Nuclear Watch New Mexico

Sample Comments on the CMRR-NF SEIS

Introduction:

In 2003, pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Department of Energy’s semi-autonomous National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) completed an Environmental Impact Statement for its proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement (CMRR) Project at the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL). Simply put, CMRR is a huge new plutonium facility for expanded nuclear weapons production.

CMRR’s first phase, the 185,000 square-feet “Radiological Laboratory, Utility and Office Building” (RULOB or “Rad Lab”), was completed in September 2009, costing $400 million (including equipment), but will not handle large quantities of “special nuclear materials,” like plutonium. For that purpose, the CMRR’s final phase is the proposed “Nuclear Facility.” The Nuclear Facility (NF) will provide crucial “materials characterization” and “analytical chemistry” in direct support of plutonium pit production. 

If built, the Nuclear Facility will be located next door to Plutonium Facility-4 (PF-4), LANL’s existing pit production facility, and the two will be physically linked to each other via underground tunnel. The NF will also supply PF-4 and LANL’s plutonium complex with a vault to store up to six metric tons of plutonium. As such the NF will be the keystone to an expanded plutonium complex at LANL capable of quadrupling the current production capability of 20 pits per year to up to 80.

Design of the Nuclear Facility has already cost nearly a half billion dollars and is still only ~50% complete. Because of the recognition of greater seismic risks and a proposed 50% increase in size, NNSA was compelled by citizen pressure to prepare a supplemental EIS, which was released on April 22. The draft CMRR-Nuclear Facility Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is available at <http://nnsa.energy.gov/nepa/cmrrseis>. Written public comment will be accepted by the NNSA until June 28.

Section 1

1. A Complete, New Environmental Impact Statement is Needed, Not A Supplemental

Environmental Impact Statement. The original Environmental Impact Statement in 2004 assessed a building designed to withstand only mild seismic events.  A 2007 updated seismic hazards analysis showed a potential huge increase in seismic ground motion and activity.  Los Alamos National Lab sits between the Rio Grande rift and the volcanic Jemez Mountains in a seismic fault zone. Only a full Environmental Impact Statement can adequately study the full consequences of increased possibility seismic events might have on the proposed bomb plant. 

· A new business case is needed. Decisions made in 2004 EIS are outdated. Choice of NF is based on 2007 costs before NF ballooned to $6B.

· The wrong Question is being asked. Should be – What is the most efficient way to take care of NNSA’s stockpile needs? Not - What size and where shall the NF be built?
2. Real Alternatives Must Be Considered in the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement.  DOE must develop and consider new alternatives, including a true “No Action” alternative--not building the Nuclear Facility; and upgrading the existing plutonium production building. 

· Two of the Alternatives given in this draft are so bad that they cannot really be considered alternatives

· The current “No Action” Alternative is to construct and operate a new CMRR-NF at TA-55, adjacent to RLUOB, as analyzed in the 2003 CMRR EIS. But based on new information learned since 2004, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not meet seismic standards to safely conduct mission work. “Therefore, the 2004 CMRR-NF would not be constructed”. (Pg. S-8) 
· So this is not really an alternative.
· The Continued Use of CMR Building Alternative In this current EIS states: Do not construct a replacement facility to house the capabilities planned for the CMRR-NF, but continue to perform operations in the CMR Building at TA-3, with normal maintenance and component replacements at the level needed to sustain operations for as long as feasible. Certain operations would be restricted. Administrative and radiological laboratory operations would take place in RLUOB at TA-55. But this alternative does not completely satisfy NNSA’s stated purpose and need to carry out operations at a level to satisfy the entire range of DOE and NNSA mission support functions. (Pg. S-19) 

· So this is not really an alternative, either.
· That leaves only the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative as the only real alternative. Under the Modified CMRR-NF Alternative, which is NNSA’s Preferred Alternative, NNSA would construct the new CMRR-NF at TA-55 next to the already constructed RLUOB, with certain construction enhancements and additional associated construction support activities.

· Obviously, two of the alternatives are unworkable, which stacks the deck in favor of the preferred alternative.

3. This draft SEIS should be withdrawn until the details of the Seismic Risks are better understood. 

· The cost-saving Shallow Option, in which the foundation would be constructed in a geologic layer above a poorly welded tuff layer, is not a mature concept, and it is not yet known if this option is safe. The draft SEIS fails to accurately analyze how impacts to the environment from this option may be different. 

