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Abstract: The NNSA, a semi-autonomous agency within the DOE, is responsible for meeting the
national security requirements established by the President and Congress to maintain and enhance
the safety, reliability, and performance of the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile. The continued
operation of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) is critical to NNSA’s Stockpile
Stewardship and Management Program, to prevent the spread and use of nuclear weapons
worldwide, and to many other areas that may impact national security and global stability.

NNSA has prepared this SWEIS to analyze the potential environmental impacts of the reasonable
alternatives for continuing LLNL operations for approximately the next 15 years. This LLNL
SWEIS has been prepared in accordance with Section 102(2)(C) of NEPA (42 U.S.C. §§ 4321—
4347, as amended), regulations promulgated by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40
Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508), DOE’s NEPA implementing procedures
(10 CFR Part 1021), and NNSA Policy (NAP) 451.1.

This SWEIS analyzes two alternatives: (1) No-Action Alternative and (2) Proposed Action. This
SWEIS also analyzes the new hybrid work environment due to increase in telework at LLNL under
both alternatives. Under the No-Action Alternative, NNSA would continue current facility
operations throughout LLNL in support of assigned missions. The No-Action Alternative includes
the construction of new facilities; modernization/upgrade/utility projects; and decontamination,
decommissioning, and demolition (DD&D) of excess and aging facilities through 2022.



The Proposed Action includes the scope of the No-Action Alternative and an increase in current
facility operations or enhanced operations that may require new or modified facilities and that are
reasonably foreseeable over the next 15 years. Continued re-investment would allow LLNL to
meet mission deliverables and sustain science, technology, and engineering excellence to respond
to future national security challenges. Approximately 75 new projects, totaling approximately 3.3
million square feet, are proposed over the period 2023-2035. Of this, 61 projects, totaling
approximately 2.9 million square feet, are proposed at the Livermore Site; 14 projects, totaling
approximately 385,000 square feet, are proposed at Site 300. In addition, NNSA proposes 20 types
of modernization/upgrade/utility projects each involving several facilities. Under the Proposed
Action, NNSA would also DD&D about 150 facilities, totaling approximately 1,170,000 square
feet. NNSA is proposing operational changes that would increase the tritium emissions limits in
the National Ignition Facility (Building 581) and the Tritium Facility (Building 331), decrease the
administrative limit for fuels-grade-equivalent plutonium in the Superblock (Building 332),
increase the administrative limits for plutonium-239 at Building 235, and revise the National
Ignition Facility radioactive materials administrative limits to be consistent with DOE's Facility
Hazard Categorization Standard. The Proposed Action also includes several projects to enhance
the resilience of the energy infrastructure and demonstrate renewable power solutions.

Following completion of this LLNL SWEIS, NNSA intends to decide how operations will be
conducted at LLNL, including construction and operation of new facilities, modification/upgrade

of existing facilities and utilities, modification of operations, and/or DD&D of excess and aging
facilities. These decisions will be provided in the NNSA Record of Decision (ROD).

Public Comments: NNSA issued a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register (85 FR 47362)
on August 5, 2020, announcing a 45-day SWEIS scoping period to receive input on the preparation
of the Draft SWEIS. In response to comments, NNSA extended that comment period for 60-days
until October 21, 2020. Comments received during the scoping period were considered in the
preparation of the Draft SWEIS.

On November 4, 2022, NNSA published the Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft LLNL
SWEIS in the Federal Register (87 FR 66685). NNSA also announced a 60-day comment period
and three public hearings (two in-person and one virtual) to receive comments on the Draft LLNL
SWEIS. The comment period was scheduled to end on January 3, 2023. On December 9, 2022,
NNSA notified the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) that it was extending the
comment period until January 18, 2023. On December 16, 2022, the USEPA published a notice in
the Federal Register that announced the public comment period extension (87 FR 77106). NNSA
posted the Draft LLNL SWEIS on the NNSA NEPA Reading room website at
https://www.energy.gov/nnsa/nnsa-nepa-reading-room and on the DOE NEPA website at
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/articles/doeeis-0547-draft-environmental-impact-statement-0.
Supporting sitewide documents were also placed on the LLNL external website which is available
to the public at https:// www.llnl.gov/community/site-wide-environmental-impact-statement-
sweis.

In addition to the public hearings, NNSA encouraged the public to provide comments via U.S.
postal mail or electronically via email. NNSA considered late comments to the extent practicable
and considered all comments received by January 31, 2023, in this Final LLNL SWEIS.



This Final LLNL SWEIS contains revisions and new information based in part on comments
received on the Draft LLNL SWEIS. These revisions and new information are indicated by
sidebars in the margins. Volume 3 of this Final LLNL SWEIS contains summaries of the
comments received, images of the comment documents, and NNSA’s responses to the comments.
NNSA will use the analysis presented in this Final LLNL SWEIS, as well as other information, in
preparing a ROD regarding the continued operation of LLNL.
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CONVERSION CHART
TO CONVERT FROM U.S. CUSTOMARY INTO TO CONVERT FROM METRIC INTO U.S.
METRIC CUSTOMARY
If you know Multiply by To get If you know Multiply by To get
Length
inches 2.540 centimeters centimeters 0.3937 inches
feet 30.48 centimeters centimeters 0.03281 feet
feet 0.3048 meters meters 3.281 feet
yards 0.9144 meters meters 1.094 yards
miles 1.609 kilometers kilometers 0.6214 miles
Area
square inches 6.452 square square 0.1550 square inches
centimeters centimeters
square feet 0.09290 square meters square meters 10.76 square feet
square yards 0.8361 square meters square meters 1.196 square yards
acres 0.4047 hectares hectares 2.471 acres
. square square .
square miles 2.590 Kilometers Kilometers 0.3861 square miles
Volume
fluid ounces 29.57 milliliters milliliters 0.03381 fluid ounces
gallons 3.785 liters liters 0.2642 gallons
cubic feet 0.02832 cubic meters cubic meters 35.31 cubic feet
cubic yards 0.7646 cubic meters cubic meters 1.308 cubic yards
Weight
ounces 28.35 grams grams 0.03527 ounces
pounds 0.4536 kilograms kilograms 2.205 pounds
short tons 0.9072 metric tons metric tons 1.102 short tons
Temperature
Fahrenheit subtract 3.2 ’ Celsius Celsius multiply by Fahrenheit
(°F) then multiply °C) (°C) 9/5, then add (°F)
by 5/9 32
Kelvin subtract Celsius Celsius Kelvin
(K) 273.15 (°C) C) add 273.15 (K)
Note: 1 sievert = 100 rems
METRIC PREFIXES
Prefix Symbol Multiplication factor
exa- E 1,000,000,000,000,000,000 = 10'?
peta- P 1,000,000,000,000,000 = 10'3
tera- T 1,000,000,000,000 = 10'2
giga- G 1,000,000,000 = 10°
mega- M 1,000,000 = 10°
kilo- k 1,000 =103
deca- D 10 = 10!
deci- d 0.1 =10"
centi- c 0.01 =10
milli- m 0.001 =103
micro- u 0.000 001 = 107
nano- n 0.000 000 001 =107
pico- p 0.000 000 000 001 =102
CRD-vii Final November 2023
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1.0 PuBLIC COMMENT PROCESS
1.1 INTRODUCTION

On November 4, 2022, the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) published the notice
of availability (NOA) of the Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued
Operation of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (Draft LLNL SWEIS) (DOE/EIS—
0547) (87 FR 66685). NNSA also announced a 60-day comment period and three public hearings
(two in-person and one virtual) to receive comments on the Draft LLNL SWEIS. The comment
period was scheduled to end on January 3, 2023. On December 9, 2022, NNSA notified the
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) that it was extending the comment period until
January 18, 2023. On December 16, 2022, the USEPA published a notice in the Federal Register
that announced the public comment period extension (87 FR 77106). NNSA posted the Draft
LLNL SWEIS on the DOE NEPA website at https://www.energy.gov/nepa/articles/doeeis-0547-
draft-environmental-impact-statement-0.

1.2 PuUBLIC HEARINGS

During the comment period, NNSA held two in-person hearings and one virtual hearing to receive
comments on the Draft LLNL SWEIS. Notice of the dates, times, location, and other information
related to the public hearings was posted in the local newspapers as shown in Table CRD-1. Notice
of the public hearings was also posted on the NNSA NEPA Reading Room website
(https://www.energy.gov/nnsa/nnsa-nepa-reading-room) on November 4, 2022. Copies of all
public notices are included in Appendix G of this Final SWEIS.

Table CRD-1. Newspaper Notices of Public Hearings

Newspaper Dates of Publication Notice
The Independent November 17, 24, December 1, 2022

Tracy Press November 18, 24, December 2, 2022
East Bay Times November 22, December 1, 2022
Stockton Record November 22, December 1, 2022

At the in-person hearings, an Open House preceded the formal public comment period. During
that Open House, the public was invited to engage with NNSA personnel within their areas of
expertise and ask questions about the Draft SWEIS. At all hearings, NNSA gave a 20-minute
presentation on the Draft SWEIS prior to the formal public comment period. Public comments
were received after the NNSA presentation.

The first in-person hearing was held in Livermore, California on December 7, 2022.
Approximately 10 members of the public attended that meeting, and four people provided verbal
comments. The second in-person hearing was held in Tracy, California on December 8, 2022.
Approximately 10 members of the public attended that meeting, and seven people provided verbal
comments. In light of continued concerns regarding the Coronavirus Disease 2019 (COVID-19),
NNSA also held an internet-based (with telephone access) virtual public hearing on December 13,
2022. Approximately 50 people attended the virtual hearing via either internet or telephone
connections. Eighteen (18) speakers provided verbal comments.

CRD-1-1 Final November 2023
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In addition to the public hearings, the public was encouraged to provide comments via U.S. postal
mail or electronically via email. Comments received by mail were date stamped when received
by the DOE mail distribution center. Comments received by email have the date automatically
included. NNSA considered all comments received. Late comments were considered to the extent
practicable. All comments received by January 31, 2023, were considered by NNSA in this CRD.

Eighty-four (84) comment documents (including 41 comment documents submitted as an email
campaign) were received from individuals, interested groups, and Federal, State, and local
agencies during the comment period on this Draft LLNL SWEIS and three (3) comment documents
were received after the comment period. Scans of those comment documents are located in
Chapter 3 of this CRD. In addition, comments from the three public hearings are included in the
scanned transcripts, which are also located in Chapter 3. All comments received were treated
equally by NNSA.

1.3 ORGANIZATION OF THIS COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT
This CRD has been organized into the following sections:

e Chapter 1 describes the public comment process and contains tables with an index of
commenters who submitted comments and the comment document and response locators
to assist readers with using this CRD.

e Chapter 2 is organized by topic area and contains summaries of the comments received
during the public comment period as well as NNSA responses to those comment
summaries.

e Chapter 3 contains scanned copies of comment documents received and the transcripts of
the public hearings.

Tables are provided at the end of this chapter to assist in locating individual comments. Individual
comments were identified within each comment document and categorized by issue (e.g., nuclear
weapons policy, alternatives, land use, air quality, etc.). Table CRD-2 lists the issue categories
and corresponding comment codes. Similar comments within the same issue category were then
summarized, and these summaries are presented in Chapter 2 of this CRD along with NNSA’s
responses to the comment summaries. Table CRD-3 lists the names of all persons who submitted
comments (either verbally at the public hearings or in writing) on the Draft LLNL SWEIS. If a
person submitted comments multiple times (e.g., at more than one public hearing, or at a public
hearing and in writing) that person’s name appears multiple times, as appropriate. Table CRD-4
lists the names of persons who submitted a campaign letter.! NNSA also received several emails
with administrative requests, such as to be added to the mailing list or informing NNSA of a change
in an email address. Because those emails did not include any comments on the Draft LLNL
SWEIS, they are not included in this CRD.

! A campaign letter is a document with essentially the same comments that is submitted by multiple persons.
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1.4 How 1O USE THIS COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

Begin by locating the commenter’s name in Table CRD-3 (or CRD-4 if the commenter submitted
a campaign letter). These tables list the page number on which a commenter’s scanned document
(or verbal comments from the transcripts at the public hearings) appears in Chapter 3. That table
also shows the issue codes that were assigned to the comments. Next, the commenter can go
directly to Chapter 2, locate those issue codes, and read the comment summaries and responses.
Alternatively, if a commenter wants to see how NNSA assigned the issue codes to their comments,
the commenter could go to the corresponding page on which their comment document appears in
Chapter 3. Chapter 2 contains the comment summaries and responses to all the comments
identified in Chapter 3.

For example, if Karen Moore wanted to track her comments, she would go to Table CRD-3 to find
her name. She would see that her comments were assigned the following issue codes: 6-A, 15-A,
19-H, and 22-A. She could then go directly to Chapter 2, locate those issue codes, and read the
comment summaries and responses. Alternatively, if Karen Moore wanted to specifically see how
NNSA assigned the issue codes to her comments, she could go to the corresponding page on which
her comment document appears in Chapter 3 (in this example, that document appears on page
CRD-3-54). On page CRD-3-54, she would find that her scanned document has been side-barred
and coded 22-A for the first comment, 6-A and 15-A for the next comment, and 19-H for the final
comment. She could then go to Chapter 2, locate those issue codes, and read the comment
summaries and responses.

1.5 CHANGES TO THE DRAFT LLNL SWEIS

NNSA revised the Draft LLNL SWEIS to incorporate changes after considering public comments
included in this CRD, as well as any new information. The major changes include:

e NNSA revised the discussion of the Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) in Sections S.1.3.1.1,
1.3.1, and 1.5.2 as a result of the latest NPR that was published in October 2022.

e NNSA updated Sections S.3.2.3, 1.5.1, 3.2.3, 4.7.2.2, 5.6.1, and 5.7.1 to clarify that the
increase in detonation size has not yet been implemented at Building 851 and is not further
analyzed in this SWEIS. There are no alternatives or proposals in this SWEIS that would
increase the weight of explosives tests at Site 300, and NNSA’s plan at this time is to
continue open detonation at Site 300 facilities under the current levels of less than 100
pounds per day and less than 1,000 pounds per year.

e Several sections in Chapters 3, 4, 5, 6, and Appendix A were updated based on public and
regulatory comments and responses. They include Sections 3.2.15, 3.3.1.4, 3.3.1.5, 4.6.5,
5.8.1,5.8.2,5.15.2, 6.4.10.2, and A.1.2.28; Figures S.3-7 and 3-7; and Tables S.3-9, 3-9,
4-39, and 5-8.
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Table CRD-2. Comment Issue Categories and Codes

Issue Category 1: Purpose and Need

1-A  Purpose and need and/or adequacy of the SWEIS
1-B  Relationship to pit production

1-C  Need for Biosafety level (BSL)-3 facility

1-D Fifteen (15) year analysis

1-E  Support for LLNL operations/Proposed Actions

Issue Category 2: National Security Policies

2-A  Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT)
2-B  Proliferation/nonproliferation

2-C  Safety of nuclear weapons stockpile
2-D  New nuclear weapons

Issue Category 3: NEPA Process

3-A Public comment period

3-B  Public hearings

3-C References/document availability
3-D Need for New PEIS

Issue Category 4: Proposed Action

4-A  Purpose of new facilities

4-B  Uranium enrichment project

4-C Decontamination, decommissioning, and demolition (DD&D) Projects

4-D  Tritium releases and tritium operations

4-E  Building 235 administrative limit

4-F  Superblock plutonium limits

4-G  Site 300 explosives weight

4-H Relationship of new facilities to nuclear weapons

4-1  National Ignition Facility (NIF)

4-J  BSL-3 facility size, bioagents, and storage

4-K  Animal Care Facility

4-L.  Advanced 3D Hydrotest Facility

4-M Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) oversight

4-M Plutonium pits and testing

4-O Engineering Shop Support Facility, Nuclear Science Center, Classified Lab
4-P  Next Generation LEP R&D Component Fabrication Building

4-Q New facilities at Site 300

4-R  High Explosives Applications Facility Laboratory Capability Expansion (HEX)
4-S  High Explosives management and storage

4-T High Bay Facility

Issue Category 5: No-Action Alternative

5-A

Analyze a true No-Action Alternative

Issue Category 6: Other SWEIS Alternatives

6-A  Other site-wide alternatives
6-B  Other operational alternatives
6-C Disarmament alternative

6-D Climate change alternative
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Issue Category 7: Land Use

7-A  Proximity of Tracy Hills Development to Site 300

Issue Category 8: Aesthetics and Scenic Resources

8-A  Viewshed of New North Entry gate

Issue Category 9: Geology and Soils

9-A  Earthquake risks and facility vulnerability

Issue Category 10: Water Resources

10-A Environmental monitoring

10-B Contaminants in the watershed

Issue Category 11: Air Quality

11-A Greenhouse gases and climate change

11-B Air pollution technologies

Issue Category 12: Noise

12-A Noise impacts from Site 300 explosives testing

Issue Category 13: Biological Resources

13-A Tritium on vineyards and wine

13-B Impacts on special status species

Issue Category 14: Cultural and Paleontological Resources: no comments received
Issue Category 15: Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice
15-A Housing impacts

15-B General Environmental Justice impacts

Issue Category 16: Traffic/Transportation

16-A Plutonium-specific transportation and impacts

16-B City traffic

16-C General radiological transportation risks

16-D New North Entry

16-E Expanded bicycle circulation

Issue Category 17: Infrastructure

17-A Dangers to the electric grid

17-B Extend Reclaimed Water Distribution System

17-C Natural gas use

17-D Water and electricity use

Issue Category 18: Waste Management and Materials Management
18-A Disposal of waste and long-term impacts

18-B Use of hazardous materials and chemicals

18-C Availability and use of the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP)
Issue Category 19: Human Health and Safety

19-A Tritium and plutonium emissions on human health.

19-B Prevention of releases to the environment

19-C Wind-blown contamination from Site 300

19-D Calculation of maximally exposed individual (MEI) dose
19-E Worker illness compensation

19-F General health and safety comments

19-G Worker radiological doses

19-H Valley Fever risks

Issue Category 20: Accidents and Intentional Destructive Acts
20-A General accident risks
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20-B Increasing tritium release limits at NIF on accidents

20-C Risk of radiological material theft

20-D Increased material storage and security measures

20-E Intentional destructive acts

20-F Seismic events

20-G Historical releases, accidents, and spills

Issue Category 21: Contamination, Environmental Remediation, and DD&D

21-A Cleanup/remediation

21-B New cleanup from new waste

21-C DD&D of high risk facilities

21-D Cleanup Firing Table 850 at Site 300

21-E Contamination from per- and polyfluoroalkyl (PFAS) substances

Issue Category 22: Miscellaneous

22-A Mitigation measures

Issue Category 23: Out of Scope

23-A Use the money for weapons on other purposes

23-B Press release related to fusion at LLNL

23-C NNSA honesty

23-D Other miscellaneous issues

Issue Category 24: Response to Comments from U.S. EPA, Region 9

24-A Cleanup/remediation

24-B Mitigation measures

24-C Contamination from per- and polyfluoroalkyl (PFAS) substances

24-D Air quality monitoring

24-E Greenhouse gases and climate change

24-F Siting for New Projects at Site 300

24-G Infrastructure and water use

24-H Waste management

24-1 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

24-]J Biological Resources

Issue Category 25: Letter from Congressional Representatives to NNSA Administrator Jill
Hruby, dated February 9, 2023

25-A Extension of comment period
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Table CRD-3. Index of Commenters
Commenter Commenter Affiliation Document Issue Codes
Identifier Information Page Assigned to
Number Number Comments
1 Allred, Chris Nuclear Nexus Outreach CRD-3-2 3-A
Coordinator, Rocky Mountain
Peace and Justice Center
2 Arends, Joni Executive Director, Concerned | CRD-3-3 3-A
Citizens for Nuclear Safety
Arends, Joni Executive Director, Concerned | CRD-3-4 1-B, 1-C, 2-B, 2-D,
Citizens for Nuclear Safety 4-D, 4-E, 4-], 4-K, 4-
L, 6-A, 6-C, 7-A, 19-
A, 20-E, 21-E
Arends, Joni® Executive Director, Concerned | CRD-3-260 1-D, 3-A, 6-B
Citizens for Nuclear Safety
3 Arent, Sean Nuclear Weapons Abolition CRD-3-8 3-A
Program Manager, Washington
Physicians for Social
Responsibility
Arent, Sean® Nuclear Weapons Abolition CRD-3-234 1-A, 2-B
Program Manager, Washington
Physicians for Social
Responsibility
4 Beaudelaire, Suzanne CRD-3-9 3-A
Bechtel, Marilyn® CRD-3-212 2-A, 2-D, 3-A, 4-D,
4-E, 6-C, 9-A, 19-A,
23-A
Boudart, Jan? CRD-3-245 6-A, 6-D
Broadman, Gene CRD-3-10 1-E, 10-A, 19-E
Buckley, Rich Peace and Conflict Resolution CRD-3-13 23-D
Org
9 Burklund, Patrick? CRD-3-246 19-F
10 Burns, Terry CRD-3-15 1-B, 1-C, 2-A, 2-B,
2-D, 4-D, 4-E, 4-], 4-
K, 4-L, 6-A, 6-C, 7-
A, 16-C,19-A, 20-E
11 Cabanne, Donna Livermore Resident CRD-3-17 1-B, 2-B, 4-D, 4-E,
6-A, 19-A
12 Clements, Tom Director, SRS Watch CRD-3-19 1-B, 1-C, 2-B, 2-D,
3-D, 4-D, 4-E, 4-], 4-
K, 4-L, 6-A, 7-A, 16-
C, 19-A, 20-E
13 Coghlan, Jay Executive Director, Nuclear CRD-3-24 3-A
Watch New Mexico
Coghlan, Jay Executive Director, Nuclear CRD-3-25 1-B, 1-C, 2-A, 2-B,
Watch New Mexico 2-D, 3-D, 4-D, 4-E,
4-],4-K, 4-L, 6-A, 6-
C, 7-A, 9-A, 19-A,
20-E
Coghlan, Jay? Executive Director, Nuclear CRD-3-243 1-A, 2-C, 2-D
Watch New Mexico
52 Congressional Congressional Members of CRD-3-257 25-A
Representatives Mark | Congress
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Commenter Commenter Affiliation Document Issue Codes
Identifier Information Page Assigned to
Number Number Comments
DeSaulnier, John
Garamendi, and Eric
Swalwell
14 Eroy, Dr. Ariane? CRD-3-217 4-D, 11-A, 18-A, 19-
A, 23-B, 23-C
15 Frisch, Jo Ann CRD-3-31 3-A, 3-C
16 Gassman, David F. CRD-3-34 3-A
Gassman, David F. CRD-3-35 2-A, 5-A
17 Gately, Megan CRD-3-36 1-B, 2-A, 2-B, 2-D,
3-A, 4-B, 4-D, 4-E,
4-H, 4-1, 4-L, 4-P, 7-
A, 19-A, 20-F
18 Gould, Robert MD President, San Francisco Bay CRD-3-40 1-B, 1-C, 2-B, 2-D,
Physicians for Social 3-A,4-D, 4-E, 4-], 4-
Responsibility K, 4-L, 6-A, 6-C, 7-
A, 19-A, 20-E
Gould, Robert MD? President, San Francisco Bay CRD-3-220 2-A, 3-A, 4-D, 5-A,
Physicians for Social 6-A, 6-B, 6-C, 6-D,
Responsibility 23-A
19 Green, Tony! CRD-3-135 4-D, 11-A, 21-A
20 Haber, Alan® CRD-3-237 6-C
49 Howell, Pat? CRD-3-189 3-A, 3-B, 4-G, 10-A,
10-B, 15-A, 17-D,
19-C, 21-A
21 Jimenez, Linda® CRD-3-164 4-D, 6-A, 7-A, 19-A,
19-C
22 Kelley, Marylia Tri-Valley CARES CRD-3-45 3-A, 3-C
Kelley, Marylia' Tri-Valley CARES CRD-3-148 1-A, 1-B, 2-A, 3-A,
3-B, 4-A, 4-B, 4-D,
4-G, 4-H, 4-1, 4-L, 5-
A, 6-A, 9-A, 19-A,
20-B, 20-F
Kelley, Marylia® Tri-Valley CARES CRD-3-223 3-A, 6-A, 6-C, 6-D,
23-A
23 Labriola, Kathy CRD-3-49 1-B, 1-C, 2-B, 2-D,
4-D, 4-E, 4-J, 4-K, 6-
A, 19-A, 20-E
24 Luce, Tom CRD-3-51 3-A
50 Luke® from Oakland CRD-3-238 3-A, 6-A
25 Lynch, Laura CRD-3-52 3-A
26 Marciscano, Raiza® CRD-3-235 3-A, 19-E
27 Miles, Loulena CRD-3-53 3-A
Miles, Loulena® CRD-3-228 2-A, 2-B, 2-D, 3-A
28 Moore, Karen Tracy Earth Project CRD-3-54 6-A, 15-A, 19-H, 22-
A
Moore, Karen? CRD-3-192 3-A, 3-C, 6-A, 16-B,
22-A
29 Moore, Patricia CRD-3-56 3-A
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Commenter Commenter Affiliation Document Issue Codes
Identifier Information Page Assigned to
Number Number Comments
30 Oldfather, Jonathan CRD-3-57 1-B, 1-C, 2-A, 2-B,
2-D, 4-D, 4-E, 4-J, 4-
K, 4-L, 6-A, 6-C, 7-
A, 19-A, 20-E
31 Olson, Inga CRD-3-61 3-A
Olson, Inga’ CRD-3-209 2-A, 4-A, 6-C
Olson, Inga CRD-3-252 5-A, 6-A, 6-C
32 Perner, Mary' CRD-3-137 2-A, 10-B, 11-A, 13-
A, 16-A, 16-B, 16-C,
16-E, 17-A, 19-A,
20-D, 23-A
Perner, Mary? CRD-3-170 3-A, 4-L, 7-A, 15-A,
& CRD-3-196 | 19-A, 19-C, 21-A,
21-D
33 Plascencia, Laura CRD-3-62 3-A
34 Reade, Deborah CRD-3-63 3-A, 3-C
35 Richard, Pamela Board Member, Tri-Valley CRD-3-64 6-A, 6-D, 10-B, 11-
CARES A, 11-B, 12-A, 13-B,
15-B, 16-A, 16-C,
17-D, 18-A,
19-A, 20-A, 21-A
Richard, Pamela' Board Member, Tri-Valley CRD-3-143 4-A, 4-B, 4-C, 4-D,
CARES 4-G, 4-1, 6-A, 11-B,
16-A, 18-A, 19-A,
19-B, 20-A, 20-B,
20-C, 20-D, 20-F,
21-A, 21-B, 21-C
Richard, Pamela’ Board Member, Tri-Valley CRD-3-174 2-A, 2-B, 2-D, 3-A,
CARES 4-A, 4-C, 4-G, 4-0,
6-A, 6-B, 11-B, 20-
A, 21-C, 23-A
36 Rieger, Gail CRD-3-67 3-A
Rieger, Gail? CRD-3-167 3-A, 3-B, 4-G, 16-A,
21-A
37 Ross, Andy City of Livermore CRD-3-68 8-A, 16-D, 16-E, 17-
B, 17-C
38 Sneed, Regina CRD-3-72 3-A, 3-C
Sneed, Regina CRD-3-73 3-A
Sneed, Regina® CRD-3-215 3-A, 15-A
39 Spaulding, Dylan K. Senior Scientist, Global CRD-3-75 4-D, 4-1, 19-A, 19-B,
Security Program, Union of 19-G, 20-A, 20-B
Concerned Scientists
40 Spiess, Martha Chair, Peace Action Maine CRD-3-77 2-B, 2-D
41 Truitt, Robin Life Scientist, Environmental CRD-3-78 24-A, 24-B-1, 24-B-
Review Branch, USEPA, 2,24-C, 24-D, 24-E,
Region 9 24-F, 24-G, 24-H,
24-1, 24-]
42 Unidentified Speaker CRD-3-159 3-A
#1!
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Commenter Commenter Affiliation Document Issue Codes
Identifier Information Page Assigned to
Number Number Comments
43 Unidentified Speaker CRD-3-160 4-F
#2!
44 Van Ligten, Travis Rutan & Tucker, LLP CRD-3-89 7-A, 12-A
45 Watchempino, Laura CRD-3-92 3-A
Watchempino, Laura CRD-3-93 1-B, 1-C, 2-B, 2-D,
4-D, 4-E, 4-], 4-K, 4-
L, 6-A, 6-B, 6-C, 16-
A, 18-A, 19-A, 19-E,
20-E
46 Wilks, John Vice President, Veterans for CRD-3-99 1-B, 2-A, 2-B, 3-D,
Peace 4-D, 4-E, 4-1, 5-A, 6-
A, 18-C, 19-A, 20-A
Wilks, John? Vice President, Veterans for CRD-3-232 18-C
Peace
47 Wojtaszek, Lukasz CRD-3-112 3-A
48 Yundt, Scott Staff Attorney, Tri-Valley CRD-3-113 1-A, 1-B, 1-C, 2-A,
CARES and Women's 2-B, 2-D, 3-A, 4-B,
International League for Peace 4-D, 4-E, 4-G, 4-1, 4-
and Freedom, San Francisco K, 4-L, 4-0, 4-P, 4-
and East Bay Branches Q, 4-R, 4-S, 4-T, 5-
A, 6-A, 6-B, 12-A,
16-C, 18-A, 18-B,
19-A, 19-E, 20-A,
20-E, 20-F, 20-G,
21-A
Yundt, Scott? Staff Attorney, Tri-Valley CRD-3-177 & | 1-C, 3-A, 3-B, 3-C,
CARES and Women's CRD-3-199 4-D, 4-G, 4-1, 4-], 4-
International League for Peace K, 4-M, 4-N, 5-A, 6-
and Freedom, San Francisco A, 6-B, 16-C, 18-A,
and East Bay Branches 18-B, 19-D
Yundt, Scott? Staff Attorney, Tri-Valley CRD-3-240 3-A, 19-A, 19-E
CARES and Women's
International League for Peace
and Freedom, San Francisco
and East Bay Branches
Yundt, Scott Staff Attorney, Tri-Valley CRD-3-255 25-A
CARES and Women's
International League for Peace
and Freedom, San Francisco
and East Bay Branches

1 — Livermore, CA Public Hearing
2 — Tracy, CA Public Hearing
3 — Virtual Public Hearing

Table CRD-4. Index of Commenters Who Submitted a Campaign Document

] . Issue Codes Assigned
Campaign Letter #1 (appears on Page: CRD-3-131), Commenter #51 to Comments
Arent, Sean, Washington Physicians for Social Responsibility 1-B, 1-C,

Baker, Sheila L. 2-B, 2-D,
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Issue Codes Assigned

Campaign Letter #1 (appears on Page: CRD-3-131), Commenter #51 to Comments

Bettis, Raiza 4-D, 4-E, 4-], 4-K,
Brechin, Vernon J. 4-L, 6-A, 6-C, 7-A, 19-
A, 20-E

Cipolat, Urs

Colley, Vina, National Nuclear Workers for Justice

Colley, Vina, Portsmouth/Piketon Residents for Environmental Safety and Security

Croom, Carolyn

Daetz, Douglas

Deason, Melanie Greer
Dragovich, Martha

Durston, Robin
Elizabeth, Marylia
Ertz, Arla

Goodman, Susan

Green, Tony

Haider, Laura

Hopple, Nancy

Jakobsberg, Denise

Katz, Deb

Kaufmyn, Wynd

Kelley, Marylia, Tri-Valley CARES
Kenneth, Gibson

Kovac, Scott, Nuclear Watch New Mexico

Loren, Sharon

Lynch, Laura
Maran, Rita
Margaret, Willits

Marida, Patricia
McDonald, Phyllis

Miles, Loulena

Moore, Patricia
Oba, Hisako
Reade, Deborah
Richard, Pamela
Rieger, Gail

Schroeder, Janice

Seeley, Linda

Stevenson, Douglas
Thabit, Nick

Tokes, Dorcas
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LLNL SWEIS Chapter 2—Comment Summaries and Responses

2.0 COMMENT SUMMARIES AND RESPONSES

This chapter summarizes the comments the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA)
received on the Draft LLNL SWEIS and provides NNSA’s responses to those comments. As
discussed in Chapter 1 of this Comment Response Document (CRD), NNSA received 84 comment
documents (including 41 comment documents submitted as an email campaign) on the Draft LLNL
SWEIS from federal agencies; state and local governments; public and private organizations; and
individuals.

2.1 How NNSA CONSIDERED PUBLIC COMMENTS

NNSA assessed and considered public comments on the Draft LLNL SWEIS, both individually
and collectively. Some comments led to SWEIS modifications; others resulted in a response to
answer or explain policy questions, to refer readers to information in the Final LLNL SWEIS, to
answer technical questions, to explain technical issues, or to provide clarification. A number of
comments provided suggestions on improving the Draft LLNL SWEIS. As applicable, the
responses in this CRD identify changes that NNSA made to the Draft LLNL SWEIS as a result of
comments.

The following list highlights key aspects of NNSA’s approach to recording, tracking, and
responding to public comments on the Draft LLNL SWEIS:

e NNSA reviewed and considered comments received, including verbal comments made
during the three public hearings, to identify, categorize, and summarize those comments.
As comments were received, they were reviewed and “binned” into issue categories.
Because binning was a continuous process during the public comment period, issue
categories were expanded and augmented as necessary to ensure that comments were
binned into a proper issue category. As shown in Chapter 2 of this CRD, comment
documents have been annotated with sidebars and comment codes. These sidebars and
codes provide the information that identifies where in this CRD the comments are
addressed. In some cases, multiple comment codes were assigned to a comment to indicate
that an identified comment was considered in multiple comment summaries and responses.

e After comment identification, NNSA grouped individual comments by categories and
assigned each comment group to one or more subject matter experts to prepare the
response.

e Comment summaries are intended to capture the substantive issue(s) raised by a comment
for a specific issue. Comments grouped and summarized for response are, of necessity,
paraphrased; NNSA made every effort to capture the essence of comments included in a
comment summary. In some cases, NNSA used specific language from one or more
commenters to develop a particular comment summary. This should not be interpreted to
mean that NNSA considered any comment to be more or less important than other
comments received relative to that comment summary; rather, NNSA felt that a comment’s
particular language was a reasonable articulation of many comments for a particular
subject. In some cases, a commenter submitted a comment that was so unique that NNSA
responded to it individually.
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¢ In some instances, a comment and response are related to another comment and response.
Instead of repeating this information, the comment response directs the reader to that
related comment and response.

e Senior-level experts reviewed and revised each comment summary and response to ensure
technical and scientific accuracy, clarity, and consistency, and to ensure the comment
summary adequately reflected the comments in that issue category, and that the response
addressed the comments. Additionally, comment responses were coordinated with
representatives from other Department of Energy (DOE)/NNSA programs and sites that
were addressed in the comment.

In this process, NNSA has attempted to provide an accurate record of the comments received, as
well as NNSA’s responses to those comments. Chapter 1, Section 1.3, of this CRD describes the
organization of this CRD and the tables provided to assist readers in tracking their comments, as
appropriate, to the appropriate comment summary and response. Each commenter should readily
be able to locate his or her comment and the summary response that addresses the comment.

2.2 ORGANIZATION OF COMMENT AND RESPONSE SUMMARIES

The comment summaries and responses that follow are organized within issue categories, as shown
in Chapter 1, Table CRD-2, of this CRD. For example, issue category 1 contains comments related
to the purpose and need for agency action. Depending on the comments that were received on the
Draft SWEIS, some issue categories were further defined to address a specific topic within the
same issue category, such as 1-C, which addresses the need for Biosafety Level-3 (BSL-3) work
at LLNL. Further, some topics within an issue category contain many comment summaries and
responses. For example, issue category 19 contains specific comments related to human health.
Within this issue code there are eight comment summaries and responses (19-A through 19-H).
Comment summaries and responses within issue codes are not presented in any particular order of
importance.

In some instances, a similar topic is addressed in multiple comment summaries and responses.
This occurred because such comments were intertwined, and the binning process captured these
comments in multiple issue codes. While this resulted in some redundancy within some of the
comment summaries, NNSA decided that redundancy was preferred to potentially omitting some
comments. In those instances where similar topics are addressed in multiple summaries and
responses, cross references are provided to the similar summary and response.
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2.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Issue Category 1: Purpose and Need

1-A Purpose and Need and/or Adequacy of the SWEIS

Commenters state that the Proposed Action is not needed and that the Draft SWEIS
is inadequate. Commenters request that NNSA examine whether LLNL’s primary
responsibility should be to ensure the safety, reliability, and performance of the
nation’s nuclear weapons stockpile. Commenters question whether expanding
nuclear weapons programs at Livermore and the other labs are actually in the
nation’s best interest. Commenters state that the nuclear weapon life extension
program (LEP) is not needed. Commenters oppose the expansion of nuclear
weapons development activities and cite the new Classified Lab, new Nuclear

Science Center, and new High Bay, as examples of the expansion. (Commenters. 3,
13,22, 48)!

Response: NNSA acknowledges commenters’ opinion that the Proposed Action is
not needed and that the Draft SWEIS is inadequate but disagrees with this opinion.
This LLNL SWEIS has been prepared in accordance with Section 102(2)(C) of
NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321-4347, as amended), regulations promulgated by the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), DOE’s
NEPA implementing procedures (10 CFR Part 1021) and NNSA Policy (NAP)
451.1. The Proposed Action is needed to support NNSA’s new requirements as
noted below.

As discussed in Section 1.3, NNSA is responsible for meeting the national security
requirements established by the President and Congress to maintain and enhance
the safety, security, and effectiveness of the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile. The
2022 Nuclear Posture Review (NPR), which was published in October 2022,
reaffirms a continuing commitment to a safe, secure, and effective nuclear deterrent
and strong and credible extended deterrence. A safe, secure, and effective deterrent
requires modern weapons and a modern infrastructure, enabled by a world-class
workforce equipped with modern tools. To accomplish this, the NPR states that the
U.S. “must re-establish, repair, and modernize our production infrastructure, and
ensure it has appropriate capabilities and sufficient capacity to build and maintain
modern nuclear weapons in a timely manner” (DoD 2022).

As one of only three nuclear weapons laboratories in the U.S., LLNL contributes
significantly to the core intellectual and technical competencies of the U.S. related
to nuclear weapons. These competencies embody more than 70 years of weapons
knowledge and experience. LLNL maintains specific core competencies in
activities associated with research, development, design, and surveillance of
nuclear weapons, and supports the assessment and certification of their safety and
reliability. The continued operation of LLNL is critical to NNSA’s Stockpile

! The commenter numbers correlate to the commenter identification numbers in Tables CRD-3 and CRD-4 in Chapter 1 of this
CRD.
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Stewardship and Management Program (SSMP) and to preventing the spread and
use of nuclear weapons worldwide.

NNSA'’s reasons for the need to modernize LLNL are driven by national policy
requirements. The underlying need and approach are to maintain a safe, secure, and
effective nuclear weapons stockpile. NNSA is only able to evaluate how best to
implement the national security policy. As discussed in Section 1.3.1.3, LEPs
extend the weapons’ lifetimes and enable NNSA to maintain the nation’s nuclear
deterrent without resuming the production of new weapons or underground nuclear
explosive tests.

The Classified Laboratory is described in Section 3.3.1.5 of this SWEIS. There is
no weapons research planned for the Classified Laboratory. This facility will
support DOE nonproliferation activities as well as non-weapons work/analysis for
other government sponsors. The Nuclear Science Center and the High Bay are
described in Section 3.3.1.1, and both are replacements of older existing facilities.

Relationship to Pit Production

Commenters state that LLNL will have a hands-on role in NNSA's plans to expand
plutonium pit production by performing work for the production work that will be
at Los Alamos and the Savannah River Site. Commenters state that there is a
connection between increased operations at LLNL and expanded pit production.
Commenters state that the federal budget contains money for new plutonium glove
boxes at LLNL that are expressly to support “expanded plutonium pit production, ”
and a LANL NEPA document states that LANL will ship plutonium to Livermore
for “materials testing” in support of “expanded plutonium pit production.
Commenters request that NNSA clarify the activities at LLNL that are related to
expanded pit production. Commenters request that NNSA provide a crosswalk that
shows the relationship of LLNL’s activities to expanded pit production.
Commenters ask NNSA to explain the role of LLNL in efforts to replace all pits in
all weapons, including issues related to design and certification of pits, and how
this contributes to planning for nuclear war. Commenters state that NNSA must
explain and review the relationship between the SWEIS and a Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (PEILS) on pit production that a court might order.
(Commenters: 2, 10, 11, 12, 13, 17, 18, 22, 23, 30, 45, 46, 48, 51)

Response: As discussed in Chapters 1 and 2 of this SWEIS, LLNL has more than
70 years of nuclear weapons knowledge and experience, and weapons activities at
the Laboratory represent foundational elements of the SSMP. LLNL is responsible
for maintaining three of the seven active stockpile weapons systems through the
annual weapon certification process and for enabling the future stockpile. LLNL
designs the nuclear explosive package for life extension programs (LEPs),
modification programs (Mods), and alteration programs (ALTs), and certifies the
life-extended weapons as they enter the stockpile. Through routine surveillance of
the systems and annual stockpile assessment, weapons issues that could lead to

CRD-2-4

Final November 2023



LLNL SWEIS

Chapter 2—Comment Summaries and Responses

future performance degradation, such as aging effects, are discovered and
addressed.

To accomplish its missions, LLNL conducts plutonium-related activities. That has
been true for more than 70 years and is expected to be true for the foreseeable
future. As discussed in Section 2.2.4 of this SWEIS, plutonium and pit-related
activities at LLNL include: material characterization and analytical chemistry of
plutonium to ensure that current weapons function as designed; plutonium aging
studies to determine when current weapons need to be remanufactured; certification
activities for remanufactured pit components to ensure they meet design intent,
testing, and certification activities for LEP and Mod nuclear material components;
and other research and development.

NNSA recognizes commenters’ opinion that there is a connection between
increased operations at LLNL and expanded pit production. NNSA believes that
increased operations at LLNL, as represented by the Proposed Action in this
SWEIS, are needed for LLNL to meet national security requirements to maintain
and enhance the safety, security, and effectiveness of the U.S. nuclear weapons
stockpile.

With regard to new plutonium gloveboxes at LLNL, NNSA routinely replaces
gloveboxes at LLNL when they reach their end-of-life.

With regard to whether LANL will ship plutonium to Livermore for “materials
testing,” NNSA agrees that plutonium will be shipped between the two
laboratories.? This is evidenced from Table 5-30 (No-Action Alternative) and Table
5-31 (Proposed Action) from this SWEIS. Under both the No-Action Alternative
and the Proposed Action, “plutonium target material” and “other plutonium
(metal/oxide)” would be transported between the two sites. Under the Proposed
Action, “other plutonium (metal/oxide)” shipments could increase from 2 times per
year to 5-6 times per year.

NNSA agrees that LLNL conducts plutonium and pit-related R&D activities but
does not think a “crosswalk” would be meaningful to “show the relationship of
LLNL’s activities to expanded pit production.” Instead, NNSA believes that
Chapter 2 of this SWEIS provides sufficient descriptions of the LLNL missions,
programs, and activities for a reader to understand that LLNL conducts activities to
meet national security requirements to maintain and enhance the safety, security,
and effectiveness of the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile. Plutonium and pit-related
activities are part of LLNL’s R&D mission and are included in the Chapter 2

2 In August 2020, NNSA completed the Final Supplement Analysis of the 2008 Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for the
Continued Operation of Los Alamos National Laboratory for Plutonium Operations (DOE/EIS-0380-SA-06) (NNSA 2020). Per
that document, NNSA stated that, “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.” That document also shows that
shipments will occur between LANL and LLNL for “material testing.”
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descriptions. Chapter 2 is augmented by the detailed facility descriptions in
Appendix A.

LLNL does not produce plutonium pits and comments related to replacing
plutonium pits in weapons are beyond the scope of this SWEIS. With regard to a
PEIS on pit production that a court might or might not order, it would be speculative
and beyond the scope of this SWEIS to discuss a hypothetical, undefined document
such as that.

Need for Biosafety Level (BSL)-3 Facility

Commenters state that there is no need for BSL-3 work at LLNL. Commenters state
that the Proposed Action would replace the BSL-3 facility with a facility nearly
twice the size of the existing facility. Commenters stated that there should not be a
proposed new BSL-3 facility at LLNL. Commenters state that an alternative that
excludes this facility should be included in the SWEIS. Commenter states that the
SWEILS should analyze the potential for the BSL-3 facility to stimulate the
proliferation of biological weapons research in the U.S. and other countries.

Commenter states that there should be complete transparency regarding potential
provocative and dangerous work evinced by “gain of function” experiments that
can increase transmissibility and infectivity of organisms that can pose dangers to
national and global populations. Commenter states that the proposed expansion of
bio-warfare agent research with experiments on animals should also be canceled,

to prevent potential spread of pathogens throughout the densely populated region.

(Commenters: 2, 10, 12, 13, 18, 23, 30, 45, 48, 51)

Response: One of NNSA’s missions is “to support U.S. leadership in science and
technology” (50 USC 2401). As discussed in Section 1.3.2 of this SWEIS, basic
science research ensures that LLNL’s technology capabilities remain at the cutting
edge and that LLNL scientists and engineers are prepared to identify and solve
critical challenges across national missions. These national missions include
counterterrorism and advancing bioscience and biosecurity, which requires
handling pathogens that may pose a human health challenge, could be a potential
terrorist threat, or are the cause of a global pandemic, such as COVID-19 (see
Section 2.2.10 of this SWEIS). Such work is conducted in LLNL’s existing BSL-3
facility, which is the only BSL-3 laboratory in the DOE complex. As discussed in
Section 3.3.1.4 of this SWEIS, the BSL-3 facility is experiencing an increased
demand from many DOE laboratory collaborators and other government and
industry strategic partners as well as ongoing and expanding programs. To meet
these demands the facility must include more modern approaches that enhance the
researcher’s ability to operate safely, but these new approaches will require
additional space to implement. The facility supports research targeted at developing
medical countermeasures (medical prophylactics [e.g., vaccines] and therapeutics
[e.g., antibody therapy, antibiotics, drugs]) and is equipped to provide risk
reduction for public health-related incidents (i.e., COVID-19). Much of this work
is important for NNSA’s collaborative efforts with university and industrial
partners. Research that would deliberately or incidentally increase transmissibility
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of an organism is not allowed. All biological work at LLNL is reviewed by the
biogovernance oversite committee (which includes a member from the Livermore
community) to ensure that it is safe, ethical and meets all governmental regulations.
No work related to nuclear weapons research and development is done in this
facility.

The Proposed Action involves construction of a new modernized replacement BSL-
3 facility, with upgraded safety systems and storage capability. The proposed
facility would be approximately 5,000 square feet with laboratory, equipment, and
small animal preparation and holding space. Although the replacement facility for
the existing BSL-3 facility would be larger, most of that increased space is for
upgrading the storage and heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC)
capabilities with new modernized equipment. The workload in the new facility
would remain similar to current levels. New instrumentation in the facility would
be contained in Class III biosafety cabinets, which increase space demands.
Currently, due to new regulatory requirements, an extensive inactivation and
viability testing program is needed to safely bring inactivated select agent materials
out of the BSL-3 to lower containment where instrumentation is available. Space
in the new facility would be dedicated to an instrument laboratory so that all work
could be done in the facility. This will increase efficiency, reduce the cost of the
research, and provide for a more optimized approach for this work at LLNL.

Because this facility has low levels of pathogens and is operated under CDC
approved BSL-3 standards, materials are self-contained and pose no dangerous risk
to the public.

Comments related to work with animals are addressed in 4-K.

With regard to the comment that the SWEIS should evaluate an alternative that
excludes this facility, the No-Action Alternative provides such an alternative.

LLNL is only permitted to do defensive biological weapons research work, and the
environmental impact of this work is analyzed in the SWEIS. While NNSA does
not believe that defensive biological research work promotes biological weapons
proliferation, actions of other countries are beyond the scope of this SWEIS. LLNL
submits semi-annual reports to DOE HQ listing projects involving agents and/or
experiments that fall under the NIH definition of Dual Use Research of Concern
(DURC). In addition, LLNL submits annual Biological Weapons Convention -
Confidence Building Measures (BWC-CBM) returns containing data about our
high-containment laboratories and biodefense research and development programs
to the U.S. Department of State who compiles returns and submits a combined U.S.
CBM return to the BWC Implementation Support Unit at the UN Office of
Disarmament Affairs as part of the U.S. commitment to fulfill our BWC treaty
obligations in a transparent way.
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While NNSA does not believe that defensive biological research work promotes
biological weapons proliferation, actions of other countries are beyond the scope of
this SWEIS.

Fifteen (15) Year Analysis
Commenter objects to a 15-year analysis in the SWEIS. (Commenter: 2)

Response: Preparation of a SWEIS is a major undertaking that takes at least two
years to complete. NNSA evaluated a 15-year planning period in the SWEIS
because it provides a reasonable timeframe for identifying potential actions and
alternatives that could achieve the stated purpose and need. Following preparation
of a SWEIS, in accordance with 10 CFR 1021.330(d), NNSA evaluates site-wide
NEPA documents at least every five years by means of a Supplement Analysis, as
provided in 10 CFR 1021.314. Based on the Supplement Analysis, NNSA
determines whether the existing SWEIS remains adequate or whether to prepare a
new SWEIS or supplement the existing SWEIS as appropriate.

Support for LLNL Operations/Proposed Actions

Commenter supports the continued operation of LLNL and/or the SWEIS Proposed
Actions. (Commenter: 7)

Response: NNSA acknowledges the commenters’ opinions.

Issue Category 2: National Security Policies

2-A

Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT)

Commenters state that LLNL actions are illegal and/or a violation of the NPT, as
well as the Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons (TPNW). Commenters
state that the U.S. is not working in good faith toward nuclear disarmament and
weapons like the W87 and W80-4 and new weapons are completely out of
compliance with treaty obligations and the International Court of Justice’s
interpretation of the NPT. Commenters state that the International Court of Justice
has clarified that, “There exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to
a conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under
strict and effective international control.” (Commenters: 5, 10, 13, 16, 17, 18, 22,
27,30, 31, 32, 35, 46, 48)

Response: As described in Section 1.3.1.4 of this Final LLNL SWEIS, the United
States continues to view the NPT as the cornerstone of the nuclear non-proliferation
regime (DoD 2018, DoD 2022). Over the past 30 years, the United States has
worked to help establish an international security environment conducive to
progress toward disarmament. The United States has also made significant progress
toward achieving the nuclear disarmament goals set forth in the Preamble and
Article VI to the NPT and has a strong record of compliance with its Article VI
obligations. The nuclear arms race that was in full swing when the NPT was opened
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for signature has been largely halted. The United States has taken dramatic steps
toward the goal of nuclear disarmament, including working to resolve destabilizing
global and regional tensions; reducing its nuclear forces and nuclear weapons
stockpile, through both wunilateral and bilateral initiatives; and working
cooperatively with allies and partners further to reduce nuclear threats. However,
even after the Cold War, international dangers remain, and nuclear deterrence will
continue to be a cornerstone of U.S. national security policy for the foreseeable
future. Thus, NNSA’s responsibilities for ensuring the safety, security, and
effectiveness of the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile will also continue (DoD 2022).

The United States remains dedicated to preserving and strengthening the nuclear
non-proliferation regime and reaffirms its commitment to the NPT. The NPT has
made the world safer and more prosperous, and all Parties, including the United
States and its Allies and partners, continue to benefit from the Treaty (DoD 2022).
Article VI of the NPT obligates the parties “to pursue negotiations in good faith on
effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date
and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete disarmament
under strict and effective international control.” It must be noted that the NPT does
not provide any specific date for achieving the ultimate goal of nuclear
disarmament nor does it preclude the maintenance of nuclear weapons until their
disposition. While the U.S. actively pursues the goal of a world without nuclear
weapons, the U.S. does not believe that the elimination of nuclear weapons can be
achieved irrespective of the prevailing international security environment (DoD
2022).

For this LLNL SWEIS, speculation on the terms and conditions of a “zero level”
U.S. stockpile goes beyond the bounds of the reasonably foreseeable future
consistent with the 2022 NPR. The actions at LLNL, which would enable NNSA
to maintain the safety, reliability, and effectiveness of the U.S. nuclear weapons
stockpile until the ultimate goals of the NPT are attained, are consistent with the
NPT and the opinion expressed by the International Court of Justice. The U.S.
States has never signed or ratified the TPNW.

Proliferation/Nonproliferation

Commenters state that Proposed Action will increase nuclear proliferation and
cause a global arms race. Commenters state that nuclear weapons are immoral
and that there are more than enough stockpiled weapons and plutonium pits in this
country. Commenters state that pit-related operations should be canceled as new
pit production for new nuclear warheads could help stimulate a new nuclear arms
race. Commenters state that LLNL is playing a central role in driving a new and
dangerous global arms race. (Commenters: 2, 3, 10, 11, 12, 13, 17, 18, 23, 27, 30,
35, 40, 45, 46, 48, 51)

Response: As discussed in Section 1.3 of this SWEIS, NNSA is responsible for
meeting the national security requirements (including plutonium pit production
requirements) established by the President and Congress to maintain and enhance
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the safety, reliability, and effectiveness of the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile.
LLNL maintains specific core competencies in activities associated with research,
development, design, and surveillance of nuclear weapons, and supports the
assessment and certification of their safety and reliability. The continued operation
of LLNL is critical to NNSA’s SSMP and to preventing the spread and use of
nuclear weapons worldwide. NNSA does not decide the role of nuclear weapons
(or nuclear weapon components such as plutonium pits) in national policy. Nuclear
weapons policy is decided by the President and the Congress. NNSA implements
U.S. nuclear weapons policy according to those decisions.

The nonproliferation and treaty compliance aspects of the SSMP were evaluated in
the 1996 Stockpile Stewardship and Management Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0236) (SSM PEIS) (DOE 1996) and, more recently,
in the Complex Transformation Supplemental Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0236-S4) (Complex Transformation SPEIS) (NNSA
2008a). Those documents analyze the nonproliferation aspects of the SSMP and
conclude that implementation of the SSMP is fully consistent with U.S. treaty
obligations. Those evaluations included the operation of LLNL and its
responsibilities under the SSMP for several weapons systems. The activities
identified in this SWEIS for the continued operation of LLNL are consistent with
LLNL’s assigned SSMP mission and as a result do not affect U.S. compliance with
any treaty now in force.

As discussed in Section 1.3.1.2 of this SWEIS and as stated in the 2022 NPR, “U.S.
nuclear weapons deter aggression, assure allies and partners, and allow us to
achieve Presidential objectives if deterrence fails. In a dynamic security
environment, a safe, secure, and effective nuclear deterrent is foundational to
broader U.S. defense strategy and the extended deterrence commitments we have
made to allies and partners” (DoD 2022).

While the U.S. has continued to reduce the number and prominence of nuclear
weapons, others, including Russia and the People’s Republic of China (PRC), have
moved in the opposite direction. For example, for more than twenty years, Russia
has pursued a wide-ranging military modernization program that includes replacing
legacy strategic nuclear systems and steadily expanding and diversifying nuclear
systems that pose a direct threat to North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and
neighboring countries. Similarly, the PRC has embarked on an ambitious
expansion, modernization, and diversification of its nuclear forces and established
a nascent nuclear triad. The PRC likely intends to possess at least 1,000 deliverable
warheads by the end of the decade (DoD 2022).

An effective, responsive, and resilient Nuclear Security Enterprise offers tangible
evidence to both allies and potential adversaries of U.S. nuclear weapons
capabilities. This contributes to deterrence, assurance, and hedging against adverse
developments. It also discourages adversary interest in arms competition (DoD
2018, DoD 2022). The ongoing R&D program at LLNL supports the advancement
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2-C

2-D

of these capabilities. Actions of other nations in response to U.S. law and policy
are outside the scope of this SWEIS. See also Comment-Response 2-A for a
discussion of the NPT.

Safety of Nuclear Weapons Stockpile

Commenter questions the safety of the nuclear weapons stockpile. Commenter
specifically states that deviations from proven designs and new types of nuclear
weapons will decrease the safety of weapons and confidence in the nuclear
deterrent. Commenter questions how any new or modified weapons will be tested
for reliability. Commenter ask if there will be any weapon mock-up tests at Site
300. (Commenter: 13)

Response: NNSA certifies the safety, reliability, and effectiveness of the stockpile
through the science-based SSMP, which was established to sustain the deterrent in
the absence of nuclear explosive testing. For more than twenty years, the
Secretaries of Defense and Energy, the directors of the national security
laboratories, and the Commanders of U.S. Strategic Command (USSTRATCOM)
have annually assessed that our nuclear stockpile is safe, reliable, and effective, and
that there is no current need to conduct nuclear explosive tests to ensure stockpile
reliability (DoD 2022). As discussed in Section 1.3.1.3 of this SWEIS, the annual
weapon certification process of refurbished warheads requires weapons experts to
rely upon research and development (R&D) experiments, simulation capabilities,
and the historical nuclear test database. R&D experiments at Site 300 include
weapons mock-up tests using explosives and surrogates within radiological facility
limits.

The 2022 NPR acknowledges that the U.S. “must re-establish, repair, and
modernize our production infrastructure, and ensure it has appropriate capabilities
and sufficient capacity to build and maintain modern nuclear weapons in a timely
manner. The nuclear security enterprise must be able to respond in a timely way to
threat developments and technology opportunities, maintain effectiveness over
time...” (DoD 2022). Consistent with the 2022 NPR, NNSA has proposed the
modernization of LLNL capabilities. With regard to specific weapons systems, see
comment-response 2-D.

New Nuclear Weapons

Commenters state that new nuclear weapons, such as the W-87 warhead, and
changes to weapons, such as the W80-4 LEP, are not needed. Commenters state
that over the next 15 years, Livermore’s proliferation-provocative new warhead
activities can and should be curtailed and new missions pursued. Commenters state
that the SWEIS must reveal and discuss specific activities that decrease LLNL'’s
new warhead design abilities. Commenters state that LLNL is developing several
new warheads and variants which could reasonably be down-scoped to eliminate
novel features or canceled altogether. (Commenters: 2, 5, 10, 12, 13, 17, 18, 23,
27, 30, 35, 40, 45, 48, 51)
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Response: With regard to specific weapons systems, the President of the United
States determines the size and composition of the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile
annually. NNSA is responsible for ensuring the weapons are safe, secure, and
reliable. The actions at LLNL support NNSA in meeting its national security
requirements. The commenters’ recommendations (e.g., to decrease LLNL’s
warhead design abilities; to down-scope or eliminate nuclear weapon features; or
cancel weapons altogether) are beyond NNSA’s statutory responsibilities and
would not allow NNSA to meet the purpose and need discussed in Section 1.3 of
this LLNL SWEIS. The W-87-1 Mod, W80-4 LEP, as well as other LEPs, Mods,
and ALTs are not new weapons.

Issue Category 3: NEPA Process

3-A

Public Comment Period

Commenters state that the public was not adequately informed that NNSA had
prepared this SWEIS. Commenters request an extension of the comment period on
the Draft SWEIS. Commenters state that a 75-day comment period, particularly
over the holidays, is too short for a document that covers LLNL’s activities for the
next 15 years. Commenters state that its comments were constrained as a result of
NNSA'’s failure to respond to eight outstanding Freedom of Information Act (FOIA)
requests that might have contained information pertinent to understanding of the
Draft SWEIS. (Commenters: 1, 2, 3,4, 5, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 22, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28,
29, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 38, 42, 45, 47, 48, 49, 50)

Response: NNSA posted the Draft LLNL SWEIS on the DOE NEPA website at
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/articles/doeeis-0547-draft-environmental-impact-
statement-0 after it was approved by the NNSA Administrator on October 27, 2022.
The Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft LLNL SWEIS was published in the
Federal Register on November 4, 2022 (87 FR 66685), announcing a 60-day
comment period that was scheduled to end on January 3, 2023. That NOA also
announced three public hearings (two in-person and one virtual) to receive
comments on the Draft LLNL SWEIS. Notice of the availability of the Draft LLNL
SWEIS, as well as the dates, times, location, and other information related to the
public hearings, was posted in the local newspapers as shown in Table CR-1 (see
Chapter 1 of this CRD).

In response to public comments requesting an extension of the comment period, on
December 9, 2022, NNSA notified the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) that it was extending the comment period until January 18, 2023.
On December 16, 2022, the USEPA published a notice in the Federal Register that
announced the public comment period extension (87 FR 77106). NNSA feels that
a 75-day comment period was sufficient versus the 45-day regulatory requirement.
In addition, during the public meetings, NNSA agreed to consider all late comments
that were received by January 31, 2023. There have been no FOIA requests
specifically related to this SWEIS and other FOIA requests are beyond the scope
of this SWEIS.
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Public Hearings

Commenters request that NNSA hold a second virtual hearing in January 2023, in
order to allow the public more time to review the Draft LLNL SWEIS and provide
more meaningful comments. Commenters state that public hearings should not be
held in December due to other time demands on the public. Commenter states that
the newspaper ads for the public hearings were printed in the Tracy Press in the
tiniest print and people may have skipped over them. (Commenters: 22, 36, 48, §2)

Response: The DOE NEPA regulations require that NNSA hold at least one public
hearing on a Draft SWEIS and that the public hearings be announced at least 15
days in advance (10 CFR 1021.313(b)). Notice of the dates, times, location, and
other information related to the public hearings was posted in local newspapers
such as the Tracy Press. The newspaper article was printed in a single column
format; however, if individuals missed reading the newspaper article, the NNSA
provided other notifications.

NNSA held three public hearings and announced the hearings more than 15 days in
advance. The purpose of the public hearing is to allow NNSA to present
information about the Draft LLNL SWEIS and to allow the public to provide
comments. The three public hearings accomplished these dual purposes. In
addition, NNSA provided other means (e.g., U.S. postal mail and email) by which
the public could submit comments on the Draft LLNL SWEIS. NNSA reviewed
and considered all comments received during the comment period (including late
comments), regardless of the means in which the comment was submitted up until
January 31%. The three public meetings which were held in the first and second
week in December were sufficient opportunities in to provide input and more than
legally required (40 CFR 1506.6).

References/Document Availability

Commenters request that NNSA make all SWEIS references available and
accessible online, including comment letters from scoping. Commenters state that
the LLNL Site Development Plan should be made available to the public.
Commenters state that the public notice provided by NNSA was problematic— that
the Draft SWEIS was impossible for the public to find on the main DOE NEPA
website for several weeks. (Commenters: 15, 22, 28, 34, 38, 48)

Response: Many of the reference documents identified in Chapter 7, “References,”
and in the appendices of the Draft LLNL SWEIS are accessible from the Internet
at the web addresses provided. References that do not include a web address are
available by NNSA upon request. Some references are Official Use Only or
Unclassified Controlled Nuclear Information, which are not available to the general
public.

With regard to the specific comment that the LLNL Site Development Plan should
be made available to the public, that document was posted on the LLNL external
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website  (www.lInl.gov/community/site-wide-environmental-impacts-statement-
SWEIS) on January 13, 2023.

NNSA reviewed all scoping comments received during the scoping period. The
individual comments were combined, as appropriate, into summary comments, and
those comment summaries were used to develop/guide preparation of the Draft
LLNL SWEIS. Scoping comments are summarized in Table 1-1 of the Draft LLNL
SWEIS. NNSA has included all the scoping comment letters in this CRD.

The Draft LLNL SWEIS was published on the DOE NEPA web page and the
NNSA NEPA web page (https://www.energy.gov/nepa,
https://www.energy.gov/nnsa/nnsa-nepa-reading-room) on October 25, 2022. The
availability of the Draft LLNL SWEIS was announced in Federal Register Notices
of Availability (87 FR 66685 and 87 FR 66696), as well as in notices in local
newspapers (see Section 1.2 of this CRD).

NNSA acknowledges that there were issues with the DOE NEPA website, and we
addressed those as soon as we were notified. The comment period was lengthened,
and this hopefully mitigated the issue.

Need for New PEIS

Commenters state that the LLNL SWEIS is premature and should not be completed
until a national PEIS is completed for all plants, labs, and facilities participating
in the modernization of the nuclear weapons complex. Commenters state that NNSA
is in violation of the National Environmental Policy Act by refusing to complete a
new PEIS. The commenters believe that the LLNL SWEIS should be tiered from a
new PEIS. (Commenters: 12, 13, 46)

Response: NNSA completed a supplemental PEIS for operation of the nuclear
weapons complex in 2008, which included LLNL. This new SWEIS is the periodic
update of the previous LLNL SWEIS first done in 1992, then again in 2005, for
continued operations of LLNL in compliance with established DOE NEPA
practices. This SWEIS focuses specifically on the operations of LLNL for the next
15 years.

Issue Category 4: Proposed Action

4-A

Purpose of New Facilities

Commenters request that NNSA explain the purpose for new Proposed Action
facilities. (Commenters: 22, 31, 35)

Response: Section 1.3.3 of this SWEIS explains the purpose and need to be
achieved by the Proposed Action. As described in that section, through the SSMP,
NNSA will continue to certify the safety, reliability, and performance of the U.S.
nuclear weapons stockpile. Preventing nuclear proliferation is also a top national
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priority. LLNL’s nonproliferation program supports NNSA by providing expertise
pertaining to weapons of mass destruction worldwide and leadership in advancing
technologies to monitor, detect, and limit or prevent the proliferation of nuclear
materials and technology.

LLNL is home to many key facilities that provide essential support to NNSA
missions and enable LLNL to pursue many strategic partnership programs that meet
a wide range of national security needs. As discussed in Section 1.3.1.1, more than
half of the LLNL operating buildings are considered inadequate to meet future
mission requirements. The deterioration of older assets presents program and
operational risks in meeting national security requirements and other mission
needs, attracting and maintaining a high-quality workforce. NNSA strives to
maintain the highest safety and environmental standards for their facilities. The
Proposed Action and alternatives represent an investment in the facilities and
infrastructure that would enable LLNL to successfully meet national security
requirements and other mission needs. The net effect of the Proposed Action would
increase LLNL’s footprint, improve efficiency, and enhance the safety of required
operations.

LLNL does not develop new nuclear weapons. The W-87, W80-4 LEP, as well as
other LEPs, Mods, and ALTs are not new weapons.

Uranium Enrichment Project

Commenters state that the uranium enrichment project should not be built and
likened that project to a canceled project of the past — the Uranium Atomic Vapor
Laser Isotope Separation (Uranium-AVLIS) Project — which the commenters said
released hazardous materials into the environment. Commenters state that there
are other uranium enrichment places in the United States where this work could be
done. Commenters state that the Draft SWEIS contains very little explanation of
the activities that will occur inside the proposed facility, or the history of the
previous failed attempt. Commenters state that the public needs more explanation
in the SWEIS in order to understand, analyze, and discuss the potential impacts
and risks of a new Laser Isotope Pilot Program. (Commenters: 17, 22, 35, 48)

Response: NNSA acknowledges the commenters’ opinion that the uranium
enrichment project should not be built, and their opinions about the former project
known as the Uranium-A VLIS Project. The analysis in the SWEIS focuses on the
potential environmental impacts of the alternatives. As such, the SWEIS is a
forward-looking document, and past activities associated with a completely
different facility with older technology than the one proposed in the SWEIS are
beyond the scope of this SWEIS.

As discussed in Section 3.3.1.5, NNSA has a need for domestic uranium enrichment
using U.S.-developed technologies in support of the SSMP and advanced civilian
and defense reactor systems. As experts in the previous uranium-atomic vapor laser
isotope separation (Uranium-AVLIS) work at LLNL, the laboratory is well-suited
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to conduct pilot-scale laser-based technology research and development work.
Consequently, NNSA has proposed siting this new project at LLNL.

With regard to the activities that would occur inside the proposed facility, Section
3.3.1.5 describes the Domestic Uranium Enrichment Program that NNSA is
proposing. The facility would be a radiological facility and would remain below
Hazard Category-3 (HC-3) threshold classified in accordance with DOE-STD-
1027. The proposed project would require an approximately 150,000 square feet
laboratory facility in the north-central portion of the Livermore Site. LLNL would
use the facility to conduct pilot-scale laser-based technology research and
development work. Once selected and successfully developed, this LLNL
technology would then be transferred to one of the NNSA production agencies
where it can be scaled up to support NNSA uranium enrichment programs.

As described in Chapter 3, the first year of this 5- to 10-year project would define
the sizes for equipment and materials for this facility. It is expected that the facility
would use modern dye-pumped solid-state laser systems, and isotope separators to
conduct this technology development work. The facility would also house optics
systems, cleaning, optics development work, computer systems, dye pump support
systems, ethanol tanks, and ethanol recovery system. The facility would also utilize
the existing LLNL dye-pump facility, Building 491. Hazards in the facility would
include laser systems, dye systems, and the use of radioactive materials.

Decontamination, Decommissioning, and Demolition (DD&D) Projects

Commenter requests additional information about DD&D Projects, including the
amount of DD&D, identification of the buildings that would undergo DD&D, and
the dates when DD&D would occur. (Commenter: 35)

Response: Tables 3-3 and 3-6 in Chapter 3 of this LLNL SWEIS identify the
specific facilities that would undergo DD&D and the dates of that DD&D. That
table also includes an estimate of the amount (i.e., square footage) of DD&D for
the listed facilities.

Tritium Releases and Tritium Operations

Commenters state that the Proposed Action would increase tritium release limits
and release tritium into the air, which would cause adverse impacts to the public.
Commenters state that this Proposed Action should be canceled. Commenters ask
how many tritium-loading operations are expected per year at the Tritium Facility.
Commenters ask if LLNL will cease doing more tritium loading operations if 3,600
Curies of tritium are released in a period of less than 12 months. Commenters ask
if the public and staff in nearby buildings would be notified of tritium releases.
(Commenters: 2, 5, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 17, 18, 19, 21, 22, 23, 30, 35, 39, 45, 46, 48,
51)

Response: NNSA agrees that the Proposed Action could increase tritium releases
into the air and the SWEIS conservatively analyzes the potential impacts of tritium
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releases. Section 5.14.2 of this SWEIS specifically analyzes the potential impacts
on human health. As shown in that section, at both the Livermore Site and Site 300,
the annual radiation dose to the offsite maximally exposed individual (MEI) would
be much less than the limit of 10 millirem per year set by both the USEPA (40 CFR
Part 61, Subpart H) and DOE (DOE Order 458.1) for airborne releases of
radioactivity. The risk of a latent cancer fatality (LCF) to the MEI from operations
would be 2.5%107° per year at the Livermore Site and 1.0x107!° per year at Site 300.
The projected number of LCFs to the population within a 50-mile radius would be
4.3x107 at the Livermore Site and 3.0x10® at Site 300. NNSA needs the proposed
action to accomplish the National Security mission. The public will be made aware
of any annual trittum releases through the Annual Site Environmental report
(ASER).

The National Ignition Facility (NIF) conducts about 100 shots per year with tritium
as a target fuel. Under the Proposed Action alternative, actual operational emissions
from the Tritium Facility and NIF are not expected to increase; however, the use of
tritium reservoirs with substantially greater amounts of tritium could result in the
potential for greater tritium releases from routine operations during handling of
these reservoirs. Although the potential for higher discharges is greater, the
facilities would continue to operate engineered systems that have proven to be
highly effective at capturing trittum emissions. LLNL intends to maintain
operations within the tritium release limits established in this SWEIS.

Building 235 Administrative Limit

Commenters state that the plutonium administrative limits in Building 235 should
not be increased and cited seismic vulnerabilities of that building. Commenter asks
if the increase in plutonium limits at Building 235 would increase plutonium
shipments from other sites to LLNL. (Commenters: 2, 5, 10, 11, 12, 13, 17, 18, 23,
30, 45, 46, 48, 51)

Response: NNSA notes the commenters’ opposition to the proposed increase in the
plutonium administrative limits in Building 235. With regard to seismic
vulnerabilities, as discussed in Section 3.2.1.6, seismic upgrades are planned for
Building 235 as part of the No-Action Alternative.

As described in Section 3.3.3 of this SWEIS, NNSA is proposing to increase the
administrative limits for plutonium mixtures at Building 235 from less than 8.4
grams plutonium-239 under the No-Action Alternative to less than 38.2 grams
under the Proposed Action. This increase would maintain the existing facility limit
of less than HC-3 in accordance with DOE-STD-1027 revisions approved for use
at LLNL. As stated in Chapter 3, the increased limits in Building 235 would lead
to expanding the laboratory space dedicated to the preparation of plutonium
samples for experimental work conducted outside of Building 235. This would
enable the preparation of experimental samples for critical high-pressure
experiments at NIF, and at facilities at other DOE/NNSA sites identified in Section
3.3.3. This work scope currently proposed will support the operational change
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4-G

needed to enhance the experimental facilities to allow the work to be done safely at
LLNL.

As described in Chapter 3, approximately 600 square feet of existing laboratory
space would be repurposed to plutonium operations, and three additional glove
boxes would be installed to accommodate diamond turning, sample polishing,
diamond wire saw cutting, and other experimental sample preparation operations
along with a dedicated focused ion beam mill. All of the equipment would enable
NNSA to better characterize plutonium samples and to prepare plutonium metal
into the proper geometry to support critical experimental efforts across the weapons
complex.

The number of shipments from other sites to LLNL are included in the
transportation analysis in the SWEIS (see Section 5.11.3).

Superblock Plutonium Limits

Commenter states that the proposed increase in plutonium administrative limits in
the Superblock should be compared to the 2012 limits and not the 2005 SWEIS
limits. Commenter states that NNSA needs to be more forthcoming about the
inventories of each separate isotope, rather than just discussing fuels-grade
equivalent. (Commenter: 43)

Response: The 2005 LLNL SWEIS ROD established an administrative limit in the
Superblock (Building 332) of 1,400 kilograms of all plutonium isotopes, 500
kilograms of enriched uranium, and 3,000 kilograms of depleted or natural
uranium. Although Security Category I and II SNM were de-inventoried in 2012,
NNSA did not decrease the administrative limits in the Superblock (Building 332).
In this SWEIS, the proposed administrative limits in Superblock would be 300
kilograms of FGE plutonium; 200 kilograms of enriched uranium; and 1,000
kilograms of natural or depleted uranium. The proposed 300 kilograms of fuels-
grade equivalent plutonium accounts for all the individual isotopes of plutonium.
For additional information on FGE, please see Section 3.3.3 of this SWEIS.

As stated in the 2011 Supplement Analysis to the 2005 SWEIS, “The goal of the
De-inventory Project was to reduce the amount of SNM on site while retaining the
ability to complete the mission.” Additionally, it stated that “Even if all Security
Category I/Il SNM were removed, the Superblock facilities would continue to
operate with Category III quantities of SNM, although it is possible that small
amounts of Category I/Il SNM would be present for limited time periods.” This
information has been clarified in Chapter 1, Section 1.5.1; Chapter 4, Table 4-39;
and Appendix A, Section A.1.2.28.

Site 300 Explosives Weight

Commenters state that “the SWEIS asserts that LLNL will move forward with
increasing the weight of explosives detonated at Site 300.” Commenters state that
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the SWEIS fails to mention that LLNL has not received a permit to conduct these
tests from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD).
Commenters request that NNSA clarify whether it is proceeding with increasing the
weight of explosives detonated at Site 300. Commenters state that NNSA should
abandon increasing the weight of test explosives at Site 300. (Commenters. 22, 35,
36, 48, 49)

Response: As discussed in Section 1.5.1 of this SWEIS, in January 2018, NNSA
prepared the Final Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Increase in the
Weight of Explosives Detonated at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
Experimental Test Site, Site 300 (DOE/EA-2076) (2018 EA) (NNSA 2018a) to
evaluate the potential environmental consequences of increasing the weight of
explosives for outdoor explosives tests (otherwise known as open detonations) at
Site 300. R&D activities at LLNL’s Site 300 Building 851 currently involve (and
have historically involved) detonation of explosives up to 100 pounds per day and
1,000 pounds per year. Under the proposed action in the 2018 EA, the maximum
cumulative weights of explosives detonated at the Building 851 firing table would
increase to up to 1,000 pounds per day and 7,500 pounds per year. Based on the
analysis in the 2018 EA, and after considering all comments received, NNSA
determined that the proposed action in the 2018 EA did not constitute a major
federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within
the meaning of NEPA and issued a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) on
March 5, 2018 (NNSA 2018b).

The increase in detonation size has not yet been implemented at Building 851 and
is not further analyzed in this SWEIS. There are no alternatives or proposals in this
SWEIS that would increase the weight of explosives tests at Site 300, and NNSA’s
plan at this time is to continue open detonation at Site 300 facilities under the
current levels of less than 100 pounds per day and less than 1,000 pounds per year.

Relationship of New Facilities to Nuclear Weapons

Commenters request NNSA to explain the relationship between new facilities and
nuclear weapons design and fabrication. (Commenters: 17, 22)

Response: As discussed in Chapters 1 and 2 of this SWEIS, LLNL is responsible
for maintaining three of the seven active stockpile weapons systems through the
annual weapon certification process and for enabling the future stockpile. LLNL
designs the nuclear explosive package for LEPs, Mods, and ALTs, and certifies the
life-extended weapons as they enter the stockpile. Through routine surveillance of
the systems and annual stockpile assessment, weapons issues that could lead to
future performance degradation, such as aging effects, are discovered and
addressed. Many of the new facilities described in Chapter 3 (for both the No-
Action Alternative and the Proposed Action) are replacements of existing facilities
that have reached their end-of-life. The Livermore Nuclear Science Center, HED
Capability Support Facility Replacement, and Micro/Nano Technology Laboratory
Facility are three examples of replacement facilities. Many other projects, such as
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the upgrades of electrical, mechanical, and civil utilities, are associated with
improving the mission-enabling infrastructure at LLNL. Some projects, such as the
Next Generation LEP R&D Component Fabrication Building, would provide
LLNL with new capabilities needed to support NNSA’s expanding mission. LLNL
does not develop new nuclear weapons. The W-87-1 Mod, W80-4 LEP, as well as
other LEPs, Mods and ALTs are not new weapons.

National Ignition Facility (NIF)

With regard to the NIF, commenters question whether direct drive experiments at
NIF will contaminate the inside of the NIF chamber with radionuclides. If so,
commenters question whether the chamber would be decontaminated by workers
and what those impacts would be. Commenters state that the SWEILS should include
an explanation of how the rate of experiments in NIF will increase from 400 shots
per year to 600 shots per year in the Proposed Action, but there will not be a
corresponding change in NIF limits as described in the operational changes under
the Proposed Action. Commenters request that NNSA clarify the frequency of
experiments, the number of shots, the potential for increased worker dose, and the
potential for skyshine increases. Commenters state that the Draft SWEIS needs to
be explicit as to whether plutonium-242 and other plutonium isotopes will be used
in NIF experiments in the future and in what quantities. Commenters state that
there should be an analysis of the proliferation risks posed by NIF doing
experiments on plutonium. Commenters request NNSA to define “reservoir” with
respect to the increase in tritium limits at the NIF. Commenters state that the draft
SWEIS contains very little explanation of the activities that will occur inside the
High Energy Density Capability Support Facility Replacement and a Future NIF
Laser Expansion. (Commenters: 17, 22, 35, 39, 46, 48)

Response: NIF is an R&D facility and will continue to conduct experiments
involving direct drive (during which NIF beams strike the fuel capsule directly).
The frequency of direct drive experiments is determined by NIF availability and
the scientific merits of the experiments. The fate of the tritium used in direct-drive
experiments is no different than the tritium used in indirect drive (where a hohlraum
is used to convert beam energy to x-ray energy). In both cases, target tritium is
released into the Target Chamber. Nearly all of the tritium is then captured by NIF’s
vacuum system and is directed to the Tritium Processing System (TPS), which
binds the tritium to molecular sieve material. The TPS is >99% efficient at
removing tritium from NIF’s air emissions. The molecular sieve material is later
disposed of as low-level radioactive waste. A small amount of tritium does remain
in the Target Chamber. During infrequent Target Chamber entries (about once per
year), this hazard is effectively mitigated through engineered contamination control
systems (high levels of air flow, access/egress vestibules, etc.) and the use of
Personnel Protective Equipment.

As noted in Section 3.3.1.3, NIF plans to conduct approximately 400 to 600
experiments (shots) per year. Also noted in this Section is that NIF plans to stay
within the previously identified annual yield of 1245 megajoules. This is the nuclear
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energy released during fusion experiments and is the source of the skyshine.
Because NIF plans to stay within this defined level of yield, no increase in skyshine
is anticipated. It should be noted that the majority of shots at NIF involve no nuclear
energy yield. Skyshine is scattered radiation which occurs above NIF during
experiments. Skyshine also includes a small component of direct radiation (prompt
radiation during yield experiments that penetrates installed shielding systems).

As noted in Section 1.3.1.4 of the SWEIS, NNSA missions are conducted in a
manner that is fully consistent with current treaty obligations. The Stockpile
Stewardship and Management Program is fully consistent with and supports the
U.S. commitment to the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) and enables the
U.S. to continue the 1992 moratorium on underground nuclear explosive testing.

With respect to the potential for proliferation, plutonium experiments are done on
NIF using small amounts of material to study material properties and behavior.
Plutonium material used at NIF is well controlled and used as a part of the NPT-
compliant Stockpile Stewardship Program. Pu-242 has reduced activity and thus,
results in lower impact to NIF operations.

Successful research on Inertial Confinement Fusion (ICF) at NIF, including the
ignition breakthrough, will continue to lay the foundation for utilization of fusion
as anuclear energy source. This would continue to enhance nonproliferation efforts,
since fusion-based energy would not produce plutonium and would not involve
enrichment, reprocessing, or other technologies associated with proliferation.

As stated in Chapter 3, emissions from the Tritium Facility and NIF may not
increase; however, increased reservoir tritium loading (up to 1,500 Ci) presents the
potential for higher emissions during reservoir handling and associated system
operations or maintenance. The fill systems are complex and operated manually
and could release part or all of the trittum from the target or reservoir to the NIF or
Building 331 environmental stacks instead of the intended tritium recovery
systems. The reservoir is a small-volume container that is used to transport the fuel
(trittum, deuterium, potentially other gases) from the Tritium Facility to NIF. It is
a commercial, off-the-shelf system consisting of the vessel (about one milliliter),
an isolation valve, and a cap downstream of the valve. This system is uncapped and
mated with NIF systems that deliver the fuel to the target. Only a small portion of
the fuel actually goes into the target. Most of the fuel is needed to fill the line going
to the target.

