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This Appendix includes a list of agencies, persons, and organizations 
commenting in writing and a reproduction of each comment letter received 
during the 30-day public review period.  Letters are reproduced in the order 
shown on the list of commentors below: 
 
 
A. List of Persons and Organizations Commenting in Writing 

♦ George Leitmann, July 19, 2010. 

♦ Terri Compost, July 19, 2010. 

♦ William Kirkpatrick, Manager of Water Distribution Planning Division, 
East Bay Municipal Utilities District, July 19, 2010. 

♦ Wanda C. Bronson, July 20, 2010. 

♦ Emilie Strauss, July 24, 2010. 

♦ Georgia Wright, July 26, 2010. 

♦ Laurie Sarachan, July 25, 2010. 

♦ Carole Schemmerling, July 27, 2010. 

♦ Jennifer Mary Pearson, July 28, 2010. 

♦ Stephanie Thomas, July 28, 2010. 

♦ Charlene M. Woodcock, July 28, 2010. 

♦ Mary Lee Noonan, July 29, 2010. 

♦ Gale Garcia, July 28, 2010. 

♦ Gene Bernardi, July 14, 2010. 

♦ Barbara Robben, undated. 

♦ Georgia Wright, Save Strawberry Canyon, July 27, 2010. 

♦ Pamela Sihvola, Committee to Minimize Toxic Waste, July 26, 2010. 



-----Original Message----- 
> From: gleit@berkeley.edu [mailto:gleit@berkeley.edu]
> Sent: Monday, July 19, 2010 10:52 AM 
> To: Abbott, Kim 
> Subject: General Purpose Bldgs. Phase 2B 
>
>
> Dear Mr. Kim, 
> I write to you, after reading the proposal "Seismic Life-Safety,
> Modernization and Replacement of General Purpose Buildings, Pase 2B",
> to urge EPA to undertake an EIS rather just an EA. The proposal 
raises
> serious concerns, in the events of earthquake and fire, and these 
need
> serious consideration. 
>
> George Leitmann 
> Professor in the Graduate School 
> College of Engineering 
> Universty of California, Berkeley 
>
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From: t compost [mailto:terricompost@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, July 19, 2010 11:15 AM 
To: Abbott, Kim 
Subject: Concerns about labs in Strawberry Canyon! 

Mr. Kim Abbott, DOE Office of Science 
NEPA Document Manager, LBNL 
One Cyclotron Road 
Berkeley, California 94720

Dear Mr. Kim Abbott, 
   I am very concerned about the future building plans and safety of 
current and future projects in the environmentally sensitive Strawberry 
Canyon. It seems essential that at the least, the DOE does a full 
Environmental Impact Study (EIS), not an Environmental Assessment (EA). 

Frankly I find it disturbing that hazards such as radioactive and other 
hazardous wastes, are being created and stored on land that is highly 
vulnerable to landslides, fires and earthquakes. I am deeply 
disappointed that the canyon has already been contaminated with tritium 
and toxic underground plumes, (not to mention extensive invasion of the 
experimental erharta grass) a sign of the inability or lack of concern 
that prevents these labs from operating safely. 

Planning these labs in a precious ecosystem in the watershed above 
Berkeley and the San Francisco Bay is pure folly. Please don't allow 
these irreparable mistakes continue. 

Sincerely,
Terri Compost 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Gordon/Wanda Bronson [mailto:gwbronson@comcast.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2010 4:20 PM 
To: kim.abbott@bso.science.doe.gov 
Subject: Proposed developments in Strawberry Canyon 
 
  Dear  Sir; 
 
I strongly urge you have a full EIS performed on the site of the 
building being proposed to be erected in Strawberry Canyon. A number of 
potential environmental hazards have been identified by citizen groups 
such as the Save Strawberry Canyon  organization; being a long- lived 
member of the neighborhood I share their concerns and believe we have 
the right to ask for proper  and fact-based reassurance. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
  Wanda C. Bronson 
  3456 Dwight Way 
  Berkeley, CA 94704 
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105 Vicente Rd. 
Berkeley, CA 94705 

July 26, 2010 

To Kim Abbott 
NEPA Document Manager 
US DOE 
One Cyclotron Road 
Berkeley, CA 94720 

Re: EA for NEPA, General Purpose Lab, 85 and 85A strengthening 

Alan Kropp and Associates (AKA) reports for Building 25 or the General Purpose 
Laboratory, cited in the Final EIR on disc and on the web, were only added to the web 
after their absence was reported to LBNL. As they were used in the “ matrix” of the FEIR 
to contest points made by several individuals, they would appear to be important. 

