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Commentor No. 7:  Nuclear Watch, Jay Coghlan Response to Commentor No. 7

7-1

7-1: The NNSA has not predetermined the outcome of the NEPA compliance
process as regards the CMRR Project.  The NNSA has undertaken no
associated action that would have an adverse environmental impacts nor
has it limited the choice of reasonable alternatives.  As required by NEPA
Implementing Regulations adopted by the Council on Environmental
Quality (40 CFR 1502.14(e)), the NNSA stated in the CMRR Draft EIS
and Final EIS that its preferred action alternative is the construction of a
new CMRR Facility at TA-55.  There has been no formal decision on the
acquisition strategy for the CMRR Facility Project, as the NEPA process
is not yet complete and a decision concerning implementation of
alternatives has not been made.  Thus, NNSA could still select any of the
reasonable alternatives analyzed, including the No Action or the TA-6
alternatives.

Cost is one of the factors that will be considered by decision makers in the
Record of Decision.  However, project costs are beyond the scope of this
EIS, which focuses on evaluating potential environmental impacts of the
Proposed Action and Alternatives.  As the conceptual design for the
CMRR Facility is developed, NNSA is investigating the advantages of
design-build procurements.  Based on size, complexity, and recent
operational experience with design-build procurement applications on
similar projects at LANL, application of the design-build approach for the
Administrative Offices and Support Activities Building appears to offer
cost advantages.  If the NNSA decides to proceed with one of the action
alternatives, final decisions regarding CMRR procurement strategies would
be made through the Critical Decision 1 process (currently projected for
about March 2004). The NNSA’s budget projections do not predetermine
the outcome of the CMRR NEPA process in violation of the NEPA
compliance process.
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Commentor No. 7:  Nuclear Watch, Jay Coghlan (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 7

7-1
(Cont’d)

7-2

7-1
(Cont’d)

7-3

7-4

7-2: The LANL Procurement Website lists a Request for Information (RFI) for
the Light Laboratory Office Building that is the same facility referred to as
the Administrative Office and Support Functions Building element of the
CMRR Project.  This RFI solicits interest from design and construction
firms that may be interested in submitting a bid should a Request for
Quotation (RFQ) be issued at a later date.  Such an approach is standard
within DOE and NNSA.

This approach allows the overall planning and construction schedule to be
compressed through the initiation of procurement concurrent with other
activities such as a NEPA compliance review.  As with past contract
procurements, DOE and NNSA require site contractors (in this case, the
University of California) to include clauses in subcontracts that prohibit
proceeding through final design and initiation of construction until the
completion of the NEPA compliance process.  As noted in comment
response 7-1, the Acquisition Strategy for CMRR is under development
and there have been no formal decisions on acquisition strategies.   The
commentor’s reference to “overflow capacity from PF-4” from the 2004
Congressional Budget Request is not related to the Administrative Office
and Support Functions Building element.  It only applies to a potential
CMRR Facility scope element regarding storage for SNM for which final
decisions have not been made.  SNM storage in CMRR nuclear facility
elements is included in the CMRR EIS analysis.  Final decisions on
inclusion are expected at Critical Decision 1 projected for March 2004,
subsequent to completion of the subject NEPA compliance process with
the issuance of a Record of Decision anticipated in January 2004.

7-3: As discussed in Section 1.3 of the CMRR EIS, AC and MC are fundamental
capabilities required for the research and development support of the DOE
and NNSA missions at LANL.  CMR Building operations and capabilities
are currently restricted in scope due to safety constraints.  The building is
not being operated to the full extent needed to meet the DOE, or NNSA
requirements established in 1999.  As long as the congressionally-assigned
mission for NNSA stays the same, the need for  a new CMRR Facility
remains, regardless of the decisions made on pit aging and the size of the
nuclear weapon stockpile.