Section 3.3.1.3 describes the HED Capability Support Facility Replacement. This
new 145,000 square-foot facility would house fabrication of targets, target
diagnostics, and optics. The facility would consolidate operations currently
conducted in Buildings 298, 381, 391, 490, and at several vendor locations. Some
operations currently conducted in Building 331 could also be relocated to this
facility. The new facility would provide advanced clean room and laboratory
facilities for the next generations of targets and diagnostics for HED physics.
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Section 3.3.1.3 also describes the Future NIF Laser Expansion. As explained in that
section, NIF has the potential for adding a second Switchyard/Target Bay/Target
Chamber to conduct experiments using the NIF beam lines. For example, this
expansion could allow for shielding design to support higher yields, the division of
yield/non-yield experiments, direct-drive architecture, and enhanced shot rate. The
expansion would be approximately 50,000 square feet and could disturb
approximately 3 acres of land located southwest adjacent to the NIF. A new target
chamber would require excavation to approximately 50-feet-deep.

BSL-3 Facility Size, Bioagents, and Storage

Commenter states that the Proposed Action would replace the BSL-3 facility with
a facility nearly twice the size of the existing facility. Commenter requests that
NNSA identify the bioagents that would be used in the BSL-3 facility and level of
storage. Commenter requests that NNSA verify that the quantities of bioagents is
not going to be increased. (Commenter: 2, 10, 12, 13, 18, 23, 30, 45, 48, 51)

Response: The BSL-3 facility is approved for the use of Risk Group 1, 2, and 3
organisms. Some examples of the types of organisms for Risk Group 1 and 2 that
could be used include: E. coli (Risk Group 1) and Streptococcus (Risk Group 2).
As identified in Section C.3.7 of this SWEIS, the Risk Group 3 organisms/materials
used in the BSL-3/ABSL-3 may include, but are not limited to:

= Bacteria/(disease)

o Bacillus anthracis (Anthrax)
Burkholderia spp. (Glanders, Meliodosis)
Francisella tularensis (Tularemia)
Yersinia pestis (Plague)

Brucella spp. (Brucellosis)

o Clostridium botulinum (Botulism)
= Viruses/(disease)

o Rift Valley Fever virus (RVF)

o Venezuelan Equine Encephalitis virus (VEE)

o SARS-CoV-2 (COVID-19)
= Fungi/(disease)

o Coccidioides spp. (Valley Fever)

O
(@)
O
(@)

For more information, the American Biological Safety Association maintains a
Database (https://my.absa.org/tiki-index.php?page=Riskgroups) of the Risk
Groups of many different bacteria, viruses, fungi, and parasites.

Although the replacement facility for the existing BSL-3 facility would be larger,
much of that increased space is for upgrading the storage and HVAC capabilities.
The workload in the new facility would remain similar to current levels, but the
storage and HVAC would be improved and more efficient, enhancing overall
worker safety. With regard to the quantities of bioagents and storage levels, no
changes are expected compared to existing quantities and storage levels.
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Animal Care Facility

Commenter state that operations inside the Animal Care Facility will collect tissues

for nuclear analysis and expose the animals to chemicals and radionuclides.
Commenters request that NNSA clarify what is meant by the term, “humane
treatment of animals in the Animal Care Facility.” Commenter states that the
SWEIS needs to provide an estimate of how many animals per month and year will
be killed in this facility so that the public can understand and analyze the impact of
this proposal. Commenter states that the SWEIS needs to provide an explanation of
why 20,000 square feet is necessary for this facility, and it should analyze an
alternative of a smaller facility. Commenter states that the SWEIS should also
provide a clear purpose and need for the NNSA/DOE to do this type of biological
research. Commenter states that the SWEIS should explain why radionuclides are
used in the research and whether there are experiments with animals involving the
use of bioagents and radionuclides together. Commenters state that this bio
research with experiments on animals should be canceled. Commenters state that
the SWEIS should include an alternative that excludes this facility. (Commenter: 2,
10, 12, 13, 18, 23, 30, 45, 48, 51)

Response: The overall need and objective of the Animal Care Facility is described
in Section 3.3.1.4 of the SWEIS document. In summary this facility supports
biological counterterrorism activities as well as supporting research focused on
understanding disease mechanisms and developing countermeasures.

Animals are treated in a way that emphasizes compassion and consideration for the
health and well-being of the animals. Paramount to this is elimination or
minimization of pain and distress in an enriched environment that provides
opportunity for body temperature regulation, natural nesting behavior, social
housing, and allows for naturalistic behaviors as much as possible. Use of
experimental techniques that reduce the potential for pain or distress, and the use
of pain-alleviating medications, are emphasized.

The facility does not keep records of animals killed per se, but rather tracks how
many animals are used. Animals are considered used once they arrive at the facility,
and from there they may be part of a study, used for breeding, live out their natural
lifespan, or be incorporated into training programs. The facility does not use a set
number of animals per given timeframe, but rather usage is determined by the
documented and approved use by our oversight committees, which have
determined that every animal used meets the requirement of furthering
scientifically justified and valid results according to National Institutes of Health
Office of Animal Welfare (NIH/OLAW), and the Public Health Service (PHS)
standards. Usage varies from project to project and year to year, but over the past
three years (2020-2022), the program has used an average of 442 animals per
month. The size of the facility is determined by humane housing standards which
require that animals are not crowded, and that species are separated.
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Radionuclides are used in exquisitely small quantities, which allows researchers to
label a drug, chemical or other countermeasure molecule, so the drug and its
metabolism can be traced throughout the body- it is used as a drug tracer. The
amount used is not hazardous to human or animal health in these small quantities
(typically much less radiation than would be found in a chest x-ray), and it allows
researchers to determine whether, when and how drugs are metabolized, or whether
toxicity can build up. This allows the researcher to determine rapidly if a drug is
worth further study for the benefit of human health. The use of radionuclides is not
associated with nuclear weapons research or development. As mentioned, the
radionuclides are attached to other molecules, which may be biological or chemical
in nature, to allow it to be traced as it moved through the body.

With regard to the comment that the SWEIS should evaluate an alternative that
excludes this facility, the No-Action Alternative provides such an alternative.

Advanced 3D Hydrotest Facility

Commenters state that the Advanced Hydrodynamic Test Facility was previously
considered in the 1990s for siting at Site 300 and was rejected because it was not
“appropriate.” Commenters question why NNSA thinks the Proposed Action to site
an Advanced Hydrodynamic Test Facility at Site 300 is appropriate now?
(Commenters: 2, 10, 12, 13, 17, 18, 22, 30, 32, 45, 48, 51)

Response: This SWEIS is a forward-looking document, and past activities
associated with a completely different facility than the one proposed previously in
the 1990s are beyond the scope of this SWEIS. This proposed facility incorporates
new advanced technologies and has no relationship to the earlier proposed facility.

As discussed in Section 3.3.1.2, the proposed 75,000-square-foot Advanced 3D
Hydrotest Facility would deliver a unique cinematographic capability for
understanding vital weapons physics and validating an array of high-fidelity
simulations. This cinematographic capability was recently developed at LLNL and
will be part of this new advanced facility. NNSA proposes to site the Advanced 3D
Hydrotest Facility at Site 300, as that is where other hydrodynamic testing facilities,
such as the Contained Firing Facility (CFF), are located. As stated in Section 3.3.1,
the proposed locations for new facilities are primarily based on land availability
and synergies/efficiencies with respect to existing facilities/operations.

Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) Oversight

Commenter requests that NNSA identify any new facilities that will be under the
oversight authority of the DNFSB. (Commenter. 48)

Response: The mission of the DNFSB is to “provide independent analysis, advice,
and recommendations to the Secretary of Energy to inform the Secretary, in the role
of the Secretary as operator and regulator of the defense nuclear facilities of the
Department of Energy, in providing adequate protection of public health and safety
at such defense nuclear facilities, including with respect to the health and safety of
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employees and contractors at such facilities” (Atomic Energy Act of 1954, Chapter
21, as amended; 42 USC 2286 et seq). Radiological facilities (i.e., facilities with
less than HC-3 thresholds of radionuclides) are not considered “defense nuclear
facilities,” and thus, are not under DNFSB oversight authority. Because none of the
new proposed facilities would be HC-2 or HC-3 level facilities, they would not be
new “defense nuclear facilities,” and would not be under DNFSB oversight
authority. LLNL continues to work with the DNFSB as appropriate.

Plutonium Pits and Testing

Commenter asks whether tests at LLNL would use plutonium pits, and if so, where
those pits would come from? (Commenter: 48)

Response: LLNL does not receive any pits from offsite. No pits are used onsite for
any activities. LLNL only receives small pieces from pit materials from offsite for
testing and evaluation activities in support of the NNSA Stockpile Stewardship
Program.

Nuclear Science Center, Classified Lab, High Bay, and Engineering Shop
Support Facility

Commenters state that there is a lack of transparency in the mission of the Nuclear
Science Center. Commenters state that new projects at the Livermore Site include
a new Engineering Shop Support Facility, Nuclear Science Center, a new High
Bay, a new “Classified Lab,” and others that are directly related to new weapons
activities. Commenters state that the Draft SWEIS contains very little explanation
of the activities that will occur inside these facilities. Commenters state that the
public needs more explanation in the SWEIS so that it can understand, analyze, and
discuss the potential impacts and risks these facilities pose. Commenters state that
an alternative that excludes these facilities should be included in the SWEIS.
(Commenters: 35, 48)

Response: The Nuclear Science Center is discussed in Section 3.3.1.1 of this
SWEIS. As discussed in that section, the Nuclear Science Center would replace the
existing above-ground nuclear physics building (Building 194). The work planned
for this facility can be divided into three categories: (1) handling nuclear and
radioactive samples; (2) material characterization and analytical chemistry; and (3)
nuclear physics and chemistry experiments using a high-intensity pulsed beam
mono-energetic neutron source. The new facility would be a multi-level nuclear
chemistry facility with radionuclide inventories below HC-3 thresholds. The
facility would include gloveboxes and hot cells. The facility would generate
approximately 20 to 40 drums of LLW and MLLW wastes annually. No new
accidents would be introduced compared to existing operations.

Section 3.3 of this SWEIS includes descriptions of the High Bay, Classified
Laboratory, and other notable facilities. The Classified Laboratory is specifically
described in Section 3.3.1.5 of this SWEIS. There is no weapons R&D planned for
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the Classified Laboratory. The High Bay is described in Section 3.3.1.1 of the
SWEIS and Section 4-T of the CRD. The Engineering Shop Support Facility is
listed in Table 3-4 and is typical of machine shops throughout the Laboratory and
industry. The potential environmental impacts of constructing and operating these
facilities are addressed in Chapters 5 and 6 of this SWEIS. With regard to the
comment that the SWEIS should evaluate an alternative that excludes this facility,
this project is needed to support the NNSA purpose and need and hence is included
in the Proposed Action alternative as indicated in Section 1.3 of the SWEIS.

Next Generation LEP R&D Component Fabrication Building

Commenters state that the Next Generation Life Extension Program Research and
Development Fabrication Building will work on new nuclear warheads, including
the fabrication (production) of new-design weapons components in order to test
them out. Commenters states that work in this facility will be to create ‘“next
generation” technology but it fails to analyze the potential risk associate with
pushing the envelope. Commenters request an analysis of the proliferation risks of
this research be included in the SWEIS. Commenters state that the public needs
more explanation in the SWEIS so that it can understand, analyze, and discuss its
potential impacts and risks. Commenters state that an alternative that excludes this
facility should be included in the SWEIS. (Commenters: 17, 48)

Response: Section 3.3.1.1 of this SWEIS describes the Next Generation Life
Extension Program Research and Development Fabrication Building. As discussed
in that section, the scope of this project is the construction and operation of a
60,000-square-foot R&D complex for increasing capacity and capability in support
of current and future LEPs and Mods. The new facility would provide the precision
required in manufacturing weapons parts and assemblies while increasing
efficiencies and safety by adding automation and advanced technologies.
Manufacturing innovations and process modernization that will be developed
cannot enter the stockpile without being qualified. The qualification process itself
requires a level of precision that is approximately ten times higher than typical
production components and, thus, requires modern manufacturing and inspection
capabilities (note: manufacture of components for LEPs and Mods will take place
at other NNSA sites). The new facility would consist of flexible secure
manufacturing high bay space and office space, including state-of-the-art
manufacturing tools. The facility would include medium energy x-ray bays with
shielding, a high bay with a temperature-controlled environment, and a 32-inch
foundation to control vibration. There would be an increase over current Building
321C waste streams because of the qualification process. Hazards would include
flammability and explosivity. The potential environmental impacts of constructing
and operating this facility are addressed in Chapters 5 and 6 of this SWEIS. With
regard to proliferation, please see comment-response 2-B. With regard to the
comment that the SWEIS should evaluate an alternative that excludes this facility,
this project is needed to support the NNSA purpose and need and hence is included
in the Proposed Action alternative as indicated in Section 1.3 of the SWEIS.
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New Facilities at Site 300

Commenter states that additional facilities at Site 300 in the Proposed Action
include a new Weapons Test Facility, a new Accelerator Bay and Support Bunker
expansion, and others. Commenter states that the Draft SWEIS contains very little
explanation of the activities that will occur inside these facilities. Commenter states
that the public needs more explanation in the SWEIS so that it can understand,
analyze, and discuss the potential impacts and risks these facilities pose.
Commenter states that an alternative that excludes these facilities should be
included in the SWEIS. (Commenter: 48)

Response: There is no facility proposed at Site 300 known as the “Weapons Test
Facility,” and NNSA assumes that the commenters are referring to the “Weapons
Environmental Testing Replacement Capability (WETRC).” Section 3.3.1.3 of this
SWEIS describes the WETRC and Section 3.3.1.2 describes the Accelerator Bay
and Support Bunker Expansion.

The WETRC project would construct up to 40,000 square feet of new facilities to
consolidate activities that are currently housed in Buildings 834, 836, and the
0S858 Complexes at Site 300. The existing prefabricated facilities are old (1960s-
era) and unable to address new environments for future stockpile LEPs and Mods
with new delivery platforms. The new facilities would be constructed based on HE
standoff distance requirements and would consolidate the 834 and 836 complexes
which encompass 14 cells. The facilities would also include a small
conference/office area, control rooms, and large high bay rooms with 5-ton cranes
and roll up doors to house large pieces of programmatic test equipment. These test
facilities must be rated for explosives operations, meet electrical supply
requirements, have a reaction mass in one test cell facility floor, have cooling
systems for a shaker in another test cell, and have ducting into certain test cells to
accommodate external thermal condition units. This project would also include
procurement of environmental test equipment. The project would also upgrade the
0S858 Complex capability, which houses the drop tower. The scope includes
seismic retrofit of the 100-foot drop tower, a new cable lift system, improvements
to the existing drop table platform, improvements to earth berm protecting control
building area and a new control building with sensor lines between it and the drop
tower.

The Accelerator Bay and Support Bunker Expansion would be a 10,000-square-
foot facility that would generate flash x-rays videos for diagnostics of HE. The
proposed project would include radiographic facilities using the N-pulse (20 pulses
over arelevant time) solid-state 8- to 10-MeV linear accelerator capable of imaging
weapons physics configurations over a range of densities. It would remain below
the 10-MeV threshold for an accelerator. The facility would fulfill the gap for deep-
penetrating x-ray systems between the 17-MeV FXR (in the CFF) and the smaller
1-MeV systems. It would not irradiate the target materials at the firing table and
there would not be any additional radiological waste generated at the firing table.
Maintenance of the equipment might require some oils and wipe cleaning wastes.
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With regard to the comment that the SWEIS should evaluate an alternative that
excludes this facility, this project is needed to support the NNSA purpose and need
and hence is included in the Proposed Action alternative as indicated in Section 1.3
of the SWEIS.

High Explosives Applications Facility Laboratory Capability Expansion
(HEX)

Commenter states that the new High Explosives Application Facility Laboratory
Capability Expansion (HEX) will generate hazardous waste contaminated with HE
and non-hazardous waste and managed in accordance with the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) permit requirements. Commenter
states that the hazardous waste permit from the DTSC for the Livermore Site was
recently finalized and will last for 10 years, but the Draft SWEILS does not explain
whether the increase in hazardous HE waste will require an expansion of the
current permit limits. Commenter states that the SWEIS should provide detail about
how the increase in HE and hazardous waste generally will impact and coordinate
with the existing hazardous waste permit issued by the State of California for both
the Livermore Site and Site 300. Commenter states that the SWEIS should explicitly
address whether the Proposed Action is consistent with the DTSC hazardous waste
permit as issued. Commenter states that NNSA should analyze an alternative in
which all high explosives research is ended at the Lab. (Commenter: 48)

Response: As discussed in Section 4.13.2.1, LLNL performs a broad range of
research activities that can generate a variety of waste materials. Additionally,
LLNL’s research and chemical laboratories use many chemicals that may require
disposition as hazardous waste once they are used, no longer needed, determined
to be off-specification, or residues in containers, as well as if they contaminate
cleanup materials or protective gear. The nature of the LLNL mission is also such
that research activities often change over time, either by small amounts or in their
entirety, and the wastes produced can likewise change. As a result, LLNL’s
approach to managing hazardous waste, particularly at the Livermore Site, is
designed to accommodate a wide variety of waste generators and waste types. This
is also reflected in LLNL’s hazardous waste permits with the California DTSC.

Section 4.13.2.4 of this SWEIS presents an overview of LLNL’s compliance status
with regard to hazardous waste permits. As discussed in that section, in 1999,
DTSC authorized the Livermore Site’s continued hazardous waste management
operations under a full RCRA-equivalent Hazardous Waste Facility Permit (99-
NC-006). Modifications to the permit have been submitted to the DTSC throughout
the lifetime of the permit to ensure it remained reflective of current operations.
LLNL has two hazardous waste permits with DTSC, one for the Livermore Site
and one for Site 300. The permit that was recently approved in October of 2022 is
the Livermore Site permit. The Livermore Site does not treat explosives waste, only
Site 300. The quantities in the currently approved Site 300 permit are adequate to
support both current and future proposed operations. Additionally, the quantities of
hazardous waste in the currently approved Livermore Site permit are adequate to
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support both current and future proposed operations at Livermore Site. Increases in
HE waste associated with the Proposed Action would not impact the existing Site
300 hazardous waste permit issued by DTSC. NNSA thinks that actions associated
with the Proposed Action will comply with the current and any future DTSC
hazardous waste permits.

With regard to comments that NNSA should analyze an alternative in which all
high explosives research is ended at the Lab, please see comment-response 6-A.

High Explosives Management and Storage

Commenter states that a September 9, 2020, U.S. Department of Energy’s Inspector
General Inspection Report disclosed that serious problems persist in the Lab’s
management of high explosives. Commenter states that the Report identified errors
that could lead to a loss (or theft) of explosive material. Commenter states that the
Report identified physical problems with high explosives storage at Site 300 and at
the HEAF. Commenter states that the SWEIS should include an analysis of the
utility, cost, and environmental impacts of maintaining the High Explosives mission
at Site 300 when other NNSA sites perform much of the same function farther away
from population centers. Commenter states that Site 300 has potential as a green
energy production site (wind farms) and other potential uses, such as a return to
wild park land. (Commenter: 48)

Response: The Report (DOE 2020) identified by the commenter states, “We found
that LLNL managers adequately tracked and stored their explosives but did not
fully comply with federal and Departmental requirements.” The Report states that,
“LLNL demonstrated that it adequately tracked its explosives.” The Report
identified “minor storage container and facilities issues.” The Report concluded by
stating, “We believe that the ongoing actions, if fully implemented, should help to
address the similar issues identified during this review.” In response to this Report,
“an NNSA official stated that they are going to take an NNSA-wide approach to
provide guidance for ensuring that all NNSA sites meet the requirements in 41
CFR, Subpart 109,” as it would apply to explosives.

Chapter 5 of this SWEIS analyzes the utility requirements and the environmental
impacts of conducting the HE mission at Site 300. Costs are beyond the scope of
the SWEIS. With regard to comments that NNSA should analyze an alternative in
which Site 300 transfers the HE mission to another site and/or is converted to
another mission, please see comment-response 6-A.

High Bay Facility

Commenter states that the Draft SWEIS includes the removal of the old High Bay
(Building 131) and the construction of a replacement High Bay. Commenter states
the public needs more explanation in the SWEIS so that it can understand, analyze
and discuss the potential impacts and risks of the new High Bay, including; (1)
Whether the High Bay be authorized to use plutonium pit material; (2) What the
types of experiments and operations that will take place in the High Bay will be;
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and, (3) What material be shipped from LANL (or other NNSA sites) to LLNL for
experiments in the High Bay. Commenter states that an alternative that excludes
this facility should be included in the SWEIS. (Commenter: 48)

Response: Section 3.3.1.1 of this SWEIS discusses the new High Bay. As
discussed in that section, the new High Bay would replace the existing Building
131 High Bay, which is now experiencing seismic issues due to its 60+ year-old
age. The new High Bay would be 100,000-square-foot industrial shop-type building
housing 20 occupants. This facility would provide workshop, machine shop, and
storage capabilities for experiments and operations in engineering evaluations,
primarily in support of the SSMP, although other programs are supported as well.
Because it would be classified as a low-hazard radiological facility, quantities of
radionuclides would be maintained less than HC-3 thresholds. The current or future
High Bay is not authorized to use plutonium but could be included in the future if
additional health and safety requirements are met and inventory is continued to be
managed as a low-hazard radiological facility. With regard to the transportation of
material from LANL (or other NNSA sites) to LLNL for experiments in the High
Bay, Table 5-31 of this SWEIS identifies the materials and destination pairs for
radiological material shipments. Some of those shipments could be associated with
operation of the new High Bay.

The work in the new High Bay would cover a range of operations including
fabricating parts, assembling hardware, gauging, calibrating, bonding, potting, and
testing parts and assemblies-using mechanical shock, acceleration, and vibration.
Facility space would be dedicated to the storage of components, material stock,
fixtures, tooling, and equipment. Materials Management would move classified and
controlled materials in and out of the building. Some storage, handling, cleaning,
assembly/disassembly, and testing operations involve hazardous materials
(beryllium and lithium hydride/lithium deuteride), non-dispersible radioactive
material (DU), and toxic chemicals, generally in a non-dispersible form. Small
quantities of powdered metals and glass/ceramic microspheres would be handled
using pressure and vacuum transport systems. Operations may require cryogens
such as liquid nitrogen or liquid argon. Explosives in limited quantities would be
present in the facility. RGDs would be used for radiography and testing operations.
Hazardous and radiological wastes would be generated. With regard to the
comment that the SWEIS should evaluate an alternative that excludes this
replacement facility, the No Action Alternative provides this alternative to maintain
the existing facility. However, the existing facility is reaching its end of life and
this replacement is needed to support the NNSA purpose and need and hence is
included in the Proposed Action alternative.

Issue Category 5: No-Action Alternative

5-A

Analyze a True No-Action Alternative

Commenters state that NNSA should evaluate a true No-Action Alternative that is
limited to the current scope of activities that already exist at LLNL. Commenters
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state that the No-Action Alternative should not include new projects. Commenters
state that there are 19 approved projects included in the No-Action Alternative.
Commenters state that the No-Action Alternative should not presuppose that these
19 projects, which do not actually exist in the world yet may not move forward.
(Commenters: 16, 18, 22, 31, 46, 48)

Response: NNSA analyzed the No-Action Alternative to comply with the CEQ’s
NEPA implementing regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500—1508), and to provide a
baseline against which the impacts of the Proposed Action can be compared. The
No-Action Alternative reflects implementation of decisions NNSA made based on
the 2005 LLNL SWEIS and its 2011 Supplement Analysis, and implementation of
decisions made on actions evaluated in other relevant NEPA documents completed
since 2005. As described in Section 3.2, the No-Action Alternative includes the
construction of new facilities, modernization/ upgrade/utility projects, and DD&D
of excess and aging facilities through 2022. Because NNSA has already completed
NEPA documentation for these projects and has decided to proceed with them
regardless of this SWEIS, they are appropriately included in the No-Action
Alternative. This approach to the No Action Alternative is consistent with guidance
issued by the CEQ Forty Most Asked Questions (46 FR 18026, March 23, 1981).
The guidance provides that “where ongoing programs, initiated under existing
legislation and regulations, will continue, even as new plans are developed, ‘no
action’ is ‘no change’ from the current status. Therefore, the ‘no action’ alternative
may be thought of in terms of continuing with the present course of action until that
action is changed.” NNSA believes that the SWEIS allows the reader to compare
the Proposed Action against the No-Action Alternative as the reference point.

Issue Category 6: Other SWEIS Alternatives

6-A

Other Site-Wide Alternatives

Commenters state that NNSA needs to have a much wider view of the SWEIS
alternatives and should consider alternatives to the current mission. Commenters
state that the SWEIS alternatives feel like an all-or-nothing option and do not
present a real reasonable range of alternatives. Commenters state that many of the
Proposed Action projects will be conducting dangerous, internationally
provocative nuclear weapons activities that should be analyzed in more depth and
parsed out into separate alternatives that allow the agency to opt out of some of
these dangerous proposals when coming to a Record of Decision (ROD) on the
SWEIS. Commenters state that the SWEIS alternatives should focus more on
civilian science-based alternative missions at LLNL, such as climate change, and
less on weapons. Commenters state that NNSA should evaluate an alternative to
make Site 300 an alternative energy site. Commenters state that NNSA should
evaluate alternatives that would transfer LLNL missions to other sites. Commenters
ask if any existing or proposed activities are redundant or duplicative of operations
or programs being conducted at other agency facilities. Commenters state that an
alternative should be analyzed that removes all special nuclear material from the
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Lab. (Commenters: 2, 6, 10, 11, 12, 13, 18, 21, 22, 23, 28, 30, 31, 35, 45, 46, 48,
50, 51)

Response: Section 1.3 of this Final LLNL SWEIS describes the purpose and need
for NNSA action. The reasonable alternatives are those that NNSA determined
would meet the purpose and need described in that section. NNSA disagrees that
the No-Action Alternative and the Proposed Action are “all-or-nothing” options.
Rather, those two alternatives present a reasonable range of alternatives that NNSA
could implement. NNSA believes the SWEIS appropriately analyzes the potential
impacts associated with all of the projects in the Proposed Action and provides
NNSA flexibility to select a variety of projects in the Record of Decision (ROD),
if desired. For example, in the ROD, NNSA could decide to implement the No-
Action Alternative, the Proposed Action, or a combination of the No-Action
Alternative and the Proposed Action. Listed below are some examples of decisions
that NNSA could make based on the alternatives evaluated in the SWEIS:

1. NNSA could decide to proceed with only proposed non-nuclear projects; in this
case, NNSA would not proceed with projects such as the Next Generation LEP
R&D Component Fabrication Building, the Stockpile Materials R&D Center,
the Livermore Nuclear Science Center, and the Domestic Uranium Enrichment
Program, to name a few.

2. NNSA could decide to proceed with only infrastructure modernization projects,
such as office buildings, parking structures, the New North Entry, the Fire
Station Facility, and utility upgrades, to name a few.

3. NNSA could decide to proceed with only non-weapons related projects, such
infrastructure modernization projects, the project to extend the City of
Livermore reclaimed water distribution system for cooling tower use, the
Alternative Energy Micro-Grid for the Future, and the Hertz Hall expansion and
revitalization, to name a few.

4. NNSA could decide to not proceed with any of the proposed operational
changes, meaning that NNSA: would not increase the tritium emissions limits
at the NIF and the Tritium Facility; would not decrease the administrative limit
for fuels-grade equivalent (FGE) plutonium, enriched uranium, and depleted
uranium radioisotopes in Superblock; would not revise the NIF radioactive
materials administrative limits; and would not increase the administrative limit
for Building 235.

Section 3.5 of this SWEIS also discusses other alternatives that NNSA considered
in developing this SWEIS. Those alternatives (listed below), include the

alternatives suggested by commenters during the scoping period for the Draft
LLNL SWEIS.

= Complete Closure of LLNL (Livermore Site and/or Site 300)
= Transfer of Current Missions/Operations from LLNL to Other Sites
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= Relocation of All Nuclear Materials and Nuclear Research to Another Site

= Conversion of LLNL to an Academic Laboratory and/or an Environmental
Research Laboratory

= Reduced Operations at LLNL

= Shift Funding from Weapons Work to Environmental Cleanup

* Analyze Alternatives for Elimination of Outdoor Detonations with
Hazardous Materials at Site 300

= No W87-1 Warhead Development

Those alternatives were eliminated from detailed analysis because they would not
allow LLNL to fulfill the NNSA mission requirements. The specific reasons for
elimination are provided in Section 3.5. With regard to whether any existing or
proposed activities are redundant or duplicative of operations of programs being
conducted at other agency facilities, NNSA developed the SWEIS alternatives to
meet the purpose and need described in Section 1.3 of tis SWEIS. NNSA is
proposing to operate existing facilities and/or construct new facilities that would
enable NNSA to meet its mission requirements.

Other Operational Alternatives

Commenters state that NNSA should consider other operational-specific
alternatives, including: (1) scaling back NIF to the minimum operations necessary
for stockpile maintenance and abandoning the goal of ignition; (2) no BSL-3
replacement; and (3) alternatives to open burning/open detonations with no
emissions. Commenters stated that the USEPA is working on a ban of open
burning/open detonations. (Commenters: 2, 18, 35, 45, 48)

Response: The operational-specific alternatives suggested by commenters are
addressed as follows:

Scaling Back NIF. As discussed in Section 2.2.2.2, NIF is the world’s largest and
highest-energy laser. NIF’s 192 laser beams routinely create temperatures and
pressures similar to those that exist only in the cores of stars and giant planets, and
inside nuclear weapons. As such, NIF provides the only means by which scientists
may access the pressure and temperature conditions relevant to thermonuclear burn.
This allows access to high energy density (HED) regimes that are essential for the
nation’s stockpile assessment and certification strategy. For example, the physical
properties of plutonium can be examined under the most extreme conditions
reached during detonation of a nuclear weapon. Because of NIF’s importance to the
SSMP, NNSA does not think scaling back NIF is a reasonable alternative. With
regard to abandoning the goal of ignition, NNSA acknowledges that on December
5, 2022, a team at NIF conducted the first controlled fusion experiment in history
to reach the milestone of producing more energy from fusion than the laser energy
used to drive it (i.e., ignition).

No BSL-3 Replacement. Under the No-Action Alternative, NNSA would not
replace the existing BSL-3 facility at LLNL. Consequently, this suggested

CRD-2-33

Final November 2023



LLNL SWEIS

Chapter 2—Comment Summaries and Responses

6-D

alternative is already addressed in the SWEIS. See comment-response 1-C for more
information on the need for a BSL-3 replacement.

No Open Burning/Open Detonations. As discussed in Section 2.2.5.2 of this
SWEIS, NNSA conducts explosives testing in both indoor (contained) facilities
(such as the HEAF and CFF) as well as outdoor firing sites at Site 300. There are
limitations with the weight of explosives that can be detonated in indoor (contained)
facilities. As discussed in Section 2.2.5, LLNL’s HE R&D program is an integral
element of the NNSA’s design and development effort that supports broad national
security missions. These HE capabilities provide core competencies for the
weapons program’s annual assessment of energetic materials, components, and
subassemblies. LLNL has ongoing efforts to evaluate alternative technologies from
the current operations for the treatment of HE by open burning/open detonation.
NNSA will comply with any new regulations regarding open burning/open
detonation.

Disarmament Alternative

Commenters state that NNSA should consider an alternative that would abolish
nuclear weapons (disarmament alternative). Commenters state that this would
represent an alternative to escalation of the nuclear arms race and could even
prompt questions about the feasibility of war itself. Commenter states that a positive
role for the Lab going forward, which is not presented in the Draft SWEIS, would
be to conduct research on how to dismantle and destroy old nuclear weapons as
effectively as possible, with disposal of related waste in the safest possible way.
(Commenters: 2, 5, 10, 13, 18, 20, 22, 30, 31, 45, 51)

Response: As discussed in Section 1.3, NNSA is responsible for meeting the
national security requirements established by the President and Congress to
maintain and enhance the safety, reliability, and effectiveness of the U.S. nuclear
weapons stockpile. With regard to specific weapon requirements, the President of
the United States determines the size and composition of the U.S. nuclear weapons
stockpile annually. Abolishing the U.S. stockpile is inconsistent with the 2022 NPR
and national security requirements. Additionally, abolishing the U.S. stockpile
would not meet the purpose and need for this SWEIS. NNSA is responsible for
ensuring weapons are safe, secure, and effective. The actions at LLNL support
NNSA in carrying out that responsibility. Additionally, there are NNSA programs
within the Complex, including LLNL, to conduct research to dismantle nuclear
weapons effectively and safely. LLNL activities in support of this mission area are
included as part of the SWEIS. With regard to the disposal of waste, please see
comment-response 18-A.

Climate Change Alternative

Commenters state that NNSA should consider a climate change alternative.
(Commenters: 6, 18, 22, 35)
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Response: A standalone climate change alternative would not allow LLNL to meet
the purpose and need described in Section 1.3 of this SWEIS, and thus was not
analyzed as a reasonable alternative. However, both the No-Action Alternative and
the Proposed Action include site sustainability and climate change considerations
aimed at reducing fossil fuel usage and minimizing greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions. As discussed in Section 4.12.5 of this SWEIS, LLNL strives to be a
leader in responsible environmental stewardship and sustainability and incorporates
sustainability and environmental management into the planning and performance
of day-to-day operations and nonroutine activities. LLNL also conducts a
significant amount of R&D for new climate change technologies and will continue
to do so in the future.

Consequently, although the SWEIS does not include a “climate change alternative,”
site-wide actions to reduce energy intensity, reduce fossil fuel consumption,
increase the use of alternate fuel vehicles, increase the use of renewable electrical
energy, and reduce GHG emissions are included in both the No-Action Alternative
and the Proposed Action.

Issue Category 7: Land Use

7-A

Proximity of Tracy Hills Development to Site 300

Commenters state that Site 300 activities will encroach upon the Tracy Hills
Development and the City of Tracy. Commenters request that NNSA identify the
proximity of new facilities at Site 300 to the Tracy Hills Development. Commenters
state that the proximity of Site 300 to the Tracy Hills Development is an
endangerment for that community. Commenter states that the SWEIS does not
properly/accurately reflect the location of Site 300 as it relates to other users.
Commenter states that the following statements are not accurate: (1) “only a few
residences/businesses, but no schools, are within several miles of this facility;” and
(2) “there are no residences or other noise receptors within several miles of this
facility.” (Commenters: 2, 10, 12, 13, 17, 18, 21, 30, 32, 44, 51)

Response: The SWEIS includes information on the proximity of Site 300 and the
Tracy Hills Development within the City of Tracy (see Section 4.2.2.2). As
discussed in that section, Site 300 lies outside any defined city limits. The nearest
urban area is the City of Tracy. Tracy’s city limits are approximately 1 mile from
Site 300. Undeveloped agricultural land lies between Tracy and Site 300. The
closest housing development to Site 300 is the Tracy Hills Development, which is
currently being developed by Integral Communities. The Tracy Hills Development
could be as close as approximately 1.15 miles from Site 300. With regard to any
new facilities proposed at Site 300, Figure 3-3 identifies the location of those
facilities for both the No-Action Alternative and the Proposed Action. With regard
to the potential impacts to human health, please see comment-responses 19-A and
20-A. In the Final SWEIS, NNSA has corrected and clarified the description of Site
300 relative to other nearby communities (i.e., Tracy Hills Development). The
overall average sound levels from activities at Site 300 are completely compatible
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with all land uses outside of the Site 300 property boundary. These are described in
Section 4.7.2.2 of the SWEIS.

Issue Category 8: Aesthetics and Scenic Resources

8-A Viewshed of New North Entry Gate

Commenter recommends that the new entry gate (and other improvements in this
vicinity) be designed and constructed in a manner to maintain and minimize
disturbances to the viewshed. (Commenter: 37)

Response: As discussed in Section 5.3.2, the entry road and low-profile bridge
would not attract attention as the site and surrounding landscape is largely
developed. Although there would be short-term adverse visual impacts from
construction activities, long-term impacts are expected to be minimal.

Issue Category 9: Geology and Soils

9-A Earthquake Risks and Facility Vulnerability

Commenters ask NNSA to clarify the earthquake risks at LLNL facilities.
Commenters also state that Building 235 is one of the most earthquake-vulnerable

facilities at LLNL and the plutonium administrative limits should not be increased
in Building 235. (Commenters: 5, 13, 22)

Response: In 2020, Building 235 was seismically upgraded to reduce the
vulnerability to an earthquake. Increasing the plutonium administrative limits for
this radiological facility would not change its hazard category. Building 235 would
be a less-than-HC-3 designation per DOE-STD-1027-2018. In the event of an
earthquake and subsequent fire, impacts would be localized. See Tables 5-60 and
5-61 in this SWEIS for the details of the Building 235 accident analysis.

Issue Category 10: Water Resources

10-A Environmental Monitoring

Commenters request additional information about environmental monitoring at
LLNL, and specifically if testing is done on off-site domestic well water.
(Commenters: 7, 49)

Response: Chapter 4 of this SWEIS includes detailed information about
environmental monitoring that is conducted at LLNL. For example, Section 4.5.1.3
describes stormwater monitoring, Section 4.5.2.4 describes groundwater
monitoring, Section 4.6.5 describes air monitoring for radiological constituents,
Section 4.8 describes biological monitoring, including tritium in vineyards and
wine, Section 4.12 describes sanitary effluent monitoring, and Section 4.15
describes monitoring associated with environmental restoration activities. As
discussed in Section 4.5.2.4, LLNL conducts surveillance monitoring of
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groundwater in the Livermore Valley through networks of wells and springs that
include offsite private wells and onsite DOE Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability (CERCLA) wells. Additionally, broader
survey surveillance monitoring results are available in the Annual Site
Environmental Reports (ASER) on the LLNL external website
(https://enviroinfo.llnl.gov/news/report).

Contaminants in the Watershed

Commenters request additional information about contaminants in the watershed
from LLNL activities. Commenter states that tritium bonds inextricably with water
and raises concerns about tritium levels in water. Commenter questions whether
there will be changes in testing for City of Livermore water and whether the costs
of such testing have been taken into account. Commenters state that there is a water
shortage in California and asks how NNSA will ensure water will not be
contaminated. Commenters ask how we know that water in Tracy would not be
contaminated by Site 300 activities. (Commenters: 32, 35, 49)

Response: For the existing environmental baseline, contaminants in the watershed
are discussed in Section 4.5.1 (surface water) and Section 4.5.2 (groundwater).
Potential contaminants associated with the two alternatives are discussed in Section
5.5.1 (surface water) and Section 5.5.2 (groundwater). LLNL conducts water
surveillance monitoring in support of DOE Order 458.1. Surface and drinking water
near the Livermore Site and in the Livermore Valley were sampled at the locations
shown in Figure 4-39 in 2018. All locations were sampled for tritium and other
radioactive contaminants. The median activity for tritium in all water location
samples was estimated to be below the analytical laboratory’s minimum detectable
activities or minimum quantifiable activities. With regard to groundwater, as stated
in Section 4.5.2, in 2018 and 2019, the tritium measurements in groundwater
continued to show concentrations below the 20,000 pCi/L MCL established for
drinking water in California. Monitoring and testing of the City of Livermore water
is conducted as required in accordance with regulatory requirements.

With regard to Site 300, all tritium levels in groundwater are below the regulatory
standard of 20,000 pCi/L when the water reaches the site boundary. Surface water
runoff from Site 300 poses no risk to water quality for the City of Tracy (LLNL
2021). Costs associated with meeting any regulatory requirements are supported by
NNSA.

Issue Category 11: Air Quality

11-A

Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change

Commenters state that NNSA should assess the impacts of increased greenhouse
gases (GHGs) and climate change. Commenters state that fossil fuels threaten the
world. (Commenters: 19, 32, 35)
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Response: For the existing environmental baseline, GHGs and climate change
issues are discussed in Section 4.6.3. For the alternatives, potential impacts
associated with GHG emissions and climate change are discussed in Section 5.6.1
(No-Action Alternative) and Section 5.6.2 (Proposed Action). As discussed in
Section 5.6.2, the Proposed Action would increase the total annual LLNL GHG
emissions by approximately 5,239 metric tons per year (3.4 percent increase) over
the No-Action Alternative estimates. In California, state-wide GHGs are estimated
to be approximately 363.5 million metric tons per year. GHG emissions associated
with the Proposed Action at LLNL would account for less than 0.03 percent of
those emissions. With regard to employing all practicable methods of reducing
GHG emissions and moving toward the net-zero emissions goal, please see
comment-response 17-C.

Air Pollution Technologies

Commenter requests additional information about air pollution technologies that
could be used at Site 300 to mitigate hazardous air emissions and impacts.
Commenter states that NNSA has never fully addressed citizen complaints about
Site 300 air pollution. (Commenter: 35)

Response: NNSA takes citizen complaints seriously and always attempts to
address the concerns of citizens. Section 5.19 of this SWEIS contains information
on mitigation measures. With regard to mitigating impacts from air pollution,
Section 5.19.6 identifies the following measures:

= Construction equipment criteria pollutant emissions would be minimized by
using specific fuels (e.g., low-sulfur diesel fuel, alternative ethanol-
containing fuel) and by maintaining equipment to ensure that emissions
control systems and other components are functioning at peak efficiency.

= Construction emissions would be minimized using water to control dust
emissions from exposed areas, revegetation of exposed areas, watering of
roadways, and minimizing construction activities under dry or windy
conditions.

* Emissions from facility operations would be controlled using best available
control technologies to ensure that emissions are compliant with applicable
standards. Impacts would be minimized by use of biosafety cabinets,
glovebox confinement and air filtration systems (e.g., HEPA filters) to
remove particulates (e.g., radioactive, microorganism) before discharging
process exhaust air to the atmosphere.

Issue Category 12: Noise

12-A

Noise Impacts from Site 300 Explosives Testing

Commenters ask NNSA to acknowledge that loud noise above 120 dB can cause
immediate harm to your ears. Commenters also request that NNSA assess the noise
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impacts from Site 300 explosives testing on nearby homes at the Tracy Hills
Development. Commenters state that the Tracy Hills Specific Plan includes
improvements to be constructed within 1.5 miles of the Site 300 boundary.
(Commenters: 35, 44, 48)

Response: Table 4-19 of this SWEIS outlines level of concern and complaint for
an individual impulsive noise using peak noise levels. Peak noise levels of 120 dB
are considered to have a medium level of concern and possibility of complaint.
Potential noise impacts at the Tracy Hills Development are addressed in Section
5.7.2 of this SWEIS. As discussed in that section, explosive testing conducted at
the open firing tables are audible beyond the Site 300 property boundary. Those
tests produce audible noises beyond the Site 300 property boundary (see Figure 4-
54). As shown in Table 4-18, the overall average sound levels (i.e., C-weighted
Day-Night Sound Level [CDNL]) are completely compatible with all land uses
outside of the Site 300 property boundary. NNSA would continue open detonation
at Site 300 facilities under the current levels of less than 100 pounds per day and
less than 1,000 pounds per year. In addition, LLNL continues to monitor testing
activities to ensure that noise levels remain below its self-imposed impulse noise
limit of 126 dB in nearby residential areas.

Issue Category 13: Biological Resources

13-A

Tritium Impacts on Vineyards and Wine

Commenter states that a percentage of tritium emitted from LLNL will become
organically bound in our plants. Commenter states that NNSA should assess the
impact of tritium on vineyards and wine. (Commenters: 32)

Response: NNSA agrees that a small percentage of tritium emissions from LLNL
will become organically bound in vegetation and plants. This SWEIS includes an
analysis of the potential impacts to vegetation, including grapes for wines, from
LLNL tritium emissions in Section 5.8.1 (No-Action Alternative) and Section 5.8.2
(Proposed Action). As discussed in Section 5.8.1, under the No-Action Alternative,
the highest concentration of tritium (156.4 pCi/L) in Livermore Valley wines would
be just 0.78 percent the USEPA standard for maximal permissible level of tritium
in drinking water (20,000 pCi/L). Drinking one liter per day of the Livermore
Valley wine with the highest concentration would result in a dose of 0.001
millirem/year (based on LLNL 2020b). Therefore, the impacts of the No-Action
Alternative on tritium levels in vegetation and commodities would be minimal.

As discussed in Section 5.8.2, under the Proposed Action, the highest concentration
of tritium (1,876 pCi/L) in Livermore Valley wines would be just 9.4 percent the
USEPA standard for maximal permissible level of tritium in drinking water (20,000
pCi/L). Drinking one liter per day of the Livermore Valley wine with the highest
concentration would result in a dose of 0.012 millirem/year (based on LLNL
2020b). Therefore, the impacts of the Proposed Action on tritium levels in
vegetation and commodities would be minimal.
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Impacts on Special Status Species

Commenter states that there is a possibility that one or more of the special status
species will wander into a blast area at Site 300. (Commenters: 35)

Response: The amount and frequency of outdoor explosives testing at Site 300 will
remain at current levels. Explosives testing occurs at research facilities on or near
designated firing tables that are developed areas that do not provided habitat for
special status species. The firing tables are surrounded by largely undisturbed areas
of grassland and coastal scrub habitat. Site 300 outdoor explosives test facilities
have operated for over 60 years with minimal impacts on special status species.
LLNL wildlife biologists conduct regular surveys for special status species in areas
surrounding explosive testing facilities and throughout Site 300 and implement a
Natural Resources Management Plan for Site 300. Surveys conducted for the
current draft SWEIS show that the special status species observed at Site 300 prior
to 2005 are still found at the site. Some changes in the distribution and abundance
of special status species have been observed because of drought and other
environmental conditions, but no changes in the abundance or distribution of
special status species have been observed that are attributable to outdoor explosives
testing. Alternatively, beneficial effects have been observed that are attributable to
the maintenance of outdoor explosives testing facilities. Outdoor explosive testing
requires the maintenance of large undeveloped buffer areas surrounding the firing
tables. Development and human access are limited in these buffer areas providing
for large relatively undisturbed areas of habitat. In addition, the Site 300 prescribed
burn that is conducted to control wildfire risk has the beneficial effect of promoting
a diverse native grassland ecosystem. This information has been added to Sections
5.8.1 and 5.82, under Outdoor Testing at Site 300.

Issue Category 14: Cultural and Paleontological Resources: no comments received.

Issue Category 15: Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

15-A

Housing Impacts

Commenters state that the City of Tracy has expanded its boundary toward Site 300
and the population has skyrocketed over the last 25 years. Commenters state that
this growth has increased the risks to the public. Commenters state that NNSA
needs to address the potential impacts on housing. (Commenters: 28, 32, 38, 49)

Response: This SWEIS includes an analysis with respect to the growth of the City
of Tracy in Section 5.2 (land use) and Section 5.10 (socioeconomics and
environmental justice). Section 4.10 discusses growth and employment in the four
local counties including the City of Tracy. Potential impacts on housing are
presented in Sections 5.10.1 (No-Action Alternative) and 5.10.2 (Proposed Action).
Potential human health risks from normal operations are presented in Section 5.14,
and accident consequences and risks are presented in Section 5.16.
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With regard to housing specifically, as discussed in Section 5.10.1, the increase in
direct and indirect jobs associated with the No-Action Alternative would be 2,528,
which is less than 0.1 percent of the projected ROI population in 2022. Because the
increase in direct and indirect jobs would be less than 0.1 percent of the projected
population, a large influx of workers/families due to LLNL employment into the
ROI is not expected. In 2020, there were 78,413 vacant housing units in the ROI.
Because a large influx of workers/families into the ROI is not expected, the No-
Action Alternative would not result in notable changes in vacant housing units.
More likely, non-LLNL-related activities would be expected to cause reductions in
vacant housing units. At most, the additional jobs associated with the No-Action
Alternative would reduce the vacant housing units by 2,528, or approximately 3.2
percent.

As discussed in Section 5.10.2, the increase in direct and indirect workers
associated with the Proposed Action would be 2,270, which is less than 0.05 percent
of the projected ROI population in 2035 of 2.24 million. Because the increase in
direct and indirect jobs would be approximately 0.1 percent of the projected
population, a large influx of workers/families into the ROI is not expected. In 2020,
there were 78,413 vacant housing units in the ROI. Because a large influx of
workers/families into the ROI is not expected, the Proposed Action would not result
in notable changes in vacant housing units. More likely, non-LLNL-related
activities would be expected to cause reductions in vacant housing units. At most,
the additional jobs associated with the Proposed Action would reduce the vacant
housing units by 2,270, or approximately 2.9 percent.

General Environmental Justice Impacts

Because there are many Spanish-speakers in the area, the commenter asks if the
SWEILS has been translated into Spanish. The commenter states that low-income
and minority populations disproportionately bear the cost in tax dollars, work in
lower paid positions, and bear the risks of radioactive pollution if there is a major
accident at the Lab. The commenter asks if radioactive waste will be disposed of in
low-income and minority populations. (Commenter: 35)

Response: In support of the public hearings for the Draft LLNL SWEIS, NNSA
prepared Spanish versions of fact sheets, posters, and NNSA’s public presentation.
NNSA entertains requests from the public for special assistance, such as translation
of NNSA documents. NNSA did not receive any requests to translate the SWEIS.

See comment response 20-A for a discussion of accident impacts from LLNL
operations. As discussed in that comment response, the risk of an LCF to the
population within a 50-mile radius of LLNL is approximately 1 in 10 million. Given
this risk, NNSA does not think that there will be any disproportionate impact to
low-income or minority populations.

Radioactive waste from LLNL operations could be disposed of at the following
locations: the WIPP near Carlsbad, New Mexico; the EnergySolutions facility in
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Clive, Utah; the Nevada National Security Site (NNSS) outside of Las Vegas,
Nevada; Perma-Fix Environmental Services in Oak Ridge, Tennessee; Perma-Fix
in Richland, Washington; and Waste Control Specialists in Andrews County,
Texas. Disposal facilities comply with all regulatory requirements required for their
specific operation. Impacts at these disposal facilities are beyond the scope of this
SWEIS.

However, this SWEIS does analyze the potential impacts (including accidents) of
transporting radioactive materials and waste from LLNL to these facilities. As
discussed in Section 5.11.3.2, under the Proposed Action, modeling of all 888
potential offsite shipments would yield a bounding collective incident-free dose to
the general public of 24.7 person-rem, with an associated increased risk of 0.015
LCF; and a bounding cumulative increased risk of 2.9x10° LCF to the general
public from accidents that result in a container breach/release. Based on the
potential routes to the disposal sites, impacts to the minority and low-income
populations would consist of a fraction of the LCF risk presented above.

Issue Category 16: Traffic/Transportation

16-A

16-B

Plutonium-Specific Transportation Impacts

Commenters state that NNSA should address plutonium transportation from Los
Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) to LLNL, including impacts to communities
along the transportation route. Commenters question whether plutonium was flown
from LANL to LLNL. Commenters state that NNSA did not respond to a FOIA
request as to why plutonium was flown from LANL to LLNL. (Commenters: 32, 35,
36, 45)

Response: The potential impacts from plutonium transportation between LLNL
and LANL are specifically provided in Tables 5-30 and 5-31 of this SWEIS. LANL
informed NNSA of this incident, and NNSA launched an investigation and took
appropriate corrective actions to ensure a mistake like this would not happen again.
NNSA confirmed that there was no loss of radioactive material or contamination.
Issues related to air transportation and related FOIA requests are beyond the scope
of this SWEIS.

City Traffic

Commenters request that NNSA clarify the impacts on city traffic from the
Proposed Action, both in Livermore and in Tracy. They also request that NNSA
create VMT (Vehicle Miles Traveled) plans. (Commenters: 28, 32)

Response: This SWEIS includes an analysis of the potential impacts on Livermore
city traffic in Section 5.11.1 (No-Action Alternative) and Section 5.11.2 (Proposed
Action). As discussed in Section 5.11.1, over the No-Action Alternative planning
period (2020-2022), the total workforce at LLNL is expected to increase by 1,431
persons, from 7,909 persons to a total of 9,340 persons. Traffic impacts were
determined by comparing current traffic levels with projected traffic increases
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associated with the No-Action Alternative. The addition of 1,431 workers per year
would represent an approximately 18.2 percent increase compared to the current
workforce at both sites. If all 1,431 workers were to commute to the Livermore Site
(which is a bounding assumption for the transportation analysis), local traffic would
increase by an average of approximately 2.4 percent (note: specific roads in the
vicinity of the Livermore Site would increase by 1.6 — 3.4 percent). The increase in
traffic would not affect the level of service (LOS) on roads in the vicinity of the
Livermore Site.

As discussed in Section 5.11.2, during the 13-year Proposed Action planning period
(2023-2035), NNSA estimates that a maximum of 700 additional construction
workers per year would commute to LLNL annually (mostly to the Livermore Site,
but some to Site 300). In addition, the operational workforce at LLNL is expected
to increase from the No-Action Alternative baseline of 9,340 workers to 10,050
workers. Consequently, the LLNL workforce is expected to increase from 9,340
workers to a total of 10,750 workers. Overall, direct employment at LLNL would
increase by approximately 1,410 workers compared to the No-Action Alternative
workforce, which would be a 15.2 percent increase. If all 1,410 workers were to
commute to the Livermore Site (which is a bounding assumption for the
transportation analysis), local traffic would increase by an average of
approximately 2.3 percent (note: traffic on specific roads in the vicinity of the
Livermore Site would increase by 1.6 — 3.2 percent). The increase in traffic would
not affect the level of service (LOS) on roads in the vicinity of the Livermore Site.
The proposed New North Entry to the Livermore Site would alleviate traffic
backups and delays (some up to 15 minutes) that occur during the mornings on
Vasco Road at the West Gate entrance.

As discussed in Section 4.11.1, because traffic in the Site 300 area is generally not
heavy (except during commuting times) due to its rural location and the relatively
small workforce, a qualitative analysis is presented for that area in this SWEIS.
NNSA does not think VMT plans need to be created in order to present the potential
traffic impacts.

General Radiological Transportation Risks

Commenters request that the SWEIS clearly shows the relationship of the Proposed
Action to the corresponding increase in shipments of plutonium or other materials
between sites. Commenters state that radiological transportation impacts would
increase by 35 percent. Commenters state that the SWEIS does not adequately
describe transportation risks in detail that allows the public to understand the type,
location, potential severity, or precautions taken that can mitigate the risk of
transportation rather than just relying on transportation guidelines and packaging
requirements. Commenters state that the SWEIS should include an alternative
where less radiological and hazardous materials are transported to and from the
Lab. (Commenters: 12, 32, 35, 48)
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Response: This SWEIS presents the potential radiological transportation impacts
in Section 5.11.3. As shown in that section, for the No-Action Alternative,
modeling of all 645 potential offsite shipments would yield a bounding collective
(i.e., cumulative) incident-free dose to transport-crews of 61.6 person-rem per year,
with an associated increased risk of 0.037 LCF; a bounding collective incident-free
dose to the general public of 21.6 person-rem, with an associated increased risk of
0.013 LCF; and a bounding cumulative increased risk of 1.9x10° LCF to the
general public from accidents that result in a container breach/release. Under the
Proposed Action, modeling of all 888 potential offsite shipments would yield a
bounding collective (i.e., cumulative) incident-free dose to transport-crews of 69.2
person-rem per year, with an associated increased risk of 0.042 LCF; a bounding
collective incident-free dose to the general public of 24.7 person-rem, with an
associated increased risk of 0.015 LCF; and a bounding cumulative increased risk
of 2.9x10° LCF to the general public from accidents that result in a container
breach/release.

The only quantifiable difference in radiological transportation characteristics
between the No-Action Alternative and Proposed Action are the numbers of
shipments (per year) of nonroutine LLW/MLLW to NNSS and EnergySolutions
from LLNL. Because those shipments only account for a fraction of the total
radiological transportation impacts, the total radiological impacts for the Proposed
Action would be only slightly higher across all categories as compared to the No-
Action Alternative.

An alternative to reduce radioactive materials transportation would not meet NNSA
mission requirements and hence was not analyzed.

New North Entry

With regard to the New North Entry, commenter states that portions of the areas
north of Patterson Pass Road are being evaluated as an improved industrial area
and new residential neighborhoods as part of the Livermore General Plan Update.
Commenter recommends further coordination in entry locations and roadway
configurations. Commenter states that an encroachment permit is required for any
work conducted within the City right-of-way including medians and landscape
areas and all work must comply with applicable roadway standards. Commenter
requests the opportunity to review the improvement plans at the time of
encroachment permit submittal to evaluate the interface with the roadway and any
potential impacts to circulation. (Commenter. 37)

Response: NNSA would coordinate with the City of Livermore as appropriate as
plans for the New North Entry progress. As discussed in Section 5.11.2, the
intersection/signalization of the New North Entry would likely be similar to the
intersection/signalization that currently exists on Vasco Road and the West Gate
entrance to the Livermore Site (see Figure 5-6). Although new turn lanes on
Patterson Pass Road are expected, NNSA would coordinate with the City of
Livermore on the specifics of the intersection/signalization. NNSA acknowledges
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that an encroachment permit would be required for any work conducted within the
City of Livermore right-of-way and that all work must comply with applicable
roadway standards. NNSA would provide the City of Livermore the opportunity to
review the improvement plans at the time of encroachment permit submittal to
evaluate the interface with the roadway and any potential impacts to circulation.

Expanded Bicycle Circulation

Commenter encourages LLNL to consider the interface with the City's existing or
proposed bicycle infrastructure to support ridership to and from the LLNL site.
Commenter states that the City of Livermore is currently evaluating improvements
to East Avenue as part of a pilot study to implement the City's Active Transportation
Plan. The commenter recommends continued coordination regarding proposed
bicycle improvements. (Commenters: 32, 37)

Response: As discussed in Section 3.2.2, NNSA is proposing to expand the bicycle
network on the Livermore Site in order to improve bicycle transportation on site
(see specifically Figure 3-17 of this SWEIS). Although NNSA’s Proposed Action
does not extend beyond the boundaries of the LLNL Site, NNSA recognizes that
improvements within the LLNL boundaries could encourage more LLNL workers
to commute via bicycle. As discussed in Section 6.4.6 of this SWEIS, NNSA
acknowledges that the City of Livermore is in the process of updating its bicycle
master plan. Livermore already plans to double its bike paths from 46 miles to
nearly 90 miles (Livermore 2009). Per the “Livermore Bicycle, Pedestrian, and
Trails Active Transportation Plan, 2018 (hereafter, “Active Transportation Plan”
[ATP]), NNSA also is aware that the City of Livermore has identified challenges
and recommended implementation strategies to improve walking, biking, and trails
in Livermore. The ATP analyzes existing conditions, incorporates community
objectives, implements current policies, and recommends enhancements to the
existing network to close gaps and increase safety, comfort, connectivity.
Specifically in the area of the Livermore Site, the ATP proposes Class II buffered
bicycle lanes on East Avenue between South Livermore Avenue and South Vasco
Road, as well as other pedestrian crossing enhancements. NNSA actions within the
boundaries of the LLNL Site would be consistent with the City of Livermore’s
initiatives, and NNSA would coordinate with the City as appropriate.

Issue Category 17: Infrastructure

17-A

Dangers to the Electrical Grid

Commenters state that LLNL should be working to address issues like security
dangers to the electric grid. (Commenter: 32)

Response: Basic science is the engine that drives research at LLNL and LLNL
scientists and engineers are prepared to solve critical challenges across national
missions. As discussed in detail in Chapter 2, these other missions include energy
security and long-term energy needs. With specific regard to dangers to the electric
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grid, LLNL is proposing two projects described in Section 3.3.1.5 (Site 300 Cyber-
physical Test Capability for Energy Distribution and Alternative Energy Micro-
Grid for the Future) which would be used to enhance the resilience of the U.S.
energy production and distribution infrastructure.

Extend Reclaimed Water Distribution System

Commenter states the extension of the City's reclaimed water infrastructure system
to the LLNL site has not yet been approved or funded and would require significant
capital investment and further coordination between the City and LLNL.
(Commenter: 37)

Response: NNSA acknowledges that extension of the City of Livermore's
reclaimed water infrastructure system to the LLNL site has not yet been approved
or funded and would require significant capital investment and further coordination
between the City and LLNL. NNSA would coordinate with the City of Livermore
as appropriate as plans progress for the reclaimed water extension.

Natural Gas Use

Commenter states that although the increased use of natural gas could be
considered insignificant to the state of California, overall, this could account for a
significant increase in Livermore's emissions. Commenter states that the City of
Livermore has recently adopted the 2022 Climate Action Plan (CAP), which
establishes a goal of achieving carbon neutrality by 2045. Commenter recommends
that LLNL consider electrification of new or renovated facilities and buildings on
its campus to the extent feasible. (Commenter: 37)

Response: LLNL is required by DOE Order 436.1 Departmental Sustainability to
implement a site sustainability plan (SSP) including goals addressing GHG
emissions. Specific goals included in Executive Orders 14057 and 14008 apply to
sustainability and climate adaptation and resilience. Energy and emissions
reductions are the focal point targeting both Scope 1 and Scope 2 GHG reductions.
For example, all new construction >25,000 GSF entering design in FY2022 and
beyond must be net zero emissions by 2030. Also, the lab must establish energy
efficiency targets by 2030, and have a net zero emissions building portfolio by
2045.

In FY2022, LLNL completed a Vulnerability Assessment and Resilience Plan
(VARP) consistent with the U.S. DOE 2021 Climate Adaptation & Resiliency Plan
(CARP) guidance. The VARP identifies the key mission-critical assets at LLNL
and outlines the expected risks to those assets from climate change. Top resilience
solutions will be implemented and tracked annually and the VARP will be updated
every 4 years.
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In April 2022 LLNS signed an MOU with the City of Livermore to collaborate on
advancing climate action in Livermore and building community-wide resilience to
climate change impacts.

Water and Electricity Use

Commenters ask if the increased water and electricity use will put a strain on
California water resources and cause more pollution from electricity use.
Commenter asks how much water (in gallons) is 0.3 percent of the Hetch Hetchy
water supply. Commenters ask how much less than 1 percent of California
electricity supply will be required. Commenters ask about potential power
blackouts. (Commenters: 35, 49)

Response: As stated in Section 6.4.12.1, the Hetch Hetchy reservoir can store as
much as 117 billion gallons of water. LLNL’s current water use (380 million
gallons annually) amounts to approximately 0.32 percent of the capacity of the
Hetch Hetchy reservoir. As discussed in Section 5.12.2, using reclaimed water
would reduce Hetch Hetchy potable water usage at LLNL by approximately 200
million gallons per year. As discussed in Section 5.18, the new hybrid work
environment would reduce onsite worker population on any given day, which, in
turn, would further reduce domestic water use (by a maximum of approximately
7.4 million gallons annually). This reduction would amount to approximately 1.4-
1.6 percent of the LLNL future usage.

As stated in Section 6.4.12.3, state-wide electricity demand is expected to be a
maximum of 339,863 million gigawatt-hours/year by the year 2030. As shown in
Table 6-11, the LLNL electric power consumption of 559.7 million kilowatt-hours
per year would represent less than one percent (0.00002 percent) of any of the state-
wide demand scenarios. Because LLNL electricity use is insignificant compared to
state-wide use, power blackouts would not be expected to occur as a result of LLNL
operations. As shown on Table 6-10, more than 50 percent of California’s
electricity is generated via non-GHG emitting sources.

Issue Category 18: Waste Management and Materials Management

18-A

Disposal of Waste and Long-Term Impacts

Commenters request that NNSA address the disposal of radiological wastes.
Commenters state that NNSA should address the long-term impacts of waste
disposal at disposal facilities. Commenters state that these disposal sites often have
spills and -accidents and releases into the environment. (Commenters. 14, 35, 45,

48)

Response: As discussed in Sections 4.13 and 5.13 of this SWEIS, waste disposal
facilities are generally licensed/permitted for operation by local and/or state
regulators. For example, the EnergySolutions facility in Clive, Utah is a commercial
facility licensed as a Class A LLW disposal facility by the Utah Department of
Environmental Quality (UDEQ). Similarly, commercial facilities used by LLNL
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for MLLW include the Nevada National Security Site (NNSS), the EnergySolutions
facility in Utah, and a Perma-Fix facility (specifically Diversified Scientific
Services Inc. or DSSI) in Tennessee. These facilities have permits with their
applicable states allowing them to receive MLLW for treatment and/or disposal.
With regard to hazardous waste, LLNL manages these wastes under contract with
large commercial enterprises that must show adequate capacity and compliance
with applicable permitting and regulatory requirements in order to be considered
for the contract. For nonhazardous solid waste, both the Altamont and Vasco Road
facilities have appropriate permits to operate as solid waste landfills and the County
of Alameda, Department of Environmental Health, is identified as the local
enforcement agency for both landfills. The WIPP facility is DOE’s only authorized
repository for TRU waste and has a hazardous waste permit issued by the New
Mexico Environment Department (NMED). LLNL wastes are managed at these
disposal facilities in accordance with approved operating licenses/permits.

Operations of the offsite disposal facilities are outside the scope of this SWEIS.
Use of Hazardous Materials and Chemicals

Commenters state that NNSA should minimize the use of hazardous materials and
chemicals. Commenters state that the SWEIS does not indicate whether NNSA tries
to limit the proposed programmatic use of hazardous chemicals, substances, or
radioactive materials to the bare minimum. (Commenter: 48)

Response: As discussed in Section 4.13.6.2 of this SWEIS, a key element of
LLNL’s strategy in managing its chemical inventory is to ensure chemicals are used
safely and appropriately. For new or planned actions, this is done largely through
implementing the following hierarchy of controls, in order of preference: (1) select
materials and process designs that avoid or minimize use of hazardous materials;
(2) use engineered controls to confine, shield, or remove hazards; (3) use
administrative or procedural controls; and (4) use personal protective equipment.
Concurrently and consistent with requirements of 29 CFR Part 1910, Subpart Z,
Toxic and Hazardous Substances, and other standards, the LLNL ES&H program
includes measures and requirements to inform workers of the hazards posed by
chemicals in their workplace and to provide training so that they can perform their
work in a manner that minimizes the risk of adverse effects from those chemicals.

Another key element of LLNL’s strategy in managing its chemical inventory is to
minimize its size. Efforts to this end include actions taken whenever hazardous
materials are ordered for the site. Such requests are reviewed by subject specialists
to determine if there are less hazardous materials available to accomplish the same
need. Another review is performed to determine if the hazardous chemical is
already available onsite as determined through the LLNL ChemShare program.
Once chemicals have been ordered, all hazardous materials coming to the
Livermore Site from commercial vendors or other DOE sites are received by the
Receiving Section of the Supply Chain Management Department; that is, unless
prior approval has been given, or is already in place, for a specific, direct delivery.
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Supply Chain Management Department personnel are then responsible for bar
coding containers and entering record of the receipt into the ChemTrack system or
requesting the ChemTrack Group to enter the data. Similar container bar-coding
and inventory data entry in the ChemTrack system are performed by receiving
organization at Site 300. The ChemTrack system is LLNL’s centralized chemical
inventory database for tracking hazardous chemicals and represents the site’s
means of determining whether goals of inventory reduction are being achieved.
ChemTrack allows RFID-tagged chemical containers to be tracked by location and
usage information from receipt through disposal. It also links each chemical to data
on its properties and hazards, including the safety data sheets if available. Measures
to maintain and validate ChemTrack chemical inventory data include performing,
at least on an annual basis, a wall-to-wall inventory and reconciliation at each
facility where tracked items are used.

As stated in Section 5.19.11 of this SWEIS, NNSA would implement waste
minimization efforts that could potentially make waste management simpler and
even conserve resources. Waste minimization would be pursued during operations
as part of the goals and objectives of the LLNL Environmental Management
System and Site Sustainability Plan that are discussed in Section 4.12.5 of this
SWEIS.

Availability and Use of the WIPP

Commenters state that NNSA should consider the availability and use of the WIPP

for TRU waste disposal. Commenters stated that WIPP could be prioritized for
other site’s TRU waste and may not be available for the disposal of LLNL TRU
waste. Commenters state that the WIPP will close in 2024. Commenters state that
it is highly unlikely that New Mexico will accept much, if any, TRU waste from
Livermore Lab, under various WIPP permit conditions and proposals now under
consideration by the New Mexico governor. Commenters state that NNSA should
not assume that any LLNL TRU waste will be admitted after the new WIPP
operational permit is issued by the New Mexico Environmental Department.
Commenters ask if NNSA has a contingency plan for TRU waste disposal in case
WIPP is not available. (Commenter: 46)

Response: This SWEIS evaluates the relevant NEPA-related activities associated
with managing TRU and TRU-mixed wastes and transporting those wastes to the
WIPP facility for disposal. The approximate volume estimates of TRU waste that
could be generated and the estimated increase in shipments presented in the SWEIS
represent conservative estimates for the purposes of identifying environmental
consequences. The DOE Carlsbad Field Office (CBFO) tracks the volume of TRU
waste disposed at the WIPP facility using proven quality assurance procedures to
ensure it does not exceed the total TRU waste volume capacity limit of 6.2 million
cubic feet (175,564 cubic meters), in accordance with the WIPP Land Withdrawal
Act (LWA).
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Chapter 6, Section 6.4.13.3 of this SWEIS evaluates potential impacts from all TRU
waste generators, including those from LLNL. As described in that section, the
Annual TRU Waste Inventory Report (ATWIR) serves as a current estimate of the
TRU waste inventory for potential disposal at WIPP and documents the TRU waste
that may be considered in future Compliance Recertification Applications
submitted to the USEPA. As of the data collection cutoff date for the 2019 ATWIR,
approximately 67,400 cubic meters of TRU waste were disposed at WIPP. The
maximum amount of TRU waste estimated to potentially be generated over the life
of the Proposed Action at LLNL is 2,621 cubic meters’ (note: this estimate includes:
52.8 cubic meters of routine TRU waste and 60 cubic meters of non-routine TRU
waste that would be generated annually under the No-Action Alternative between
2020-2022; and 52.8 cubic meters of routine TRU waste and up to 122.8 cubic
meters of non-routine TRU waste that would be generated annually under the
Proposed Action between 2023-2035). The 2,621 cubic meters of TRU waste would
represent 1.5 percent of the LWA TRU waste disposal volume capacity of 175,564
cubic meters. It would also represent 2.4 percent of the available WIPP capacity,
based on the 2019 ATWIR. Based on the small quantity of TRU waste from LLNL,
NNSA thinks that WIPP has sufficient capacity available to meet the TRU waste
disposal requirements.

NNSA also acknowledges that TRU waste volume estimates such as those provided
in NEPA documents cannot be used to determine compliance with the WIPP LWA
total TRU waste disposal volume capacity limit. The TRU waste estimates in the
ATWIR change annually. Determining compliance to the WIPP LWA disposal
capacity limit is determined by proven and audited procedures and process
implemented for the WIPP facility by the CBFO. CBFO monitors and tracks the
actual defense related TRU waste volume emplaced at the WIPP facility to ensure
compliance with the WIPP LWA and will take action as appropriate in a timely and
appropriate manner to ensure needs of the DOE complex are met.

Issue Category 19: Human Health and Safety

19-A

Tritium and Plutonium Emissions on Human Health

Commenters express concern about the impacts of the alternatives on human
health. Commenters state that Site 300 activities will endanger the health of the
public living at the Tracy Hills Development. Commenters state that increasing
tritium emission limits and increasing the administrative limits governing the
amount of weapons-grade plutonium at Building 235 and radioactive materials at
NIF could result in pollution of atmosphere and soil, potentially affecting as many
as 8 million San Francisco Bay Area residents to a range of health challenges,
including lethal cancers. Commenters state that NNSA should analyze all nuclear
material exposure pathways to receptors, both long-term and short-term, so that
the increased risk from the proposed tritium emissions to humans and the
environment can be assessed. Commenters state that an increase in the population

7In contrast, the No-Action Alternative would generate a maximum of 1,692 cubic meters of TRU waste over 2020-2035.
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dose and LCF risk is unacceptable. (Commenters: 2, 5, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 17, 18,
21, 22, 23, 30, 32, 35, 39, 45, 46, 48, 51)

Response: Section 5.14 of this SWEIS specifically analyzes the potential impacts
on human health. This includes emissions from all facilities at the Livermore Site
and from facilities at Site 300. For the Proposed Action, as shown in Section 5.14.2,
at both the Livermore Site and Site 300, the annual radiation dose to the offsite MEI
would be much less than the limit of 10 millirem per year set by both the USEPA
(40 CFR Part 61, Subpart H) and DOE (DOE Order 458.1) for airborne releases of
radioactivity. The risk of an LCF to the MEI from operations would be 2.5x10 per
year at the Livermore Site and 1.0x107'° per year at Site 300. The projected number
of LCFs to the population within a 50-mile radius would be 4.3x107 at the
Livermore Site and 3.0x10® at Site 300. Impacts to an individual living at Tracy
Hills would be less than impacts to the MEI at Site 300. These doses present a much
smaller risk to the public than the risk associated with natural background radiation.

As described in Appendix C (Section C.2.1.6 and Section C.3.1.4), meteorological
conditions at both the Livermore Site and Site 300 are considered in the SWEIS
human health and accident analyses. In addition, the LLNL National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs) 2019 Annual Report (LLNL
2020c) provides additional details regarding the meteorological conditions that are
considered in determining the potential human health impacts from the operational
releases of materials from LLNL operations.

Prevention of Releases to the Environment

Commenters state that NNSA needs to prevent releases to the environment to
minimize human health impacts. Commenters state that there have been major
releases of tritium in the past. (Commenters: 35, 39)

Response: NNSA implements stewardship practices that are protective of the air,
water, land, and other natural and cultural resources affected by NNSA operations
in accordance with an environmental management system established pursuant to
DOE Order 436.1, “Departmental Sustainability.” Section 5.19 of this SWEIS
discusses a combination of design features and BMPs that are implemented to avoid
or reduce potential environmental impacts. With regard to human health
specifically, facility designs include features such as HEPA filtration and
seismically qualified confinement structures that could minimize potential impacts
to worker and public safety. BMPs are policies, practices, and measures that reduce
the environmental impacts of proposed activities, functions, or processes. Safety
features are incorporated into the design of facilities to minimize impacts to
workers and the public. These include, but are not limited to, confinement (e.g.,
gloveboxes), shielding, ventilation, and air filtration systems. BMPs to ensure
radiation protection include formal analysis by workers, supervisors, and radiation
protection personnel of methods to reduce exposure of workers to the lowest
practicable level. Currently, tritium processing systems in the Tritium Facility and
NIF capture >99% of potential tritium releases.
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Wind-Blown Contamination from Site 300

Commenters state that NNSA needs to analyze the human health impacts of wind-
blown contamination from Site 300. Commenters state that the SWEIS should
specifically consider the fact that tule fog and westerly winds at Tracy could cause
the air to contain particulates from Site 300 and cause adverse effects to human
health and wildlife. Commenters state that NNSA needs to analyze the human health
impacts of wind-blown contamination from Site 300 to the Tracy Hills
Development. (Commenters: 21, 32, 49)

Response: Section 5.14.2 of this SWEIS specifically analyzes the potential impacts
on human health from airborne radiological constituents from LLNL activities for
the Proposed Action. As shown in that section, at Site 300, the annual radiation
dose to the offsite MEI would be much less than the limit of 10 millirem per year
set by both the USEPA (40 CFR Part 61, Subpart H) and DOE (DOE Order 458.1)
for airborne releases of radioactivity. The risk of an LCF to the MEI from
operations would be 1.0x107'° per year at Site 300. The projected number of LCFs
to the population within a 50-mile radius would be 3.0x10® at Site 300.

Section 4.15.2 discusses potential releases of other materials offsite from Site 300.
Depleted uranium (surface contamination) has been sampled offsite four times out
of the last ten years. This is reported annually in the annual NESHAPs and ASERs.
The sampler at Site 300 that is considered to be offsite is located as close to the
road as possible at the Site 300 firing range. This sampler is only about 75 feet away
from the Carnegie Ranger Station. LLNL also conducts ecological risk assessments
to determine if other contaminants such as high explosives materials, metals, and
depleted uranium could be transported via airborne pathways to offsite locations.

Calculations of maximally exposed individual (MEI) Dose

Commenters ask if the tritium emission used to calculate the MEI dose is measured
“out of the stack.” Commenters ask NNSA to clarify how the MEI dose is
calculated. (Commenter: 48)

Response: Tritium emissions used to calculate the MEI dose are from stack
emissions measured at the Tritium Facility and NIF. Additionally, the MEI dose
includes estimated surface emissions from diffuse sources; and the major portion
of the MEI dose is from skyshine from NIF (4 mrem).

To comply with NESHAPs regulations and DOE guidance, the USEPA-approved
atmospheric dispersion and radiation dose calculation computer code, CAP88-PC,
Version 4.0.1.17, was used to calculate the dose at specific distances from release
points. For dose assessment, LLNL uses building-specific information about
radionuclide releases, as well as building-specific parameters for stack height, stack
exhaust rate, stack diameter, and distances to the fence line. Meteorological data
from the Livermore Site meteorological tower are used to model Livermore Site
sources, and meteorological data from the Site 300 meteorological tower are used
to model Site 300 sources. The CAP88-PC code implements a steady-state
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Gaussian plume atmospheric dispersion model to calculate concentrations of
radionuclides in the air and dose to the MEL

19-E Worker Illness Compensation

Commenters state that the “collective annual dose to radiological workers” will
increase from 8.45 person/rem at the baseline 2019 level to 106.7 person/rem under
the Proposed Action. Commenters state that this 12-fold increase in radiation
exposure to radiological workers is extreme and will result in additional illnesses
to worker and additional claims under the Energy Employee Occupational Illness
Compensation Program Act (EEOICPA). Commenters state that more than 2,000
current and former Livermore Labs employees have applied to the EEOICPA
because of serious illnesses, including cancer, that are being caused by on the job
exposure to radioactive and toxic materials in the Lab. Commenters state that
NNSA needs to discuss the worker illness compensation program and assert that
increase radiological dose to workers will cause more illnesses and more
compensation claims. Commenters state that NNSA needs to analyze the lost work
from employee illnesses and the economics of compensating injured workers.
Commenters state that the SWEIS fails to consider the synergistic health effects of
radiological workers also being exposed to toxic chemicals and substances in the
course of their work at the Lab. Commenters state that the SWEIS should include
an analysis of any available medical science that shows synergistic health effects
of any mixture of chemicals used at the Lab, of radiation and toxic chemical
together, and of multiple types of radiation on workers. (Commenters: 7, 26, 45,
48)

Response: Potential radiological impacts to workers is addressed in Section 5.14
of this SWEIS. As discussed in Section 5.14.2, the total annual collective dose to
all LLNL radiological workers would be 106.7 person-rem under the Proposed
Action. Statistically, a total annual dose of 106.7 person-rem would result in 0.06
LCFs annually to the LLNL radiological workforce. NNSA recognizes
commenters’ opinion that this risk is “extreme.” It would be speculative to assume
that the increased worker dose will result in additional claims under the EEOICPA,
as long as the regulatory limits are maintained.

The DOE Former Worker Medical Screening Program, otherwise known as the
Former Worker Program (FWP), provides for the conduct of medical screenings
for former employees to identify adverse health conditions that may have resulted
from working at DOE facilities. Mandated by the Congress, the FWP conducts
preliminary site assessments to identify groups of former at-risk federal and
contractor workers and DOE site-specific exposures. It also provides medical
screening, including examinations, to check for adverse health effects that could be
related to occupational exposures to radiation, noise, beryllium, asbestos, silica,
lead, cadmium, chromium, and solvents. The program, managed by the DOE Office
of Health Safety and Security, uses independent health experts through cooperative
agreements held by consortia of universities, labor unions, and commercial
organizations throughout the United States with expertise in administration of
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medical programs. Initiated in 1996, the FWP now provides medical screening
services at all DOE sites for the more than 600,000 former construction and
production workers who were involved in the nuclear weapons program.

In 2000, the Congress passed the EEOICPA, administered by the Department of
Labor (DOL), to compensate current and former workers for illness and injuries
that resulted from their work at DOE facilities over certain time periods. The DOE
FWP complements EEOICPA, as it provides DOE workers with medical
evaluations conducted by expert occupational medicine physicians and laboratories
that provide both claimants and the claims evaluators with defensible information
for decisionmaking about the appropriateness of compensation.

Section 5.14 of this SWEIS provides an analysis of potential human health impacts
to workers wusing Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) occupational
injury/illness/fatality rates. As discussed in that section, in an average year
approximately 77.5 days of lost work from illness/injury and 0.15 fatality would be
expected from LLNL operations under the No-Action Alternative. For the Proposed
Action, in an average year approximately 92.5 days of lost work from illness/injury
and 0.18 fatality would be expected from LLNL operations. The majority of these
lost workdays are due to injuries associated with slips, trips, and falls. The
economics associated with compensating injured workers is beyond the scope of
the SWEIS.

With regard to synergistic health effects of radiological workers also being exposed
to toxic chemicals and substances, NNSA prepared the human health analyses in
this SWEIS in accordance with generally accepted scientific approaches. Impacts
are addressed for both radiological and chemical exposures. As discussed in Section
5.14.2, no significant chemical-related health impacts are associated with normal
(accident-free) operations at LLNL. Initial screens for the hazard analyses did not
result in the identification of any additional controls necessary to protect the public
or workers from direct chemical exposures during normal operations. Facility
design features are integrated to minimize worker exposures during facility
operations and act as defense-in-depth controls. NNSA maintains worker health
and safety through prevention and mitigation measures, which includes engineering
controls, worker training, and safety equipment, including personal protective
equipment (PPE). In addition to these controls, worker protection is augmented by,
industrial hygiene, health physics, personnel monitoring, and emergency
preparedness. NNSA is not aware of any studies that would invalidate the approach
used in the SWEIS or the results of the human health analyses.

General health and safety comments

Commenter states that people making claims about safety and health risks to
workers at LLNL are not well enough informed and do not really know what
hazards are really at the Lab. (Commenter: 9)
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Response: All laboratory employees are required to take health and safety training
annually. This training provides information on the potential safety and health risks
associated generally with working at the Livermore Site and Site 300. This also
includes the identification of hazards, safety and health risks for their specific job,
and the necessary required training. LLNL maintains an integrated database for
each employee that reviews the specific health and safety risks at their position and
assigns the appropriate training to that individual. This is reviewed by the employee
supervisor and signed off by the health and safety organization. Each employee has
access to this database to see the risks assigned to them and the training required
for that job position. Potential human health impacts to workers from normal
operations are presented in Section 5.14 of this SWEIS. Potential impacts to
workers from accidents are presented in Section 5.16.