AKA,  May 29, 2009, a preliminary report, made in two weeks “to meet LBNL’s 
objectives,” lays out the problems and what additional work will be necessary to help 
solve them. 
 1) AKA’s preliminary investigation of old boring logs are consistent with the 
presence of a paleolandslide under B25. 
 2)  Orinda Formation under the Lawrence Road (south and downhill from 25), is 
potentially part of a palealandslide rather than in-place bedrock. 
 3) Offsets in the curbs are not sufficient to evaluate historic slides. [Evidently 
AKA was not given access to the files on historic landslides.] 
 4)  The borings suggest very low factors of safety, although these may be based 
upon conservative measures. 
 5) Additional trenching is needed (to establish whether the paleolandslide has 
moved recently.) 

AKA, April 2, 2010.
Trenches 1 and 2 are mentioned but only T-1 (southwest of 25, 8’ deep) appears on the 
map. There are no photos of the  trench nor is it discussed. The “general sketch” at the 
end of the report is indeed too general. Were there slickensides, indicative of movement?  
 Historical borings around B25  indicate Moraga volcanics which “break into 
rubble during drilling.” Gravity has moved colluvium downslope. Moraga Formation is 
highly permeable (although is it called “bedrock,” which in common or dictionary 
definition means hard rock. Neither Moraga Formation nor Orinda Formation fit that 
definition.

AKA, May 29, 2010 , supplemental report 
 Boring log #1 (north of 25)  has 8’ of fill. Clay to 11.5’, and silty clay below that. 
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 Boring 2 (south of 25) Moraga volcanics with weak rhyolite, then andesite down 
to 90’ where Orinda claystone and siltstone are found. (Muds and mudstones give rise to 
manyu problems in civil engineering because they are weak and shrink or swell on being 
dried or wetted.”  Mudstones are siltstone, mud-shale, or claystone. “Muds are very 
reactive to physical disturbances or differential loading, and they slump and flow easily 
when subjected to stress.”  (Oxford Companion to the Earth, 2000, p. 715) A three-story 
General Purpose Laboratory would indeed exert differential loaking and stress. 

 Boring 3 (south of 2) Orinda  Formation 
 Boring 5  & 6 “southern side of proposed central plant site” (not on map):   
 Atterberg Limits; 
  Boring 5, (4-4.5’ deep)Plasticity Index 56,;  

Boring 6,( 6 – 6/5’ deep), Plasticity Index 46. 
“Onsite soils having a PI of 15 or less are generally considered to have a sufficiently low 
expansion potential to be used as non-expansive fill.”  5 and 6 are marked “Fat Clay” and 
not to be used for fill. AKA says these must be removed. 

In effect after all these reports AKA has not come to a comclusion that the Moraga 
volcanics are a paleolandslide or in-place “bedrock”. AKA did not examine the trench for 
slickensides, nor did it dig a second trench. Moving or not,  should you build on “weak 
volcanics that break into rubble during drilling”?  Will spread footings do the trick when 
the earthquake strikes? What about the contact with Orinda mudstones? 

Both Buildings 85 and 85A are shown in the FEIR for CEQA to straddle two 
paleolandslides, characterized in several earlier consulting reports as potentially liable to 
move in a major seismic event and at different rates. Slickensides were prevalent 
throughout the area. In earlier reports 60% of the HWHF buildings (the southwestern 
parts) overlie the Orinda Formation clays. In the EA, however, AKA’s plans show only 
QLS2 (or QLS4 on the colored map) crossing all but a small part of 85 and no 
characterization of the leftover area. AKA had declared in an earlier report that 10 feet of 
Moraga Formation lies under the northeast corner of the buildings, and below that 25 feet 
of Orinda Formation. What is under this area?  

AKA proposes drilling 21 piers around two sides of B85 and 9 piers around two sides of 
B85A, these to be 5 feet in diameter and 40 to 50 feet deep, TO STOP THE 
LANDSLIDE, evidently the top one of Moraga Formation (hard but fractured volcanics.) 
What will stop the building from being torn apart?  Has anyone ever used piers to stop a 
landlside? Into what will those piers be drilled that is less expansionary and stronger than 
mudstones? (AKA 2006, a propos the Animal Care Facility nearby, suggested a mat 
under the building so that it might move integrally, a proposal AKA could not make, 
evidently, for 85, as it would entail rebuilding.) 

Missing from the reports are 9 boring logs, AKA 7 – 16.  Where are these and their 
interpretations? They will be needed to determine the quality of the Moraga volcanics, 
the Orinda mudstones, and whatever lies beneath. 
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What does lie not far below the surface is water! In the EIR are tables recording water 
heights, taken from monitoring wells. The EA refers to them on p. 22.   North of 85 the 
water measured from 16 to 12 feet below surface while south of 85 the range was from 
40 to 35 feet.. Accounting for the difference in elevations the water table seems to be 
level there.  But east of 85A at the same elevation as the well south of 85,  the difference 
is huge—the level according to AKA ranges between 24 and 0.3 feet. This means that 
there is a  “perched water table” or reservoir and that the other two wells may have 
penetrated a separate reservoir. 