7-4: See responses 6-1, 6-2 and 6-3.
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Commentor No. 7:  Nuclear Watch, Jay Coghlan (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 7

7-4
(Cont’d)

7-5

7-6

7-7

7-5:  Life Extension Programs are being implemented through Directed Stockpile
Work (DSW) activities on some, but not yet all, weapons systems in the
enduring stockpile. These Life Extension Programs are intended to preserve
the operational life of these systems against current requirements. While
Life Extension Programs have not yet been implemented for all enduring
weapons systems, it is reasonable to assume that they will be implemented
when and if necessary to support national defense requirements.  Advanced
Concept activities are being performed only to the extent mandated and
authorized by Congress.

7-6: The need for the CMRR Facility to replace the aging CMR Building is not
dependent on LANL’s plutonium pit manufacturing campaign or on the
decision concerning the proposed Modern Pit Facility.  While the
manufacture, use and testing of nuclear weapons is the subject of
continuing national and international debate, this debate is beyond the
scope of the CMRR EIS, which focuses on evaluating potential
environmental impacts of the proposed action and alternatives.  Chapter 4
of the CMRR EIS evaluates these potential environmental impacts.

7-7: The NNSA notes the commentor’s preference for the implementation of
the No Action Alternative.
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Commentor No. 7:  Nuclear Watch, Jay Coghlan (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 7

7-8

7-9

7-10

7-8: NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion regarding improper segmentation
pursuant to the NEPA requirements.  Section 1.5 of the CMRR EIS
describes NNSA’s position on preparation of NEPA documentation for
stand-alone projects located in close proximity to one another.

7-9: NEPA analyses for projects with potential siting at TA-55 have already
been prepared or are in preparation.  Each EIS contains information about
cumulative impacts that include the other reasonably foreseeable activities.

7-10: The DOE and NNSA have projected the need for a new CMRR Facility as
the existing CMR Building has continued to age.  In late 2000, NNSA
initiated planning activities associated with the CMRR Project, effectively
turning its contemplated action into an actual project proposal.  As
described in the CMRR EIS, NNSA has more recently considered other
actions (namely, the relocation of TA-18 criticality operations and the
Modern Pit Facility) that could be located at TA-55.  The 2001 LANL
Ten-Year Comprehensive Site Plan appropriately captured the proposals
for TA-55.
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Commentor No. 7:  Nuclear Watch, Jay Coghlan (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 7

7-11

7-12

7-13

7-14

7-11: The physical connection of facilities at TA-55 via underground tunnels
would depend on factors such as worker convenience, security needs, and
efficient movement of materials.  It has nothing to do with any
interconnection of the capabilities provided by operations conducted
within the individual structures.

As discussed in Section 1.5 of the CMRR EIS, NNSA has determined that a
TA-55 EIS is neither needed or appropriate.  The Council on
Environmental Quality’s NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1508.25 Scope)
identify actions that occur at the same geographic local as being “(3) Similar
actions, which when viewed with other reasonable foreseeable or proposed
agency actions, have similarities that provide a basis for evaluating their
environmental consequences together, such as common timing or
geography.  An agency may wish to analyze these actions in the same
impact statement.  It should do so when the best way to assess adequately
the combined impacts of similar actions or reasonable alternatives to such
actions is to treat them in a single impact statement”  [emphasis added].
However, due to the number of alternatives that would be involved and the
complexity of each project, NNSA has determined that the best way to
analyze potential impacts of stand-alone actions that are similar because of
their potential common geographical location at TA-55 is through
individual EISs.  The NNSA has chosen not to hold up individual projects
that are not connected per the definition of such actions within the Council
on Environmental Quality’s NEPA regulations.

Individual actions identified in the 2001 LANL Ten-Year Comprehensive
Site Plan each already have or will have individual NEPA compliance
reviews.  These actions are not “connected actions” per the Council on
Environmental Quality’s NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1508.25 Scope),
which states: “Actions are connected if they: (i) Automatically trigger other
actions which may require environmental impact statements (ii) Cannot or
will not proceed unless other actions are taken previously or
simultaneously (iii) Are interdependent parts of a larger action and depend
on the larger action for their jurisdiction.”