Worker Radiological Doses

Commenter asks NNSA to explain why worker average radiological exposure
would increase from 69.6 mrem/year to 173.5 mrem/year. Specifically, commenter
asks NNSA to identify the primary sources of this increase and specify where the
largest increases are expected to occur across the laboratory campus.
(Commenter: 39)

Response: As discussed in Section 5.14.1 of this SWEIS, under the No-Action
Alternative, NNSA has estimated that both the average and total worker dose at the
Livermore Site would increase as a result of higher yield experiments at NIF.
Currently, NIF has approximately 450 radiation workers, most of whom receive no
measurable dose. As a result of higher yield experiments at NIF, NNSA is
estimating that all 450 radiation workers at NIF would receive a measurable dose.
For the 100 primary operations workers, a maximum dose of 600 millirem per year
could result. For 350 non-primary operations workers, a dose of 100 millirem per
year is estimated. Consequently, conducting higher yield experiments at NIF is the
primary source of the increase in both average and total worker dose.

As discussed in Section 5.14.2, the Proposed Action would increase total worker
dose as a result of operations associated with the Next Generation LEP R&D
Component Fabrication Building, the Domestic Uranium Enrichment Program, and
sample preparation work in Building 235. However, when compared to conducting
higher yield experiments at NIF, the increase in total worker dose associated with
the Proposed Action is negligible.

Valley Fever Risks

Commenter states that any airborne dirt during the construction process should be
reduced under a Valley Fever Management Plan (VFMP) to establish guidelines
for educating and training personnel on the management of Valley Fever during
construction. Commenter recommends training construction and operations
personnel to understand and manage the risks associated with Valley Fever.
(Commenter: 28)

CRD-2-55

Final November 2023



LLNL SWEIS

Chapter 2—Comment Summaries and Responses

Response: The fungus that causes Valley Fever lives in the soil in the southwestern
U.S., including in the area of LLNL Site 300. NNSA is committed to protecting the
health and safety of workers and specific training is required for Valley Fever for
all employees, contractors, and visitors working at Site 300. A specific training
course has been developed and informs them of the associated health risks of Valley
Fever. To minimize airborne dust during the construction, NNSA would employ
mitigation measures and BMPs. As discussed in Section 5.19.5, such measures and
BMPs could include the use of water to control dust emissions, revegetation of
exposed areas, watering of roadways, minimizing construction activities under dry
or windy conditions and wearing appropriate PPE such as dust masks.

Issue Category 20: Accidents and Intentional Destructive Acts

20-A

General Accident Risks

Commenters ask NNSA to address the general accident risks for the alternatives.
Commenters state that Site 300 activities will endanger the health of the public
living at the Tracy Hills Development in the event of an accident. Commenters ask
if the accident risks are low because they are compared to previous accidents, and
states that previous accidents are large. Commenters state that it is essential for
the SWEIS to evaluate the risks posed by an accident or intentional act from HE
material being housed in close proximity to workers and the public. Commenters
state that the consequences of a potential fire in the primary tritium facility
(Building 331) should also be addressed, including down-wind risk to the public
from complete release of the administrative limit. (Commenter: 35, 39, 46, 48)

Response: The accident analysis in this SWEIS was prepared in accordance with
the “DOE Recommendations for Analyzing Accidents under the National
Environmental Policy Act” (DOE 2002), which provides guidance for preparing
accident analyses in DOE environmental impact statements and environmental
assessments. This LLNL SWEIS informs the decisionmaker and the public about
the chances that reasonably foreseeable accidents could occur, as well as the
potential adverse consequences and risks. Section 5.16 of this SWEIS provides that
analysis. More detailed information regarding accidents is provided in Appendix
C, Section C.3. As discussed in Section 5.16, this SWEIS analyzes radiological,
chemical, high explosives, and biological accidents that could be caused by events
such as explosions, fires, aircraft crashes, criticalities, and earthquakes. None of the
accidents evaluated would cause a death to a member of the public, with the
exception of an aircraft crash into Building 625, which could cause approximately
3 LCFs. That accident has an annual probability of occurring of approximately
6.3x1077, meaning that the risk that an LCF would occur is approximately 1 in 10
million. The SWEIS does not compare past accident scenarios but analyzes credible
accidents of current activities.

With regard to the Tracy Hills Development, because Site 300 facilities are below
HC-3, there would be no offsite radiological impacts from accidents. With regard
to chemical accidents at Site 300, for average meteorological conditions, the MEI
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chemical concentrations would be below their respective protective action criteria
(PAC)-1 levels, meaning that the MEI would not experience any discomfort,
irritation, or certain asymptomatic, non-sensory effects.

HE accidents at Site 300 are discussed in detail in Section C.3.6.2. As shown in
Table C-53, a non-involved worker located 100 meters from the explosion would
not be affected by the blast. Hence, a member of the public at the fenceline or
beyond would also not be affected. The only consequence to the non-involved
worker, the MEI or any member of the public would be if the explosion resulted in
the dispersal of radiological or hazardous chemical material. With administrative
controls, the likelihood of an accidental detonation of explosives commingled with
chemical materials is reduced to between 1 in 10,000 to 1 in a million (i.e., <Ix10"
*to 1x10°) per year or less. With regard an accidental detonation of explosives
commingled with radiological materials, as shown in Table C-56, the LCF risks
due to would be Low (i.e., less than 1 in 170 years for a non-involved worker, and
less than 1 in 4,000 years for the public). The Intentional Destructive Acts (IDA)
associated with HE would not have any offsite consequences.

As discussed in Section C.3.4.2, the bounding accident in the Tritium Facility is an
aircraft crash and subsequent fire that releases the entire tritium inventory from that
facility to the environment. The potential impacts of that accident are presented in
Tables C-37, C-38, and C-39.

Increasing Tritium and Plutonium Release Limits at NIF on Accidents

Commenters ask NNSA to address the accident impact of increasing tritium release
limits at NIF. Commenters state that increased tritium release limits at NIF will
result in an increase in the potential impact during tritium accidents. Commenters
ask NNSA to clearly outline under what circumstances tritium could be released
accidentally through the environmental stacks and how standard operating
procedures or new engineering controls will be implemented to avoid such
releases. (Commenters: 22, 35, 39)

Response: Under the Proposed Action, NIF’s annual emissions limit for tritium
would increase from 80 Ci/year to 1,600 Ci/year. This is driven by mission needs
to use tritium reservoirs with substantially greater amounts of tritium. Reservoirs
with more tritium could result in greater tritium releases during routine operations
with these reservoirs. NIF’s target gas (including tritium) management system is
highly complex and is manually operated. If valves are operated incorrectly, it is
possible for tritium to move into system components that cannot be accessed by
NIF’s tritium recovery system. If this were to occur, the tritium would be directed
to NIF’s environmental discharge point (the stack). Although a large tritium release
is possible, it is unlikely due to NIF’s highly formal conduct of operations. This
type of incident is not considered to be an accident but an operational excursion.
An accident analysis reflective of inventory limits under the Proposed Action has
been performed at NIF and includes a fire involving NIF’s tritium recovery system
and a transportation-related fire during transport of plutonium material. The
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potential impacts of these scenarios are detailed in Chapter 5, Section 5.16, of this
SWEIS. Increase in tritium release limits are analyzed in the MEI dose calculations
in Section 5.14.2 of the SWEIS. The increase in the MEI dose is calculated to be
4.036 millirem per year in the No-Action Alternative to 4.123 millirem per year in
the Proposed Action. These are below the regulatory limits of 10 millirem per year.

Risk of Radiological Material Theft

Commenter states that NNSA needs to analyze the risk of radiological material theft
and the potential accident impacts of that theft. (Commenter: 35)

Response: As described in Section 5.16.10, NNSA has prepared an Intentional
Destructive Acts (IDA) analyses in Appendix C to support this LLNL SWEIS that
analyzes the potential impacts of intentional destructive acts (e.g., sabotage,
terrorism). The accident analysis done in the SWEIS represents the bounding
accidents relative to environmental concerns for the IDA analysis.

NNSA gives high priority to the safety and security of all its facilities. Security and
potential acts of sabotage are integral considerations in the designs and operating
procedures for NNSA sites such as LLNL. The existing facilities at LLNL were
designed to protect against attacks by outsiders and sabotage by disgruntled
employees or other insiders. NNSA would construct new facilities in a similar
manner, incorporating modern design features that provide even more robust
protection against intentional destructive acts. NNSA considers the threat of
terrorist attacks, such as theft of radiological material, to be real and has an
established safeguards and security process it undertakes to assess facility
vulnerabilities to various threats, including those from intentional destructive acts.

Increased Material Storage and Security Measures

Commenter states that LLNL previously failed a security check and asks whether
reductions in plutonium at the Lab are a result of that failure. Commenters ask
whether there would be increased material storage and security measures at LLNL,
including Site 300, and how those would affect the public. Commenters ask how
NNSA can be trusted after the incident. (Commenters: 32, 35)

Response: The reduction in plutonium at the lab is not due to security concerns.
NNSA devotes considerable resources to protecting nuclear materials and
understanding and preventing terrorism in the nuclear weapons complex at sites
such as LLNL. DOE Orders 470.3A and 470.4, describe activities conducted under
the Safeguards and Security Program aimed at preventing unauthorized access,
theft, diversion, or sabotage (including unauthorized detonation or destruction) of
nuclear weapons, nuclear weapons components, and SNM. In accordance with the
requirements set forth in these Orders, NNSA conducts vulnerability assessments
and risk analyses to evaluate the effectiveness of existing safeguards in reducing
the likelihood of terrorist acts, such as those analyzed in the SRA, of being
successful and assisting in the development of new safeguards to further reduce
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20-E

these risks. NNSA does not think there would be any significant changes in material
storage and security measures at LLNL.

Intentional Destructive Acts

Commenters question whether a new analysis was conducted to analyze the
potential impacts from a release of bioagents from the proposed BSL-3 facility.
Commenters state that reliance on NEPA analyses that are over a decade old and
not specifically tailored to the Proposed Action for the new BSL-3 makes the
document’s conclusions of safety doubtful. Commenters question whether the
classified analysis of Intentional Destructive Acts included a review of impacts
from the proposed BSL-3 facility. Commenters state that the SWEIS should analyze
both an accident scenario and an Intentional Destructive Act scenario that are
specifically tailored to the new BSL-3 as outlined in the Proposed Action.
(Commenters: 2, 10, 12, 13, 18, 23, 30, 45, 48, 51)

Response: The current older BSL-3 facility is being replaced with a newer facility
which will include more modern safety systems and equipment. Although the
replacement facility for the existing BSL-3 facility would be larger, much of that
increased space is necessary for upgrading the newer operational safety systems
and capabilities. The workload in the new facility would remain similar to current
levels and current security protocols will be implemented in the replacement
facility. The IDA that was done in support of the 2022 SWEIS showed no additional
environmental impacts from the previous NEPA analysis (NNSA 2008Db).

As discussed in Section C.3.1.3, this SWEIS did not conduct a separate analysis of
biological hazard release, but instead tiered from previous NEPA analyses
performed for the BSL-3 facility, including the Final Revised Environmental
Assessment for The Proposed Construction and Operation of a Biosafety Level 3
Facility at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, Livermore, California
(DOE/EA-1442R) (NNSA 2008b), the Evaluation of LLNL BSL-3 Maximum
Credible Event Potential Consequence to the General Population and Surrounding
Environment, LLNL-TR-455072, September 2010, the Supplement Analysis of the
2005 Site-wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (DOE/EIS-0348-SA-03) (NNSA 2011),
and the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement Biological Defense
Research Program (Army EIS) (Army 1989). NNSA selected a representative
facility accident that was previously analyzed in the Army EIS (Army 1989). The
microorganism analyzed by the Army was Coxiella burnetii, which is considered
representative of all types of BSL-1, BSL-2, and BSL-3 laboratory microorganisms
(bacteria, rickettsia, viruses, fungi, parasites, and prions) because it is highly
durable, infectious, and transmissible, and has excellent environmental
survivability (NNSA 2008b). The Army EIS concluded that the escape of Coxiella
burnetii from the containment laboratory, even under the worst-case meteorological
conditions, does not represent a credible hazard to the non-involved worker or
offsite population. In preparing this SWEIS, NNSA reviewed that analysis and
concluded that this accident scenario bounds any potential scenarios associated
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20-F

20-G

with the LLNL Biosafety Level 3/Animal Biosafety Level 3 (BSL-3/ABSL-3)
Facility. Per 40 CFR 1501.11, NNSA is encouraged and allowed to tier this SWEIS
when it would “eliminate repetitive discussions of the same issues, focus on the
actual issues ripe for decision, and exclude from consideration issues already
decided...” As discussed in Section C.4.2, the IDA Appendix considered the
impacts of Biological Agents, Biological Select Agents, and Toxins such as
bacteria, virus, and fungi (see Table C-63).

Seismic Events

Commenters state that NNSA needs to expand the discussion of seismic
events/accidents. Commenters state that the SWEIS needs to include an analysis of
the release of toxic and radioactive materials in a “design basis” earthquake as
well as an analysis of those impacts from an earthquake that exceeds “design
basis.” Commenters identify Building 235 as one of a dozen buildings with “seismic
deficiencies.” Commenters state that the analyses should include the Proposed
BSL-3 facility. (Commenters: 17, 22, 35, 48)

Response: As discussed in Section C.3.1.2, the selection of accidents for inclusion
in this SWEIS was built upon existing accident analyses contained in safety-related
documents such as documented safety analysis (DSA), safety basis document
(SBD), facility screening report (SCR), and emergency planning hazard assessment
(EPHA) (see Table C-18). All of the documents in Table C-18, as well as other
documents, were reviewed to select the facilities to be included in this SWEIS.
Most of the DSAs and SBDs identify a complete spectrum of accidents, meaning
that low consequence/high probability accidents, as well as high consequence/low
probability accidents, and accidents in-between, are considered and analyzed.
Seismic accidents are considered in those safety-basis documents, as appropriate.
As shown in Tables C-51, C-52, and C-62, seismic accidents were specifically
included in the SWEIS accident analysis. The SWEIS evaluation basis earthquake
is estimated to have a frequency of occurrence of <Ix10 * to 1x10 * per year. Per
the DOE guidance (“Recommendations for Analyzing Accidents under the
National Environmental Policy Act;” DOE 2002), “accident scenarios that have
frequencies less than 107 per year are so unlikely to occur during the life of such
facilities that they generally are not important to consider in making decisions about
the facilities.” The Recommendations also suggest analyzing accidents that are
reasonably foreseeable if their consequences are large. Reasonably foreseeable
accidents can have frequencies as low as 10”7. As such, NNSA did not evaluate
accidents of lesser frequency (such as the beyond basis earthquake, as suggested by
the commenters). See comment-response 9-A for a discussion of earthquake risks
and the vulnerability of Building 235. See comment-response 20-E for a discussion
of accidents associated with the BSL-3 facility.

Historical Releases, Accidents and Spills

Commenter states that the Draft SWEIS lacks historical context. Commenter states
that there is a history of accidents, leaks and spills, at the Livermore Site and Site
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300, which have resulted in toxic and radioactive releases and contamination to
workers and the environment. Commenter states that the SWEIS should include
information and data about these historical releases, accidents, and spills. It should
explain the lessons learned from these past incidents and show the trends between
the amount of hazardous and radioactive material on site at both sites and the
frequency of incidents. Commenter states that the SWEIS should also analyze the
relationship between increase in work volumes (like the increase in the Proposed
Alternative) and the frequency of incidents. (Commenter: 48)

Response: LLNL Livermore Site was originally a Naval Airforce base. Previous
releases are part of the existing environment that is being cleaned up under
CERCLA. Since 1952, when DOE/NNSA took over the site there have been
accidents and releases that have been reviewed and documented with the regulatory
agencies. As a result of those reviews appropriate cleanup and mitigations have
been implemented to prevent such future incidents. A historical review of the past
incidents is not within the scope of this SWEIS. The analysis in the SWEIS focuses
on the potential impacts of the alternatives. As such, the SWEIS is a forward-
looking document. Contamination from past activities is appropriately described in
the SWEIS as part of the existing environment at LLNL. For example, Section
4.15.1 and 4.15.2 of this SWEIS describes and discusses contamination in
groundwater from past activities at LLNL. As discussed in Section 4.14, in
accordance with DOE Order 450.2 and DOE Order 440.1B, NNSA and LLNL are
required to operate in a manner that protects the health and safety of workers and
the public, preserves the quality of the environment, and prevents property damage.
Environment, Safety, and Health (ES&H) is a priority consideration in the planning
and execution of all work activities at LLNL. DOE Order 452.3 requires LLNL to
comply with applicable ES&H laws, regulations, and requirements and with
directives promulgated by DOE/NNSA regarding occupational safety and health.
Operations at LLNL are conducted in accordance with an Integrated Safety
Management System (ISMS) and EMS, an Operational Health and Safety
Management System (OHSMS), a Worker Safety and Health Program, and Work
Planning and Control (WP&C). These systems protect the health and safety of
workers and the public, preserve the quality of the environment, and prevent
property damage. NNSA and LLNL also utilize a Lessons Learned approach to
continually improve its operations and protect human health and the quality of the
environment. With regard to the relationship between increase in work volumes
(like the increase in the Proposed Alternative) and the frequency of incidents, the
accident analysis addresses the potential frequency of accidents for current and
future proposed operations at LLNL.

Issue Category 21: Contamination, Environmental Remediation and DD&D

21-A

Cleanup/Remediation

Commenters state that Site 300 has been contaminated for many decades and needs
to be cleaned up. Commenters state the SWEILS analysis of cleanup is inadequate.
Commenters state that cleanup should be accelerated. Commenters state that past
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contamination must be fully considered in the Draft SWEIS. Commenters ask NNSA
to clarify the progress of LLNL in meeting cleanup milestones and describe the
effectiveness of the current remedial solutions and when the sites are expected to
meet regulatory standards. Commenters state that the Draft SWEIS does not state
whether any program activities considered in the Proposed Action complicate or
delay any of the ongoing or planned Superfund monitoring or cleanup, despite the
fact that many of the proposed activities occur near clean up areas. Commenters
state that the SWEIS should include an alternative that uses new cleanup
technologies, provides more staff dedicated to the cleanup, and hastens the cleanup
schedule. (Commenters: 19, 32, 35, 36, 48, 49)

Response: As discussed in Sections 4.4.1.5 and 4.5.2.3, soils and groundwater at
both the Livermore Site and Site 300 are contaminated from historical operations;
the contamination is mostly confined to within the boundaries of each site. Ongoing
remedial investigations and cleanup activities for legacy contamination of
environmental media at LLNL fall under the CERCLA (42 U.S.C. § 9601). The
Livermore Site and Site 300 came under CERCLA in 1987 and 1990, respectively,
when they were each placed on the National Priorities List. NNSA complies with
provisions specified in Federal Facilities Agreements (FFAs) (DOE 1988, DOE
1992) entered into by USEPA, DOE, the California EPA Department of Health
Services (now DTSC), and the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB; for Livermore Site) and the Central Valley RWQCB (for Site
300). Chapter 4, Section 4.15, of this SWEIS discusses ongoing and pending
remediation efforts. Those remediation efforts would continue under both the No-
Action Alternative and the Proposed Action. NNSA does not believe any activities
included in the Proposed Action would complicate or delay any of the ongoing or
planned monitoring or cleanup. All remediation actions would be conducted in
accordance with the FFAs to ensure the success and effectiveness of the remedial
solutions. If any changes are needed, this will be discussed with all appropriate
agencies and coordination and a path forward would be negotiated. NNSA
acknowledges commenters’ opinions that alternative new cleanup technologies
should be applied, and the cleanup should be accelerated, but those are issues
beyond the scope of this SWEIS.

Efforts will be taken to minimize any impacts from DD&D activities or new
construction activities. This includes a review of alternatives to ensure that waste
amounts and any emissions are minimized, and appropriate mitigation methods are
used. Any amendments or addenda to the 2008 Site 300 and the 1992 Livermore
Site CERCLA Record of Decisions (ROD) would be addressed through the
CERCLA process and the FFAs. The Five-Year Review reports on the LLNL
Environmental Restoration Department’s website (https://erd.lInl.gov/library/) do
clarify the progress of LLNL in meeting cleanup milestones and describe the
effectiveness (and protectiveness) of the current remedial solutions.
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21-B

21-C

21-D

New Cleanup from New Waste

Commenter asks whether there would be new cleanup requirements as a result of
new wastes that would be created. (Commenter: 35)

Response: NNSA manages all wastes in accordance with regulatory requirements.
Per existing regulatory requirements, there would be no expected contamination to
the soil and groundwater from the proposed projects. Wastes from future operations
would not create new cleanup requirements. Ongoing remediation efforts would
continue under both the No-Action Alternative and the Proposed Action, and all
remediation actions would be conducted in accordance with the FFAs.

DD&D of High-Risk Facilities

Commenter asks NNSA to address the DD&D impacts of high-risk facilities.
Commenters state that they may still be leaking radiation and should be a higher
priority for DD&D. Commenter asks why so many facilities are being demolished
now. Commenter asks about the DD&D schedule for these high-risk facilities, as

well as what mitigation measures will be employed during DD&D. (Commenter:
35)

Response: This SWEIS analyzes the DD&D impacts for approximately 192
facilities, totaling more than 1.4 million square feet (see Tables 3-3 and 3-6 in
Chapter 3 of this SWEIS). The facilities that would undergo DD&D were identified
by NNSA as “excess to needs.” Most of these facilities are not contaminated, but
those that are will be DD&D in a safe manner to ensure minimal risk to workers
and the public.

Many facilities are slated for DD&D because they are expected to be replaced.
Tables 3-3 and 3-6 of this SWEIS identify the facilities and expected dates of
DD&D. Section 5.20 of this SWEIS discusses DD&D. Prior to the initiation of
DD&D activities, the facility operator would prepare a detailed DD&D plan for
review and approval by ES&H subject matter experts at the Laboratory. The DD&D
plan would contain a detailed description of the facility-specific DD&D activities
to be performed and would be sufficient to allow an independent reviewer to assess
the appropriateness of the decommissioning activities; the potential impacts on the
health and safety of workers, the public, and the environment; and the adequacy of
the actions to protect health and safety and the environment.

Cleanup Firing Table 850 at Site 300

Commenter states that the Firing Table 850 at Site 300 is contaminated with
uranium and needs to be cleaned up. (Commenter: 32)

Response: The regulatory agency-approved remedy for uranium in surface soil and
subsurface soil at the Building 850 Firing Table is No Further Action. This remedy
is codified in the Interim Record of Decision for LLNL Site 300 (DOE 2001) and
re-stated in the Final Site-Wide ROD for LLNL Site 300 (DOE 2008) and Action
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21-E

Memorandum for LLNL Site 300 (LLNL 2008a). Regardless, much of the surface
soil and shallow subsurface soil in the immediate Building 850 firing table area was
removed in 2009 during the excavation of 27,592 cubic yards (yd?) of PCB-, dioxin-
, and furan-contaminated soil. The Remedial Action Completion Report (RACR) for
the Building 850/Pit 7 Complex Operable Unit LLNL Site 300 (LLNL 2011)
documents this soil removal and the extents and depths of all excavations.

Contamination from Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl (PFAS) Substances

Commenter states that per- and polyfluoralkyl (PFAS) substances are found in
explosives. Commenter states that sampling must be done during excavation for the
Advanced 3D Hydrotest Facility and that cleanup plans put in place to protect the
people, farms, ranches, water and environment of the area from forever
contamination. (Commenter: 2)

Response: DOE/NNSA recognizes the growing concerns over the presence of
PFAS substances in the environment and is working to understand its current and
past uses and releases of PFAS at DOE sites. DOE issued a policy memorandum
(September 2021) entitled Addressing Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances at the
Department of Energy (DOE 2021), to address PFAS management for DOE
operations. The memorandum required that DOE program offices and sites
discontinue use of aqueous film forming foam (AFFF), which contain PFAS
chemicals, except for use in actual fire emergencies; required fire protection
personnel to wear appropriate personal protective equipment when working with
PFAS; suspended disposal of waste containing PFAS until further notice (absent an
approved waiver); and established reporting requirements for PFAS-related
releases or spills.

In addition, the PFAS Strategic Roadmap: DOE Commitments to Action, 2022-
2025 (DOE 2022a) was released on August 18, 2022, and identifies activities that
DOE will undertake to determine the potential liabilities and risks associated with
PFAS use and environmental releases. The PFAS Strategic Road map developed
the following goals.

= Develop information concerning PFAS uses and environmental releases to
characterize and assess the DOE’s potential liabilities and risks.

= Safeguard the health and well-being of DOE employees, the public, and the
environment by minimizing exposure to PFAS and addressing PFAS
releases.

= Leverage expertise at DOE’s National Laboratories and collaborate with
research partners to enhance PFAS knowledge and develop technological
solutions.

= Engage with regulators, Tribal nations, local communities, and stakeholders
to ensure transparency on DOE’s PFAS progress and develop effective
PFAS strategies.
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As part of the PFAS Strategic Roadmap, a survey was developed to compile
existing knowledge and gain a baseline understanding of PFAS use, releases, and
stakeholder/regulator engagement at DOE sites. DOE prepared an [nitial
Assessment of Per-and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances at Department of Energy Sites
(DOE 2022b), as a first step in understanding the risks PFAS may pose to DOE
employees, the public and the environment. This report captures current knowledge
of historical and on-going uses of PFAS, presence of PFAS in the environment and
drinking water, and stakeholder/regulatory engagement.

The Livermore Site has more than 100 pounds of PFAS onsite. Site 300 has fewer
than 100 pounds of any one PFAS onsite. There are approximately 20 gallons of a
Class A firefighting foam which does not contain PFAS.

DOE did an Initial Assessment of PFAs in 2021 which provides details of historical
and current usage (DOE 2022b). The San Francisco Bay Area Water Board
(Livermore Site), the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Site
300) and the California Department of Toxic Substance Control contacted LLNL
regarding potential PFAS use onsite and have required groundwater and soil
sampling to investigate potential presence of PFAS compounds in the environment.
In response, LLNL collected a groundwater sample in 2018 and provided the
sampling results and historical information to the governing bodies. The key
summary points are:

1. PFAS were undetectable in Livermore Site drinking water sources.

2. At Site 300, the groundwater was sampled at a location with the likelihood
of PFAS presence. The results do not indicate any groundwater
contamination.

3. AFFF is not used onsite at the fire departments (Site 300 and Livermore
Site); however, there is an AFFF-based fire suppression system (Livermore
Site).

NNSA will continue to provide additional characterization and monitoring data as
requested from Federal and State regulators. Sampling of drinking water wells is
planned for Summer of 2023; sampling of soil and groundwater is planned under
CERCLA in the next 2-3 years. NNSA will continue to consult with all the
appropriate regulatory agencies as requested for mitigation actions that would
impact any changes to CERCLA or Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) remedies or potential amendments to the CERCLA ROD, and other air and
water quality permits. Any CERCLA corrective actions, changes,
amendments/addenda to the ROD are addressed in ongoing CERCLA data
evaluations, and reporting, including the five-year review process and RPM
meetings.
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Issue Category 22: Miscellaneous

22-A Mitigation Measures

Commenters state that NNSA should mitigate the increase of GHG emissions, water
use, and energy use. Commenter requests that NNSA submit an Etrips plan to the
San Joaquin County Air Resources Board in an effort to mitigate GHG emission.
(Commenter: 28)

Response: Section 5.19 of this SWEIS contains information on mitigation
measures. That section identifies the mitigation measures that NNSA could employ
related to increases in GHG emissions, water use, and energy use. Table 5-74
provides examples of design features and potential BMPs that could be utilized for
new projects at LLNL. The first column of Table 5-74 lists a series of potential
design features and BMPs, and the remaining columns identify those environmental
resource areas that could benefit from the potential design features and BMPs.
Sections 5.19.1-5.19.12 discuss these features and BMPs as applicable to the
environmental resources evaluated in this SWEIS. Following completion of this
SWEIS, NNSA will determine the need for a Mitigation Action Plan and will
prepare one if required. The SWEIS analysis of GHG emissions includes worker
commuting. In addition, NNSA is promoting telework through the new hybrid work
environment. LLNL reports information for air-travel and rental car use in the Site
Sustainability Plan to estimate GHG emissions. Additionally, LLNL is required to
submit an Employer Trip Reduction Implementation Plan (eTRIP) for the Site 300
Central Worksite to the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
(SJVAPCD) via its eTRIP Online Reporting and will implement all selected trip-
reductions measures listed on the eTRIP.

Issue Category 23: Out of Scope

23-A Use the Money for Weapons on Other Purposes

Commenters state that money for the weapons programs should be used for other
purposes, such as health insurance, combatting climate change, and many other
societal problems. Commenter states that NNSA should study effective ways to help
sites in our country and around the world that have been devastated by pollution
during nuclear weapons production and testing and eliminate the resulting hazards
to their populations. Commenters question why there is such a large increase in the
budget for modernizing the infrastructure at LLNL. (Commenters: 5, 18, 22, 32,
35)

Response: The increases in LLNLs budget are primarily associated with enhanced
mission to support NNSA requirements which are included in the SWEIS Purpose
and Need. Additionally, the cost associated with safe DD&D of contaminated
facilities is expected to be high. It is beyond the scope of this SWEIS to address
federal budget authorizations and appropriations, and other uses of these monies.
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23-B

23-C

23-D

Press Release Related to Fusion at LLNL

Commenter states that the December 2022 press release regarding fusion
achievements at the NIF was timed to confuse and distract the public from the LLNL
SWEIS, the weapons work at LLNL, and the impacts to the public. (Commenter:
14)

Response: The timing for this major scientific breakthrough had nothing to do with
the SWEIS schedule. The announcements for public meetings occurred on over a
month prior to NIF discovery, which occurred on December 5, 2022. On that date
a team at NIF conducted the first controlled fusion experiment in history to reach
the milestone of producing more energy from fusion than the laser energy used to
drive it. Approximately one week later, on December 13, 2022, NNSA issued a
press release to announce this achievement at NIF. The press release was not made
to distract the public from the LLNL SWEIS and the weapons work at LLNL.

NNSA Honesty

Commenter states that NNSA is not being honest and is playing with war, with
armaments, and the lives of defenseless people all over the world. (Commenter: 14)

Response: Although this comment is beyond the scope of this SWEIS, NNSA is
subject to numerous laws and regulations that requires it to be transparent and
accountable to the public. NNSA always tries to be honest and support national
security in the best interest of the country.

Other Miscellaneous Issues

Commenter states that the U.S. Supreme Court may reverse the legitimacy of the
Biden Administration and that a range of likely consequences should be considered
in the event the Biden Administration is declared illegitimate. (Commenter: 8)

Response: This comment is beyond the scope of this SWEIS.

Issue Category 24: Response to Comments from U.S. EPA. Region 9 (Commenter 41)

24-A

Cleanup/Remediation

“Section 4.15 of the Draft SWEIS [DEIS] on Environmental Remediation does not
discuss the relative success or effectiveness of the remedial solutions currently
being implemented or when the sites may be expected to meet regulatory standards.
Further, it does not explain how any increased constituents of concern mobilized
from new construction, decontamination, decommissioning, and demolition
activities or operational changes could be minimized and/or subsumed into the
CERCLA process.

“Recommendation for the Final EIS and future analysis: Describe the effectiveness
of the current remedial solutions and when the sites are expected to meet regulatory

CRD-2-67

Final November 2023



LLNL SWEIS

Chapter 2—Comment Summaries and Responses

standards. Discuss how any project-related increase in mobilization of constituents
of concern would be minimized. Consider preparing a Supplement Analysis if
significant changes to the CERCLA remedy or amendments to the 2008 CERCLA
Record of Decision are warranted by the implementation of future project
components.

“Various parts of the DEIS, including Sections 4.6.3 and 5.6, consider LLNL'’s
potential contributions to climate change from GHG emissions, but the effects of
climate change on existing and proposed facilities and activities are not analyzed
as well. For example, although the Pit 4 and 7 landfills were capped in 1992, an
especially wet ‘El Nino’ year caused extreme rainfall and rising groundwater levels
to penetrate soils and unlined landfills and leached tritium, depleted uranium,
volatile organic compounds, perchlorate, nitrate, and PCBs to groundwater (pgs.
4-256-258). Increases in the frequency and intensity of extreme precipitation events
that result from climate change will continue to mobilize legacy contaminants of
concern as well as hazardous COCs dispersed through continued firing table
detonations.” (Commenter: 41)

Response: Ongoing remedial investigations and cleanup activities for legacy
contamination of environmental media at LLNL fall under the CERCLA (42 U.S.C.
§ 9601). The Livermore Site and Site 300 came under CERCLA in 1987 and 1990,
respectively, when they were each placed on the National Priorities List. NNSA
complies with provisions specified in FFAs (DOE 1988, DOE 1992) entered into
by USEPA, DOE, the California EPA Department of Health Services (now DTSC),
and the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB; for
Livermore Site) and the Central Valley RWQCB (for Site 300). Chapter 4, Section
4.15, of this SWEIS discusses ongoing and pending remediation efforts. Those
remediation efforts would continue under both the No-Action Alternative and the
Proposed Action. NNSA does not believe any activities included in the Proposed
Action would complicate or delay any of the ongoing or planned monitoring or
cleanup. All remediation actions would be conducted in accordance with the FFAs.
If any changes are needed this will be discussed with all appropriate regulatory
agencies and coordination and a path forward would be negotiated.

In the Site 300 Pit 7 Complex landfill area (includes Pit 4 as well as Pit 3 and Pit
5), water table rises in response to major storms and high annual rainfall totals often
result in the inundation of the unlined landfills and contaminant-bearing bedrock
and soil, releasing contaminants to groundwater. U.S. EPA has already requested,
as a part of the five-year review process and related work in determining if the
approved remedy can be enhanced to increase its protectiveness, that DOE/NNSA
define potential impacts of climate change on promoting more frequent
contaminant releases and evaluate relevant engineered actions to reduce this risk.
DOE/NNSA continues to work with U.S. EPA and the other regulatory agencies to
address the potential effects of climate change on CERCLA-approved remedies
within the five-year review process and during regular remedial project manager
(RPM) meetings.
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24-B-1

The success, effectiveness, and protectiveness of the CERCLA -approved remedies
for contaminants in environmental media at Site 300 is also addressed by the
CERCLA five-year review process. All the five-year review reports for Site 300
and the LLNL Livermore Site are available at the LLNL Environmental
Remediation Department website (https://erd.llnl.gov/library/). NNSA has done
cleanup time estimates, but these have not been published or re-assessed for over
10 years. Historically, the CERCLA process at LLNL and Site 300 has only
addressed legacy contamination from previous operations. The SWEIS does not
contain an impact analysis of the potential for mobilization of contaminants of
concern (pre-existing or newly released) from continuing site operations.

At Site 300 it will be important to verify whether currently planned future activities
at re-vitalized Building 850 firing table (and Building 851 among others) will add
new contaminants to surface soil and could impact subsurface soil or water
resources in the future. Over 27,000 cubic yards (yd*) of PCB-contaminated
(elevated metals, uranium isotopes, and perchlorate also present) surface and
subsurface soil around Building 850 were excavated and disposed in a CERCLA-
approved Corrective Action Management Unit (CAMU) immediately east of the
old firing table building. Appropriate mitigation and engineering controls would be
utilized to avoid impacts from future proposed and approved projects.

Efforts will be taken to minimize any impacts from DD&D activities or new
construction activities. This includes a review of alternatives to ensure that waste
amounts and any emissions are minimized, and appropriate mitigation methods are
used. Future addenda to the 2008 Site 300 and the 1992 Livermore Site CERCLA
Record of Decisions would be addressed through the CERCLA process and the
FFA. At this time, NNSA does not see a need to prepare a Supplement Analysis.

Mitigation Measures

“The potential design features or best management practices listed in Table 5-74
for construction and operations are written broadly (e.g., ventilation systems) and
do not contain enough detail for EPA to assess their effectiveness in avoiding,
minimizing, or mitigating environmental impacts.

“Though not a substitute for a more comprehensive Mitigation Action Plan that
covers construction and operational matters, the proposed DD&D Plan should
provide the level of detail necessary to guide agency actions to limit the
mobilization of contaminants of concern and implement protective measures.

“Recommendations for the Final EIS and ROD: The EPA recommends that
LLNL/NNSA'’s Mitigation Action Plan prepared for the 2005 DEIS for Continued
Operations be summarized or appended to this EIS to the extent that it is still
applicable. If no longer applicable, prepare a new or updated Mitigation Action
Plan that details the methods that would be used to minimize contaminant
migration to groundwater, prevent vapor intrusion into new buildings and limit
offsite emissions. The EPA recommends that the Mitigation Action and DD&D
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Plans be based on high quality quantitative data that comprehensively lists the
levels of all contaminants of concern (with a particular focus on heavy metals,
volatile organic compounds and PFAS), identifies all pathways for exposure and
uses the best available science to prevent constituents of concern from mobilizing.

“In the Mitigation Action and DD&D Plans, consider including a commitment to
follow CERCLA protocols and include training for construction and demolition
teams on the types and locations of CERCLA remedial activities being conducted
on-site and what specific mitigation measures, BMPs and design measures would
be required to prevent mobilization of contaminants.

“In the development of Mitigation Action or DD&D Plans, consult with state and

federal regulators to discuss: the need for additional corrective actions, changes
to CERCLA or Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) remedies or
potential amendments to the CERCLA ROD, and other air and water quality
permits.” (Commenter. 41)

Response: Section 5.19 of this SWEIS contains information on mitigation
measures. That section identifies the mitigate measures that NNSA could employ
related to increases in GHG emissions, water use, and energy use. Table 5-74
provides examples of design features and potential BMPs that could be utilized for
new projects at LLNL. The first column of Table 5-74 lists a series of potential
design features and BMPs, and the remaining columns identify those environmental
resource areas that could benefit from the potential design features and BMPs.
Sections 5.19.1-5.19.12 discuss these features and BMPs as applicable to the
environmental resources evaluated in this SWEIS. More specific design features
and best management practices will be identified and implemented during the
project planning phase for any new proposed and approved work. Engineering
controls will be employed to reduce potential impacts to acceptable levels for
protection of human health and the environment. This includes any DD&D,
construction, and operational activities. NNSA assures EPA that all operations will
follow approved regulatory standards and be optimized to mitigate any
environmental impacts.

Following completion of this SWEIS, NNSA will determine the need for a
Mitigation Action Plan and will prepare one if required. We are in agreement that
these plans need to be based on high quality quantitative data which addresses all
the contaminants of concern.

NNSA will continue to provide additional characterization and monitoring data as
requested from Federal and State regulators. NNSA will continue to consult with
all the appropriate regulatory agencies as requested for mitigation actions that
would impact any changes to CERCLA or RCRA remedies or potential
amendments to the CERCLA ROD, and other air and water quality permits. Any
CERCLA corrective actions, changes, amendments/addenda to the ROD are
addressed in ongoing CERCLA data evaluations, and reporting, including the five-
year review process and RPM meetings.
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Mitigation Measures (continued)

“Recommendations for the Final EIS: Discuss specific design changes that may be
needed to prevent meteoric or ground waters from penetrating covers or infiltrating
landfills. Consider these measures in conjunction with any adjustments to CERCLA
remedies or amendments to the CERCLA Record of Decision.

“Augment the discussion in the Final EIS with alternative siting or facility design

features that would reduce water use or increase efficiencies. Utilize green
infrastructure: direct uncontaminated stormwater runoff to rapid infiltration or
percolation pits, eliminate lawns, choose native or other xerophytic plants for
landscaping, reduce impervious surfaces beneath walkways and parking
structures, increase the depth and reduce the surface area of Lake Haussmann to
minimize evaporation, etc. Commit to these measures in any future mitigation or
construction plans.” (Commenter: 41)

Response: The approved CERCLA-remedies were selected, authorized, and
implemented, with an understanding of the potential for mobilization of
contaminants. Any need for further evaluating or enhancing the CERCLA-
approved remedies for the nine landfills at Site 300 would be made within the
CERCLA process, including the five-year review process that specifically is geared
at maintaining the ongoing short term and long term protection of human health
and the environment.

NNSA is committed to site sustainability mitigation measures whenever feasible.
With regard to design features that would reduce water use or increase efficiencies,
and commitment to measures that would utilize “green infrastructure,” Section 5.19
of this SWEIS describes such measures. That section identifies and discusses
measures such as: erosion and sediment control plans; water conservation practices;
and spill/contamination prevention control and countermeasures. As discussed in
Section 4.2.1.1, the landscaping on the Livermore Site is also being modernized to
reduce water usage; LLNL is reducing turf, planting native species, installing
bioswales, and utilizing smart irrigation. With regard to Lake Haussmann, it is a
conveyance channel for both stormwater runoff and treated groundwater that is
discharged off site into Arroyo Las Positas. As noted in Section 3.3.1.6, NNSA is
proposing additional landscaping around Lake Haussmann to facilitate a
collaborative environment while retaining a significant water feature. Additionally,
NNSA will work with LLNL to provide input on Site 300 enhancements that could
be realized.

Contamination from per- and polyfluoroalkyl (PFAS) substances

“Per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) are emerging pollutants of concern.
Known as ‘forever’ chemicals, PFAS are found in water, air, fish, and soils
throughout the world due to their persistence and high level of mobility in the
environment. Scientific studies have shown that exposure to some PFAS in the
environment may be linked to harmful health effects in humans and animals.

CRD-2-71

Final November 2023



LLNL SWEIS

Chapter 2—Comment Summaries and Responses

“The DEIS states that PFAS were added to the list of Contaminants of Special
Concern for all municipal supply wells and select monitoring wells in 2019 (p. 4-
71). The document does not say where PFAS are found, where they are monitored,
if they are reported, or what actions could be taken to limit PFAS mobilization to
air, soils, and water.

“Recommendations for the Final EIS: Disclose current PFAS levels from the site
reported to the EPA or state agencies and compare monitored data with current
standards. Discuss PFAS pathways for exposure in soils, air emissions and
groundwater at both LLNL sites and potential health risks. Identify sites where
PFAS are monitored and discuss whether data collection and the monitoring
program would need to be expanded due to continued operations or proposed
reporting changes. Discuss what actions could be taken to limit the mobilization of
PFAS from soils to water.

“The EPA recommends continued coordination with EPA’s Superfund and
Emergency Management Division, the Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board, and the Department of Toxic Substances Control to implement
short-term and long-term sequestration or removal actions on PFAS-impacted
liquid streams (e.g., groundwater, landfill leachates, wastewater, and industrial
discharges), particularly those that would directly or indirectly affect drinking
water sources.” (Commenter: 41)

Response: DOE/NNSA recognizes the growing concerns over the presence of
PFAS substances in the environment and is working to understand its current and
past uses and releases of PFAS at DOE sites. DOE issued a policy memorandum
(September 2021) entitled Addressing Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances at the
Department of Energy (DOE 2021), to address PFAS management for DOE
operations. The memorandum required that DOE program offices and sites
discontinue use of aqueous film forming foam (AFFF), which contain PFAS
chemicals, except for use in actual fire emergencies; required fire protection
personnel to wear appropriate personal protective equipment when working with
PFAS; suspended disposal of waste containing PFAS until further notice (absent an
approved waiver); and established reporting requirements for PFAS-related
releases or spills.

In addition, the PFAS Strategic Roadmap: DOE Commitments to Action, 2022-
2025 (DOE 2022a) was released on August 18, 2022, and identifies activities that
DOE will undertake to determine the potential liabilities and risks associated with
PFAS use and environmental releases. The PFAS Strategic Road map developed
the following goals.

= Develop information concerning PFAS uses and environmental releases to
characterize and assess the DOE’s potential liabilities and risks.

= Safeguard the health and well-being of DOE employees, the public, and the
environment by minimizing exposure to PFAS and addressing PFAS
releases.
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= Leverage expertise at DOE’s National Laboratories and collaborate with
research partners to enhance PFAS knowledge and develop technological
solutions.

= Engage with regulators, Tribal nations, local communities, and stakeholders
to ensure transparency on DOE’s PFAS progress and develop effective
PFAS strategies.

As part of the PFAS Strategic Roadmap, a survey was developed to compile
existing knowledge and gain a baseline understanding of PFAS use, releases, and
stakeholder/regulator engagement at DOE sites. DOE prepared an [nitial
Assessment of Per-and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances at Department of Energy Sites
(DOE 2022b), as a first step in understanding the risks PFAS may pose to DOE
employees, the public and the environment. This report captures current knowledge
of historical and on-going uses of PFAS, presence of PFAS in the environment and
drinking water, and stakeholder/regulatory engagement.

The Livermore Site has more than 100 pounds of PFAS onsite. Site 300 has fewer
than 100 pounds of any one PFAS onsite. There are approximately 20 gallons of a
Class A firefighting foam which does not contain PFAS.

DOE did an Initial Assessment of PFAs in 2021 which provides details of historical
and current usage (DOE 2022b). The San Francisco Bay Area Water Board
(Livermore Site), the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Site
300) and the California Department of Toxic Substance Control contacted LLNL
regarding potential PFAS use onsite and have required groundwater and soil
sampling to investigate potential presence of PFAS compounds in the environment.
In response, LLNL collected a groundwater sample in 2018 and provided the
sampling results and historical information to the governing bodies. The key
summary points are:

1. PFAS were undetectable in Livermore Site drinking water sources.

2. At Site 300, the groundwater was sampled at a location with the likelihood
of PFAS presence. The results do not indicate any groundwater
contamination.

3. AFFF is not used onsite at the fire departments (Site 300 and Livermore
Site); however, there is an AFFF-based fire suppression system (Livermore
Site).

NNSA will continue to provide additional characterization and monitoring data as
requested from Federal and State regulators. Sampling of drinking water wells is
planned for Summer of 2023. Sampling of soil and groundwater is planned under
CERCLA in the next 2-3 years. NNSA will continue to consult with all the
appropriate regulatory agencies as requested for mitigation actions that would
impact any changes to CERCLA or RCRA remedies or potential amendments to
the CERCLA ROD, and other air and water quality permits. Any CERCLA
corrective actions, changes, amendments/addenda to the ROD are addressed in
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ongoing CERCLA data evaluations, and reporting, including the five-year review
process and RPM meetings.

Air Quality Monitoring

“LLNL’s Annual Site Environmental Report uses modelling to estimate
receptor/dose and latent cancer risks to an offsite ‘maximally exposed individual,’
its workers, and the population within a 50-mile radius of both sites (pgs. 3-73/74).
This model relies on the results of continuous monitoring at six discharge points —
five on the Livermore campus but only I at Site 300 (p. 4-94). Given the existing
population density within a 50-mile radius, and the expected extension of the City
of Tracy’s residential developments within 1-2 miles immediately to the north and
east of Site 300 (p. 6-3/4), more real time data points placed along site boundaries
would not only provide more accurate engineered data, but would also help inform
a coordinated response to potentially excessive or harmful emissions that transcend
boundaries and could impact residential areas or other sensitive receptors.

“Recommendations for the Final EIS: Discuss the adequacy of the number and
locations of the existing continuous air quality monitoring stations to provide
comprehensive operational and air quality data for future projections. To better
estimate risk and make informed management and emergency response plans, the
EPA recommends that additional air quality monitoring facilities be added along
site perimeters to provide real time information on criteria pollutants and
radiological constituents during all construction/demolition or earthmoving
activities, controlled burns and firing or explosive events. The EPA is aware that
air monitoring funding may be available through the Inflation Reduction Act.”
(Commenter: 41)

Response: LLNL’s air monitoring program is discussed in Section 4.6.5. In
accordance with 40 CFR Part 61, Subpart H, LLNL performs air effluent
monitoring of atmospheric discharge points to evaluate its compliance with local,
state, and federal laws and regulations and to ensure that human health and the
environment are protected. The air effluent sampling program measures only
radiological emissions. Surveillance monitors for radioactive particulate, tritium,
and at some locations, beryllium, are well established at the perimeter of both
Livermore Site and Site 300 and at off-site locations. While they are not “real-
time,” a quick turnaround in basic radionuclide analysis for gross alpha, gross beta,
gamma, and tritium is achievable by the analytical labs performing the analysis.

The analysis in the SWEIS shows that the risk of a latent cancer fatality (LCF) to
the MEI from operations would be 2.5x107° per year at the Livermore Site and
1.0x107'% per year at Site 300. The projected number of LCFs to the population
within a 50-mile radius would be 4.3x107 at the Livermore Site and 3.0x10® at
Site 300. These values are well below the regulatory NESHAPs limits. Current
permits and registrations require reporting of equipment inventory, equipment
usage, material usage, and/or record keeping during operations. LLNL maintains
air emissions inventory and risk assessment of more than 300 listed chemicals,
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which is the basis for the California Air Toxics “Hot Spots” program. As a result
of this inventory, BAAQMD and SJVAPCD consider LLNL a low-risk facility for
nonradiological air emissions (LLNL 2020b).

NNSA considers the air quality monitoring stations at LLNL to be adequate and
ensure regulatory compliance.

Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change

“While recognizing that this DEIS is largely conceptual and acknowledging DOE’s

leadership in designing to LEED building standards, the construction of
approximately 3.3 million square feet of 75 new facilities at the Livermore Site and
Site 300 presents the opportunity to reduce climate changing GHG emissions and
minimize building energy and water usage to sustainable levels pursuant to federal
law and policy. Table 4-32 summarizes site sustainability goals but notes that the
risk of not attaining energy reductions or sustainable building certifications is high.

“Recommendations for the Final EIS: The EPA recommends that the status report
to the DOE Sustainability Performance Office on LLNL/NNSA'’s “initiatives to
improve 34 energy efficiency metrics, reduce energy cost, and reduce emissions of
greenhouse gases” be included in the Final EIS. Discuss the barriers to meet
existing and proposed DOE’s standards as found in the Energy Independence and
Security Act. Commit to employing all practicable methods of reducing greenhouse
gas emissions from the project to move toward the net-zero emissions goal,
particularly for those parts of the project that would be implemented after 2030.”
(Commenter 41)

Response: With regard to site sustainability goals and performance status, Section
4.12.5 provides such information (see specifically Table 4-32). The status report
provided to the DOE Sustainability Performance Office is the annual Site
Sustainability Plan. Any further details regarding performance status would be
presented in updates to the Site Sustainability Plan. Any barriers associated with
meeting standards in the Energy Independence and Security Act would be addressed
in any updates to the Site Sustainability Plan.

Siting of New Projects at Site 300

“The DEIS states that beginning in 2023, LLNL will install additional rooftop and
microgrid solar photovoltaic and advanced energy storage systems and pilot a new
bladeless wind technology (to reduce adverse impacts to birds) at Site 300. We
appreciate that the DEIS states that LLNL would endeavor to limit new land
disturbance to previously disturbed areas or areas already designated for
industrial use, but we note that the pilot project would be located on 9.4 acres of
previously undisturbed land (p.3-41). RE-Powering America’s Land is an EPA
initiative that encourages renewable energy development on current and formerly
contaminated lands and landfills. In this document, the EPA outlines the processes
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and benefits of land reuse and provides information on siting renewable energy
projects while simultaneously addressing environmental issues.

“Recommendation for the Final EIS: The EPA recommends that alternative
brownfield locations or previously disturbed lands be used to the fullest extent
possible for siting any renewable energy projects. As the pilot project plans are
prepared, continue to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to determine
whether the 9.4 acres of undeveloped land for the proposed project has been
properly surveyed and is subject to the existing or updated management actions
prescribed in the Biological Opinions, like buffer zones, creek crossings, or
construction BMPs. List related conservation measures or compensatory
mitigation in the Final EIS.” (Commenter: 41)

Response: As shown on Figure 3-3 of this SWEIS, NNSA has identified multiple
(five) locations for various aspects of the AEMGF at Site 300. To the extent
possible, NNSA has proposed to use previously disturbed lands. In fact, most (11
acres out of a total of 20.4 acres) of the land associated with this project is
previously disturbed, as discussed in Section 3.3.1.5 of this SWEIS. NNSA
conservatively estimated that about 9.4 acres of previously undisturbed land would
be used for equipment installation, a significant portion of which would be ground
mounted solar PV arrays. Because all of Site 300 is within critical habitat
designation for the California red-legged frog, surveys would be required for all
new facilities prior to construction. These projects would be completed in
consultation with the USFWS as required by Section 7 of the federal Endangered
Species Act. As the project evolves, NNSA would minimize any new land
disturbance, and would consult with the USFWS, as appropriate, to properly survey
any undeveloped land for the proposed project and determine if such land is subject
to the existing or updated management actions prescribed in the Biological
Opinions, like buffer zones, creek crossings, or construction BMPs. Once the
location for the proposed project is determined, appropriate mitigation actions
would be developed and reviewed with the appropriate regulatory agencies,
including the USFWS for final approval.

Infrastructure and Water Use

“Further, California continues to experience periods of prolonged drought. Water
consumption at the Livermore site from 2015 -2019 averaged 243.2 million gallons
per year with Site 300 ranging between 10 and 14 million gallons per year.
Construction and decontamination, decommissioning, and demolition activities
would require an additional 0.37 million gallons of water per year (p. 5-96).

“LLNL’s primary water sources are San Francisco’s Hetch Hetchy regional water
system and Zone 7 water (mixed groundwater and water from the State Water
Project). For both water supply sources, water availability is dependent on annual
precipitation rates. In the summer of 2019, the NNSA/LLNL was formally asked to
reduce Zone 7 water use as much as possible (pgs. 4-183-186).
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“Even though LLNL is evaluating wastewater reuse and the feasibility of using non-

potable water in its primary cooling towers (p. 4-181), the DEIS states that 475-
535 million gallons would be used annually, and the proposed reductions would
only reduce LLNL water use by 1.4-1.6% (p. 5-170). (Commenter: 41)

Response: As stated in Section 6.4.12.1, the Hetch Hetchy reservoir can store as
much as 117 billion gallons of water. LLNL’s current water use (380 million
gallons annually) amounts to approximately 0.32 percent of the capacity of the
Hetch Hetchy reservoir. As discussed in Section 5.12.2, using reclaimed water for
cooling towers would reduce Hetch Hetchy potable water usage at LLNL by
approximately 200 million gallons per year. As discussed in Section 5.18, the new
hybrid work environment would reduce onsite worker population on any given day,
which, in turn, would further reduce domestic water use (by a maximum of
approximately 7.4 million gallons annually). This reduction would amount to
approximately 1.4-1.6 percent of the LLNL future usage.

Waste Management

“The DEIS predicts a marked increase in waste generation from construction and
decontamination, decommissioning, and demolition of legacy contaminated
facilities and equipment. New construction may generate more radioactive or
hazardous materials wastes due to building placement or modernized operations.
For example, building the 60,000 square foot Dynamic Radiography Development
Facility plus a 60,000 - 80,000 square foot open air shed at Site 300 may require
extensive excavation of thousands of tons of soil from the hillside where the upper
few feet of the soil could be contaminated with beryllium, depleted uranium, metals,

and other components. Alternatively, there would be much less contaminated soil
if located on the south side of the hill (p. 3-30).

“The DEIS acknowledges that the Proposed Action could eventually involve the
decontamination, decommissioning, and demolition of approximately 1.5 million
square feet of buildings and structures over the next 15-year period although the
extent, types and amounts of DD&D waste associated with the Proposed Action
would be estimated when facilities reach the end of their useful life.

“Recommendation for the Final EIS: The EPA recommends choosing siting or
design alternatives that generate substantially less contaminated wastes or solve
potential storage, treatment, or disposal issues.” (Commenter. 41)

Response: NNSA agrees with EPA that the Proposed Action would be taken
underway to minimize contaminated waste. Various design alternatives would be
evaluated to minimize generation of contaminated waste. Waste minimization
would be pursued during construction as part of the goals and objectives of the
LLNL Environmental Management System and Site Sustainability Plan that are
discussed in Section 4.12.5 of this SWEIS.
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Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

“LLNL/NNSA operations would also generate Transuranic (TRU) waste. TRU
wastes must be sent to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) near Carlsbad and
Hobbs, New Mexico (pgs. 4-194/195; 5-179). The DEIS notes that past shipments
to the WIPP have been done through “campaigns” in which several years of waste
were stored onsite until the requisite characterization and packaging processes
were completed. Although there is an intent for the NNSA to ‘develop an enduring
program to make annual shipments from LLNL to WIPP” (p. 3-63), it is possible
that TRU may be shipped first to an interim facility for the additional processing
required to meet WIPP’s waste acceptance criteria (p. 5-90). We note that the final
license from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission for the WIPP is not expected until
February 2023 and there are local concerns about the environmental justice
implications of the site itself. Under the Proposed Action, NNSA estimates that up
to 8 annual shipments of TRU to the WIPP would be needed to remove
accumulations of TRU from LLNL (Table 3-8). The DEIS acknowledges potential
radiological exposure to the public through transportation or offsite shipments. It
relies on previous DOE analyses to conclude that there are no disproportionate
and adverse safety risks to low- income or minority populations (pgs. 6-19, 5-77),
but the DEIS does not incorporate these analyses by reference or provide a
summary to support the conclusion of no adverse impacts.

“Executive Order 13175, “Consultation with Indian Tribal Governments”
(November 6, 2000), was issued to establish regular and meaningful consultation
and collaboration with tribal officials in the development of federal policies that
have tribal implications, and to strengthen the United States government-to-
government relationship with Indian tribes. We note also the DEIS does not
mention that TRU could travel through 10 Native American reservations across six
states on its way to the WIPP, nor does it describe any outreach or government-to-
government consultation with these tribes.

“Recommendations for the Final EIS: Identify any low-income or minority
populations that might be disproportionately impacted by the transportation of
TRU wastes to interim or permanent disposal facilities. Describe efforts to identify
communities with environmental justice concerns along the route and at the
ultimate disposal destination. Describe how DOE would engage with communities
with environmental justice concerns, if any are identified, in the development of the
Final EIS and mitigation for transportation impacts. If the Final EIS continues to
rely on previous DOE analysis, provide a summary of the analysis and its
conclusions. To support the conclusion of no disproportionate impacts to low-
income or minority populations, summarize how the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission addressed environmental justice concerns in the Final EIS for the
WIPP licensing process.

“DOE’s Carlsbad Field Office website describes a Tribal Program offering formal
government to government agreements that promote participation in DOE'’s
decision-making process on TRU waste transportation activities. Describe DOE’s
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tribal consultation process and the outcome of any government-to-government
consultations between the DOE and each of the tribal governments along the
transportation route between LLNL and the WIPP. Summarize the concerns
identified, the opportunities the affected communities had or will have to provide
input into the DOE’s NEPA process, and how that input would be used in the
decisions that will be made regarding long-term or permanent disposal of TRU
wastes.

“Summarize any agreements reached and commit to completing a Supplement
Analysis if issues are raised that require mitigation. The EPA’s Tribal Branch can
provide tribal contact information as needed for the future analysis of
transportation routes.” (Commenter: 41)

Response: After demonstrating TRU waste compliance in a series of audits, in
2020, LLNL became a certified site through the DOE established National TRU
Program (NTP). This certified status indicates that LLNL is intimately familiar with
characterization and packaging of TRU waste as applicable to the WIPP Waste
Acceptance Criteria and ensures that these criteria are met as early in the life of a
waste stream as possible. The result of a certification in this program is: 1)
significantly reduced on-site storage time relating to characterization and
packaging, and 2) the ability to routinely transport TRU waste to WIPP, eliminating
the need for “campaigns” that may ship multiple years of waste storage. Because
LLNL is competent in its ability to characterize and package the TRU waste for
acceptance into WIPP, LLNL does not plan on shipping waste first to an interim
facility. Furthermore, there is no interim facility that is currently operating.

See comment response 20-A for a discussion of accident impacts from LLNL
operations. As discussed in that comment response, the risk of an LCF to the
population within a 50-mile radius of LLNL is approximately 1 in 10 million. Given
this risk, NNSA does not think that there will be any disproportionate impact to
low-income or minority populations.

However, this SWEIS does analyze the potential impacts (including accidents) of
transporting radioactive materials and waste from LLNL to these facilities. As
discussed in Section 5.11.3.2, under the Proposed Action, modeling of all 888
potential offsite shipments would yield a bounding collective incident-free dose to
the general public of 24.7 person-rem, with an associated increased risk of 0.015
LCF; and a bounding cumulative increased risk of 2.9x10° LCF to the general
public from accidents that result in a container breach/release. Based on the
potential routes to the disposal sites, impacts to the minority and low-income
populations would consist of a fraction of the LCF risk presented above.

Biological Resources

“The latest Biological Opinion of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, dated
August 9, 2018, discussed the effects of Continued Operations and Maintenance at
Site 300 on the California Red- Legged Frog and Central California Tiger
Salamander. It was specifically limited to the effects of routine infrastructure
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maintenance and minor construction activities (e.g., erosion control or repair, well
and treatment facility decommissioning projects, soil sampling) for a period of 5
years, exclusive of CERCLA actions. The conservation measures proposed were
based on specific acreages for proposed activities in 2018 and include mitigation
ratios for permanent and temporary effects, temporal limits to grading and
construction activities, exclusionary fencing, minimizing stormwater runoff, and
restoring habitats. The FWS concluded that the limited actions in combination with
reasonable and prudent conservation measures would not preclude recovery or
reduce the likelihood of survival of the species.

“The BO notes that accumulated effects - individual activities that may overlap or
may impact areas larger than the sum of the individual projects — are tracked
through a single programmatic BO. The 2018 Biological Opinion stated that LLNL
would submit a letter to the Service requesting programmatic consultation or
request an extension of the Biological Opinion at the end of the fourth year.

“Recommendations for the Final EIS: Discuss the status of the relevant biological
assessments or biological opinions and whether LLNL/NNSA anticipates the
necessity for future consultation, either on an individual project or programmatic
basis. Commit to conducting a Supplement Analysis for project changes required
by a future biological opinion that do not fit within the bounds of the current
analysis. (Commenter: 41)

Response: Section 4.8.3 discusses the status of the relevant biological assessments
or biological opinions for LLNL. As discussed in that section, a biological
assessment for the 2005 SWEIS was prepared in 2004 and revised in 2007. Due to
the potential for impacts on protected species and their habitats, LLNL has
conducted multiple consultations with USFWS. These consultations have resulted
in several biological opinions and associated amendments. The USFWS issued an
amendment to the existing biological opinion for maintenance activities at the
Livermore Site in December 2010 and an amendment to the existing biological
opinion for maintenance activities at Site 300 in August 2007. The most recent
formal consultations for the Livermore Site and Site 300 were completed in 2013
and 2018, respectively. In 2013, the USFWS issued a sitewide biological opinion
for Infill Construction and Redevelopment at the Livermore Site (USFWS 2013),
and in 2018, the USFWS and the DOE/NNSA completed a formal consultation on
continued operation and maintenance of Site 300 that includes a programmatic
framework (LLNL 2018). A biological opinion on the maintenance of the Arroyo
Mocho Pumping Station was completed in 2004 and amended in 2008 (LLNL
2008). NNSA will determine the necessity for future consultations with the USFWS
as appropriate. The need for future biological assessments or supplement analysis
will be determined as needed.

Because all of Site 300 is within critical habitat designation for the California red-
legged frog, surveys would be required for all new facilities prior to construction.
These projects would be completed in consultation with the USFWS as required by
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Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act. Biological assessments would be
prepared as required, based on consultations with the USFWS.

Issue Category 25: Letter from Congressional Representatives to NNSA Administrator Jill
Hruby, dated February 9, 2023 (Commenters 52)

25-A Extension of comment period

“We respectfully request an additional, extended period for public comment on the
Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of the
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (DOE/EIS-0547).

“While we appreciate that NNSA closed the original 60-day comment period on
January 18, 2023, concerned constituents and residents of communities in our
Congressional districts nearby Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory have
contacted our offices requesting additional time to review and comment. We trust
you can appreciate that this Environmental Impact Statement is a voluminous and
highly technical document, even for the most interested members of the public.”
(Commenters: 48, 52)

Response: On November 4, 2022, NNSA published the Notice of Availability
(NOA) of the Draft LLNL SWEIS in the Federal Register (87 FR 66685). NNSA
also announced a 60-day comment period and three public hearings (two in-person
and one virtual) to receive comments on the Draft LLNL SWEIS. The comment
period was scheduled to end on January 3, 2023. On December 9, 2022, NNSA
notified the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) that it was extending
the comment period until January 18, 2023. On December 16, 2022, the USEPA
published a notice in the Federal Register that announced the public comment
period extension (87 FR 77106). NNSA posted the Draft LLNL SWEIS on the
NNSA NEPA Reading room website at https://www.energy.gov/nnsa/nnsa-nepa-
reading-room and on the DOE NEPA website at
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/articles/doeeis-0547-draft-environmental-impact-
statement-0. Supporting sitewide documents were also placed on the LLNL
external website which is available to the public at
https://www.llnl.gov/community/site-wide-environmental-impact-statement-
sweis.

In addition to the public hearings, the public was encouraged to provide comments
via U.S. postal mail or electronically via email. Late comments were considered to
the extent practicable. All comments received by January 31, 2023, were
considered by NNSA in this Final LLNL SWEIS. That essentially extended the
comment period by another 15 days for a total of 90 days. This extension is twice
the legal 45-day requirement in the regulations.
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3.0 COMMENT DOCUMENTS

This chapter is a compilation of all the documents (including the public hearing transcripts) that
the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) received on the Draft Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory Site-wide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) during the public
comment period. The documents are presented alphabetically, and transcripts are presented after
the documents. On each document, comments have been identified by NNSA with sidebars and
numbers that identify the codes assigned to the comments. These numbers can be used to locate
the comment summaries and responses that are contained in Chapter 3 of this CRD. Comments
that NNSA received after January 18, 2023 (which was the close of the comment period) are
presented after the public hearing transcripts.
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Allred, Chris (1)
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From: chris@rmpjc.org

Sent: Monday, December 12, 2022 1:11 PM

To: LLNLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Full 30-day extension of the public comment period for LLNL SWEIS

Dear Ms. Fana Gebeyehu-Houston,

Please extend the public comment period on the Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact
Statement (SWEIS) for Continued Operation of the Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory for 30-days, from its original end date of January 3, 2023 to February 2, 2023.

People are very busy through the halidays and the extra time is needed to give this matter
the full attention it deserves.

Thank you very much for your time and consideration. Sending my best wishes for the
holidays and new year.

Sincerely,

Chris Allred

christopher.allred@rmpjc.org

Nuclear Nexus Outreach Coordinator
Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center
Boulder, Colorado
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This message does not originate from a known Department of Energy email system.
Use caution if this message contains attachments, links or requests for information.
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From: Joni Arends <jarends@nuclearactive.org>

Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2022 6:40 PM

To: LLNLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Request for Extension of LLNL SWEIS Public Comment Period

Good afternoon,

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety (CCNS) respectfully requests that the National Nuclear Security Administration
(NNSA) extend the comment period for the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) Site Wide Environmental
Impact Statement (SWEIS) of at least thirty (30) days, until February 2, 2023, at the earliest.

As you know, it is a difficult time for the public to provide informed comments about the 1,408 page draft LLNL SWEIS
during the on-going major religious and cultural holiday seasons. In many ways it is unconscionable for NNSA to request
public comments during this time.

3-A
Many Americans are on retreat, traveling to be with family and friends, taking well-deserved vacations and/or meeting
all forms of family obligations, traditions and celebrations. Further and consequentially, there are many people dealing
with the post-Thanksgiving surges of COVID-19, RSV and flu throughout the country. And there are limited hospital
beds.

Right now, public comments are due on January 3, 2023 - the first business day of 2023. Please be reasonable and
extend the public comment period to February 2, 2023 at the earliest so that Americans may provide informed and
thoughtful comments about the draft LLNL SWEIS.

Thank you.

Joni Arends, Executive Director

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety

P. 0. Box 31147

Santa Fe, NM 87594-1147

505 986-1973

https://gcc02.safelinks. protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.nuclearactive.org%2F&amp;data=05%7C01
%7ClInlsweis%40nnsa.doe.gov%7Ce95a653a76544aa6ed6908dadd635c94%7C6b183ecc4b554ed5b3f87f64belcd138%7
C0%7C0%7C638065716083056846%7CUnknown%7 CTWFphGZsh3d8ey)WIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAILCIQIjoiV2IuMzliLCIBTIl6Ik
1haWwilLCIXVCIEMn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&amp;sdata=MZB66jd9eYnjKN%2Bol7TT4%2FIAS2M7agl299GigyDOK8o
%3D&amp;reserved=0
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This message does not originate from a known Department of Energy email system.
Use caution if this message contains attachments, links or requests for information.
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From: Joni Arends <arerds@nuclearaclive crgs

Sent: Thursday, lanuary %9, 2023 1.55A

To: LLMLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERMAL] COMS Comments for LLNL Sraft Site Wide EIS

Corcerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
PO Box 31147

Sarta Fe, NM B7504-1147
cersEtnuciearactive org

lanary 18, 2023

M. Fara Gebeyehu-Houston,
LLML SWEIS Document Manager,
1390 Independence Awe., SW,
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Ms. Fana Eebeyehu-Houston:

Below are tha abbraviated comments of Concerned Citizens for Muclear Safaty [COME), a Santa Fe, MM non-
governmenial crganization that formed 35 years ags to adoress the proposed transportation of radioactive and
hazardous waste from Los Alamos Mational Leboratory (LANL) to the proposed Waste |solzation Filot Flan: (WIRF)

through the center of Santa Fe:

Our comments are abbreviated due tothe number of proposals of the Departrment of Energy § Nabional Muclear Security
Adminiztration [DOEMNSA) relezsed for puklic commentin Nowember and December 2022 DOESMANSA has piled on
tha number of opportunities to provide public camments during the winter halidays, Eramples include the graft
environime nbal irmpact statement [DEIS) for the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Project, which would impacl opsrations st
LANL and WIPF in New hMexico, and the Draft Site-Wide Enwircnmenta! Impact Statement [SWES) for the cortinued
operation of the Lawrence Livermnore Mational Labaratory [Livermare Lan} Mairn Site in Uvermore, Ch and Site 300 high

explosives testing rangs near Tracy, TA.

Despite numerous requasts far adequate extensions of time o provide infarmed public comments, DOE/NMSA have

lirmitad the requested time, such asin tha case of the Livermaore Lab GEIS with half the requested thme extension.
CCNE's concerns include:

L. Plutonium Increase Opposed. According to the SWEIS, the NNSA = proposing to increase the administrative iR
lirmits for plutonium mixtures at Liverrrore Lab's Bullding 235 from 8.4 grams plulonium-239 urder bre Mo

i
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Acticn Alternative to 38.2 grams under the Proposed Action. [SWEIS 3-54) The proposed increase frcm 5.4

grams Lo 38,2 grams is similar - or the same - as whal bas deen implemented at LARKL What's next? At LANL
the cument proposal is toincrease the administrative limit from 386 plutonium-239 equivalent arams to 400
grams - a nearly 50-fald inerease, httpa! fnuclearactive orgfdos- wants-S0-fold-pluteaium-ncresse-at-lank-rad-

lalf The proposed LLKL admimistrative limit refers to how much weapons-grade plutonivm can be in the 4-K,
building at one time. This is ar increase of nearly five times. Plutonivm can be deadly in microscopic 0=

amaounts; it emits extramely high-energy rays [alpha particles) that tear through tissus as the plutonium
radioactive y disintegrates within the body, This is an unacceptably dangerous increase in plutoniom and its
associated risk at a site that has failed security drills and 15 [ocated in very close proximily Lo residenitial
neighborhoods and within 2 50-mile radius of nearly 8 million peaple. The 3WEIS should anzlyze an
alternative tnat removes plutanium from the Lah, rather than increasing it

m3

Transparency Needed on Livermore Role in Plutonium Pit Plans, "White the SWEIS dizcloses an increase in
plutonium levals tar Livermare Lak, as noted abowe, it inappropriately avaids analysis of the programmatic
reason for the Increase. Liverrnore has a "hands on® rote in pit production that has environmental risks even
though full-scale production of 82 or more pits/year will be dene at Swo other focations - one in MW at LANL.
The Government Accourtability Gifice [GAD) states that the NNSA pit production plans “rely™ on Uwermors
Lab and other non-production sites. Here is how GAD describes a key aspect of Lvermore’s role: “As the
cesign agency for the WET-1 warhiead —the first warhead designed for pewly produced pits Sitee the Cold !H
‘War— Livermare is respansible for gqualifying the pit production process and certifying that the pits produced | <
meet the intent of its design. Qualification and certification reguires s wariety of tests, such as production
evaluations, enginearng certification testing, physics certification testing, and the replacemeant of some
eouiprren.” (BA0-23-104661, January 2023). The SWEIS should make dear all of Be ways (nowhich
plutonium eoerations proposed for Livermore Lab are relatsd be NNSA's expanded alutonidm plt orodustion
plan. Further, these operations should be canceled. A plutoniur pit orogramatic DEIS is needed NOW!

i, Tritinm Emissions increase Opposed. The site-wide air emission of tritium [radicactive bydrogen) will
increase from 129.2 Curies of tritium in the 201% bazeline, to 300 Cures of tritium in the No Action
Altermative, all the way to 3,813 Curies of tritium for the Proposed Alternative. This is almost a 28-fokd
increase In the amount of tritium emitted fram the Lab. Why? The SWES states this will resultin g
corresponding increase of 27 times the annual dose to the offsite population from the 23158 baseline to the
Froposed Action Alternalive. Acditionally, this will result in zn increase of 12 times the numbers of 40,
cancers from the 2019 baseline to the Propaosed Action Alzemative. This iz an unacceptable increase in risk, B,
e curie s a large amount of radiation, equal b 37 Billlon radioactive disintegrationrs per secord. If this plan 194
is pot stopped, itwill aut radioactive tritium directly into the air we breathe; it will travel with the wirg ang
turmble into cur neighbornoods 25 it goes, fall out over our homes in the rain, and become organically bounc
ir our plants, Tritium crosses the placenta - damaging future generations. Trtium exposure is related to
numerous bad health cutcomes, including deadiy cancers. The SWEIS should analyze an alternative in which
the experiments that reguire the Uitium ioading operations are rol done gl Dvermane and Eitiom activities
are reduced, mot increased at tha Lab.

4. No Advanced Hydrotest Facility. The Propossd Action in the SWEIS ircludes building a 75,000 soueare foot
“Mdvanced Hydrotest Facilizy® (AHF) 2t Site 300 {2ee page 3-40). Livarmore Lab pushed for a new AHF at Site
300 i the mid-19%0s. Howewer, Site 300 was determined to be an ingopropriote locabion due in part to the
AEF's associared nazards and the proximity of the public, Gver the last 25 years, the Oty of Tracy has
expanded it boundary towara Site 320 and the population has skyrocketed, increasing the risk of operating a
the AHE. Further, it i= notable that 3 weapons desigrer 21 Ehe Ume referred bo the propesed AHF as 2 nuclear
weapons designer’s dream,” referring to its capacity to help design new plutonium primaries. The SWEIS
shaouid specify the programmatic usages of the AHF and its potentlal prolferation impacts. The declsion
should be 1o cancel plars foran AR, Further PRAS are found in explosives, Sampling for PRAS must be done
at.the AHF ard cleanup plans putintc place to protect the people, farms, ranches, water and environmentof (2]
the area from forever chemical contamination,
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New Bio-Agent & Animal Research Lab Opposed. The SWEIS proposes to replace the current
Animal/Biosafety Level-3 Facility with a facility nearly twice the size of the existing facility. (SWEIS 3-38) This
lab performs biological defense experiments with highly contagious bio-agents, (including anthrax and
botulism) on animals inside of Livermore Lab, a classified nuclear weapons laboratory. There is no mandate
for bio-defense research to be done at Livermore (or by DOE/NNSA). Expanding operations at Livermore Lab
creates the optics bio-weapons may be created. Further, this SWEIS did not conduct a separate analysis of a
potential biological hazard release, but instead tiered from previous NEPA analyses performed for the BSL-3
facility, despite the proposal to build a larger new BSL-3. (Appendix C, C-48) Reliance on NEPA analyses that
are over a decade old and not specifically tailored to the proposed action for the new BSL-3 makes the
document’s conclusions of safety doubtful. The SWEIS should analyze both an accident scenario and an
Intentional Destructive Act scenario that are specifically tailored to the new BSL-3 as outlined in the Proposed
Action. The SWEIS should further analyze the “purpose and need” for this facility and look at whether its work
is redundant and/or duplicative of other BSL-3 labs at other agencies. The SWEIS should further analyze the
potential for this lab to stimulate the proliferation of biological weapons research in other countries. This
expansion of bio-warfare agent research with experiments on animals should be canceled.

Reduce or Cancel New Warhead Development Programs. Livermore Lab is one of two locations that develop
every nuclear warhead and bomb in the U.S. stockpile. The SWEIS is intended to guide Livermore Lab
activities for the next 15-years or more. Over that time frame, Livermore’s proliferation-provocative new
warhead activities can and should be curtailed and new missions pursued. Instead, the SWEIS only contains
programmatic activities that increase Livermore Lab's new warhead design activities. Livermore Lab is
developing several new warheads and variants. Reasonably, the designs could be down-scoped to eliminate
novel features or canceled altogether. They include:

»The W87-1, a wholly new warhead currently being designed at Livermore Lab to sit atop a new ICBM that the

Pentagon is developing, called the Sentinel missile. The W87-1 will require new plutonium bomb cores (pits)
and is a major driver for NNSA’s plan to expand plutonium pit production.

+ The W80-4, a new warhead being designed at Livermore Lab for the hew Long Range Stand-Off Weapon. This

warhead will sit atop a new air-launched cruise missile.

+ The W80-4Modification, a special variant of the new W80-4, designed for a new Sea-Launched Cruise Missile to

will be placed on ships that do not currently carry any nuclear weapons and are not certified for that mission.

Analyze Genuine Alternatives. The Proposed Action drastically increases the nuclear weapons activities at
Livermore Lab. For example, it proposes 126 new facilities be built related to new and modified nuclear
weapons. The SWEIS should analyze an alternative future for Livermore Lab; one in which the Lab does more
unclassified, civilian science work and less, or no, work on developing new and modified nuclear bomb
designs. Under NEPA, is the responsibility of the agency to fully analyze reasonable alternatives, which the
Draft SWEIS fails to do. A civilian science alternative must be developed in the SWEIS, in part so that the
environmental impacts of civilian science research can be compared to the impacts of nuclear weapons
activities — and decision makers and the public alike will have these facts in hand when making decisions.

This examination of civilian science based alternative missions for Livermore Lab should include, but not be limited to:

* minimizing and preventing infections disease pandemics,

* researching climate change adaptation and amelioration,

*

expanding nuclear nonproliferation programs,

* pursuing R&D of nuclear disarmament technologies that support verifiability, irreversibility, and, where appropriate,

transparency,

2-B.
2-D
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* develaping new erwironmental clean-up technoiogies, alternative fuels, clean energy, enwvircnmentally friendly
hattary development, energy-gric efficiency, green building technologies,

" ; ; p— s 5 fi-h
* anc other science areas that deal with the mary challenges facing the United States ard the woold inthe 217 century.

The DOE/NMNSA must hold pubic meetings specifically ta develop these ideas in parbaership with the community znd

nor-governimental arganizations.
Thank you for your careful cansideration of our comiments.

Sircerely,

Jopd Arends, Exeoutlve Diector
Teor Hiesl e

Gl ers Te
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From: Sean Arent <sean@wpsr.org>

Sent: Tuesday, December 6, 2022 7:48 PM

To: LLNLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Extend SWEIS Comment Period

Dear Fanha Gebeyehu-Houston,

On behalf of the Washington Physicians for Social Responsibility, we demand that the Department of Energy and
National Nuclear Security Administration extend the public comment period on the Draft Site-Wide Environmental 3-A
Impact Statement (SWEIS) for Continued Operation of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory for 30-days, from its
original end date of January 3, 2023 to February 2, 2023.

In Washington state we know well the impacts of nhuclear weapons production. The legacy and harms of these weapons
are still felt today at Hanford where the first bombs were produced and on the Spokane reservation where the Uranium
was mined, contaminating the land and killing many people that lived there. You can bet that the people who live in our
region would have appreciated an extra month to review the costs of these projects, but were afforded none. That's
why these environmental review processes exist today, but to hide this report behind legal jargon and a difficult to
navigate webpage is to not keep with that intent, It's to simply go through the motions.

People need time to review the impacts to the place they call home. A month is not enough time, but it's literally the
least this agency can do.

Sean Arent

Nuclear Weapons Abolition Program Manager, Washington Physicians for Social Responsibility

Email: sean@wpsr.org | Phone: 253.363.0843
Visit us: wpsr.org | Join us: Become a member
Donate: Support our work | Learn more: Sign up for emails

&

FkkkEkkkRkkkkRkkkkkkkEkkkkkkkkkk Rk kkkkkkk Rk kkkkkhkkkk kRkrkhR bk kEkkkxE

This message does not originate from a known Department of Energy email system.
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From: Suzanne <sbeaudelaire@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 6, 2022 2:33 AM

To: LLNLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Livermore Lab Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS)

Dear Ms. Fana Gebeyehu- Houston,

As a concerned citizen and long-time supporter of the important work of Tri-Valley CARES, |
respectfully add my voice to their urgent request for a 30 day extension of the public comment period
on the above subject matter.

Matters as important and as rare as this one deserve to be well considered by the public, and
that is just not possible given the Nov & Dec. holidays, as well as for the other valid
reasons outlined in TVC’s request letter.

Please grant a 30-day extension for public comment on SWEISS.

Thank you.

~Suzanne Beaudelaire

Rkkkkkhkkhkkkhkkkhkkkkhkkhkkhhhhhhhhkkkkhhhkkhkhkhkhhhhhkhhhhhkhkkkhkkkkhkkkkkik

This message does not originate from a known Department of Energy email system.
Use caution if this message contains attachments, links or requests for information.
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From: Gene Broadman
To: LLNLOWETS
Subject: [EXTERNAL] SWEIS COMMENTS
Date: Friday, December 2, 2022 7:28:23 PM
Attachments: Elephant Water.pdf
To Whom It May Concern.
Attached is a letter containing my comments
Gene Broadman
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Ms. Fana Gebeyehu-Houston December 1, 2022
LLNL SWEIS Document Manger

My name is Gene Broadman. | was employed at the LLNL Livermore
Lab site from 1958-1988. | wholeheartedly support the nuclear weapons
development work at the Lab. Continued research of nuclear weapons is | 1-E
critically important for our nation’s national security!