This is  just what one expects in the caldera of the volcano upon which the Lab has 
constructed its buildings.  When such a reservoir breaks during a seismic event (the 
breaks in 1973 may have been caused by a series of small events), the landslides may be 
devastating as they were in 1973.  The unpredictable reservoirs, springs, and aquifers 
mean that conatminants spread all over. Monitorying wells are seldom left open for long. 
See the report Contaminant Plumes of the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory… 
(2007)http://berkeleycitizen.org/lbnl/cmtw1.html 

Fire What are the plans in case of a wildlands firestorm? The East Canyon site is heavily 
wooded, with pines and eucalyptus, grasses and scotch broom, all flammable. The 
HWHF contains radioactive waste on the first floor and mixed solvents and volatile 
organic compounds on the second floor of 85. There are a number of storage sheds for 
liquid and dry combustible compounds. How are these protected from a fire like that of 
1991 (2000 degrees, destroying concrete, “fireproof” safes, metals, etc.)? 

During the 1991 fire, which reached the south wall of the next, Claremont canyon, 
Director Shank ordered all personnel to leave. Is this the plan today? How will people, 
air, water, and earth be protected when the fire reaches the East Canyon buildings or 
those generating the wastes? We are about due for another wildland fire, which come at 
20 year intervals. 

There is a brief paragraph dealing with fire in the EA. In essence it says ”trust us!” It says 
LBNL has been declared a site with “not a high potential for wildland fires.” But FEMA 
was willing to grant a huge amount of money to ridding the Canyon of trees above the 
site, a project now on hold. . On EA p. 141, “In 1994, UC LBNL published a Wildland 
Fire Evacuation/Relocation Plan. The plan, which would apply to the Proposed Action, is 
based on a wildland fire scenario that would require rapid mobilization of resources, 
quick decision making and well-coordinated execution by emergency responders during a 
wildland fire.” The footnote sends one to a website that is no longer operating. Have the 
plans also been abandoned? The 1994 plan was evidently motivated by the lack of a plan 
in 1991. At a “Community Advisory Group” meeting in June, someone asked about 
emergency plans. Evidently there were none! 

There is no other building on Lab property which would fill the requirements for the 
HWHF, so this very dangerous site must remain exposed to fire and landslide with little 
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reinforcing of the building itself. The interim storage of hazardous materials is impossible 
because they would need more than the 90 days permitted, while the HWHF has a special 
dispensation, over one year, to sort them out and to find  permanent disposal sitse.  
Which buildings produce all of these radioactive wastes, volatile organic compounds, 
solvents, etc. that accummulate in 85 and the sheds?  How are they protected? How does 
LBNL rationalize the LRDP in an area so dangerously unstable, so close to the Hayward 
Fault, and so close to wildlands? 

The best alternative for the LRDP is UC’s Richmond Field Station, where there is plenty 
of room for both buildings and parking, construction would be much cheaper on the flat 
land, and the site is farther from the Hayward Fault. The only negative that LBNL is 
willing to mention is invalid. The hill site is NOT served by public transit but by Lab 
shuttle buses, just like Richmond! As bus and BART are to the present site, so BART is 
to Richmond with a stop one mile away. The RFS is 6 miles or 20 minutes from UC 
campus.  
Evidently the problem lies elsewhere—“scientific adjacencies.” This argument has never 
been explained. The scientists at LBNL, like those everywhere, find their natural 
colleagues all over the globe! One need only search LBNL personnel’s publications! We 
suspect there is not all that much lab equipment sharing or conversations after work,  The 
reasons for holding so tightly to this dangerous site appear to be that the view of the Bay 
plus the name “Berkeley” would attract more visiting scientists than “Richmond,” 
although the latter has tremendous views and a sylvan setting! 

We hope that the Department of Energy will be more wary of  approving dangerous 
projects after the miserable performance of the Minerals Management Services. The least 
the Department can do is to perform an EIS with many more logs of trenches and borings 
and fewer desperate “solutions” for building over landslides! 

Cordially,

Georgia Wright, Board Member 
Save Strawberry Canyon 
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From: carole schemmerling [mailto:caroleschem@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 27, 2010 11:00 AM 
To: kvabbott@lbl.gov; Jeff Philliber 
Subject: EA phase 2

Dear Kim Abbott and Jeff; 

Thanks for letting us use email to respond......it saves me going down the hill in my cranky 
car.