7-12: See response 7-2 regarding “overflow capacity for PF-4” (the referenced
“PF-4” is also referred to as the Plutonium Facility).  The CMRR EIS
includes the vault spur that would house the “overflow capacity for PF-4”
in its descriptions of the proposed CMRR Facility in Chapter 2, and
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Commentor No. 7:  Nuclear Watch, Jay Coghlan (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 7

7-15

7-16

7-17

7-18

carries through with the analyses of impacts in Chapter 4.  The vault spur
would be an underground structure for housing inventories of SNM.  Since
pit production reuses existing pits by putting them through a purification
process, the SNM placed in the vault spur would not likely be from the pit
manufacturing process.

7-13: NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion.  NNSA does not share this opinion
(See response 7-11).

7-14: See response 7-11.  The NNSA notes the commentor’s opinion regarding
his dissatisfaction with the text presented in the CMRR EIS.

7-15: Cost is one of the factors that will be considered by decision makers in the
Record of Decision.  However, project cost analysis is beyond the scope of
this EIS, which focuses on evaluating potential environmental impacts of
the Proposed Action and Alternatives.  Also, see response 6-10.

7-16: Pre-construction activities regarding funding (such as materials
procurement and workforce mobilization) could start as early as January
2004; actual ground breaking work, if the CMRR project is approved,
would be expected after mid-year 2004.

7-17: Changes to the text of the Final CMRR EIS have been made regarding the
description of large containment vessel handling capability anticipated for
the CMRR Facility (see Section 2.4.4). The CMRR Facility would provide
large containment vessel handling capabilities in support of Dynamic
Experiments Program, including vessel cleanout and materials recovery.
These capabilities would be selected to complement the AC and MC
capabilities already housed at the CMR Building, with the floor space
occupied by these capabilities sized consistent with mission capacity
requirements.  Dynamic Experiments would not be conducted in the
CMRR Facility.

7-18: Cleanout of the vessels in question would require the construction of an
appropriate facility in which to conduct the work.  As the CMRR Facility
could include such a facility and would become operational concurrently
with the need for such a facility, NNSA may include this function within
the same CMRR Facility building where the AC and MC operations would
be conducted.  While the debate on national nuclear weapons policy
continues, this debate is outside the scope of the CMRR EIS, which focuses
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Commentor No. 7:  Nuclear Watch, Jay Coghlan (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 7

7-18
(Cont’d)

7-19

7-20

7-21

7-22

7-23

7-24

on potential environmental impacts of the proposed action and
alternatives.

7-19: The statement contained in Section 2.4.4, Large Vessel Handling Capability,
of the Draft CMRR EIS was intended to refer to the transfer of vessels
from and to their transport vehicles.  Operations involving large vessel
handling within CMRR would be limited to material removal, cleanout and
materials recovery operations and would not include vessel loading for
experimental reuse.  Text of the CMRR Final EIS, Section 2.4.4, has been
clarified regarding possible containment vessel operations at the CMRR
Facility.  Text regarding vessel loading was removed from the document.

7-20: As discussed in the response 7-19, vessel containment loading for
experimental reuse would not be conducted in the CMRR Facility.

7-21: Information about the disposition of operational wastes generated by the
CMRR Project is included in Chapter 4 of the CMRR EIS.  Cleanup
residues from containment vessels would be handled in accordance to
LANL’s existing waste management procedures.

7-22: See response 7-19.  Other existing LANL cleanout facilities are not
designed to physically accommodate the subject large containment vessels.

7-23: The layout of the CMRR Facility would be planned only after the NNSA
decides whether to pursue the project.  The Record of Decision is
scheduled for publication in 2004.  The layout of the structures that would
be part of the CMRR Facility would be the product of detailed design.
Due to lack of sufficient information at this time and security concerns, no
generalized layout of the buildings has been provided in the Final CMRR
EIS.