On a more local level, | live on East Avenue about a mile west of the
Lab. Our primary water source for domestic uses comes from an on-site
well. The Draft EIR indicated that chemically contaminated water from the
Lab is slowly moving westward. However, | couldn’t find any information | 10-a
on the testing and evaluation of off-site domestic well water. Is this type of
testing being done, and is data available to off-site well water users?

THE ELEPHANT IN THE ROOM

| reviewed the voluminous amount of published information on the
Lab’s contaminated water. It struck me that while we are spending millions
of EPA Super Fund dollars to clean up the contaminated water migrating
from the Lab site, | couldn’t find any information about “The Elephant in
the Room. “The Elephant” is the health impacts on the thousands of Lab
and Sandia employees that worked on the Livermore site from 1951-1962.
Employees at these sites used water solely from contaminated wells for
drinking, washing, swimming etc. Reports indicated that Hetch-Hetchy
water was brought to the Lab site in 1962. However, the Hetch-Hetchy
water may have only been used to supplement the existing on-site well
water.

19-E

We are bombarded daily with negative publicity about how serious
illnesses are now linked to chemically contaminated water that was used
at the U.S. Marine North Carolina Camp Lejeune base and at the Fort Old
base in California.

The legal community is making a fortune representing military people and
their families who are now eligible for compensation for their contaminated
water related medical illnesses.
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Shouldn't the Departments of Energy and Labor's existing Energy
Employees Occupational lliness Compeansation Program (EEQIP) be 19-F
“tweaked” to include all employees who worked at the Livermore and
Site 300 sites and now have serious chemically contaminated water-
related medical issues?

Let's get ahead of this issue!

Gene Broadman
gbroadman@comcast.net
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From: Rich Buckley <richbuckley7@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, December 15, 2022 10:23 AM

To: LLNLSWEIS

Cc: Rich Buckley

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Draft LLNL SWEIS Comment Period Extension

Re SWEIS Comment

On January 6, 2023 the US Supreme Court is Docketed to start review of protocols that may then lead quickly to the
reversal of legitimacy of the Biden Administration.

; . ; ’ o s " 23-D
A range of likely consequences should be considered in the event Biden Administration is declared illegitimate by
emerging facts and supporting testimony brought into popular public awareness.

Rich Buckley, Pres.
Peace And Conflict Resolution . Org.
Livermore, CA

On Wed, Dec 14, 2022 at 11:00 PM LLNLSWEIS <[Inlsweis@nnsa.doe.gov> wrote:

Dear Stakeholder,

Thank you for your interest in the Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) for Continued Operations of the
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL). The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA) is extending the public comment period on the Draft LLNL SWEIS by 15 days to a total of 75
days. The Draft SWEIS comment period will now end on January 18, 2023. Comments received or postmarked after the
comment period will be considered to the extent practicable. | will be monitoring email and postal mail until the end of
January 2023.

Sincerely,
Fana Gebeyehu-Houston

NEPA Document Manager
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Livermore Field Office

The Draft LLNL SWEIS is available here for your review: https://www.energy.gov/nepa/articles/doeeis-0547-draft-
environmental-impact-statement-0

Confidentiality Notice: The USA has alledgedly invested itself into unconstitutional, worldwide surveillance of all
electronic communications including this communication and all future phone calls and electronic communications:
http://tinyurl.com/kbzfve7 You should assume there is no longer any communication privacy whatsoever or Secure
Internet Lines as a result of the "Snowden Event" unless and until we lay-to-rest the thinking and mindset of the old New

World Order and reach new levels of trust and cooperation.
EE e S R R e PR LR L RS S S S S S 2T

This message does not originate from a known Department of Energy email system.
Use caution if this message contains attachments, links or requests for information.
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From: TB <tbscpbsc@satx.rrcom>

Sent: Wednesday, January 18, 2023 5.00 PM

To: LLNLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Livermore Lab Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement

Postal mail: Ms. Fana Gebeyehu-Houston,
LLNL SWEIS Document Manager,
1000 Independence Ave., SW, Washington, DC 20585

Dear Ms. Fana Gebeyehu-Houston:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the National Nuclear Security Administration’s (NNSA) Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact
Statement (SWEIS) for the continued operation of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (Livermore Lab) Main Site in Livermore, CA and
Site 300 high explosives testing range near Tracy, CA.

| am a retired physician and pathologist with a long history of special interest in radiation and other toxic chemical hazards to human health
(publications on ammonia, asbestos, etc). | have read the materials attached here from another source. | have read these carefully and they
state clear facts regarding the health hazards of these proposals. | have family and friends that live just across the hills in the Bay Area. |
strongly oppose these huge expansions of plutonium storage at Livermore, and huge releases of H-3, tritium. These proposals, if carried out,
will substantially and unacceptably raise the risks of serious health damage to millions of people.

19-A

| also oppose the large expansion of the Animal/Biosafety Level-3 Facility. Bioterrorism is a threat | am familiar with; however, | do not support | 1-C,
another “arms race” in expanded research and development. A completely new NEPA should be done at the very least. There is no place for 20-E
these materials so close to a large urban population.

The renewed nuclear arms race, under the guise of “modernization” is a costly and risky jobs program with no clear need, regardless of current 2A
perceived threats from Russia and China. Livermore should NCT be expanded in all these proposed and highly dangerous ways. it
I urge you instead to give serious consideration to the last paragraph and acceptance to the proposed peaceful work that SHOULD occupy the
scientists and staff of Livermore. These needs are great, and your skills much better put to use.

Plutenium Increase Opposed. According to the SWEIS, the NNSA is proposing to increase the administrative limits for plutonium mixtures at
Livermore Lab's Building 235 from 8.4 grams plutonium-239 under the No-Action Alternative to 38.2 grams under the Proposed Action. (SWEIS
3-54) The administrative limit refers to how much weapons-grade plutonium can be in the building at one time. This is an increase of nearly 5x. AT
Plutonium can be deadly in microscopic amounts; it emits extremely high-energy rays (alpha particles) that tear through tissue as the plutonium 2
radioactively disintegrates within the body. This is an unacceptably dangerous increase in plutonium and its associated risk at a site that has 6-A
failed security drills and is located in close proximity to residential neighborhoods and within a 50-mile radius of nearly 8 million people. The
SWEIS should analyze an altemative that removes plutonium from the Lab, rather than increasing it.

Transparency Needed on Livermore Role in Plutonium Pit Plans. While the SWEIS discloses an increase in plutonium levels for Livermore Lab,
as noted above, it inappropriately avoids analysis of the programmatic reason for the increase. Livermore has a “hands on” role in pit
production that has environmental risks even though full-scale production of 80 or more pits/year will be done at two other locations. The
Government Accountability Office (GAO) states that the NNSA pit production plans “rely” on Livermore Lab and other non-production sites.
Here is how GAQ describes a key aspect of Livermore’s role: “As the design agency for the W87-1 warhead—the first warhead designed for 1-B
newly produced pits since the Cold War— Livermore is responsible for qualifying the pit production process and certifying that the pits produced 2.B
meet the intent of its design. Qualification and certification requires a variety of tests, such as production evaluations, engineering certification
testing, physics certification testing, and the replacement of some equipment (CAGC-23-104661, January 2023). The SWEIS should make clear
all of the ways in which plutonium operations proposed for Livermore Lab are related to NNSA’s expanded plutonium pit production plan.
Further, these operations should be canceled.

Tritium Emissions Increase Opposed. The site-wide air emission of tritium (radioactive hydrogen) will increase from 129.2 Curies of tritium in
the 2019 baseline, to 300 Curies of tritium in the No Action Alternative, all the way to 3,610 Curies of tritium for the Proposed Alternative. This is
almost a 28-fold increase in the amount of tritium emitted from the Lab. The SWEIS states this will result in a corresponding increase of 27
times the annual dose to the offsite population from the 2019 baseline to the Proposed Action Alternative. Additionally, this will result in an

increase of 12 times the numbers of cancers from the 2019 baseline to the Proposed Action Alternative. This is an unacceptable increase in 4-D,
risk. One curie is a large amount of radiation, equal to 37 billion radioactive disintegrations per second. If this plan is not stopped, it will put G-A,
radioactive tritium directly into the air we breathe; it will travel with the wind and tumble into our neighborhoods as it goes, fall out over our 19-A

homes in the rain, and become organically bound in our plants. Tritium exposure is related to humerous bad health outcomes, including deadly
cancers. The SWEIS should analyze an alternative in which the experiments that require the tritium loading operations are not done at
Livermore and tritium activities are reduced, not increased at the Lab.

No Advanced Hydrotest Facility. The Proposed Action in the SWEIS includes building a 75,000 square foot “Advanced Hydrotest Facility” (AHF) 4L
at Site 300 (see page S-40). Livermore Lab pushed for a new AHF at Site 300 in the mid-1980s. However, Site 300 was determined to be an ?
inappropriate location due in part to the AHF s associated hazards and the proximity of the public. Over the last 25 years, the City of Tracy has T-A

1
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expanded its boundary toward Site 300 and the population has skyrocketed, increasing the risk of operating the AHF. Further, it is notable that
a weapons designer at the time referred to the proposed AHF as “a nuclear weapons designer's dream,” referring to its capacity to help design
new plutonium primaries. The SWEIS should specify the programmatic usages of the AHF and its potential proliferation impacts. The decision T-A
should be to cancel plans for an AHF.

New Bio-Agent & Animal Research Lab Opposed. The SWEIS proposes to replace the current Animal/Biosafety Level-3 Facility with a facility
nearly twice the size of the existing facility. (SWEIS 3-38) This lab performs biological defense experiments with highly contagious bio-agents,

(including anthrax and botulism) on animals inside of Livermore Lab, a classified nuclear weapons laboratory. There is no mandate for bio- 1-C,
defense research to be done at Livermore (or by this agency). Expanding operations at Livermore Lab creates the optics bio-weapons may be | 4-],
created. Further, this SWEIS did not conduct a separate analysis of a potential biclogical hazard release, but instead tiered from previous 4K,

NEPA analyses performed for the BSL-3 facility, despite the proposal to build a larger new BSL-3. (Appendix C, C-48) Reliance on NEPA
analyses that are over a decade old and not specifically tailored to the proposed action for the new BSL-3 makes the document's conclusions of] 4-L,
safety doubtful. The SVWWEIS should analyze both an accident scenario and an Intentional Destructive Act scenario that are specifically tailored T-A,
to the new BSL-3 as outlined in the Proposed Action. The SWEIS should further analyze the “purpose and need” for this facility and look at
whether its work is redundant andfor duplicative of other BSL-3 labs at other agencies. The SWEIS should further analyze the potential for this
lab to stimulate the proliferation of biological weapons research in other countries. This expansion of bio-warfare agent research with
experiments on animals should be canceled.

Reduce or Cancel New Warhead Development Programs. Livermore Lab is one of two locations that develop every nuclear warhead and bomb
in the U.S. stockpile. The SWEIS is intended to guide Livermore Lab activities for the next 15-years or more. Over that time frame, Livermore's
proliferation-provocative new warhead activities can and should be curtailed and new missions pursued. Instead, the SWEIS only contains
programmatic activities that increase Livermore Lab's new warhead design activities. Livermore Lab is developing several new warheads and
variants. Reasonably, the designs could be down-scoped to eliminate novel features or canceled altogether. They include: 2B
The W87-1, a wholly new warhead currently being designed at Livermore Lab to sit atop a new ICBM that the Pentagon is developing, called 4
the Sentinel missile. The W87-1 will require new plutonium bomb cores (pits) and is @ major driver for NNSA'’s plan to expand plutonium pit 2-D
roduction.
'?'he W80-4, a new warhead being designed at Livermore Lab for the new Long Range Stand-Off Weapon. This warhead will sit atop a new air-
launched cruise missile.
The W80-4Modification, a special variant of the new W80-4, designed for a new Sea-Launched Cruise Missile to will be placed on ships that do
not currently carry any nuclear weapons and are not certified for that mission.

Analyze Genuine Alternatives. The Proposed Action drastically increases the nuclear weapons activities at Livermore Lab. For example, it
proposes 126 new facilities be built related to new and modified nuclear weapons. The SWEIS should analyze an alternative future for
Livermore Lab; one in which the Lab does more unclassified, civilian science work and less, or no, work on developing new and modified
nuclear bomb designs. Under NEPA, is the responsibility of the agency to fully analyze reasonable alternatives, which the Draft SWEIS fails to
do. A civilian science alternative must be developed in the SWEIS, in part so that the environmental impacts of civilian science research can he
compared to the impacts of nuclear weapons activities — and decision makers and the public alike will have these facts in hand when making 6-A,
decisions.

This examination of civilian science based alternative missions for Livermore Lab should include but not be limited to: minimizing and
preventing infections disease pandemics, researching climate change adaptation and amelioration, expanding nuclear nonproliferation
programs, pursuing R&D of nuclear disarmament technologies that support verifiability, irreversibility, and, where appropriate, transparency,
developing new environmental clean-up technologies, alternative fuels, clean energy, environmentally friendly battery development, energy-grid
efficiency, green building technologies, and other science areas that deal with the many challenges facing the United States and the world in
the 21st century. The NNSA could hold pubic meetings specifically to develop these ideas in partnership with the community and non-
governmental organizations.

Sincerely,

Terry Burns, M.D.

13139 Vista del Mundo

San Antonio, TX 78216
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From: Ceznoa Cakarne sdannasabanae@grnail.ciorm s

Sent: Wednesday, lanuany 18, 2023 552 PR

To: LLMLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Mudiear Securiny Oraft Site Wide Environmenital Impact Statemant

Dear Ms. Fana Gebeyehu-Houston:

[hese are my comments on the National Nuclear Security Administration’s (MMNSA) Draft Site-Wide
Environmental Impact Statement [SWEIS) tor the continued operation of the Lawrence Livermore Mational
Laboratory {Uwermore Lab) Main 3ite in Livermore, CAand Site 200 high explosives testing range near Tracy,
ca,

1. Plutewivm Increase Opposed, According to the SWEIS, the KNSA T proposing to increase the
administrative limits for plutonivm. mixtures at Uvermore Lab's Building 235 trom 8.4 grams plutonium-239
under the Ma-Acton Alternative to 38.2 prams under the Proposed Action. (SWEIS 3-34) The adminisirative
it refers to how rauch weapons: grade slutonium cam bein the builgingat ore Bme, This s ar increase
of nearly 5x. Plutonium can be daadly i microscopic amounts; it emits sxtremely high-energy rays {alpha
particles) that tear through Usiue as the plutonsm radioactively disictegrates within b2 body, This s an
ynageeptanly dangercus irerease in plutoriury and its assosiated rigk ata site that has failed security deilis
and is located in close proximity to residéntial neighborhoods and within a 50emile mdiusof nearly &
million pecple, The SWES should arslyze anallermative thalremaves plutanium fromthe Lab; sakher thar
incressing it

4E,
64

4 Transparency Meeded on Livermore Role in Plutonium Pit Plans. While the SWES discloses an increase in
plukonivm levels for Livermara Leb, a5 noted abowe, it insppropriately seoids analy:iz of the programmatic
reason for the increase. Lvermaore Bas a “Rands an®™ role iy alt production that has epvironmental fsks
aven though full-scale producticryof 80 or more pits/year will be done at two ather locations, The
Gowarnment Accountability Office [(GAO) stabes that the WNSA pit production olans "rely” om Llivermore Lak
angl other non-production sites. Here is how GAD describes a key aspect of Livermaore's role: “as the desigr
agenoy for the WEE1 warhead—the first warbead desigred for newly arodyced pits since the Cold War—
Liverrncre is responsible tor gualitying the pit Fr-:dJE:il:In orocess and certifying that the pits produced
meet the intent of its design. Cualification ard certifization regquires a variety of Tests, such as production
evaluations, enginesring certificaticon testing, ohysics certification testing, and the replacement of scrme
egquipment {540-23- 2048661, lanuary 2023, The SWEIS shoula make clear all of the ways in which
plietenium opeiations proposad far Lvermione Lab are relaled Lo NNSA's expa pded alutaniuim ail
production glan, Further, these gperations should be canceied.

1-B;

3, Tritlum Emlsslons Increase Opposed. The site-wide alr emission of tritium {radinacrive hydrogen] will
increase from 129.2 Curies of tritivm in the 2219 baseling, to 300 Curies of tritium in the No Action
Alternative, all the way 1o 3,610 Curies of tritivm for the Proposed Altarsative, Thiz iz almost a 28-fold
increase in the amount of tritium emitted from the Lab. The SWEIS states this will result ina 41,
carrespording increzse of 27 times the annwal dose to the oltsite popdiation from the 201% baseline o the 15wk
Froposed Actior Altemative, additionally, this will result in an increase of 12 times the numbérs of
cancers from the 20089 baseline to the Proposad Action Alternative. This is an unacceptable increass in rigk:
Ore curie is a largs amount of radiztion, equal to 37 billion radicactive dizintagrations parsecond. If this
plar is ot stopped, 0wl putracicgctve tritiunm directly int the: air we oreathe; 1t will travel with the
wind and tumble into aur neighborhoods a5 it goes, fall dut cver aur-homes in the rain, and become

1
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crpanicaily bowrd i our pfanes, Tritiom expesure is related fo numerdus bad health catoomes, Tncluding
deadly cancers. Tha BWEIE should analyze an alternative inwhich the experiments that require the tritium 410
Ioaging coerations are not dene at Uvermore ard tritfum setivities are reduced, oot increased at the Lak,  |0-4

Sincerely

Donns Cabanne

Livermore Resident

emall peabanne Seomeast. ret
donna.cabanne@smail.ocom

FEpEE R Ed bR Rk R R R R R R TR bR R Eoh o dhdeh @ e E o e

This message does not originabe from a known Department of Energy email system.
Use caution if this message containg attachments, links or requests for information.
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From: Tom Clemerts <tamclements 329@es . cam

Sent Tuesday, January 17, 2023 11:39 AM

To: LLMLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERMNAL] Comments attachad on LLML Draft Site Wide EIS, LLML by SRS Watch, Jan. 17, 2023
Attachments: SRS Watch Cemments on Dralt SWEIS lan 17 2022 pdf

Follow Up Flag: Falloww up
Flag Status: Flagoed

Please find attached the comments of Savannah River Site Watch an the Draft Site-Wide EIS on Lawrence Livermoare
Matioral Lab

Pleass corfirm receipt of these comments
| anticipate & response o each point raised in my comments.
Sincerely,

Tam Clemerts

Crrector, Savannah River Site Wateh

1112 Florerce Stresl

Columbia, SC 20201

Wi, Srewatch. o

FEFERFRA SRR EERL AR R SRR RS FRE AR R R R R AR AN SRR E R E L AR F R R R R b TR
This message does not ariginate from a known Department of Energy email system.
Uze caution if this message containg attachiments, links or requests for information,
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SRSAMWVATCH

Eansannah River B Waxh
Jaruary 17, 2023

lWls, Fana Geheyehu-Houston
LLML SWEIS Drocument Manager
1000 Independence Ayve,, SWY
Washingmon, DC 20585
LLMLSWEIS@nnsados.go

Comments on the Livermore Lab Draft Site-Wide Environmental [mpact Statemant
(in Response to Federal Register Motice of Novermnber d, 2022:
hitps:f fwww govinfo.govfeontent/ phg/FR-2022-11-04/ pdff 2022 -2 4069, pdf)

Hello #s. Fana Gebeyahu-Houston:

| submit these comments on the Mational Huclear Security Administration’s (NNSA) Draft Site-
Wide Environmental Impact Staterment (SWEIS] for the continued operation of the Lawrence
Livermare Mational Laboratory on behalf of Savannah River Site Watch, located in Columbia,
South Carolina. SRS Watch is a non-profit, public-interest organization that works on policies
and programs of the LS Department of Energy, with a focus on the Savannah River Site.

1. The relationship between the SWEIS and the requested Program matic Environmertal
Impact Statement [PEIS] on pit production must be explained and reviewed. There is a
federal lawsuitin court in Columbia, 5C - Docket 1:21-cv-1542 - requesting that the court
direct NMN%4 to prepare a PEIS on pit production. That PEIS would analyze environmental
impacts at all DOE sites, including LLML, that have a role in the MNSA's current plant to
increase pit production at the Los Alamos Mational Lab and to expand pit production to the
Savannah River Site, As LLNL would be involved in aspects of pit design and pit production [T 3D
and would likely handle plutonium related to pit production research, those aspects must
he incorporated in any PEIS that the court might order. The PEIS lawsuit was filed by Tri-
Valley CAREs, Nuclear Watch New Mexico and 5R5 Watch in lune 2021 and the [ast filing
was by MMNEA in October 2022, When the court may rule is unknown.

2. Transparency Needed on Livermare Rale in Plutanium Pit Plans. Whila the SWES discloses
an increase in plutonium levels for Livermore Lah, it inappropriately avoids analysis of
the programmatic reason for the increase. Livermora has a “hands on” role in pit
production that has environmental risks even though full-scale production of 80 or more
pits per year will be done at two other locations, The Sovernment Accountability Office

I-H
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|GAD) states that the NNSA pit production plans “rely” on Livermore Lab and other non-
production sites. Here is how GAD describes a key aspect of Livermore’s role: “As the design
agency for the W87-1 warhead—the first warhead designed for newly produced pits since
the Cold War— Livermore is respensible for qualifying the pit production process and
certifying that the pits produced meet the intent of its design. Qualification and certification
requires a variety of tests, such as production evaluations, engineering certification testing,
physics certification testing, and the replacement of some equipmeant.” [GAD-23-

1066 1Nuclear Weapons: NVSA Does Not Hove o Comprebensive Schedole or Cost Estimale
for Pit Production Capability, lanuary 2023, page 31). The SWEIS should make clear all of tha
wiays inwhich plutonium operations proposed for Livermore Lab are related to NNSA's
expanded plutonium pit production plan, or to other NN3A programs and projects,

Further, pit-related operations should be canceled as new pit production for new nuclear
warheads could help stimulate a new nuclear arms race. [t appears that NNSA not only
wanls to produce new pits for new nuclear warheads but also plans to replace all pits in the
existing 105, nuclear weapon stockpile or almost 4000 nuclear weapons, FMNSA were to
reach production of 80 pits per year, such a costly and challenging project could take 50 LH.2-B
years when and if production were to be ramped up to 80 pits per year. Please explain the
role of LLML in efforts to replace all pits in all weapons, including issues related to design
and certification of pits, and how this contributes to planning for nuclear war,

3. Plutenlum Increase Qpposed, According to the SWEIS, the NNSA is proposing to increase
the administrative limits for plutonium mixtures at Uvermore Lab’s Building 235 from 8.4
grams plutonium-239 under the Mo-Action Alternative to 38,2 grams under the Froposed
Action. {(SWEIS 3-54) The administrative limit refers to how much weapons-grade plutonium
can be inthe building at one time, This is an increase of nearly 5 times. Plutonium can be
deadly in microscopic amounts; it emits extremely high-energy rays (alpha particles) that A-F. G-A
tear through tissue as the plutoniurm radioactively disintegrates within the body. This is an
unacceptably dangerous increase in plutonium and its associated risk at a site that has
failed security drills and is located in close prosimity to residential neighborhoods and
within a 50-mile radius of nearly 8 million people, The SWELS should analyze an alternative
that removes plutonium from LLML, rather than increasing it

4, Tritium Emissions Increase Opposed. The site-wide air emission of tritium (radicactive
hydrogen) will increase from 129,2 Curies of tritium in the 2019 baseline, to 300 Curies of
tritium in the Ne Action Alternative, all the way to 3,610 Curies of tritium for the Proposed
Alternative. This is almost a 28-fold increase in the amount of tritium emitted from the
Lah. The SWEI5 states this will result in a corresponding increase of 27 times the annual
dose to the offsite population from the 2019 baseline to the Proposed Action Alternative.
Additionally, this will result in an increase of 12 times the numbers of cancers from the 2019
baseline to the Proposed Action Alternative. This is an unacceptable inerease inrisk. One
curie I @ large amount of radiation, egual to 37 billion radioactive disintegrations pet
secand, If this plan is not stopped, it will put radicactive tritium directly into the air we
breathe; it will travel with the wind and tumble into our neighborhoods as it goes, fall out

4=
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over our homes in the rain, and become organically bound in our plants. Tritium exposure is
related to numerous bad health outcomes, including deadly cancers. The SWEIS should
analyze an alternative in which the experiments that require the tritium loading operations
are not done at Livermore and tritium activities are reduced, not increased at the 16-C
Lab. Further, if any of the tritium handled and released at LLNL is from another site, the 19—A’
origin and transport of that tritium to LLNL must be explained and analyzed.

4-D,

5. No Advanced Hydrotest Facility. The Proposed Action in the SWEIS includes building a
75,000 square foot “Advanced Hydrotest Facility” (AHF) at Site 300 (see page S-40}.
Livermore Lab pushed for a new AHF at Site 300 in the mid-1990s. However, Site 300 was
determined to be an inappropriate location due in part to the AHF's associated hazards and
the proximity of the public. Over the last 25 years, the City of Tracy has expanded its
boundary toward Site 300 and the population has skyrocketed, increasing the risk of
operating the AHF. Further, it is notable that a weapons designer at the time referred to the
proposed AHF as “a nuclear weapons designer’s dream,” referring to its capacity to help
design new plutonium primaries. The SWEIS should specify the programmatic usages of the
AHF and its potential proliferation impacts, including on pit design and production. The
decision should be to cancel plans for an AHF.

41,7-A

6. New Bio-Agent & Animal Research Lab Opposed. The SWEIS proposes to replace the
current Animal/Biosafety Level-3 Facility with a facility nearly twice the size of the existing
facility. (SWEIS 3-38) This lab performs biological defense experiments with highly
contagious bio-agents, (including anthrax and botulism) on animals inside of Livermore Lab,
a classified nuclear weapons laboratory. There is no mandate for bio-defense research to be
done at Livermore (or by this agency). Expanding operations at Livermore Lab creates the
optics bio-weapons may be created. Further, this SWEIS did not conduct a separate analysis 1-C,
of a potential biological hazard release, but instead tiered from previous NEPA analyses 4],
performed for the BSL-3 facility, despite the proposal to build a larger new BSL-3. (Appendix 4K,
C, C-48) Reliance on NEPA analyses that are over a decade old and not specifically tailored aa
to the proposed action for the new BSL-3 makes the document’s conclusions of safety
doubtful. The SWEIS should analyze both an accident scenario and an Intentional
Destructive Act scenario that are specifically tailored to the new BSL-3 as outlined in the
Proposed Action. The SWEIS should further analyze the “purpose and need” for this facility
and look at whether its work is redundant and/or duplicative of other BSL-3 labs at other
agencies. The SWEIS should further analyze the potential for this lab to stimulate the
proliferation of biological weapons research in other countries. This expansion of bio-
warfare agent research with experiments on animals should be canceled.

7. Reduce or Cancel New Warhead Development Programs. Livermore Lab is one of two
locations that develop every nuclear warhead and bomb in the U.S. stockpile. The SWEIS is
intended to guide Livermore Lab activities for the next 15-years or more, Over that time
frame, Livermore’s proliferation-provocative new warhead activities can and should be
curtailed and new missions pursued. The SWEIS must reveal and discuss specific activities
that decrease Livermore Lab’s new warhead design abilities. Livermore Lab is developing

2-B, 2-D
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several new warheads and variants. Reascnably, the designs could be down-scoped to
eliminate novel features or canceled altogether. They include:

+  The W87-1, a wholly new warhead currently being designed at Livermore Lab to sit atop a
new ICHM that the Pentagon is developing, called the Sentinel missile. The WE7-1 will
require new plutonium bomb cores (pits) and is a major driver for NN5A's plan to expand 2.5, 2D
plutonium pit production.

& The WBO-4, a new warhead being designed at Livermoere Lab for the new Long Range Stand-
Off Weapon. This warhead will it atop a new air-launched cruise missile.

«  The WEO-dModification, a special variant of the new WE80-4, designed Tor a new Sea-
Launched Cruise Missile to will ba placed on ships that do not currently carry any nuclear
weapons and are not certified for that mission.

7. Analyzre Genulne Alternatives. The Proposed Action drastically increases the nuclear
weapons activities at Livermore Lab, For example, it proposes 126 new facilities be built
related to new and madified nuclear weapans, The SWEIS should analyze an alternative
future for Livermore Lab; one in which the Lab does more unclassified, civilian science work
and less, or no, work on developing new and modified nuclear bomb designs, Under MEPA, is
the responsibility of the agency to fully analyze reasonable alternatives, which the Draft
SWEIS fails to do. A “civilian science alternative” must be presented and analyzed in the
SWEILS, in part so that the environmental impacts of civilian science research can be
compared to the impacts of nuclear weapons activities —and decision makers and the public
alike will have these facts in hand when making decisions.

This examinaticn of civilian science-based alternative missions for Livermore Mational Lab 6-A
shaould include but not be limited to: minimizing and preventing infections disease
pandemics, researching climate change adaptation and amelioration, expanding nuclear
nonproliferation programs, pursuing RE D of nuclear disarmament technologies that support
verifiability, irreversibility, and, where appropriate, transparency, developing new
environmental clean-up technologies, alternative fuels, clean energy, environmentally
friendly battery development, energy-grid efficiency, green building technologies, and other
science areas that deal with the many challenges facing the United 5tates and the world in
the 21 century. The NMSA could hold public meetings specifically to develop these ideas in
partnership with the community and non-governmental organizations.

Submitted by:

Tom Clemanls

Director, Savannah River Site Watch
1112 Forence Strest

Columbia, SC 29201

www. srswatch.org
srawatch@gmail.com
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From: Jay Coghlan <jay@nukewatcnang >

Sent: Tuesday, Dacember &, 2022 5:20 PM

To: LLMLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERMNAL] | respecttully request that yau extend the comment pericd for the draft LLML SWEIS

respectfully request that you extenc the comment pericd for the draft LLML SWEIS by & minimum of twe weeks, The
main justitications for my request are the voluminous content of the draft SWEIS and that the comment period largely
fzlls within the holidzy period.

3-A

Thank yau far your consideration.

Sincerely,

Jay Coghlan

lay Coeghlan, Executive Director

Nuclear Watch New Mexico

203 W, Alameda 325, Santa Fe, NA 87501
505.989.7342 ¢, 305.470,2154
jay@nukewatch.arg

PEREEREF SRS F SR SR BRI RS A SRS R BRI R E TR RN EA B R RF IR ER SRR N AR

This message does not criginate from a known Department of Energy emall system.
Use caution if this message contains attachments, links or requests for informatiaon,
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From: Jay Coghlar <jay@nukewatchong»

Sent: Sunday, January 22, 2023 1246 Al

To: LLMLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERMAL] WWHA LLML SWEIS comments
Attachments: MWWHNM LLNL SWEIS commerts 1-27-23.pd{

Attached please find Nuclear Watch New Mexzico's comments on the draft LLML SWEIS.
Acknowledgment of receint 1s appreciated,
Tharik you,

lay

lay Coghlan, Executive Director

Muclear Watch New Mexico

S03 W, Alameda #325, Santa Fa, MAt 87501
50592827342 c. 505.470.3154
ay@nukewatch.org

i drdhd @b bhbhrd e R R bR bR R dF bRkl h o d R bk

This message does mot originate from a known Department of Erergy email system.
Use caution if this message contains attachments, links or requests for informatian,
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B

nuclear watch g mexico

Comment on the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
Draft Site-Wide Environmental lmpact Statement

Vi email to: LLNLSW ERS @ nnsa. doe, ooy

M. Fana Gebevehu-Houston,
LLME SWETS Phecumesnd Muanager,
1000 Independence Ave, SW, Washinglon, 130 203835

Pregr hs, Fana Gebeychu-Howston;

Thamik von Fer The opportumaty o comrment on e Maiona] Muclear Seearily
Administration”s ONNSAT Trall Sile-Wide Environmenial Tmpect Stalemenl (5WEIS) Gor
(hes comtived operation of the Daverence Tivermore Mational Taboraton: Bain Sile in
Lavermare, A amd Site 300 hegh explogsives lesting runge near Tracy, CA

Muelear Watch Mew Mexico fekes particular mteresi in the Livermore Lab ag the sisicr
lab of the Los Alamos Mational Laboratery (LANL ) We have long beon invalved in the
igsne of plutenivm it production af LANL, We sce the lwao labs ag mexiricably Tinked
aiven that LANL will be producing plutoninm pits for the new W57-1 warhead, for
which LTI is the lead desipm agency

e mission statement: Suwefear Warch Sew Alevico secks ro promote safen and
erviranmental protection at weclear focilivies! mission diversificadion away from
HHelear WEGPORS PROgRams. greater aocotimtahiline and clearp in the Ration-
wide suclear weapons complex: and constsfeny U5 feadersfip soward a world
[ree of nuclear weapans.,

Flutoninm Increase Opposed  According to the drall SYWETS, the KRESA 15 proposing Lo
inuredse The sdrnsistrative Brals foepluboermom tmstores ut Livermmore Lab's Bolding
235 from 8.4 grams phuomuem-239 under the Bo-Action Allermative o 38,2 grams under
(e Proposed Action, {3WETR 3-240 The adminisirative limit relers (o how much
wieapons-grade plutoniom can be in the building @ one dme This is aninerease of nearly AE
5 times Plutoniwm can be deadly in microseople amounts: 1t conits alpha pamicles thar
can imreparaldy damnsge Basue 2 the phorium radicactively decays within the bady,
Thiz is an ungcceptably dangerous inerease in plutoniom sand its associaled risk af a sile
Uil e Laeleed secunily drills snd is located moelose proxinily (o wesidenlial
neighborhoods and within 4 50-mile radivs of nearly 8 million pecple, The SWELS
should analvee an allermative that removes plutomiem from the Lab, rather than -
incteasing if.

We note that this increase mirrors 3 similar ingrease to the Radiolopical Laboratory
Liihiey and Office Building at LANL s TASS5 [0 was elevaled to a Hazard Category-3 T
facility from a radiologieal lab,” for which the buildimg was not cnginally designed. The

WF W Alamede #3225, Santa Fe, NM 87501 » Voloe and fiox: 505.989. 7342
infainukrewatchong = www.rnkewatcharg = kttp: S Swwanukewatch.org swatchbilog f
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[l LINT, 8WEIS should examine il salety at Boilding 235 will be compromised with
the added plutonium inventory. especially given Livermore s greater vulnerahility o
selsmie events,

9-A

Transparency Meeded on Livermore Role in Plutonium Pit Plans. While the 8WELS
dizcloses an increase in phetonivm levels for Livermore Lab, a3 noted abowva, it
inappropriately avoids analysis of the progranunatic reason for the inerease. Livennors
haz i “hands on™ role in pit production that has environmental risks even though Dall-
seale production of B0 or more pits‘vear will be done at two ather locations, The
CGiovermment Accountability Office (GAD) states that the NNSA pit production plans
“rely’ on Livermore Lab and other non-production sites.

[Tere s how GACY deseribes a ey aspect of Tivermore™s role: “Ax the design apency [or
the WET-1 warhead—ithe first warhead designed Tor newly produced pits since the Cold
War— Livenmars is responsible for qualifving the pit production process and cerlilfving
thaat the pits prisduced meet the intent of s design, Qualilication and cerlilication reguites
a varely of lests, such as produchion evaluations, engimeenng certilcation lesting,
physics certification testing, and the replacement ol some equipment.” (GAC-23- 104661,
JTamuary 2023) The SWEIS should make elear all of the ways in which plutoniom
operations proposed for Livermore Lab are related (o WMNSA s expanded plutoniom pat
pracuction plan.

1B

Morcover, BNEA 1= in violation of the sparit, if’ not the letter, of the Mational
Environmental Policy Act by refusing to complete a new progranumatic environmental
impact statement (PEISY on expanded plutoninm pit production. Helving upon the 200% 3D
Complex Tramsformation PEDS i8 wrong, The needed remedy is a new PEIS, which
NMEA should undertake fmmediately, from which the new LLNL SWEIS should
subsegquently be tiered.

Tritinm Emissions Increase Opposed. The sile-wide air coniasion of trtivm (a
radioactive isotope of hydrogen) will increase from 12922 Cunes of tritium in the 2019
baseline, o 300 Cories of iritiom i the No Action Allemative, all the way o 3,610
Curies ol tritivm for the Proposed Alternative. This is almost a 28-fold increase in the
amount of tritium emitted from the Laly.

The 8WEILS states this will result in a corresponding increase of 27 times the annual
dose to the offsite population from the 2019 baselina 1o the Proposad Action Alternative.
Additionally, this will esult in an increaze of 12 times the numbers of cancers from the
2019 baseline to the Proposed Action Alternative. This is an unacceptable increase in
risk. Ome curie s o large amount of radiation, equal to 37 hllion radioactive
disintegrations per second. I this plan is not stepped, it will put radioactive trtivim
directly into ambient air. which will largely condense into tritiated water vapor and enter
the local biosphere. Lritium exposure is related to nuimnerous bad health cuteomes.
including deadly cancers. The SWELS should analvze an alternative in which the
experiments that require the tritium loading operations are not done at [avermore and
Iritivm activilies are reduced. nol inercwsed al the Tab,

-1, G-,
1S-4

G4

No Advanced TTyvdrewtest Facility, The Proposed Action in the SWETS mcludes
building a 75,000 square foot *Advanced Hydrotest Facility™ { AHF) at Site 300 (e

Nuclear Watcli New Mexice = Commenits o Deafi LLNL SWEIN = Jagnary 21, 2023 2
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page S-40). Livermore Lab pushed for a new AHF at Site 300 in the mid-1990s.
However, Site 300 was determined to be an inappropriate location due in part to the
AHF’s associated hazards and the proximity of the public. Over the last 25 years, the
City of Tracy has expanded its boundary toward Site 300 and the population has
skyrocketed, increasing the risk of operating the AHF. Further, it is notable that a 4L, 7-A
weapons designer at the time referred to the proposed AHF as “a nuclear weapons
designer’s dream,” referring to its capacity to help design new plutonium primaries. The
SWEIS should specify the programmatic usages of the AHF and its potential
proliferation impacts. The decision should be to cancel plans for an AHF.

New Bio-Agent & Animal Research Lab Opposed. The SWEIS proposes to replace the
current Animal/Biosafety Level-3 Facility with a facility nearly twice the size of the
existing facility. (SWEIS 3-38) This lab performs biological defense experiments with
highly contagious bioagents, (including anthrax and botulism) on animals inside of
Livermore Lab, a classitied nuclear weapons laboratory. There is no mandate tor bio-
defense research to be done at Livermore (or by this agency). Expanding operations at a
secret nuclear weapons lab can foster the suspicion that bioweapons may be pursued.

Moreover, this SWEIS did not conduct a separate analysis of a potential biological hazard
release, but instead tiered from previous NEPA analyses performed for the BSL-3 1-C. 4-I,
facility, despite the proposal to build a larger new BSL-3. (Appendix C, C-48) Reliance 4-K, 20-E
on NEPA analyses that are over a decade old and not specifically tailored to the proposed
action for the new BSL-3 makes the document’s conclusions of safety doubtful.

The SWEIS should analyze both an accident scenario and an Intentional Destructive Act
scenario that are specifically tailored to the new BSL-3 as outlined in the Proposed
Action. The SWEIS should further analyze the “purpose and need” for this facility and
look at whether its work is redundant and/or duplicative of other BSL-3 labs at other
agencies. The SWEIS should further analyze the potential for this lab to stimulate the
proliferation of biological weapons research in other countries. This expansion of bio-
warfare agent research with experiments on animals should be canceled.

Reduce or Cancel New Warhead Development Programs. Livermore Lab is one of
two nuclear design agencies that develop every nuclear warhead and bomb in the U.S.
stockpile. The SWEIS is intended to guide Livermore Lab activities for the next 15-years
or more. Over that time frame, Livermore’s proliferation-provocative new warhead
activities can and should be curtailed and new missions pursued. Instead, the

SWEIS only contains programmatic activities that increase Livermore Lab’s new
warhead design activities, which 1s not reasonable consideration of reasonable
alternatives. Livermore Lab is developing several new warheads and variants. These
designs could be down-scoped to eliminate novel features or canceled altogether. They 2-B,2-D
include:

» The W87-1, a wholly new warhead currently being designed at the Livermore Lab to
arm a new ICBM that the Pentagon 1s developing, called the Sentinel missile. The
W87-1 will require new plutonium pits and is a major driver for NNSA’s plan to
expand pit production.

o The W80-4, a new warhead being designed at Livermore Lab for the new Long Range
Stand-Off Weapon. This warhead will arm a new air-launched cruise missile.

Nuclear Watch New Mexico » Comments on Draft LLNL SWEIS « January 21, 2023 3
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o The WERD-4 Modification. a special variant of the new WED-4, designed Ffor a new Sea-
[aumched Cruise hissile that will be placed on ships that do not currently camry any
nuclzar weapons and are not certified for that mission,

Concerning the WE7-1: I note that NNSAs FY 2020 Congressional Budget Request
repeatedly mentioned that “WET-like” plutonium pits would be produced for this mew
warhead, Thiz indicates that new pits could substantially deviate from tested designs,
This could nemaively impact national sccurity given that thess new pits cannod be Dull-
seale tested because of the existing international testing moratorivn. therebw perhaps
croding confidence in stockpile reliability. Alternatively, this could prompt the U5 10
resutme full-scale testing, which would have profoundly negative proliferation
Coflsequences.

The draft LLNL 5W ELS should critically examine whether a new WE7-1 is really in the
hest interests of the country. [t should specifically address how the reliability of future
pits will be assured, including the fidelity of weapons codes. Morzover, congervatively
mainiamng the existing, extensively esled steckple throwgh prudent and Gme fesied
procedures should be analyveed as a more than reasonable allemative o programmatic
pursuil of speculative. enommeusly expensive new-design nuclenr weapons.

Analvre Gemmine Alternatives. The Proposed Action drastically increases the nuclear
weapons activitics at Livermore Lab, For exampls, it proposes 126 new facilitics be built
related to new and medificd nuclear weapons, The SWEIS should analvze an alternative
future for Livermore Lab; one in which the Lab docs more unelassified, civilian seience
wiork and lesa, or no, workl on developing new and modified nuclear bomb designs.

Under NEPAL it 45 the responsibility of the agency to fully analyze reasonable
alternatrves, which the Draft SWELS fails to do. A civilian science alternative mmst be
developed inthe 8WEIS, in part so that the environmental impacts of civilian science
research can be compared (o the impacts ol nuclear weapons activities — and decision
mukers mnd the public alike will have these facts in hand when making decisions.

This exarmnation of civihan science hased altermative nmissioms for Tivermore [ab should
ineluds bt not be limited to; minimizing and preventing infectious discase pandemics;
rescarching climate change adaptation and amelioration; expanding moclear
nonpreliferation programs; pursuing 12& 1 of nuclear disarmament technologies that
support verifiability, irrevarsibility, and. where appropriate, transparency: developing
new cnvironmantal clean-up technologies, altemative fuels, clean enerey,
environmenially friendly battery development, enerey-grid cificiency, green building
technologics. and cther science areas that deal with the many challenges facing the
L'nited States and the world in the 219 comtury, The NNSA could hold public mectings
specifically to develop these ideas in parinership with the community and non-
zovernmental organizations.

Sinceraly,
Tav Coghlan,
Execulive Direcior

MNuclear Walch New Mexico

Nuclear Watcli New Mexice = Commenits o Deafi LLNL SWEIN = Jagnary 21, 2023 4

2R, 2D

-, G-

CRD-3-29

Final

November 2023



LLNL SWEIS Chapter 3—Comment Documents

Coghlan, Jay (13)
Page 6 of 6

Javiginukewalch.org

Nuclear Watclh New Mexice = Commenis on Deafi LLNL SWEIN = Japnary 21, 2023 5

CRD-3-30 Final November 2023



LLNL SWEIS Chapter 3—Comment Documents

Frisch, Jo Ann (15)
Page 1 of 3

From: Joian Frisch <jeannmirisch@ sk eglobalrats

Zent Thursday, Decembear 8, 2022 11:38 PM

To: LLMLEWELS

Ccz ma '}d'a@t-wa-lewares.\::‘g

Subject: [EXTERMAL] Request far extension of public comment peried on Draft Site-Wide Cradmonmenial

Impact Statameant

Me. Tana Gebevehu-Houston

NERA Document Manager
National Nuclear Securiby Admin.
1000 Independance fwe.

5w Washington, DC 20085

The Tollowing letter from Tri-Vallev-Valley CAREs is also submutted inmy name. [ concur with its contents
and mmplore you W consider the extension of time for pubhic conmment on the 8WTEIE as stated m the letier. 1
expacl a response Womy letter as Tam unable to attend the pallic hearings or the Yoom meeting Dec. 13,

Thank yaou for your consideraticn to this important effort to let the public know what is being considered that wrill
imaozct their lives and future generations. A short time limit for this response from the public during the buzy holiday
season is aslap fnthe face of your publs community lving near the Lab,

Sincerely,

Jo AniFrisch
925-586-0801

3231 Vineyard Ave #110
Aleasanton, CA 34565

Copy of Tr-Vallev-Valley CARTS letter:

December 2, 2022

Me. Fapa Crebevehu-Houston,

NEPA Document Manager

National Muclear Security Admimstration 1000 Independence Aove. 5% Washineton, 1O 20083

Senl by email;

LEMNT SWEISannsa doe, sy

RE: Reguest for Extension of Public Comment Period on the Draft Site-Wide Environmrental Inmpact
sStatement for Continued Operation of Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (DOE/ELS-0347)

CRD-3-31 Final November 2023



LLNL SWEIS Chapter 3—Comment Documents

Frisch, Jo Ann (15)
Page 2 of 3

Dear IFana Cebeveln-Houston:

[ write vou today on behallof Tri-Vallew CARTEs and s 6 000 members o formally reguest that the
Department of Fnergy and National Moclear Scowrity Administration cxtend the public comment period on the
Drafl Sile-Wide Tovirenmental Tmpact Statemem (3WEIS) for Continued Operation of the Tawrenee
Fivermore Mational Taboratory Tor 30-davs, [rom s original end date of Tanuary 3, 2023 1o Fehraary 202023

The current public comment period is insutficient for the following reasons:

L. The Dralt SWEIS contams thres volimes totahing 1408 pages that are often dense. highly techmeal, and
extrermely difficull to read by an mterested lavperson. Indeed. Tri-Valley CAREs has heard from some of ils
members, meluding some with a scientilic backeround, that they are struggding o get through the document in
the allotted time.

2. The Dradt 8WEIS was released i Wovember, atihe beginning of an inercdibly buss holiday scason that
mehubes but is nol imited to Thanksgiving, The public commen! period then runs through December, an oflen
evan busier holiday and familv season — and the month in which every major religion and culturs has its most
importand holidayvs and, for most, its hizghest holy davs. The current comment peried then ends immediately
[allowing the MNew Year holiday, Tri-Valley CAREs has heard from some of s members that they have longe-
planned travel. vacation time, family oblizations and the like that make it difficult (some have said impossible)
o review the Draft 8WEIS and formulate comments. Additionally. moest of Tri-Vallew CAREs” staff and board
members are in the same boat. | note this to sayv that even the most motivated and interested members of the
public have chligations duritg this season that preclude the depth of review the

raft SWEIS deserves. Simply put, the pubic is hamstrung during this season when it comes to producing the
depth of comments they wish to provide (and deserve to have the opportunity to provide).

3. The publiz potice provided by DOFE and WS A has been problematic, For axamplz, the Drafl SWETS was
impoasible to find on the agencies’ main KEPA wehsile (o which secarch engines guide people and toowhich 3al
masl peeple go). When members of the public wold me they could nol lind the decuments, T went Lo the site
myvelf and was not able to find any mention of the Livermors Lab SWEIS, [vsed the site link to scnd this
nofice on November 14;

-

“From: Marylia Kelley =marnyliafearthlink. net=
Subject. updating NEPA main page to include LLML SWEIS Date: November 14, 2022 at 3614 PM|
PST

To: NEPA@nNsa doe.gov

| notice that MNSA's main MEPA page still has scoping hearings listed for the LANL SWEIS but has nothing
about the LLML Draft SWEIS release and upcoming in-person hearings. Further, there is no information ahout
the date ard tirne of the virtual hearing. Please update and lel me know the actions yvou have taken. My ermail

and other coordinates are below. — Marylia Kelley...”

[ did not receive any response. Today, December 2. Dretumed 1o the main NIEPA website (for the third time
overal e T =aw that its fromt page had been viswally updated, Flowever; thal “apdated™ page has significand gaps
thiat maks 1 dilTical, s best, Tor any member o the public w fnd the Tiall SWETS for Continued Operation of
the Tawrence Livermors Nalional Taboralory, For example, the mam page has o very prominent map of the
'nited States that has big dots denoting all of the locations at which there are present {open) NEPA processes,
The Livermorz Lab sifc 15 entirely missing from that map! To the right of the map s a click-in to =Lates)

2
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Documents and Processes™. A [ looked down that hist, [ saw MEPA open processes where it stated the site
invobved. Towever the words Tawrence Tivermore Mational Laboratory appear mowbere. Tnstead there is a link
that omiy savs Drafl SWELS and grves ils TOF number, which s meaningless to members of the pubilic who
wonld be searching that webpage for the Fivermore Lab SWEIS documents. Thers are also issues mvolving the |54
sire and vigihility of the legal notices in newspapers for the public hearings. Tn sum. Tr-Valley ©ARExs has
heard from members that cur organication, and not the DOT or NNEA. 12 the only place they are able e ind
mfvrmation although they Inoked for it on the govemment website, which should not he the case.

4. The TROE and KNSA have nol responded 1o Tri-Valley CAREs" Freedom of Tnformation Act (FOTAY
requests, which include dacuments and infarmation we want to referance in our Draft SWELS comment  and as
such are relevant to comments we intend to make on the Draft SWEIS. A= vou may know_ Tri-Valley CAREE
filed litization under the Freedom of Information Act outlining cight separate FOLA requests for which we have
received zere records even though it is far beyond the statutory time frames, contrary 1o law. We are hopetul
that the DOE and NNSA will provide the requested dociments betore February 2 (our requested extension date
for the public comment period). Without the documents, and the information they contam, we are hamstrong
ated cannet produce comments based on the information we requested. As a strictly persenal. non-legal opinion,
Fana, while the agencies should respond mmmediately, T am not sure they walf comply significantly before
January 3. in part due to the holidays, bt am hopetiul that we will get the overdue documens in January, and in
e o review them in advance of sulimitting comments omor before Febroary 2.

IF woe have any guestions, or would ke furiher information, please email me at maryli
(prelemedy or. altematively, al marchaatinvalleyearss ors.

Thank vou for vour consideration of our request for a 30-day extension of the public coimment periad.

Hinceraly,

Maryha Kelley

Exscutive [director

Tri-Valley CARTs (Commumities Apainst a Badivactive Tnvironment)

Frpekfifirsbr ksl sl by mdn EE XA AR AR R R AT RARR R ER RF S RN ER SRR AR RN R

Thiz message does not originate from a known Department of Energy email system.
Uze caylion if this message coptaing attachments, links or requests forinformation,

AR A e ARl el R LS A A R Rt AR Rl iRl Rl il il SRt Rl el tnd
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From: digassman@aol.com

Sent Manday, December 5, 2022 B:53 P

To: LLMLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERMAL] Site Wida EIS for Lawrence Livermore Mational Labaratory (DOEEIS 0547) extension

Hella, | join request for a 30-day extension of the public comment period for the Sife-Wide
Environmentai impact Statement for Continued Operation of the Lawrence Livermore
Mational Laboratory (DOE/EIS-0547). -4

Coming during the holiday season it is simply unfair not to grant a 30-day extension to

study a 1408 page highly technical document.

Thank you very much.

David F. Gassman 389 Belmont Street #111 Oakland, CA 94810  Home: 510-

gas-2334  Email: dfgassman@aol com

AEAEES RS S B AS E AR AR A SRR SRS A EAS AT RS A SRS A S E A SRS R AR A SR AR A D AN A B AT AT DA R

This message does nat originate from a known Department of Energy email system.
Usze caution if this message contains attachments, links or requests for information.

B T T e T Yy
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From: digassman@aol.com

Sent Manday, December 12, 2022 &17 BM

To: LLMLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERMAL] Comment an the SWEIS for Continued Operation of the Lawrence Livermore Matianal
Labaratary.

| demand that the “no action™ alternative truly be “na action” and that the 19 new projects
under consideration be removed. Genuine alternatives are conversion of the Lab to

civilian science and not those that expand nuclear weapons activities £A

It is wrong for the SWEIS to present the public with one alternative that increases nuclear

weapons activiies under supposed “no action” and a second alternative that expands new
weapans activities,

Livermore Lab has been working to modernize its arsenal and push the envelope on
weapeons capabilities, essentially turning them into new weapon designs. This nat only
prometes nuclear development worldwide but is fundamentally contradictory of our
obligations under the Mon-Proliferation Treaty (NFT).

Please note these comments. Thank you very much.

David F. Gassman 329 Belmont Street #111 Oakland, CA 94610 Home: 510-835-
2334 Email: dfgassman@aol.com

FEFEFFFA bR RSy R bR kbR bRt kb Rk kv bbb R bR Rtk bkt r b b bbb

This message does not criginate from a known Department of Energy email system.
Lse caution if this message cortaing attachments, links or requests for information,

FER T EA R R SR b R kbbb kbR bR bbb kb kv kb R bR b R b bRk bbb bbb
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From: Megan Gately <megan gataiyBhotmail oom >

Sent: Manday, lanuary 2. 2023 427 P

To: LLMLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments on Site Wide Environmental Impact Staternent (SWEIS) far Conzinuad

Oparation of the Lawrence Livermore Mational Laboratory

Follow Up Flag: Fallow up
Flag Status: Flagged

To whom it may concern:

| arn writing to submit comments opposing several key aspects of the Site-Wide Envircnmental Impact
Staternent (SWEIS| for Continued Operation of the Lawrence Livermore Mational Laboratory, specifically,
proposals to raise the allowakle limits on tritium {radioactive hydrogen) and weapons-grade plutonium at
Livermore Lab, | oppose these increases which increase radicactive dangers for workers, the public, and the
environment.

Here are specific aspects of the report which | vehemently oppose:

1. The SWEIS proposes an increase in the emissions limit for radioactive tritium from two locations - the
main tritium facility in the “Superblock” and the National lgnition Facility (MIF). The larger releases are
slated to begin in 2023 [see page 5-40]. In the context of these planned increases, the SWEIS describes
loading tritium reservoirs with up to 1,500 curies of tritium at time. It then states that both the main
tritium facility and the NIF could release the entire tritium load directly into the environment withowt | 4-T,
having it go through any tritium “recovery system” {see section 3.3.3). One curie is a large amount of 19-A
radiation, equal to 37 billion radicactive disintegrations per second, If this plan is not stopped, it will
put radioactive tritium directly into the air we breathe; it will travel with the wind and tumble into our
neighborhoods as it goes, fall out over our homes in the rain, and become organically bound in our
plants. Tritium exposure is related to numerous bad health outcomes, including deadly cancers.

2. The SWEIS proposes to increase the administrative limit for weapons-grade plutonium in building 235
from its current allowahle limit of .4 grams or less to a new limit of 38.2 grams [see page 5-41). The
administrative limit refers to how much weapons-grade plutonium can be in the bullding at one time, |4
This Is an Increase of nearly 5x. Plutonium can be deadly in microscople amounts; it emits extremely
high-energy rays lalpha particles) that tear through Lissue as the plutenium radicactively disintegrates
within the body.

3. The SWEIS also proposes to revise the administrative limits for “radicactive materials” at the NIF, The
radicactive materials used at the MNIF include tritium; however, plutonium-242 is also usedin MIF 4-]
experiments, While the description on page 5-41 is very sparse, this plan should alse be canceled out of
potential danger.

4, The proposed action in the SWEIS includes a new, 60,000 square foot, “Mext Generation Life Extension
Program Research & Development Fabrication Building.” This is for new warhead work, including the
fabrication {production) of new-design wes pons components in order to test them out [see page 5-38  [4-F
and surrounding pages). This is not only nuclear proliferation provocative and costly, it can also be

guite hazardous Lo human health and the environment. It should not be built.
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5. The proposed action in the SWELS includes building a ¥5,000 square foot “Advanced Hydrotest Facility”
at Site 300 {see page 5-40) In the mid-1990s, Liverrmore Lab pushed for a new AHF at Site 300,
However, Site 300 was determined to be an inappropriate location due in part to the AHF's assoclated |74
hazards and the proxmity of the public. Over the last 25 years, the City of Tracy has expanded its
boundary toward Site 300 and the population has skyrocketed. | oppose this plan.

6. Other new projects at the Lab's Main 5ite include a new Engineering Shop support facility, a new
Muclear Science Center, a new High Bay, a new “Classified Lab”, and more. These are all directly related
to new weapons activities, assuming the “Classified Lab” is in that grouping (see Pages 5-38 to 5-40).

7. Specific to NIF and related weapons research, the proposed action includes a new “High Energy
Density” support facility and a “Future NIF Laser Expansion”. At Site 300, additional facilities in the
proposed action alternative include a new "Weapons Test Facility,” and a new "Accelerator Bay and 411
Support Bunker” expansion, among others, | oppose this huge expansion of new nuclear weapons 4-1
development activities at the Lab. If this goes forward the way it is outlined in the SWEIS, it will enabla

4-11

a whole generation of new war head development. | oppose this proposed action.

8, The SWEIS discloses that there will new plutonium activities at Livermare Lab, however the “mission”
has been vague and cpagque, The production of the 80 or more new pits per year wiould take place at
the Los Alamos Lab in Mew Mexico and the Savannah River 5ite in South Carclina. However, the federal
hudget contains money for new plutonium glove boxes at Livermore Lab that are expressly 1o support
“expanded plutonium pit production™, And, 2 Los Alamos National Lab NEPA document states that
LAMNL will ship plutonium to Livermare for “materials testing” in support of “expanded plutonium pit
production,” So, we know there is a connection between Livermore Lab’s ramp-up of its plutonium
activities and infrastructure and expanded pit production. The SWEIS should do a crosswalk that would
enahle public comments about these proposed new plutonium activities, and include a dedicated
section in the SWE|% about Livermore Lab's role,

g9, There is a startling admission in the SWEIS about the dangers of the release of toxic and radioactive
materials ina "design basis” earthguake (see pages 5-32 and 5-33). First, we know that the next Bay
Area earthguake may exceed "design basis.” The map lists a dozen building with “selsmic deficiencies” 20-F
including building 235, which is the building discussed above in which the SWEIS would increase the
administrative limit for weapons-grade plutonium nearly 5!

10, The SWEIS describes a new Livermore Lab laser isetope pilot program to enrich uranium on site, Long
time Lab workers may recall the fiasco at Livermore Lab called Uranium Atomic Vapor Laser lsotope
separation, The facility cost billions of dollars and never worked. What it did do was release harardous
materials into the environment, some of which ended up in groundwater near the building. It was

4-H

finally canceled. Son-of-Uranium-Atomic-Vapor-laser- lsotope-%eparation should not be built!

Further, the the SWEI5 is out of compliance with International Law. Some of the programs that need to be
analyzed inthe SWEIS are:

1. Whether the development of the W80-4 “Long-Range Stand Off" weapon is in compliance with our
treaty ohligations under the NPT, [This weapon is intended for pilots to be able to "stand off” a target
by thousands of miles and launch a precisely guided, radar evading nuclear weapon.| By any measure
Livermore’s new warhead for this LRSO [Long Range Stand Off capability) is an offensive first-use
weapon that s completely out of compliance with our treaty obligations and with our commitment to
stockpile stewardship. Uvermore Lab is also planning to develop that new warhead (the W80-4) into a
version that would be placed on small attack subs that do not now have any nuclear weapons on them,
These new nuclear weapons would not be distinguishakle from the conventional weapons currently an
board these ships. That means that a country under attack might not be certain if the warhead heading

2=A
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toward it was conventional or nuclear - this is one scenario whereby a nuclear war could start by
miscalculation.

2. The SWEIS should also analyze whether the developrment of the WE7-1 Is in compllance with our treaty
obligations under the NPT. The Wa7-1 is the Tirst wholly new warhead design since the end of the cold
wiar, The WAT-1 is slated to sit atop a new intercontinental ballistic missile, called the Sentinal Missile. 2-A
The Lab is looking into 126 new technelogies for this warhead design. This includes a new-design
plutonium bomb core, called a “pit,” significantly different from anything in the U.5. stockpile,
Livermore’s W27-1 warhead is a central reason the LLS, is planning to expand plutonium pit production
at 2 locations —the Los Alamos Lab in MM and the Savannah River Site in 5C. In fact, every plutonium
pit that will be produced for at least 12-years will go inside a W2/-1 warhead.

These new warhead designs do not comply with our treaty ohligations. The US has an obligation under
Article V1 of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty “to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures
relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear dizarmament...

The International Court of Justice further clarified "There exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring
to a conclusion, negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective
international control.” Advisory opinicon on the Legalily of the Threat ar Use of Nuclear Weapons, July 8, 1996,

We are not working In good faith toward nuclear disarmament when we are creating new weapons deslgns.

i
Mot only is the Lak's work out of compliance with our treaty obligations under the NPT but the Lab's work is 5_%
making our world more dangerous. Because the US does not take a leadership role in stopping the nuclear
arms race, we just fan the flames of nuclear proliferation everywhere, And it is a dangerous time to do so,
Internationally the world is on the brink of the use of nuclear weapons, Russia is continually threatening their
use. Morth Korea is parading their new missiles as a show of force. China is revamping their nuclear
infrastructure, Through this SWEIS, Livermore Lab is committing to continue the nuclear arms race
indefinitely. How long will the human race survive if we don’t take decisive action and play a leadership role
in eliminating nuclear weapons collectively?

To frame this in terms of the Site Wide Environmental Impact Statement, the Lab, under the Mational
Environmental Policy Act has an obligation to study the potentially significant environmental impacts of their
actions, There may be no greater significant environmental impact than nuclear war. Just living under the
threat of nuclear war affects the psychology of our nation and the world,

| also request that you extend the public comment period by 30 days. It is unfair and in bad faith to schedule a

public comment period during the Christmas holiday season. The public deserves better. We call upon the A
Department of Energy to act in good faith and change its pattern and practice of helding comment periods
during the holiday breaks.

Thank you.

Megan Gately
23 Shirley Avenue
Millbury, WA 01527

L e ]

This message does not criginate from a known Department of Enerpy email system.
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Use caution if this message contains attachments, links or requests for information.
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5F Bay Physicians for Social Responsibility
COMMEMT LETTER- Livermore Lab Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement
Date: January 18, 2023

Ms. Fana Gebeyehu-Houston,
LLML SWEIS Document Manager,
1000 Independence Ave,, SW, Washington, DC 20585

Dear Ms. Fana Gebeyehu-Houston:

Larn Or. Robert M. Gould. After working as a Pathologist al San lose Kaiser for over 30 years;
since 2012, I've been an Associate Adjunct Professor at UCSF School of Medicine, servng as a
Collaborator in our Program on Reproductive Health and the Environment (UCSF-PRHE). | also
currently serve as North American Vice-President of the Imternational Physicians for the
Prevention of Muclear War [IPPNW), which received Nobel Feace Prize in 1985 in recognition of
our “considerable service to mankind by spreading authoritative information and by creating an
awareness of the catastrophic consequences of atomic warfare.” Since 1989 I've also heen
President of San Francisco Bay Physicians for Social Responsibility (5F Bay PSR], far which I'm
submitting this testimony today, representing many hundreds of health professionals
throughout our region, who are committed to PSR and IPFNW's steadfast work to move
speadily and expeditiously to eliminate nuclear arsenals and their use.

The pathway to achieving this goal, consistent with our own government's pledge to abide by
Article Vi of the Nuclear-Non-Prolifaration Treaty of 1968, has now bean illuminated by the
passage in 2021 of the UN Treaty on the Prohibiticn of Nuclear Weapons (TPNW). The TPNW is
now supported by the overwhelming majority of the nations of the world, who, with all
humans, are held hostage by the refusal of the LS, and all other nuclear weapons states to
support the abolition of nuclear weapons. Rather, the LL5. and other nuclear powers continue
to justify and fund, expand and modernize, nuclear weapons programs at our collective
existential risk.

Because of this, at the onset | want to register our strong protest of the limited terms of debate
imposed by the DOESLLNL/SWES process which rule-out inadvance guestioning pursuing this
supremely deadly business at all, confining us to choosing between different options, all which
wiould put us and all life at great peril, some proposals worse than others, All options, beyond
those embedded programs of positive scientific value, that often amount to offering the public
green-washing of weapons work, ultimately divert vast amounts of money and resources that
should be better spent directly to address pressing human and planetary needs, DOE/LLNL s
imrmense scientific and technical expertise, and resources should be completely re-direcled
toward quickly addressing cur climate crisis, and cleaning up and removing from public

0=
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contamination and danger all the current and accumulated, and potential future hazards
associated with creating the weapons of global annihilation.

S, our primary comment is to protest the structural and time constraints that DOE has
imposed on public input, and its pre-emptive curtailment of a full scientific and human health 3= A=A
critique of the true consequences of the environmental, social, health, and justice costs of
Livermore Laboratory's deadly nuclear weapons activities.

Below are additional comments on behalf of 5F Bay PSR focused on the "officially sanctioned”
options, regarding the Mational Muctear Security Administration’s (NMNSA] Draft Site-Wide
Ernvironmeantal Impact Statement {SWEI%) for the continued operation of the Lawrence
Livermaore National Laboratory (Livermore Lab) Main Site in Livermaore, ©A and Site 300 high
explosives testing range near Tracy, CA. Note that our cormments are-aligned with and
supportive of testimony of partners sirmilarly committed to abolishing nuclear weapons, and
protecting our health and environment,

1. Plutenium Increase Opposed. According to the SWELS, the NNSA is proposing to
increase the administrative limits for plutonium mistures at Lvermore Lab's Building
235 from 24 grams plutonium- 239 under the No-Action Alternative to 3282 grams
under the Proposed Action, [SWEIS 3-54) The administrative limit refers to how much
weapons-grade plutonium can be in the building at one time, This isan increase of
nearhy Sx. Plutonium can be deadly in microscopic amounts; it emits extremely high-
energy rays (alpha particles) that tear through tissue as the plutonium radioactively
disintegrates within the body. This is an unacceptably dangerous increase in
plutonium and its associated risk at a site that has failed secority drills and is located

4E 6-A

in close proximity to residential neighborhoods and within a 50-mile radius of nearfy 8
million people. The SWEIS chould analyze an alternative that removes plutonium from
the Lab, rather than increasing it

#. Transparency Needed on Livermore Role in Plutonium Pit Plans. While the SWEDS
discloses an increass in plutaniom levels for Livermare Lab, as noted abowe, it
inappropriately avoids analysis of the programmatic reason for the increase,
Livermaore has a “hands on™ role in pil production that has envitonmental risks even
thaugh full seale production of 80 or more pitsfyear will be done at two other
lecations. The Government Accaountability Office {GAO) states that the NMMNSA pit
production plans “rely” on Livermare Lab and other non-production sites, Here is how LB, 13
GAD describes a key aspect of Livermore's role: "As the desigh agency Tor the WE7-1
warhead—the first warhead designed for newly produced pits since the Cold War
Livermore is responsihble for qualifying the pit production process and certifying that
the pits produced meet the intent of its design, Qualification and certification require
avariety of tests, such as production evaluations, engineering certification testing,
physics certification testing, and the replacement of some eguipment [GAD-23-
104661, lanuary 2023} The SWEIS shaould make clear all of the ways in whick
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plutonium operations proposed for Livermore Lah are related to NNSA’s expanded 1-B.2-B
plutonium pit production plan. Further, these operations should be canceled. ’

3. Tritium Emissions Increase Opposed. The site-wide air emission of
tritium (radioactive hydrogen) will increase from 129.2 Curies of tritium in the 2019
baseline, to 300 Curies of tritium in the No Action Alternative, all the way to 3,610
Curies of tritium for the Proposed Alternative. This is almost a 28-fold increase in the
amount of tritium emitted from the Lab. The SWEIS states this will result in a
corresponding increase of 27 times the annual dose to the offsite population from
the 2019 baseline to the Proposed Action Alternative. Additionally, this will result in
an increase of 12 times the numbers of cancers from the 2019 baseline to the
Proposed Action Alternative. This is an unacceptable increase in risk. One curie is a 4-D, 6-A,
large amount of radiation, equal to 37 billion radioactive disintegrations per second. If 19-A
this plan is not stopped, it will put radioactive tritium directly into the air we breathe;
it will travel with the wind and tumble into our neighborhoods as it goes, fall out over
our homes in the rain, and become organically bound in our plants. Tritium exposure
is related to numerous bad health outcomes, including deadly cancers. The SWEIS
should analyze an alternative in which the experiments that require the tritium
loading operations are not done at Livermore and tritium activities are reduced, not
increased at the Lab.

4. No Advanced Hydrotest Facility. The Proposed Action in the SWEIS includes building
a 75,000 square foot “Advanced Hydrotest Facility” (AHF) at Site 300 (see page S-40).
Livermore Lab pushed for a new AHF at Site 300 in the mid-1990s. However, Site 300
was determined to be an inappropriate location due in part to the AHF's associated
hazards and the proximity of the public. Over the last 25 years, the City of Tracy has
expanded its boundary toward Site 300 and the population has skyrocketed, 4-L, 7-A
increasing the risk of operating the AHF. Further, it is notable that a weapons
designer at the time referred to the proposed AHF as “a nuclear weapons designer’s
dream,” referring to its capacity to help design new plutonium primaries. The SWEIS
should specify the programmatic usages of the AHF and its potential proliferation
impacts. The decision should be to cancel plans for an AHF.

5. New Bio-Agent & Animal Research Lab Opposed. The SWEIS proposes to replace the
current Animal/Biosafety Level-3 Facility with a facility nearly twice the size of the
existing facility. (SWEIS 3-38) This lab performs biological defense experiments with
highly contagious bio-agents, (including anthrax and botulism) on animals inside of
Livermore Lab, a classified nuclear weapons laboratory. There is no mandate for bio-
defense research to be done at Livermore (or by this agency). Expanding operations
at Livermore Lab creates at least the optics, if not the potential, that bio-weapons
may be created. Further, this SWEIS did not conduct a separate analysis of a potential
biological hazard release, but instead tiered from previous NEPA analyses performed
for the BSL-3 facility, despite the proposal to build a larger new BSL-3. (Appendix C, C-
48) Reliance on NEPA analyses that are over a decade old and not specifically tailored

1-C. 4-T,
4K, 20-E

CRD-3-42 Final November 2023



LLNL SWEIS Chapter 3—Comment Documents

Gould, Robert MD (18)
Page 4 of 5

tao the proposed action for the new B5L-3 makes the document’s conclusions of safety
doubtiul. The SWELS should analyze both an accident scenario and an Intentional
Destructive Act scenario that are specifically tailored to the new B5L-3 as outlined in
the Proposed Action, The SWEIS should further analyze the "purpose and need” for
this facility and look at whether its work is redundant andfor duplicative of other BSL-
2 labs at other agencies,

The SWEIS should further analyze the potential for this lab to stimulate the
praliteration of biological weapons researchin the U5, and other countries, As such,
we call for complete transparency regarding potential provocative and dangerous
worl evinced by “gain of function” experiments that can increase transmissibility and
infectivity of organisms that can poss dangers to national and global populations. The
proposed expansion of blo-warfare agent research with experiments on anlmals
should also be canceled, to prevent potential spread of pathogens throughout oo
densely populated region.

6. Reduce or Cancel New Warhead Development Programs. Livermore Lab is one of
bwi locations thal developevery nuclear warhead and bomb in the U S stockpife, The
SWEIS is intendad to puide Livermore Lab activities for the next 15-years or more:
Oreer that time frame, Lvermore's preliferation-provecative new warhead activities
can and should be curtailed and new missions pursued. Instead, the
SWEIS only contains programmatic activities that increase Livermore Lab's new
warhead design activities, Livermaora Lab is developing several new warheads and
variants. Reasonahly, the designs could be down-scoped ta eliminate novel features
or canceled altogethear, They include:

= The Wa7-1, a whaolly new warhead currently being designed at Livermore Lab to sit atop
a new ICBM that the Pentagon is developing, called the Sentinel missile. The Wa7-1
will require new plutanium bomb cores {gits] and is 3 major driver for MNSA's plan to
expand plutonium pit production.

= The W&0-4, a new warhead being designed at Livermore Lab for the new Long Range
Stand-OFF Weapon. This warhead will sit atop a new an-launched cruise missile,

« The WEO-dModification, a special variant of the new Wa0-4, designed for a new Sea-
Launched Cruise Missile to will be placed on ships that donot currently carry any
nuclear weapons and are not certified for that mission,

1. Analyze Genuine Alternatives. The Proposed Action drastically increases tha nuclear
weapons activities at Livermore Lab, For example, it proposes 126 new facilities be
buitt related to new and modified nuclear weapons, The SWEIS should analyze an
alternative future for Livermore Lab; one in which the Lab does more unclassified,
civilian science work and rapidly moves toward canceling work on developing new
and modified nuckear bomb designs. Under MEPA, is the pes ponsibility of the agency
ta fully analyze reasonable alternatives, which the Draft SWEIS fails 1o do. A civilian
science alternative must be developed in the SWEIS, in part a0 that the environmental

1-C
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impacts of elvillan science research can be compared to the Impacts of nuclear
weapons activities —and decision makers and the public alike will have these facts in
hand when making decisions.

This examination of civilian scence based alternative missions for Livermore Lab should include
but not be limited to; minimizing and preventing infections disease pandemics, researching
climate change prevention, mitigation and amelioration, expanding nuclear nonproliferation fi- AL G-
programs, pursuing R& D of nuclear disarmament technologies that support verifiahility,
irreversibility, and, where appropriate, transparency, develaping new environmental clean-up
technologies, alternative fuels, clean energy, environmentally friendly battery development,
enargy-grid efficiency, grean building technolopgies, and other science areas that deal with the
many challenges facing the Unitecd States and the world in the 21% century. The NN3A should
hold public meetings specifically to develop these ideas in partnership with the community and

ran-governmental organizalions.

Sincerely,

Robert M. Gould, MD

President, 5an Francisco Bay Physicians for Social Responsibility

Email: rmgouldl@vahao.com

Postal Address: 311 Douglass Street, San Francisco, CA 94114
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Fram: Marylia Kelley <mandia@eartilink nats

Sent: Friday, Decambear 2, 2022 715 PMW

To: LLMLSWEIS

Cez Scott Yundt

Subject: [EXTERMAL] TVC request for Extersion of Pablic comment period [LLML Draft SWEIS)
Attachments: ™I LTE reg for SWEIS exterd public comment penod pof

Hi, Fana, | hope you are well, Attached in pdfis Tre-Valley CARES leller requesting a 30 day extension of the public
comment period for the Draft SWEIS for Continued Operation of LLML, with an cutline of key reascns for the request.
Fither Scott Yundt or | are available to answer any questions you might have. | look forward to the agency's | pasitive]
response, Thank you for your consideration of our request [IUs much appreciated. Best, Marylia

FExAFEd R A AR esd kb et Ed b p kR Ed R AR Ry kRt bR X

This message does not originate from a known Department of Energy email system.
Use caution if this message contains attachments, links or requests for information,

R R R L e R R bt R e e e e LR e L R A R R e R R R L

Marylia Kelley

Execulive Direclor, Tri-Valley CAREs (Communities Against a Hadioactive Ernvironment)

Miain office: 4048 First 51, Suite 243, Livermore, CA 94557 (all calls and mail are answared; office is not staflad
during pandemic)

Satellite office at WorkVineZ09: 1005 E. Pescademn Ave Suite 167, Tracy (office hours vary; not open during pandemic)

Wahsite: weawtrivalieycares, org
Email: marylia@earthlink. net

Al amail: marylia@trivallevearas .o
Ofice:; 825 443, 7148

Cell: 825 255 3589

Traitler: @hMarylia_Kelloy
Pronouns: shetherhes

Promoling environmental cleanup and slopping nuchksar weapons where they stail. .. Livermare Lab
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Tri-Valley CAREs

Communities Against o Radioactive Environment

4049 First St Suite 243, Livermore, GA 54551 « (925) 443-T148 « www trivalleycares.o %% ’f:”;: '?Ej"”’“""‘"“"

December 2, 2022

Bds. Fana Cebeyehu-Houston.

WEPA Theument Manager

Mational Muclear Security Admimistrabion
1000 Independunce Ave, 5W
Washington, I 20085

Sent by email:
LLALAWEISEnnsa.dos gon

RE: Request for Extension of Public Comment Period on the Deaft Site-Wide Environmental Impact
Statement for Continued O peration of Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (DOETTS-0547)

Drear Fana Gebeyehu-TTouston:

Twrite you today on behalf of Tri-Valley CAREs and its &.000 members to formally request that the
Department of Energy and Natiomal Nuclear Securtly Admimistration extend the public comment period on
Lhe Mralt Site-Wids Environmental Impact Statement {SWEIS) fov Continued Operation of the Tawrence
Livermore Mational Laboratory for 3i-davs, from its original end date of Janwary 3. 2023 to Febroary 2,
2023,

The current publio somment period 15 insufficient tor the following reasons:

1. The Lrraft SWEIE contains three volumes totalime 1,408 pages that are often dense, highly tochnical, and

extremely dillicall toread by an interested lavperson. Indeed. Tri-Valley CAREs has heard fron seme of ils
members, including some with a scientilic background, that they are strugehng b get through the document |34
m the allotted fune.

2. The Dirall 5WITS was released in Movember. al the heginning of an ineredibly busy holiday season that
includes but is not limitsd B0 Thanksgiving. The public comment period ther runs through December, an
often gven busier holiday and family season — and the month i which every major religion and oulture has
itz most important holidayvs and, for most, its highest holy days. The eurrcnt comment period then onds
immediately following the Mew Year holiday, Tri-Valley © AREs has heard from some of its members that
thew have long-planned travel, vacation time, family obligations and the like that make it difficult (ome
have said mnpossible) to review the Draft SWELS and tormulate comments. Additionally. most of Uri-Valley
CARES stafl and board members ore in the same boat. 1note this to say thal even the most motivated and
interested members of the public have obligations during this scason that preclude the depth of review the
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Draft SWEIS deserves. Simply put, the pulic is hamstrung during this season when it comes to producing
the depth of comments they wish to provide (and deserve to have the opportunity to provide).

3. 'The public notice provided by DOE and NMNSA has been problematic. For example, the Draft 5W ELS was
impossible to find on the agencies” main NEPA website (to which search engines guide people and to which
most people go). When members of the public tld me they could not find the documents, 1 went 1o the site
miyselland was not able to fnd any mention of the Tivermore Tab SWETS. T used the site hink to send this
notice on November 14:

“From: Marylia Kelley <=maryliz@earthlink.net=

Subject: updating NEPA main page to include LLNL SWEIS

Date: Novernber 14, 2022 at 8:36:14 PM P3T

To: MEPAS@NNsa. dos.goy
| notice that NNSA's main NEPA page still has scoping hearings listad for the LAML SWEIS
but has nothing about the LLNL Draft SWEIS release and upcoming in-person hearings.
Further, there is no information about the date and time of the virtual hearing. Please update 1.4
and lat me know the actions you have taken, My email and other coordinates are below. —
Marylia Kellay..”

I did not recerve any response. Today, December 20 1 retirned to the main NEPA wehsite (for the third time
averalld, T saw thal ils iront page had been visually updated, Hewever, thal “updated” page has sipnilicant
raps That make it dillicalt. at best, for any member of the public (o ind the Trall 8WETS for Continued
Opaeration of the Lawrence Livermore MNational Laboratory. For example, the main pags has a verv
prominent map of the Lnited States that has big dots denoting all of the locations at which there are prosent
fopen) NEPA processes, The Livermore Lab site 15 entirely missing from thal map! To the night of the map is
aclick-n o “Lalest Documents and Processes™, As [ looked down that Tist, T saw NEPA open processes
wheare it stated the =ite invalved, However the words Lawrenee Livermore National Laboratory appear
amvhere, Instead there is a link that only gavs Draft SWEIS and gives its DOE numbcer, which is meaninglcss
to members of the public who would be searching that webpagze for the Livermore Lab S WEIS documents.
There ara also 1s3nes involving the size and visibility of the lezal notices in newspapers for the public
hearings, Insom, Tri-Yalley CARE:= has heard from members that our organization. and not the DOE or
KRS AL is the only place thev are able o [ind nformation although they looked for it on the government
website, which should not be the case.

4. The DO and WNSA have nol responded to To-Valley CARES™ Freedom ol Information Act (FOLA)
reguests, which mclude decuments and infermation we want te relerence in our Dralt SWEIS comment —and
ag such are relevant to comments we ilend to make on the Draft 5WEIS. As vou may know, Tri-Valley
CARE:s filed litization under the Freedom of Information Aet outlining eight separate FOLA requests for
which we have recaved sero reconds even though 1t s far beyond the statutory time frames, contrary 1o law.
We are hopeful that the 10F and NNEA will provide the requested documents before February 2 {our 3-A
reouesled extension date for the public comment period), Without the decomentz, and the information they F=i2
contaim, we are hamsirnung and cannol prodoce comments based on the information we regquested. Asa
atrictly persomal, non-legal opinion, Fana, while the agencies should respond immadiately, Tam not sure they
widl comply significantly belore Tanuary 3, inopart due to the holidavs, bt am hopreta] that we will get the
overdus docwments i January, and m tme Lo review them in advance of subimilting comments on or belore
Fehruary 2.
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iprefetred) or. alternatively, at maryvliai@ivivalleveares org,
Thank vow for vour consideration of our request for o 30-day extension of the public comment period.

Sinceralv.

