SA also indicates that these wastes are not anticipated to exceed total levels at LANL 
analyzed in existing NEPA documents.  In other words, although there may be more LLW 
estimated in this SA, it is based on operational data from 2007 through 2011 during pit 
production runs (LANL 2020).  Across the site, LANL generation of LLW would be under the 
2008 LANL SWEIS site estimate for 80 pits per year.  The generation of LLW for production of 
30 pits per year would be under Plutonium Facility Complex and site estimates of LLW 
generation in the 2008 LANL SWEIS (see Table 3-7 of this SA and Table 3-8 of LANL 2019b).  
Similarly, generation of chemical waste for production 30 and 80 pits per year would exceed the 
estimate for the Plutonium Facility Complex but remain under the site estimate for chemical 
waste per year as analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  LLW and chemical waste projections for 
the proposal remain well under the total site estimates in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  All chemical 
waste and LLW would continue to be managed under LANL waste management operations 
using waste management facilities across the site (see DOE 2008a, ch. 3 p. 51 through 55). 

Exceeding rates of generation at the Plutonium Facility Complex for LLW and chemical waste 
volumes, as analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, do not result in an impact for storage volume.  
This SA has been revised to include this additional information in Section 3.3.5 on waste 
management. 
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PC-19. Commenters state that the human health analysis is inadequate because the location 

of the MEI is not defined in the Draft SA. 

Response 

As discussed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS, the MEI for PF-4 pit production operations is assumed 
to be located nearly 1,125 meters to the north (DOE 2008a, ch. 5 p. 89, Table 5-16).  This SA 
refers to where the MEI is described in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  

PC-20. Commenters disagree with this SA’s assumption that security and safety issues 

identified in the 2015 DOE Office of Inspector General “Audit Report: Follow-up on 

Nuclear Safety: Safety Basis and Quality Assurance at the Los Alamos National 

Laboratory” have been resolved.  Commenters also state concern about a “closure” 

at PF-4 and that a surge is different from a planned built-in capacity, and impacts on 

increased safety accidents.  

Response 

NNSA notes commenters’ disagreement with this assumption.  In 2013, LANL paused work on 
all fissile material operations in PF-4.  The pause stemmed from self-reported procedural issues 
and resulted in management evaluation of work, identifying potential deficiencies in work 
processes and procedures and mechanisms for continuous improvement.  NNSA has taken 
actions to address the criticality safety concerns.  Corrective actions include revising the Nuclear 
Criticality Safety Program.  In addition, a causal analysis of criticality safety infractions that 
occurred in 2013 was conducted, and a plan was submitted to DOE for reopening PF-4 for 
operations.  Finally, corrective actions from prior assessments were incorporated into the 2014 
Nuclear Criticality Safety Program Upgrades Project Management Plan.  Full operations, 
including pit manufacturing, resumed at PF-4 in 2016 commensurate with this plan. 

Planning for surge capability at LANL ensures that mission needs for pit production are met in 
the event that production at SRS is less than 50 pits per year.  Requirements for this capability at 
LANL are understood and plans to implement such efforts would be initiated to ensure an 
increased production of pits is conducted safely and securely as analyzed for operations at PF-4.  
The equipment and infrastructure to increase production of pits above 30, including up to 80, 
would be installed and available upon a NNSA decision to implement this proposal.  Operational 
adjustments would be made to manufacture pits and perform maintenance on multiple shifts.  
Production of pits would occur at the same rate per shift as under the 30 pit per year mode.  

This SA considered accidents, such as criticality events, which are dependent on the quantity of 
plutonium in a facility that could be released in an accident (e.g., the MAR) rather than the 
specific number of pits produced.  Producing 30 pits per year and surge capacity for producing 
80 pits per year if needed would have the same MAR at PF-4.  The potential consequences from 
accidents, including criticality events, if LANL were to implement surge efforts would be 
consistent with and not greater than analyzed in the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  Implementation of the 
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proposed action for pit production at LANL would not modify NNSA’s monitoring and 
continued evaluation of operations. 