Cheers..... 
Carole Schemmerling

The New Busy think 9 to 5 is a cute idea. Combine multiple calendars with Hotmail. Get
busy.
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              STRAWBERRY CREEK 
WATERSHED COUNCIL 

The Strawberry Creek Watershed Council wishes to 
comment on the EA for the Seismic Safety projects Phase 
2B. We approve the plans for the removal of buildings 
25/25B, 55 and the trailers at building 71. This plan is 
welcome, up to a point.....but there are serious issues 
being overlooked. 

The plans to "strengthen" building 85/85A are so ill- 
conceived that it is hard to believe that this is a serious 
proposal.You claim that your upgrades "would prevent 
movement of the underlying slide in an earthquake" is a 
perfect example of Wishful Thinking! Therefore we insist 
that a separate EIS be done for this facility. Buildings 
85/85A are on an old landslide, there is No bedrock and it 
has so much water below, that this project stands alone as 
one that should be removed all together ASAP. 

Your plans for the 25/25B site, are also of great concern. 
According to the "Bedrock" geological map of LBNL which 
you sent to us, has No indication of where this Bedrock 
might be, shows that the 25/25B site is an area of 
landslide deposits. And that this is an area that is an active 
ground water remediation site. Where is the logic in paving 
over a site when you don't know how much contamination 
is there? How  do you prevent detected contamination 
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from migrating through the ground water? Have you ever 
accomplished that at LBNL? You certainly have not done 
so with the tritium plume. 

To construct the GPL on the 25/25B site is another very 
bad idea. All of the issues mentioned above are rational 
obstructions to the development of this site. There are 
other sites than LBNL available for new construction. It is 
totally irrational to construct any new buildings on a hill 
that is contaminated with huge amounts of toxins, on the 
Hayward Fault, on the headwaters of 12 tributaries of 
Strawberry Creek, in the fire zone and believe it or not, the 
northern end of the Sibley Volcanic Caldera Complex. 
Maybe LBNL thinks there is no limit to the funds available 
for this very costly project, but if public funds are going to 
be used, we 
believe it that it is incumbent on the lab to construct on a 
site that is cost effective! 

The nearly 20 million gallon a year Gorilla missing from 
the plans is the WATER. Without acknowledging the huge 
amount of water that is there, the Lab will never 
understand how irrational their plans are. If their magical 
thinking allows them to continue to ignore the natural 
hazards of the site, as well as those they have placed 
there, then just as has happened in the Gulf, we will all 
pay dearly.

Carole Schemmerling 
861 Regal Rd. 
Berkeley, CA 94708 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Jennifer Pearson [mailto:jennifer.maryphd@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 28, 2010 4:50 PM 
To: Abbott, Kim 
Cc: jennifer mary 
Subject: COMMENTS RE: THE LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY SEISMIC 
LIFE-SAFETY, MODERNIZATION AND REPLACEMENT OF GENERAL PURPOSE 
BUILDINGS, PHASE 2B 
 
                                                July 28, 2010 
 
Mr. Kim Abbott 
NEPA Document Manager 
Department of Energy, Berkeley Site Office One Cyclotron Road, MS 90-
1023 Berkeley, CA 94720 
 
COMMENTS RE: THE LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY SEISMIC LIFE-
SAFETY, MODERNIZATION AND REPLACEMENT OF GENERAL PURPOSE BUILDINGS, 
PHASE 2B 
 
While the Seismic Life Safety Modernisation and Replacement of General 
Purpose Buildings Phase 2B lumps together disparate projects, all 
involve disturbing once again the hilly terrain at LBNL, and a brings 
to the fore a host of interconnected leftover situations. Thus, this 
commentary is underlain with concern for our scarce public water asset 
value, our most precious resource that is stored beneath the LBNL and 
East Bay Regional Parks--at times referred to as the pure geologic 
water of the Lennert Aquifer, discovered over 30 years. 
 
I SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT at LBNL-- HYDROGRAPH - WATER ASSETS 
 
The Brundtland Commission Report of 1987 stated we must " meet the 
needs of the present without compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet their own needs". 
 
Simply stated, rather than building by building demolition and 
construction at LBNL, the entire hydrograph of LBNL campus and beyond 
requires a full study.  With respect to embracing the principles of 
sustainable development aren't we compelled to preserve our scarce 
public trust water for future generations? 
 
Thus, a full Environmental Analysis is called for; the alternative site 
of Richmond Field Station may be far more sustainable, more secure and 
have less impacts on sustainable water assets, not threatening 
downstream, downhill residents as it fronts on marshlands. 
 