Marytian Felley

Executive Thrector

Tr-Valley CAREs (Communmties Against a Radioactive FEonviromment)
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From: Kathy Labriola <anardiofeminist@yabos.coms

Sent: Manday, January 16, 2023 11:13 P

To: LLMLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERMAL] Comments cn Draft Site Wide Ervironmental Impact Statement [SWEIS)

Januarny 16, 2023

Mz, Fana Gebevehu-Houston,
LLML SWEIS Dacurnert Manager,
1000 Independence Ave , SW. Washingion, DC 20583

Dear Ms. Fana Gebeyehu-Houzton:

Tnese are my cammerts on the Mational Muclear Security Administration’s (MRS A) Draft Site-Viide Ervironmental Impact
Staterrent (SWELS) for the continued aperation of the Lawrence Livenmore Mationa! Laboratery (Livermars Laiz) Main Site

in Livermare, CA and Site 300 high explosives testing range near Tracy, CA

Actording o the SWEIS, the NMNEA & propasing 1o increasa the administrative immits lar plotonivm migtures at Livermaone
Lat's Building 23% fram 5.4 grams olutenium-239 under the Me-Action Allemative to 38.2 grams under the Fropazed
Aclion (SWEIS 3-54) Tha administralive limil refers o how moch weapars-griade plutanium can be in the building at ane
tirne. This iz an Increase of neary Bx. Plutonium can be deadly in microscapic amaurte; it emits extremealy high-energy e
rays (alpna paricles) that tear throwgh tissue as the pluorium radicactvely disintegrates within the body. This s an A
uracceptably dangerous increase in plutonium and ks agzaceated risk 2t a site that has falled secunty drills 2nd i3 located
in close proximity to resident izl neighborhoads and within a £0-mite radius of nearly B millan people. The SWEIS should

analyze an altematve that ramoves plulorom from the Lab, ather than increasing i,

While the SWEIS disclozes an increase In [ LtariLem leveks for Livermore Lab, as noted above, 1t Inappragnately avasds
analyses of Ihe programmatic reason [or the increase. Livermare has a "hands on® role in po croduetan thal hizes
emvironmentzl nsks aven though lull-scale production of 80 ar mone pitsfyeear will be done al two other locaticns. Tha
Government Accountability Office (GAQ) siates that the NNSA pit production plars "rely” on Livermore Lab and ather non-
proguction sitee. Hera iz how GAD desoribes a key aspect of Livermare's role: *As the design ageney for the Wa7-1
warhead—the first warhead designed for newly produced pits since the Coeld War— Livermora is responsible for gualifying
the pit production process and cartifying that the pits producaed meat the Inbent of its design. Qualifeatan and cartificatan
requires a varety of tests, such as croduction evalustions, engineering cerification testing, physics cedification testing
and the replacement of some equipment (SAC-23-1046617, Januany 2023), The SWEIS shauld make clear all of lhe ways
inwhich pluonivm operaticns proposed for Livenmore Lab are related to NMSA's expanded pluerivm pit sroduction plan.

Furtner, these aperatians should be canceled

The sile-wide air emission of tritivm [radicactive hydiogen) will insreasa rom 928.2 Cunes of nturm n the 2019

baseling. to 300 Cures of witium in the Mo Action Alternative, all the way to 3610 Cunes of ritium for the Proposes AT
Altermative. This s almost 8 28-fold increase in the amount of tritium emitted from the Lab. The SWEIS siates this
will result in A coresponding increase of 27 times the annwal dose to the offsite populstion from the 2019 beseling o the

1
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Proposed Action Alternative. Additionally, this will result in an increase of 12 times the numbers of cancers from the
2019 baseline to the Proposed Action Alternative. This is an unacceptable increase in risk. One curie is a large amount of
radiation, equal to 37 billion radioactive disintegrations per second. If this plan is not stopped, it will put radioactive tritium

4-D,
directly into the air we breathe; it will travel with the wind and tumble into our neighborhoods as it goes, fall out over our 6-A,

homes in the rain, and become organically bound in our plants. Tritium exposure is related to numerous bad health 19-A
outcomes, including deadly cancers. The SWEIS should analyze an alternative in which the experiments that require the

tritium loading operations are not done at Livermore and tritium activities are reduced, not increased at the Lab.

The SWEIS proposes to replace the current Animal/Biosafety Level-3 Facility with a facility nearly twice the size of the
existing facility. (SWEIS 3-38) This lab performs biological defense experiments with highly contagious bio-agents,
(including anthrax and botulism) on animals inside of Livermore Lab, a classified nuclear weapons laboratory. There is no
mandate for bio-defense research to be done at Livermore (or by this agency). Expanding operations at Livermore Lab
creates the optics bio-weapons may be created. Further, this SWEIS did not conduct a separate analysis of a potential 1-C,
biological hazard release, but instead tiered from previous NEPA analyses performed for the BSL-3 facility, despite the 4-J,
proposal to build a larger new BSL-3. (Appendix C, C-48) Reliance on NEPA analyses that are over a decade old and not | 4K
specifically tailored to the proposed action for the new BSL-3 makes the document’s conclusions of safety doubtful. The 20-E
SWEIS should analyze both an accident scenario and an Intentional Destructive Act scenario that are specifically tailored
to the new BSL-3 as outlined in the Proposed Action. The SWEIS should further analyze the “purpese and need’ for this
facility and look at whether its work is redundant and/or duplicative of other BSL-3 labs at other agencies. The SWEIS
should further analyze the potential for this lab to stimulate the proliferation of biclogical weapons research in other
countries. This expansion of bio-warfare agent research with experiments on animals should be canceled.

Please cancel all new warhead development!! Livermore Lab is one of two locations that develop every nuclear
warhead and bomb in the U.S. stockpile. The SWEIS is intended to guide Livermore Lab activities for the next 15-years or
more. Over that time frame, Livermore’s proliferation-provocative new warhead activities can and should be curtailed and
new missions pursued. Instead, the SWEIS only contains programmatic activities that increase Livermore Lab’s new 2B
warhead design activities. Livermore Lab is developing several new warheads and variants. Reasonably, the designs 2D
could be down-scoped to eliminate novel features or canceled altogether.
They include the W87-1, the W80-4 and the W80-4Meodifications.

>

Sincerely,

Kathy Labriola
1714 Ninth Street
Berkeley, CA 94710
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This message does not originate from a known Department of Energy email system.
Use caution if this message contains attachments, links or requests for information.
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From: Tom Luse <tomfluce @gmail.com s
Sent Manday, December &, 2022 1735 BM
To: LLMLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERNAL] T Val ey Cares letrer

RE: Request for Extension of Public Comment Pericd on the Draft Site-Wids Ervironmerital mpact Statement for
Continued Operaticn of Lawrence Livermore Naticnal Laboratory (DOESEIS-0547) KO
| wholeheartedly support this request from TrivalleyCares!
Thank you for yaur attention,
Tom Luce 1515 Fairview S5t, Berkeley, CA 54703

Tam Luce

1515 Fainview St Apt. <

Berkeley, Ca 94703-2317

510-575-6326

T L T L L T Ty T T o T o A e A e T T Y
This message does not eriginate from a known Department of Energy email system,
Usz caution if this message contains attachments, links or requests fior information.

B T T Ty
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From: Laura Lynch <artistlauralyreh@yabas.eoms

Sent Tuesday, Dacembear &, 2022 1107 AM

To: LLMLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERMNAL] REQUEST: Extension of Public Commen the Draft SWEIS far Cond nued Operation of

Lawrerce Livermore Matioral Laboratory (DOLEIS-0547)

RE: Request for Extension of Public Camment Pericd om the Draft Site-Wide Environmental impact Statement for
Continued Dperation of Lawrence Uvermare Mational Laboratony (DOE/EIS-0547) Dear Fana Gebeyehu-Houston:

| am writing to you today as a8 longtime environmental and safety advocate and to formally request that the LS.
Department of Energy and National Nuclear Security Administration extend the public comment period on the Graft
Site-Wide Environmental Impact Staternent [SWEIS) for Continued Cperation of the lawrence Livermare Matianal 3-A
Labaratory for 30-days, fram its original end date of January 3, 2023 to February 2, 2023.

Thank yau far your thoughtful consideration of my request.

Laura Lyneh
artistlauralynch@yahao.com
SOE W Islay

Santa Baroara, CA 93101
A05.687.7435

B T Y

This messags does nat ariginate from a known Department of Energy email system.
Use caubion if this message conkaing attachments, links or requests for information.
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From: L Miles <loulena@gmail com =

Sent Friday, December 9, 2022 1:23 PM

To: LLMLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Requestng Extansion af the Fublic Comment Perind and Additional Virtual Hearing for

LLML SWEIS

Hello ms. rana G ebeyehu- Houston:

Happy Helidays:

| would like to formally submit my request that the DOE extend the public comment period for at least 30

days. The SWEIS document is very vary large and complicated and it isn't fair or humane or even legal under |34
MEPA {NEPA is alter all aboul promaoting public participation) to enly give us the holiday period Lo review it.

| also request that you held an additional virtual hearing after the Mew Year.

Thank you for your consideration|

Loulena Miles

bbb bbb E SRR bR bR Ep S FRE R SRR R E R

This messags does nat originate from a known Department of Energy email system,
U=e caution if this message contain: attachments, links or requests for information.
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From: Faren Moore <kareni@iracyearthproject.com s
Zent Friday, Decembar 9, 2022 10:15 P

To: LLMLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERKAL] Comment Lettar of LLML SWEIS

Karen Moore
Wemiber of Tracy Earth Praject
025 Mabeal Josephing Cout

{50NEFT e |
Haren@tracyeartnprojeat cam

December 8, 2022

Ms. Dana Gebeyehu-Houston
LLNL SWEIS Dacument Manager
DOEMNSA

1000 Indepandence Ave, SW
Washingten, DC 20585

LLMLSWE IS@MNNSA.DOE.go

Via: Email

Dear Ms. Gebeyehu-Hauston

| am writing this comment letter on the Draft SWEIS, at the meeting an Decembar &th in Tracy, California
where the citizens heard that the new 19 year forecast SWEIS plan increases the facility's square feet of
building and increases Yehicle Miles Traveled (WMT) due to more waste hauling and more employees. We
ask that you submit a Etrips plan ta San Joaguin County Air Resources Board in an affort to mitigate yaur
contributicns to GreenHouse Gases, hitpsiifww valleyvair org'cempliance/rula-841 0-employer-based-trip-
reductionwhat-is-an-atrip-clan/

It your SWEIS plan wa see the facility axpanding and Tracy itself is expanding with new homes being built 1.3
miles from site 300, According to the San Joaguin Council of Government Regional Transportaticn
FPlan/Sustaimable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS); in Chapter & of the plan "The city of Tracy has been
characterized by some as "Silicon Valley East.” Many Tracy residents commute via Interstates 205 and 580
and Altamont Corridor Express trains to white-collar jobs in the San Francisco Bay Area. Overall. Tracy's
employment grew by 10 parcent compared to Manteca at 5.7 percent and Ripan at 5.6 parcent. Tracy alone
has ascounted far most of the large commercial and industrial permits to accommodate this growth.”

California Department of Finance released a report in 2021 showing the city of Tracy as being one of the
fastest growing cities in California. Itis due to this growth that we fesl guite strongly that the Lawrancea
Livarmore Site 300 should not-axpand its operations and wa feal that relocating the operations to another
facility that isn't located by area experiencing our city's significant growth would be a better sclution. You plan
does the opposite of that:

Tk

G4,
15-A
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"Approvimately T3 newy projects, totaling approximately 3.5 million sguars feet, ara praposed avar the paried
2023=-2035. Of this, 61 projacts, otaling approximately 2.9 million sgquare feat, are proposad atthe Livermara
Site; 14 projects, totaling approximately 385 000 sguare feet, are proposed at Site 300, In addition, MMSA
proposes 20 types of modemizationsupgradel/utility projects each invelving several faciliies. Under the
Proposed Action, NNSA would also DDED about 120 faciiities, tetaling approximately 1,170,000 square fest,
MNSA s prapozing operational changes that would incraass the britium emissions limits in the National gnition
Facility {(Building 581) and the Tritium Facility (Building 331)."

And finally, with new buildings being constructed theta is a movemant of dint and the dirt becomes airborne,
any airborne dirt during the ecnstruction process should be reduced under a Valley Fever Management Plan
WEMP} to astablish guidelines for aducating and training personnal on the management of Valley Fevar during
construction. Provide construction and operations persennal training to understand and managa the risks
asscciated with Valley Fever. Training includes information on how to recognize symptoms of Valley Fever and
ways to minimize exposure; proper cleaning procedures fa minimize accidental exposure; and demonstrations
an how to use persenal protective equipment, such as respiratory protection, skin and eye profection,

19-H

Sinceraly,
raren Macre

B e e T s

This message does naot ariginate from a knawn Department of Enerey email system.
e caution If this message containg attachmenits, links or reguests for infermation,
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From: Tricia Meora <trmyogafcomcastnat>

Senkt Manday, December 5, 2022 11:43 PM

To: LLMLEWEIS

Subject: [EXTERMAL] Requestng an Extensian for the LLRL SWES

Ms. Fana Gebeyehu- Houston
LLML SWEIS Document Manager

1000 Independence Ave., SW, Washington, DC 20383

The Site-1Wide Environmental impact Statement for Continwed Operation of the Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory (DOEEIS-0547) iz extremely important — it will determine the limits for the

environmental impacts the Lab will be allowed to generate for the next 1 5-years.

Therefore, this is a once in a generation opportunity for the local community to look into the Livermore
Lab's planned programs and comment on their potential health and environmental effects. In the past,

public comments have led to cancellation of some of the Lab's most dangerous schemes.

| am a member and volunteer at Tri-Valley CARES and | ask that you strongly consider their letter,
which requests a 30-day extension and the several valid reasons which justify such an
extension.

| am a local resident whe is concerned about the Lab's toxic legacy and do not want to see further

environmental damage or wasted tax dollars on unnecessary programs.
Sincerely,

Patricia Moore

23 Dlameond Drive

Livermore, CA 94550

o i o e ek o o e ol o o e e el ol R ek e e e ol ok ek i e ok e e R R e

This messags does nat originate from a known RDepartment of Energy email system,
Usze caubion if this messaee contains attachments, links or requests for information.

B e Y
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From: Jeroldfather <jenoldfatber@grmail.corms
Lenk Manday, lanuary 23, 2023 729 PM

To: LLMLEWELS

Subject: [EXTERMAL] My commants on the LLML 2WEIS

Postal mail: Ms, Fana Gebeyehu-Houston,
LLML SWEIS Docurment Manager,
1000 Independence Ave., 8W, Washington, DC 20585

Cear Ms: Fana Gebeyehu-Houston;

Postal mail: Ms. Fana Geheyehu-Houston,
LLML SWEIS Document Manager,
1000 Independence Ave,, W, Washington, DC 20583

These are my comments on the National Nuclear Security Administration’s (NNSA) Draft Site-Wide
Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) for the continued operation of the Lawrange Livermore
Mational Laboratory (Livermore Lab) Maln Site in Livermore, CA and Site 300 high explosives testing
range near Tracy, CA.

Beyand these excellently ressarched and very valid bullet points helow, which desene very carsful
consideration in this EIS, the ratification of the TPPNW and the existence of the MPT confirm that

nuclear weapons are soon to become illegal, much like chemical weapons, biological wespens, and
ciuster munitions. To have a national engineering lakb performing research on illegal weapons is at

least of serious concern and al most a cerrupt crime against humanity. It is an environmental cost 2h
beyond limit, All research and development at the lab for nuclearweapons must cease and instead Py
research fhat meets human needs should be pursted. Opporfunity costs of resources used for

nuclear weapon research that could go toward beneficial, life-affirming research must be considered.

1. Plutonium Increase Opposed. According lo the SWEIS, the NNSL = proposing to increasa the
administrative limits for plutonium mixturas at Livermore Labs Buillding 233 from 8.4 grams
plutonium-239 under the Ne-Action Alternative to 382 grams under the Proposed Actich. [SWEIS 3-
543 The administrative limit refars to how much waapons-grade pluteniim can be in the building at
one time, This is an increase of nearly 5x. Plutcnium can o deadly in microscopic amounts; it
emifts extremely high-snergy rays {alpha paricles) that tear through tissue as the plutonium

4

1
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radioactively disintegrates within the body. This is an unacceptably dangerous increase in plutonium
and its associated risk at a site that has failed security drills and is located in close proximity to 4-E,
residential neighborhoods and within a 50-mile radius of nearly 8 million people. The SWEIS should [6-A
analyze an alternative that removes plutonium from the Lab, rather than increasing it.

2. Transparency Needed on Livermore Role in Plutonium Pit Plans. While the SWEIS discloses an
increase in plutonium levels for Livermore Lab, as noted above, it inappropriately avoids analysis of
the programmatic reason for the increase. Livermore has a “hands on” role in pit production that
has environmental risks even though full-scale production of 80 or more pits/year will be done at two
other locations. The Government Accountability Office (GAQO) states that the NNSA pit production
plans “rely” on Livermore Lab and other non-production sites. Here is how GAQO describes a key
aspect of Livermore’s role: “As the design agency for the WW87-1 warhead—the first warhead 1-B
designed for newly produced pits since the Cold War— Livermore is responsible for qualifying the pit| 2-B’
production process and certifying that the pits produced meet the intent of its design. Qualification
and certtification requires a variety of tests, such as production evaluations, engineering certification
testing, physics certification testing, and the replacement of some equipment (GAO-23-104661,
January 2023). The SWEIS should make clear all of the ways in which plutonium operations
proposed for Livermore Lab are related to NNSA's expanded plutonium pit production plan. Further,
these operations should be canceled.

3. Tritium Emissions Increase Opposed. The site-wide air emission of tritium (radicactive
hydrogen) will increase from 129.2 Curies of fritium in the 2019 baseline, to 300 Curies of tritium in
the No Action Alternative, all the way to 3,610 Curies of tritium for the Proposed Alternative. This is
almost a 28-fold increase in the amount of tritium emitted from the Lab. The SWEIS states this
will result in a corresponding increase of 27 times the annual dose to the offsite population from the
2019 baseline to the Proposed Action Alternative. Additionally, this will result in an increase of 12 4-D,
times the numbers of cancers from the 2019 baseline to the Proposed Action Alternative. This is 6-A,
an unacceptable increase in risk. One curie is a large amount of radiation, equal to 37 billion 19-A
radioactive disintegrations per second. If this plan is not stopped, it will put radioactive tritium directly
into the air we breathe; it will travel with the wind and tumble into our neighborhoods as it goes, fall
out over our homes in the rain, and become organically bound in our plants. Tritium exposure is
related to numerous bad health outcomes, including deadly cancers. The SWEIS should analyze an
alternative in which the experiments that require the tritium loading operations are not done at
Livermore and tritium activities are reduced, not increased at the Lab.

4. No Advanced Hydrotest Facility. The Proposed Action in the SWEIS includes building a 75,000
square foot “Advanced Hydrotest Facility” (AHF) at Site 300 (see page S-40). Livermore Lab pushed
for a new AHF at Site 300 in the mid-1990s. However, Site 300 was determined to be
an inappropriate location due in part to the AHF's associated hazards and the proximity of the public.| 4.1,
Over the last 25 years, the City of Tracy has expanded its boundary toward Site 300 and the i
population has skyrocketed, increasing the risk of operating the AHF. Further, it is notable that a
weapons designer at the time referred to the proposed AHF as “a nuclear weapons designer's
dream,” referring to its capacity to help design new plutonium primaries. The SWEIS should specify
the programmatic usages of the AHF and its potential proliferation impacts. The decision should be
to cancel plans for an AHF.

5. New Bio-Agent & Animal Research Lab Opposed. The SWEIS proposes to replace the current
Animal/Biosafety Level-3 Facility with a facility nearly twice the size of the existing facility.
(SWEIS 3-38) This lab performs biological defense experiments with highly contagious bio-agents,
(including anthrax and botulism) on animals inside of Livermore Lab, a classified nuclear weapons 1-C,
laboratory. There is no mandate for bio-defense research to be done at Livermore (or by this 4-,
agency). Expanding operations at Livermore Lab creates the optics bio-weapons may be created. 4-K,
Further, this SWEIS did not conduct a separate analysis of a potential biological hazard release, but |20-E
instead tiered from previous NEPA analyses performed for the BSL-3 facility, despite the proposal to
build a larger new BSL-3. (Appendix C, C-48) Reliance on NEPA analyses that are over a decade

2
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old and not specifically tailored to the proposed action for the new BSL-3 makes the document’s
conclusions of safety doubtful. The SWEIS should analyze both an accident scenario and an
Intentional Destructive Act scenario that are specifically tailored to the new BSL-3 as outlined in the | 1-C,
Proposed Action. The SWEIS should further analyze the “purpose and need” for this facility and look | 4-J,
at whether its work is redundant and/or duplicative of other BSL-3 labs at other agencies. The 4-K,
SWEIS should further analyze the potential for this lab to stimulate the proliferation of biological 20-F
weapons research in other countries. This expansion of bio-warfare agent research with experiments
on animals should be canceled.

6. Reduce or Cancel New Warhead Development Programs. Livermore Lab is one of two locations
that develop every nuclear warhead and bomb in the U.S. stockpile. The SWEIS is intended to guide
Livermore Lab activities for the next 15-years or more. Over that time frame, Livermore’s
proliferation-provocative new warhead activities can and should be curtailed and new missions
pursued. Instead, the SWEIS only contains programmatic activities that increase Livermore Lab’s
new warhead design activities. Livermore Lab is developing several new warheads and variants.
Reasonably, the designs could be down-scoped to eliminate novel features or canceled altogether.
They include:

« The W87-1, a wholly new warhead currently being designed at Livermore Lab to sit atop a hew ICBM
that the Pentagon is developing, called the Sentinel missile. The W87-1 will require new plutonium
bomb cores (pits) and is a major driver for NNSA'’s plan to expand plutonium pit production.

« The W80-4, a new warhead being designed at Livermore Lab for the new Long Range Stand-Off
Weapon. This warhead will sit atop a new air-launched cruise missile.

+« The W80-4Modification, a special variant of the new W80-4, designed for a new Sea-Launched Cruise
Missile to will be placed on ships that do not currently carry any nuclear weapons and are not
certified for that mission.

7. Analyze Genuine Alternatives. The Proposed Action drastically increases the nuclear weapons
activities at Livermore Lab. For example, it proposes 126 new facilities be built related to new and
modified nuclear weapons. The SWEIS should analyze an alternative future for Livermore Lab; one
in which the Lab does more unclassified, civilian science work and less, or no, work on developing
new and modified nuclear bomb designs. Under NEPA, is the responsibility of the agency to fully
analyze reascnable alternatives, which the Draft SWEIS fails to do. A civilian science alternative
must be developed in the SWEIS, in part so that the environmental impacts of civilian science
research can be compared to the impacts of nuclear weapons activities — and decision makers and
the public alike will have these facts in hand when making decisions.

This examination of civilian science based alternative missions for Livermore Lab should include but  [¢ 4
not be limited to: minimizing and preventing infections disease pandemics, researching climate 6-C
change adaptation and amelioration, expanding nuclear nonproliferation programs, pursuing R&D of
nuclear disarmament technologies that support verifiability, irreversibility, and, where appropriate,
transparency, developing new environmental clean-up technologies, alternative fuels, clean energy,
environmentally friendly battery development, energy-grid efficiency, green building technologies, and
other science areas that deal with the many challenges facing the United States and the world in the
215t century. The NNSA could hold pubic meetings specifically to develop these ideas in partnership
with the community and non-governmental organizations.

Sincerely,
Name: Jonathan Oldfather

CRD-3-59 Final November 2023



LLNL SWEIS Chapter 3—Comment Documents

Oldfather, Jonathan (30)
Page 4 of 4

158 Pine st, San Anselmo, O 94960

Email (preferred for communications):  jon.oldfatherghgmail.com
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December 10, 2022

M=, Fana Gebeyshu-Houston,

MNEPA Document Manager

Mationa Muclear Security Administration 1000 Independence Ave., S'W
Washington, DC 20085

Dear Ms. Gebeyehu-Houston,

| knew and halped many friends who weare sick due to workplace exposunss at
Livermara Lab and their family members. This makes me keenly aware of some of the
paotential environmental and health impacts of working at a labaratory that widely uses
radioactive and toxic materials.

| have begun reviewing the SWEIS but have a long ways to go. | am not a sciantist or
technical person by training so it takes me lenger to grasp everything in the sections
that | most want to review and understand in the SWEIS.

I very much want ta provide meaningful comments bacause | know that this document
is an opportunity to understand more about the Lab's planned work over the next 15
years. It is critical that perspectives from people like me are examined and utilized in
planning what work will be conducted and how over the next 15 years.

,,
:
o

Unfortunately, between the Thanksgiving holiday and New Year’s Eve—as well as the
year end roll up of responsibilities, it is an axtremely busy tima to take on this
significant task of reviewing and commenting on the SWEIS. For this reason, | request
a 30 day extension for public comments and | also request an additional virtual and in-
person/hybrid public commeant meeting at the aend of this extended time period. At that
time, | will be prepared to present my findings and suggestions fully and competently.

Thank you for your consideration of this serious matter.

Sincerely,

Inga Clzon

CRD-3-61 Final November 2023



LLNL SWEIS Chapter 3—Comment Documents

Plascencia, Laura (33)
Page 1 of 1

From: Laura Mascencia <lplascercia®d2 Damailcom=

Senkt Tuesday, December &, 2022 7:39 PM

To: LLMLEWEIS

Subject: [EXTERMNAL] Livermore Lab Review Comment period extersion request
Hello,

lwould like to request a 30-day extension of the public comment pericd to February 2nd, 2023, The holiday =eason st
the end of Novermber- beginring of laruary is a very busy time for the public during the holidays ard givan the length of
the SWEIS, it is impartant to take this into consideration and provide maore time for the public to be able ta

imput their comments. Mot extending the time truly limits the public comment, making it almost useless if not enough
irput from the public was cotained. For actual integration and care for the public's comment, the 30-cay extensicn will
be given.

i
ot

lalso agree with the aother reasons Tri-Valley CARES's Letier explained and | wish for the extension 1o be provided

Making decisions for the nedt 15 years can have ot of impact on these epvironments, therefore iCis important to not
rush and do things accordingly ard effectively, having true intent to listen to the community and take concerns into
consideration.

Thark yaul
AEFDEFEF SRSk ISF SR I LRI I EDEIERS S RN BRI ERE R IR ER RN E R kR I ER R SRR AR SR

This message does not originate from a known Department of Erergy email system.
=g caution if this message contains attachments, links or requests for information,
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Frowm: Uebarsh Beade <reade@nels.corm s

Sent Sunday, Decornber 11, 2022 11:08 P

To: LLMLSWLIS

Subject: [EXTERMAL] Request for Extension of Time 2o Comment on the SWEIS for Continued

Opreration of LLNL [DOE/EIS-054 7

| am requesting a 30-day Extension of the Comment Period for the Site-Wide Environmental Impact
Statement for the Continued Operation of Lawrence Livermore Mational Laboratory (DOE/EIS-
0547),

This iz mestly because you've released this during the holiday period and the entire comment periad
is during the holidays. This is an extremely busy time for me because of family obligations, travel, and
an incressed work schedule. Te have the comment period during this time makes it seem as if you
really den't want to hear from the public and want to make it as difficult as possible for us to make
our comments,

34
Also, it is impossible with this kind of scheduling for me to inform myself adequately about a draft
SEFS that is more than 1000 pages long and includes highly technical information. Without of feast a
30-day extension, | won't be able to understand and comment meaningfully on LLNL s continued
Cperation.

Firally, it is my understanding that Tri-Vally CAREs has filed 8 FOlAs with you that you seem to be
refusing to answer, This is not transparency at work and makes me wonder what you have to hide,
You must immediately provide the answers to these FOlAs and then you must extend the comment
periad an additional 30 days from when the FOlAs were answered. The public needs to understand
the answers to these FOIAS and in time to apply that information to the huge SWEIS in order to be
able to priicipate ina meaningful way.

ECL
3-C

Sincerely,
Deborah Reade

117 Duran Street

Santa Fe MM 87501-1817
Phone 505-986-9284
reade@nets.com

e e L L

This message does not criginate from a known Department of Energy email system.
Use caution if this message contains attachments, links cr requests for information.
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From: Famela Richard = pamricharc3S@gmail com>
Senkt Tuesday, lanuary 10, 2023 1:36 PM

To: LLMLEWEIS

Subject: [EXTERMN&L] Public comment on the LLML SWEIS

Comments on the Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Lawrence Livermore
Mational Laboratory

This is in regards to the fact sheet hand-out at the in-person public meetings.

Ta begin with, | question whether the alternatives presented are “reasonable”, considering they only
presant 2 plans that facus almaost entirely on nuclear weapons reésearch and development. YWe need

less, not more, nuclear weapons that could cause the end of most life on Earth, &4 more reazonable | &I
plam would include much more funding and work an the problem of the need for renewable,
environmentally friendly energy and ways to solve the climate crisis,

1. Land Use- In the “preferred” Proposed Action there would be 85 acres disturbed. That is a
large area of land that is contaminated from legacy radioactive and hazardous material use.
What stringent mitigation measures could deal with so much disturbance of the solls? Won't |21
this create more danger to workers and residents? Would the projects at the main site and Site
300 cause more radioactive and toxic pollution of air and water?

2. Aesthetics and Scenic Resources- no comment
3. Geclogy and soils- Ongoing remediation is very impaortant, but if the waste streams and the |21-a
chances of possible releases increase, how will this mark an improvement? Aren't there still
toxic plumes coming from the Lab and Site 3007 Is it wise to risk more toxic or

radinactive plumes?

4. \Water Resources- Again, remediation is vital, howeaver, what about planned releasss of

radicactive tritium and possible accidental releases of tritium? Tritium can bind with water in KR
the air and pollute the surrounding area. How can this not have an adverse impact?

5. Air Quality- If the planned operational emissions and the construction emissions don't

violate any air quality standard, and the lab is having a very large expansion, how will this not H

affect the air quality of the region™ The Lab has never fully addressed citizen complaints about
Site 300 air pollution- will they do so in the future by limiting testing at Site 300 to a confined
cantainment facility?

6. Moise-MNo comment on construction noise, Most of the noise complaints are conceming
open air blasts at Site 300, The Lak has never fully addressed citizen complaints- will they do 14
sa in the future by limiting testing at Site 300 to a confined containment facility?
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7. Biological Resources- There is a possibility that at Site 300 one or more of the listed 10-B
endangered or threatened “species” will wander into a blast area. Also, the contamination 13-B

could affect water resources in the area.
8. Cultural Resources- no comment

9. Socioeconomic Characteristics- Why can't the increase in workers be for civilian research, |,
instead for more nuclear weapons? Why can't we work for a better future for our children,
instead of the possible destruction of the planet?

10. Environmental Justice- Since the workforce receiving these highly paid technical positions
is mostly white, with few Latinx, African American or Native Americans , there is definitely
environmental injustice. They have to bear the cost in tax dollars, work in lower paid positions
and bear the risks of radioactive pollution if there is a major accident at the Lab. Aren't there
many Spanish speaking people in this area? Has the SWEIS been translated into Spanish?

15-B

11. Non-Radiological Traffic and Transportation- no comment

12.Radiological Traffic and Transportation- What does the statement mean about no high and
adverse impacts in the transportation of radiological materials, as impacts would be less than one
latent cancer fatality to the public? Would about one person always die in the transport of the
radioactive material? If there is an exposure of 24.7 rems to the public during transportation, and
the transporter passes by many communities, what are the actual numbers of projected cancer 16-A,
cases? . How many deaths per 100,000 people is the cancer risk? What would be the method of | 16-C
transport and how are drivers protected? Would it go through highly populated areas and Native
American reservations? Would people driving by be at risk? What are the quantities of radioactive
and toxic waste that will be on our roadways if there are more total shipments? Are there security
risks in transporting plutonium between Los Alamos Lab and Livermore Lab?

13. Infrastructure- If water and electricity use are both increasing, won't this demand put a
strain on already depleted California water resources and cause more pollution from electricity use? |7
Exactly how much water is 0.3% of Hetch Hetchy water supply- not just water supply capacity- in
gallons? How much less than 1% of California electricity supply will be required? What if there is a
power blackout?

14- Waste Management- What is the number of non-routine low-level waste
shipments projected? Aren't there risks in this transport? Again, please make clearer the cancer }g:ﬁ’
risks. How many deaths per 100,000 people is the cancer risk?

15. Human Health- Wouldn't it be safer to workers and the public if the preferred alternative
was not nuclear weapons development, but instead research in solar power, wind power, wave power
and non-radioactive R & D? There are regulatory limits, however no dose of radiation is completely  |6-A,
safe, how can you compensate if someone's child or loved one contracts cancer? Will any 19-A
independent studies be funded to determine the health effects of the increased nuclear weapons
activities?
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16. Accidents and Intentional Destructive Acts- Even if accident risks are low, the possibility of
an accident remains. Mearly 8 million people live within 50-mile of the nuclear weapons facility, many |5 .
of whom would be affected by a major accident or 2 destructive act at the Lab, If there isa maximum
risk of 3.1 latent cancer fatalities in the event of such an accident, could that mean that 10 000's of
people could die?

I'm very worried for my family and friends in this area, please respond to my concerns.
Famela Richard Tri-\alley CAREs Board Member

S422°W Wells 3t

Milwaukee, W1 53208

pamrichard3s@@gmail.com

e

This ressage does not criginate from a known Department of Energy email system,
Usz caution if this message contains attachments, links or requests for information.
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From: gail neger =gregar2003@yahao com=

Sent: Tuesday, Mavember 22, 2022 4:52 P

To: LLMLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERMNAL] Plezse extend the comment perod for 30 days

| am requesting that vour agency extend the comment period for the SWEIS for Lawrence Livermore Lab and Site 300
from January 3, 2023 to February, 2023,

i
=

It is laughable that your agency proposes comments during the busiest holiday seasan for families. It's seems that this is|-
dore purposely so that you won't receive many comments from the public, That's shameful!

Please extend the deadline another 30 days,

Gail Rieger

1028 Atherton Dr,

Tracy, CA 95304

Grieger 200 3y ahoo.com

T e

Thiz message does nat ariginate from a known Departmeant of Energy email system.
Use caution if this message contains attachments, links or requests for informa bon,
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From: Ancly Boss <aaross@ LiverrnoreCA goy s

Sent Friday, Decembar 30, 2022 714 Pk

Te: LLMLSWEIS

Cex Srewa Stewart; Faul Spence; Wilson, Scotz F

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Livermore Commerts or Draft Sie-Wide Crvirenmental Impact Staterment for Continued
Operation of the Lawrence Livermore Mational laboratany

Attachments: LLML SWEIS COL camment letter 1537 pdf

Follow Up Flag: Feallevey up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hello Me, Fara Gehayehu-Housion:

The City of Lvermore appreciates the opportunity to comimsnt on the Draft Site-Wide Envircamental mpact Statement
for Continued Dperation of the Lawrence Livermore Mational Labaratorg. Attached please fing a comment letter an
behall of the City of Livermaore, If you have any questions, please lfeel free o oontact me.

Thank you,
Ancy

Andy Hoss

Senior Hlanner

Communitty Developmenrt Cepartment
Ciby af Lvermara

(25 ) BE0- 2475

A (W=t e
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This message does not ariginate from a known Department of Erergy email system,
Uz= caution if this nmessage contain: attachments, links or requests for information:
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LIVERMORE

CALIFORMNIA

December 27, 2022

Ms. Fana Gebeyehu-Housion,
LLML SWEIS Document Manager, DOE/MNMNSA,
1000 Independence Ave., SW, Washington, D.C. 20685

Re: City of Livermore Comments on Draff Site-Wide Environmental impact Statement
for Continued Operatfon of the Lawrence Livermore Nalional Laboratory {LLNL
SWEIS) (DOE/EIS-0547)

Dear Ms. Fana Gebeyehu-Houstan:

The City of Livermare appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft Site-Wide
Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operalion of the Lawrence Livermore
Wational Laboratory {LLNL SWEIS), Based an our review of the SWEIS, it is the City's
understanding that 61 projects, totaling approximately 2.9 million square feet, are
proposed over the period 2023-2035 at the Livermore Site as part of continued
operations. The City further, understands that these projects will be primarily limited ta
on-campus improvements. However, some of the proposed projects could impact the
city directly or indirectly. Therefore, the City requests continued coordination with
specific projects. This letter represents the City of Livermore's response to the proposed
acticns, information partaining to ongoing city planning efforts and relevant Livermore
goals and policies, and Livermare’s specific comments and recommendations, as
deszcribed below,

Lawrence Livermore Mational Laboratory Livermore Site Context

The Lawrence Livermore Mational Laboratory (LLNL) campus is located within the
Livermore city limits. The LLMWL site is serviced by some municipal servicas and
infrastructure systems and is accessed via City streets. LLNL and its employees are a
valued part of the Livermore community. Furthermore, the City and LLNL organizations
have long standing history of collaboration and partnarship.

The Clty is currently updating the Livermore General Plan, The General Plan is the
City's long-range policy document for growth, land use, sustainability and resource and
open space conservation. The planning period for the Livermore General Plan Update is
2020-2045, which overlaps with the LLML operational period. A comprehensive General
Flan update is required due io the age of the current document and data that supports it
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{e.q. traffic and environmental impact studies). The comprehensive Livermore General
Plan update process offers the community, the City, and its partners an opportunity 1o
re-avaluate axisting General Plan policies and develop new ones that address shifts in
community priorities, technologies, and current land use and market trends.

The ongoing aperations and growth of the LLML will be considered as part of our
continuing planning efforts. Additional information about the Livermore General Plan
update can be found at: hitps:fimaginelivermore2045 . org/

City of Livermore Comments

As stated above, site operations and the majority of the proposad projects will be limited
to the LLML campus; however, several projects could have a potential impact to City
infrastructure ar policies, and/or may be related o other citywide programs.,

MNorthern Gate Enfrance

The EIS evaluates the addition of a new north access gate at Patterson Pass Road.
Generally, the City is supportive of the additional access locations that would help to
distribute ingress and egress of the campus and alleviate queuing. Additicnally, new entry
at this location could provide improved access to regional transit such as the Altamont
Commuter Exprass (ACE) located on Vasco Road, and a future Valley Link regional rail
station located near Southfront Road at 1-580. Portions of the areas north of Patterson
Fass Road are being evaluated as an improved industrial area and new residential
neighborhwods as par of the Livermore General Plan Update, Ve recommend further
coordination in entry locations and roadway way configurations.

An encroachment permit is required for any work conducted within the City right- ofway
including medians and landscape areas and all work must comply with applicable Y
madway standards. We request the opportunity to review the improvement plans at the L6-I3
time of encroachment permit submittal to evaluate the interface with the roadway and any
potential impacts to circulation.

In addition, the Livermore General Plan identifies Goal CC-4, which states: "Protect and
enhance public views within and from established scenic routes, including views of
amroyos”, Livermore General Plan Figure 4.1 identifies Patterson Pass Road as a scenic
route at this location. The EIS states the new north eniry (and possible fire station in the
north buffer zone} would be the most notable visible change. Therefora, the City
recommends the new entry gate (and other improvements in this vicinity) be designed
and constructed in a manner to maintain and minimize disturbances to the viewshed,

Extend Reclaimed Waler Distribution System

The EIS identifies the expansion of the City's reclaimed water as a possible project. An i

extension of the City's reclaimed water infrastructure system to the LLNL site has not yet

CRD-3-70 Final November 2023



LLNL SWEIS Chapter 3—Comment Documents

Ross, Andy (37)
Page 4 of 4

LLML - EIS
December 27, 2022
Fage 3ot 4

been approved or funded and would require significant capital investment and further
coordination betweean the City and LLMNL.

Expanded Bicycle Ciroutalion

The EIS identifies the expansion of bicycle circulation. Athough the proposed circukation
improvements are limited to the LLNL campus, we encourage LLNL to consider the
interface with the Gity's existing or proposed bicycle infrastructurs to support ridership to
and from the campus. Currently the City is evaluating improvements to East Avenue a3
part of a pilot study to implement the City's Active Transporiation Plan. The City
recommends continued coordination regarnding proposed bicycle improvements.

17-H

li-E

Natural Gas Use on the LLNI Campus

The EIS acknowledges increased energy consumption stating that the use of natural
gas will increase from the preferred alternative. Although this increase is considered
insignificant to the state of California, overall, this could account for a significant
increase in Livermaore's emissions.

The City has recently adopted the 2022 Climate Acticn Plan (CAP). The CAP
astablishes a goal of achieving carbon noutrality by 2045 and identifies strategies for 17-(
adapting to and mitigating the impacts of climate change. As stated above, LLNL is
within the city limits and therefore considered as par of Livermare’s GHG inventory. To
implement building electrification strategy, the City's newly adopted building code limits
the construction of natural gas infrastructure in new construction. Although, as a federal
facility, the LLNL campus is not subject to local zoning and ganerally exempt from State
and local code requirements, the Clty would recommend LLNL consider electrification of
new of renovated facilities and buildings on its campus to the extent feasible. Additional
information about the adoptad Climate Action Plan can be found at;

httes Nivermoreclimateaction. com/

Thank you again for the apportunity to comment an the Draft Site-Wide Environmental
Impact Statement for Continued Operation of the Lawrence Livermare National

L aboratory. Please continue to inform the City of Livermore regarding the status of this
study, the evaluation process, and any other related notices, documents, or meetings.
The City looks forward to bullding on our exciing partnerships and collaboration with the
LLML. If you have any guestions regarding the comments above, please contact me at

{925) 9680-4488, or e-mail at scstewart@cityoflivermore. net,

Sinceraly
D
.U/Lv{/'u e

Steve Stewart  °
IPianning Manager
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From: regina sreed <reginasresd@yvahoo.cams

Sent Tuesday, December &, 2022 2:17 AM

To: LLMLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERMAL] Requast far extension for review of Lawrence Livermare lab Erviranmentsl Impact
Statement

I received information from Tri-Valley Cares a local ernironmental crganization that keeps mie informed on issues
impacting my community cencerming the lab about the aoportunity to review this EI5,

&5 g retired federal employes |am familiar with the difficulties foderal agencies have in facilitating opportunities for
public participation in all sorts of regulatory review pracesses.  As a citizen, | have made comments an many EIR's for
Bay Area community projects and it takes time. This report is owver 1,000 pages.

| took a lock at the summary document and even thaugh | have an interest in making comments on the document, |
knew | basically could mot do it in this time frame. it's going to require a lot of looking stuff up to underszand enough to
commernt,

| have learned that sthers who are rotas familiar on how 1o access the doouments nave had problems with your
website, This [s not surprising as most govemiment websltes are nol that user friendly for nen professionals.

3-4,
Please prant a 30 day edlersion for public comment. Please provide betber ways for the publie o navigate your websile | 1.0
toincrease participation in this process.

Thank you

Regina Sneed
San Francisco, California resident
Sent from my [Pad

B L L T s Y

This message does nat originate from a known Repartment of Energy email system,
Use caution if this message containg attachments, links or requests for information.

AERDRA R TR R AR T AR TR AR FRT RN EA N F RS RS FRFASFREAEER AT bB A F TR AT A
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From: regina sreed <reginasresd@yvahcos.cams

Sent Thursday, December &, 2022 1015 PM

To: LLMLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERMAL] Re: Request for extenzion far review of Lawrerce Livarmare [ab Envircnmerital Impact

Staternent to February 3, 2023

I heard that the agency is cansidering an extension for public comment by only Dwo weeks, The San Frar<isco Branch of
Waomen's Internaticnal League for Peace and Freedom meets on Saturday to discuss the Lab's EIS coverng projects over (4 4
the next 15 years. We knowr that the holiday period as well a5 covid cases among our members and families will keep us

freen having sufficlent time to comment.  Please consider granting a 30 day exterslon until February 3, 2023,

Thank yau.

Regina Snead
Sent fraom my iPad

=00 Dec 5, 2022, at L1:17 PM, reging sneed <reglnasneed @yahoo.coms wrote:

=

-

= | received information from Tri-Valley Cares a local environmental organization Lhat keeps me informed on issues
impacting my community cancerming the lab about the appartunity to review this EI5.

-

= A% a retired federal employes | am familiar with the difficelties federal agencies have in facilitating opportunities for
public participation in all sarts of regulatory review processes.  As a citizen, | have made comments on many EIR's for
Bay Area community projects and it takes time. This report is over 1000 pages.

»

> | taok a look at the summary documert and even though | have an interest immaking comments an the documeant, |
kriew | basizally could rot do itin this tire frame. It's gaing bo require a lot of locking stuff up Lo understand enough o
commemnt,

£

> | have learned that others who are not a3 familiar on how to access the documents have hac oroblemns with your
website, This is not surprising as most government websites are not that user friendly for nen professionals,

=

2 Please grant a 30 day extension for public comment. Flease pravide bethber ways for the public to navigate your
website ta increase participation in this process,

=3

=3

= Thark you

o

> Regina Sneed

=%an Francisco, California resident

» Sent fram my iPad

LA LR AR PR LR R L L L R R R L R L L LR R L L R R R L L L]

This message does nat ariginate from a knawn Department of Energy email system.

1
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Use caution if this message contains attachments, links or requests for information,

LA LR AR LR L L R R L L L R R LRl L L LR L L L L R LRl Ll Lx ]
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From: Crlan Spaulding <DSpaulding@ucsusaorg »

Sent: Wednesday, lanuany 18, 2023 12:42 PM

Te: LLMLSWELS

Subject: [EXTERMAL] Public Cornmeant for LLNL grafe SWEIS on bekalf af Unian of Concarred Scientists
Attachments: LUCS Pubdic Carmment_LLWL SWEIZ_ 071823 pdf

Follow Up Flag: Fallow up
Flag Status: Flagoed

To wham it may concerm,

| am writing to submit public comiment on the LLML draft SWELS | DOE/SIS-0547) on behalf of the Unicn of Concernad
Soientishs, We are g non-profil, public-interest organization beadguarteres in Cambridge, Massachuselbls, We bave more
than 500,000 supporters and activists across the United States, including thousands in California. Please find attached a
brief surnmary of issues we hope to see addressed in the final SWEIS. Should you hawe any questions arwish to follow
up, please don't hesitale to reach cut 2t the address below. Thark you lorconsidering this inpul. Best- Dy Dylan
Spaulding

Dylan K. Spaulding, Bho, thefhim)

Seniar Scientist, Global Security Frogram

Union af Concermed Scienbists

FEbr btk SRS bbb RS Y kbR kv kbR bR Rk b rd b R bR SR bR R

This message does nat ariginate from a known Repartment of Enesgy ermail system,
Uz cautionif this messase contains attachments, links or requests for information.

FER SRR SR AP R E RS LI L AR ENE R R ER LA R R EZ R TR LR EA LA RIS SRR AT
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January 18th, 2022

LLNL SWEIS COMMENTS

M. Tana Gebeyehus-lTouston, LLYL WIS Ducument Manager
DOEXSNESA

1000 Independenes Ave, 5.W,

Washington, D) 20582

LEMLESWEISE nnse, dog. gov

ez INMNCETN-054 7, Draft Nite-Widle Frvironeeniof fmpeet Stotement for Lawrence

Livermore Nationul Laboratery

Submited on belialt of the Unien of Concerned Scientists, Global Security Program by D, Dvlan
K. Spaulding {Senior Scientist, dspanldingancsusa.org, el 7732417297

Uhe Union of Concerned Scientists iz a non-profit, public-interest organization headquartered in
Cambridge, Massachusetts. We have mors than SO0LO supporters and activists aeroas the United States,
including thougands in California. W are writing fo provide pakliz comment on the draft Site-Wide
Envirommental Impact Statemnent for Tawrenss Livermors Mational Laboratory (DOEETS-0547).
Propesed chinges to Deilittes and infastrocture, meluding now constowetion and demolition, destrection
and decontamination of older fcihbies preseat minimal reazon for concern sssumimy adherence fo best
prachices Lor constroction and on-site remedution.

Reaardmg proposed opermticnal changes, we wish to request fhat the final SWELS meiude detailed

analvsis of scveral issnas relatad fo inercased material administeatoeg limits that could posc a risk of
wodker and’or public coposire in the event of an accident:

# The draft 5WELS proposes an increass in the cmissions limit for iritiem from building 331 as well

as the Wational Tgnition Facilitv. While enginesring controls are understood o be in place for 4D, 194,
capturs and recovery of trnbum during some operations, the 3%WETS should clzarby ouihne under 19H,
whal circumstances tritiom could be released accidentally through the environmental stacks and o
how slandand operating procedurcs or new: enginesting controls will be implemented o avond 0.,

such raleases, The consequences of a potential fire in e primary tritinm Facility (building 231
shotild also be addicsscd including down-wind risk to the public from complete release of the
administratmee limit.

+«  Administrative limits for radicactive materialz (tritiwm and plutonium) are proposed to increase at
the Mational Tgnition Facilily, Whilz it is ondemitood that the relatively small gquantitizs in uses at

KIF do nol represent the bounding case Jor radiclogical impacts across (he lab, the expected 41,
weorker exposiees should be called oot particulacly for handling and cleamop of comtiminated, 1903,
post=shol materials, 0B

o The draft sumimary (page 5-08) specifics an anticipated insreass in worker cxposuie from 090
mremvear to 17325 mrcmivear. What arc the primary sources of this increase and where are the
largest incresses expected o cceur seross the laboratory campus?

We commend the propesed reductions i adminiztrative limits Gor plutoniom and weaniem i the
Superblock (bide. 332). Keducng these lmmits protects workers and the public and lowers the 1isk of
avcident.

On behall of the Union of Concemesd Scientists, Global Securilty Program,
D, Diyvlan Spanlding
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From: Martha Spiess «mspiess@myfairpointnet> on behal® of info@peaceactonme.org
Sent: Wednesday, lanuany 18 2023 9:53 AM

To: LLMLSWEIS

Cez ‘Martha Spisss’

Subject: [EXTERNAL] far the puklic comment perod on tha Livermiore Lab's review,

Follow Up Flag: Fallowe up
Flag Status: Flagoed

MY COMPMEMNT LETTER

On the Livermaore Lab Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement
By email to: LLNLSWEIS@ninsa. doe pov

Postal mail; Ms, Fana Geheyehu-Houston,

LLML SWE IS Docurment Manager,

1000 Inde perdence dve., W, Washington, DC 20585

lan. 18, 2023

Dear Ms. Fana Gebeyehu-Houston:

These are my commeants an the Mational Nuclear Security Administration’s [NNSA) Draft Site-Wide Environmental
Impact Statement [SWEIS) for the continued operztion of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory [Livermere Lzb)
Main Sibe in Livermare, CA and Site 300 high explosives testing range near Tracy, CA

Sircerely, Martha Spiess, chair, Peace Action Maine

Ifwe support Reducing or Canceling New Worheod Development Progroms, Livermare Lab is one of two |locations that
develop every nuclear warnead and bomb In the LS, stockpile. The SWEIS is intended to guide Livermore Lab activities
for the next 15-years or mare. Ower that time frame, Livermmaore's praliteration-provocative new warhead activities can
and should be curtailed and new missions pursued, Instead, the SWEIS anly containg pragrarmmatic activities that
ircrease Livermone Lab's new warhead design activities. Uvermaors Lab s developing several new warheads and variants
Regeongbly, the designs couwld be down-scoped fo efiminote novel features or conce! them olfogether. They include:

. . . . 2L,
«  The WEBT-1, a wholly new warhead currently heing designed at Livermore Lab to sit atop a new 2
ICBM that the Pentagon is developing, called the Sentinel missile. The YWEB7-1 will require new

plutanium bomb cores (pits) and is 2 major driver for NNSA&™s plan to expand plutonium pit
production.

« The WBO0-4, a new warhead being designed at Livermore Lab for the new Long Range Stand-Off
Weapon. This warhead will sit atop a new air-launched cruise missile.

« The WEO-4Modification, 2 special variant of the new WB0-4. desighed for a new Sea-Launched
Cruise Missile to be placed on ships that do not currently carry any nuclear weapons and are not
certified for that mission.

FPEPERIEFBE2ERSRENREIRR R ERER RN R A SRR IR R ERRREI I ER R 2R 2k AR Ak

Thizs message does nat ariginate from a known Department of Energy email system.
g caution if this message cortaing attachments, links or requests for information,

T L R T T R e T S e
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From: Truite, Robrn < Trutt Robind@eps govs

Sent: Wednesday, lanuany 18, 2023 816 P

Te: LLMLSWELS

Subject: [EXTERMNAL] EPA's commerts on the Dra® Site Wide Environmental Impacs Staternent for Continuesd
Operations of the LLNL

Attachments: Z0E3 0118 EFAs camments on the LLMNL DEIS_signed pdf

Dear Ms. Gebeye hu-Housten —

Please find attached EPA's carmments on the Site-Wide Draft Eavironmeantal Impact Statement for continued operations
at the Lawrenoe Uvermeore Natloral Lab, Thank you for extending the due date 1o provide public cormments through
tocay, January 18, 2023, lam available at the number below If you have any guesticns,

Hapoy Mew Year.

Tobin Traitt, Tifc Scicntise
LISEEA, Begion &
Environmental Beview Brunch
T35 Hawthonme S0, TIF-2

San Francisco, CA 94105
Husme office: (415) 380-84923
ITnutt. B ehingepa.goy

"the Wubioma! Archives ond Recards Aderinisteabion aeg the OfFce of Management and Budge! hove mondated dhal
Federal agencies transition Busingss grocesses ond recardkesping practices to fully electronic enviranments, Pleasze heip
achieve this goal by eliminating paper madl o5 much os possible and submithing correspondence wo the above emaol, §f
you peed bo roule ma! [o g physico)! oddvess, please submmil to: 75 Haowthoree Street fmai code TIP-21, 5an Francisco, CA
24305,

FEFRrA R AR AR R EFR R R B E R R R kR R R R R RS R YRR R R R R PR R

This message does not ariginate from a known Department of Eneqgy email system.
Use caubionif this message contains attachrments, links or requests for information.

T e ey
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January 18, 2023

Fana Gebeyehn-Housion

LLML Site-Wide ETS Document Manager

Department of Energy National Muclear Security Agency
10060 Independence Ave, SW

Washington, D.C. 20585

Subject: Diraft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of the
Lawrenee Livermors Mational Laboratory, Alameda and San Joaquin Countics, California,
CEQs 202201 38

Dyear Fana Gebevehu-Houston:

The LLS. Enviromnental Protection Agency has reviewed the abovesreferenced document pursuant to the
Natienal Environmental Palicy Act and Section 309 of the Clean Adr Act. The CAA Section 309 rale iz
umiyue o BPA. TUreguires EPA Lo review and comment publicly on any proposed Gederal action subject (o
NEPA’s envirenmental impact stulement reguirement.

The Tralt Site-Wide Fnvironmental Tmpact Statement presents two altarnatives. Tnder the No-Action
Alernative, the DRIS exarmines existing operations that would continue to suppaort the National Nuclear
Secunity Agency’s (NNSA) assioned misgions and discusses remedial actions that provide benchmarks
apainst which to compare the Proposed Actien Allermative, The Proposcd Action would continue these
eperations and summarizes additiona] projects designed 1o maintain or enhanee the experimeantal
capahiliiies, salely, and rehabiy ol nuclear weapons stockpiles admimistered by the Depardment ol
Energy’s Mational Muclear Security Adminiztration. The new projects over the next 15 vears would
inchude: construction of approximately 3.3 million square feet of new facilities at the Livermore Site and
Hite 300 {75 new lacility projects): decontamination, decommissioning, and demalition (D& of abhout
150 facilitics, totaling approximately 1,170,000 squarg fect; operational changes to increass
adminiztrative limits of radicactive materials or cmizsions; and modermization of svstems, utilitizs. and
infrastructure (20 projects),

This DEIS was prepared under the Department of Energy’s programmatic N EPA procedures to suppart
existing. continued, and planned projects and operations af its large, multiple-acility sites, including the
Lawrence Liverimore Mational Laboratory (LLNL) {10 CFR S81021.330), it does not address site- or
project-specific impacts of the individual projects and aperational changes. DOE s implementing
regnlarions call for a Supplement Analysis af least every 5 vears it there are substantial changes to the
proposal or significant new circumstances or information relevant o environmental concerns thal bear on
the proposed action of s impacts.

FLPA 309 Review Summary

FPA identilied environmental concerms i the analysis that should be addressed in the Final 1518, The
attached Detailed Comments include recommendations for further protecting air guality and iological
resonrees, adherng to Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation & Laahibily Act
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(CERCLA, aka Superfund) protocols, monitoring per- and polyfluoroalky] (PFAS), adapting to climate
change effects, reducing impacts from waste storage and disposal, and preparing a Mitipation Action
FPlan. Many of these recommendations apply to existing and proposed projects, operations, or remedial
actions. As site-specific project designs and mitigation plans are developed, prepare the Supplement
Analvses identified in DOE's implementing regulations if the proposed projects or operations coald
violate federal, state, local or tribal law or if they reveal or increase the potential for adverse
environmental and human health impacts, itcluding cumulative effects and effects to low-income and
minority populations.

We apprecize the oppanunity o provide comments on the DEIS. When the Final EIS and future NEPA
documents are available electronically, please nedify Robin Troitt, the lead reviewer fior this project, at

truitt robinf@epa gov. If you have any questions, please contact me at (415} 947-4167 or Robin at or (415)
972-3742,
Sincerely,
JEAN Eﬁﬂ:ﬁﬂgm by JEAN
Diate: 2023.01.18 15:06:26
PRIJATEL i
Jean Prijatel

Manager, NEPA Environmental Review Branch
Enclogure: EPA’s Detailed Comments

e Khatira Nawabi, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
Phil Wong, Mational Wuelear Secunty Adminisiration
Yun-hu Hsu, Califormia Department of Toxie Substances Control
Durin Linderholm, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
David Tanouye, San Francisco Bay Regional Water Qualvty Control Board
Peter Satin, Central Valley Air Quality Management District
Alicia Thomas, U.5. Fish & Wildlife Service
Rwan Olah, 1.5, Fish and Wildlife Service
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L5 EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SITE-WIDE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT FOR CONTINUED OPERATION OF THE LAWRENCE LIVERMORE NATIONAL
LABORATORY, ALAMEDA AN SAN JOAOQLUIN COUNTIES, CALIFORNIA = JANLARY 18, 2023

LEGACY CONTAMINATION AND ONGOING REMEIMATION

The DELS describes projects at the two sites of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory: the
Livermore Sile that was placed on the TPA Nautional Priorities List under its Superfimd program in 1987
and Site 300 that was placed on the Mational Prorities Tistin 1990, Remedial investipations myvoelve the
EPA. the San Francisco Bay and Central Valley Regional Water Cruality Control Boeands. and the
California Depantment of Toxic Substances Control who Follow Federal Facility Agreements drafied
pursuant to Section 120 o the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Tiahility
Act (CERCT.A)Y. The EPA s aware that the st 3-vear CERCTA review 15 underway 1o evaluate the
progress of cfforts to remediate legacy groundwater contamination at Site 300 and to determing whether
the remedics continue to be proteetive of human health and the cnvironment, The 2008 CERCTA
Rocord of Decision estahlished the remedics and elcanup standards For sitc-wide operable nnits and may
require medifications or amendmeant.

Contiewed Clean-Up of Contominants of Concern

Lawrence Livermore Mational Laboratory™s envirenmental restoration program is designed to prevent
current and futurs human exposure to contaminated soil, soil vapor, and sroundwater. therehy
preventing further contaminant migration of concentrations above drinkinz water standards. reducing
concentrations of contaminants in groundwater and soil vapor, and minimizing contaminant mgration
frorm the wnsaturated zone to the underlyving groundwater (p. 42300, Most remedial actions essentially
“pump and treat” groundwater and saturated soils at various locations at the Livermore Site. As of 2019,
LINIL maintaing and operates 27 groundwater extraction wells and dual (groundwater and soil vapor)
extraction wells, as well as eight soil vapor treatment facilities (p. 42460 Section 4.15 of the 1DEIS on
Environmental Remediation doees not discuss the relative success or effectiveness of the remedial
solutivns currently being implemented or when the sites may be expected to meet regulatory standards.
Further, it does not explain how any increased constituents of concern mobilized from new construction.
decontarmination, decommissioning, and demalition activities or operational changes could be
mmimized andior subsumed mlo the CERCLA process {see Fulore Mitgation and Remedial Action
comments, balow), 21-A

Recommendation for the Final EIS and ficars anelpsis: Deseribe the effectivencss of the
current remedial solutions and when the sites are cxpected to meat regulatory standards, Thiscuss
haow any project-related inerease in mohilization of constituenis of concerm would be minimized.
Consider preparing a Supplement Analyvsis iU significant changes o the CERCLA remedy or
amendiments o the 2008 CERCLA Record of Decision are warranted by the implementation of
[ufure projecl componsnls,

Futire Mitigorion and femediol Actions

The DEIS anticipates that any future remedial actions resulting from new facility constraction,
modernizaticnupgeade utility projects, operational changes. and decontamination. decommissioning,
and demaolition activities would be conducted in accordance with existing Federal Facility Agreements
{p. 5-148). The Department of Energyv’s REPA implementing procedures require the preparation of a
hlitigation Action Plan that explains commitinents to mitizgation that are essential to render the impacts
of the proposed action less than significant and how mitigation wounld be plamed, designed, and
implemented puranant to Record of Decision commitments informed by the EIS. Mitization Action
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Plans showuld be a complete as possible and made available Tor public imspections, althowgh they may he
revized as more speeific and detoled infonmation becomes available (10 CFR 1021331

The DETS states that fhe National Muclear Scourity Administration docs not expect to prepare a

hlitigation Action Plan because it would follow standard design and best managemant or stewardship

practices (p. 171% nor i3 MINSEA proposing any specific fiture remediation activities in this DELS (p. 3-

14%), The DEIS states that continued operations would be performed coneurrently with efforts 1o

identify and remediate past contamination of soils, buildings, and groundwater (p. 5-81) and that any
contaminated media would be managed in accordance with existing waste management practices {p. 5-

17 The potential design features or hest management practices listed in Tahle 5-74 for construction and
aperations are written broadly (e.g., ventilation svstems) and do nol contain enough detail for EPA 1o 2.4
assess their effectiveness in aveiding, minimizing, o mitigating environmental impacts.

The DIETS states that LKL would prepare a detailed Decontannnation, Decommissioning, and
Demalivion (12128:103) Plan for NNSA approval. The 1228&13 Plan would describe project-specific
activities to be performed m sufficient detail as to allow an independent reviewer to asseas the
appropriglencas ol the decommissioning activities, the potential impacts o workers, the public, and the
environment: and the adequacy of the actions needed L protect health and salety and the environment
(p. 3-177) Facilities would be characterized to identily waste tvpes (e.g. radiclopical and chemical
wagle], construction material tvpes (e, steel, rooling, comerete), levels of contamination, expected
wasle vilumes, and other inlormation that would he wsed to support sufe demolition and clanly
reguirements [or developing lacihitv-specific plans (p. 5-178). Though not a substitule Tor a more
comprehensive Mitigation Action Plan that covers construction and operational matters, the proposed
DDED Plan shonld provide the level of detail necessary to guide agency actions to limit the
mohilization of contaminants of concem and implemant profective moasures,

Recommendations for the Final EI8 and ROD, The EPA recommends that LLYNLNNSA's
Muligation Action Plan preparcd Cor the 2005 DEIS [or Confinued Operalions be summanzed or
appended 1o this EIS Lo the extent that i is siill applicable, I no lenger applicable, prepars g new
or updated Mitigation Action Plan that details the methods that would be used to minimize
contaminant migration to gromndwater, provent vapor intrusion into new buildings and limit
offaite emissionz, The EFA recommends that the Mitigation Action and DDED Plans be hasad
on high quality quantitative data thet comprehensively lists the levels of all contaminants of
concern (with a particular focus on heavy metals, volatile organic compounds and PFAS) A
identifies all pathvrays for exposure and vses the best available science to prevent constituents of
conicett from mabilizing.

I[n the Mitigation Action and ML Mans, consider including a commitment to follow
CERCLA protocels and include traiming for construction and demolition teams on the tvpes and
locations of CERLA remedial activities being conducted on-site and what specific mitigation
measures, BMPs and desipn measures would be required to peevent tabilization of
comlaminunis.

In the development of Mitigation Action or T8 Plans, consull with state and lederal
regulators to discuss: the nead for addinonal comrective actions, changes (o CERCT.A or
Resouree Comservation and Recovery At {RCRA) remedics or potential amendmaents to the
CERCT.A RO, and other air and water gualiy permits. Andy Bam, BPA s LLNL CERT.A
Project Manager, is available to consult on the development of Miligalion Action or DDED
Plans, He can be reached al (415) 972-3167 or by email st Bain, Andrewg@depagoy,
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Contaminangs of Special Concers

Por- and polvluoroalky] substances (FFASY arc cmerging pollutants of concem, Known as “torever”
chemicals, FEAS are found in water, air, fish, and seils throaghout the world due to their persistence and
high level of mobility in the environment. Scientific studizs have shown that exposure to some FEAS in
the environment mayv be linked to harmiul health ¢ffects in homans and animals, IE
‘The DELS states that PFAS were added ta the list of Contaminants of Special Concern for all municipal
supply wells and select monitaring wells m 20019 (p. 4713 The docuiment does not say where PEAS are
foumd, whers they are monitored, if they are reported. or whar actians could be taken to limit PEAS
mobihization 1o air, soils, and waler.

The EPA is currently proposing to add all 180 types of PEAS included on the Toxic Helease Inventary
1o the list of chemicals of special concern’' pursiam to the 2020 National Defense Authorization Act and
the Emergency Flanming and Community Right-wo-Know Act. ‘The proposed rale® would mandate that
EPA be notified when PEAS excesd very low release thiesholds of 001 gram thereby eliminating the o2
miinmiey exceplion of Tewer than 100 pounds. The proposed change could climinale supphier notification
exemphions and increase the amomt ol data reported and available 1o the public o the waste
managerem of these chemicals.

Recommendutions for the Final EIN: Disclose coment PEAS Jevels Itom the sile reported o the
[EPA orsiate amencies and compore monitored data with current standards. Discuss PIFAS
pathwvava for exposure in soils, air cmissions and groundwater at both LLML sités and potential
health msks, Tdeniify sites where FFAS are monitored and discuss whether data collection and
the monitoring program would necd 1o be expanded due Lo continued operations or proposed
reprorting chamges. Tiscuss what actions could be taken to lmit the mohifizatiom of FTAS [rom
soily Lo waler. 21-E

The EP A reconmimends confinued coordination with EPA s Superfund and Emergoncy
Management 1ivision, the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Contral Board. and the
Department of Toxic Substances Control to implement short-term and long-term sequestration or
removal actions on PFAS-impacted liquid streans (2., groundwater, landfill lzachates.
wastewatar, and incdustrial discharges ). particularly these that would directly or indirectly affect
drinking water sources,

ALR QUALITY

Fugitive Dust and Rodiologicol Emissions

Land disturbance of 855 acres at the Livermore site and 36 acres at Site 300 associated with
construction and decontamination, decommissiommg. and demolition activities woold generate
particulate matter and fugitive dost that niay contain constituents of concern and potentially toxic
cmssions. Site 300 i3 an 11 square mile high explosive testing range nsed to suppait testing and
chemical Formulations ol explosives. Wasles generated from high-explogives reseanch are treated by
open borning and detonation om “firing tables™ or under a coversd building (pos. 5-4749, 1 Explosive

L htips (e e postogies - telnse. indoniton v peogram Tist s added gri-ndaa,

L Tharges fo Reportng Requiremenis for Fer- and Polflucroaliyd Swbstonces and to Supplise Nonfizanons for (Chemicals of
Specigl Cancerm: Compinity Right-to-Know Tovie Chenncal Release Keporiing was pubhshed in the Federal Repister on
Dlee: 5, 2007 o it LSRR

3ee aleo Feologieal Risk Azsesmment Sor the Oparatian of the Fxplosires Wagts Treatment Tasilicy at Site 300 of fhe LI,
(Lrec. 20131 Exeoutve Summary (et zovs htpe s sarwwsostuomsery et pucl 1116363
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debris may amit small guantities of depleted wraniom and dust could comtain metals, ashestos containing
materials, or other air pollutants that are harmful to lumans, plants, or animal Life (pes. 8-7i;, 3-33; 5-
145), LLNL also proposcs to continue anmual controlled burns of up te 2,500 acres at Sk 3040 o Jumnat
[ire hazards and sn=taim natural vegetation,

Thie DEIS states that the proposed operational changes could increase regulated tritium emissions limits
at the Livermore site as manuatly operated maintenanee tasks imerease the likelihood of incidental
releases and would increase the admindstrative Limits for all isotopes of plutonium {enriched, depleted, or
natural} at the LLNL s chemistry and smclear materials complex at the main site {pas. 3-33/54% The
DELS states that tritium and other radialogical emizsions are not expected to increasc nsing existing
comtrols that operate with high efficiency (299 percent); radialogical air emissions and tritivan levels in
drinking water would remain under USERA s maximuom contaminant levels (pgs. 4-238_ 531, 5.331.7

LML s Avmual Site Environmental Beport uses modelling to estimate receptoydose and latent concer
tisks to an offsite ‘maximally exposed individual” its workiers, and the population within a 30-mile
rading of both sites (pes. 3-73/74L This model relies on the fesults of continuous monitoring o six
discharge pwints — [ive on the Tivermore campus but anly | a1 Site 300 (. 4-94). Given the existing
population density within a 30-mile radies,” wad the expected extension of the ity of Tracy s residentinl
developments within 1-2 miles mmedimtely 1o the north and east of Site 300 (p.6-3 4L more real time
data points placed along site boundaries weould not only provide more accurate enginecred data, but
would also help inlorm a coordinated response o potentin]ly excessive or harmilul emissions that
transcend boundanies and could impact residential areas or other sensilive receplors, H-C

Recommendations for the Final EIS: Diseuss the adequacy of the number and locations of the
cxisting comtinuows air quality moniloring stations te provide comprehensive operational and air
gquality data For future projections, To better estimate risk and make mformaed mmapement and
emergeney response plans, the EPA recommends that additional sir quality memitoring Cacilities
b gdded alomg sile perimeters (o provide real ime mlformalion on enlenia pollulanls: and
radiological consiiluenis during all constroction: demaolition or carthmoving aclivifies, comtrolled
barns and firing or explosive events, The EPA s aware that air monitoring funding may be
available thronrgh the Inflation Eeduction Act.

CLIMATE CHANGE

Creenfonse Gas (CHG) Ewissions

Execeutive Order 14008, Tackling the Climare Criziz af Home ong Abroad, places the climate crisis at the
forefront of national security planning and cutlines policies to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG emissions,
including building modern and sustainable infrastracture. using carbon pellutien-fiee electricity and
Fero-emizsion government fleets to bolster resilience to the impacts of climate chanae ® Executive Order
14037, Catadyzing Clean Erergy ndustries and Jobs Throngh Federal Sestaimabiiity.” dated December 8,

A EFAC-hag established Mmtmuam Contaminant Levels of & milliremivears from man-made radionuelides i drinking water and
19 mulbremvear tetal site-effective cose equivalent trom airbome pathways. The average concenmation of trifm that 15
assurn ed W vielld 4 mulbicemy pee veur s 20005 piosdures (pUrLy (e sum of the smnuel dose from all cadionuclices sunmol
erngeed 4 millicems'vear in drinking waer See hitps Swoww epagoyddwregin B radionuelides-rale,

nttpa: Paomapub. epasgoviwaric HOQr 75261 pdf

*Lable 350, damal fastioleical Tmpaces to e Pbdic from Cperatons Badiologival Sonssonys uederthe Proposesd
Action Alfernoive ai the Livermore Site awd Sife J08 ure bused on projections of 8,264,520 people Lovme within 50 miles of
the Livermare Site in the year 2000 ard 7615358 people livieg within 50 miles of Site 300 in the vear 2060

& po- 14008-tackling-climate <rizis-home-abroad pds{eneray. zov)

* hitps:wwwr federalresister pon/d 221 -271 14
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2021 slutes that agencics shall design new construction and modernication prijects greater than 25 (K10
gross squars feet to achieve net-zero greenhowse gas cnuissions by 20340,

The Proposed Action wounld mercass the total annual GITG emissions by approxamately 5239 metric
tons per vear over 2004 levels of the Mo Action Alternative (132,508 metric 10ns per vear) (p. =497,
|armely from proposed construction, waste disposal and operations (pes. A-19071910 While recognizing
that thiz DEIS is largely conceptual and acknowledging DOE s leadership in designing to LEED
building standards, the constenction of approximately 3.3 million square feet of 75 new facilities at the
Livermare Site and Site 100 presents the opportunity to redoce climate changing GEHG emizsions and
minitmize building enerey and water nsage to sustainable levels pursuant to faderal law and policy. Tahle
432 sumuimarizes site sustainalility goals but notes that the dsk of pot sttaining energy reductions o
sustainable building certifications is high 114

Recermmendations for the Figal ETN: The PA recommends that the status report tothe DO
Sustainability Performance (ifice on LLNL/NNSA s Sindtiatives to improve 34 eneray
efficiency metrics, reduce energy cost. and reduce emissions of greenhouse gases™ be included in
the Final IS, Dhscuss the barriers G meet existing and proposced TAOT s standards® w found in
the Fnergy Independence amd Security Act. Commil 1o emplirdng all practicable methods of
reducing greenhouse pas emissions Tom the project to move towand the net-zere cmissions goal,
particularly Gor those parts of the project that would he implemented aler 2050,

The DETS states that begimmimg in 2023, LTNT will install additwonal rooflop and microgrid soler
photovaltaic and advanced anergy storags svstems and pilot & new bladeloss wind technolozy (o reduce
adverse impacts Lo birds) st Site 300" We appreciate that the DEIS states that LLNT, wauld endeavor to
limit new Jand disturbance 1o previonsly disturhad arcas or arcas already desipnatad for indusiral nse,
hut we node that the pilet project would be located om 94 acres of previoushy imdisturbed lind (p3-41).
RE-Powering America s Lomd 15 an EPAC initiative that encourages renewable energy development on
eurrenl and formerly confaminaled lands and lmdDlls. In this documenl. the EPA oullines the processes
and benefits of Lund reuse and provides information on siting renewabls enermy projecis while T-hH
simultansously addreszing environmental izaues, '

fecommendanion for the Final £18, The EPA recommends that alternative broemficld locations
or previcusly disturbed fands be used to the fullest extent possible for siting any renswabls
energy projects. As the pilot project plans are prepared. continwe to consull with the ULS. Fish
and Wildlife Service to determine whether the 9.4 acres of wndeveloped land for the proposed
project has Deen properly surveved and s subject 1o the existing or updated manasemeant actions
prascribed in the Biological Opinions, ' like buffer zones, creek crossings, or construction
EkiPs. List related conservation measures or compensatory mitigation in the Final EI%.

B Sem DOE' s Supplencenial Notice af Proposed Bulemuaiang on Clean Enargy Jor Mow Fecerg! Bapfdingy andd Mgror
Fenovations of Federa! Muildingsat [0 CFR Perts 433 and 435, dared 12°7:22, whock calls for 3 90% reduction m snerzy
consumpion [rom 2005 Levels by 2025, wnd [ull decarboniation ol vn-sile emissiong by 2030,

e [ prert ol it A0 s critical habitat for several speeial stans species, the EPA appreciaes that ehanges b dissurbed
sites proposed for redevelopment ar construetion have heen broadiv analyzed (p. BT

Whiips:feww g pe o Te-powenng, hltpewwew epamey re-ponwering - handbood-siime -reneweble-cnensy -projects-while-
ailidressing-envineamental. ised

U There are bwo Riclogical Opiniong frem the 1TSFES far Infill ConstructicaTevelanment at the maan camipus and
Contnued Operations at Sike 3000 4-1270%
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Climare Change Effeces

Yarions parts of the DEIS, including Sections 4.6.3 and 5.6, consider LLML s potential contributions to
climate change from GHG amizsions, but the effeets of chimate change on-cxisting and proposcd
Facibitics and activitics arc not analvecd a5 well, For example, although the Pt 4 and 7 landfills werg
cappad in 1992, an especially vwet 'El Nino™ vear caused extreme rainfall and rising groundwater levals 11-4
to penetrats soils and unlined andfills and leached tritinm; depleted uranium, volatile oreanic
compounds, perchlorate, nitrate, and PCHs to groundseater (pes. 4-256-258), Inereases i the frequency
and intensity of extreme precipitation events that result from climate change will continne 1o mabilize
legacy contaminants of concern as well as hazardous COCs dispersed through continued firing table
detonations,

Further. California continues 1o experience periods of prolonged drought. Water consumplion at the
Livermors site from 2015 -201% averagad 243 2 millicn gallons per year with Site 300 ranging between
i and 14 nallion gallons per vear. Construction and decomamination, deconmmissioning, and
demolition activities would require an additional 0.37 milhion gallons of water per vear {p. 5-96)

LLINI s primary water gources ave San Francisco™s Herch Hetchy fegional water svatem and Xone 7
waler (mixed prowmdwater and water [rom the Slaie Waler Project). Taor both water supply sources.
waler avatlability is dependent on anmual precipitation rades, Tn the summer of 2009, the KNSATINI
was Formally asked to redoce Sone 7 water use as much as possible (pes. 4-183-18a).

Fven though TLEKT is evaluashmg wastewater rense and the [easthility of using non-potable water in 1is
primary conbing linvers (p. 4-181) the DETS states that 473-335 million galloms would he used annually,
and the propoged reductions would only reduce LENL water use by 14-16% (p, 5-1700,

Recommendusions for the Final EIN: Dhiscuss specilic design changes that may be noeded 1
prevent meteoric or ground walers from penclrading covers or infiltrating landills, Consider
these measures in comjunetion with any adjustments to CERCLA remedies or amendments to the
CERCLA Record of Decision,

Augment the discuasion inthe Final E18 with alernative sitinz or facility desisn features that A
would reduce water use or increass efficiencies. Utilize preen infrastroctune: direct
uncontaminated stormwater runaf® to rapid infiltration or pereolation pits,'* eliminats lawns,
choose native or other xerophvtic plants for landscaping. reduce impervions surfaces beneath
wallovavs and parking structures. increase the depth and reduce the surface area of Lake
Haussmann o minimize evaporation, ¢t ' Commit to these measures in any future mitigation or
construction plans:

WASTEGENERATION AND MANAGEMENT

The DETS predicts a marked mcrease in waste generation from construction and decontamination,
decommissicnimg,. and demolition of legacy contaminated tacilities and equipment. New construction
tay generate inore radioactive of hazardons materials wastes due to boilding placemert or modermzed

e note thal smy contaminased siommwater mnclf cannot be directed to percalation piis per the July 2007 Amendment 1o
ihe Houning Mamtensmee of Operations Projects wl the LLML Site 300 Biclogical Opinron Cweter diverseon il efCeent
discharges from CERCTA projects ase designed to svoid the creation of wetlands)

LEedorz] devalopments that exoesd S000 square Fees are Tequired to reduce stormwater runedt by mamtaming of restoring
pre-development hvdrolooy, Federsl amences cun comply ==ing v varsety of stommwaler mengeemenl prectives often relemed
o ns Vpreen dnfrastruciuse” of "low i poct develeperant” peactices: as may be cutlined in Seetion 438 of the Tinesay
Independence and Securdy Act at htipa owanr e gor s storm wrater- managem ent-federai - facilities-under-aecnon-43& -
enereyv-independence-and-security -act
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operations. For example, building the 60,000 square Tool Thnamic Radiography Development Facility
plus a 60000 - B0, square foot open air shed at Site 300 mav require cxtensive cxeavation of
thovsands of tons of soil from the hillside whers the upper fow foet of the soil could be contaminated
with hervllinm, depleted uranium, matals, and other components. Allematively, there wounld bz much
less comtaminated soil if located on the south side of the hill {p. 3-30).

The DEIS acknowledzes that the Proposed Action could eventually involve the decontamination, 18R
decommissicning, and demolition of approximately 1.5 millicn square feet of buildings and structures
over the next 15-vear period althongh the extent, types and amonts of D& 1 waste associated with the
Proposed Action would be estimated when facilitics reach the end of their usefal life.

Recewmendarion for the Final £I5: The EPA recomimends choosing siting or design
alternatives that penerate substantially less contaminated wastes or solve potential storage,
treatrment, or disposal issuss.

Offire Waste Disposad - Favirommental Sustice and Tribal Conceris

The combined capacity of storage Taclities Tor radioactive and havardons waste may nol be sulTicient 1o
aveommodate the expected increase i aomual guantities of Tow-level radivactive waste (T.LW) or non-
routing mixed low-level radicactive waste (MLLW) fur extended periods. IFmaxed low level radioactive
wagle were Lo he stored [or an entire vear, estimated waste (Le., 3,258 cubic meters) would occupy 901%
of the maximuom storage capacity of the Facihiy s permitied waste storage umls (p. 5-122). The DETS
nites That the proposed project could mcrease offsite shapments of nonroutine TEWAIMT W [rom Tadk
to 384 shipiments per vear (p. 3-620%

LILMTANMEA aperations would alse penerate Transuranic (TR waste, TRU wastes must be sent to the
Waste Tsolation Filit Plant (WTPP) near Carlshad and TTebhs, Mew Mexico (pes. 4- 194195, 3-179). The
DEIS notes that past shipments to the WIPE have been dong through “campaizns” in which several
wears of wasle were stored onsile vatil the requisite characlerization and packaging processes were
completed, Althowsh there = anontent for the RNSA (o develop an enduring program (o make annoal
shipments from LLNL to WIFPF” (p. 3-63), it is possihle that TRLU may be shipped first to an interim
facility for the additional processing required to meet WIFP = waste acceptance criteria (p. 5941, We
note that the final license from the Muclear Regulatory Commizzion for the WIPF is not axpected until 18-
February 2023 and there are local concerns about the envirommental justice inplications of the site itself
Lnder the Proposed Action, NNSA estimates that up to ¥ anmual shipments of THL fo the W 1PF would
be needed to remove accumulations of TRU from LLNL {Table 3-%). The DELS acknowledges potential
radiclagical exposure to the public threugh transportation or offsite shipments. [t relies on previous

DOE analyses to conclude that there are no disproportionately high and adverse safety rigks to low-
income of minoeiy populations (pas. 6-19, 5777, but the DELS does not incorporate these analvses by
reference or provide o summary e support the conclusion of no adverse impacts.

Executive Order 13175, “Consultation with Indian Tribal Governiments™ (November &, 20007, was
isgued o establish regular and meamimglul consultation and collaboration with tribal olTicials i the
development of lederal policies that have tribal implications, and (o strengthen the Thited States
govemment-lo-government relationship with Indian tribes. We note alse the DEIS does not mention that
TRIT could travel through 10 Mative American reservalions across 81x% stales on ils way (o the WIPP, nor
does it deseribe any outreach or govemment-to-povernment consultation with these tribes.