PC-21. Commenters state that they identified an error for TRU waste shipment numbers in 

Table 3-9 and request clarification.  Commenters also state there is no discussion of 

increased waste shipments. 

Response 

NNSA has reviewed and confirmed the TRU waste shipment numbers in Table 3-9.  NNSA has 
revised Table 3-9 to include footnote “i” from Table K-5 of the 2008 LANL SWEIS for 
clarification.  Section 3.3.6.2 provides an analysis of potential impacts associated with 
transportation for the proposed action. 

PC-22. Commenters state the socioeconomics analysis of the Draft SA is inconsistent or 

inadequate, or requires clarification, for several reasons, including: 

• The impacts of hiring workers needed for producing 20 pits per year are not included;  

• Housing needs and prices have increased since the 2008 LANL SWEIS and should be 
analyzed for new workers; 

• A potential increase in commuter traffic is not addressed and this SA only states that an 
increase of 500 vehicles per day is anticipated and additional infrastructure is needed in 
the ROI to support additional hiring;  

• Tax revenues from LANL going to school districts in NM for funding and hiring teachers 
should be addressed; and 

• The environmental and community impacts of offsite construction are not addressed in 
this SA.  

Response 

NEPA review requires analysis of socioeconomic impacts, and disclosure of both adverse and 
positive impacts.  The proposed action for meeting the requirement of producing 30 pits per year 
and surge capability for producing up to 80 pits per year identifies that approximately 330 new 
hires are needed to perform functions for producing from 20 pits per year up to 30 pits per year 
with an additional 70 new hires to produce up to 80 pits per year.  Requirements for producing 
80 pits per year were analyzed in the 1999 LANL SWEIS (DOE 1999a) and the 2008 LANL 
SWEIS (DOE 2008a) and the RODs were issued for 20 pits per year in 1999 and 2008 
respectively (64 FR 50797, 73 FR 55833).  The hiring needs for producing 20 pits per year in 
PF-4 for pit production are addressed by the 2008 LANL SWEIS.  

This SA acknowledges there is a general housing shortage as indicated by the low vacancy rate 
across the ROI and this SA has been updated to note that the 2019 Los Alamos Housing Market 

Needs report identifies an acute housing shortage in Los Alamos County (LAC 2019a) (see 
Section 3.3.3 of this SA).  However, this housing shortage is not strictly attributed to the 
proposed action in this SA.  NNSA identifies that this housing shortage would likely result in 



Final Supplemental Analysis of the 2008 SWEIS  
for LANL for Plutonium Operations DOE/EIS-0380-SA-06 

A-39 

available housing being filled quickly and a larger percentage of LANL-related housing needs 
would be accommodated by workers relocating outside the ROI.  This demand on housing is not 
expected to exceed regional growth projections because the region is expected to grow by 
approximately 6.7 percent between 2016 and 2026 or 0.67 percent annually.  Higher rates than 
this for regional growth were considered in the analysis of the 2008 LANL SWEIS (DOE 2008a, 
ch. 5 p. 122).  Additional housing is planned in Los Alamos County (see Section 4.3.5 of this 
SA). 

Increased commuter traffic within the ROI is anticipated to be associated with this anticipated 
hiring increase.  Construction of new infrastructure to support increased hiring and commuter 
traffic is funded by state tax revenues, which LANL contributes towards in the ROI.  This SA 
identifies that LANL contributes tax revenue to local governments within the ROI and the New 
Mexico general fund.  These contributions help to fund various services in the ROI including for 
state roads and highways, public services, and school districts in the ROI.  Implementation of the 
pit production mission beyond 20 pits per year is expected to increase tax revenue within the 
ROI and New Mexico overall and increases in tax revenues would offset the cost of additional 
services to support the associated increased population (see Section 3.3.3).  With respect to 
potential impacts from offsite activities not included in the scope of this SA, please see NNSA’s 
response to comment PC-4. 