One can argue that this planned construction can hinder progress toward 
sustainable development. The narrative justifies that safety of human 
life from seismic threats can be met by developing a General Purpose 
Lab, retrofitting the Waste Facility and building out 10 more 
facilities for a complex research campus on the Hill. The GPL building 
and the concepts of the research projects that it will house may 
narrowly work towards meeting the needs of the present goal of 
sustainability--a safer work environment and good research on 
sustainable energy innovations.  However the siting of this building 
perched on hilly terrain up hill and upstream from where we live and 
work does not address the needs of the future for the larger community 
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who share the hydrograph beneath us--in short our future drinking water 
resources asset will be threatened. 
 
Again, those of us who live and work close-by in the same bioregion as 
LBNL share the local hydrograph--in the global hydrological cycle that 
is a significant and inseparable component of the water cycle, of the 
climate, of the basis of life forms. In short the local water footprint 
is significant for the needs of the present and for our future. Water 
that sheds from rainfall permeating the ground along with seeps of 
upsurges  of geologic water abound in the Berkeley Oakland Hills --some 
flows downhill 900 feet to the SF Bay in open creeks following the 
basins carved by seismic  and water movement; most flows beneath the 
ground (groundwater in hidden creeks) and permeates into perched water 
retained below us in the water table, in larger bodies of water as 
aquifers, which will soon be explored for our drinking water recharge 
opportunities, These future water sources for human sustainability--for 
our children and grandchildren deserve fierce consideration. We are 
facing water scarcity now. 
 
Although the present Phase 2B Project has stimulated some progress in 
selected borings for geologic engineering or goeengineering design, it 
has not met the goal of the  Bruntland Commission. 
 
II THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY THEMES;  and LBNL LEADERSHIP VALUES 
 
On current DOE web-pages, the post Cold-War mission of the Department 
of Energy for Federal Scientific Laboratories sets forth three themes: 
the stockpiling of weapons of mass destruction; environmental cleanup; 
and, technical development and research. 
 
In late 2009, after 20 years at the Lab, Dr. A. Paul Alivisatos took 
over steering a new course as Director of the Berkeley Lab. The new 
imagery of the lab describes research across a wide range of scientific 
disciplines with a strong commitment to sustainable energy innovations 
and cites: 
 
BERKELEY LAB VALUES are: 
 
Overarching commitment to pioneering science 
 
Highest integrity/impeccable ethics 
 
Uncompromising safety 
 
Diversity in people and thought 
 
Sense of urgency 
 
It is most significant that in 2010 the Director has elevated the Lab's 
community outreach efforts, hiring staff who listen and inviting 
community partners to meet with himself and the major decision makers 
in a friendly Community Advisory Group. 
 
Given the above, we encourage the Director to put out a call in 
confidence to past employees and long time community members to work up 
an All Hazards Vulnerability List for the goal of uncompromising 
safety. Such could enable his management to address the 'dark secrets' 
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that remain underground from past years of classified research using 
radionucleides, volatile organic chemicals, biological organisms and 
much that we do not yet know about that were 'stealthily buried' in the 
softer soils. 
 
Further reading on DOE pages, states that there are scattered patches 
of radionucleides or toxic chemicals embedded in the land and buildings 
on national  laboratory sites that can serve as TESTBEDS for pioneering 
cleanup techniques. 
 
III LBNL HAS TESTBEDS: The challenge of pioneering environmental waste 
cleanup technologies for identified underground contaminant plumes: 
 
The LBNL was once listed to be designated as a Superfund Site to 
receive funding for environmental cleanup under CERCLA (Comprehensive 
Environmental Response and Liability Act (1980). Unfortunately, LBNL 
was de-listed administratively/politically with no explanation while 
Lawrence Livermore Laboratory which had military base legacy 
contaminants receives robust funding to the present day. Following the 
first six years, the Federal Government enacted SARA, Superfund 
Amendments Research Act (1986) to add a focus on innovative research 
for hazardous waste cleanup. 
 
We learned recently, that UC Berkeley Engineering Professor Lisa 
Alvarez-Cohen received  a SARA, Superfund Research Program grant. Her 
team leads in the discovery and application of novel  micro-organisms 
and biochemical pathways for microbial degradation of environmental 
contaminants to improve bioremediation of superfund contaminants. 
 
Perhaps, there are other researchers working on cleaning water, 
cleaning soils of hot and cold contaminants who receive SARA funding? 
If such funded research projects allow experimental work on testbed 
sites that are not designated Superfund sites, then it begs the obvious 
question: 
 
Is anyone at LBNL researching improved cleanup methods for the 
celebrity, Tritium and other radionucleides, and the synergized toxic 
chemicals that have been identified in the 'hot zones'  of ground, 
soils, rock layers, creeks, perched water pockets or vaults, and 
underground waterways,identified in LBNL documents? 
 
Is any effort underway to interest scientists to work pioneering 
cleanup techniques at any of these plume testbed? Given that Tritium 
has such a long life, and we hear of traces of tritium found all over 
the country, it would be consistent with the DOE mission of technical 
development and research for safe methods of environmental cleanup. 
These hot zones provide an opportunity! And we learned from previous 
employees that there are the 'cold zones' of decomposing biological 
waste. 
 