Recommendations for the Final EIN: Tdeniily any low-income or minorily populations Lhat
might be disproporionalely impacied by the iranspontation of TELT wasies Lo inlenim or
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permanent disposal Tacilities. Describe ellorts 1o ideniily commuonities with environmaental
Juatice concemns along the rovte and at the ultimate dispesal destination. Describe how DOE
wonld cngage with commumitics with cnvironmental justiee concemns. if any are identified, m the
development of the Final ETS and mitigation for fransportation impacts. I the Final EIS
continues 1o relv on previows DOE analvsiz, provide a summary of the analvsis and its
conclusions, To support the conclusion of no disproportionate impacts to low-incoms or minority
populations, senumarizs how the Muclear Begulatory Commission addressed environmental
justice concerns inthe Final E13 for the WITP licensing process,

DOE™ Carlsbad Field Office website deseribas a Tribal Prozgram offering formal sovernmaint to 13-B
government agreaments that promote participation in DOE s decision-making process on TRLU
waste transportation activities, " Describe DOEs tribal consuliation process and the oulcome of
any government-to-goverment consultations between the DOE and each of the tribal
govermments along the transportation route hetwesn [N and the WIPF. Sumnmarize the
concems identified. the opprorunities the atfectad communities had or will have o provide input
it the 1D0E™s NEDPA process, and how that input would e used in the decisions that will be
made regarding long-term or permianent disposal of TRD wastes.

Summartse any agreements reached and comumit iy completing a Supplement Analyvais i 1ssoes
are raised that require mitigation: The EPA s Trikal Branch can provide tribal contact
miormation as nesded Tor the folore analvsis of ransportabion rootes.

BIOLOGICAL RESOTTRCES

The latest Biological Opinion of the United Stales Fish and Wildlife Scrvies, datod Angust 9, 2008,
discnssed the effees ol Continued Cperations and Mainfenanee at Site 300 on the Califomia Eod-
Lepped Trog and Central Califvmia Tiper Salomander. TCwas specilically Bmited e the elTects of
routing infrastrocture maimtenance and minor construction activities (e.2, erosion conlrol or repair, wetl
and trealment Bcalily decommissioning projecls, soal sampling) for a period of § yvears, exclusive of
CERCLA netiomz. The conservalion mensures proposed were based on specilic acrenges for proposed
activitizs in 200 % and include mitization ratios for permanent and temporary effects, temporal limits to
erading and construction activitizs, excluzionary fencing, minimizing stormrarater runoff, and restoring
hahitatz, The FWS concluded that the limited actions in combination with reazenable and prodant
conservation measures would not preciude recovery or reduce the likelihood of survival of the species.

The BO notes that accumulated effects - mdrvidual activities that may overlap or may lmpact arcas
larger than the swin of the mdividual projects — arve tracked throngh a single programmatic BOY The 2018
Biological Opinion stated that LLKNL would submit a letter to the Service requesting prograsmmatic
consiltation or request an 2xtenzion of the Biological Opinion at the end of the fourth vear

Reconmmendations for the Final EIN: Discuss the status of the relevant biological assessments

aor bielapical opittions and whether LLNLANMSA anticipates the necessity for future 13
consultation, either on an individual project or programmatic basis, Commit o conducting @ 7
Supplement Analysis lor project changes required by a Tulure hiological opinton that do net Gl

willin the Tounds of the current analysis,

1 S hitps:Swipp ererey aov T nibalPregram. htm
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Fram: lohnson, Patricia <Phhnsan@rutan come

Sent; Wednesday, kenuary 18, 2023 7711 PM

Tun: LLML SW B S

Ce Johnpalmer@integralcommunities com; msouZa@integralcommunites.com: Yan Ligien, Travs
Subject: [EXTERMAL] Comiment Regarding Mational Mudesr Security Administration's Deaft Envircnrmental

Irpact Statement DOE/EIS-0546 for Continued Crperaticn of the Lawrence Uvermore Maicna
Labroratoty (DOEEIS-0547)
Attachiments: Letter 1o Fana Gebyehu-Houstion Re B5 ol

M5, Eebeyahu-Houston,

Flease see the attached correspondence ralating to the above referenced subject mattar, If you should have
any questions please direct tharm woAttorney Travis Wan Ligten of this office. Thank you.

Patricia Jolmson

Legal Secretary

13575 Jarmboree Foad, 9% Floor | Iriine, A 02612
O.CT14y 69 1-5100| D (714) 641-51005 15494

DoinsoniElralan Cofn | s rgtat Cofn

Frivileged And Confidential Communication.

This lectronic traremission, and any docurments attached hereto, () are protected by the Bectronic Commurnications Privacy Act
[1E LUSC 88 2510-2521], [b) may contain confidentia | and/or legally privileged information, and () are for the sole use of the
inended recipient named abowve If you have recsived this electronic message in error, pieaze notify the sender and delete the
glectronic message Any disclosure, copyng, distribution, or use of the contents of the information received imermor is strictly
mohibited

D T e N e e S e S T S

This message does nat originate from a knewn Department of Energy emall system,
Use caution i this message contains attachments, links or reguests for InTormyation.

B e T e T
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RUTAN

- Liirzat Dial: (714} 041-3435
RUTAMN & TUCKER, LLP Foarealt lvml'i:_.dﬂ:-ﬁ':llfﬂrl.l.‘lnl|

January 18, 2023

VIA E-M N
FIRST CLASS MAIT,

M=, Fana t3ebevehn-Houston
LN SWELS Document Manager
DORNNSA

1000 Independence Ave, 8W
Washamgton, THC 20385
LINLSWTIS gmnsa. doe. pov

Re: Comment  Regarding Natwmnal  Nuoelear  Seconiy Admimistration™s Drali
Frveirgmmental Tnpact Statement DORETS-0346 for Continued Crperation of the
Lawrcnee Livermors National Laberatory i DOE/EES-0547)

Dear My, Gebevehu-TTouston:

This oflice represents a series of property owners that own real property within the City
of Traev’s Tracy Hills Specific Plan 8 peciflc Plan™). including Tracy Phase 2. LLC, Tracy
Phase 3. LLC, Tracy Phase 4. LLC. Tracy BPS, LLC and The IV Owner LPY, LLC
(collzctively “Property Oramers™). This letter is being sent on behalf of these Property Owners in
regards to the Department of Enersv’s and National Nuclear Security Administration’s
CNMNEATY Dradt Site-Wide Envirommental Tmpact Statement For Continued Operation ol the
Tawrenes Tivermore Mational Taboratory (DOETFIS-0546) (the “FIS™)L

After reviewing the FI5, we note that the 1518 elaims that there are “only a Tew
restdenceshusinesses, bul no schools, within several males ol thas Taeilite,™ in addation o at least
one other statement along a similar vein, (Sze e g, TIS po 5-76 [noting that = . . there are no
resitenees or oller minse receptors within several miles of this [acility .07

Blease be advised thal this stalement sppears o be maccurate, as Site 300 05 located loss
than 1.5 miles away from portions of the Tracy Hills Specific Plan. The Specific Plan consists of
approximately 2.767 acres that were annexed o the City of Tracy in 1998 and will include the
eventual development of 7,263 residential units and three k-8 schools. Some of these residences
have already been constructed, and one school is currently under construction.  The remainder of
the improvements will be constructed in the foreseeable futuwre. Furthenmore, it is our
understanding that seme of these improvements alrsady have been, or eventually will be,
constructad within 1.5 miles of the boundary of Sie 300

T-4, 12-A

=utan & Tuecker, LLP 18574 Jambores Head, 9 Flodr
rine, CA S2612 |:714-841.5100 | Fax T14-945-8033 LSO 1 R
Dratgs Calnly | Pata Alld | San FraBdissg | Weas rilan Lom TETGIZAS & alll RSN
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RUTAN

Rl e

Ms. Fana Gebevehu-Houston
Tamivary T8, 2023
Page 2

In Light of this inconsistency, the NESA and Department of Encrey should consider this

information, and revise the E18 to properly reflect the location of Site 30Kk as it relates to other T-A
uses, and otherwise adjust the E15%s analysis as the agencies deem appropriate.
Thank vou for the opportunity to provide these conuments, and please do not hesitate to
contact the undersigned if you should have any quastions.
Sinceraly,
RUTAN & TUCKER. LLP
Travis Van Liglen
T%:m
o John Pahmer
Mike Souza
AT TR
TEt sy 1 S
Final November 2023
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From: Laura Watchempirg <5000wave@gmail.corms

Sent Tuesday, Dacember &, 2022 2:19 AM

To: LLMLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERMAL] Requast far Extenzion af Public Comment Pericd for Draft LLML SWEIS {DOESEIS DRAT)

thersin request a minimum 30-day extension for mermbers of the public to review and mearingfully comment an the
Draft Site-wide Environmental Impact Statement for the Lawrence Livermore Mational Laboratory,

The public should be given more time o access and review this voluminous and far-reaching document totaling 1,408
pages beyond the end-af-year haliday season that ends far mamy after the start of the Mew Year. This time of the year i
generally set aside to honor our traditional and cultural practices and to be with our childrer and families, near and far.

The SWEIS cowers the environmental impacts of the Livermare Lakb's planned activities, including the manufacture of
extremely dangercus plutonium pits, for the next fifteen years, There can be no doubt that the capacity of the Lab
facllitizs and the capalkiity of Lab employess 1o carmy out these activities pursuant 1o the strictest safety standards musy
be scrutinized by the public ard all impacked communities.

& 30-day extension of the Fublic Comment period would also allow individuals that attend any of the scheduled public
hearings more time to deliberate on the information provided without having to forega holiday obligations and
traditfors, or tme with their familles, | note that no meetings or public hearings are scheduled after mid-December so
that the NNSA is also giver an opportunity te observe the holiday season,

Opoortunities for meaningful public comment enshrined in the National Environmental Policy At and erwironmental
justice will ke better served by honoring the public's request far mare time to review this highly technical document,

Thank you For your careful consideration of this reguest to exterd the public comment period to February 2, 2023,

L. Watchamaino
PO Box 407
Pueblo of Acoma, MM 87034

FEAEFFEFSATEAFERT AT FAPAFT DT FRT AT EAEA SR FETTRAFAFFHIFAT L XL T AT EFTRTATFER

This message does not criginate from a known Department of Energy email system.
Use caution if this message contains attachments, links or requests for information.

dEtdkd bbb e bR bbb kbRt Ed bt v kv R bRk b ettt bt S bRk eb b
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From: Laura Watchempirg <5000wave@grmail.coms

Sent: Tuesday, January 17, 2023 12:40 PM

To: LLMLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Draft Sits Wide EIS for LLML arnd Site 300
Attachments: My Camments-LLNL Draft 2WEISdoox

Follow Up Flag: Fallowe up
Flag Status: Flagoed

Drear Ms. Fana Gebeyehu-Houston:

| have attached my comments for the National Nuclear Security Administration’s [NNSA) Draft Site-Wide
Frvironmental Impact statement (SWEIS) for the continued operation of the Lawrence Livermaore Mational

Laboratory Main Site in Livermore, A and Site 300 high explosives testing range near Tracy, CA,
Thank you,

L Watchempino
RS AR b Ll bl bR A b b R L L bl LRl Ll bR Al L Rl LR Ll bl bl

This message does not criginate from a known Department of Energy email system,
Use caution if this message contains attachments, links or requests for information.

L N R L ey T
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January 17, 2023

Fe: Draft Site-wide Envircnmenial Impact Siatement for the Continued Operafion
of Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory and Site 300 High Explosives Testing
Range near Tracy, CA

Via email; LLNLSWEIS@nnsa.doe.gov

Dear Ms. Fana Gebeyehu-Houston:

These are my comments regarding the National Muclear Security Administration's
(MMNSA) Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statemeant (SWEIS) for the continued
operation of the Lawrence Livermore Mational Laboratory {Livermore Lab) Main Site in
Livermore, GA and Site 300 high explosives testing range near Tracy, CA.

Plutonium Increase Opposed. According to the SYWEIS, the NNSA s
proposing to increase the administrative limits for plutonium mixtures at
Livermore Lab's Building 235 from 8.4 grams of plutenium-23%9 under the No-
Action Alternative to 38.2 grams under the Proposed Action. (SWEIS 3-54)
The administrative limit refers to how much weapons-grade plutonium can
be stored in the building at any one time. Even the No-Action Alternative
praposes an increase of nearly 5 times the current allowable limit for on-
aite plutonium mixtures. Invisible plutonium paricles are extremely lethal.
Flutonium emits extremely high-energy rays (alpha particles) that tear
through living tissue as the plutonium radioactively disintegrates within the
body, The proposed increase in administrative limits for piutonium mixtures
at the Lab in every SWEIS alternative poses unacceptable rizks to humans
and the environment. The Livermore Lab hasa poor safety record that
includes accidents, near-accidents, spills and releases. The Livermaore Lab is
located in close proximity to residential neighborhoods and neariy & million
people reside within a 530-mile radius of the Lab. The SWEIS should analyze
an alternative that decreases the amourt of extremely dangerous plutonium
that i= stored at the Lab in any location, at any time, rather than increasing it,
along with an analysis af the comparative risks for each alternative,
Additionally, a database that tracks health impacts o all presant and former
workers at the Livermore Lab should be compiled and analyzed at regular
intervals.

More Information is Needed to Evaluate the Livermore Lab's Role in
Plutonium Pit Production. Along with an unacceptable increase in the
plutonium levels being proposed for the Livermore Lab and the
accompanying risks for Lab workers and off-site populations, the S\WEIS
inappropriately avoids a programmatic analysis of an increase in plutonium
at production and non-preduction sites. The Livermore Lab will havea
"hands on” role in plutenium pit production that carries with it extreme

6-A

15-F
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environmerdal risks even if the full-scale production of 80 of more pitsfyear
will be done at two other locations. The Govermment Accountability Office
(GAD) states that the NNSA pit production plans “rely” an Livermore Lab and
other non-production sites. Here is how GAO describes a key aspect of
Livermore's role: “As the design agensy for the WE7-1 warhead—the first
warhead designad for newly produeed pits since the Cold War— Livermore
is responsible forqualifying the pit production process and cerifying that the
pits produced meet the intent of its design: The guallfication and certification
processes entail a variety of performance tests, such as production 10,
evaluations, engineering certification festing, physics certification testing, 16-A
and the replacement of some equipment {GAD-23-104881, January 2023).
The SWEIS should clearly outline how the plutonium cperations proposed
for Livermore Lab will fit inte NNSA's expanded plutonium pit production
plan, and address the transportation risks invelved. The increased risks of
transporting plutonium pits back and farth between production and non-
production sites should underge heightened analysis, with an emphasis on
national securty, due to the increased potential for terrorist attacks and
transportation accidents

3. Tritium Emissions Increase Opposed. Site-wide air emissions of
tritium (radinactive hydrogen) at the Lab are proposad to increase from
125.2 Curies of tritium in the 2015 baseling, to 300 Curies of tritiurm in the No
Action Alternative, and up to 3,610 Curies of tritium could be releases in the
Proposed Action Alternative. This is almost a 28-fold increase in the
amount of tritium proposed to be emitted from the Lab. The SWEIS
sfates this will result in a corresponding increass of 27 times the annual
dose to the offsite population from the 2019 baseline, and 3 12-fold
increase in cancer for exposed populations. This poses an unacceptable
increase in risk for non-censenting individuals and communities. One curie s
a large amount of radiation, equal to 37 billion radioactive disintegrations per

second. |Fthis plan is not stopped, it will release radioactive trifium directly a4-Tx,
into the ambient air; which will travel with prevailing air currents and tumble Ge
into surrounding neighborhoods and nearby communities, recreational 184

areas, wetlands and agricultural fizlds. It will fFall oui in the rain over homes
and croplands and become organically bound in crops and vegetation,
Chronic tritium exposure js linked to numeraus bad health outcomes,
including deadly cancers. The SWEIS should analyze all tritium exposure
patmways to receptars, both long-term and short-term, in the Lab's workforce
and off-site residents so that the increased risk from the proposed tritium
emissions o humans and the environment can be crtically assessed, In
particular, vulnerable human populations, such as pregnant wamen,
children, and immune-compromised individuals, other endangersd species,
and sensitive ecosystems must be separately analyzed. An alternative that
eliminates tritium releases to the ambient air, soil, or groundwater at the Lab
must also be analyzed to protect human health-and the environment.
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4. No Advanced Hydrotest Facility. The Proposed Action in the SWEIS
includes building a 75,000 square foot “Advanced Hydrotest Facility” (AHF)
at Site 300 (page S-40). Livermore Lab pushed for a new AHF at Site 300 in
the mid-1990s. However, Site 300 was determined to be
an inapproptiate location due in part to the AHF's associated hazards and
the proximity of the public. Over the last 25 years, the City of Tracy has
expanded its boundary toward Site 300 and its population has skyrocketed,
greatly increasing the risk of operating the AHF in a densely populated area 4-L,
of non-transient residents that live and work nearby. It is notable that a 6-B
weapons designer at the time referred to the proposed AHF as “a nuclear
weapons designer’'s dream,” referring to the facility’s capacity to help design
new plutonium primaries. The SWEIS should specify all programmatic uses
for the proposed AHF and analyze all potential exposure pathways to
receptors off-site residents and receptors so that the increased risks to
humans and the environment from this proposed alternative can be critically
assessed. An advanced Hydrotest Facility should not be built and all open
air burns and detonations at Site 300 should cease.

5. New Bio-Agent & Animal Research Lab Must Cease. The SWEIS
proposes to replace the current Animal/Biosafety Level-3 Facility with a
facility nearly twice the size of the existing facility. (SWEIS 3-38) This lab
performs biological defense experiments with highly contagious bio-agents,
(including anthrax and botulism) on animals inside of Livermore Lab, a
classified nuclear weapons laboratory. There is no mandate for bio-defense
research to be done at the Livermore Lab (or by this agency). This SWEIS
did not conduct a separate analysis of a potential biological hazard release,
but instead tiered from previous NEPA analyses performed for the current

BSL-3 Facility, not a larger new BSL-3. (Appendix C, C-48) Reliance on a 1-C, 4-J,
NEPA analysis that is over a decade old and not specifically tailored for an 4K,
expanded new BSL-3 cannot be justified. The SWEIS should analyze both 20-E

an accident scenario and an Intentional Destructive Act scenario specifically
tailored to the new BSL-3 as outlined in the Proposed Action. The SWEIS
should analyze the “purpose and need” for this facility and look at whether its
work is redundant and/or duplicative of other BSL-3 labs at other agencies.
The SWEIS should further analyze the potential for the Lab’s biological
defense research to stimulate the proliferation of biological weapons in other
countries. The proposed expansion of bio-warfare agent research with
experiments on animals should be canceled because the risk of proliferation
outweighs any perceived benefits.

6. Reduce or Cancel New Warhead Development Programs. Livermore Lab
is one of two locations that develop every nuclear warhead and bomb in the
U.S. stockpile. The SWEIS is intended to guide Livermore Lab activities for 2.B. 2D
the next 15 years or more. Over that time frame, Livermore's proliferation of ’
provocative new warhead activities can and should be curtailed, with a shift
toward new civilian missions. Instead, the SWEIS maintains a singular focus
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on programmatic activities that increase Livermore Lab's new warhead
design activities, in violation of U5, obligations to end the production of
nuclear weapons underthe 1968 MNuclear Mon-Proliferation Treaty, Those
design activities include:

= The WEY-1, a whelly new warhead currently being designed at Livermore
Lab to sit atop a new |ICEM that the Pentagon is developing, called the
Sentinel missile. The WB7-1 will require new plutonium bomb cores (pits)
and is a major driver for NNSA's plan to expand piutonium pit production,

« The W80-4, a new warhead being designed at Livermaore Lab for the new
Long Range Stand-Off Weapon, This warhead will sit atop a new air-
launched cruise missile,

= The WEI-4Modification, a special variant of the new Wa30-4. designed fora
nevy Sea-Launched Cruise Missile to be placad on ships that do not currentiy
camy any nuclear weapons, nor are they cerified for that mission

2R, 2D

Alternatively, the Lab's new warhead design activities could be down-scaled or
canceled altogether. Mew warhead design activities do not promote national
security, and these activities will create an enormous amount of exiremely
dangerous nuclear waste that must be stored, monitored and safequarded in
perpetuity. The draft SWEIS must address the permanent storage of high level
nuclear waste that will be generated proposed new warhead design activities
the Livermore Lab,

18-

Additionally, the increased accumulation of extramely dangerous nuclear
material that must be stored, handled, and monitored at the Lab will greatly
increase the rigk of iliness and human suffering for Lab employees, as well as
surrounding neighborhoods and nearby communities in the event of 3
release(s), All potential exposure pathways to receptors in the Lab's workforce
and off-site residents must be analyzed o that the increased risks to humans 19-A
and the environment from the proposed alternatives can he critically assessead.
The singular focus on programmatic activities that incregse Livermore Lab's
new warhead design activities in the draft SWEIS will promote a state of
“national insecurity”, due to the exponential ingcrease in the amount of nuclear
materials and waste to be maintained an-site at the Lab, and transported
between production and nen-production sites.

7. Analyze Mon-Proliferation Alternatives. The Proposed Action drastically
increases nuclear weapons development activities at the Livermore Lab to
the exclusion of cther civilian science activities, 126 new facilities are
propozed to be built in furtherance of new and modified nuclear weapons,
The SWEIS should analyze an alternative future for Livermore Lab; onein G
which the Lab does more unclassified, civilian science work and less, or ng,
work on developing new and modified nuclear bomb designz. Under MEFPA,
is the responsibility of the NMNSA to fully analyze all reasonable alternatives,
including 2 Mo Action Alternative that is limited to existing programs and the
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curment scope of activities at the Lab. This Draft S\WEIS improperly proposes
a Mo Action Alternative that includes 19 new expansion projects and
increased levels of dangerous radioactive and hazardous materials at the
Livermore Lab. A civilian science altemative should be developed in the
SWEIS, In part so that the environmental impacts of the Lab's nuclear
weapons waork can be meaningfully comparad to the impacts of other civilian
science activities.

An examination of civilian sciance-based alternative missions for Livermore Lab should
address the many pressing needs of cur nation, such as minimizing and preventing
infectious disease pandemics, researching climate change adaptation and mitigation;
expanding nuclear nonpreliferation and inspection programs; pursuing research and
development of nuclear disarmament technologies that support verifiability,
irreversibility, and, where appropriate, transparency,; developing new environmental
clean-up solutions for the nuclear waste that is accumulating at the Livermore Lab and
other national laboratories, both commercial and weapons-related; environmentally
friendly battery storage for renewable energy sources, energy-grid improvements for
renewable energy scurces; green building technologies; and other civilian science areas
that deal with the many challenges facing the United States and the world in the

21 century. | further recommend that the NNSA hold public meetings to develop
alternative missions for the Livermore Lab in partnership with community stakeholders
and non-governmental erganizations.

-\ 6-C

Submitted by:

L. Watchempino
PO Box 407
Pueblo of Acoma, MM 87034
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Veterans For Peace
Donald and Sally-Allce Thompson Chapter #53
Albuguergue, Mew Mexico
John E. Wilks, 1I1

1115 Republic Road
Winston, NM 87943

January 12, 2023

Ms. Fana Geheyehu-Houston
LLNL SWEIS Document Manager
1000 Independence Ave., SV
Washington, DC 20585

RE: Public Comment on Draft Site-\Wide Environmental Impact Statement
(SWEIS) for Continued Operation of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory

Dear Ms. Gebeyehu-Houston:

This public comment, pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act |
(NEPA), is timely filed prior to the end of the filing period on January 18, 2023.

We understand that Lawrence Livermaere National Laboratory (LLNL) will
be guided by the Final SWEIS for the naxt fifteen (15) years. Additionally, we un-
derstand that the LLNL mission statement promulgated by the US Department of
Energy (DOE) and National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) will not
change immediately upon publication of the Final SWEIS. Still, it is reasonable
that the Final SWEIS could {and should) chart a pathway over the coming 15 .
years that will lead to more civilian science at LLNL and could support a changing 1
mission over time. We understand that LLNL is a NNSA nuclear weapons :
lab with no production of whole plutonium pils being considered (unlike LANL). I
Mevertheless, we understand that LLMNL will assist LAML in meeting its pit produc-
tion goals in New Mexico. Further, our comments are largely influenced by the
fact that nuclear weapons activities make up 88% of the more than $2 billion dol-
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lars LLML recsives annually from DOE and that LLNL is slated to play a key role
in the modemization of the nation's nuclear arsenal for the foresesable future.

EXPAND THE LIMITED ALTERNATIVE COURSES OF ACTION

We believe that it is inappropriate for the Draft SWEIS to present the public
with one alternative that sustains current operations and in the near term signifi-
cantly increases nuclear weapons activities under supposed “no action.” The
second alternative identified in the draft document dramatically increases new
weapons activities astronomically. The "no action” alternative should be truly zero
action or absence of action. The Draft SWEIS covers a huge array of existing
and proposed programs and actions at the Lab. For example, the first alternative
in the Draft SWE!S document describes 61 proposed projects, totaling approxi-
mately 2.9 million sguare feet, at the Livermore Site; and 14 proposed projects,
totaling approximately 385,000 square feet, at Site 300. In addition, it proposes
20 types of modsrnization/upgradelutility projects—each involving several facili-
ties. Under the Proposed Action, NNSA would also decontaminate and demolish
about 150 facilities, totaling approximately 1,170,000 square feet. The second al-
ternative contained in the Draft SWEIS includes a shocking 75 new projects total-
ing 3.3 million square feet,

The “no action” alternative should be limited to the programs and the cur-
rent scope of activities that already exist at LLNL. True alternate options, like
conversion of the Lab to civilian science, should be considered. Currently, both
alternatives in the Draft SWEIS expand nuclear weapon activities. To recap,
there should be at least three (3) alternatives: one for no action {meaning truly
zero action), plus the two altematives identified in the Draft SWEIS document.

EMPHASIZE THE SAFETY HAZARDS POSED BY ADDITIONAL
RADIOACTIVE MATERIALS

The risks to lab workers, the public, and the environment posed by the
proposed increase in the emissions limits of radicactive tritium from two loca-
tions—the main facility in the "Superblock” and the National Ignition Facility (NIF),
slated to begin in 2023, are wholly ill advised, unacceptable, and potentially dan-
gerous. The Draft SWEIS describes loading tritium reservoirs with up to 1,500
curies of tritium. Further, the proposal for both the main tritium facility and the NIF
could release the entire tiitium load directly info the environment without the use
of a tritium recovery systam. We oppose the release of any tritium into the ambi-
ent air. We understand that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is cur-
rently finalizing its threshold limits for tritium releases. The knowledge that the

F-AL 6-A

413, 194
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Draft SWEIS will guide LLMNL for the next 15 years makes the release of tritium il
advised and recklass.

The Draft SWEIS proposes to increase the administrative limit of the guan-
tity of weapans-grade plutonium that can be in the building at any time. For
weapons-grade plutonium in building 235, the current allowable limit of 8.4 grams
or less would increase to & new limit of 38.2 grams.This proposal is a five-fold in-
crease, which is not justified on a historical basis. i

4E

The Draft SYWEIS also proposes to revise the administrative limits for “ra-
dioactive materials” at the NIF. The radicactive materials used at the NIF include |4
tritiurm and plutonium-242, The Draft SWEIS contemplates using additional pluto-
nium isotopes in MIF shots.

Wa beliave that all three of these proposals, which involve extremely dan- -
gerous radioactive materials, should be cancelled based on the inordinate risk zﬁ- _,L'
they pose. ’

PROVIDE FOR THE DISPOSITION OF RADIQACTIVE, TOXIC, CHEMICAL,
AND HAZARDOUS WASTE

In response to a petition signed by 1,146 New Mexicans, who had ex-
pressed their objection to the lack of transparency of plans by DOE to place
down blended plutonium into the WIFP, entarge the WIPF, and extend the life of
the WIPF indefinitely, on April 8, 2022, the governor of New Mexico sent a lefter
to the Secretary of the US Department of Energy (DOE) in which she expressed
her concems about various aspects of the operation and the proposed operation
of the VWaste Isolation Pilot Project (WIPP). See Attachment A.

e ——————" . A i ot LA,

The state's ten-year permit for DOE to operate the WIPP expired nearly |
three years ago. In the interim, the YWIPF has operated on a series of administra- |
tive extensions in lieu of a new permit. Parmits issued by the New Mexico Envi- i
ronmental Department (NWED) for the WIFF can be for a period of up 1o ten
years, Advocates continue to urgs the state to limit the life of the next permit to
expire on July 1, 2024, twenty-five years after the first admission 1o the WIPP. On
December 8, 2022, NMED issued a fact sheet covering the draft renawal permit
for the next operational period for the WIPE. The draft permit was released to the
public on December 20, 2022, for comment until February 18, 2023. The initial
response by the public to the draft permit was largsly non-acceptance. :

The Mational Muclear Security Administration {(MMNSA) should reslize that
the historical, subservient acceptance by the state of NNSA, DOE, NRC, and
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EPA plans for New Mexico has csased. Local governments and the voters will no
langer tolerate the desecration of lands, waters, and air by the federal govarn- |
ment. |

Mew Mexico has served notice, with the state filing of a lawsuit in Federal
District Court to block the NMuclear Regulatory Commission (MR.C) from issuing a
forty-year license to Holteg International LLC, Holtec hopes to construct, in in-
crements over a twenty-year period, an above ground storage facility, capable of
holding 10,000 canisters (173,600 metric tons) of high-level nuclear waste and
spent-fuel at its consolidated interim storage facility {CISF) in Eddy County, M.
In the latest session of the state legislature, a bill was introduced which would
prehibit MMED from issuing the CISF permits for groundwater discharge, liguid
waste, and state water certification. The Mew Mexico governor's November 16,
2022, letter to the President of the United States objects to the NRC's failure to
consuif with the state in licensing matters. Ses Attachment B. Similarly, the attor- | 18-C
nay general for the stats of Texas in 2021 filed a suit in the Federal District Court
to invalidate the MRC's license granted to Interim Storage Parners, LLC, for a
CISF in Andrews, Texas, which is located less than one mile by air from the !
Texas/Mew Mexico border. |

Ve urge that the plans for LLML expansion or upgrade should consider
that New Mexico is no langer willing to serve as the National Muclear Sacrifice f
Zone for either the federal government, other states, extractive industries, public |
electrical facilities, or multi-national corporations. Texas and MNew Mexico will not
accept high-level or spent fuel nuclear waste. Further, it is highly unlikely that
Mew Mexico will accept much, if any, transuranic (TRU) waste from Livermore
Lab, under various YWIPP permit condilions and proposais now under considera-
tion by the New Mexico governor. Exemplifying the seriousness which the state
legislature finalfy demonstrated in its latest session, New Mexico is currently in- }
ventorying the more than 1,150 abandoned uranium mines {528 of which are lo- !
cated on Mavajo Lands) and has allocated $50 million for completing an initial in-
ventory and planning clean-up efforts.

THE DRAFT SWEIS FOR LLNL IS PREMATURE

A national Site-VWide Environmental Impact Study for all plants, labs, and
facilities participating in the modemization of the nation's nuclesr arsenal should
be completed prior to the Draft SWEIS for LLNL

The 2020 lawsuit filed in Federal District Court by Tri-Walley CARES, Nu-
clear Watch Mew Mexico, and Savannah River Site Watch, all members of the |
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability, seeks to anjoin the DOE and NNSA from pro-
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ceading with the "modernization” of the nation's nuclear arsenal at many sites
across the nation, without benefit of a comprehensive, all location, Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement {PEIS). The lawsuit is intended to prevent the .
Livermors, Sandia, and Los Alamos National Labs from implementing plans pre- |
maturely such as the alternatives identified in the subject LLNL Draft SWEIS.

CONSIDERATIONS FOR DISPOSAL OF TRU AND “DOWN ELENDED” PLU-
TONIUM AT WIPP

In 1973, Eddy County, a rogue county in southeast New Mexico, invited the
federal government to locate the WIPP within its boundaries. The State of New
Mexico agreed to host the WIPP after extensive and prolonged discussions, ne-
gotiations, and consultations throughout the 1970s and 1980s. The Agreement
for Consultation and Cooperation of July 12, 1981, was amended by modification
in November 1984, August 1987, and March 1988. It was clearly understood,
agreed upon by the parties, and communicated to the residents of New Mexico
that the disposal phases of WIPP operations would run for 25 years beginning
with the first admission of waste. The first shipment was placed in the YWIPP in
late June 1999, making the end of the disposal phase in late June 2024.

The Wasta lzolation Pilot Plant Land Withdrawal Act (approved 10/30/83,
amended 09/23/66) provided for the storage of transuranic waste and not high-
level radioactive waste, generated by atomic energy defense activities. Spent
nuclear fuel was ineligible for placement in the WIPP. The capacity of the WIPP
was set at 6.2 million cubic feet of transuranic waste.

Mew Mexico is finally willing to enforce the provisions of the Land With-
drawal Act. Additionally, it has declared that all future permits will be conditioned.
One of the proposed conditions is to prioritize all legacy transuranic waste ship-
ments from the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) for admission to the
WIPP. The WIPP is now 41% full. There is enough waste at LANL in Areas G & C
to completely fill the WIPP. At issue is the DOE’s Environmental Management of-
fice's definition of “legacy waste”. We contend that alf waste at LANL generated
and accumulated since 1943 meets the definition; DOE seeks to limit the scope
of the definition of all waste generated since the WIPP opened in June 1999,

On March 23, 2022, Nuclear Watch New Mexico announced the successful
settlement of a lawsuit it brought against the Department of Energy (DOE) six
years ago over its slow cleanup of the 1943 footprint of the LANL. Two of four
provisions of the settlement agreement may directly impact LLNL pians for the
storage of demolished structures and that contaminated or remediated waste.
DOE is now required to: (1) Investigate, characterize and, if necessary, clean up
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a total of 290 specific contamination sites listed in the settlement. These 290
sites are almost 40% of the approximately 780 areas remaining at LANL that still ';
need investigation and possible remediation. DOE shall conduct these investiga- |
tions and initiate any remediations of these 290 sites no |ater than October 1,
2024, and (2) Perform a feasibility study of comprehensive cleanup at one of the
major waste pits at Area G. This will include feasibility analyses of radicactive
and toxic wastes characterization, retrieval and shipment of TRU wastes to
WIPP, and reburial of low-level radioactive wastes in a modem landfill with liners
and a leachate collection system. DOE’s current plan for its so-called cleanup is
to “cap and covet” Arsa G, leaving some 900,000 cubic yards of radioactive and
toxic wastes permansntly buried in unlined pits and trenches, a permanent threat
to our shared regional groundwater aguifer. i

Since the WIPP apened In 1999, as of September 3, 2022, LLNL has only
shipped 38 shipments for storage. The announced demolition of sub-standard
buildings plus removal of contaminated materials and soil at LLNL, to include Site
300, will pose an overwhelming challenge to DOE, because the WIPP may not
be able to accept any TRU waste. Bottom line: because LANL will be prioritized,
none of the other twelve contributors to the WIPP will be allowed to emplace dur-
ing any fiscal year more waste than LANL deposits. Planners at Livermore should | 18-
not assume that any LLNL TRU waste will be admitted after the new WIPP oper- i
ational permit is issuad by NMED.

If alternative #2 in the Draft SWEIS is selected, NNSA plans o demolish :
150 structures and decontaminate the footprints of those facilities. Consideration 1
should be taken that it should be assumed that none of the TRU waste contained |
in those efforts may be allowed into the WIPP! '

The draft permit renewal proposals released by the New Mexico Environ-
mental Department on Dacember 2022 contain conditions as follows:

An end date must be set for the WIPP, *f

The waste in WIPP (kind, amount, and origin) must be accounted
fior,

\Waste not meant for WIPP (to include surplus plutoniumj will not be
allowed or the license for DOE will be revoked, !

Weapons waste in New Mexico must be firel to go to WIPP to pro-
tect New Mexicans, i
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Repositorias in other states must be built to relieve New Mexico of
the sole burden of disposing of the nation’s nuclear waste.

For planning purposes the Draft SWEIS should consider that all shipments
arriving at the YWIPP are subject to regulation by the state. Whether the shipment
is TRU waste, mixed wasts, or down blended plutonium, it is under the regulation
of the state. As such, under the original terms of the agreement to accept siting of
the WIPP in the state, down blended plutonium is ineligible for admission to the
WIPPI

PIT PRODUCTION AT LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY AND
SAVANNAH RIVER SITE WILL IMPACT THE FUTURE OF LAWRENCE l
LIVERMORE NATIONAL LABORATORY b

Livermors Lab will have a hands-on role in NNSA's plans for expanded plu-
tonium pit production at Los Alamos. Historically, advocates in New Mexico and
elsewhere have been succassful in beating back four successive attempts by the
federal government to expand pit production at LANL. With the continued delay
in the completion of production facilities at the Savannah River Site (SRS), Los i
Alamos is lasked with producing no less than 30+50=B0 pits annually beginning i
in 2030, The field observations of the Defense Muclear Facilities Safeiy Board's
inspection of LANL in November 2022 were publicly briefed st its public board LB
meeting on November 18, 2022, in Santa Fe. It was clear at the board meeting
that LANL can not currently safely produce any meaningful gquantity of pits and it i
i highly doubtful, based on the need to cure serious safety deficiencies and pro- !
duction plant defects, that LANL will meet even its modest production target for i
2024. Further production delays might adversely impact LLNL and could nullify
the justification for immediate implementation of the buildout pians and financial
expenditures contained in the Draft SWEIS for LLNL.

THE DRAFT SWEIS IS OUT OF COMPLIANCE WITH INTERNATIONAL LAWY

The Draft SWEIS states that the proposed action is in compliance with in-
ternational law. The Draft SWEIS says, “MNSA missions are conducted fully con-
sistent with current treaty obligations.”

Livermore Lab is playing & central role in driving a new and dangerous
global arms race. The US weapons budget throws fuel on the fire of potential nu-
clear war. This is fundamentally in contradiction with our obligations under the |
nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (MPT). LLNL's objectives of maintaining the ar-
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senal include Life Extension Programs that are unnecessary, expensive, envi-
ronmentally polluting, and promote the nuclear arms race worldwide.

Sandia National Laboratory (SML) heads up the nuclear weapons sur-
veillance program for the national stockpile. SNL, LANL, and LLNL have a role in
certifying the country's current stockpile of more than 5,000 nuclear weapons. Af-
ter extensive testing, the weapons have been certified viable for decades to
come. The escalating cost of maintaining the stockpile is not dus to the difficulty
of the task or effects of aging warheads. It is caused increasingly by elective
changes introduced into the stockpile as part of the Life Extension Program.

The desire to modify warheads or develop new warheads is a primary fac-
tor in the push to upgrade other parts of the nuclear enterprise. The cost of mod-
emizing the stockpile, including infrastructure and delivery systems, is estimated
to be $1.7 trillion over 30 years with a modest rate of inflation.

Some of the programs that need to be analyzed in the Draft SWEIS are:

Whether the development of the W80-4 "Long-Range
Stand Off' weapons is in compliance with our treaty Al Rk |
obligations under the NPT, and

Whether the development of the YWB7-1 is in compliance |
with our treaty obligations under the NPT. '

These new warhead designs da not comply with the treaty obligations. The 5
US has an obligation under Article V1 of the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty “to
pursue negatiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of
the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament ., . *

The International Court of Justice further clarified in 1996, "There exists an
obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to a conclusion negotiations leading
to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective international
control.”

The US government is not working in good faith toward nuclear disarma-
mant when LLML is creating new weapons designs.

Further, not only is LLNL's work out of compliance with treaty obligations
under the NPT, but LLNL's work is making our werld more dangerous. Through
this Draft SWEIS, Livermore Lab is committing to continue the nuclear arms race
indefinitsly. The LLNL, under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) has
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an obligation to study the potentially significant environmental impacts of its S
actions. There may be no greater significant environmental impact than nuclear
war.

Respectfully submitted,

\ice President
Chapter #63, Albuquerque, NM
\feterans For Peace

Attachments: A. Letter, NM Governar to Sec. Granheolm, dated 08/08/22
B. Letter, NM Governor 1o President Biden, dated 11/16/22
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State of New Mexico

Michelle Lujan Grisham
Guoverinore

April 8, 2022

The Honorable Jennifer M. Granholm
Secretary

L8, Depariment of Energy

0D Independence Ave. 3W
Washington, D.C. 20585 ;

Dear Secretary Granholm,

On March 1, 2022, a petition with 1,146 signaiures expresaing concerns with the expanding
migsion of the Waste Tsolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) in Carlabad, Mew Mexico by the U5,
Department of Encrgy (DOR) was delivered 1o my office. 1 have attached the cover page of this
petition for your reference,

e e

Specifically, the New Mexicana wha signed the petition raised concems about the {ransportation
of the surplus plutonium waste stream belween the DOE's Savannah River Site in South Caroling
and the WIPP. They also raised concerns that the disposal of this waste stream will exeeed the
volume limits set in place by the federal Land Withdeawal Act, The petitioners would like to see
the DOE develop a new disposal site in a state other than New Mexico.

The petition reflects ongoing frustration among MNew Mexicans regarding the lack of meaningful
and transparent public engagement from the DOE on waste clean-up, shipments, and long-term
plang for the WIPP. Because the issues raised in the petition can only be addressed by DOE, 1am
passing this petition glong 10 you, As Govemnor, [ take these concerns seriously and request that
the Deparlment of Energy take aclion 1o address the issues raised by New Mexicana,

I'thanle you for your consideration and look forward to your reply.

Sincerely, 0

1
i

ioaf j 4
ALl L Aaed s bt |

i Fh
Michelle Ldjan Grisham
Governor

Stute Capitel  +  Room 400+ Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 +  503-476-2200
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State of New Mexico

Miclelle Tagjan Grisham
Cranvernar

Movember 16, 2022

Joseph R. Biden

The President of the United States
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Ave, NW
Washingten, DC 20500

Diear President Biden,

I write to ask for vour action in relation to the proposed storage of spent nuclear fuel and high-
lewel nuclear waste by a private company within the state of New Mexico. The T8, Muclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) recommended approvel in its July 2022 fioal envirenmental
impact statement (FELS) of the Hoeltes International (Heltec) license application to construct and
operate a consolidated interim storage facility for spent puclear fuel and Gremter-Than-Class C
waste al a sile Tocated between the cities of Carishad and TTobbs, in Lea County, New Mexicn. As
governor of & state that is working closely with your administration on & range of energy issues, 1
gsk that you direct the Departenent of Fnergy (DO and the NRC to suspend consideration of the
Holfec license application and to directly engage with the State of New Mexico within a consent-
based framework on the many unaddiessed issues related to nuclear waste disposal al this and
related facilities that we have been raising for years, '

Mew Mexico has grave concerns Tor the risk this proposed storage site would pose to our eitizens
: and communities, our first responders, our envirenment, and to New Mexieo's apricultore and

nalural resource induaties,  Despite our strong objections and concerns over public health,
| eoomomic, seientific, natural resource issues and environmental justice - and those of tribal leaders,
l local govemments, and the people of New Mexico — the NRC has [ailed to address, or even
acknowlediee, the issues we heve raised mulliple times - effectively choosing to allow privale
financial interests (o overnde & state partner’s lack of consent.

Mew Mexico has consistently and strongly epposed this nenconsensual private proposal for many
years, | wrole the Secretary of the DOE and the Chairman of the NRC in June 2019 of the
significant and nunecceptable risks to New Mexicans, cur envirenment and our ecoromy related to
this project, | wrote 1o your predecessor in July 2020, expresaing New Mexico's opposition to
! the Muelear Regulatory Commission’s consideration of a license for this proposal. With members
| of our New Mexico congressional delegation, Twrote again o the NRC in July 2021, raising these
sami¢ issues. Most recently, in March 2022, New Mexico submitted comments to DOT insisting
that the siting of any interim storage facility in & state, irrespective of whether it manages federal

State Capitedl = Room 400 Sanfa Fe, New Mexico 87501« S05-475-2200
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or commercial nuclear waste, must require concurrence from the current governor priod Lo issuing
ity license or permit to operate, la additon, the Western Governors Association, 2 hipartisan
organization representing the governors of 22 stales, passed a policy resolution in June of this year
reaffirming that “no radioactive waste storage or disposal tacility should be located within the
geographic boundaries of 2 western state or 11.8. territory without the written consent of the current
Governor, '™ Yet, the NRC continues to ignore this expressed oppasition, as wetl as the significant
and substantinl issues the state, tribes, and many other stalicholders have rmised, and has now
rgeommendid Teensure of the oltec facility,

The NRC and the DOE have also failed in any meaningful way to comply with your Tisecutive
Crder 14008 en Climate and Environmental Justice in the eveluation of thiy nuclear wasle storage
proposal. the draft and final EIS have dene nothing to identify and evaluate the cumulative history
of adverse human health and environmental effiects nn New Mexico's vulnerable populations. The
failure to quantify specific impacts and health consequences 10 vulnerable populstions in New
Mexico that might accur from the various polential accidents and relesse acenarios condidered in
the FELS are two examples of the insufficiency of the ovaluation of environmental justice.

L e e i e

New Mexico is already homg to contamingted former uranium mining #nd milling sites on and
near tribal lands and legacy contumination at 4 national laberatory, which has long crested riska to
public health and the environment in the State ol Mew Mexico, In addition, we are the only state
{ in the country to have taken on the risk associated with disposal of muclear waste, hosting the
{ Waste [solatian Pilot Flant (WIPP) in southern New Mexico for disposal of transoranic waste. The
propased action (ireatens minority and low-iticome populations in Mew Mexico that bave already
suffered dispropertionally high adverse human health and environment efecta from nuelear energy
and weapons programs of the United States. Yet, nowhere in the MRC process has thig bean
recognized, let alone analyzed.

New Mexico has been doing mone than its fair share to address the nation’s muclear wasie at WIPP
and Los Alamos National Laboratory and will contieue to do so. However, the federal government
has a morat and legal respensibility to address storage and disposal of nuclear waste oyuitably and
on the basis of consent. Until this private proposal is evalualed in consent-based frameworlk, 1urge
you o order the NRC to suspend consideration " this license for Holtee to store nuclens waste in
a stale which las rot consented and whose significant and substantial concerns have consistently
beon ignoved.

Sincerely,

.'rpwlf.t -’:I-'-L;,JIM Hﬁaﬁzm_

Gomeernor of Mew Megion

The Han, lennifer Granholm, 118, Department ol Energy Secrctary
Tie Hon, Christopher Hanson, Nuclear Regulasory Commission Chair

o
£

. hbtpsrl.f.-l'l.'..'estgw.umfrv.-,s:n!uti.c-ns.-'artl:}:ll},.fl‘.n:llil:',.“-remluT|¢ﬁ-}!ﬂ22-ﬂ9—md’matfth'&ma‘teI'iais nsnagerment

|
|
i State Capitol = Room 400 - Sana Fe, New Mexico 87501 - 505-476-2200
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From: Lukasz Waltaszek <lukaszwojtaszek@grmailcoms
Sent Tuesday, December 13, 2022 3571 PM

To: LLMLSWEIS

Subject: [EXTERMAL] Livermore Lab Craft SWEIS Comments
Hello,

Iwiould like to submit 2 comment regarding the Livermore Lab Draft SWEIS.
1 am asking for a 30 day extension and one more virtual public hearing after the New Year.

First, as somecne wha is a community member that is trying to understand the cortent of the SWEIS, it takss 3
significant amount of time to review the L 400 page document. The amount of fime currently given isn't enough
corsidering | have o Balance this with my job and rest of my responsiblliies, Gn top of that the comment pericd falls
during major holidays. | am surrently travelling with family and will be until the end of the year, The timing of this 3-A
comment periad fesls like it was purposefully chosen ta make it hard for community members to be akle ta comment. &
fair process would actually account for low mush time community members need 1o review the SWEIS and maks
comments. For these reasons, the comimeant pericd should be extended by 30 days and thers should be ore mare public
hearing in lanuary after the new year.

Please correct this bad falth process and extend the comment perlod by 30 days and have another public hearing
after the Mew Year.

Thank yau

PEFEEIEFSESRF SRR B EI R FEI R ZH AT RR AL kR I R RS RREA R R R R R kR kR Sk AR A

This message does not criginate from a known Departiment of Energy emall system.
Use caution if this message contains attachments, links or requests for information,

bbb bR bbb S bbb bR bbb bbb bbb bbb bR Eh bbb R bR kbR
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From: Sttt Yurdl <sjyandt@gmail.corm =
Sent: Wednesday, lanuany 18, 2023 210 PM
Te: LLMLSWELS

Subject: [EXTERMAL] Comment an LLML SWEIS

Attachments: TWC and WILPF Cormmant or LLML SWEIS 2023 pdf

Please find the attached commernt from Tri-WValley CAREs and Women's Inte mationzl Leapue for Peace and Freedom, S=n
Francisco ard £ast Bay Branches, Corfirmation of receipt would be appreciated,

Scott Yundt
Staff Attormey

Tri-Valley CAREs
4048 First 5., Suite 243
Livermiore, CA, USA S4551

PRz (925) 443-7148
Celi: [415) 990- 2070

Wekb: wwwe trivalleyearss o
Email: seotli trivalleyeares.org

"Stopping nuclear wed pons where they start.

BRIVILFGE AMND COMNFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This message is intended only far the use of the individual ar entity to which
itiz zddressed and may contain irformation thak is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure urder applicatle
law as attorney-client and work-product canfideptial of otnerwise confidential commurications, If the reader of this
message is not the intended racipient, you are hersby notified that any dissemination, distrbution, or copying af this
communication or otber use of a braremission received inerror 5 strictly prohibited. 1 you bave received this
ransmission in errar, immediztely notify me at (935 4437142,

FFEF SRR SR AN SR C AR S B T AL A F AT RS B SR T AR S S FA TSRS TR FA TR R T AR EF TAT AT SR

Thiz message does not originabe fromi a known Department of Energy email system.

Lise caution if this message cortaing attachments, links or requests forinformation,

R R i R i e b bt Ll L e R L el SR e s e e e R R
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Tri-Valley CAREs

Communities Against a Radioactive Enviromment
4049 First 51, Suite 243, Livarmore, A 84551 « {325) 443.7148 » www.trivalleycares.org Peace Justice ﬁg';m’“”f"’
SERCE -

Tri-Yalley CAREs and Women's International League for Peace and
Freedom, 5an Francisco and East Bay Branches, Comments on the Drall Site-
Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operations of
Livermore Lab

By email to: LLNLSWELSinnsa. doe.gov
Drate: Jammary 18, 2023

W5, Fana Gebeyeln-TTousion, WEPA Documnent Manager
National Nuclear Secunity Admimstration (INNSA),
Lawrence Livenmore Mational Taboratory (LTNL)

PO Box 808, L-293

Livermore, CA 94551-0808

Dear Ms. Fana Gebevelu-Houston:

Tri-Valley CAREs (“TVC™) 15 4 non-profit organization founded in 1983 by Livermore,
Califorma area residents to conduct research, analyvsis, public edncation and advocacy regarding
the potential envirommental, health and proliferation impacts of the 1.5, nuclear weapons
complex, inchiding butnet limited to s Lawrence Livermore National Labovatory. Tei-Valley
CAREs s the only organization that focnses its research. public education and advocacy on the
potential environmental, health, and proliferation napacts of the Livermore Lab. TVC subamits
thiz conment on behalf of its board. staff and G000 members 5600, who reside mostly in the
ey Area, ot with meany around the conniry and beyomd

In its capacity as a nuclear weapens complex “watchdog™ crpanization, Tri-Valley CARE: has
commented during the public participation process for many National Environmental Impact
Statements released by the DOE and NNSA. Tri-Valley CAREs has been invobed in every
SWEIS process for LLNL to date (not to mention many other environmental review processes at
the Lab). The organization has mobilized hundreds of concemed citizens to voice opinions and
opposition at public hearings and via written comment to some potentially dangerous firturs
plans that were identified by previous Deaft SWIES docnments. Tri-Valley CARESs is submitting
this commmnent on the Trall Sile-Wide Tovirommental Tmpact Statement for Conlimed COperstions
af Lavermore Tab.

In addition. this comment i3 being submitted by TV s colleague orpanization, Women's
Imtermational Lesgue for Peace and Freedom, San Francisco and East Bay Branches, WILPF s
vision iz a world of permansnt peace built on faminist foundaticns of freadom, justics,
nonviolence, lnuman vights, and equality for all, where people. the planet, and all s other
whabitants coexist and flowrish in harmeny.
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The Draft SWEIS Lacks Historical Context

There iz a history of accidents. leaks and spills, at the Lab’s Main Site and Site 300, which have
resulted in toxic and radioactive releases and contamination to workers and the cnviromment, i.c.
the air, water and the land on and around the sites. Specifically, contamination from both sitcs
has polluted the groundwater underneath to the extent that the sies were both listed as a
“superfund” cleanup sites by the LS EPAL Cleanup of contaminated soil and sroundwater is
cngoing al koth sites and expecdtod to take generations to complete, vntil 2080 in some areas,

TVC has documented from LLNL and DO sources that more than one mullion curies of
radiation have been released up the stacks al Livermore Lab, meluding arbome releases of
trtirn and plutomum: The history shows, Tor example, that an merease mactivities with tritiom,
results in higher emiszions (both “routine” and accidental). The history shows accidents with 2
plutonium that have created enussions as well. inelnding globe box and other weapons-related
accidents that sent plutonim out inte out air. These are not mere stories from the past: these are
trends that have direct relevance to reasonably toreseeable risks due to the planmed increases of
these deadly malerials. The Dralt SWTETS should inclede information and data ahout these
historical relesses, accidents, and spills. T shouwld explain the lessons leamed from these past
incidents, and show the trends between the amoont of hazardous and radioactive malerial on sife
at both sites and the frequency of incidents, The SWEIS chould also analvee the relationship
between increase in work volumes (like the nerease in the Propozed Alternative) and the
frequency of incidents,

he Nraft SWETS Clontains a Faultv Alternatives A nabesis

The Dralt SWETS [ails 1o provide any real allematives, which is contrary 1o the mtent of the
National Environmental Policy Act that lavs out the requirements for an E1S. lnstead, the G-
document only containz a broad brosh "noe action” alternative and a “proposed action”
altermative.

Furthermore. the *no action™ alternative should be limited to the programs and the current
soope of activities that alreadwy exist at Livermore Lab. Yet, in this Draft 8WEIS_ the NNSA has
shoveled in 19 new projects (totaling 416 300 square feet) and called them part of the “no
action” alternahive.

To offer one example, included in the 19 new projects is 25,000 square feet of new plulonium
mlrastruciure i the man plotoniu faahity in the Tavermore Lab’s “Superblock” (page 5-26
Pl the map that precedes i), 5 A

To offer some context. the term Superblock at the Livermore Lab AMain Site designates a
collection of core nuelear weapons facilities including the mam plutoniom facility (building 3323
with plutenium globe box lines. furnaces and a huge plethora of experimental and fabrication
arzas, the main tritiem facility (building 331} with tritium glove boxes, high pressure fill
operations (and even actinide |pltonium| operations located in the tritium facility’s segment 2),
and the hardened enpineering test facility (bullding 334) where plutonium bomb cores or pats
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are shocked, shaken and heated to demonstrate how the radieactive metal will perform from
faunch te detomation (ves, this means nuclear wark. The Livermore Taby contaims many, many
other nuclear weapons buildings, but those in the Superblock are comsidered the Lab's nuclear 3-A
mialerials cenlerpicce, Many hazardous aclivilies, peeidents, spills and releases have ocenrred
here.

The “ proposed action™ alternative (meaning what the Lab wantz) in the Dralt SWEILS includes
75 new projects totaling 3.3 million square feef (g0 page $-42 and the table). Many of these
buildings will be conducting dangerous. internationally provocative muclear weapons activities -
that should be analyzed in moee depth and parsed out into separate alternatives that allow the
ageney to opt out of some of these dangerons proposals when coming to a Kecord of Decizion an
the 8WEIS. For example,

1. The proposed action in the Draft SWEIS includes a new, GlLOG0 square foot, “Next
Generation Lile Extension Program Rescarch & Development Fabrcation Bulding, ™
Tt s clear [rom the Drall SWTETS that Tacility 15 wark on new nuclear warheads,
including the fabrication (production) of new -design weapons components in order o
tesl them ond (see page 5-38 and surmmmnding pages), The Draft SWEIS makes clear
that the work i this Meility will be o create “next generation” lechnology but 1t ails
Lo analyee the potential nsk associate with pushing the envelope. TVC and WILPF 4-F
recuest an analyzis of the proliferation risks of this rescarch be included in the
SWEIS, The Draft SWEIS contains very liftle cxplanation of the activitics that will
oecur ingids the facility, The public necds more explanation in the SWEIS zo that if
can understand. analyze and discuss its potential impacts and risks. In addition. an
alternative that excludes this Facility should be included in the 5WELS,

2. The proposed action in the Draft SWEIS includes building a 73000 square Fool
“Advanced Hydrotest Facility”™ (AHF) at Site 300 (see page S-40). Tri-Valley CAREs
members were upaet b see the resurgence of this Tacility. Tn the mid- F9%0s,
Livenmore Lab pushed fora new ATTT ot Site 300, TTewever, at the time Site 300 was
determined 1o be an (eappropriate location due in part 1o the AT s associated
hazards and the proximily ol the public, Ower the last 25 vears, the City ol Tracy has i
expanded its boundery teward Site 306 and the populabon hus skyrocketed. The Drail
AWETS conLuins very liltle explanation of the activities that will oceur inside the
AHF. The publiz needs more explanation in the 5WEIS so that it can undarstand,
analyre and discuss the polential impacts and risks of the AHF. In addition, an
alternative that excludes this Tacility should be included in the SWETS.

3. (dher new projects at the Lab’a Main Site include a new Enginsering 8hop support
facility, a new huclear Science Center, a new High Bav, a new “Clasaified Lab™ pwfy
wot digolose o feast (s name. which s dose with other classifled facilities), and
mare. These are all directly related 1o new weapons activities, assuming the
“Classified Lab™ is in that sgrouping (see Pages 85-38 1o 8-40), The Dratt SWELS 40
cortaing vary little explanation of the activities that will occur inside these facilities.
The public needs mode explanation in the SWEIS so that it can understand, analyze
and dizcuss the potential impacts and risks these facility pose. In addition. an
alternative that excludes these facihties showld be included in the SWTIS.
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4. Apecilic to WIF and related weapons rescarch, the proposed action imcludes a new
“Tlhigh Fmergy Density™ support facility and a “Tuture BIEF Taser Txpansion™ The
Drradl 8TWETS contains very liltle explanation of the activitics thal will ccewr insids
these faalities. The public needs more explanation in the SWETS so that 1l can 41
understond, mmalyre and discuss the polential inpacts and nsks these Gawility pose, Tn
addition, an alternative that excludes these facilities should be included in the 8WEILS,

S0 AL Site 300, addittonal Deilities in the proposed action alternative inelude a new
“Weapons Test Facility.” and a new “Accelerstor Bay and Support Bunker™
expansion, among cthers. The Draft SW ELS contains very little explanation of the
activities that will occur inside these facilities. The public needs more explanation in 442
the 3WEIS so that it can understand, analvze and discuss the potential impacts and
risks these facility pose. In addition. an alternative that excludes these facilities
should be included in the SWEIS.

Muclenr weapons activilies afready muake up ahoul 88% of the more than 52 hillion dollars the
Lab recerves annually from the Depl of Energy, Tt s not in compliance with WEPA Tor this Drafl
SWEIS to present the public with one altermative that increases nuelear weapons achviics under
supposed “no actien”™ and a second alternative that puls new weapons activilics on sieroids,

G

I sumy, TVC and WILPE ontright oppose this huge expansion of new nuclaar weapons
development activities at the Lab. If this goes forward the way it i= outlined in the Draft SWEIS, 1-A
it will enable a whole genaration of new warhead development.

In wrder to comnply with NEPA and give the public a range of reasonable alternatives to analyre,
the agency should provide additional alternatives that include some of the proposed actions
und/vr some ol the proposed operational changes. The pubhic shoeuld demand that the “no action™
altermative be truly “no action™ and that the 19 new projects be remoeved. Furthermore, the public
should comment on tree allematives (like conversion of the Lah 1o civilian science) and not Timil
themselvas Lo the bwo genene allermmalives proposed m the Dirall SWETS thai both expand nuclear
weapons aclivilies.,

S-AL B-A

The agency must revise the draft and re-release it for public comment with a broader range of
alternatives, Some sugzested reasonable altematives include, bt are not limited to;

1. An alternative in which the B81.-3 is not replaced. If the current B31.-3 is reaching
the end ol it useful life, an alternative that closes down the Biological delense
research al the Tab, This research was lunded follow g the Anthrax attacks of 2001
in which congress pushed (o inereased e delense m response very quickly, This
work could logically be done at other defense sites in the country. The 8WELS does
not indicate that any investigation as to the redundancy or duplicative nature of the 1. 6-R
LLNL Bidetense program with other existing government sponsored bio detense
Ialws operated vy other agencies. Tt is mission defl for the TOT and NNSA 1o engage
in Miodelfense and rather than deuble down on that mission dafl, the SWEIS should
examine closing the eility, Mothing in the Noelear Posture Review or other DOE
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mizgion imcludes directives Tor ompoeing ioresearch af TTRT. An altemative that L e
clises the hiodefense rescarch down at LT, is reasonable and muost be analyveed. Cal

2. An alternative that examines abandoning the increased bomb blasts, or any outdoor
bomb blasts. at Site 300 s reasonable. s possible that the Lab will not ever receive 43, -3
an air permil [rom Vallew Air. An allemative that shandons these blasts should be

analyeed.

3. The 8WEIS states that “The Complex Transformation SPEIS alse considered and
evaluated the transter of missions/operations to and/or from 1IN, and NNSA has
impletmented. as appropriate, decisions that followed preparation of that document.™
(BWTIS 3-64) That was 1m 2003 nearly 20 vears ago. T goes on Lo slale that “RNSA
has mol identfied v new proposals for curment mussions operations that are
reasonable for transter to andor from LML " Tt dogs not state that any evaluation of Gt
whether any currant missions of operations were examined for transfor to another =site
as part of this Draft SWELS analvsis as was requestad by commentars during scoping,
An alternative should analvze whether any current LLNL missions or operations
could be consolidated or moved to another agency site and’or done away with
entirely. Additionally, this allemative could determine if any existng or proposed
aetivities are redundant or duplicative of operations or programes being conducted at

other agency Facilities.

Opposition to Proposed MY Expansion in the Dreaft SWEIS

The Tralt SWEIS also proposes to “revise the administrative limits for radioactive materials™ ag
the MIT. The Drafl SWTETS contans very Tittle explanation ol the experiments planned im NITF
the next 15 vears that require meressed radioactive materials. The pubhic neads more explanation
in the SWELS so that it can understand. analvze and discuss the potential impacts and risks these
cxperiments pose. Tn addition, an alternative that excludes these new experiments and keeps WITF
al its current level of operation should be analveed in the SWTTS.

The Drafi SWEIS iz clear that NIF will continwe to experiment with tritium; however, the Draft
SWEIS necds to be cxplicit a8 to whether plitonium-242 and other plutonium isotopes will also 4-1
ke used in WIF cyporiments in the Dure and it what quantitics,

The Dreaft 8WELS explains that the propoesed alternative includes taking steps “towards doing
direct drive experiments in MIF.” {pg. 3-35) These “polar direct drive”™ experiments “with
sinooth laser beam to target (as opposed to current indirect drive experiments where the laser
beam shines inside of the hohlraum to create x-rays )7 and other experiments will contaminate the
inside of the NIF chamber with radionuclides {will these include plutonium- 2427 The SWELS
should include analysis of how the target chamber at NTT will be decomtaminated from these
direct drive and other expermments, includimg the frequency of decontamination, the nomber of
workers potentially exposed and the cost.
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The SWETS should include an explanation of how the rate of experiments in XTI will increase
fromm 400 shots per year to 600 shots per vear m the proposed action altenative, but there will
nol be a comesponding changs in ~IF limits as deseribed in the operational changes under the
Proposed Action, This s dilTieull for the pubhic o understand m conjunciion with the Drall
SWETS™ acknowledgment thal an merease m the number ol shols would merease TEW by two
tranzportainers par vear, Additionally, the 8WEIS should provide information, analysis and data 41
tovexplain its azsertion that with an inerease in the numbar of BIF shots by 50%, that the
skyshine cstimates from the 2005 SWEISZ011 5A would not increase.

The 8WEIS shonld also provide more details and analvsis abowt the plan at NIF to introduce new
materialz for targets like Photonium 242 and or other photonium isotopes. Thiz analyveiz should
also include the proliferation nisks posed by WIEF with these new materials being nsed as targets.

Opposition to0 Proposed Increase in Plutoniom Administrative Limit in the Dieaft SWEIS

NMEA I= also proposing to increase the administrative limits for photoniom mixturas at Building
235 from less than 8.4 grams plutoninm- 239 under the No-Action Altemative to less than 38,2
grams under the Proposed Action. (SWEIS 3-34) The administrative limit refers 1o how much
weapots-grade plutonivim can be in the building at one time. This is an increase of nearly 5
timez. Plutoniom can be deadly in microscopie amounts; i emits extremely high-enerzy rayvs
(alpha particles) that tear throngh tizsuc as the plutonmm radicactively disintegrates within the
Toady.

The Draft 3WELS goes on to say that much of this would be used at other sites atter preparation
al T.LNTL (BWETS 3-34) TliLis hcmb shipped 1o KNES or LANT. has the alternative ol'it being
produced at other sites Tor r;."\p:rl[l‘lm'llﬁ been examined? An alternative should be analvieed that

removes all apecial noelear material from the Lab, 4-L, (-2

The Dralt SWEIS states that, “The inereased limats in B235 would lead (o expanding the
laboratory space dedicated to the preparation of plutonivm samples for experimental work
conducted outside of B235, This would enable the proparation of experimental samples for
critical high-pressure experiments af NIF, JASPER. facility at Mevada Nuoclear Scourity Site,
HPCAT and DCS facilities at Areonne Mational Laboratory, £ Pulsed Power Facility at Sandia
National Laboratories, and other facilities,” (SWELS 3=-547 The 5W EIS must make clear in
relation to this proposal what the corresponding inereaza in shipments of plutonium would be
back and forth between these sites. An Alternative should be analvred that reduces and
ultimately remaves all special material from the Lal.

Cpposition to the Proposed HEAF Expansion in the SWEIS

The Dealt SWEIS mentions that the new High Explosives Application Facility (HEAF)
Laboratory Capabibiy Expansion {HEX) will generale “hagardous wasie contominated wilth HE
and non-hazardous waste and managed in accordance with LYTSC permit requirements. The AR
facility could doublz the existing waste stream from HEAF, ™ (8WEIS 3-30) The hazardous wasta
permit from the DTRC for the main =it was recantly finalized and will [ast for 10 vears, but the
Dratt SWELS does not explain whether the increase in hazardous HE waste will require an
expansion of the current permit Limits, The SWELS should provide detail about how the increase

[
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in [T and hacardous waste generally will impact and coordinate with the existing hacardous

wisle penmil issued by the State of Califvmia for bath the main site and Site 300, The SWTIS

should explicitly address whether the proposed action i3 consistent with the DTSC hazardous 4R
wepsle permil as issued, The lab should analviee an altemative in which all high explosives

rescarch 15 ended al the Tah.,

SWELS Analvsis of Cleanup is Inadeguoate

The Livermore Lab Main Site was placed on the Environmental Protection Agency™s Superfund
list of most contaminates sites in the nation in 1987, The Livermore Lab Site 306 high explosives
testimg ranpe was placed on the TPA Superfund Bist e 1990, Both locanons have moltiple
chermcal and radivactive contaninants that have Teaked o soils and proundwater agqualers, as
wall as sane surface waters at Site 300, Bath locations have on-site and olT-site contarmination
that i being clemmed up under the Superfund law, Both localions have cleanup activilics that will
need (o comtinue Tor the next 460 years or moere, This past contaminalion must be Mully considered
in the Dwrall SWETS, Additionally, the Drall SWEIS does nol stale whether any program
activitics considered in the Proposed Altemative complieate or delay any of the ongeing or  |g-a
plammed Superfund monitoring or cleanup, despite the fact that many of the proposed activitics o
occur near clean up areas, The Drafl SWETS states that the Proposed Action altermnative docs not
alter the timeline. technolosies vsed, or thoroughness of the CERCLA environmental cleanup of
the contamination at either LLNL site with no direct analvsis or explanation. For the public to
understand the nteraction of the many proposed actions and the cleanup, the SWEIS noeds (o
provide much more detail. Additionally, an alternative that analyzes wsing new cleanup
technologies, provides more staff dedicated to the cleanup and hastens the cleanup schedule
should be included in the SWELS.

According to the Dreaft 8WEIS, the Proposed Action increases the aceident risk to the public
from radiclogical and hazardous materials transportation by nearly 35%. (Table 5-32, Summary
of Transporation Impacts for the Altematives- SWEIS 5-94). This is an unacceplable level of
tisk. The Draft 3WELS does not adequately describe this risk in detail that allows the public to
understand the type, location, potential severity, or the precations taken that conld mitigate this
risk. The SWEIS nceds to provide significantly more detail about this transportation risk in the
SWELS. It should also analyze an alternative where less radiological and hazardous materials are
transported to and from the Lab.

Lo~

The Proposed Action Proposes Risky and Unacceptable Increases to Radioactive Yastes

The preferred alicmative Proposed Action proposcs a very large mercasc inall types (LW,
MLTA, TRIDmixed TRU wastes ) of radioactive waste production. And the SWTETS calls thos
wisle an unavoidable resull of normal operations.” (8WEIS 5-180) The disposal sites often
have spills, accidents and releases into the environment, They pollute areas all over the country,
These waste sireams are a huge problem [or our fiure on this planct, The Drall SWEIS rellecis a
cavalier attitude of this Lab and NNSA take toward hazardous and radicactive wastes and their
associated dangers. The Draft SWEIS should analvze an alternative in which the radioactive
waste generation of the Lab iz minimized even bevond current operations, It does not indicate

18-A,
13-B
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that the apeney mes o limil te proposed programmatic uses of haardous chemicals, substances
or radinactive materials o the hare tinamum in any of the altemnatives. The SWTITS needs w
analyvze how the Lab could minimize the use of these chemicals and radieactive materials, by
hmitimyg or nol mbating programs, wsing less lwomful substances, or hnding culting alge
allemalives lor each allermnalive analyveed.

15-A,
18-R

The SWEIS Needs Further Analvsis of the Proposcd Bomb Blasts Increase af Site 300

The Draft 3WELS is unclear about the status of the Lab’s proposed increase in the weight of
explosives detomated at Site 300 The Diall SWETS Fols oo mentiom that the Tab has nid received
a pertonit L conduet these blasts from the San Toagquin County Adr Resources Control Board
(WVallev Airy for these blasts, and may never. These proposed much larper blasts (than what was
previously allimved) will prodoce noise levels up o 126 dB in nearby residential neighborhoeods.
The Dralt SWEIS also Tails o mention that the 1S CTHC states that “Toud neise above 1200dT 4G,
can cause immediate harm to your cars.” (8WETS 4-104) The SWEIS should be sccurate in its [2-A
presenfation of the impact of noise that could result from these blasts {o the nearby homes at
Tracy ITills. Thue to the vears that have passed since the NEPA public hearings on these increascd
Blasts, and the imereased nearhy population, the 8WETS should include a new analvsis ol the
proposal and allew for a public participation process that allows the new residents of Tracy Hills
Lo participate and have their voiees heard as alTected individuals,

Theze planned high explosives detonations imvolve more than 100 chemically hazardous
cortaminants. A fulure alternative that foregoes these outdoor detonations with hazardous G132
materials at Site 300 must be analvzed in the SWEILS.

Part of the concem about the DLab conducting these high explosive hlasts stems from the
September 9, 2020 T8, Department of Energy™s Tnspector General (DOE TG Inspection Repaor
en “The Deparment of Energy's Management of Explosive Materials sl Lawrence Livermaore
Mabional Taboratory,™ TU disclosed thal semons problems persistin the Tab’s manapgement of
dangarous high explosives, First, the inspectors discovered multiple ways in which Livermors
Lab ignores required regulations governing the management of these high-risk substances,

For cxample the report notes that, “We interviewed cizght officials responsible for explosives
management al HEAF |High Explosives Application Facility| and Site 300, and upon our raguest
none provided us with detailed inventory procedures ™ 8o these officials acknowledged that the  [4-5
Lab is not following any particular set of regulations. The report gees on the note that in fact
there are eipht difterent high explosives manapement systems bemng used between the Tab's Site
300 high explosives testing range and the Main Site, where TIEAT is located

Additional v, the mspectors found that the “custodians™ of the high explosives were doing their
o mventorying of the materials in vielation of the requirement that explicitly states, “Phyvsical
inventories shall be performaed by the use of personnel other than the custodians of the properiy,”
These regulations are mn place to create efficiency and prevent this material from going missing,
The inspectors found several inverdory errors that resulted from these various management
svatems and could lead to a loss (or theft) of cxplosive material,
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Alse alarming were the phyvsical problems with high explosives storage that the imspectors foand
o Hite. For example, the report savs that “we observed two domaped storage comiamens, one
having & broken handle, and the other panially damaged, mscaled, and infested with inscets,”
The reporl noles that the Lab was not [ollowing s own protocels [or pest abatement. “In
response o our ehservations, LLINL olcials mmediately replaced the msecl-miested container
with an approved ansite container.”™

I addition the report, “observed that some of LLNL s explosives storage facilities showed signs
of phyvsical detericration at Site 300, For example, 14 storage facilities at Site 300 had pecling
intzrior paint, and another had a severs mice mfestation that prevented us from entering the
magazine until it was decontaminated. ‘The mice-infested magazine also had wide gaps arcund
the doorway, which mav have besn a contributing factor to rodent infestation. As previously
mentied. we also identified m insect misstation mside mexplosives contmner stored within
magazime at Hite 3007 Despite the Tab’s 52 billiom dollar per viear budget, they are unable te
prevent rodents from entering buildings housimg Iligh Explosives. This underscores that Lab
continues Lo proerilice new warhead development over sile maintenance and salety.

Fimallv, an cnduring problem, given the Lab's rapid cxpansion and ramping up of noclear
weapons work, is thal it is running out of space to house High Explosives, The report notes that
“Turing our mspection, we identilied older and legacy materials that programs do not plan to use
in the fidure, Officials stated that physical storage space 5 crowded and one official stated that
mors slorags space mav be necessary for new work on life extension programs, ™

45

“In rezponse to the limited availability of space. Lab officials stated that thev do not have a
formmal plan to manage the space i the future, but actively attempt to auligate the situation
through the disposition of elder material and the use of the older material in traming and cleaning
shots. Towever, there are a numhber ol limitations that slew the disposition md use of older
material.

Due o Califomia air quality restrictions, Site 300 is only permitted to cxpend 1,003 pounds of
cxplosives cach wear m the open air and muost Tollow speahie guidance hased on environmental
concerns. An official stated that Livermore Lab shipped zome explosives off-site for dizsposilion
in the past I years, bul doe 1o seeurily concems there are limatations for the remaining materials,
I the Lab “continues o work on [warhicad] life exlension programs in the near Muure, then il s
necessary that the explosive managers actively manage the stockpile now to provide room for
future material,” he =aid according to the DOE 103 report.

Tri-Valley CARFEs abjects to the ever increasing amount of High Explosives stored and used in
experiments al Tivermore Tab's Mam Site and Site 300 and believes it is essential for the
SWEHIS to evaluate the risks posed by an accident or intentional act due to this material being
housed i such close proximity to workers and the public.

2A

Additionallv, the SWEIS should nclude an analysis of the ulihty, cost, and emvrommental
wnpracts of mamtaming the High Explosives mission at Site 300 when other MMNEA sites perform
much of the same function farther away from population centers. Bite 300 has been identified by A8 6A
previous sdmimistrutions as an excess DO sile that has potential as a green cnergy prodoction
site (wind Tamms). This and cther potentind wses of Sile 300 (returm to wild park land For example)
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should be examined in the SWTETE. At the very least, the WIS needs to make clear the status
ol the proposed hlasts.

Opposition to the New Highbav B131 Proposal in the Dvaft SWEIS

The preferred aliernative in the Draft 8WELS includes the remowval of the hold High Bav (B131)
and the construction of a replacement [Tigh Bav. which would be “a 100.000-square-foot
industrial shop-tvpee building that would provide workshop, machine shop, and storage
capabilities for experiments and operations in engineering evaluations, primarily in support of
the Stockpile Stewardship and Muanagement Program, altheuph other programs are supported as
wall, T would be classified as o Tow-Tuzard radiclogical facilivy (LTNE 202137 (SWEIS 3-29)
While the Dratt SWEILS mentions, “{beryllivm and lithiwm hyvdrde/dithiom deateride L non-
dispersible radivactive muaterial (7M7), and oxic chemicals, previous plans have ncloded
plutemium pit material in the type of environmental esting the faelity will conduet.

The Draft SWEIS does not indicate the whather fiture plans for this facility will inchsde +T
plutonium pit material, There is very liftle explanation of the activities that will ocour insids the
Mew Highhay E13 1. The public noeds more explanation in the 8WETS so that it can inderstand,
analyze and discvss the potential impacts and risks of the new Highbay B131, including: 1)
Whether the High Bav be autherized fo use plotonium pit material, 27 What the types of
cxperiments and operations that will take place in the High Bav will be; and, 3) What material be
shipped from LAMNL {or other NNSA sites) to LLMNL for experiments in the High Bav. In
addition. an alternative that excludes building a nesw Highbay B131 should be included in the
BWELS.

Opposing to the Increase to the Proposed Tritinm Emissions Limit in the SWETS

The Draft SWEIS proposes 1o raise the allowable limits on tritiom (radicsctive hydrogen) and
weapons-grade plotoniom o Livermore Lab, The proposed increase in the emissions limit Tor
radioactive tritium will come from two locations - the main tritiwm faciloby i the “Superblock™
and the Mational Ignition Facility (NIF). The larger releases arc slated to begin in 2023 (scc page
5=,

The Draft 3WELS includes a chiart that details about the “Ioventory and Administrative Limits
and Emissions of the No Action Alternative versus the Proposed Action Alternative.” ' It shows
the emssions ol trtium From the Traitium Facibity going from 210 Cirye. i the Mo Action
Alternative to an allowable Timit of 2,004 Cidvr in the Proposed Action. )

In the comtext of these planned inereases, the Drall 8WEIS describes loading tritium reservoirs
with up (o 1,300 curtes ol tntiom af time, T then states thal both the mam trbom Faclivy and the
MIF could release the entire irtftum load directly inte the enviremment withoul having il go
through any tritium “recovery system”™ (see seetion 3.3.3). Thus the Proposed Action secks to

} T:||::-'|:e d—_;';' Ful; i'i':1i¢:j ]'durlugirq;‘_l' Rlu.’".i-: III:C::_ii]EK nr.I.qum-;q 5 .ﬁilr |L:|,-.’E :"'iih* LN {;ur. Jages Fon-di) |‘|
* Tabila 4-30 Facilties Managirg Radicouelides ar Tivermare Site and Site 300 (ar pages 396-4017

10
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allowy emissions ol irtium from WIF o go from 80 Cioyr. e 1,600 Cisr, (29875 Target
Tabrication waork for NIT wiall emit amother 10 Cisr) :

The site-wide air emission of tritium will increase from 1292 Ci tritiom in the 20017 bazeline, ta
300 C tritium in the Mo Action Altcrnative, all the way to 3,610 Ci tritium for the Proposed
Alternative. This is almost a 28-fold increase in the amount of tritium emitted from the Lab.' 41

Umne curie is a large amount of radistion, equal ta 37 billion radicactive disinte prations per
second. Nt plan s not stopped. itwill put radioactive tntwm directly mto the ar we breathe;
it will travel with the wind and tumble inte our neighborhoods s it gees, fall oul over our homes
i the rain, and become organically bound i our plants. Tritium exposure 15 related to numerous
bad health outeomes, mcluding deadly concers.

The Drult SWTIS acknowledges the comesponding mcrense in Populution Doss (person-ren'yT)
for offsitc population from the increase in trithum amissions going from 026 person-rem:yT in
the 2019 hascline, to 0.6 person-rem ST for the Mo Action Allermative, to 7.1 persom-remir for
the Proposed Action Alternative. An incerease of 27 times the person —remdyt of dose from the
2019 baseline to the Proposed Action Alternative.” This increase is maseeplable!

The Draft SWELS also calculates the Population Latent Cancer Fatalitics Risk from the increase i
i tritiom emissions, [t shows a corresponding increase in the chart, going from 1.6x10-4 in the
2019 baseline, to 3.6x10-4 in the Mo Action Alternative to 4.3x10-3 in the Proposed Action
alternative. An nerease of 12 tines the numbers of cancers from the 201% baseline to the
Proposed Action Alternative. This is an unacceptable increase in rish.

The analvses ol the impacts of the Proposed Action allemative™s increased tritium work are
ambiguous. The SWEIS needs te provide more details of the proposed tritium work i cach
Facility At is proposaed Lo oceur. For exanple, the Dralt 8WEIS does not detail how many mtiom
loading operations are expected per vear. The SWEIS should explain what iz poliey for whal
will happen ifwhen one of the tritium loading operations resulis inoa full 1500 Ci release, Would
the lab then cease the tritinm loading operations For the next 12 months? T the 1ab releases 36040
curies in a perind of less than 12 months will it cease to do anv more tritium work at both NIF
and the Tritivm Facility? Would the public be notified of the administrative limit being reached?
Will staff in nearby buildings be notified? All questions the SWEIS must answar, The 8WELS
should analyze an alternative in which the experiments that require the tritium leading operations
ar: not done on site, it at all.

ical Work in the SWEIS

In Appendiz C, (Tables C-12 & C-13 on pages C-228 C-23) the SWEIS annlyvees the “collective

annual dose 1o radiological workers™ wnd indicates i will increase From 8,45 personram al the

bascline 2019 level to 106.7 persoarem under the proposed action alternative. This 12-fold 12K
increase in radiation cxposurs to radiological workers is cxtrome and will result in additional

T Table 4-30 Facilitics Managing Radiceeelides ac Lovermare Sice and Site 300 (ar pages 396-4017
"_Tnh'lc, 5-17 Potentia® Air Juality T pacts for the Altermatives (p. 498)
“lable 5-17. Potential Aar Quality Lnpacts for the Alterratives (pa. 408)

CRD-3-124 Final November 2023



LLNL SWEIS

Chapter 3—Comment Documents

Yundt, Scott (48)

Page 13 of

18

ilnesses o worker and additional claims under the Tnergy Tmployee Occopational Tlness
Compensation Act (TTOICPA).