7-24: The referenced Advanced Hydrotest Facility (AHF) has not reached the
level of being more than a contemplated project.  Sufficient details about
the AHF concept are not known and therefore cannot support any
suppositions about any environmental effects of the project.  If it should
become mature enough for a  decision in the future, separate NEPA
compliance would be provided.  Currently, there is no connection between
the CMRR Facility and the AHF.  No Critical Decision Zero
documentation has been developed or submitted by NNSA.  This is an
example of the fact that while the LANL Ten-Year Comprehensive Site
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Commentor No. 7:  Nuclear Watch, Jay Coghlan (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 7

7-25

7-26

7-27

7-28

7-29

7-12
(Cont’d)

7-30

Plan can be used effectively for planning and budgeting purposes, it is not a
“cast in concrete” roadmap of LANL operations.

7-25: The “hot laboratory space” described in Table II-3 of the 2001 LANL Ten-
Year Comprehensive Site Plan, Surveillance, Alternatives/Options refers to
laboratory space within the existing Plutonium Facility at TA-55.  The next
line down in Table II-3 of the 2001 TYCSP from the one noted by the
commentor lists AC and MC missions, alternatives, and requirements that
would be relocated and consolidated if the CMRR Project were
implemented.

7-26: The AHF is a speculative project at this point in time, hence the 2001 Ten-
Year Comprehensive Site Plan’s use of the term “e.g.” meaning “such as”,
and the commentor’s own use of the terms “future link” and “future AHF”.
The CMRR Facility, should it be constructed, might be able to
accommodate any number of projects and programs that are speculative at
this time.   When adequate information is available about the AHF, and
about any other projects that arise in the future, NEPA compliance will be
provided, and any necessary disclosure of linkages between facilities would
be made then.

7-27: No additional information is available at this time about what may
constitute future mission activities that could be placed in the CMRR
Facility. Therefore, no additional information can be added to the CMRR
EIS about these activities.

7-28: Text regarding possible inclusion of activities currently conducted at
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) into the CMRR Facility
has been removed from the CMRR EIS (See Section 2.4.6).  This removal of
the text reflects a decision made by NNSA not to consider any such
operational movement from LLNL at this time.

7-29: The CMRR Draft EIS and Final EIS both state in Chapter 2.4.7 that the
Wing 9 hot cell operations would not be included in the new CMRR
Facility.  The accident scenario analyses presented in Appendix C of  the
CMRR EIS for all four action alternatives evaluated the potential impacts to
the public and to site workers from potential accidental radioactive
releases.  These accident analyses did not include any fission products,
such as cesium-137, or strontium-90 because no material existing CMR
Facility that would potentially produce significant quantities of fission
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Commentor No. 7:  Nuclear Watch, Jay Coghlan (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 7

7-31

7-32

products. Even though the new CMRR Facility would not have hot cell
operation capabilities, this would not eliminate the potential for receiving
small quantities (gram-sized samples) of irradiated material for AC and MC
activities.  The gram-sized quantities could be produced at other facilities
with hot cell capabilities, such as the Plutonium Facility.  The AC and MC
activities on this sample would lead to release of fission noble gases that
are still within the fuel matrix, but in small quantities, much smaller than
those considered for the analyses in the normal releases.

7-30: Appropriate and sufficient worker shielding for activities conducted within
the CMRR Facility would be included into the building design and the
operational equipment requirements.

7-31: Refer to DOE/EIS-0236-S2, Supplemental Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement on Stockpile Stewardship and Management for a Modern
Pit Facility for more information about plutonium pit aging.  The need for
the CMRR Facility is not dependent upon work related to plutonium pit
aging or on the decision concerning the proposed Modern Pit Facility.

7-32: The CMRR EIS mission, purpose, and need are discussed in Chapter 1 of
the EIS.  The need for the CMRR Facility is not dependent upon work
related to plutonium pit aging or on the decision concerning the proposed
Modern Pit Facility.
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Commentor No. 7:  Nuclear Watch, Jay Coghlan (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 7

7-32
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 7:  Nuclear Watch, Jay Coghlan (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 7

7-32
(Cont’d)

7-33

7-34

7-33: Should the NNSA decide to proceed with the construction of the CMRR
Facility, it would not become operational until about 2010 and the full
complement of operations would not be moved to the new facility until
about 2012.  Experimentation completed in 2006 would not need to be
moved into the new facility.