· There are more new seismic investigations currently underway at the Lab. This draft SEIS must be withdrawn and rewritten after the results of these new investigations are known. Proceeding with design before seismic risks are better known will only repeat the process that led to the need for this Supplemental EIS. 

Section 2

4. A New Nuclear Facility Will Detract from Cleanup of the Existing Mess. DOE made a

commitment to clean up the legacy waste at Los Alamos Lab by 2015. Construction activities for a new Nuclear Facility will interfere with cleanup activities. DOE must devote taxpayer funds to cleanup, not a new bomb plant, which will only add to the pollution.

· Materials Disposal Area C (MDA C), a large chemical waste dump, is located in the middle of the proposed construction support areas. Large pore gas contaminant plumes exist under areas where construction offices and warehouses are planned.  Cleanup at MDA C must be completed before any new construction. 

5. Manufacturing plutonium pits is a dangerous and polluting threat to the health and safety of those living downwind and downstream.  

· Plutonium is a very potent carcinogen. 

· The Nuclear Facility is planned to be operating 5-10 years before the Waste Isolation Pilot Project (WIPP) is scheduled to be closed. Where will the transuranic waste generated at the Nuclear Facility be disposed after WIPP closes?

Section 3

6. The Costs to Build a Plutonium Pit Production Complex Are Just Too High. The total original estimate for constructing the new nuclear weapons complex at Los Alamos National Laboratory was approximately $600 million in 2004. The current estimate is $5.8 billion.  DOE must analyze whether this growing price tag is too high and examine simply upgrading the existing facilities to address seismic concerns and worker safety would cost less.

7. Moneys spent on Unusable Nuclear Weapons Do Not Spur Economic Growth. Moneys for education, health care, green jobs, renewable energy, and public transportation would keep circulating and get our economy growing again.
Section 4

8. The US does not need 80 new plutonium pits per year. DOE must conduct a “capacity

study” to determine whether the existing facilities can be used instead of building the proposed NF, which would increase pit-manufacturing capacity to at least 80 per year. Existing facilities have sufficed since 1999 when DOE limited plutonium pit manufacturing to 20 per year. 

· So what are these needed new or expanded capabilities, if indeed we are seeking a future world free of nuclear weapons? If these needs exist, NNSA must explain why plutonium pit production must be expanded? If expanded production is not needed, then why is the CMRR-Nuclear Facility needed?

9. Expanding US capacity to build nuclear bombs could compromise US efforts for nonproliferation and nuclear arms reduction.  This double message increases worldwide distrust of US intentions and thereby increases international nuclear tensions. The US could spur a new nuclear arms race, as other nations feel the need for their own nuclear arsenal to counteract a US expanding capacity.

Just as new seismic information has forced a re-evaluation of the construction, new cost information must force a re-evaluation of the cost.

The No-build alternative that was offered in the scoping must be reconsidered. 

· Do not construct a replacement facility to house the capabilities planned for the CMRR–NF. Continue to perform analytical chemistry, material characterization, and actinide research and development activities in the CMR Building, making the extensive facility upgrades needed to sustain CMR programmatic operations for another 20 to 30 years.
Please provide a rigorous independent review of the intentional destructive acts by an independent professional organization in order to increase public confidence in the conclusions.

The hastily prepared draft Supplemental EIS is incomplete, inadequate and should be withdrawn until a more thorough Supplement or a completely new EIS can be prepared.

Far more jobs could be created through other efforts, and not through a ~$6 billion dollar plutonium investment that will lock in Los Alamos’ future to the hopefully shrinking business of nuclear weapons research and production.

· Although proponents of the CMRR-Nuclear Facility constantly point to the benefits of job creation, the SEIS itself states the socioeconomic impact of this new facility is minimal.

· Concerning construction jobs, “Peak direct (790 workers) plus indirect (450 workers) employment would represent less than 1 percent of the regional workforce and would have little socioeconomic effect.” (S-39, parentheses in the original.) The average number of construction jobs is 420 over nine years. (From Table2-1, Summary of CMRR-NF Construction Requirements, p. 2-15.)

Comments on the Draft CMRR–NF SEIS can be submitted by email at:  NEPALASO@doeal.gov 
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