To date 2873 unigue individoual Livermore Lab workers have mada claims with the Departmant
of Labor under EEOICEA believing they were made ill by on the job exposures at the Lab, Ou
of those 2107 claims have been approved and paid (Some claimants have moltiple ¢laims for
munltiple illnesses), resulting in 483688, 770 taxpaver dollars being paid out as compensation
and medieal reimbursements for affected workers. These aflected workcers have been
acknowledged to have received exposures to radiation and toxic chemicals at the Lab that likely
canzed or contributed to an illnezs. Many of these illnesses are radicgenic cancers, but there are
many other illnesses that result from exposuras at the Lab. Many of the illnesses are fatal. The
SWEIS must include an analvsis of how many additional claims the Department of’ Labor shall
expect to pay out under the alfernatives malvzed.

Appendix C [mls (o consider the synergistic health efTects of radiological workers also bemng
expimmed Lo toxie chemicals and aubatances in the course ol Their work at the Tab, The document
notes the wse of comresives (liguids, solids, and pases); tosic substances (meluding pases ),
flammahles and combustibles (including solids, liguids, and gazes): nonfllammahble zases; water
reactives pyrophoresspontancously combustibles; oxidizing substinces; orgamic peroxides; and
explosives, all known to have health ellects from vaniouws levels of exposore and all potentially
have synergistic cffects with cach other and'or with radioactive clements, The document should
inchude an analysis of any available medical scicnee that shows swnergistic health offects of any
mixture of chemicals msed at the Lab, of radiation and toxic chemical together, and of multiplz
tvpes of radiation (Alpha, Beta & Gamma) on workers.

Opposition 1o B51.-3 Replacemeni Facility Proposed in the SWEIS

The Dralt SWETS proposad action alternative includes a replacement Animal Thosalety Tevel-3
Tacility that is nearly twice the siee of the existing Facility. (8WEIS 3-38) Tri-Valley CAREs
confinues Lo opposes the colocation of biological delense work inside of DiOE MWNSA Classified
nuclear weapons laboratorics, The SWEIS should analves the need [or this [acility and whether
iy work 15 redundant and/or duplicative ol olher BRTL-3 labs al other agencies. There is no
mandate for DOE to do bio defense research.

The Draft 5WELS contains very little explanation of the activities that will oceur inside the
proposed BSL-3 Replacement Facility. 'The public needs more explanation in the SWELS so thar
it can understand, analvze and discuss the potential impacts and risks of the Replacement BSL-3
facility.

This 8WTIS did not comduet a separate analveis of Tmological hazard release, but mstead tiered
fromm previous NEPA analvees performed for the BS1-3 fashny, despite the proposal to boild a
larger new BRL-3, (Appendix C. C-48) Reliance on MEPA analyses thal are over a decade old
and mal speciReally twilored o the proposed action lor the new BSL-3 makes the documented
conclusioms of safely doubilul. The SWTEIS should analviee both an accident scenario and an
Intentional Destructive Act scenario that are specifically tailored to the new BSL-3 as proposad
in the proposcd actiom, [n addition, an altemative that cxcludes this facility should be included in
the 8WEIS,

I5-L

1-C

2(-E
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Opposition to the New Animal Care Pacility Proposed in the Draft SWEILS

The Dralt SWEIS contains very litlle explanation of the activities that will oceur inside the MNew
Animal Care Facility that i3 part of the Proposed Action., It states that it would invoelve
construction of a madarn 240000 0-square-foot replacemant Animal Care Facilty which will.
“humansly nae (the animals) in these research protocols and tissues are harvested for molecular
analyveis.” (SWEILS 3-38) The Dratt SWEILS finther notes that “Other chermucals and some
racdionuelides are also used in this research.” The public needs more explanation in the SWELS so
that it can understand. analvze and discuss the potential impacts and risks these facility pose. For
example, the SWEIS needs to include an explanation of the “humane™ practices so that the public
can better understand and analvze these practices,

4-K
Additionally, the SWETS needs o provide an cxplanation of why 200000 sy. TL 15 necessary [or
this Tacility and il shoold analyee wmoallemative of a smaller Tacility. Further, the SWETS neads 1o
provids an estimate of how many animals per month and vear will be Killed i this facihty so that
the public can understand and analyze the mmpact of this propesal. The S8WEIS should also
provide a elear purpose and need for the NNSATOE o do this type of biological rescarch. The
SWTTS should cxplain why radionuelides are used in the rescarch and whether there experiments
with animals involving the use of bioazents and radienuclides fogether. Finallv, an allernative
that exeludes this Cacility should be included in the SWEIS,

The SWETS Should Analyee the Lab’s Role in Plutonium Pit Production

The Drati SWETS discloses that there will new plutconnm activities at Livermore Laly, however
the “mission”™ has been vapne and opagque. TV has documented dioupgh other sources that
Livermore Lab will have a “hands on™ role in WNSA S plans [or expanded pluteniom pil
production.

The production of the 0 or more new pits per vear will take place at the Los Alamos Lab in
Mew Mexico and the Savannah Kiver Site in South Caroling according fo current WEPA
documernts. However the federal budzet containg maney for new plutoniom glove boxes at
Livermore Lab that are exprezsly to support “expanded photonium pit production.”™ And, a Los
Alamos National Lab NEPA document states that LANL will ship plotonium to Livermoare for
“materials testing” in suppett of “expanded plutondum pit production.”™ 1-B

We know there is a connection between Livermare Lab’s ramp-up of its plutonitm activities and
mlrustruciure and expanded pit production, The public has a night o be able e do the see clearly
which activities are related Lo the very controversial plan 1o expand plotoniom pi production —
und 1o comment specilically on Livermore Tab's role

The Government Accountability OfTiee (CAC) states thatl the NNSA pil production plans “Tely™
on Livermore Lab and other non-production sites, Here 1s how GAD desenbes o bhey aspect off
Livarmore s role: *As the design agency for the WET-1 warhead the first warhead dezigned for
newly produced pits since the Caold War— Livermors is responzsible for qualifving the pit
production process and cortifying that the pits produced maeet the intent of its design,
Cialification and certification requires a variety of tests, such as production evaluations,
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engineering cerli leation testing, physics certification westing, and the replacement ol some
eguiprment” (GAC-23- 10406 1. January 2023).

In sum, the SWEIS ehould do a crosswalk that would enable those public commants, TVC and
WILFF demand that a dedicated scetion in the SWEIS provide details and analysis of Livermore | 1-F. 64
Lab’s role in expanded plutonium pit production. Additionally, the SWEIS should analyvze an

alternative in which Livermore Lab does not have a role in expanded plutoniom pit production,

The Farthquake Analvsis in the Draft SWEIS is Tacking

There 1% a startling admission i the Dmall SWETS aboul the dangers of the releass of toxe and
radioactive materials in o “design basis” earthguake (see pages 5-32 and §-33) First, we know
that the next Bay Area carthquake may exceed “design basis.” The map lists & dozen building
with “seismie deliciencies™ melwding building 235, which is the bulding discussed above in
which the SWETS would mercase the admimistrative lionil [or weapons-grade plutoniom nearly 20-F
3xl

The 8WEIS needs to meluds an analysis of the release of toxie and radioactive materials ina
“design basis” emthquake as well as an analvsis of those impacts from an earthguake that
exceads “design basis.” The analvses should includa the Proposed BSL- 3

Opposition to the Proposed Laser Isotope Pilot Program in the Draft SWEIDS

The Drall SWETS deseribes a new Livermore Lab laser isolope pilol program 1o enrich wranium
en sile. Long lime Lab workers and TVC members alike probably recall the fissce al Livermore
Lab called Uranium Atomic Vapor Laser l=otope Separation. The facility cost hillions of dollars
and never worked. What it did do was release hazardous materials into the environment. some of
which ended up in groundwater near the building. It was finally canceled.

4B
The Dreaft 8WELS contains very little explanation of the activities that will cccur inside the
proposed tacility. or the history of the previcus Tailed attempl. The pubhc neads more
explanation m the WIS so that it com understand. analvee and discuss the potential impacts
and risks of a new Laser Isotope Pilot Program. In addition. an alternative that excludes this
lacility should be included in the SWEIS. On its face, TVC and WTLPT oppose Son-of-Uranium-
Atomic-YVapor-Taser-Tsolope-Separation and believe it should not be built,

The Proposed Action in the Draft SWELS is out of Compliance with International Law

The Draft W ELS summari by stares that the proposed action is in compliance with iifernational
law, stating, “MAVSA missions are conducted fully consiztent with cuvvent treaty oblicotions.”
TV and WILPF voeciferously disagree.

Livermore Lab has been working to moedermze the arsenal and push the envelope on weapons 2-A
capahilities, essentially tuming them inle new weapon desizms, This not anly promotes nuclear
development worldwide (evervone wanis o keep up with the Jones not just [or their credibility
bul also Tor their survival ) Livermore Lab s playimg a central role m driving a nesw and
danperous global srms race, With the war in Ukraine and Russian nuclear saber-rattling, the TS,

14
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nuclear weapons hudget throwes Toel on the Gre of potential nuelear war, This is fundamentally in
contradiction with our ohlipations under the Mon-Proliferation Treaty (NPT

The Draft SWEIS states “frfhe NPT dogs nor provide any specific dee for achiewing the ulfiimate T
goal af nuclear disarmament, ror does if precliede the maintenance of nucleor weapons el
thair dispositon. Continued operations ot LI enable NNED to maintair the safeny, reliabiling
and performance of the U5 muclear weapons stocknile il the uitimare goals of the NPT are
aitained fdisorsiament ) and are comsiztent with the NPT

Thiz is manifestly incorrect. The Lab’s objectives to mamtain the arsenal include Life Extension
Programs that are unnecessary. expensive. envirommentally polluting and promeote the nuclear
arms race worldwide.

The country™s current stockpile of more than 5 000 nuclear wenpons has been extensively lested
and certificd reliable and will be for decades to come. The caealating cost of mamtaining the
stockpile i not duc to the difficulty of the task or the offects of aging warhcads, Tt 12 cansed by
imcreasimgly clective changes miroduced inte the stockpile as part of the Tafe Fxiension Program
(LEP) Nowe: the LLA has 5,428 muclear wegpons according to the Federation of Americon
Sciemiists, 2022

The desire to modity warheads or develop new warheads 15 a primary factor i the push to
upgrade other parts of the nuclear enterprise. The cost of modermizing the stockpile. including
infrastructure and delivery svstems, 1s estimated to be S1.7 trillion over 30 vears with a modest
rate of inflation.

Suome of the programes that need 1o be anal yeed Tor intermational trealy compliance (as well as lor
local envirommental impacts) in the 8WETS are:

- Whether the development of the WHO-4 “Long-Hange Stand O weapon is in
commpliance with our treaty shlipations under the NPT, (This weapon s intended for
prilots Lo he able te “stand of 17 o arge by thewsands of miles and launch a precisely
enided, radar cvading nuclear weapon,y By any measure Livermors's new warhead for
this LESO (Long Bange Stand OfT eapabilitvy is an offensive first-uss weapon that is
completely ot of compliance with our treaty obligations and with our commitment to B.2-D
stockpile stewardship. Livermoare Lal is also planning to develop that new warhead (the
WHl-4) into a version that would be placed on small attack subs that do not now have
any nuclear weapons on them. These new nuclear weapons would not be distinguishalble
[ranm the convenlional weapons currently on board these ships, That means that o country
under attack might not he certain if the warhead heading toward it was conventional or
nuclear - this is one scenario whereby a nuclear war could start by miscaleulation.

- The SWEIS should alko analyiee whether the development of the WE7-1 15 in commpliance
wilh our treaty obligations under the WPT. The WET-1 s the st whollv new warhead
dosion sinee the end of the cold war, The WE7-1 1= slated to sit atop a new
intercontinental ballistic missile. called the Sentinel Missile. The Lab is looking into 126
new technolosics for this warhicad design, This includes a new-desien plutoniom bomb
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core, called a “pil.” significantly difTerent from anvthing in the TU8. siockpile.
Livermore's WE7-1 warhead is a central reason the 1.5, is planning to expand plutoninm
pit production at 2 locations - the Los Alamos Lab in XA and the Savannah River Sie in
S, In fact, every plutonium pit that will be produced for at least 12-vears will 2o inside
a WET-1 warhead.

These new warhead desigms do not comply with our treaty obligations. The T78 has an obligation
under Aricle VI ol the Nuclear Monprohiferation Treaty o pursue negotiations in good lath on
clffective measures relating to cesgation of the noclear arms race at an carly date and to nuelear
disarmament. .

The International Court of Justice further clarified “There exists an obligation to pursue in good
faith and bring to a conclusion. negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects
under strict and offective intormational control, ™ Advisory omaion on the Lagolity af the Threat ar
Lisa of Nucleor Weapans, Suly & 1996,

2-B.2-D
The United States is not warking in geod faith toward nuelear disarmament when we are creating
new weapons desipns.

Mot only s the Lab's worl out of compliance with our treaty obligations under the NPT bt the
Lab's waork s making our world more dangerous, Beeanse the 178 dogs nol lahe a leadership role
in stopping the nuclesr arms race, we jusi fan the Names of nuclear prolileralion everywhere,
And i o dangerous ime 1o do so. Intemationadly the world s on the brink of the vse ol nuclear
woapons, Bussia is contimeally threatening their use, North Korea is parading their new missiles
as a show of force, China is revamping their meclear infrastructure, Through this 8WEIS,
Livermore Lab is committing to continue the neclear arms race indefinitely. How long will the
human race survive if we don’t take decisive action and plav a leadership role in eliminating
nuclear weapons collectively?

To Irame this m terms of the 8WEIS. the Lab. under the MNational Envirommental Pelicy Act has
an obligation to study and analvee the potentially significant environmental impacts of their
actions. There may be no greater significant environmental impact than nuclear war, Just lving
under the threat of nuclear war affects the pavchology of our nation and the world.

Conclusion

As detailed above, TVC and WILPF believe the Dreall WEIS as relessed s signilleantly
imadequate. Simply responding to all of the issnes brought up in just this conument in a Final
SWEIS “responses to comments™ document would deprive the public of their apportunity to 1-A
analvze and respond to many of the important issues not addreszed in the current Draft SWEIS,
Thus, TVC amd WILPE request that the Diatt SWEIS be revised in response to these and other
conumnents and recirculated for frther public cominent.

TWC lurther notes thad ity comments here were hamstrung by 1) The WNSA s Tailure b respond
Lo eight cutstanding Freedom of Information Act requests [rom TVCE that are now the subject of
htigatiom and 1o which the responses o may contain information pertinent 1o TV s
understanding of the Thrall SWEIS; and, 23 The fact that the Tiralt 8WHETS, which st the time of

lia
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seoping wis expecled e be released in the Summer of 2022, was mstead relessed on Movemhber
4™ ap the begimning of the holiday season with a 60-day comment period that was later extended
Just 15 davs Trom January 3. 2023 1o January 18, 2023 (despite many requests Tor a 30 day -
exlemsion), This commenl overlapped Thanksmving major religiows holidavs, the Mew Year i
holiday all during what 15 the busiest ime of vear for many ol our members, Given the huge

complexity and larze volume of the document, it was very difficult for many interestod partias to
review and comment on during this time of voar,

Sincerely,

Tr-Valley CAREs. and Women's International League for Peace and Freedom, San
Franciscon and Fast Bay Dranches
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By email to: LLNLSWEIS@nnsa doe.qov

Postal mail: Ms. Fana Gebeyehu-Houston,
LLML SWEIS Document Manager,
1000 Independence Ave,, 8W, Washington, DC 205835

Cear Ms. Fana Gebeyehu-Houston:

These are my comments on the Mational Muclear Security Administration’s (MN3A) Draft’ Site-Wide
Enviranmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) for the confinued operation of the Lawrerice Livermorne
Mational Laboratory (Livermore Lab) Main Gite in Livermore, GA and Site 300 high explosives testing
range near Tracy, CA.

1. Plufonium Increase Opposed. According to the SWEIS, the MNSA iz proposing to increasa the
administrative limits for plutonium mixtures at Livermore Lab’s Building 235 frem 8.4 grams
piutonium=235 under the MNo-Action Alternative to 38.2 grams under the Proposed Action: {SWEILS 3-
54) The administrative limit refers to how much weapons-grade plutenium can be in the building at
one time, This iz an increase of nearly 5x. Plutonium can be deadly in microscopic amounts; it
emits extremely high-snergy rays (alpha particles) that tear through tissue as the plutonium
radicactivedy disintegratas within the body. This is an unacceptably dangercus increase in plutoniom
and [tz associated rizk at a site that has falled seclirity drills and is located in close proximity to
rezidential naighborhoods and within a 50-milke radius of naarly 8 million peaple. The SWEIS should
analyze an afternative that removes plutonium from the Lab: rather than increasing it.

d-E,

2. Transparency Needed on Livermore Role in Plutonium Pit Plans. While the SWEIS disclosas an
increase in plutonium levels for Livermone Lab, as noted above, it ingppropriately avoids analysis of
the programmatic reason for the increase. Livermore has a "hands on” role in pit production that
has environmental risks even though full-scale production of 80 or more pitsfyear will be done at two
other lncafions. The Government Accountability Office (GAQD) states that the NMNSA pit production
ptans “rely” on Livermore Lab and other non-production sites, Here is how GAQ descripes a key
aspect of Livermara's rale: "As the design agency for the WET-1 warhead—the first warhead 1-B,
dasigned for newly produced pits sines the Cold War— Livarmore is responsibls far qualifying the pit |2-B
production process and cerifying that the pits produced meet the intent of its design. Qualification
and cerification reguires a varety of tests: such as production evaluations, engineenng certfication
testing, physics certification testing, and the replacement of some equipment (GAQ-23-104861,
January 2023). The SWEIS should make clear all of the ways in which plutonium cperations
propesed for Livermers Lab are related to NMNSA's expanded plutonium pit production plan. Further,
these cperations should be canceled,

3. Tritium Emissions Increase Opposed, The site-wide air emission of fritium {radicactive &1,
hydrogen) will increass fram 129.2 Curies of tritium in the 2018 baseline, 19300 Cures of titium in |5 0
tha Mo Action Alarnative, all the way te 3,610 Curses of tritium for the Proposed Alternrative. This is LA
almost a 28-fold increase in the amount of tritium emitted from the Lab. The SWEIS states this |

1
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will result in a corresponding increase of 27 times the annual dose to the offsite population from the
2019 baseline to the Proposed Action Alternative. Additionally, this will result in an increase of 12
times the numbers of cancers from the 2019 baseline to the Proposed Action Alternative. This is

an unacceptable increase in risk. One curie is a large amount of radiation, equal to 37 billion 4-D,
radioactive disintegrations per second. If this plan is not stopped, it will put radioactive tritium directly |6-A,
into the air we breathe; it will travel with the wind and tumble into our neighborhoods as it goes, fall 19-A

out over our homes in the rain, and become organically bound in our plants. Tritium exposure is
related to numerous bad health outcomes, including deadly cancers. The SWEIS should analyze an
alternative in which the experiments that require the tritium loading operations are not done at
Livermore and tritium activities are reduced, not increased at the Lab.

4. No Advanced Hydrotest Facility. The Proposed Action in the SWEIS includes building a 75,000
square foot “Advanced Hydrotest Facility” (AHF) at Site 300 (see page S-40). Livermore Lab pushed
for a new AHF at Site 300 in the mid-1990s. However, Site 300 was determined to be
an inappropriate location due in part to the AHF's associated hazards and the proximity of the public.
Over the last 25 years, the City of Tracy has expanded its boundary toward Site 300 and the
population has skyrocketed, increasing the risk of operating the AHF. Further, it is notable that a
weapons designer at the time referred to the proposed AHF as “a nuclear weapons designer’s
dream,” referring to its capacity to help design new plutonium primaries. The SWEIS should specify
the programmatic usages of the AHF and its potential proliferation impacts. The decision should be
to cancel plans for an AHF.

41,
7-A

5. New Bio-Agent & Animal Research Lab Opposed. The SWEIS proposes to replace the current
Animal/Biosafety Level-3 Facility with a facility nearly twice the size of the existing facility.
(SWEIS 3-38) This lab performs biological defense experiments with highly contagious bio-agents,
(including anthrax and botulism) on animals inside of Livermore Lab, a classified nuclear weapons
laboratory. There is no mandate for bio-defense research to be done at Livermore (or by this
agency). Expanding operations at Livermore Lab creates the optics bio-weapons may be created.
Further, this SWEIS did not conduct a separate analysis of a potential biological hazard release, but
instead tiered from previous NEPA analyses performed for the BSL-3 facility, despite the proposal to 4K,
build a larger new BSL-3. (Appendix C, C-48) Reliance on NEPA analyses that are over a decade 20-E
old and not specifically tailored to the proposed action for the new BSL-3 makes the document’s
conclusions of safety doubtful. The SWEIS should analyze both an accident scenario and an
Intentional Destructive Act scenario that are specifically tailored to the new BSL-3 as outlined in the
Proposed Action. The SWEIS should further analyze the “purpose and need” for this facility and look
at whether its work is redundant and/or duplicative of other BSL-3 labs at other agencies. The
SWEIS should further analyze the potential for this lab to stimulate the proliferation of biclogical
weapons research in other countries. This expansion of bio-warfare agent research with experiments
on animals should be canceled.

e,
4-]

2

6. Reduce or Cancel New Warhead Development Programs. Livermore Lab is one of two locations
that develop every nuclear warhead and bomb in the U.S. stockpile. The SWEIS is intended to guide
Livermore Lab activities for the next 15-years or more. Over that time frame, Livermore's
proliferation-provocative new warhead activities can and should be curtailed and new missions
pursued. Instead, the SWEIS only contains programmatic activities that increase Livermore Lab's
new warhead design activities. Livermore Lab is developing several new warheads and variants.
Reasonably, the designs could be down-scoped to eliminate novel features or canceled altogether.

They include: 2B,

2-D

« The W87-1, a wholly new warhead currently being designed at Livermore Lab to sit atop a new ICBM
that the Pentagon is developing, called the Sentinel missile. The W87-1 will require new plutonium
bomb cores (pits) and is a major driver for NNSA's plan to expand plutonium pit production.

» The W80-4, a new warhead being designed at Livermore Lab for the new Long Range Stand-Off
Weapon. This warhead will sit atop a new air-launched cruise missile.
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a The WEO-dMadification, 3 special varant of the rew W30-4, designed for a new Sea-Launchad Cruise
Missile o will be placed on ships that do not currently carry any nuclear weapons and are not
cerified for that mission.

7. Analyze Genuine Alternatives. The Proposed Actich drastically increases the nuckear weapons
activitios at Livermore Lab. For example, it proposes 126 new facilities be built related to new and
modified nuclear weapons. The SWEILS should analyze an alternative future for Livermore Lab: one
in which the Lab does more unclassified, civilian science work and kess, or no, work on developing
new and modified nuckear bomb dasigns. Undar NEPA, is the responsibility of tha agency to fully
analyze reasonable alternatives, which the Draft SWEIS fails to do. A clvilian sclenge altamative
must be developad in the SWEIS, in part se that the anvirenmantal impacts of civilian sciance
rezearch can-be compared to the impacts of nuclear weapons activities = and decision makers and
the public alike will have these facts in hand when making decisions.

This examination of civilian science based alternative missions for Livermore Lab should include but
not be limited {o: minimizing and preventing infections disease pandemics, researching climate
change adaptation and amelioration, expanding nuclear nonproliferation programs, pursuing RED of
nuckear disarmament technologies that support verifiability, irreversibility, and, where:appropriate,
transparency, developing newr environmental clean-up technologies. alternative fuels, clean energy,
environmentally friendly battery development, energy-grid efficiency, green building technologies, and
other science areas that deal with the many challenges facing the United States and the world in the
21% century, The NN3A could hold pubic meetings specifically to develop these ideas in partnership
With the community and non-governmental organizations.

S EN
2-I

[= =
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{LLNL) (SWEIS)
Public Hearing on the Draft Sweis on 1207/2022

1. LAWRENCE LIVERMCRE MATIONAL LABCRATORY (LLNL)

1  SITE-WIDE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (SWEIS)

S PUBLIC HEARING ON TEE DRAFT SWEIS

i Wednesday, December 7, 2022

wiwvw huschy_com Huschy Global Litigation BOB-333-2082
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{LLNL) (SWEIS)
Public Hearing on the Draft Sweis on 1207/2022 Page 2
1 Livermore, California
2 Wednesday, December 7, 2022
£
4 MS. CRRAIG: 8o we will move on to the public
5 comment pericd. I'm goling to go over just a few short
& ground rules., First of all, once again, commsnts are
T super important. Lots of ways to comment, right. So
B vou can =-mail, you can =nail mail, you can verbally
g comment tonight. &nd I'11 go through that in a moment.
1G End then ohoe again, we have a meeting tomoarrow night in
11 Tracy and wirtual meeting Tuesday the 13th so next
12 Tuesday link ko that i1t's kneel inte to come back up
13 here and comment again., We'wve ear perfectly happy with
14 that. With all the comments weekend early as well okay.
15 So the first perscn -- ch, and let me
1& just say. 5S¢ you can go ahead comment over there.
19 {Audio distortion.)
18 M2, CRAILZ: So the first person -- I'11
1% just stand over here to the right -- is Tony Green --
20 Green, 1 belisve. Is that correck?
21 Do you want Co be here --
22 MR. GEEEN: Can you hear me?
23 M=, CERIG: Yes, I can.
24 MR. GREEM: I was a speaker. IL's been a
25 long time since I'we spoken ab a microphone thanoks to
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1 COVID, so give me a few ssconds here to kind of
2 compose myself here. I know I'm on a clock.
1 My comment is really just one comment.
4 One of the things I do outside of work is -- I'm an
v inreads climate global awbasgsador, and what that
& entalls ls using a model Lo gee the lmpacte of Che
T things we can do to really affect climate change
B meaning reverse the increase in greenhouse gases.
9 What my thought is with all these acticons
10 that we do right now, gresnhouse gases are gtill
11  inecreasing and thev're probakly not geoing to really
12 decrease until mavbe 2050, 2080, And so the idea is
12 even in that time, thanks bto the Buperfund, they
14 would still ke cleaning up the chemicals that are in
15 Site 300 and Livermcre Lab. e
18 Sc my thought is there's a comment in
17 there that save we expect that there will ne mors
18 increased radiation from Che activities, and so my
19 thought was, was there another statement back before
20 when they started this whole lab thing before it
21  became a Superfund site. And so that's kind of the
22  idea that comes to mind, and I'd like vou quvs Lo
23 really think about that. 2080, 2070, let's just sav
24 if we asbtark now and really sbart researching laudio =
25 distortion) climate change, thev'll still be cleaning
wiwvw, huschy com Huschy Global Litigation Bi-333-2082
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1  up that lab at that time. 2And so I just kind of want

2 everyone to really think about that before we sign up
1 to zay -- even though T understand that the maximum

4 may nct be what they expected, the engineer in my

5 brain savs there has Lo bes some logle reason that you
g  would establish a region to dunp radiation in the Hri D
T air, im the water, so I -- that's my comment.

B I1'd like everyone just kind of think

9 about that: Why would they try to increase the limit
10 if there wasn't some design purposes, even theough

11 there's little expectation of it actually happening.

1z Thank wyou.

12 Ms. CRAIG: Thank vou.

14 Mumber two., 211 right. Next up iz Marv,

15 Sorry. I didn't guite understand that.

1& Next up isg Mary Perner.

17 MS. PERNER: Sorry. Short.

18 I have lot of Lo gay about tritium. I

19  was bending soms =ars back there esarlier, and it's a
20 concern of mine. I know that tritium bonds

21 inextricably with water. And here in Livermere
22 Vallev, we're a very bkig agricultural area.
23 Mow the folks I was chatting with said,
24 Ok, ik's juskt going bto rise up because their -- the _—
25 desired plan is to have increased Lritium. And the
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1  gentleman was saying, "Oh, it will rise up.”
2 I often look at the winds in cur area.
1 Typically during the summer, thev go from west to
4 east. However, this meorning, we had quite a thick
5 fog, and the winds were blowing from northeast and
[ egst, which would blow inte Livermores. With a thick
T fog, if there were -- or any fog -- if they -- or Tou4,
E  rain or precipitaticn, if they're released, what
9 would happen with that to the city of Livermore:
10 Converaely, if there's a release, Traoy ig on the
11 other =ide. What will happen to them if there's a
1z breeze? If there's a wind? In the summer
12 afterncons, Lhere can be sbtrong winds.,
14 And I've lest my place here.
15 Bcocnomically, we get our water from Zone
18 T water, and I get mine from Cal Water. I attended a
17  workshop series in Livermore c¢alled "Key to the
18 City," which allowed us to go To all the different
19 departments of the city to see how the city was run.
20 &nd in the process of that, I went to the water --
21  water facility aver on Isabel Avenue, and I talked o
22 with a chemigt there. &nd she volunteered that the
23 testing so far is negative. Well, that implies that
24 there has Lo be Lesbing.
25 If there are changes in our tritium level
wiwvw, huschy com Huschy Global Litigation B-333-2082
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1 and if it bends with -- with water, I am guessing
2 that there will need to be updates or changes in
3 water testing for city wakter.
4 What will that cost us in Livermocre?
5 Have censiderations for finances for that kind of a
&  change been Laken into consideration for this plan? Helh
T Then, I remember -- well, I was actually
E  swimming in a pool next to the tritium facility back
9 in the early days when there might hawve been
10 releagsez, T would do & mile and a half a day in that
11 swimming poocl next to the tritium facility, =20 mavbe
12 that's why I have a bee in my bonnet aboub this,
12 But I remember early in the 2000s,
14 hearing & conversatleon and reading a little kit of an
15 article about cur vineyards, and that there were
16 measurable amounts of tritium that was -- were
17 uptaken by the grapevines in our vinevards., Right
18 now we have, I think, approximately 50 wineries or
19  wineyvards, and they sell to cother wineries; they sell L34
20 the grapes.
21 What will happen if there ig a release
22 and it zomehow getbs into our water?
23 At the time that I read this article and
24 heard this conversabion, it was a Jjoking kind of
25 thing. They were joking that Napa-Sonoma, the
wiwvw, huschy com Huschy Global Litigation B-333-2082
CRD-3-139 Final November 2023



LLNL SWEIS Chapter 3—Comment Documents

Livermore, CA Public Hearing

Page 7 of 29
(LLNL) (SWEIS)
Public Hearing on the Draft Sweis on 1207/2022 Page 7
1  wine -- growing area there, and friends were saying,
2 Oh, don't buy Livermore grapes because they'rs, you
1 know, radicactive. Den't buy our wines hecause o
4 they're affected by radincactive releases.
5 So that iz my rant about tritium, and it
&  includes my gquesticons about tritium.
T I have a lot of other guestions, but it
B locks like I have only a minute left.
9 Ms. CRAIG: I think we can contimme:
10 Let'a just read fast,
11 M5. PERMER: Okay.
12 Plutonium. Years ago, Livermors Lab
12 dramabically fziled an lntense security check., &5 a
14 result, I know that there have heen reductions in
15 plutenium use at the lab; and I am wondering if those
1& reducticns were a direct result of a really dramatic
17 failure of gescurity there. Do we really want to
18 increaze plutonium again?  And yeah, Che plutonium P
19 was removed from the site.
20 Various measures from that time faded
21 away because there were trucke with guns running
22 arcund, and that's a whole other bad issue.
23 hnd now NNSA proposes Lo -- would like to
24 ipcrease plubonium by an order of five. Will
25 gecurity measures now be increased by an order of
wiwvw, huschy com Huschy Global Litigation B-333-2082
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1 fiwve? How will that affect us? How can they be -
2 trusted after the previous dismal failure,
3 Crward.
4 How will increased plutonium and other
5 ruclear materials be transported Co Livermore? We
&  have 20,000 more pecple than we d4id in 2005, Tracy
T does. We all know what the freeways are in terms of
B the Rltamont Pass.
9 I live on East Avenue, and I've been
10 there for, what, is it 16 vears, and the traffic has
11  increased considerably. HNow, we're talking about
1z nine to ten and a half thousand more employvees. Even
12 Lif there 1s a north gate, what ls golng to happen Lo :;i:
14 ciby traffic? ﬂ:g
1n-E
15 Ind, again, I think you did say that --
18 vou did say that there was a consideration for the
17  emisgiocns in the city. The ¢ity has planners in a
18 comnission that look at emiszions and that are
19 calculating emissions.
20 I am concerned about a couple of their
21  emisgiens, and I hope that you have censulted with
22 the c¢ity planners about this kecause they would have
23 to be a part of it. See whal's needed, nob neesded.
24 I just was listening Lo a wsbinar the
25 ather day that sald other weapon-holding countries 235
wiwvw, huschy com Huschy Global Litigation B-333-2082
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1 are roughly ten years behind us across the boards,
2 and 1t would take ten vears for other weapon-holding
1 countries and, vou knew, I can't cite the accuracy of
4 this, but ten years of other countries to catch up
5  with us. And zo I am wondering about that in terms
] of labk and the designe at the lab of bomb cores,
T which iz where a lot of plutonium would go.
B What's needed, in my opinion, instead of
9 saber-rattling, and that's what we get when we

10 increage or update the weapon systems, and
11  stimulating the development of more weapons worldwide 234
1z because that's what will happen, we need sclutions to
12 wital problems troubling humsnity such as <limakte

14 crisis, prevention and cure of pandemic-Eype disease
15 like COVID, and waccines for cther diseases. For

18 example, cancer wvaccine is being proposed.

17 Right now about 12 percent of the lab

18  budget is going to other things besides

19 miclear-related issue, and I'd love to see that

20 percentage reversed and changed backwards.

21 Recently in North Carclina, Chere were
22  twe -- I think just -- what is it three dave ago,
23 four dayvs ago -- bwo attacks on powsr facilities tLhat

I7-A
24 shub down the grid. Securily experlts have been

25  warning of the dangers to the US grid asz it is
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1 currently constituted. Why not apply lab science and 1=
2 technology to that issue, possibly a more likely o
1 igsue than some others we might be facing.
4 The Wuclear WNon-Proliferation Treaty,
5 alao MPT for short. urrent lab problems do mich
&  more Chan safely maintain existing weapons. There
T hawve been designs for new bomb cores. That's not
E  maintenance. That's development. &4nd it's not in
9 accord with this treaty, Nuclear Non-Proliferation b
10 Treaty. WNew bomb core designg have been ongoing here
11 at the lab.
1z It's -- ckay. I'm repeating myself,
12 Sc proposals Lo expand nuclear
14 development at Livermore Lalk, to go beyvond the new
15 desiqns and more, seems to me, like a wiolation of
1& our treaty. And that's ik.
17 MS. CRAIG: Thank you.
18 And then next up, we have Pamela Eichard.
19 MS. RICHARD: Alsc short.
20 The Site-Wide Environmental Impact
21 Statement, does that conzider any alternatives such
22  as more unclagsified civilian science and less work
23 on new and modified nuclear warheads? There would be A
24  a lob fewer negative potentially lelhal impascts on
25 pecple in the envirocoment., We could work on cleanup
wiwvw, huschy com Huschy Global Litigation B-333-2082
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1 and clean energy technelogies and expand Lhose
2 existing programs with only 12 percent of the lab e
1 budget is spent on.
4 I'm wondering abeout these new facility
5 construction projects.  Are they for new nuclear 4-A
& weapona? Ie this to develop the WB7-1 or other new
T miclear weapons?
B I'm disturbed about the plan for the
9 expansion of tritium releases. Why is there a plan
10 to entich uranium on-sicte? Ten't that redundantc? sl
11 There are other uranium enrichment places in the
12 United Stakes.
12 I am for deconstructing and
14 decommissioning. 1I°'d just like to encourage ways to 2140
15 minimize the risk te the workers and the public. &nd
18 I'm wondering about what are the timetables for the 4
17  high-risk excess facilities. What are the mitigatien
18  measures being taken for dust and contaminants going 516
19  into the environment when they're being
20 deconstructed?
21 Ind where will the radiocsctive waste be
22  de -- disposed of? Will it ke on a Native American
23 Indian ressrvation where they don't have real actual 154
24 consent because they're poor and told to -- that this
25 iz a good way for them to have jobs and money., I'm
wiwvw, huschy com Huschy Global Litigation B-333-2082
CRD-3-144 Final November 2023



LLNL SWEIS

Chapter 3—Comment Documents

Livermore, CA Public Hearing
Page 12 of 29

(LLNL) (SWEIS)

Public Hearing on the Draft Sweis on 1207/2022 Page 12
1 apposad to that. 12
2 And how many buildings are going be
1 decommissioned and deconstructed? What are the i
4 completion dates? &nd how many are currently being
5 deconstructed?
& About the ongolng oleanup: Are the
T milestcnes for completion being reached and will they 2-A
B be delayed or altered by these new programs? Will
9 there be more contamination and hazardous waste that
10 will algo have to be ¢leaned up in additien to the <k
11 legacy contamination?
1z It's already -- both sites are Supesrfund
12  sites that will take until 2080 Lo clean up. This i=
14 putting a burden on the residents of the area.
15 I'ma little bit concerned abocut worker
1& health and safety with increased plutchnium and
17  tritium on gite. I think this could he very i
18 detrimental to their health,
19 ind raising the plutonium limits in 2023.
20 This is wery scon to have this happen. We haven't
21  really had a chance te respond to this plan.
22 How will the Lab prevent any mere major
23 releases of Lritium? There'wve already bheen a couple 198
24 of major releases inko the surrounding neighborhoods,
25 and this should be reduced and curtailed. We don't 4.0
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1  want the tritium emisszion amount increased. -

2 I'm concerned about the proposed tritium

3 increases in the WIF, and we'd like to not hawve that

4 happen.

. 20-B,

5 The NIF hasn't reached its goals, and I 4

& just don't gee any profit in increasing those NIF

T increaszes in plutonium -- in tritium.

B Ind I don't -- 1'd like to object to

9 raising plutcnium or highly entriched uranium limits.

10 They would have potential impacts on security that 20
11 Mary was talking abkout,

12 To increaze the plutonium limit five

12 timess, not only the security, bub the health =ff=cls 19-2,
14 of that would ke detrimental.

15 Mocw, I know that a lot of this plutonium

18 ig going to be for pit production support work and --

17 because that's a number one priority of NNSA to

18 expand plutonium bomb core production, but this

19 what are the risks to the public safety from a -4
20 potential accident or maybe there's an envircomental

21 disaater guch as an earthquake? What could happen? A0-F
22 How would the lak store and use the pluteonium to o
23 insure our safety? -
24 And on the transportation, the plutonium

25 from Los Alames to our area? How is that going to be L
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1  secured? Will the lab be using variances for
Z2  materials testing of plutonium or some other o
1 administrative change?
4 Does the planned testing comply with the
5 materials at risk? What about the force-on-force liﬁ-
& drill that waes failed? Mary already has addreszssd
7 that.
B Ind I'm concerned about this plan to
9 increase the Site 300 bomb blasts. There 1z a plan
10 for the lab te increase these blasts by seven times G
11 more blasts and more -- ten times more. So what are
12 the alternatives and what are the radicactive
12 materizls? How are Lhey being lnventoried to prevent 2000
14 theft? &And are materials Leing safely stered? What
15 are -- what is the need for new storage space for the
18 new life extension program werk?
17 Exploding older contaminated material is
18  not acceptable. How will officials addreas the lack i
19 of storage space?
20 Lnd what zsre the sscurities concerns?
21 How are they being addressed for the rigk of such
22  hazardeus waterial next to fenceline communities?
23 How are the workers being probected?
24 Why aren't pollution controls
25 technologiss used in all testing? =%
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1 And I hawve some more, but my wolce is

|

kind of giving out so I will continue tomorrow.

2 Thank you.
4 MS. CRAIG: I would actually -- T would
5 encourage you I noticed that you wrote that wvery

g beautifully, I would encourage you Lo acan that and
it turn that in as well. Okay.

a 2nd then our last person that =signed up
9 is Marylia Kelley. I =aid that correctly; right?

10 Would you like me toe bring you the

11 microphone or are you comfortable?

1z M5. KELLEY: I'm Marylia Kelley. I'm
13 executive director at Tri-Valley CAREEs., I live in
14 Livermore, California. And like the speakers before
15 me, we're all residents of Livemocre in the

16 Tri-Valley.
17 I'm golng te try to apeak quickly and

18 short and turn in some additional detail later.

1% To speak to two things that you, Fana,
20 offered in your initial presentation. What I wrote
21 down iz that you sgaid the SWEIS will net leock at

22 alternatives to the current emission. And I do
=y
23 belisve that's out of compliance with the law for
24 alternatives analysia in a SWEIS.

25 The documents that you talked aboub that
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1  guide the BWEIS are policy documents, not laws. And
2  most of them listed change with each administration.
1 So when you're considering 15-plus vears inte the
4 future, you have to consider that things may change Gl
v and that the SWEIS, in order not Co be ztale
[ immediately, needs Lo have a much wider view of Che
7 alternatives that it will consider.
B You also said the SWEIS will not deal
9 with the fact that there's a proposal to increase the
10 gize and yield of outdeoor explogions at Site 300,
11 tnd that is something that there have bheen many, many
1z hundreds and even thousands of written and oral .
12 comments to oppose.  Ib's lncredibly conbroversial.
14 And Tracy -- Tracy administrative and
15 city and county bodies hawve cpposed this plan. 2nd I
18 believe both bkecause of its peotential impact and alsc
17 because of the controversial nature of it, the SWEIS
18 must include it.
19 To =zay some things really quickly here.
20 The SWEIS proposes an increase in the
21 emisgions limit for radicactive Lritium at two
22 locaticens: the main tritium faceility in the
23 superblock and the National Ignition Facility.
24 And in bthalb conbext, the SWEIS describes
25 loading tritium reservoirs with up to 1500 curies of
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1 tritium at a tims.
2 One guesktion I have 1s about the word
1 "reservelirs" kecause there are tritium reservoirs in
4 nuclear weapons, but alsec a pellet or target can be e
5 considered a regervolr., 2o that needs to be defined.
[ And it also stateg right in this SWEIS,
T in the summary, that both the main site Eritium
B facility and the WIF could release the entire tritium
9 load directly into the envircnment without having it
10 go through any tritium recovery on system in FEs
11  Sectiom 3.3.3.
12 So I object to this increase in
12 radicactive materials, and specifically tritlium here
14 that I'm talking about, and any plans to increase the
15 emissicn limit.
1& Additionallyv, the SWEIS proposes to
17  inecrease the administrative limit for weapons grade
18  pluboniun in Building 235 from its current allowable
19  limit of 8.4 grams or less, to a new limit of
20 38,2 grams. And that is an increase roundly of 19-4
21 approximately of five times.
22 This is a wvery seriocus increase. 2And
232 plutonium can be deadly in microscoplic amounts. It
24 emits extremely high ensrgy rays, i.e., alpha
25  particles that tear through tissus as the plutonium
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1  radicactiwvely disintegrates within a body.
2 I also have a great deal of information
1 and scientific studies about tritium. I'm just
4 remembering that Mary said scmebody said tritium just
5  goes up in the air. That iz not true.
g There are studies that show how 10 goes
T end ocver end, and it does enter the envircoment. In
E  a rain event, it will immediately pull it cut and
9 rain it down. &nd a certain percentage of that
10 critium will become orgatically bound in our plants. 4D
11  End that is actually more rad toxic than tritium gas.
1z Bo these are very, very ssricus changes. And I
12 appose them. And thev should be opposed, and they
14 ghould nat move forward.
15 Also, the revision of the administrative
14 limits for radicactive materials, quote, uncguote, of
17 the NIF. BSo obviously those radicactive materials
18 include tritiwm; however Plutonium-242 is used in NIF 4, 20-H
19  experiments as are various isctopes of uranium.
20 These things should not go forward. They shcould not
21 be in the SWEIS.
22 I want to 2ay a couple of words aboubt the
2% no-acktion alternative.
24 It's supposed Lo be -- 1L's, as Fana
25 gaid, what'se going on today at the lab. Howewver,
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1 there are 19 new projects, as she pointed out,
2 totaling 418,300 sguare feet. The no-acktion
1 alternative should ke trulv a no-actien alternative, o
4 not include new projects that, in fact, may not be
5  bullt this vear or next year.
g And, in addition, I will repeab again
T quickly that the SWEIS should consider a wider
E  wariety of alternatives including the very real
9 possibility that it could attrackt more unclassified
10 eivilian geience, beceme a world-clage center for _
11 unclassified s¢ience. It can definitely attract more ™
1z climate change or -- thess things that are now almost
12 ghebtolzed, Lhe very edos of the lab in terms of the
14 funding, thewv could be brought inte the center of the
15 lab. This would benefit the lab. This weuld benefit
1& the community, and this will benefit the world.
17 Tri Vallewy CREES is wvery aclence
18 positive, but science should not become a suphemnism
19 for nuclear weapons development.
20 Mow I want to say a few weords about the
21 proposed alternative, and that's a shecking 75 naw
22  projecta tetaling 3.3 million sguare feet. And if -- "
23 that's hugs. That shocked me. I've been doing this B
24 40 years, and this shocked me.
25 But to look at what that means, not just
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1  sguare feeb, it -- the proposed acktion includes a

2 6,000 -- I'm sorry -- a 60,000-sguare-foot "next -
1 generation,” next generaticn. No. Milikary maodified

4 niclear weapon.

5 Mext generation. Life extension program

g and developmental [abrication building., This is

T about new design nuclear weapons and fabrication --

B nobtice that Fana wery carefully said they den't

9 manufacture here. They don't manufacture at a -
10 manufacturing acale,

11 Here thevy are talking about actually

12  fabricating components of nuclear weapons and testing

12 them because there'll be pew designs. This should

14 not go forward.

15 The proposal in the SWEIS alse includes a

1& T%,000-gqguare-foot Advanced Hydro-Test Facility at

17  Livermere Laks, Site 300,

18 Yea, gome of you old-Cimers from the lab

19 here from MNSA, as well as Tri-Valley CAREs, remember
20 that in the mid-1930s, Livermcre Lab pushed for a new L
21  Advanced Hydro-Test Facility at Site 300. BAnd Eite
22 300 wag determined to ke an inappropriate lecation --
23 gorry, I'll mowve back -- for the Advanced Hydro-Test
24 Facility, in part, as I recall, dues Lo the associakbed
25  hagzards of that facility and the proximicy of the
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1  publie.
2 That was the mid-18%0s. Trust me. In
1 the last 25 vears, there are not fewer pecple in 4.
4 Tracy and arcund Site 300. There are many more.
5 I want to well, T can go Chrough a lot
] things., There's a new nuclear sclence center, a new
T high bay, which does wvery hazardous work on cccasicon,
B and new classified lak that isn't even named what it
9 iz. This is all about new nuclear weapons research, .
10 which iz 88 percent of the Department of Energy's
11 annual pudget for Livermore Lab.
1z Let's take that little percentage that's
12 npobt nuclear weapons activities and bring it Lo the
14 center.
15 Sc I oppose this expansion of maclear
1& weapons develcpment activities of the lab.
17 I want to also say that the way that the
18 SHEIS and I've read the summary, and I plan Lo
19 read the rest, but it's been the holidays --
20 discleses that there will be new plutcnmium
21 activities., The missien ig left incredibly wvague and 1-B
22  ineredibly opagque,
23 Mow Tri-WValley CAREs has documented
24 through other sources thabt Livermore Lab will have a
25  hands-ocn role in NNSA's plans to expand plutcnium plt
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1 production deing support work for the production work
2 that will be at Los Alamos and the Savannah River
3 Site.
4 End, in fact, a Los Alamos Labk NEPA
5  document said they're gending plutonium to Livemors
& to do materials testing in support of their missicn
T for expanding plutonium pit production. There needs VA
B to be a secticn, a dedicated secticn in the Site-Wide
9 Envircnmental Impact Statement that is really
10 tranaparent and details what plutonium activicies --
11  inecluding what increases and what new infrastructure,
1z et cekera, i= goling bto be to support expanded
12 plubonium pit production emission.
14 We should do -- ke able te do a
15 crosswalk, and we can't with this document --
18 everything that I'wve read so far.
17 I zlso want to peint out that this is
18 really a shocking math that -- in the SWEIS, in tChe
19 summary, that talks about the dangers of the release
20 of toxic and maybe radicactive materials in a
21  designed-bagis earthquake, and there are dozen of 0.4 J0LF
22 faecilities listed as having seismic deficiencies., &
23 couple of them are slated for DED, (decontamination,
24 decommissioning), bub most aren'b,
25 Ihnd shockingly one of Lhose was seismic
wiwvw, huschy com Huschy Global Litigation B-333-2082
CRD-3-155 Final November 2023



LLNL SWEIS

Chapter 3—Comment Documents

Livermore, CA Public Hearing

Page 23 of 29
(LLNL) (SWEIS)
Public Hearing on the Draft Sweis on 1207/2022 Page 23
1 deficiencies is Building 235, which is the building
2 discussed for the increase in the administratiwve S
1 limit fer weapohns grade plutemium nearly five times.
4 I think that needs to be much better analyzed.
5 And the lak the EWEIS also desoribes a
& new Livermore Lab Laser Isobope Pilot Program to
7 enrich uranium on the site.
B Here again, longtime lab and NNSA workers
9 azs well as Tri-Valley CAREs remember the fiasco that
10 was uranium atomic vapor laser isotope separation.
11 It costa hilliehs of dellare. It cost DOE more than an
12 a billion. It cost USEP 2 billion, and it nsver
12 worked.
14 What it did was release zcme hazardous
15 materials inte the enviromment, including some that
18 ended up in groundwater near the building, and it was
17 finally canceled. So sgome of uranium atomic vapor
18 laser lsotopes geparation should not ke huilt,
19 Also, 1 want bo appreciate the extensicon
20 of twc weeks of the public comment period, but
21  reiterate that this iz a 1,400-page, 3I-volume
22  document that is very technical and difficult and A
23 dense to read.
24 And thab the public comment periocd is
25  entirely bounded by the holiday pericd by
wiwvw, huschy com Huschy Global Litigation B-333-2082
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1  Thanksgiving, by Christmas, by a pericd that has the

2  highest holiday and the most important family time

1 for every culture and religicn prominent in the

4 Tnited States.

5 People have told me, Tri-Valley CRREs

& membera and othera, have written o me saving we

T really need at least a 30-day extensicn. We have

B travel plans, long planned. We have vacations; long

9 planned. We hawve obligaticns. We hawve children. Tf
10 Ind go I really want Lo ask that it would
11  be extended for a minimum of 30 davs. That would put
1z the end of the public comment pericd on February 2nd,
12 which barely gives people encush Lime after Lhe

14 holidays to really dig in deep.

15 ind T think the Site-Wide Environmental

18 Impact Statement deserves deep and detailed and

17 choughtful comment, and I think the public deserves

18 to have the Cime they need to make Chose comnentcs.

19 And I didn't put this in Tri-Valley

20 CAREs' letters, Fana. Buk now that the public

21 hearings are upon us -- and by the way, thank you feor
22  having two in-person and one virtual. 2nd vou

23 couldn't have known that we were going to have a

24 apike in and increase in COVID and [lu and everything
25 els=s, but I've heard from pecple who are z=ick or who
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1 do nok feel they can come. And so my proposal is
2 that there be a virtual hearing in January after the
1 halidays. &nd TI'd ke happy te talk te you mere about
4 the how to cperationalize that in a manner that works A
5 for NHNSA and will work for the public, and it's
& fairly simple to do,
T Ind you'wve heard a little bit abcut how
E  Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement is out of
9 compliance with international law. I just want to
10 gay that it references the Nen-Proliferation Treaty
11 in a way that's disingenuous at best and technically
1z wromng at most.
12 Ind any reference to the
14 Non-Procliferation Treaty in Article VI in this EWEIS
15 needs to include the 1996 Decision of the
18 International Court of Justice, the highest court in A
17  the land, on treaties in thege kinde of internaticnal
18 law, Che highest court in the world. &nd they
19 determined that Article VI of the Nom-PBroliferakticn
20 Treaty -- and I'l]l paraphrase -- net cnly cbligates
21 the countries to negotiate digarmament in geed faith,
22  but to actually achiseve ik,
23 And that's what the basis is for
24 determining Lhe complisnce with internaticnzl law in
25 the SWEIS. 2&nd it does not meet that standard. But
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1 with a greater alternatives analysis and 15 vears to

2 move in that decision, I lock forward to coming to a 14
1 public hearing in 15 years and sayving that you do

4 meet that standard.

5 I will produce a more detalled written

& comment..  And thank you,

T Ms. CRATGE: That ends the speakers that

B have signed up, so I'm wondering if there's anybody

9 that didn't sign up that would like to speak during

10 the formal pubklic comment., 2Ind if so, would you

11 pleage raise vour hand.

12 Would wou like Lo speak again?

13 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: I don't need a

14 microphone for this.

15 MS. CRAIG: Actually you do because we're
1& recording.

17 UNIDENTIFIED SPERKEER: Brid -- I forgot

18 in my commentsz to to alao add, and but Marvlia
19 gaid, and I concur completely, that I hope thers is a
20 30-day rather than a two-week extensicn of the i
21  comment period going to the -- going inte February
22 tor all of the reascnz that she stated. Thank you.
23 MS. CRAIG: Thank you.
24 Sc would anybody else -- I'm going to ask
25 wou Lo change the slide to the public comment slide.
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1 Invbody else like to comment? I'm going
2 to give vou just a moment to think about it.
3 I'm assuming kEhat's a no.
4 I want to remind you there 1s a meetlng
5 tomorrow night in Tracy. You can comment there. COh.
g Yezg, Forgive me, I didn't ases vou,
T ¥You need to come up to the microphone.
£ UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: This is scrt of in
9 that space betwsen a guesticn and a comment. And
10 that iz, in the Site-Wide Environmental Impact
11 ctabement. the parts I've hkeen able te read to date,
12 when it discusses the decrease in fuel-grade
12 pluboniumn in Bullding 232, it compares it to the
14 limit in the 2005 Site-Wide Enwvironmental Impact
15 Statement feor Livermore Lab. But as you'we heard,
18 plutenium was deinventoried at Livermore Lak in 2012,
17  and those limits changed substantially., So that
18 section nesds to be much more forthceoming about Che iz
19 inventories of each separate isotope, not how you
20 calculates it to how mach fuel grade it will ke, and
21  also cowpare it to the 2014 er 2012 limita. BAnd if
22 they're not at all affected, then that needs to be
23 made wvery clear.
24 In ather words, if those limits didn't
25 affect "any" any of the iscobopes that yvou calcoulate
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1 in terms of what is the fuel-grade egquivalent, then
2 that should be clearly stated.
2 But it's my understanding that there are
4 a variety of isotopes that you then help deo a 4T
5 calculation and get what the fuel-grade equivalent
g i, fome of those way have been inpacted by that
g change in 2012. And =o comparing it to 2005 isn't
a appropriate. We need to know: Is it a decrease
9 compared toc 20127

10 Thank you.

11 MS. CRAIG: Okay. Thank you.

1z Would anyons else like to comment?

13 Okay. I am going to just wrap things up
14 then. 1I'd like to remind you there's a meeting

15 tomorrow night in Tracy. There's a virtual meeting
16 on the 13th, that's next Tuesday. and you can

17 comuent alsoe uaing the comment cards that are over

13 here.

1% Off the record.

20 iEnd of public comments at 7:45 p.m.)

21 = 0

23

23

24

25
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1 Tracy, California
2 Thursday, December B, 2022
3
4 MS. JIMEMEEZ: Geood evening. My name is
5 Linda Jimenes. My wmalling address is P.O. Box :
] Tracy, 35378.

T First 1 want to thank representatives
B from the Lab being here, for having the meeting here
9 in Tracy. 1 appreciate that because there's no way I
10 @ould get to & mesbting off-site. T also want to
11 thank the moderator who's been doing an excellent

12 job. When she heard I had a problem with the bus,

12 she lmmedilately came Lo help me, and I appreclate her
14 kindness.

15 Sc let me give you my comments.

1& First, I want to ildentify that I retired

17 from the C8U, I worked in the College of Science.

18 Go science! I recognize how important science is,

19 and thank wyou for what you do.

20 My daughter, when she was in ccllege, she
21  was hired by the EPA, and -- for a gummer internship.
22 Her first summer internship, she worked for the

23 Department of Forest. They liked her; they brought
24 her back. 8Becond year, she worked for the EPA, and

25 her project was to: HNationwide review, analvee, and
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1  prepare daka on sites that had toxic waste. BSite 300
2 was ab the top of that list, It's still -- has
1 igsues and we're atb that list.
4 My daughter was 22 when she prepared this
5  infeormation for the government. She is now 482 vears
[ old, and we're still having isgsuss with the Site 300,
T Having Tracy Hills 1.3 miles away from
B Site 300 is ridiculcus. That's an endangerment for s e
9 that community. That's an endangerment for those of
10 ug that live here,
11 Tracy -- when she did some projections
12  saying, We project this, We project that, what if
12 vyour projecticns are wrong. I didn't hear any
14 soluticns, too.
15 Should the projections be wrong -- and I
18 know vou're not going to say that, but sheould the
17 projesctions not cotme Lo what we anticipate, here's
1g what we're goling to do. I den't hear that in your
19 presentation, and that's a concern.
20 We all know here in Tracy we have strong
21  winds. 2nd any explogions, any of that radiecactive
22  material, vou're saving it's going to be bkelow the -
23 limitse. It's going to be carried over into Tracy; .
24 and Lhalb's a concern, not only for Lhe community but
25 for our wildlife.
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1 Obviously, my daughter iz an

2 environmental graduate. She graduated from Humboldt

1 State, envircnmental studies. BEnd we recognized --

4 our family recocgnizes the ilmportance of taking care

5 of nature and our environment.

& You're talk -- in vour presgentation, you

T gald yvou were going to double the tritium emissions,

B that vou were ilncreasing plutonium emissicns; that is =
9 a great concern to me. I den't want to hear that.

10 There are other alternative places to do

11 this teating. There are lande throughout this

12 country where there are no population where it is

12 iphabit -- not inhabited; iL's just desert area., Why L
14 aren't yvou deing it there? Why do yveou insist an

15 getting off these explosive devices, expleosiwve

1& materials within 1.3 miles of the population?

17 I don't see any changes being done since

18 my daughter waz in college. I have grandchildren

19  now, and their health iz of my concern. My two 15-A
20 granddaughters hawve extreme asthma. And I wcould

21 gtate that it is in part of what's happening over at
22 the Lak.
23 So I would appreciate vou reconsldering
24 whabt you're doing here. Think of Lhe population.
25 Think of our wildlife. It's important that the
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1  community remain safe, healthy, and that -- I just
2 don't see the reason for these explosions/testing
1 that clese to the populatien. There's other places Rkt
4 the Labk can deo this, and it wouldn't impact the
5 cotmmanity.
& Thank you.
T Ms. CRATGE: Next. Gail Rieger.
B lgain, just skate vour name up there, and
9 who you represent, and that would be perfect. Thank
10 ol
11 MS5. RIEGEE: My name ig Gail Rieger. I
12  liwe in Tracy. I'm also --
12 Ms. CRAIG: You can bake vour mask off,
14 M5. BEIEGEE: Okay. I'm also cn the board
15 gecretary of the Tri-Valley CAREs.
1& Sorry.
17 I have a few points I'd like to maks,
18 although I had to scribble really quickly because
19 I've been wery, wvery busy.
20 First of all, my question is: Why would
21 you plan public hearing in the middle of December,
22 the bugiest time of vear for the families? You know, En:]
23 nobody has time to read through 800 pages or more of
24  this during this time.
25 The ads for the hearing in the
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CRD-3-167 Final November 2023



LLNL SWEIS Chapter 3—Comment Documents

Tracy, CA Public Hearing

Page 6 of 42
Lawrenee Livermwre National Laboratory Site-Wide Environmoentul Im pact Statemont
Public Hearing on 120082022 Page 6
1  Tracy Fress were printed in the tiniest print, so I'm
2 surs most pecple would have skipped over the 2
1 announcement . Now that the werd is out, please
4 extend the comment period an extra 30 days. I don't
5  think 15 dayvs is encugh time to go through the i
& material that's very sclentific. FPor those of us who I
T are not scientists, it's really hard to comment and
B to, vou know, figure cut what to =say.
9 Four wyears ago in these very chambers, a
10 public hearing was held by the San Joaguin Valley Air
11  Pollution Control District in response to a reguest
12 by the Lab to increase the size of their cutdoor bomb
12 blast tests from 100 pounds te 1,000 pounds per best.
14 We still have no decision frem the board. &nd in the
15 draft SWEIZ, it talks about that -- that NNSA
1& determined that sound pressure levels with the A3
17 potential to generate public concerns would extend
168 off-gite into unpopulated areas.
19 Thiz decizion -- this was destermined way
20 before Tracy Hills started tc be built. And so I
21  believe that you need to redeo this testing.
22 It says in your SWEIS that the proposed
23 increase in detonation weights has nob veb been
24 implemented, and Building B51 will continue to --
25 continue already experiments of less than a
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1 thousand -- 100 pounds. &And we really sheuld ask the
2 pecple of Tracy, vou know, if they felt and heard the
1 explosions from the 100-pound limit. We know what )
4 the response would be for 1,000 pounds, and we need H
5 Lo reasgsess the impact of the Che laocal
&  population, I think we ghould take the whole thing
T off the table anyvway.
B But we alsc nsed to accelerakte the
9 cleanup of Site 300 as Linda said that -- that 1it's
10 baen going on for vears.
11 My understanding that -- is that you're 2l-A
12 going to build -- in the SWEIS, that you're going to
12 build buildings on top of areas Lhalt should be
14 cleaned up.
15 There's soc much to comment on, but one
1& thing that is not mentioned in the SWEIS, Lut
17 Tri-Valley CRREs had reguessted Freedom of Information
18 Lot about the details of why plutonium waz flown from
19  Los Alamos to Livermore Lab, and my understanding is
20  that it is illegal. And it would be really nice if Mz
21 the Lab had responded to Che FOIR request 2o Chat we
22 could, vou knew, figure out what's goling on.
23 I was absoclutely shocked to hear that
24 plutonium was flown, you know, over populations. And
25 that's putting the population in grave, grave
wiwvw, huschy com Huschy Global Litigation Bi-333-2082

CRD-3-169 Final November 2023



LLNL SWEIS

Chapter 3—Comment Documents

Tracy, CA Public Hearing

Page 8 of 42
Lawrenee Livermwre National Laboratory Site-Wide Environmoentul Im pact Statemont
Public Hearing on 120082022 Page 8
1 concern.
2 There's so much more to do, but T -- vou
3 know, and te comment en, and T really think we need 34
4 to extend that -- that timeline for 30 days instead
5 GE 1E;
& M3S. CRAIG: Thank vou. And T would
T encouragse you to put your comments in writing and
B submit them.
9 Mext I hawve Mary.
10 M2. PEEMNER: Okay.
11 ME. CRRIG: Qkay.
12 M5, PEREMEER: Hi. dood evening. So my
12 nams 1z Mary Pernsr. I'm actually a Livermors
14 resident, but I spent quite a lot of time here in
15 Tracy, and I did so as a weolunteer with a friend. We
1& would come ocut ance a month te do canvassing for
17  political candidates out here -- who won, by the way,
18 and I wish thev had representativesz here tonight.
19 They should have. And I will let them know about
20 that or maybe a Tracy resident should let ocur -- cur
21 local political people know aboubt that.
22 Se I'm a keard member for Tri-Valley
23 ChRE= for many, many vears, and I'm a retiring
24 president of CAEEs as well as the current vice
25 president for Tri-Valley CAREs. We work for peace
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1 and environmental justice and just Lo take care of
2 the environment in Livermore and in the areas where
1 rmizlear weapons work is done in this country, in this
4 gtate, and arcund the world.
5 We have in nine wag it in 2019, we
& were part of a collective of groupe that one shared
T the Mokel Prize. So Ncbhel Prize, we have deons a lot
B of work. I think it's going on 40 years now.
9 He's nodding his head.
10 So my pressehtation -- wmy actual

11 presentation this evening, deoes that cover what
1z your --
12 MS. CRAIG: That's perfect. I'll start

14 vour time over again.

15 MS. PERNER: Okay. Thank you.
18 Sc I was leoking over -- 1 was locoking
17 for some data on Tracy, and we were driving -- as we

18 were driving through the citv this evening with all
19 the stop lights and the ice cream stands and loks of
20 businesses and everything, 1 was trying tec imagine
21  what it looked like in 1955 when Site 300 wag

22  egtablished, and I think it would have been very

23 different at that time. It was a rural agricultural
24 community with a wery, wvery low population.

25 MNow, according to what I just locked up
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1  this afterncen, in 2022, the population of this city
2 was 95,287, It has a 1.7 percent annual growth rate,
1 and it is new the seventy-ninth most populated citwy
4 in California cut of the 1,500 plus cities in this
5  state, ao and growing, There ig developnent all
& over. Thanks to constructicn, most of that
T development is housing.
B Tracy Hills, which has been mentioned a
9 couple of times this ewvening, is -- what is 1it? A

10 1.3 miles northeast of the Site 300, TIt's one of

11 those developments. It gits on 1,850 acres and has
12 5,980 homesites. Bo that's going on &,000 homesites
12 in Tracy Hills that are potentially -- have Lhe

14 potential to ke affected by what happens at Site 300.

15 Sc one ef the concerns over the years
1& that I'wve heard was that if there are explosions,
17  there would have -- there would be multiple ilmpacts.
18 But let me just go back a little hit,

19  backtrack, and I will rewvisit that at the end of my
20 presentation.

21 Bz T menticned, T did canvassing for twe
22  vears kefore the pandemic with a friend, and we were
23 gathering information from people in the city, and

24 [funneling that back bto candidates. And when eslecticn

25 time came arcund, we would ask them te vobe for these
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1  candidates, who were listening to Lheir ideas
2 to up -- to what -- we were listening to them.
3 End in -- ohoe a month -- once a monkh,
4 it would be down here in the valley, and the winds
5 would oome up, usually in the afterncen. And they're
& powerful., And it was my habit to look up at Site 300
T and feel the winds coming cwver that, down to Tracy
B where my friend and 1 were canvassing, and I was
9 thinking what would happen if there was some type of

10 tfesting up thersa now or at gscme point with
11 particulate watter, radicactive or not, up in the

12 air, in the hills above us at a time of winds. Then

18-,

1z I checked the weather, and I learned that it B

14 confirmed my suspicicns that Tracy gets winds from

15 the west, from early February -- at least

1& February 2nd to November 24th, which is what I found

17  online,

18 Ind they also get tule fog. So tule fog

19  pulls matter in it and it contains the matter. So if

20 we sometimes have winds here, sometimes have fog

21  here, it's going to contain any type of particulate

22  matter that comes from testing at Site 300,

23 Let's ses. HNow, just -- I don't know

24 what I meankt by this, but Lhe SWEIS repork should -
214

25 analyze completely the Superfund cleanup, the
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1  potenktizl for winds here, the increase in population |
2 in this area. I= this an appropriate area for any 154
1 type of testing, and in particular, open-air testing. |}i
4 Then I had another guesticn that I may
5  not be gble to find, No, can't find it. Later,
& M3. CRAIC: Okay. HNo probklem.
T Ms. PERENEE: Thank you.
B MS. CRAIG: Thank you.
9 Ckay. The next person is Pamela Richard
10 also represented. . .
11 MS. RICHAED: Okay. I have a few
12  different things. One is about the high-risk
12 buildings Lhat are abandopned and then used. They've
14 been contaminated, and I think they should ke handled
15 differently in the SWEIS because -- ycu know, they e
1& may still be leaking radiation. They should he 2
17  higher priority and juset delineated differently ouk
18  of thosge 130 buildinga for -- for demelition, so
19  thak's just cne comment that 1'd like to put in
20 there.
21 And alse, it's my time with my
22 grandchildren, the helidavs, and we really need to it
23 have an extension.
24 Thanks.
25 I'm on my tiptoes.
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1 M5, CRAIG: On your tiptoes clearly.

2 M5. RICHAED: We need an extensicn of

1 time until Fekruary. It's just going to be reallwy *A
4 difficult te have some guality time with the family.

5 So one thing that I'd like to talk about

[ ig If the ZWEIS save the accident risks are low, but

T I wonder what -- compared to what statisktics? Are

B they possible accidents or compared to previcus e
9 accidents, because there have been accidents at large

10 at Livermors Lak. That's one question.

11 And another thing I want to know is about

12 the mission to maintain the nuclear stockpile; so why

12 are huge Increases in funding necessary for

14 maintenance? The money being spent on modernization

15 has increased by 50 percent since 201&. And just

1& maintaining weapons and testing for the existing

17 stocks, why iz there zuch an increase in %A
18 infrastructure for modernization?

19 Hawven't the current facilities been
20 upgraded owver time to test these weapcns? What has

21 happened to all this past funding? BAnd why are so
22  many facilities bheing demolished now? Is it to make
23 room for the -- in the one spot -- square-mile area
24 af the Lab for research on next generation life
25 extension program research and fabrication?
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1 Ind the other 70 other new buildings
2 plan, ars these to create the test new nuclear bomb e
3 components?
4 Az we sald before, this is against the
5 Non-Proliferation Treaty. And what would be the
&  gignificant impacts on the environment and workers i
T and community health from all this increased
B activity?
9 There is a lack of transparency in the o
10 missien of the WNuclear Science Center. Why isn't
11 thers an alternative for a climate change acience
1z cenkter and appropriake infrastructure as the proposed
12 action Lentabive? b=
14 We only have Etwo action alternatiwves,
15 which state at most basically the same. And why does
1& the Labk need to research 126 new technologies for
17 nuclear warhesad design? Te thizg to develop a new i
18 muclear warhead, the WB7-1 for the new Sentinel ICEMa e
19 for the new Sentinel ICEMs? And how will this
20 warhead be tested for reliability? Will it be solely
21 by computer or will it be mock-up tested at Site 3007
22 Iz this the reascn to increase the size }
23 and weight of cpen-air bomb blasts by ten Limes? And i;r
24 what alr pollution control Lechnologles could be used
25  at Bite 300 to deal with this amount of radicactive 11-1
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1  and hazardous material going inte our environment?
2 And I toured Bite 300. There's uranium o
1 gcattered all around Site 200. Expleding more
4 materials 1s enly going to disperse uranium into cur
5 envirenment in a highly densely populated area.
] And I have more, but that's all I want to
T say now. -- anytime I have to stop.
B MS. CRAIG: Okay. And you wanted to

4 submit that --
10 M3. RICHRRD: Right.
11 M5. CREIG: Perfect. You can take a

12  pickture with vour iFhone.

12 Ms. RICHAED: I have it.

14 MS. CHRIG: OCkay. All right. Next up is
15 Eo Scott Yundt.

16 ME. YUNDT: I'm Scott ¥Yundt. I'm the

17  staff attorney at Tri-Valley CAREs. Tri-Valley CLREz
18  was started in 1%83 by concerned citizgens living

19  around Liwvermors Lab, specifically during the time

20 that at the EPA was investigating polluticn caused by
21 the Lak. 2And people -- the EPA was neting that it

22 was likely contaminated; and, in fact, it was, so

23 Tri-Valley ChEEs received a grant from the EEA

24  Region % for vears Lo do technical assistance on Lhe
25 cleanup.  fnd as the croanization grew, we also
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1  teamed up with similar organizations around the
2 country through an alliance called The Alliance for
1 Muzlear Accountahility, so there're -- each site in
4 the DOE has a corresponding community group in the
5 commnity nearby. There's three dogen organizations
& in ENA, and Tri-Valley CAREs is one., So while I'm
T here speaking con behalf of Tri-Valley CAREs, I'm kind
B of alsc here speaking on behalf of ANA, although scome

9 of those crganizaticns will likely be commenting on

10 the SWEIS az well,

11 I appreciate the opportunity to comment,

12 I echo the comments asking for an extensicn of the 3A
12 comment period.

14 I also want the peoint cut that the

15 comment pericd is kind of fremt-loaded with the

18 public hearings. Even I feel somewhat unprepared for
17  this public hearing, and we'd like more time for --

18 to give a public comment in which I had more Cime to

3B
19  review the SWEIS first. ESo I'm going to not only
20 echo the extension request, kbut regquest that
21 additiemal wvirtual hearing be added near the end of
22 the puklic comment pericd when people have had an
23 opportunity to review the SWEIS in more depth.
24 Sc I wanked to start by talking sbout Lhe
LT

25 alteratives analyged in the SWEIS, They kind of feel
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1 1like an all-or-nothing option, and I don't believe
2 they present a real reasonable range of alternatives -
1 ag NEPA requires or envisicens when doing this kind of
4 document .
v First off, the "no action," guote,
g  unguobe, no-action alternative is not even really a
T no-action alternative. It continues Lab cperations
B at the current lewel with 19 already-approved

9 projects that don't actually exist in the world yet.
10 So to act as though they are inevitable is not frus
11 becausge actually often the Lab doesn't move [orward

12 with projects that it goes through NEBEA analyses on

5-A
12 for many reascns: cosb, smisslon changs, new slected
14 officials who have a different vision, new nuclear
15 posture views which come out at every administraticn.
1& So I weould just argue that that no-action alternative
17 might instead be called a low-acticn alternative or
18 something similar, and that & Trus no-action
19  alternatiwve which is abouk the current operations
20 only and not the 19 planned, but unbuilt, facilities
21 be examined.
22 In addition, in an extreme way, the
23 proposed acticn alternative, which is also the
fi-A

24 preferred alternabive of the agency, includes

25 hundreds of proposed actions coving both sites and
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1  inecluding major operaticnal changes, that I would
2 argue that in order to comply with NEEA and giwe Lhe
1 public a range of reaschable alteratives to analvee, S
4 the agency should provide additional alteratiwves,
5 that includes some of the propossd actions and not
& othera:; middle ground,
7 Sc I would ask that the deocument he
B revised to include more alteratives, then I'm going
9 to make some suggesticons what those might Lbe.
10 For example, a dooumsent menticns that in
11 the Lak's perspective, NIF is reaching the end of its
12 useful life, or at least is in need of major upgrades
12 according Lo the propossd alternative. Bo an
14 alternative te expanding NIF could be scaling back
15 MIF te the minimum cperaticns necessary for stockpile &0
1& maintenance and actually abandoning the geal of
17  ignitien.
1a This would limit the waste and the
19  radicactiwve dose bto the public that NIF expansion
20 proposes and give it a true alternative.
21 Inether one might be to -- in which
22 unalaternative in which the BSL-3 is not replaced,
23 If the current BL2-3% ig reaching the end of its
24 useful life, why nob examine the closing down
25 biological defense research at the Lab?
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1 The Lab was funded -- ot the BEL-3 was
2 funded following the anthrax attacks of 2001 in which
1 Congress pushed for increased bisdefense in a wvery
4 rapid and bread way. This work could logically be
5 done and it's, in fact, being done by many other
&  defense sites in the country, and alsc by private
T labs and other things.
B Inyway, the SWEIS does not indicate that

9 any lnvestigation as to the redundancy or duplicatiwve
10 nature of the bioresearch facilities at the Lab has
11  been dene. In my opinion, it's a mission drift that
1z the DOE, Department of Bnergy, and MNational Huclear i
12 Becurity Administrabive are engaging in bhiocdefense -
14 rather than deubling dewn on this mission drift. The
15 SWEIS should examine closing the facility, and

18 nothing in the nuclear posture review or cother DOE

17 documents requires bioresearch at Livermores Lab,

18 I know I'm running out of time.

13 M2. CRARIG: Yeah, we will give you more
20 time.

21 ME. YUMDT: Ckay. 2&n alternative --

22  another alternative might be cne that examines

23 abandoning the increaszed bomk blaste or any ocutdoor

24 bomb blasts at Sice 300,

25 It's possible that the Lab will never
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1 receive an air permit from Valley Air, and it's not

2 even mentioned that in the SWEIS that there is not

1 vet to e a permit from Valley Air, which iz somewhat i
4 misleading. I would ask that fact be put intao the

5 EWEIS.

g The agencies could and should exanins

T creating capacity for bigger -- for these bomb blasts

E  at ancther site like Newvada National Security Sike

9 where it can be done farther from the population

10 center, i
11 And T might remind the agency also that

1z as recently as when Steven Chu was directer of -- or

12 Becretary of Bnsrgy, bthere was a review that called

14 5ite 300 an exXcess facility and examined making it an

15 alternative energy site rather than using it for

1& explosions.

17 Seeing as much of -- I'm moving on.

18 I will suggest other alternatives to be

19  examined in my written comment, and I urge other
20 people to think of alteratives that might be examined

21 in the SWEIS ag well,
22 I wanted to just mention real guickly --
23 there's talk of the 2021 Livermore Labk Site
24 Development Plan as being a basis in which the -- e
25 many of the projects in the SWEIS were thought about.
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1 Howsver, that documsnt was not included in the SWEIS
2 packet. I couldn't find it online. I don't know if
3 there's an unclassified version. So if Ehere is, I =C
4 would appreciate 1f it was included in the SWEIS
5 packet online or at least sent to me perscnally,
g Talking about NIF real quickly., The
T proposed work on NIF includes taking steps towards
B doing direct-drive experiments in NIF. These have
9 been proposed before. And without getting into too
10 much detail, I'm curicus if they will hawve these
11  ctypea of experiments will contaminate the inside of
12 the NIF chamber with radionuclides, seeing as ths
13 beam will nobt ke shobt into the hall rom, in which -
14 I'wve been teld contains the centamination te some
15 extent. &And if these direct-drive experiments
1& require that the chamber be contaminated by workers,

17 ag I've besn told they will, what will the freguency
18 of that be and what will the effect be on the

19  workers? Will the major increase in shots -- with a
20 major increase in shots being propesed alsc, how

21 often will workers have to decontaminate the chamber?
2z The increase in ghots from 400 te 600

23 per eros proposed doss nob seem Lo have a

24 gorresponding change in NIF emissicns limits in the

25 operational changes under the proposed action --
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1 I'm scrry -- not the emissions, the operational
2 changes under the proposzed action,
1 S when the SWEIS acknowledges an
4 increase in the number of shets and that -- there's
5  golng to be a corresponding increase in the low-level
& waste of two Lransport containers per year, with an
T increase in the number of shots by 50 percent, how is
E it possible that there's not going to be more

9 exposure, and how is it possible that there won't be
10 marsa skyvshine from the additienal shets? TIt's stated

11 conclugively in the SWEIS that theres won't he. It'e

12 just unclear how that's possible, and I would Like 41
12 soms mors explanation in Lhe SWEIS of how that works.
14 In part of the plan at NIF -- is part of

15 the plan at NIF going to be introduction of new

1& materials for targets like Plutonium-2427

17 Ind T believe it is stated in the SWEIS
18 that it will ke, but there should be a corresponding
19  analysis of the proliferation risks posed by NIF

20 doing experiments on plutonium when NIF was intially
21 proposed there was a nen-proliferation review that
22 congluded that it would ke safer to net do plutonium

23 experiments in NIF. So if they are now proposing

24 thab, how 18 not proliferablion provacatlve anymore?
25 The SWEIZ proposes to replace the DEL-3 Ve
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1  facility as just menkiocned.
2 Tri-Valley CAEEs continues to oppose the
3 co-location of bhiodefense work inside NNSA, e
4 Classified Nuclear Weapons Laboratories.
5 I just wanted to say that trying to
& gpesd up here.
7 ME. CRAIG: No. MNo. Take yvour bime.
B ME. YUNDT: ©Okay. Please state to what
9 level the storage and gqualities and bilo-agents will
10 he in the BSL-3. T haven't geen that in the
11 document.. Frankly, I haven't gotten through the
1z whole documsnt yekb, so it could be there, so forgive
12 me if it is. But I want Lo make sure thal we have an k2.
14 explanation that really shows that the guantities of
15 bio-agents is not geoing to be increased as stated.
16 Because, alsc, 1f there's a total level of bic-agents
17 thabt's allowed, butb the mix of bioc-agenta iz being
1g changed, that would be of public interest.
19 The animal care facilities that's being
20 proposed is very large, 20,000 sguare feet toc replace
21  the existing facility. B&nd it's summarily stated in
22 the document that there will humanely -- humane use i
23 of the animals in these research protocols where Lhew
24 collect tLlssues for nuclear analysis; they exposs Lhe
25 animals to chemicals, radicnuclides, et cebera.
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1 However, there's no real detzil about whabt it means

2 by humane practices.

3 I think the puklic will be interested in

4 this fact. I know that it states there's standards,;

5 but T would like the document To expressly s
] communicats what the standarde are, not just that pes
7 there standards.

B I1'd alsc be curicus how many animals per

9 month and year will be killed in the facility and

10 what types of animals as well.

11 MNSE is proposing an increased tritium

12  emissiocns limits at HIF. And the detail of the

12 experiments where the ressrvolr-handling will be --

14 where they're filling reserveirs -- I'm Erying not te

15 just read from the document, but -- it does sound

1& like this will give an increase in the potential for

17  tritium aceidents.

18 The document savas that the annual tritium

19  emissicns from the tritium facility could increase to ==
20 2,000 curies and to 1a0d from NIF, so a total of 31600

21 curies pogsikle, but it doegn't state how many
22 tritium-loading operations are expected per vear,
23 If the Lab releases 3600 curies in a
24 period of less than 12 months, will it cease doing
25 more tritium leoading? Would the public be notified?
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1 Will staff in nearby buildings be notified? Will it
continue to do more tritium-leoading experiments bub

get some sort of wariance? If all this could he

4 explained, that would ke helpful.

5 I zlso just would like the document to
& maks a mors -- a c¢learer walk from the very small
T proposed increased in dose, in maximam indiwvidual
E  dose, which it explains is from 4.01 to 4.21

9 millirems, how that i3 determined based on what 1=

10 actually gquite a large increasge in the potential

11 curies released. Bnd alsgo it's not c¢lear if it's -- 19D
12 if the numbers that are being given there are taken

12 to a fact the scrubbers in Lhe stack or are not taken

14 inta the -- taking these scrabbers into account.