PC-23. Commenters expressed concerns that the environmental justice analysis in the Draft 

SA and the analysis in the 2008 LANL SWEIS is inadequate and that the proposal 

would exacerbate “environmental injustice”.  These concerns include that SA is 

“insensitive to the cultures of northern New Mexico”, a “burden on pueblos, and 

those downwind, downstream”, including food pathways and generational impacts, 

and assumes that “impacts to local cultures would be alleviated by an infusion of 

gross receipts taxes and a few higher-paying jobs for locals; “that new workers and 

the subsequent demands for housing and infrastructure would affect local 

communities, and put jobs and money above cultural values, “possibly impinging to 

the point of extinction on these cultures;” and that DOE “could propose mitigation 

that might reduce the disparate effects on Hispanic and Native communities.” 

Response 

This SA acknowledges changes to environmental justice conditions as analyzed in the 2018 
LANL SWEIS SA (DOE 2018c, pp. 125-126).  As discussed in NNSA’s response to comment 
#NM-11 above, no disproportionately adverse impacts to minority and low-income populations 
are anticipated from the proposed action.  NNSA adopted mitigations in the 2008 LANL SWEIS 
ROD to develop a work plan jointly with Santa Clara Pueblo to address environmental justice, 
human health concerns, and issues identified by Santa Clara Pueblo during the SWEIS process 
(73 FR 55833).  Mitigation status is tracked in the Mitigation Action Plan Annual Report (LANL 
2019d).  NNSA has identified no additional mitigations that are required at this time (see Section 
3.3.4 of this SA).  
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NNSA recognizes the sensitivities of cultures in New Mexico.  The vibrancy of local cultures 
and the interplay of different cultural heritages in New Mexico is part of what attracts individuals 
to New Mexico generally and to LANL in particular.  However, the analysis of the interplay 
between the cultural longevity and individual choice of employment is beyond the scope of 
NEPA review.  NNSA also notes that the potential impacts to culture raised by commenters 
relate to the existence of LANL in proximity to traditional cultures in general and the proposed 
action does not uniquely contribute to the concerns raised.  Regarding impacts related to 
socioeconomic benefits and environmental justice, NNSA acknowledges that socioeconomic 
benefits are not a substitute for mitigating potential disproportionately adverse impacts to 
minority and low-income populations.  The socioeconomic and environmental justice analyses 
are separate resource areas with some consideration for overlap regarding potential impacts.  The 
environmental justice impacts identified in this SA remain less than those analyzed in the 2008 
LANL SWEIS and NNSA plans to continue mitigating potential disproportionately adverse 
impacts to minority and low-income populations in the region of influence of LANL.  Please see 
NNSA’s response to comment #SC-1. 

PC-24. Commenters state that LANL has failed to maintain protections that would prevent a 

potential terrorist attack on LANL facilities. 

Response 

In accordance with DOE Order 470.3A, Design Basis Threat Policy, and DOE Order 470.4, 
Safeguards and Security Program, NNSA conducts vulnerability assessments and risk analyses 
of the facilities and sites under its management to evaluate the possible threats and the protection 
elements, technologies, and administrative controls used to protect against these threats.  These 
specific elements, technologies, and controls are outside the scope of this SA.  However, this SA 
did evaluate intentional destructive acts in the last row of Table 3-1. 

A.2.3.6 Nuclear Weapon Policies/New Weapon Designs 

PC-25. Commenters raise several questions and comments concerning pit production 

requirements, new weapon designs, and pit production processes, including but not 

limited to:  

• Why is there a need for new nuclear weapon designs and what new designs are pits 
needed for? 

• How many pits are needed for refurbished weapons in the stockpile? 

• What is the status and justification for pursuing new warheads including the W87-1-like 
and W93 that were not planned for a decade ago? 

• Would new designs require new techniques and new sources of plutonium for 
production?  
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Response 

Specific pit production requirements regarding weapons design are classified and beyond the 
scope of this SA.  NNSA is responsible for producing the pit quantities and pit types specified by 
federal law and in the Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Memorandum (NWSM) and Nuclear 
Weapons Stockpile Plan (NWSP).  Under federal law (50 USC 2538a), and consistent with 
defense requirements, the United States must produce no fewer than 80 pits per year during 
2030.  Refurbishment of weapons in the stockpile is driven by the NNSA mission of stockpile 
stewardship to ensure proper maintenance and performance of the stockpile.  Pit production 
supports stockpile stewardship by ensuring that pit components meet requirements for assurance, 
performance, and capability. 