1V SEISMIC LIFE SAFETY; THE GENERAL PURPOSE LAB AND SAFE WASTE HANDLING 
BUILDINGS  --SAFETY FIRST! 
 
There is so much that we don't yet know of what lies beneath the LBNL, 
and what has flowed downhill beneath the UCB Campus, and further 
downhill deep beneath our homes and businesses in Berkeley. 
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And we don't know how and where the earth will open up when the Hayward 
Fault faults. 
 
We don't know what will happen to contaminated plumes; we don't know if 
the splays that lace the Berkeley hills between the many identified 
faults will zig zag open, that plentiful geologic water from the 
Lennert Aquifer beneath the Lab will surge up, or contaminated waste 
water wil spring up in old traces of springs and seeps in our gardens 
downhill at our homes. 
 
While geotechnical engineers can assure us that sample borings and soil 
studies indicate what they assert IS beneath the LBNL, their studies 
are shallow nor do they apply to every square foot beneath existing 
buildings. Thus, an expert engineer in 2010 can design a geoenginered 
foundation for a new facility where he believes can be safely anchored 
over earthquake fault splays, underground streams, perched water ponds 
and layers of rock which sometimes is referred to as 'solid ground'. In 
earthquake country solid ground is questionable. 
 
Ten years hence, in 2020, another geotechnical engineer may throw out 
that analysis and design and provide a stricter set of standards of 
construction, Or, he may recommend no construction whatsoever at that 
site as he has subsequently learned of a Pandora's Box of warning 
alerts that cumulatively strike him as an unsustainable site for future 
generations of humans. 
 
The forces of nature elude forecasters who presume stationarity when 
using risk analyses.. Climate changes of excessive rainstorms, 
droughts, killer heatwaves, volcanic ash clouds, earth fault movements, 
firestorms, impact landslides, sinkholes, underground aquifers 
depletions or floods, dissolved rock, landslides--all manner of dynamic 
changes from largely natural forces are risks. 
 
The cumulative risks of more and more disturbances of the steep hills 
at the LBNL site when more and more construction begins, have yet to be 
discovered and established for NEPA staff to review. The standards of 
development set by DOE Facility Safety Office Of Health, Safety, and 
Security to protect Lab personnel to work in a safe, healthy, and 
environmentally sound manner will change as future scientists pioneer 
research. 
 
V ERNEST LAWRENCE CHOSE AN ALTERNATIVE SITE FOR THE SAFETY OF 
COLLEAGUES AND TEAM 
 
Ernest Lawrence never imagined the Lab he founded would move soil, 
build, demolish, and rebuild filling out the land he choose as an 
alternative site to protect the health and safety of his academic 
colleagues.  Ernest Lawrence moved his high energy physics research 
unit from the UCB Campus to the alternative hill site creating the 
Radiation Laboratory and in two canyons east of UCB. The land was 
empty, quite inaccessible for the public; he theorised that the slopes 
could absorb radioactivity from the accelerator experiments. 
 
VI  WOULD LAWRENCE TODAY CONTRIBUTE TO AN ALL HAZARDS VULNERABILITY 
INDEX COMMUNITY PROCESS? 
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Lawrence never imagined the range of classified research that took 
place in the "hot" zones and the problems of "hot" waste which for 
years were buried in pits in the ground--some forgotten-- and now ly 
beneath buildings that may soon be demolished or retrofitted. Had he 
lived until today, he likely would have learned of the high seismic 
risk and perhaps, even have contributed to an All Hazards Vulnerability 
Index. 
 
People following the new course of values for the LBNL say it is time 
now to stop and follow the legacy of Lawrence to not compromise safety. 
Embrace the Bruntland sustainability: to not comprise the needs of the 
future generations by present use of resources. 
 
VII A SATELLITE CAMPUS? Let LBNL revered and feared! become LBNL 
revered! 
 
We request all readers to commit to a smart satellite campus for 
upcoming facilities development where no humans lives downhill, 
downstream. 
 
Compare costs of changing the construction of the General Purpose Lab 
site to Richmond Field Station. A new GPL at a safe, modern, high 
accuracy research facility suitable for co-located and co-ordinated 
research at Richmond Field Station Add a lounge and indoor/outdoor cafe 
space for teams of individuals with different expertise to share 
knowledges. Scientists from UCSF who presently research at RSF could 
join in conversations.Clean Bay air, a beautiful view and ample parking 
with a a10 minute shuttle ride to the UCB main Campus. 
 