15 8o, in other words, is -- are the curies

1& what's coming cut of the stack or what's going into

17 the stack. If that makes sense.

18 Let's see here. Some of this I can do
19 in written comment.

20 M3, CRAIG: Okay.

20 ME. ¥UNDT: The SWEIE states about the

22  complex transficrmation SFEIS, s-p-e-i-g2, also

23 considered and sevaluated transfer of emission and
24 operakblions Lo and/or from Livermore Lab. HNNSA has
25 implemented those as appropriate, but that was in
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1 2005, which nearly 20 years ago.
2 It goss on to state NNSA has not
1 identified any new proposals for current emission
4 operatichs or cperaticns that are reasonakle for
5 tranafer to or from LINL, a very summalby sLatement.
g It dossn't state whether or what Che
T evaluation was of whether any current emissicns or
B operaticns were examined for transfer to cther sites

9 asz part of the stress SWEIS analysis.
10 Ind that was a cowment that, in my A
11 opinien, was made in scoping by me. So please
12 provide specific analvesis that was done regarding

12 whether any current Livermors Lab operaticns could be

14 conselidated or moved to ancther agency or site done
15 away with entirely.
1& Please describe whether any analysis was

17 done to determine 1f any existing or proposed
18 activities are redundant or duplicative of operations

19 of programs being conducted at other agency

20 facilities,

21 Would you like me to stop now?

22 M5. CRAIG: I'm going toe have vou --

23 ME. YUNDT: That's fine. I can always

24 coms back after.

25 MS. CRATG: Yes.
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1 ME. YUNDT: Okay. That's fine.
2 Ms. CRAIG: And, also, I know vou're
1  going te he writing a letker.
4 Ckay. MNext up and thank you for your
5  patlence,
& Pat Howell.
7 MS. HOWELL: Hi. I'm a Tracy resident.
B I've been here since 1981, I am alsc secretary --
9 treasurer of the Democratic Club of Tracy. I'm
10 representing myself bonight, howewver, but I wanted to
11 let everyvbody know that I am an officer of the club.
1z Lppreciate all those Livermore people thab come over
12 and help us.
14 I haven't had any time at all te laok at
15 this report. I'm not sure how anybody in Tracy weould
1& hawve had any time at all te even know this report
17 existed.
18 I don't understand why the Lab doesn't
19 make sure that there's some communication to the
20 community that they have presented this SWEIS report
21 go Chat we can have time Lo take a leck at it,
22 I, too, neted that this cenference wasg
23 called in the middle of the holiday season when most
24 [amilies are very, very busy, and Lhal is really 3B
25 anmoying. It's annoying that vou pick this time
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1 particular to have a meeting when vou know people --
2 this iz a hard time for people to come, let alone g
1 read a report. So I echo evervhody's request that
4 the extended time be added sc that pecple can 3-A
5  respond. That's the Tirst thing.
] Second of all, since I've heen here, 1991
T we had a population of a little owver 30,000 people.
B The scuth end of the town was still agricultural; we
9 didn't have the West Valley Mall, so it was a very
10 gmall ¢oemminity. Bnd at that time T was toeld that
11  5ite 300 was on the Superfund list, and it was going
1z to get cleaned up.
12 Well, it's npow, what? Thirty-zoms yvears
14 later, and I'm finding that we find mehey to build kA
15 new buildings. We find money to extend programs, but
1& we can't seem to find the funding to clean up the
17 mesges that we maks. And that's what I'm annoyed
18 about .
19 I don't condemn you for wanting to do new
20 programs or for ewven having the need to do new
21 programg, but why is it that we can't clean up our
22 mess?
23 hnd when I was here with the pollution
24 board, the S8an Joaguin Pollution Control Board, we 4G
25  had a hearing. We notified them that there was
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1 concern about the air pollute -- the air being blown 4G
2 all over the wvalley.

3 Patterson: A lot of our communities

4 around here have grown. Our population has grown.

5 It's not a rural area anymore. You have to take that

) into consideration. It's not, you know, sparsely i;é’
7 populated.

8 It's densely populated with

9 schoolchildren playing out on the playground

10  breathing this air.

11 We have a water shortage. And Tracy sits

12  right in the middle of where all the water gets

13 transferred. How do I know that that water isn't 10-B
14 going to get contaminated?

15 So we need -- we need -- we need the Lab

16 to look at more than just what the Lab is being asked igé’

17 to do. They have to look at what's happening in the
18 community.

1.9 And we know that you employ a lot of our
20  people. We understand that. But there has to be

21 responsibility for the environment and for the

22 community. And that's what I'm asking.
23 And I thank you for your time.
24 MS. CRAIG: Okay. Thank you. Last

25 comment that signed up on the sheet comments. We can
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1 go back to anvbody that wants to comment.
2 MS. MOCRE: Hi. My name 1s Karen Moore.
3 I'm with an erganizatien in Tracy called Tracy Earth
4 Project. We are advocates in educaticn te make the
5  public aware and the oity officiale aware of our
& Envirenmental Action Plan in Tracy.
7 This Envircnmental Action Plan was
B created --
9 Thank wou. Okay.
10 -- was ¢reated in 2011, and in all of the

11  development and the new housing in Tracy Hills, you

12  see soc much of that plan come to fruition.

12 And so as a result of being with Tracy
14 Earth Projects, 1I've alse just recently became an
15 alternate on the citizens advisory group feor

18 San Jeaguin ARir. I'm also a member of the Sierra

17 Cluk. And I attend a lot of the mestings.

18 I've formed a new coalition to look at
19 smart growth for warshousing. And soc as a result,
20 I'm reading a lot of EIRs. &4nd I can tell ycou that
21 the comment letters are very helpful in semecne like
22 me.

23 I went to college, but I didn't go to

24 wollege Lo become a sclentist. I was an

25 environmental engineer -- which the tictles I have Lo
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1 giggle at -- for Toyota. But really what I was doing
2 was managing the IS0 14,000 program at the HUMMI
1 plant, sa I knew envirohmental regulations. I knew
4 enough to be dangercus, let's put it that way. So I
5 don't want to I donn't want you to think that I can
&  ingest this docunmsnt.
T Without the comment letters -- they
B really help me understand. Sc when you say that vou
9 don't have them, I feel like it's not helping the
10 public, who isn't a soiencist, ingest the
11  information. And I have a problem with not seeing --
1z I see comment letters every day on EIRS, and I'd like
12 b ==
14 My comment would be to get more time and o
15 to be able te look at those comments so I could get
1& the informaticn, kind eof let it percolate in my head.
17 The fact that.
18 [In gobbo vooe.)
19 MS. MOORE: ERight. Right. Correct.
20 Thank vou. _—
21 End, vou know, ag TChese comments come out
22  from this meeting, or meetings, it juset would ke if
23 there was a place to read them. I don't have to know
24 whalbt your response is or how it goes into the plan.
25 I pan figure that out as I look at the table. But it
wiwvw, huschy com Huschy Global Litigation Bi-333-2082
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1 will help me -- because when the comments are

2 written, it will say on this page, in this paragraph,

1 dah-dah-dah. That is so helpful to scmeone like me, e
4 and I would think it would be helpful to a let of

5 people.

& Sc, you know, a lot of pecple have asgked

7 for extra time. I, teoc, would ask for that extra Bk
B time.

9 They've talked about the growth of the

10 community. That's not yeur fault, but it iz your

11  reality.

1z Ind so our concern is as the population

12  and, vou know, construction is building -- and I

14 don't know if you kneow this, but in a recent report

15 they called Tracy the nmew Silicon Valley for

1& warehousing. Thev're coming hard. They're coming

17 fast. 2And so it's not going to stop. It's going to

18 gel more, more businssges, more warshouses, more

19 workers, more people.
20 Sc we were hoping at scme point that this

21 would becoms a legacy facility, and that, you know,
22 they would move this tvpe of, vou know, wery
23 important research -- we all agree with that -- to a e
24 place that wasn't becoming this real hot and heawvy
25 growth area.
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1 fnd =0 our concerns are when we ses that
2  vyou're asking for -- vou're telling us yvou're going
3 to build more buildings, have more waste, have more
4 emplovees contribukte te water usage, electricity
5 usage, and traffic and greenhouse gas, you know, we
& want Lo ses more in what we ask [or., Other -- Che
T warehouses, we're saying, ckay, well, there's
B technolegy to reduce energy and we expeck you to use
9 that.
10 There are programsg out there and

11 requirements from these warehouses to put inte VMT --

12 VMT Plans. IAnd VMT is: How do you reduce traffic

12 for your emplcoyses, vou know. You create plans. And
14 a lot these corporations are doing VMT plans. ESo we
15 would just like to see you be good neighbers just as

18 much we're expecting these warehouses to he good

17 neghbora. We're not -- of courass, we would like you
18 to go to a lezsza-populated ares, but until yvou do,

19 then we would like to make sure that you're not

20 contributing or you're mitigating the increase of

21 dreenhouse gas; you're mitigating the water use; and

22  vyou're mitigating the energy use.

23 And that's all I hawve. Thank you.

24 Ms. CRAIG: Thank wvou. Okay,

25 I have a guestion. What is VWMT® Vehicle
wiwvw, huschy com Huschy Global Litigation B-333-2082
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1 management. . .

2 M5. MOORE: Vehicle miles traveled.

3 MS. CRRIG: Wehicle miles traveled.

4 Okay. Thank you.

5 Okay. That is those are Che Tolks

& that signed up, and we're happy -- it's 8:07. Happy
T to take comments from people that would like to

B comment again or pecple that have not commented thus
9 far.

10 Ind T do gee yvou. I just want te know if
11 there's anvboedy that hasn't commented. HNo.

12 So Mary, I think, is going to come back
12 up. She remembered khe rest cof what she lost.

14 MS. PEENER: Thanks for the extra time.
15 MS. CRAIG: Of course.

1& M5. PERNEE: B2And so, veah, my comments

17 are kind of scattered through a couple of e-mails

18 which T had trouble finding,

19 MS. CRARIG: Just for the record, can vou
20 stakte your name.

21 ME. PERMER: I'm gorry. Mary Ferner,
22  Livermeore, California, Tri-Valley Communities Against
2% Radicactive Environment.
24 IAnd so I just Just have a couple small
25  points.
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1 On Site 300 in the proposed action
2 alternative there -- it included a new weapons test
1 facility, and a new "accelerator base support bunker
4 expansicn, " amchg others. £&nd so what 1s happening
5 is that in the proposed gection, it's proposing o
[ additional testing, additicnal facilities to 4o more
T testing. And we'we already had plenty of discussion
B about the population issue, sc I just wanted to
9 express my concern about that.
10 Cne of my fans suggested that T ask about
11  the Superfund ¢leanup site around firing
1z table possibly 450 -- the number was unclear. But I
12 believe this iz an open-air firing table where --
14 lebt's gee -- was it Uranium 2377 Yeah -- was found ==
15 basically all around, pebhbles and material, uranium
1& that vou can get in yvour hand around that test site.
17 ind what 1s the propoged action to remedy that?

18 Now I have to shift to ancther e-mail so
19  bear with me.

20 The proposed acticn in the SWEIS includes
21 building a 7,5000 square-feoot advanced hydrotest

22  faecility ab Site 300, and that would ke page 5-40 or
23 seckion 5-40,

24 And old-timers, people who have been

25 around for quite a while, might be surprised, a
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1 little shocked by this because Livermore Lab was
2  pushing a new advanced hydrotest facility at the site
1 a long time age, about -- what iz it? Twenty-fiwve
4 years ago. And it was determined to ke
5  inapproprilate the location inappropriate dus in 4L
g  part Lo being associated with hazards and the
T proximity of the public.
B Mow, since -- in 20 vears how has that

9 public grown? And if it was inappropriate then, why

10 would it not ke inappropriate now? It's proposed.

11 Finally, I wanted to add my own second to

12 the idea of extending the comment pericd to the =nd

13 of -~ well, early -- I would =zay early February for 1A
14 all the reascns stated here. I know how busy T will

15 be up through Jamuary 3rd. 2&nd having ik go to --

16 was it the Bth?

17 MS. CRERIG: The 1&th,

18 THE WITNESS: -- for over 1,400 pages

19 iz -- it doesn't seem like it -- it's set up for

20 public comment in a true way. If you want toc really

21 involve the puklic, it has te be made acceszible in

22 every way.

23 Thank wou.

24 MS. CRATIGZ: Anvbedy =lse want Lo comment?
25 Five minutes good?
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1 ME. YUHDT: ©Okay. Thanka. I appreciake
2 the additional opportunity.
1 Cne thing T was --
4 o I'm Scott Yundt, staff attorney,
5 Tri-Valley CAREs.
g Tri-Vallev CRREs loves to mest with Che
T Defense Muclear Facility Safety Board.
B It's unclear from reading the document,
9 if one cof the newly proposed facilities will £all

10 under DNFSE authority or overaight authority, and it

11 would ke helpful if the document expressly stated

4-M
12 when the DNFSE would have oversights. 8o, in other
12 words, what are -- I think Lhey use the Lerm "nuclear
14 facilities." &nd just, vou know, conneckting the deots
15 for us with DNFSE.
16 Thanks.
17 I wanted to mention that the weapons
18 envirormental tesCing replacement capshility will
19  replace what Tri-Valley C2REs lovingly refers to as
20 the "shake, baks, and drop facilities," or "shake and
21  bake high base,” I think. -
22 Will thege new -- or will this
23 replacemsnt have Lhe authority to btest plubtonium

24 pits? It's nob clear from bthe document. And if it

25 does, will these pits be shifted back and forth from
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1 ather complex sites like Los Alamos or ancther test
2 site, or nuclear security sites or Pantext? e
1 It would ke helpful if it specifically
4 gtated in the description of this facility, those
5 detalls.
g Aleo, if there's going to be plutonium
T pits, how does Livermore have the ability to have
B full plut pits under its current hazard category?
9 Mext. I just wanted to talk about the
10 increage -- the SWEIS gtates that increased limite in
11  Building 235 will lead to expanding the laboratory
12  space dedicated to the preparation of plutonium
12 samples for expsrimental work conducted cutsids of
14 the Building 235. This would enable the preparation
15 of experimental samples for critical high-pressure
18 experiments at NIF, at Jasper facility at Newvada
17  HNueclear Security Zite, at HPCAT and DCS facilities at
18 Lrgonne National laboratory, and at the & Pulsed
19  Power facility at Sandia, and other facilities.
20 It would be helpful if the draft SHEIES
21  made it clear in relation te this proposal what the
22  corresponding increase in shipments of plutenium or
2% other materials would be back and forth between Lhe 16
24 asites. Bo, in other words, what they're doing in
25 E-235 Lo expand and make sxperimental samples, how
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1 does it correspond to the shipping. In general, in
2 the docunent, vou know, there's descripticn of sites
1 and then there's the shipping analvsisz, but it
4 doesn't draw the con -- the lines between shipment 25
5 from specific programs that are being proposed and
& the shipping analysisa.
T Ind then, in addition, was theres any
B analysis of whether these experimental samples for
9 the other sites could be prepared at those other S
10 gites rather than at Livermore?
11 The preferred alternative proposed action
12  increases the accident risks to the public from
12 radicleglical and hazardous material transportation by
14 nearly 35 percent. This is an unacceptable lewvel of
15 risks in Tri-Valley C&REs' cpinion.
1& The SWEIS does adequately describe this
17  risk in detail that allows the public to understand
18 the type, location, potential severity, or
19  precautions taken that can mitigate the risk of 1o
20 transpocrtaticon rather relying just on -- just
21 gummarily on transportation guidelineg and packaging
22 requirements.
23 The SWEIS needs to provide significantlv
24 more detall about the transportabion risks in the
25 SWEIS.
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1 The preferred alternative alsc proposes a
2  wery large increase in all tvpes of radicactive waste
1 production. I know it's explained how it will be
4 disposed of; it would ke helpful if it was explained
5 mors than just in termsg of where it will be digpoged
& of,
T It's hard to accept that this waste 1s an
E  unavoidable resulkt of normal cperaticns as stated in
9 the SWEIS. 8=
10 The dispogal sites often have apills and
11 accidents and relsases intoe the envirenment. They
1z pollute areas all over the country. WIDPE was closed
12 for three years because of accldent inside of WIEE,
14 These waste streams are a huge probklem for the future
15 of the planet. The cavalier attitude towards
1& hazardocus and radicactive waste is problematic.
17 The EWEIZ does not indicate that the
18 agency analvees what -- whether 1t must do all of
19 these programs to achieve its goals. It does not
20 indicate that the agency tries to limit the proposed
21 programmatic uge of hazardeous chemicals, substances, 18R
22 or radicactive materials ke the bare minimum.
23 The SWEIS needs to analyze how the Lab
24 could minimize the use of chemicals and radicactive
25  materials by limiting and not initiating programs,
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1  using less harmful substances or finding cutting-edge LR
2 alternatives.
k) The last thing I will mention is that --
4 well, I will skip it. It's just ke echo the --
5 Mz, CRAIG: It's okay.
g ME., YUMDT: That's ckay. It was aald,
T I thank vou very much for the public
B hearing, and you will be receiving more comments from
9 us. And thanks again. I hope to get another wirtual 3B

10 hearing.

11 MS. CR2IG: &11 right. 8o that

12 concludes, I think, our public comments.

12 Anvbody else would like Lo speak?

14 (Brid of puklic comments at 2:1B p.m.)

15 ot B o oot
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F
B PERSONS RECORDED:

8 Tracy Crailg, Moderator
10 Mike Barnes
11 TInga Olsch
12 Marilyn Bechtel
12 Eegina Snsed
14 Dr. Arians Eraoy
15 Dr. Robert Geoculd, San Francisco Bay Area Physicians for
16 Social Responsibility
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25 [continued on following page)
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1 M. CRATG: A4nd I am going to move uz to the public

[

comment pericd.  So, 1 have & few pecple that have signed up.
3 So, Mike, if wvou could please switch slides.
4 I'd like to first of all just remind pecple that
E thig is going Lo be one-way communicabion during the comment
£ period., W= oaren't anewering them; we're glumply taking those
7 comments and considering them. All comments will be
8 thoroughly considered, researched, and answered in the Pinal
% Site-wide Envircnmental Impact Stakement in a Response to
10 Comments document,  That Response o Dovments document will
11 ke attached to the Final Site-wide Environmental Impact
12 Statement, znd we're accepbing commentes tonight.
13 We have -- 1 have sight peocple that have signed up
14 and T see cne hand raised. 5c, a few ways to comment. Mike
15 1is going to go through these with you: I think meost pecple
1€ know how teo raise their hand in Zoom, and T alzo have these
17 p=2ople thsb have signesd up.  So, I would encourage you, from
18 here on out, to go shead and raise your hand 1f you would
1% like to comment,; and I will giwve you & number, and you're
20 going to have te remember that number.
21 And we'll start with the folks that signed up first
22 of all in the Question and Answer box, but before that, I'm
43 just going to have Mike go through how to raise your hand
44 jusk in zase somebody here dossn't know how to do that or iz

25 on their telsphons, I zee & couple people are on the phone.
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1 5o, Michasl.
2 ME. BRRMES: Yezh, sure. Thanks, Tracy.
3 Sa, yeah, if vou hover dewn at the bottem of the
4 screen, therefs btwo ways you can ask a question or provide a
& commsnt,
g Cns ig you can ralse your hand, and that will zhow
7 up on Tracy and I's end, and then we will promote you to
B talk, to get cut your questicn. 2&nd we'll do that in the
% order that they're received.
10 Znd, thean, people have alrsady been using the Q&R

11 function, and Tracy and I have been tracking those people in
12 order, and we will £3ll on them and promote them to btalk, to
13 provide their comoent,

14 If yvou're calling in from a smartphone, you can

15 also look dowm atb the bettcom and you hawve the same two

16 coptions there. If wvou want teo raise wvour hand, press *3 and
17 if wou wank bto unmubs yvourself, press *#4,

18 But I think, for the most part, everybody's using
1% the (&4 and raising their hands.

20 MS., CRATS: Perfect. ©Okay. 2And then we have two
21 people that have raised their hands, so it's going to be --
22 and I'll ¢all ¢n you afber we nave the people that put their
23 nam=s in the Chat box -- so, Lueenz -- Loulena -- [ believe 1
44 s2aid thab righb -- Miles and Lhen Regina and then John Wilks,

25 it loaoks 1like.

CRD-3-208 Final November 2023



LLNL SWEIS Chapter 3—Comment Documents

Virtual Public Hearing
Page 5 of 47

Page
1 ind let me just check our Chat box here. Okay, =o

[

I'm going to have first of all, our first commentor iz Inga

3 Clson. Mike, if wyou can promete her.

i MR. BARNES: Hi, Inga.
& M5, OLSON: Yea, Hi.
& MS. CRAIG: Hi.

¥) M5. CLSCN: I'm changing -- baszed on what I

B learned, 1'm cutbting out quite a few of my comments -- or

% scme of my comments, so I'm going teo be zort of editing as I
10 go, go it tay be a little choppy. Bub thank you for this

11 cpportunity and, first, let me say that I'm grateful for the
12  democratic wvalues in the USh and particularly for the

13 Habtiopal BEnvironmentzl Policy Act thal regquires Lawrence

14 Livermorae Mational Lab to review their future plans and

15 release that information toc the public and receiwve and

1& tespand to pubklic comments about these plans.

17 I find ths Lab‘'s Proposgad Letion Rlternative

18 legally ineufficient, and the following comments will 4-A
1% describe why and will alsc propose an altermative.
20 I‘11 start with scme background. I had the

21 nppurtunit", ag a member of an NGO nontinqgnt, to atbtend some
22 ef the Treaty on the Non-Preliferaticn of Wuclear Weapons
43 preparatory meetings. I remerber in Lhoze years Hussla and
44 China had nob bequn Lhe aggressive buildup of thelr nuclear

25 weapons srsenal, web the U8, consistently raized the
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1 Department of Energy Nuclear Weapeons budgetes and alletted

[

funds for modifying the current arsensl. [t was clear them,
3 as it is now, that the U.5. Weapons Frogram’s Design &

4 Development work is propelling other countries to feel the

5 need to do the game,

6 Currently, Livermors Lab's work includes the design
T of a wholly new weapon, Ehe HB7-1. The 0.8, i= not allowed

B to design new ruclear weapons according to the language of

% the Non-Proliferation Treaty and the Intermaticnal Court of

10 Justice's interpretation of the NPT, Ome hundred eighty- .
11 eight U.N. member states, including the United States, and
12 the other four statss the Treaty recognizesz as nuclear Weapon
13 states, zs well as Lwo cbeervers, are parties to the NPT,
14 The alternatiwve I'm propesing is called "The
15 Aholished MWuclear Weapons Rlternatiwve.” Ome of the greatest
1& tragedies in the last 50 years was President Bill Clinton's
17 failurs be gsize the posgibls peacs dividend resulting from
18 the end of the Cold War and invite Russia, and eventually
1% include China and other nuclear weapon states, to initiate a
-

20 path to finally eliminate nuclear weaponz and actualize the
21 MWuzlear Wen-Proliferation Treaty.

23 I recommend now that the SWEIZ include an Abolished
43 Huclear Wespons Albernative. Livermore Lab could carry out

44 ib's mandsbe of mainbzining the current stockpile without

25 doing work that is so provocabive and dangerousz. Department
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1 of Energy scisntists and leaders are ideally positicned to

[

carry oub & true stockpile stewardship to disarmament

3 mandate. Department of Bnergy and, by extension, Livermore

4 Lab has the expertise needed to monitor a weapons drawdown.

E  Livermors Lab has the budget and profsesaienal staff availlable
£ Lo Cransitien to working on a far-resching effort of

7 stockpile management while there is an intermational drawdown
B and disarmament. Such acticns would begin to resurrect U.E.

% credibility as a democratic state that abides by the rule of

10 law,
11 This mway seen implausible when war is escalating,
12 howsver, China has rscently had milliocns of it'=z citizens _
13 protesting in the strests and Russiz is facing szerious public .
14 tesistance to cibtizens being conscripted inte the army to
15 fight in Ukraine.
16 All nuclear weapon states coffers are sericusly
17 dimpacted by their nuclsar weaponsg budgets, which is
18 particularly burdensoms with the extreordinary cost o
1% address climate disasters happening sll cwer the world.
20 The research, thinking, and legic involved in the
21 Abolighed Muclear Weaspong Alternative ig an alternative to
22 esgalation of the nuclear arms race and could even proupt
43 socistal questions sbout the [easibility of war itself.
44 In zonclusion, Livermore Lab's Proposed Action
A

25 Alterpative that includes the development of new nuclear
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1 weapons ig 1illegal and must be modified to be made legal ;:guﬁ i
2 be eliminsted entirely, -
3 Thank o,
4 MS. CRAIG: Thank you. Ckay. HNext, Mike, if you
E ean find Marilyn Bechtel.
g ind I realize we didn't tell people how Long they
7 had to comment. Sc, I think given the number of pecple we
B have and the time, we can do -- lek’s start with four
% minutes. I think that -- and then we can see 1f we have more
10 time at the end, and then if pecple want to comment a gecond
11 time, if we have mere time, that’s fine, as well.
11 ME. BREMES: 211 right, Marilyn, go ahead.
13 MS., BECHTEL: Thank you wery much for the
14 presentaticns, as they're wery informative. 2nd I apologize
15 if some =f what T am going te say in my comment actually has
1& already been clarified in the presentations.
17 Leg a decadss-long Bay Lres reaident, I am very
18 coneerned shout plans in Che SWEIS mection on Propoged
1% Actions to increase the limit for emissicns of tritium, both
20 at the main Tritium Facility and the Maticmal Ignitien -
21 Faeility, with releases, vou know, going into the atmosphere
22 effective 2023,
43 fdditionally, the administrative limite governing
44 the amount of weapons-grade plutoniwn that can ke at Lhe Main
25 Hite (Building 235) sb any cne bime is propozed to be
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1 increased from the current 8.4 grams bto 38.2 grams, and the

gdministrative limiks for radicacktive materials at the

[

3 Matiocnal Igniticn Facility are alse slated fo rise. These

4 actions could result in pollution of atmosphere and soil, FRAES
E potentially affecting as many a2 8 million San Francisco Bay
£ MArsa residsnbe to a range of health -- eericus health
7 challenges, including lethal cancers. They are especially
B problematic in an area where a devastating earthquake could
% oocour at oany time.  These actions sheould be removed from the (e
10 planned Operaticnal Changes,
11 A4lsc included in the Propessd hotions are programs
12 related bo developing new nuclear warheads, such az the Hext
13 @Gensralbion Life Extension Program Besearch and Development
14 Fabrication Building and seweral cther facilities that are
15 going to be suppertive te amended -- to expanded pit
16 production for the WB7-4, which is the first totally new
2=, 2=

17 warhead in 30 years.

18 & fundamental issue with the current Draft SWEIS is
1% that so0 many of the elements it conkains directly contradict
20 the provisicns in Article & of the Nuclear Nen-Proliferation
21 Treaty of 1268, whese signatories agreed to pursue

22 negotiations in good faith with effective measures relating
43 Lo cessation of the nuclear arme race at an early date and to
44 puclsar disarmament, This Article clearly commits the U.E.,

45 A a signatory to the Treaty, to work together with others to
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1 assure timely end for nuclear weapens, not indefinite
2 exkensions of their lives and the development of completely -4
i nhew anas.
4 A positive rale for the Lak going forward, which is
E nobt presented in the Draft SWEIS, would ke to conduct
£ ressarch on how bCo dismantle and destroy old nuclear weapons i

7 as effectiwvely as possible, with dispozal of related waste in
B the safest pessible way.
g Ancther positiwve rele could be to study effective

10 ways to help sites in our country and around the world that

11 have been davastated by pellution during nuclear weapons g
12 production and testing and eliminate the resulting hazards to

13 Lheir populations,

14 In my cpinion, the United States, as the first

15 country to develep and the cnly country, so far, to use G
1& nuclear weapens in war, has a big responzibility to lead the

17 effort fer tutually-agreed tetal nuelsar digarmament.

18 Ind the last thing I'11 say is that I appreciate

1% the comment pericd being extended to January 18th, but I A

20 really wish that the full ceomment pericd could be extended

21 for the additional 30 days te February Znd.

22 Thank wyou wvery mach,

23 MR. BARNES: Thank wvou, Ings [s2ic]. &nd, Tracy, if
44 T zan just jump in, I'm having technical difficulties on

25 showing the Cimer on my gcreen. Ib‘'s zhowing on my end, buc
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1 I do realize that nobedy's sseing it on your end. So, what

2 1'11 do is when Tracy promotes somebody bto speak, 111 let

3 wyou know that you have four minute -- four minutes and I71]
4 chime in every minute to let you know how much time you hawe
E left. My apologiss for the technical difficulties,

g MS. CRAIZ: I think -- why can’t you just -- why

7 don't you just give them a heads-up at the 30 seconds, Mike.
a MR. BARNES: Zure. That socunds good.

g MS. CRAIG: I don't think you need to do it ewvery
10 minute. Thank you.

11 ME. BEZRNES: Qkav.

12 M. CRATG: Okay. BAnd next is Regina, and Regina
13 waz having problems signing in, =0 she is actually on her

14 pheone right new, if vou can get her and --

1t MR. BARNES: Okay. Wwhich mumber is she calling in
16 from? T have a 415 --

17 ME. CRAIG: ({inaudible} -- 415-585 -- 4156 -- it

18 ends in £0990.

1% MR. BAHMES: $ot it. 211 right. 2And she's on.
20 MS. ESHEED: Can you hear me now?

21 ME. BRRNES: We can,

22 M5. EMEED: dan you hear me?

23 Ms. CRAIG: Yes.

24 M5, BMEED: This is Regina Sneed. Thank you very

25 much for the opportunity to meke zome public comments
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1 tonight. I alse -- I'm 10 wears retried -- retired as a

[

fe=deral emploves. Ib's heen quite a while zince ['wve

3 commented on an EIS, but T am very interested in this 15-vear
4  document, and T thank you for the presentaticn tonight, which
E gives me ah opportunity Co make zome general commentcs

£ Lonight,

¥) I alsc want tc say that for a 15-year document, 75
B days comment maybe is koo short of a time period,

% particularly over the heolidays. I wrote a couple of emails
10 where T indicated that T had started to review the summary

11 documents, net the 1400 pages yef, and, vou know, I'm just

12 not going ko be able bo get through it in time, even by A
13 January 18th., 8o, I'm really hoping that you'll extend the
14 comments for ancther 15 days. Make it a total 90-day comment
15 period for documents that we're conly reviewing once ewvery 15
16 wears would ke extremely helpful.
17 I gas your oolleagque has s cough. Many of my
18 frisnds sround hers are gick with COVID or the £lu,
1% unfortunately, and 1 think it‘= just going to be a bad pericd
20 over the next 30 days, and that's going to prevent a lot of
21 peopla from commenting,
22 T want to make a couple of general comments tonight
23 that cams up.
44 Cne iz Lhe commenb sboubl no ilmpact on housing. I
13-4

25 did a lot of work on urban houszing issues over the last 30
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1 years and commented on a let of EIRs in San Francisce, where

[

1 live, znd in the Bay Ares region sbout impactz -- economic
3 dmpacts of housing.
4 The gowernor's declared a housing emergency; our

L Planning Comrission leoked st a new housging element just lagt

£ Thursday and it's nobt in compliance with the State law., Ne e
7 cannot show how we can produce the amcunt of affordable

8 housing that’s needed in our city. So, I would challenge you

% to take ancther leck at that in this document. I den't think

10 4t's -- itfg a -- & neutral impack at all.

11 I will be very interested in looking at the section

12 about wetlands. I hawve a lot of conecsrns about those types

13 of things, as well,

14 And, wyet again, I'm really not going to have the

15 time ta delwe intc all ef this te -- to the extent that I

16 would prefer to do. And, so, I'm mainly tomight urging you 3-A

17 Lo axbend that compsnk pericd for anctbher two wesks, to about

18 February 3rd.

1% ind thank you wery much for allowing me to comment
20 tonight.
21 MS. CRATG: OQkay. Thank you so wuch.  And the next

22 commentor we have 1s --
43 ibackground insudible)
24 MS8., CRATS: -- parden me? The next commentor wWe

25 have iz Dr. Arians Eroy. I hope I said that name right.
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1 EE. ERZY: Close encugh. Thank you for taking my
2 comments.
3 Sa, recently, Livermore Laks released a press
4 release in the last days anncuncing that the heating of
Eotritiuom te 300 million Celsiug could revelutionize the
§ dalivery of the world'e energy syetsms. 23-H

¥) I want Eo remark that I find this as highly cynical
B and strategic that vou come cut with s press releaze at this

% time in order to confuse, cbfuscate, and =ilent -- =ilence

10 the public protest bo your plans by winimizing the facts that
11 your projects would release radicactive waste at a time when
12 rthe public is terrified by the government's under-involvement
13 and lack of honest planning Lo prepars for the climate
14 disrupticn and catastrophe. T protest your increase of

15 tritium radicactive emissicns, deoubling your tritium

411
1& dnventory, and your -- decreasing veour limits of plutonium
17 enrich uranium and dspleted uranium, and I think that your
18 olaims Chat you can dscontaminate, decommizgzion, demolish, or
1% ship away radicactive waste is -- iz highly spuricus.
20 Muclear radiaticn depresses the immune system,
21 mutates gen=g, causes cancer, and is now linked to
22 Alzheimer’s disgease, i‘if:

23 While vour plans claim bo des- to store, demolish,

44 decontaminste, and ship awsy highly Loxic wasle products, we

25 know that Flutonium-23% has a half 1ife of 24,000 years;
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1 Todine-129, which can account for the rising incidents of

2 thyroid dysfunction and cancer, has a half life of 15.7
3 million years; Uranium-234 has a half life of 250,000 years; 18-A
4 Uranium-235 has a half life of 700 million years; and

5 Uranium-238 has a half life of 4.5 billion years.

6 The fossil fuels industries and nuclear armament

7 industries control both our military and our government.

8 1It’s not the other way around. They threaten our democracy, HA
9 our species, all life on the earth, and our future.
10 You are recklessly playing with energies you fail
11 to understand or can control. The use of teams of lawyers to SA
12 delit- delegitimize the voices of your opponents and run pro
13 forma meetings is here for us all to see.
14 You are not being honest, and you are playing with
15 war, with armaments, with the lives of defenseless people all
16 over the world for your 8,000 jobs, for your 8.2 billion --
17 2.8 billion annual income while our world is on fire. Your
18 wvalues represent something unholy, ungodly, and threaten us
19 all.
23-C
20 You are not being honest as individuals, as

21 employees, as Americans, and as human beings, and I'm calling
22 you out as a doctor, and I consider this pathological. You
23 cannot say that you could demolisgh or ship away your waste

24 anywhere. This is not ckay, and you're destroying our planet

25 when you make such claims. I condemn you, I condemn this
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1 mesting, znd these zcticns. You do not have the right to

conkral our future,

[

3 MS. CRATG: Weould you -- are you finished cr would

4 you like to contbinue?

5 (pause)
6 M., CRATS: Thank you.
¥) LR. EROY: (inaudible) what your planz are and to

8 be honest players for the American pecple, and I'm afraid

% that you are not.

10 MS. CRAIG: Thank yeu. OCkay. WNext up we have Dr.
11 Reohert Gould, President, San Francisco Bay Area Physicians

12 for Socizl Responsibility.

13 LR, QOULD: Can you hear me now?
14 MS., CRAIG: We can. Thank vou.
15 LR. GOULD: All right. Thank you for the

1& oppertunity to speak tonight.

17 I -- in additien Lo repressnting Fhysicians for

18 Social Eesponsibility, just for Che record, I'm an associate
1% adjunct professor at UCSF, working with the Program on

20 Reproductive Health and the Envircnment.

21 But today I'm speaking in unity with many of the
22 comments that have heen given already to really oppose the
43 continued sppalling role chat the Lab is placing -- has

27
44 placed with 511 of Lhese variocus plans to conlinue supporting

25 the production of nuclear weapons in wiclation, as others
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1 have spoken, of ocur treaty obligaticns under the Heon- L

2 PBroliferation Treaty, Article 6, and a=z well in violation of i
3 the averwhalming sentiment of the world's community who are

4 gupporting a treaty to prehibic nuclear weapons.

& W have sesn, despite Che argumente of muclear

B wesapons, dqueobs, unguobs, “preserve the peace, " in fact, our

7 generaticns of building tEhese heincus weapons have failed to

B sktop the aggressive war in the Ukraine, and it's time for us

% to all weske up and suppeort the abolition of nuclear weapons, BE
10 which my organization, P8R, and other organizations T belomg

11 to -- the Nohel Prize winning International Physicians for

12 rthe PBrevention of Nuclsar War -- are committed to.

13 We have many things -- and I can speak az a

14 physician, as well -- in terms of what this money that we're

15 spending for nmuclear weapeons can pay for.

1% 5o, for example, the 335 killion that we spent last

17 wear on nuelsar wsapons, which de net include an equivalent

18 awount for missiles and other delivery syetems, could in

1% the middle of our COVID emergency -- znd we may have a
20 resurgence shortly given the internaticomal health s=ituation

21 thereaf -- could have pajd for 100,000 ICO beds, 35,000 Z-A
22 wentilatora, ae well as the salariea of 157,000 nurses,
43 75,000 doctors, jueb bto give some of the trade-offs that we
44 ghould be bhinking sbout Lhe entire nuclear weapons project,
25 dneluding what®s going on st Lawrence Livermore.
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1 ind we have many other things that we need to pay

2 for., There are tens of millicnz of people in our country who 23-A
3 den't have health insurance cor aderuate health care.

4 and as cther speakers have addressed, what this Lab

E ghould really do is steop producing muclear weaponsg, but tuen o
£ ibfe seisnbifiz talent bo hoth cleaning up the legacy waste Eii
7 that it and the rest of the DCE complex have contributed to.

B And, as well, (inaudible), as opposed to the greenwashing

% activities that cccur in the name of the Lab, really channel B
10 cur geientific Calent to reslly deal with the enormeous

11 problems posed by our climate emergency.

14 I would agres with a number of the polntz that

13 other peoples have raised, such az Ings and others, but more

14 concretely, running ocub of time here, we think that under Wo- S
15 Action Alternatiwes, should mean that all new 18 projects

1& should be removed, and we alsc oppose raising limits on -
17 britium znd weapons-grade plubonium,

18 Finally -- and spealing personally, as well as in

1% support of what octhers have raiszed -- we really strongly urge
20 wou to increase the time for us to be able te provide full

21 comments until February. Tt's pretty outrageous that we have o
22 such a limited time te go through a document this leng and be |
43 able to provide cohersnt bestimony on all the zpecific ls=zues
44 thab are involved in Lerms of potenbial increase in
25 environmental contaminaticn, leb alons continuing the project
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1 to crsate these horrible weapons.

[

1 have two grandchildren who should have mich more
3 of a futura than living under the shadow of nuclear weapons
4 that T and many of my generation hawve had, and i1t's time for
E wou to usges a selentifie talent Co benefit common humanity.

6 Thank you.

¥) Ms. CRAIS: Thank you so much. Okay. Next up is
B Marylia Helley. I believe she's the sxecutive director feor

% Tri-Valley CRRE=. Marylia?

10 Mike, can you pleass promote her.
11 ME. BAENES: 3She's Chere. Yea.
14 M5, KELLEY: Yes, I just gob the little unmute

13 s=ign. Thank wyou so mush., And thank you for this opportunity
14 to comment .

15 As you know, I did comment at the public hearing at
16 Livermore -- in Livermore, sc I'1]l extend a couple of remarks
17 and add 2 couple, dspending on the Cime.

18 First, I want Co reiterate Che importance of

1% offering s public comment pericd that goes through January

20 and ends February ind. That is the absclute minimum that is
21 needed.  And for the reascng that have been stated, for the
22 reasons that Tri-Valley CAREa have bean stated, I want to FA
43 point oub in your presentabicn thab you talked about the

44 gooping [or Lhe Site-Wide Envircnmenbal Impact 2tatemsnt

25 started in Augusk of 2020, which I do recall. 8o, I want to
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1 talk about fairness. It's fair, you believe, to have given

2 woursslves more than two vears Lo produce a Draft Side-hide

3 EBrnvirenmental Impact Statement and it's a very difficult

4 enterprise. So is reading it. Se is analyzing it. BZo are
Eoeoming up with commentes on it, 8o, I do believe that to

£ edbend the oomment pericd through January ie the wvery lesaszt

71 that i1s required, znd 1 would ask wou to do that. A=
| And I understocd what wou said about, sure, we can

% menitor the box until Jamuary 30th, but to be fair, that's

10 not legally a parameter. Bs vou said, the law says that you

11 can accept, at vour whim, commenta to the extent practicable.

14 8o, to extend the public comment periocd through the end of

13 January gives people sbsclute confidence that thelr comments

14 will be fully considered. Sc, again, I would like it to be

15 formal and not some sort of informal, yes, you can send them

16 and mavbe we'll pay attenticn to them.

1 I alge want Lo speak a Lew more words about the

18 Alternatives Analyeis, which, az I stated before, is, we

1% believe, deficient. It’s nct just what the Lab wants to do -
20 that should be in as an alternative, but there are Lab

21 programs that alsc respond te natiecnal security in different
22 wavs,
43 For exampls, there’s a small, but world-renowned
24 plimate program at Livermore Lab, and I don’'t £ind anywhere
45 the impersbive bo address climate change and Livermore Labs e
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1 ability ke do 1k as part of any of the alternmatives. It

2 should be put together with a disarmament altermative -- and

3 that's moving toward disarmament. Tt doesn’t mean it happens

4 tomorrow, and if i1t doesn't happen btomorrow, you den’t meed o
E toanalygs it., You do. This analyzes the next 15 years. &

£ lob has changsd in the last 15 years, a Lot can be expected

7 to change in the coming 15 wears, and the SWEIZ needs to take

8 a much, much breader lock at reascnasble -- and those are -
% reasonable -- alternatives tc do more civilian science, to do

10 more technical work toward digarmament.

11 For example, the question of keing able to monitor

12 disarmamsnt in counktriss undsr treakbiss. That'sz actually an 234
13 important Lechnical qusstion. One Livermore could spend way

14 more rescurces on deing.

15 And T will prowide a leok of detail in my written

1& comments, which T can't imagine are going to be ready before

17 Januwary 30ch, Just to be honsat, there's illness, there's S
18 holidays, there's fawily Cime that’s been put off for three -
1% wears already, and 1 do believe that you have a moral, as
20 well as a3 legal, ckligaticn bto extend the public comment

21 peried.

22 I'm oub of time. Thank you. I'll come back if

43 it's allowsd.

24 M5, CRALZ: And, Marylia, az= 2con as we geb through

25 811 the commentors, if there’s time, I will abzolutely
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1 acknowlsdgs thabt and get veu back. OCkay? Thank you.
2 Hext up we have Joni Arends.
3 ME. BRRMES: A1l right. Joni should be there.
4 MS. ARENDS: Hi. Good ewvening.
5 M5, CRAIGZ: Hi.
g M5, ARENDS: My name ig Jond Rrends. I am with

71 Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety, a group that was

B formed in Santa Fe, New Mexico, almost 35 years ago, and I

& was a co-founder. I'm alsc a native Califormian.

10 I am going to resd my comments and then I'm going
11 Lo make some morse comesnta.

14 S0, CCHES respectfully requests that the NNSA extend
13 Lhe comment pericd for the Livermors SWELZ Lo at least 39

14 days, until February 2nd, 2023. I'm going to reiterate some
15 of the -- some of the reascns that cther pecple have stated,
1& but T just find it so unreascnable at this peoint in time for
17 -- as Marylis describesd -- & -- a quasl maybe we'll acoept

18 wour commente until February 2nd.  IE needs Co be there

1% needs to be a Federal Register Hokice, there needs to be a
20 formal process to say, yes, we'll accept all of your comments
21 until Rebruary Znd.
22 It*s been a difficult time for the public to
43 provide informed comesnts sbout Lhe 14900-page Draft Livermors
44 BWEIS. During the ongoing major religious and cultural

4

g unconacicnable for HHEA to

25 holiday sessons, in many wavs it
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1 request public comments during this bime. Many Mmericans ars

[

on retrest, traveling with family, taking well-dezerved

3 wvacations, and/or mesting all forms of family obligatioms,

4 traditions, and celebrations.

& Further, and congequentially, as Dr. Gould talked
£ about, thers are many pecple that are dealing with the post-
7 Thanksgiving surges of COVID, RSV, and flu throughout this Tl
B country, and there are limited hospital beds. I can’'t even
% dmagine being in that situation ak thiz point in time, while
10 at the same time, Livermors wants Lo axpand it's pit produc-
11 it's nuclear weapona work.

14 S0, CCHE respectfully asks that the comment period
13 be [ormally extended until February Znd, 2023,

14 Alsc, CCNS objects to any further ocpen burning,

15 open detonaticn abk DOE sites across the country. EPRR 1=

1& working on a ban of open burning and cpen detonation. There
17 n=eds to be an alternative znalyeis that locks at ne

18 smisgsions. Thers are confined burn there are

f-bs
1% alternatives. 'There's static explosive chambers, there's
20 confined burn facilities, there's all =scortz of alternatives
21 that have been develecped since the ban went into effect in
22 the 15808, And that needs to be analveed in the -- in the
43 BMEIS, and I don’t know if that's happened or not.
24 dlso, CCNS objects Lo a 15-year document. They're
1-I

25 doing the same thing skt LANL, =zaying = Li-year analyeis, buc
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1 they're zlready five vyears behind schedule on providing the

[

public with & draft SWEIS here. 8o, we're going to -- they
3 were supposed to he done in 2018, and we'wve bheen waiting fiwve 1-D
4 ywears while, at the same Eime, they'wve been expanding pit

E produstion., It's unacceptable, 1C's unconsciconable, and it
£ neads Lo and,

¥) 5o, M=, Houston, wou have been =o gracicus when

B I've contacted you sbout Livermore issues, and I really

Lad
]
-

% appreciate your cpenness bto be able to offer an extensiom,

10 but it neads to be in 2 formal extension.

11 fnd I ges that I'm out of time. And I support --
12 CCHE supports the comments that have already been submitted.
13 Thank you.

14 MS. CRAIG: Thank yocu. Ckav. WNext is Loulena

15 Miles.

16 And I'd just like teo acknowledge I know other

17 p=ople have raised their hande, and I have -- I'm keeping

18 track of that. $So, Washington Phyeicians, Raiza, and Luke.

1% ME. BARNES: Leoulena should be there.

20 MS, MILES: Helle. Jusk gave me the unmite.
21 MS. CRAIG: Hi, Leulena.

22 M3. MILES: Helle,

43 MS. CRAIG: Hello,

44 M5, MILES: My name iz Loulena Miles. I am an

25 atborney and the president of the board of Tri-Valley CARE=.
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1 We are a non-profit organizsbion thak has been moniteoring the

[

weapons ackivities abt Livermore Labs since 1983,
3 First off, I'd like to say thank you for extending
4 the comment pericd. Howewer, I would also like to request

E  that thers be ancther virtusl hearing offered after Che Hew

34
£ Year holidsy eo that wmenbers of the public can have an
7 opportunity to weigh in cn the plans.
a My comments today will focus on the weapons
% programs ak Livermore Lab and compliance with the NPT, the
10 Huclear Nem-Fraliferstion Treaty.
11 The propesals in this SWEIS are not in corpliance
12 with internstional law. The SWELS ststes the proposed action
13 is in compliance and the HHMSA missions are conducted fully
14 conegistent with current Treaty ckhligations. We vociferously
15 disagree. Livermocre Lab has been working to modernize the
1& arsenal and push the envelope on weapons capabilities,
2-A, 2B

17 #eeentially turning them inte new weapona designe. This net
18 only promobse nuclear development worldwide because everyone
1% needs to keep up with the Joneszez -- not just for their

20 credibility, but for their survival, as they see it -- and

21 Livermora Labk ig playing a central rele in driving a new and
22 dangerous global arms race.

43 With the war in Ukraine and Russia's nuclear saber-

44 rabkling, the U.8. nuclear weapons budget throws fuel on the

25 fire of potential nuclear war., This iz fundamentally in
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1 ecentradiction with our cbligations under the HET.

[

ind 1 know it‘s, wyou know, you'wve stated here
3 Etonight that Livermore Lak's not creating peolicy, but
4 Livermore Lak does propose sclence and tries to be
E  eonglstent, right, with stockpile stewardehip and managenent.
£ However, Livermors Lab, when pushing the envelope on design,
7 1= not in compliance with the wision cor letbter of the law and
8 with what stockpile stewardship and management should be.
g The SHWEIS states that the NPT does not provide any
10 spacific date for achiswing the ulbimate geal of muclear
11 disarmamsnt nor doss it precluds the maintenance of nuclear
12  weapons unkil their disposition. Conbinued operations at the
13 Lab enpable HHSA Lo maintazin the safeby, reliability, and
14 performance of the U.5. muclear weapchs stockpile until the
15 ultimate geoal of the NPT is chtained.
16 This is manifestly incorrect. The Lab's chjectives
17 Lo maintzin the arssnal include life sxtension programs that
18 ars unnecsggary, Chabt are expensive, and that are
1% environmentzlly polluting, and that promote the muclear arms
20 race worldwide. &nd I'm geoing to go into a few specifics on
21  that,
22 The desire to modify warheads or develop new
43 warhesads ie & primary factor and push to upgrade other parts

44 of our nuslesr enkberprise and the cost of modernizing Lhe

25 stockpils, including the infrastructure and delivery systenz,

CRD-3-230 Final November 2023



LLNL SWEIS Chapter 3—Comment Documents

Virtual Public Hearing
Page 27 of 47

Pupe 37
1 is estimated to be $1.7 trillion over 30 years.

[

52, I argue that scme of the programs that need to
3 ke analyzed in the SWREIS are, one, whether the dewvelcpment of
4 the WAD-4, Long-Range Standcff Weapon, 18 in compliance with
E our Treaty ebligations undsr the NPT, This is an offensive

£ [irst uss weapon that ie completely out of coppliance with

7 our Treaty cbligaticns, and I would like this document to

B lock at that, specifically. And it is completely cut of

% compliance with cur commitment toc steckpile stewardship.

ALY
10 Tha EWEIS should zlac analyze whether the 20
11 development of the W87-1 ia in complisnce with our Treaty
12 obligatione under the HPFT. Thiz is the first wholly new
13 warhead design since Lhe end of Lhe Cold War, The Lab i=
14 looking inte 126 new technoclegies for this warhead designm,
15  including new design nuclear bomb cores called "pits® that
1& are significantly different from anvthing in the U.5.
17 gtockpils. Bo, again, I just want Lo reiterate we do not
18 want Lo ke pushing the envelope on design,
1% I see that I'm running ocut of time. I would like
20 to at least wrap up by saying that I feel that hawving such a
21 short public comment pericd fully within the holiday pericd
22 is not in good faith; that thie is bad faith, 2nd T do net
A

43 want this to be considered the Department of Energy's bad

44 faith playbook Lor how to hold public comments, 2o please

25 extend the comment pericd. I know you have a little bit, but

CRD-3-231 Final November 2023



LLNL SWEIS

Chapter 3—Comment Documents

Virtual Public Hearing
Page 28 of 47

11 chapter.

The Land Wikthdrawal

14 Carlsbad, Wew Mexico,

17 meats thse WIPE will ologe in June of 2024,

20 Junes 2024.

43 level waebs, true waste, perhape high-level
44 unaware of. Bub Lhe issue iz our governor,

25 four days, has found her backbone. She has

11 First thing I would like you to know iz our
13 position on the WIEP, Lhe Waste Pilot Plant, that 1=z in

15 established the WIPP, specifically =said the WIPP would be

1& open to accept shipments of true waste for 25 years. That
Jur organization,

18 which is an international organizaticon, will do whatever it

21 Newi, T understand that Livermore is not a

22 produgticon site. WNevertheleas, it will generate waste. Low-
zte. That I'm
within the last

put WNSA and DOE

! : : Fage 75
1 ko edtend ik a bit more and have one more hearing.
2 Thank you for your Lime.
3 MS. CRAIG: Thank wvou. Ckay. Next up, John Wilks.
4 ipause)
5 ME. BRENES: &ive me just g 2econd here. Where's
& Jehn? Thers we goe, Hello, Jehn.
¥) ME. WILKES: Can wou hear me now?
# ME. EBRRNES: We can.
g ME., WILKS: Thank you. I'm John Wilks. I'm the

10 vics pregident of Veterans For Peace, the Albugquerdue

which

1% takes to peacefully not allow shipments into the WIPP after 18-
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1 on notice that the permit -- the 10-y2ar operaticnal permit
2 which DOE has submitted will nob be spproved unlezs certain

3 conditionz are met,
4 Now, the WIPP has cperated for the last three years
E without z permit. The former permit has been
£ adwinistratively sxtended. Theres will be no nore extensions,
7 The governcr has put in writing that no down-blended
8 plutonium will be allowed in the WIFF; that the WIFP will not
% be expanded, either in time ot space or volume; until certain
10 gonditions are met,
11 The firat condition is Loa Rlamos will be
12 prioritized. Sorry, Idsho. Sorry, Livermore. Sorry, every 18-
13 other [azility of the 123 that contribute to the WIFP., It
14 will be Los Al first.
15 Secondly, all but Legacy Waste at LANL will be
16 dnventoried. We're talking since 1943, all of the waste.
17 That is our definition of Legacy Waste. 2And it will be
18 removed, How, Chis is a very important shiff, which I
1% understand HHNSA did not realize was on the horizon. But 1t's
20 here, it's in writing, it‘s a fack, it'=s reality.
41 So, T am asking deoes Che SWEIZ, or the long-range
22 plan of Livermore Lab, have a conbingsncy of what they are
43 going to do with btrus waste if the WIEP ie clozed or 1£ it

44 will nob socepl waske [rom anvone sxcept Log Alamoz.  Becausze

25 that is the realiby,
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1 Thank you for your time.
2 M5, CEALG: Thank wou. Okay, I am going to switch
3 ko -- T'm going te have ta give people three minutes moving

£
L

4 forward because we have more commentors than time. 2nd if
E wou go over just a little bit, that's okay, too,

g So, nexb up is Washington Phyeicians [or Social,

7 and 1'd like you to give us your whole name because actually
B it doesn't read on the screen. For Socizal Responsibility,

% there we go. Welcome.

10 ME. RRENT: Hi. My name ig Ssan Rrent. I'm the
11 nuclear weapons abolition program manager for the Washington
12 Bhysiciane for Social Responsibility.

13 Speaking [rom Washington State, the homs of the

14 decommissicned nuclear lab at Hanford, and the home of the
15 largest nuclear weapons stockpile at the Bangor Tridemnt Sub
1& Base, the legacy of Hanford proves that this testing is only
17 achieved through the expleitaticn of worksre and the

18 environment, These harme ars s0ill felt today in the forms
1% of radiation exposure and contaminated (inaudible} om the
20 site that is dangerously close tec leaking radiation into the
21 Ceolumbia River. e camnot continue to produce this waste
22 until we, at the verv least, fiqure cut how to effectiwvely
23 contain it. The immerality of nuclear weapons aside, there
24 are more Lhan enough stockpiled weapons snd plubonium pits

25 stockpiled in this country.
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1 iinaudikle} statementsz of folks on the ground, the

2 public deserves more btime and publicity to decide 1f they

3 want both increazed nuclear radiaticm pollution and nuclear

4  arms escalaticns.

& If ruclear fusicn ig Cruly sround the corner, they

£ have choesn Lo esgealsbe ug inte a nuclear arms race, you each e
7 have a decision to make, as well. Are we going to continue

B to create bombs that will further diwvide this planet or maybe

% can we maybe produce renewable energy source that can

10 potentially get ug out of the climsbs crisis.

11 With that, I think I'm geing to vield the rest of

12 my tims. Thank vyou.

13 Ms. CRAIZ: Thank yvou so much. Okay, next is -- I

14 might -- Raizd Marciscanc, I believe?

15 MS. MARCISCAND: Yeah, hi, that's my name.

16 MS. CRATG: Will wveou savy it for me, please?

17 MS. MARCISCANO: Raiza.

18 M5, CRATZ: Ralza. Thank you,

1% MS. MRRCISCEND: Haiza Marciscane.
20 MS, CRAIS: Marciscanc. Thank you.

21 MS. MBRCISCAND: Yeah. Thank you 2o much for
22 letting us comment tonight.
23 I just want to say that with the holidays, vou
44 know, many psople ars just nob aware of the public comments,
25 and this ie something where we're really asking for an -
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1 extension zk least bo February or ewen 90 days. 34

We're ceoncerned cibizens that are worried about

[

3 {inaudible) plutcnivm pits, (inaudikle) for nuclear weapons,
4 and the impact of such expansion te work areas, public

E health, squity, and the environment .

& So, we know that mere Chan 2,000 current and former
7 Livermore Labs have applied toc the Bmployee Occupaticn Act

8 Illness Compensabion because they are -- it's due to sericus
% 1llnesses that they're having, including cancer. We believe b
10 that it's keing cauged by on the job axposurs to radicactive
11 and texic materials in the Lab.

11 So, like I said, Livermores hasz a long history of
13 working with tritium, These are zeriocus problems that

14 persist in the Lak's management and they are dangercus high

15 explosives that are making pecple sick and we beliewve that

& peaple need to be heard.

17 Thank you wvery muach,

18 MS. CRAIG: Thank you #c muich. 2And, then, next up
1% is Lwke. It says *Luke Oakland.® So, I dom't think we have
20 wour last name, bubt, Mike, I think wyeu can find him en the

21 gereen thare,

23 ME. BARNES: He should ke there.

23 (pause)

24 ME. BARNES: You have Lo unmute, Luke.
25 Ipause)
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1 M. CRATS: Luke, yeu're going to need to unmite
2 wyourself.
3 (pause)
4 MS. CRAIG: Okay. We'll give you a moment. Ckay,

E I'm going to move on to Kesp ug going, and then we'll cone

& back to Luks, Sc, nsxt up would be Alan Haber.

¥) ME. HABER: Hello. And I'm glad I tuned in to

B this. 1 demcnstrated many times abt Livermore.

g In the breoader view, we're about to approach the

10 60th anniversary of John Hennedy making his call for peace.
11 Hot just the end of war for us, but for everyone total and

12 rcomplete disarmament was what he said at Imerican Univers:ity
13 ip Juns of 1563 several Limes, And the conzeguence was that
14 the military determined it must seize power, which it has,

15 and the War System has been in charge ewver since.

16 What we need is to end the whole War 3ystem. This
17 ie an inktagrated svetsn of global dewination. The weapons

18 part is one part; thers are wany other parts. It 18 a systen
1% of domination. Somehow we must put system change from
20 domination, impuniky, ccoercien, and violence to peace and

21 rcaring and sharing, helping, and healing. From full spectrum e
22 dominatien -- what the Defense Department calls “wision" --
43 to full epectrum coopsration.
24 Ezople who work in Lhese labs are alszo moral human

45 beings, =znd they are being zllowed Lo zee thepzelves asz
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1 amoral, as though the consequences of their action have no

[

consequence in the actual moral universe, which i1z now being
3 led to ultimate destructicn.

4 T just wanted tc add that larger view. Total and
5 ooomplate disarmament is what we need, ending the entire War
£ System. And putbing on the workers in thege lake the onug,
7 as moral human beings, nct bteo conkribute to this War System,
8 but to gradually see how do we shift from war to peace, from
% domination to cooperaticn, catring, sharing, helping, and from
10 healing of the fraums of the last 5,000 years of war.

11 This Syatem is not necesgsary. It's8 not built into
12 rthe human peyche. What is necessary is thabt people take

13 moral responsibility [or shifting the course to dealing with
14 the life system challenges that we all face con this planet.
15 The nuclear weapcns are an abominakbicn.

16 Certainly, there should be more time to comment

17 upon it, bub the cowmesnt should be stop it all. Convert to a

18 Peace System.

1% Thank sou.

20 Ipause)

21 M2, GEBEYEHU-HOUSTON: Traoy, you are mited.

22 MS. CRAIG: Seorrv. I was going to say let's try

43 Luke [rom Gakland agein. And, Luke, if you can unmite
24 wourself, thabt would be great,

25 LUEE: Thank vou for the opportunity to zpeak. I
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1 really just have Lwo -- two main commentsz. I'LL try to keep
2 it guick, since I know we have loks of other people.
3 The first ohe is that this is a -- this iz a very

4 leng and detailed document, and it has a span of 15 years, so
B If'm, for example, right new traveling and it's part of the

£ reasgon I had to ghep away [rom my computer, and 20 it'z just
T wery difficult -- basically impossikble -- to actually be able
8 to look through it and make, wou lknow, realistically make

% comments in the periocd that we're given, especially with the

10 helidaye and, as other people said, you kmew, traveling and 2
11 all things like that. Se¢. I would wery strongly urge you all

12 ko extend the comment pericd and do another public webinar in

13 January Lo really be able Lo give people a chance to -- Lo

14 kind aof have more time to leock at it. 2o, that's one main

15 thing.

16 The aother one is arcund the altermatiwves. 1 think

17 that, as other peopls have zlready msntioned, there are a lot

18 of alternastives that are nof sxplored in the current

1% document, and 1 think those alternatives arcund wayz that the

20 Lab can be used te address many cof the pricrities that we

21 have as & country should be explored.  Ind goeme of those are o

22 things like hew can the same, you knew, the same science and
43 technology be used btowards addressing and mitigating climate

44 change; how zan, you know, somecne -- the things thabt you're

25 already doing be used for things like monitoring disarmament;
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1 things that are wvery important and are completely in line

[

with the work that's already happening, but are not, vou e
3 know, fully explored in the document.
4 Yeah, I think that's -- those are my two main
o oeomments, and I°11 save Che rest of my tLime, since I know
£ Lhers's lote of peopls wanting to balk.
¥) Ms. CRAIG: Okay. Thank you. HNo, actually, we're
B -- we're caught up. Pecple have sheortened their comments, =o
% we're back on schedule. &nd the next perzon up would be
10 Scott Yundt,
11 ME. YUNLDT: Hevy, everybody. Thank you so much for
12  rhe opportunity to comment, which I zleoc got to do pretty
13 exbtensively ab the Trasy public meebing.
14 S, tonight, T will just give a short comment about
15 what I'm thinking about, hearing freom all the other excellent
1€ comments, which I echao.
17 of courss, I would like mors Cime
18 MS. CRAIZ: I‘m going teo interrupt you for one
1% second. 1 think you're with Tri-Valley CREE=. Can you just
2 state --
21 ME. YUMDT: Yes, I'm the staff attorney at Tri-

22 Valley CAREs.

23 MS. CRAIG: Thank you.
44 ME. YUMDT: Thanks [or reminding me.
25 ilaughter)
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1 M=, CRATS: Make sure you den't forget.
2 ilaughkter}
3 ME. YUNDT: So, T -- I just wanted to echo what

4 people have been asking for in tcerms of an extensicn to the
E publiz comment pericd and alege that asnother virtual public
£ coment opportunity be offered clessr to the end of the
7 public comment pericd, which I hope can be extended until
B early February. So, sometime in late January for ancther oy
% wirtval hearing would be really useful =o that pecple can
10 make comments aftfer they'wve had an opportunity to really get
11 inte the decuments, which are extensive, as has been
12 mentioned.
13 The specifiz comment [ wanb to make that [ did not
14 make earlier is bto really eche what Raiza mentioned, which is
15 that there are Z8631 former werkers of Lawrence Livermore
1& HNational Lak who have filed for federal compensation from the
17 Bnergy Bmployvess Occupaticnzl Illnesa Compensation het, or 1%L
18  EESICPA, which was started in the wyear 2000 Co help workersz
1% who have been made 111 by on the job exposure get
20 compensation for illnesses they believe were caused from
21 Choge exposuras.
22 The SWEIS proposes bto increase the munber of
23 radiation workers ab Livermore Lab from 123, the current

44 purher, Lo 615 -- a [ive-fold increase. [ can tell you from

25 my anecdobtzl experience that the bulk of the claims in this
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1 program are made by these radiation workers at Livermore Lab.

[

More workers doing radiation work is going to mean more

3 glaims under this hot, not to mention more illnesses, more

4 human suffering, and more lives shortened because of work,

E whizh is not juat,

g The SWEIS should include an analyeis of the lost

T work time, of the illnesses, of the economic impact to these
B people, and alsc the economic impact of compensating, using
% federal tax dellars from all of us te pay for the

10 compengation provided under BEOICPA for these increased I3-E
11 werkers who will be having te work with dangerous materials
12 like plutonium, highly-enriched uranium, and tritium.

13 Speoifically, the incresase in reservolr leading -- tritium
14 lsading -- at the tritium facility and at NIF, which was

15 mentioned in the SWEIS, is extremely dangercus, and I am

1& certain from reading that descripticn that more -- that the e

17 worksrs doing that work will be expossd and the impact to

18 Chem needs to be analyzed.
1% I will bring the rest of my comments to written

20 form, and thanks agzin for having this tonight.

21 MS. CRAIG: Thank you, Scott.
22 Ckay, I think we are done with our commentors, but
43 I want to make sure Lhat anybody -- I think Marylia wanted to

44 pomnent again,  And if you can ummibe her mic, we can give

25 her a coupls minutes,
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1 ind, then, alsc I just wanted to note that in the

[

OEA box, many requests for extending the public comment
3 period and neting koth the helidavs and the size of the EZREIS
4  that makes it hard to finish commenting by January 18th. 2o,
E I wanted Lo note Chat Chers were quits a few of those
£ comtsnkts in theres and racher than resd them all, T thought I
7 would just emphasize that.
] Sz, I think -- ch, I'm serry, [ think we have two
% other commentors. And, forgive me, we have Jay?
10 ME. COGHLAN: Veah. Good swvening. This is Jay
11 ©Coghlan. I work for Nuclear Watch New Mexico, based in Santa
12 Fe, and primarily examine the zister laboratory to Livermore,
13 Los Alames,
14 What T wanted tc comment primarily on is the
15 reputed main missicn of the Liwvermcre Lab. I'm just gquoting
1& a single sentence from the summary of the Draft SWEIS that,
17 “Livermora's priwary responeibility is ensuring the safety,
18 reliability, and performance of the nation’s muclear weapons
1% stockpile,” and I'm using that az a platform for my comments. A
20 I would hope that the Final Livermeore Site-Wide
21 Ernvironmantal Impact Statement weould critically examine that
22 statement, and I'm cquesticning whether expanding nuclear
43 weapons programs ab Livermors and the other labe are actually

24  in the nabion's besk interesk.

45 ind to make this= a bit more specific, I am a bit of
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1 & budget wonk and I know that the fiscal year 2020 budget --

[

Congressionsl Budget request for the National fuclear

3 Security Administration explicitly called future pits to be

4 produced. They called them, quote, “W87-dash-like,” and, of
E eourss, thie is immediately relevant to the 87-1 that's

£ coming up,  Bub “&7-hyphen-like" could create lots of room

7 for mischief. It could give room for major design changes to
B pits. &nd a lot of the pecple in the audience -- [ use the

% term "audience" -- but may be aware that plutonium pits hawve
10 to perfectly impleds in order fo resch critical mass. 2o, ek deds
11 anv major changea to pit design could directly adversely

12 affect nuclear weapons perfermance.

13 ind, then, as things are now, slnce 1992, there has
14 Leen an internatichnal moratcrium oh nuclear weapons testing,
15 =o these pits cannct be full-scale testing -- tested, thereby
& perhaps ercding confidence in the stockpile or alternatively
17 prompt the U.S. back inte testing.

18 So, that'es why I'm calling upon thisz Site-Wide EIZ
1% to truly critically examine whether expanding nuclear weapons
20 programs at Livermore and the other labz are truly in the

21 best -- in the beat interests of the nation. I believe

22 thev're not. So, that'd be great, if vou all were to do

23 rkhat. Mzks that sxzminaticn.

24 Thank you.

25 MS, CRATG: Thank wou. And, then, next we have Jan
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1 Boudart,

2 M5. BOUCART: Thank wvou. Thank wvou very much for

3 giwving me a chance to speak when T have raised my hand so

4 late.
& I'd liks te make the basis of my talk the fact
£ or the -- I'm putting forth the idea that the work at

7 Livermore as planned is displacement actiwvity from our
B imminent task of cur generation, which is to deal with the
% climate crisis. The direct activity of producing plutconium
10 pits, preoccupying ourselves with the muclear arsenal, and
11 doing eut-of-the-envelope regsarch on oracks and things in
12 nuclear casks iz all distracting us from the imminsnt
13 problem., &nd it's a casze of our being s gensration that is
14 afraid to leck up at what is happening and afraid to take on A BT
15 cur responsibility to deal with the climate crisis, which is
1& affecting everything.
17 We're dgnoring the present -- I'm using the word
18 *contamination” relative fo radiation and *pollution”
1% relative to fos=il fuel pollukticn. 5o, we're ignoring the
20 present contamination of our environment with radicactive
21 emiszicns from power plants, from radicactive wasts, and
22 radicagtive acoidents; we're ignering the future
23 contamipation. I do believe the Columbiz River is not being
24 contaminated in the fulture, it's being contaminated now,

25 along with the Tennsssee Eiver, which is getting the outflow
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1 from the Watts Bar Tritium Project.
2 And there are sc many examples of this type of
3 displacement actiwvity and refuszal te lock up at what is
4  happening that we need to pay attenticn to now, that we
5 cannot put off, and 21l of Che rescurces that we are putting 6-A
£ inkto thie dieplacsmsnt activity, I agree with the -- Dr,
1 0lson -- Inga Olscn -- that this is 3 crime and we should be
B paving more attention to what we need to be doing now.
g Thank you, znd my Eime's up. [ got it in. I can't
10 balisve it Ckay,
11 MS. CRATG: Good jeb. Ckay. And we have ancother
12 commentor, Patrick Burklund. Bub actually he's under
13 somsbody else’s email, Mike, I don't know if you saw that in
14 the gquesticn box.
15 ME. BRRNES: Let me take a look real guick.
1& ME. BURKELUND: Helleo.
17 M5, CRAIZ: Hi, there.
18 ME. BURELUND: I‘m & retfired LLNL employes, and I'd
1% just like te comment on scme of the things I'wve been
20 listening teo.
21 After 35 -- almest 35 years working at Lawrence
22 Livermors Labk in underground nuclear testing and many other
243 things thst they call “very hazardous to your health," the —_
44 worst Lhings thab ever happensd Lo me i1z [ broke an ankle.
45 8p, I don't believe Lhat these peopls are encugh informed
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1 about what hazards that are really at the Leb. We know what

2 the harzards are and we avolded them.
3 I have read the document and it was an important
4 work for naticnal security. I'm scrry I'm net -- I'm sorry

B Ifm retfired and I would like Lo be willing Co come back and

£ help if I could, but I'm probably out of my scope of bDeing

1 able to be that much help. But as an employee whose gone

B through much of the things that these folks are commenting

% about; what they're saying they have no experience in. &nd I
10 am just unk=lisvably -- vou know, T Jjust can't believe that
11 they can comment on something that they don't have any

14 expsrisnce in. I have worked with several thouzand people at 19T
15 Lthe Laborstory and all of them -- we 5ll knew where the

14 hazards were and how to aveid them.

15 And what the hazards are toc the -- to the public is
1& mnon-existent, basically. Qutside the borders of the Lab

17 fenece, yoeu'll never find anyChing oub there,

18 and T just -- I just believe that Chese commentz

1% are -- by these folks are just uninformed. &nd thank you for

20 listening, but zs an experienced former Laboratory employee,

21 T would just like to say they just don't have any experience

22 in what the Laboratory's really like.

43 Thank syou.
24 ipause)
25 ME. BARNES: You're on mute, Tracy.
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1 MS. CRATS: I'd like to thank evervbody for
4 pommenting.  We are abt time, and I don't see any other
i comments.
4 Mike, 1f you ceould switch the screen, please, =so
5 wyou 2ould show peopls how Co comment
6 MR. BERRNES: T¥esh,
i M5, CRATS: -- during the remainder of the comment
B periad.
4 5o, as a reminder, January 18th, taking under

10 congideratien the requests te extend the public comment

11 paried further, but right now it has been extended already to
12 January 18th.

13 This was Lhe third of Lhres meetings -- three

14 hearings, excuse me. You can comment by email, and Fana is
15 monitoring that email; yeou can also comment by U.S. Mail, if
16 vwou like to write; and the decuments are available, you can
17 mes right here in the library online.,

18 I'd alae liks o sncourage pecple Co put thelr

1% emails in the Chat box. We had zeveral request copies of the

20 presentation., That isn't a problem. But if you'd like to ke

21 personally notified if the comment pericd gets extended or

5

22  any other new information abouf the Draft SWEIS, that's the

43 besk way Lo geb the informsbion dirsctly. So, we'll keep

44 Lhab 0&A box open [or [ive minutes afber the cloze of Lhis
45 mesting znd you're welcome Lo type your emall address in
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Pige 45
thers,
ind 1 think -- I think that 1= all I hawe right
now., T would -- Fana, would you like to szay something hefore
I clase?

MS. GEBEYEHU-HOUSTCN: Yesh, [ juet want to thank
avaryvhody again for coning and I wanb to -- and gharing your
comments -- and I want teo direct pecple to the NNSA Reading
Room for beth the presentaticn -- which should be posted
soon; if it's not already pested -- and the -- there were --
thare wers fact ghasts and peater seasions at the in-person,
go that infermation’s up there, too. We didn't have the
benefit of doing it in this virtual forum, but we did have
Lhose posters and fach sheebs ab the in-perszon zess=ion, =0
they can get that informaticn online, too.

MS. CRAIG: Perfect. OCkay.

MS. GEREYEAU-HOUSTON: Thank wou.

MS, CRATG: So, I would encourage you, if you have
your phons out, to just take a quick pileture of thia slide,
“How to Provide Comments,* and I'we noted that several people
have put their emails in the Q&A. 245 [ =aid, I'm going to
lat Fana go and end the meeting, bub we will keep QLA open
and I'1l stay here for five mere minutes fo capture any more
smails from psople.

ind, again, I would alsc like Lo thank everybody,

I know you have octher things that you could’we been doing
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Puge 46
1 tonight. Greatly appreciate that you tappsd in Lo thie

2 meeting and gave us such considered and informed and

el

pagsicnate comments.

4 Thank you and good night.

o

I'11 stay on for a few minutsa, Fana. And, Mike,
& wou can =nd the recording now, 1 you would,
1 ME. BABNES: Okay.

i [END OF RECORDING)

3 [END OF TRANSCHRIPT]

10

1L

12

13

14

15

16
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From: Patricia Olson
To: LLNLOWETS
Cc: Tri-Valley CARES
Subject: [EXTERNAL] DOE/EIS-0547: Site-Wide EIS for Continued Operation of the Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory; Livermore, CA
Date: Friday, March 3, 2023 3:47:39 PM

Ms, Fana Gebeyehu- Houston LLNL SWEIS Document Manager 1000
Independence Ave., SW Washington, DC 20585

Dear Ms. Fana Gebeyehu-Houston,

First, let me say that, I am grateful for the democratic values in the USA (US)
and particularly for the National Environmental Policy Act that requires
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL or the Lab) to review their
future plans, release that information to the public, and receive and respond to
public comments about those plans.

The following comment letter proposes an authentic Alternative to LLNL.’s No
Action Alternative, which I find disingenuous. A No Action alternative should
mean just that—no action—and should be limited to the programs and the
current scope of activities that already exist at Livermore Lab. Instead this so
called No Action alternative proposes 19 new projects, totaling 416,300 square
feet. One project includes adding 25,000 square feet of new plutonium
mfrastructure in the main plutonium facility in the Livermore Lab’s
Superblock. The Superblock area is considered the Lab’s nuclear weapons
development centerpiece. Livermore LLab’s No Action Alternative should be
rejected.

I also find both LLNL’s Proposed Action Alternative and the No Action
Alternative legally insufficient. The following comments will describe why
both LLNLI’s Alternatives are legally insufficient and will propose an Abolish
Nuclear Weapons Alternative.

[ had the opportunity, as a member of an NGO contingent, to attend some of
the Treaty on the Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) Preparatory
Meetings. I remember in those years Russia and China had not begun the
aggressive buildup of their nuclear weapons arsenal. Yet, the US consistently
raised the Department of Energy nuclear weapons budgets and allotted funds
tor modifying the current arsenal. It was clear then as it 1s now that the US
weapons programs design and development work is propelling other countries
to feel the need to do the same.
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Currently the LLLNL. work includes the design of a wholly new weapon, the
W87-1. The US is not allowed to design new nuclear weapons according to the
language of the NPT and the International Court of Justice’s interpretation of
the NPT. 188 UN member States, including the US and the other four states the
Treaty recognizes as nuclear weapons states, as well as two observers, are
parties to the NPT.

6-A

The Abolish Nuclear Weapons Alternative

One of the greatest tragedies in the last 50 years was President Bill Clinton’s
failure to seize the possible peace dividend resulting from the end of the cold
war and invite Russia, and eventually include China and other nuclear states, to
initiate a path to finally eliminate nuclear weapons and actualize the NPT. I
recommend now that the SWEIS include an Abolish Nuclear Weapons
Alternative. LLNL could carry out its mandate of maintaining the current
stockpile without doing work that is so provocative and dangerous.

Department of Energy (DOE) scientists and leaders are ideally positioned to
carry out a true stockpile stewardship to disarmament mandate. DOE, and by
extension LLLNL, has the expertise needed to monitor a weapons draw down.
LLNL has the budget and professional staff available to transition to working
on a far-reaching effort of stockpile management while there 1s an international
draw down and disarmament. Such actions would begin to resurrect US 6-C
credibility as a democratic state that abides by the rule of law.

This may seem implausible when war 1s escalating; however, China has
recently had millions of its citizens protesting in the streets and Russia 1s facing
serious public resistance to citizens being conscripted into the army to fight in
Ukraine. All nuclear weapons States” coffers are seriously impacted by their
nuclear weapons budgets, which 1s particularly burdensome with the
extraordinary costs to address climate disasters happening all over the world.
The research, thinking and logic involved in the Abolish Nuclear Weapons
Alternative 1s an alternative to escalation of the nuclear arms race and could
even prompt societal questions about the feasibility of war itself.

In conclusion, [ ask you to reject LLLNL s No Action Alternative and instead
include The Abolish Nuclear Weapons Alternative. In addition, LI.NL’s
Proposed Action alternative that includes the development of new nuclear
weapons 1s 1llegal and must be modified to be made legal or be eliminated
entirely.
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Sincerely,

Inga Olson 916-202-3705 olsening@yahoo.com
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This message does not originate from a known Department of Energy email system.
Use caution if this message contains attachments, links or requests for information.
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From: Scotf Yundt

To: LLNLOWEIS

Cc: Kelley, Marvlia; Loulena Miles

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Forward of Congressional Letter Requesting Extension of Public Comment Period
Date: Tuesday, February 14, 2023 8:27:03 PM

Attachments: onaressional Le - Extension of tim

To: Ms. Fana Gebeyehu-Houston, LLNL SWEIS Document Manager
From: Tri-Valley CAREs
Date: February 14, 2023

Re: Extension of Comment Period on the Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement
(SWEIS) for the Continued Operations of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
(LLNL) in California.

Dear Ms.Gebeyehu-Houston,

Tri-Valley CAREs wants to further bring to the Agency’s attention that three local Members of
Congress (Congressperson Eric Swalwell, Congressperson Mark DeSaulnier and
Congressperson John Garamendi) submitted a letter dated 2/9/2023 to Jill Hruby,
Administrator and Under Secretary for Nuclear Security at the NNSA, requesting an extension
period for the public comment on the Draft SWEIS that ended on January 18, 2023. (The
Letter is attached to the email with this letter).

25-A
Tri-Valley CAREs agrees with the Members of Congress that this important comment period
should be extended. There are interested members of the public and even entire
organizations that were unable to comment either to the extent that they wanted to, or at all,
during the brief and poorly timed public comment period for this “voluminous and highly
technical document.” Tri-Valley CAREs requests at least a 30-day extension of time and
suggests March 1st-31°! with a full notice in the Federal Register.
We appreciate your response and timely attention to this matter.
Sincerely,
Scott Yundt
Staft Attorney
Tri-Valley CAREs
4049 First St.. Suite 243
Livermore, CA, USA 94551
Ph: (925) 443-7148
Cell: (415) 990-2070
Web: www. trivalleycares,org
Email: scott@trivalleycares.org
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"Stopping nuclear weapons where they start..."

PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This message is intended only for the use
of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is
privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law as attorney-client
and work-product confidential or otherwise confidential communications. If the reader of this
message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution, or copying of this communication or other use of a transmission received in error
is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, immediately notify me at
(925) 443-7148.
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This message does not originate from a known Department of Energy email system.

Use caution if this message contains attachments, links or requests for information.
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Congress of the United States
Washington, D.C. 20510

February 9, 2023

The Honorable Jill Hruby

Administrator and Under Secretary for Nuclear Security
National Nuclear Security Administration

1000 Independence Avenue, SW

Washington, DC 20585

Dear Administrator Hruby:

We respectfully request an additional, extended period for public comment on the Draft Site-
Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of the Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory (DOE/EIS-0547).

While we appreciate that NNSA closed the original 60-day comment period on January 18, 2023,
concerned constituents and residents of communities in our Congressional districts nearby
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory have contacted our offices requesting additional time
to review and comment. We trust you can appreciate that this Environmental Impact Statement is
a voluminous and highly technical decument, even for the most interested members of the
public.

As members of Congress representing the East Bay, we strongly support the ongoing work at
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, of which we believe Californians and all Americans
should be immensely proud. Indeed, we were thrilled by the National Ignition Facility’s first-
ever nuclear fusion ignition on December 5, 2022, Decades in the making, this major scientific
breakthrough speaks to the dedicated and cutting-edge work underway at Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory.

Again, we hope that NNSA will make every effort to provide additional opportunity for public
comment on the Draft Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation of
the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (DOE/ELS-0547). Thank you for your leadership
and consideration of our request.

Sincerely,
Y 2 il R VIN Y i
¥6hn Garamendi Mark DeSaulnier Eric Swalwell
Member of Congress Member of Congress Member of Congress
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