PC-26. Commenters have concerns regarding testing the safety and reliability of weapons 

using a new plutonium pit without the ability to conduct full-scale testing, including 

issues related to: renewed testing and compliance with the Comprehensive Nuclear-

Test-Ban Treaty, the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, and the Strategic Arms 

Reduction Treaty; and that development of new pits could lead to nuclear escalation 

and proliferation worldwide, resulting in a new nuclear arms race. 

Response 

The issue of testing is beyond the scope of this SA.  With respect to certifying the safety and 
reliability of the stockpile, NNSA’s Stockpile Stewardship Program was established in 1994 to 
sustain the deterrent in the absence of nuclear explosive testing.  That program has allowed DOE 
and DoD to certify the safety, security, and effectiveness of the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile 
to the President without the use of nuclear explosive testing for the past 23 consecutive years.  
The status of the current stockpile is monitored through continuous, multi-layered assessments of 
the safety, security, and effectiveness of each U.S. nuclear weapon system.  NNSA is responsible 
for producing the pit quantities and pit types specified under federal law and in the NWSM and 
NWSP and lacks discretion to consider alternatives outside of national policy.  A discussion of 
the interplay between current federal law and national policy and issues raised by commenters is 
included in the programmatic NEPA review (see 2019 Complex Transformation SPEIS SA, pp. 
4–5, 34). 

A.2.3.7 General Opposition or Support 

PC-27. Commenters express opposition to pit production for a variety of reasons, including 

but not limited to: 

• Health and environmental risks and accidents;  

• Opposition to the NNSA mission and use of nuclear weapons; 

• Disagreement with the determination of this SA; 

• Disregard for public comment and feedback; 

• Continuing threat to the world environment, peace, and security; and 

• Support for abolition of nuclear weapons worldwide. 
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Response 

The commenters’ opposition to pit production is noted.  

PC-28. Commenters express favor of pit production for a variety of reasons, including 

retaining the capabilities and knowledge for such production. 

Response 

The commenters’ support for pit production is noted.  

A.2.3.8 Miscellaneous Comments 

PC-29. Commenters request that this SA include discussion and analysis of several topics 

that are addressed in SWEIS, including an analysis of “proposed tritium venting 

(100,000 curies) or other large releases” and remaining remediated nitrate salt 

drums at LANL.  Commenters asked that past waste management issues be discussed. 

Response 

NNSA recognizes the continued public interest in these topics that were analyzed in the 2008 
LANL SWEIS and associated supplement analyses.  The proposed tritium venting was analyzed 
in the 2018 LANL SWEIS SA (DOE/EIS-0380-SA-05).  The remediated nitrate salt drums were 
analyzed in the 2016 LANL SWEIS SA (DOE/EIS-0380-SA-04).  These topics are outside of the 
scope of this SA.  NNSA posted two SAs for the management of the remediated nitrate salt 
drums, see DOE/EIS-380-SA-03 and DOE/EIS-380-SA-04.  These SAs evaluated handling, 
treatment, repackaging, and storage of the nitrate salt drums.  These SAs can be found at 
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/listings/supplement-analyses-sa.  

PC-30. Commenters request that this SA include discussion and analysis of several topics 

that are addressed in other NEPA including NNSA decisions relating to the RLUOB 

MAR increase and remediation of a chromium plume.  

Response 

NNSA recognizes the continued public interest in these topics that were analyzed in other NEPA 
documents.  The proposal to increase AC/MC operations at RLUOB were analyzed in the 2018 
Final Environmental Assessment of Proposed Changes for Analytical Chemistry and Materials 
Characterization at the Radiological Laboratory/Utility/Office Building (DOE/EA-2052).  The 
ongoing chromium plume control measures and characterization was analyzed in the 2015 Final 
Environmental Assessment for Chromium Plume Control Interim Measure and Plume-Center 
Characterization, Los Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (DOE/EA-2005) 
and its supplement analysis (DOE/EA-2005-SA-001).  These topics are outside of the scope of 
this SA. 