7-34: The NNSA notes the commentor’s concerns.  Pit aging experiments are
outside of the scope of the CMRR EIS, which focuses on evaluation of
potential environmental impacts of the proposed action and alternatives.
The draft report referenced is the product of the cited authors, who are
employees of the University of California; NNSA recommends that the
commentor direct his questions directly to the authors for resolution.
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Commentor No. 7:  Nuclear Watch, Jay Coghlan (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 7

7-35

7-36

7-37

7-38

7-39

7-40

7-41

7-42

7-35: The NNSA is already contemplating the disposal of TRU waste when the
WIPP has been filled to capacity.  As the planning and construction of such
a facility would take a number of years, it is appropriate for NNSA to
begin contemplating this eventuality now.  No project plans have been
developed yet regarding a WIPP replacement project.

7-36: As stated in Section 4.8 of the CMRR EIS, DOE transferred ownership of
70 percent of its water rights to Los Alamos County and leases the other
30 percent.  The County’s efforts to obtain additional water under the San
Juan-Chama Transmountain Diversion Project do not involve NNSA.

7-37: Separate NEPA compliance would be undertaken by NNSA when, and if, a
RLWTF replacement project becomes ripe for decision, which will occur
when sufficient information about the proposal is developed such that
analyses of impacts could be considered in the decision making process.

7-38 The methodology used to determine potential impacts on air quality is
described in section A.3.2 of Appendix A.  As indicated in Sections 4.3.3.1,
4.4.3.1, 4.5.3.1, and 4.6.3.1 of the CMRR EIS, non-radiological air quality
concentrations from the CMRR Facility would be at least a factor of three
below the most stringent standard or guideline for short averaging periods
and several orders of magnitude below the most stringent standard or
guideline for annual or 8 hour averaging periods.  Potential dose to a
maximally exposed individual (MEI) is presented in Sections 4.2.9.1,
4.3.9.1, and 4.4.9.1, Construction and Normal Operations, Radiological
Impacts.  The MEI is a hypothetical member of the public assumed to live
at a location along the boundary of LANL where the radiological impact
from air emissions is greatest.  Potential MEI doses were calculated using
the GENII computer code.  Although the reported dose results show that
the Clean Air Act dose limits would be met, their purpose is for comparing
environmental impacts among the alternatives.  Demonstration of
compliance with regulatory limits would be performed as part of the
permit application and compliance process.

7-39: Monitoring devices specific to the conduct of operations within hot cells
would not be a part of the systems equipment planned for installation
within the new CMRR Facility, as that facility would not contain hot cells.
Chapter 2.4.7 of the CMRR EIS identifies existing CMR Building
operations that would not be transferred to the CMRR Facility.
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Commentor No. 7:  Nuclear Watch, Jay Coghlan (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 7

15-43

7-45

15-44

7-46

7-47

7-40: If the NNSA decides to proceed with construction of the new CMRR
Facility, all appropriate consultations with the New Mexico Environment
Department will be conducted.

7-41: Currently available information on D&D is provided in Sections 2.7.7 and
4.7.2 of the CMRR EIS.

7-42: As discussed in Section 1.6.1.14 of the CMRR EIS, alternatives providing
for solid waste disposal after the existing landfill is closed are being
considered through the NEPA compliance process.  As stated in Section
3.12.5, mixed low-level waste would be disposed of at offsite facilities
according to LANL’s current waste management program.

7-43: Information regarding the disposal of low-level waste at LANL is included
in Section 3.12.4 the CMRR EIS.  The exact amount of low-level waste that
the disposition of the CMR Building would generate is not currently
known.  All disposition of wastes in Area G shorten its operating life.

7-44: Information regarding the movement of existing operations into the new
CMRR Facility is provided in the CMRR EIS in Section 2.3.  SNM
inventories from the CMR Building would be included in the movement of
operations into the new CMRR Facility and would be placed in the
underground storage vault.