Just imagine Physicist Steven Hawkings coming to visit in his 
wheelchair and the lack of American Disabilities Act access at the 
current Lab as opposed to a lovely scenic new laboratory campus on flat 
Richmond Field Station? 
 
VIII ALTERNATIVE WASTE HANDLING FACILITY AT RFS 
 
Entertain constructing a new state of the art Waste Handling Facility 
at RFS and then abandoning the current facility. If the building as 
planned and a satellite campus starting with the GPL is developed at 
RSF, another waste handling facility will be needed. Templates abound 
on DOE websites for safe waste facilities; indeed the nearby State 
Department of Health secure facility or Bayer Labs can provide tours 
that may assist in realising that the site of the present WHF is far 
too vulnerable. 
 
 
IX CURRENT SHODDY PERIMETER SECURITY AT LBNL 
 
The responses on page 54 Section IV.B.7. Intentional Destructive Acts 
states an UNTRUTH.  We can easily see a rusty falling down fence with 
holes that we could crawl through in many steep slopes or follow the 
creeks uphill from the roadway by the Strawberry Canyon Recreation 
Facility or the creek in Blackberry Canyon. These old rusty fences are 
not secure. The hills above the lab are accessible by car and foot. 
Homes are within a few hundred feet of the weak fencing. We do not see 
any walls, lighting, cameras, etc... 
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"The Proposed Action is not expected to require additional security for 
the LBNL site The entire LBNL site is fenced, and controlled access is 
available only at three entry gates. Card Keys would be used for 
building access."  And, "The building would have a guard on the door 
during normal business hours and card key access." 
 
" If the GPL were to be built at the RFS, the security configuration 
would be similar..." 
 
This last statement is doubtful. Would DOE permit a skimpy security 
design for a new asset, a laboratory worth millions of dollars with 
research projects that are priceless? 
 
Aside from Lawrence Berkeley and classified Livermore, that lack a 
perimeter buffer zone to insulate surrounding civilian communities--is 
there any other Federal Lab that lacks a state of the art secure 
perimeter? 
 
X WHAT ARE DOE SECURITY STANDARDS? 
 
A 200 feet no private vehicle perimeter? 
A blast standoff area? 
Perimeter lighting of complex? 
An access control  center and security plan that can override key 
controls to all doors and gates? 
loading docks outside footprint of main building? 
 
(There is much more available on the internet.) 
 
 
We continue to request that staff look at asset values and geographic 
range of threats related to this ICONIC government facility in concert 
with local law enforcement leadership who know the terrain. 
 
XI FEARED 'COLD' BIOHAZARD LEGACY WASTE ? 
 
An in confidence call to the larger community to partner with the 
management at LBNL to produce an ALL HAZARDS VULNERABILITY INDEX would 
allow recognition and future pioneering research on not only the 'hot' 
waste, but could flesh out the legacy of biological organisms waste 
that was secretly dumped and buried--the 'cold' biohazard waste of 
decomposing bodies of experiments with animals. 
 
Years and years ago, when the Lab was still the Rad Lab and highly 
secretive it was called the "Stealth Lab". We recall the caged hyenas 
(from above Strawberry Canyon that were screaming when we took our 
children to swim at the University's pool--i.,e., until their vocal 
chords were severed); the frightened beagle dogs that barked all night 
long that we could hear for miles--other animals used in classified 
research including the radioactive chickens we saw in the poultry 
facility adjacent to Chicken Creek just up the road from the pool. 
Much is still there that we don't see or know about. Some organic bio-
agents may still be alive. Metaphorically, one can imagine a 15th 
Century nightmare illustration of evil sinister chimeras lurking below 
ground awaiting a time to arise and plague the living with 'the sins of 
our fathers.'. This may not be likely; however it could serve for 
another testbed research project for SARA funding. 
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XII HOPE FOR FUTURE GENERATIONS 
If we could work together towards an open transparent knowledge 
process, commit to the best possible clean-up, protect our reserve 
drinking water bank, and support a beautiful modern secure satellite 
campus at more stable land of Richmond Field Station perhaps the LAB 
will no longer be feared, it will be highly revered and attract even 
more of the best scientists for pioneering research for sustainable 
practices for all peoples worldwide. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this lengthy essay. 
 
Sincerely, Jennifer Mary Pearson, Ph.D. 1546 Milvia Street, Berkeley, 
CA 94709 
 
please confirm receipt. 
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Subject: need for full environmental review for GPL 
From: Stephanie Thomas <skthomas@flash.net>
Date: Wed, 28 Jul 2010 23:55:54 -0700 
To: <kim.abbott@bso.science.doe.gov>
To: <kim.abbott@bso.science.doe.gov>

Mr. Kim Abbott, DOE Office of Science  
NEPA Document manager  
LBNL
One Cyclotron RD
 Berkeley, CA 94720  

Dear Mr. Abbott,  

I am writing to strongly request that this project, Seismic Life-safety, Modernization and 
Replacement of general Purpose buildings-Phase 2B undergo a full environmental 
review. Because of the many hazards and dangers of the area an Environmental Impact 
Study ( EIS), not an Environmental Assessment ( EA ) is needed so that all of these risks 
can be discussed as well as how to protect the watershed lands and the cultural heritage of 
this area.  