The use of LANL facilities for more than nominal pit production resulted from a DOE decision 
after completing the SSM PEIS (DOE 1996, 61 FR 68014).  This decision is not within the scope 
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of this SA.  Similarly, cleanup jobs are part of a different mission and not within the scope of this 
SA. 

PC-31. Commenters request that this SA include discussion and analysis of several topics 

which are otherwise outside scope of this SA, including but not limited to: 

• The adequacy of the definition of “public health and safety” in DOE Order 140.1; 

• NNSA did not provide data needed for JASON Report resulted in brief 2019 letter report 

• 2019 Supplemental Agreement to the 1995 Settlement between DOE and the State of 
Idaho; 

• Uranium mining and milling on Tribal lands, geologic exploration or fracking in the 
region; 

• LANL’s responsibility to contribute to public education in the ROI beyond gross receipts 
taxes paid; 

• LANL funding of its own free transport system from Rio Rancho and points north plus 
one from Las Vegas to NTS to reduce the need for parking garages and other 
infrastructure; and 

• Modifying Atomic Energy Act to allow more than the President deciding if pit production 
goes forward. 

Response 

NNSA recognizes that the public has continued interest in these topics.  However, these are not 
topics that are within the scope of this SA.  For more information on the 2019 Supplemental 
Agreement, which modifies the 1995 Settlement Agreement, with the State of Idaho, please see 
NNSA’s response to comment #NM-1. 

PC-32. Commenter request that this SA include discussion and analysis of several topics 

related to cost of cleanup and funding, economics, and related topics, including:  

• Schedule, budget, and feasibility of the proposal; 

• Using financial resources for better things such as climate change research, cyber 
security, cleanup, or other matters; 

• Changes to and clarification of contract responsibilities for LA-EM, NNSA, N3B, and 
Triad; 

• Cleanup funding cut by 46 percent; 

• “Site needs to reduce activities and transition to cleanup”; 

• Life-cycle costs of the LANL pit project must be discussed in this SA; 

• Defense Programs including NNSA nuclear weapons programs have been on the 
Government Accountability Office's High-Risk List since 1992; 

• Investigations into possible fraud, waste, abuse and mismanagement at Mixed Oxide 
needed before pit production pursued at SRS or LANL; and 

• Doubts about whether replacement of PF-4 is possible or economically reasonable. 
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Response 

NNSA recognizes the public interest and concern in these topics related to schedule, budget, and 
feasibility of the proposal.  The longer the NEPA and planning processes takes, the greater the 
risk to some of these areas of concern.  These factors, and GAO assessment of spending, are not 
applicable to the analysis of potential impacts to environmental resources and are therefore 
outside the scope of this SA.  Please also see NNSA’s response to comment #NM-2. 

PC-33. Commenters ask if the wrought process (an alternative in the Draft SRS Pit 

Production EIS) would be used at LANL for pit production. 

Response 

NNSA does not plan to use the wrought process for pit production at LANL at this time.  If this 
process were proposed for LANL in the future, NNSA would conduct additional NEPA review 
and analysis as appropriate.  

PC-34. Commenters note that reports, such as a recent [May 2019] Institute for Defense 

Analyses (IDA) report and a report from the National Academy of Sciences 

Plutonium Panel, raise questions concerning the feasibility of the proposal. 

Response 

The Fiscal Year 2019 National Defense Authorization Act required the Secretary of Defense, in 
consultation with the NNSA Administrator, to contract a federally funded research and 
development center to conduct an assessment of NNSA’s approach to achieve DoD’s 
requirement for producing no fewer than 80 plutonium pits per year by 2030.  That study was 
prepared by IDA and delivered to Congress on April 16, 2019, by DoD.  The IDA study found 
that all of the options considered by NNSA had cost and schedule risks.  The study concluded 
that NNSA’s two-site plan is potentially achievable, noting that sufficient time, resources, and 
management focus will be necessary.  IDA also examined costs and found the current approach 
to be comparable in costs to the other three one-site options it considered.  The full IDA report is 
classified.  The introduction of the IDA report is available at 
https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2019/06/f63/NNSA-IDA-study-introduction.pdf.  
Whether NNSA can achieve completion of the proposed action within the requested schedule is 
outside the scope of the NEPA evaluation.  The purpose of this SA is to determine whether 
additional NEPA analysis at a site-specific level is required.  