The transportation impact assessment as explained in Sections 4.7.1 and
2.9.3 of the EIS analyzes the one-time movement of SNM and equipment
from the existing CMR Building to the new CMRR Facility.  The one-time
transport of these materials would occur on the DOE controlled roads.
Under the current LANL security procedures, the roads used to transport
SNM and other radioactive materials under this EIS would have limited
public access capability, and would be closed to the public during
transport activities.  Once a shipment is prepared for low speed and
controlled movement onsite, the likelihood and consequence of any
foreseeable accident are considered to be small and bounded by the
analyses provided in the CMRR EIS for facility accidents.

7-45: Criticality accidents are extremely unlikely and have small consequences
relative to the low-frequency, high consequence accidents evaluated in the
CMRR EIS.  Text has been added to Section C.3.3 of Appendix C to clarify
the reasons that criticality accidents were not included among the
radiological accidents evaluated in detail.
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Commentor No. 7:  Nuclear Watch, Jay Coghlan (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 7

7-47
(Cont’d)

7-48

7-49

7-29
(Cont’d)

7-46: While it is not possible to determine terrorists’ motives and targets with
certainty, NNSA and LANL give high priority to safety and security.  The
CMRR EIS bounds the consequences of severe accidents regardless of the
initiator for such accidents.  Security and potential acts of sabotage are
integral considerations in NNSA and LANL designs and operating
procedures for new and existing facilities.  The allegation that NNSA uses
threats posed by terrorism to profit in appropriations is without merit.
NNSA and LANL consider the threat of terrorist attack to be real, and both
are making all efforts to reduce any vulnerability to this threat.

7-47: Operations performed at the CMR Building and the CMRR Facility would
be separate and different from those performed at the MPF.  As a result of
these differences, the material at risk and accident spectrum appropriate for
analyses of accidents during CMR activities differs from those appropriate
for accidents at the MPF.  The analyses are not directly comparable.  Both
analyses examine radiological consequences and risks for potentially severe,
unmitigated accidents.  However, severe and unmitigated accidents with
high consequences would be unlikely to occur at either facility.  As
indicated in Chapter 4 of the CMRR EIS, no risk of excess latent cancer
fatalities at LANL would be expected for radiological accidents under any
of the alternatives.  As indicated in Chapter 5 of the MPF Draft SPEIS,
radiological accidents under the LANL alternative for siting the MPF
would not be expected to result in the risk of excess latent cancer fatalities.

7-48: The accident analyses performed for the CMRR EIS considered impacts to
LANL’s surrounding population out to a distance of 50 miles from the
accident site because the concentration of radioactive materials decreases
with increasing distance from the release point.  For example, for an
accident at TA-55 (fire in the main vault), increasing the distance used in
the calculation of radiological impacts from 50 miles to 80 miles increases
the  population under consideration from approximately 309,000 persons
to over 1,021,000 persons. However, the corresponding radiological
impacts on the population that could result from a fire in the main vault

were found to increase from 8.7 × 10-6 to 9.3 × 10-6 (about 7 percent).
Conclusions concerning the radiological impacts of accidents on the
population surrounding LANL would be the same whether the 50-mile
distance or the 80-mile distance is used in the calculation.
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7-49: Although a regional forest fire would likely have a much higher frequency
of occurrence than the postulated internal fire at the CMRR Facility, the
consequences of a regional fire on plutonium facilities such as the proposed
CMRR Facility would be considerably lower because of the actions that
would be taken to protect plutonium in main vaults and the actions taken
recently at LANL in forested areas to reduce the potential for high
intensity crown fires, such as the Cerro Grande Fire of 2000.  (The LANL
Site-Wide EIS addresses the effects of a forest fire on existing LANL
facilities at TA-55 as conditions existed in 1999; the area forest conditions
have since been modified both by the Cerro Grande Fire and by subsequent
forest thinning projects conducted over a widespread area of the Pajarito
Plateau, including LANL itself). See responses 9-7, 5-11, 5-12, and 5-13.

Commentor No. 7:  Nuclear Watch, Jay Coghlan (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 7