I have attended lectures and seen films of the area and the problems and dangers of 
putting buildings in that area. These dangers include the unstable earth below which is 
made up of mudstone and other material that will move in when the expected major 
quake occurs on the Hayward Fault. Also The committee to Minimize Toxic wastes has 
shown that the site is full of contaminants that will be disturbed when graded during 
construction.. This is a volatile area and too dangerous to disturb near the UC Campus 
and the neighborhoods nearby as well as the entire area.

In addition Building 85 and 85A have radioactive waste and VOCs. They straddle 2 old 
landslides, The solution of the piers will not be sufficient. I have learned that there is a 
new issue of what will happen if fire in that area should come down into these proposed 
facilities, potentially burning and dispersing radioactive and VOCs into the air and 
watershed into the bay.

As I am sure you are aware these are serious issues to consider and they require the 
fullest study and chance for all experts to testify. It would be a serious mistake to allow 
this to proceed and possibly have this community suffer an inevitable calamity of several 
sorts. If you had a son or daughter who attends school there or if you or a family member 
lived near by, i am sure you would want this to have a full assessment.  

ST-2

ST-3

ST-6

ST-5

ST-4

ST-1

LETTER #ST



I have lived in Berkeley over 40 years, have walked the hills in Strawberry Canyon 
enjoying the views and the wildlife. I have attended walking lectures about this special  
watershed area and it's importance to the wildlife and the culture of the area. It has quite a 
history. This is not the place for such buildings- too much risk- too much disruption to 
what we should preserve. there are alternatives- in Richmond and in Oakland and 
elsewhere.

This is why this drastic proposal need an EIS.

Thank you

Stephanie Thomas  
1824 San Loerenzo Ave
Berkeley, CA 94707  
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Subject: GPL proposal 
From: Charlene Woodcock <charlene@woodynet.net> 
Date: Wed, 28 Jul 2010 20:41:26 -0700 
To: <kim.abbott@bso.science.doe.gov> 
To: <kim.abbott@bso.science.doe.gov> 
 
28 July 2010 
 
 
 Mr. Kim Abbott, DOE Office of Science 
 NEPA Document Manager 
 LBNL 
 One Cyclotron Road 
 Berkeley, California 94720        
 
 
 
Dear Mr. Abbott,  
 
I write to express my strong objection to LBL's building plans for the very sensitive areas in 
Strawberry and Blackberry Canyons above Berkeley in an area of earthquake faults, fire danger, 
mudslides, and   generally unstable terrain. In addition, the proposed site around Building 25 is 
proven to be contaminated with toxic wastes, Buildings 85 and 85A have radioactive waste 
contamination and are also on unstable ground. 
 
This area is obviously very inappropriate for the existing Hazardous Waste Facility above the 
botanical   garden and the campus.  How can a serious plan be put forth to add to the dangers 
already existing by planning another building in such an unstable area, with so much potential for 
disaster? 
 
At the very least, an objective, scientifically sound Environmental Impact Study is essential. 
 Citizens of Berkeley should not have the watershed above our city threatened by 
these ambitious LBNL building projects without a very thorough examination of the risks and safer 
alternatives, that would not require extraordinary efforts and costs to ensure safety. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Charlene M. Woodcock 
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From: mleenoonan@comcast.net [mailto:mleenoonan@comcast.net]  
Sent: Thursday, July 29, 2010 10:40 AM 
To: Abbott, Kim 
Subject: LBNL Building Plan 

I trust that the Department of Energy will insist that a full federal environmental 
review be conducted for the projects currently in the planning stages at the 
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory.  The risks of soil instability and the 
potential dispersal of contaminants are significant at the sites, for example, of 
both the proposed General Purpose Laboratory and the Hazardous Waste 
Facility.  The legacy of the ancient caldera cannot be ignored. 

Even my cleaning lady has spoken up on the hazards.  Many years ago she was 
the university's gardener at the Lawrence Hall of Science.  She can remember 
vividly conversations with a seismologist who had been brought in from Texas as 
a consultant on various ground water problems which they had been 
experiencing.  "When the Hayward Fault goes," he told her, " this will all be down 
at Center and Shattuck."  LBNL minimizes these perils at its own risk - and at 
ours as residents of Berkeley. 

Mary Lee Noonan 
2599 Buena Vista Way 
Berkeley, CA  94708 
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