PC-35. Commenters state the references to existing NEPA documents are outdated and 

confusing, this SA does not provide specific citations to other NEPA documents, and 

that the public is inconvenienced in trying to understand the full history of pit 

production.  Many references are not publicly available and no direct page 
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references in the LANL SA result in guessing the reference locations in several multi-

volume NEPA documents.  

Response 

This SA provides specific citations where appropriate to reference existing and relevant NEPA 
documents incorporated into the analysis.  Although not required, where feasible, NNSA has 
provided specific citation and page number references in support of the Draft SA.  Document 
references are used without page numbers when this SA does not require specific referencing.  
However, when referring to a specific part of a reference document, NNSA included chapter and 
page numbers in the Final SA.  NNSA has reviewed its citations to ensure specific page number 
references are included where appropriate. 

PC-36. Commenters state that the interconnectedness of DOE sites represents new 

information about pit production that is not addressed in this SA.  Comments request 

that the specific roles of all DOE sites involved in pit production are described and 

analyzed for impacts: LANL, SRS, Pantex, NNSS, Y-12, KCNSC, LLNL, and WIPP.  

Response 

NNSA acknowledges the continued public interest in the roles of all DOE sites that support the 
pit production mission.  The 2019 Complex Transformation SPEIS SA includes discussion of all 
sites involved at a programmatic level.  The roles of other DOE sites are outside of the scope of 
the site-specific SA for LANL. 

PC-37. Commenters state that this SA needs to define “war reserve,” “surge capacity,” and 

“short-term surge capacity.” 

Response 

The term “war reserve” as used in this SA is consistent with how that term is used in federal law 
and national policy, including 50 USC 2538a and the 2018 NPR.  The terms relating to surge 
capacity as used in this SA are consistent with how those terms are used in federal law and 
national policy, including Public Law 115-232.  The specific details as to what constitutes a war 
reserve pit and specific details concerning production capabilities are classified and outside of 
the scope of this SA. 

PC-38. Commenters state that increasing pit production “so quickly” is dangerous and that 

production should start with sustained production of a small number before ramping 
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up.  Commenters state that this SA needs to clarify how many pits are currently 

produced, if LANL is meeting its current goals. 

Response 

The exact number of pits produced at LANL is classified and is not in the scope of this SA.  
NNSA respectfully disagrees that the decision to increase pit production can be characterized as 
being made quickly.  In fact, national pit production levels have been under review for several 
decades.  NNSA recognizes and has analyzed the impacts of pit production.  NNSA will 
implement plans to ensure that mission work is conducted safely and securely to meet mission 
requirements as pit production increases at PF-4.  Issuance of an Amended ROD for pit 
production at LANL will not modify NNSA’s monitoring and continued evaluation of 
operations. 

PC-39. Commenters state that first responders in the ROI are not adequately trained to 

handle COVID-19 and potential radiological accidents from pit production and that 

funds for pit production should be diverted towards COVID-19 pandemic research 

and response; and that the pit production mission should be suspended during the 

COVID-19 pandemic. 

Response 

NNSA acknowledges that the United States is continuing to recover from the COVID-19 
pandemic.  The scope of this SA is to evaluate if the proposal has any potential significant 
environmental impacts and does not evaluate the economic capabilities of funding the proposal. 
NNSA has determined through this SA that no significant changes with regard to environmental 
impacts have been identified and that the proposal is bounded by the existing NEPA analysis in 
the 2008 LANL SWEIS. 

PC-40. Commenters state that the WIPP operating timeframe has exceeded its original 25-

year timeframe and that DOE “wants a new shaft” and to “keep WIPP open 

forever.” 

Response 

The operating timeframe of WIPP is outside of the scope of this SA. 
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