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Notice of public comment and p e r i ~ t $ . p y & l i q , q p ~ ~ t  . - $  Ld (a q&wp#Qnj 
insufficient . 

On October 24, 2086, seventeen (SEVENTEEN!-):other local, state, and national public-I 
interest ,groups, fmat iy  requested that DOE extend the .lcomrnent, period to 90 days -, 

to allow more lbformation sharing and to ultimately have .more people csmment. 
These (requests were noL.fu11y considered. OPrty 15 days were added torthe comment 
period (to total 60). The first hearings in Washington D.C. and Amargosa Valley, 



Nevada took place only 11 and 13 working days respectively after the NO1 was 
published. If you had tried to prevent public participation, you could not have done a 
better job. 

Two weeks is a completely inadequate time frame to allow the public to be 
sufficiently informed and to weigh in on the proposed changes, especially considering 
the magnitude of the proposed action. This is a clear signal from DOE that it holds 
little value in allowing the public to be fully informed on the issue and to submit 
substantive comments. 

The hearings themselves are ill conducive to garnering true public comment. The 
hearings involve an informal poster session and the only way one can submit oral 
comments i s  to huddle in a corner room with a court reporter. This does not 
engender information sharing and is  intimidating to the public. This process should be 
changed to include an open comment period during which the public can ask DOE 
questions and submit comments for all to hear. 

We have concerns with the locations of the hearings. Hearings must also be held all 
along the path of the proposed transp*ation corridors, in both Nevada, Utah and 
California. This would mean having hearings, for example, in Elko, Battle Mountain, 
Winnemucca, Lovelock, Yerington, Salt Lake City and Sacramento. These cities would 
also be affected by nuclear waste transportation and should be allowed, invited and 
encourage to participate in the public process. 

This also raises concerns about how inclusive your hearing have been.,,What kind of 
outreach was done to the Native American tribes along the corridors? to Spanish 
speaking populations? To vision impaired populations? 

Finally, there is  great confusion among the public of the fact that several of the 
hearings involved not only this proposed action but also a separate issue involving the 
redesign of surface facilities at the Yucca site itself. DOE has done l i t t le to separate 
the two issues and clarify the process. The fundamental purpose of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is to create a transparent and open process that 
creates trust in the agency proposing an action and allows for real, meaningful public 
involvement. Time and again, DOE has avoided i t s  NEPA obligations which have led to 
a significant mistrust by the public of DOE. This i s  unacceptable and must be 
addressed immediately. 

Mina Corridor: unsafe and uncertain 

The Mina Corridor would completely revamp DOE'S transportation scheme. Not only 
has DOE created a grossly insufficient public comment process as noted above, but 
the information provided i s  highly inadequate as to the extent of the proposed action. 

The Mina Corridor would affect even more,municipalities than the Caliente Corridor. 
Communities in Northern Nevada along the 1-80 corridor, from the Utah Stateline to 
the Reno-Sparks metropolitan area, would be directly affected by thousands of 
shipments of high-level nuclear waste. This is  a significant change to the current 



transportation scheme and the DOE has mmptetely downplayed this profound change.! 
The true impacts such as number of communities and water resources that would be 
affected are hardly, if at all, discernable from the documents available. It took the 
DOE two mksl r to even-post transportation maps t o  their website. 

? 4 . . 
Whabare .the. catcuiated~ risks-due-to seismic activity alorrg the Mina Corridor? Atong , 

other propdsed:izor~dors?Ahg the corridors that connect the Mina Corridorto the 
numerous sites where the high level radioactive waste is generated? Nevada is a state 
of many mountain ranges. All of us here in Las Vegas know the power of earthquakes; 
in October "1899 an earthquake awakened all Q€U in our beds. There is a theory being 
inmt igatd)  by-scientistsl that predicts ,ea@hquakes as large as 7.0:or 8.0 bn -the I 

Richter scak that'could be located as near: as 20crniles from Yucca Mowntain. Not only 
i s  Nevada a mountahus state,! but the t~anspbrtation routes fromtthe sites where the 
high level nuclear waste i s  generated cross through the RockyMomitains,~thq I C )  

Appalachian Mountains, the Sierra Nevada Mountains and the Cascade Mountains. 
t ,  I , ?I  - t -  

C ~ a r l y ~ - ~ f o m a i m  is-n& Po &leaIg waluate tbesou-& the risks. 
Nevertheless, ahef nfmmatian that b ma5lable;suggests that the Mna Garridor is even 
more dangerous than the Caliente Corridor. The proposed Mina route iscshorter and 
would likely be.cheaper, to construct. Hpwever, this route w ~ u l d  affect many more 
people apd would @verall p a greater risk tqL~evada's public health and 3 ( 

environment. 'ka"y more b ies of water would be affected by the ~ i n e - ~ o r f i d o ~  
including the Truckee River, Walker Lake, Humboldt River, Canon River, and 'the 
Walker River. 

'- . 
DOE must develop and consider a reasonable no action alternative. The Mina corridor 
is dangerods and i s  'filled with a high degree-ofi uncertainty and must ncrt be pursued. 
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What acti&s wdl be t a g n  to p&vent, to, q)mp= or to mitigate l&af . 
governments for increased wear and tear and to the highway 
infrastructure caused by the 220 feet long transport vehicle? Address the impacts 
associated with this type of transportation vehicle, provide assurances that tax-payers 
will not be burdened with increases to repair roadways damaged by the project. 

What are the increased costs to communities along the transportation route, should, , 
there be an accident in which radioactivity is released into the enviranmenk? 

i , 
Radiation release causes health risk and contaminates the highway surface and the 
surrounding the area. Using your own DOE accident and incident data, Clark County 
estimates, that along one of the proposed corridors, that 46 such incidents of surface 
contamination will occur within Clark County for the Proposed Action of this DEIS, and 
that 3 incidents of radioactive contamination beyond the vehicle will occur. These 



figures are only within Clark County! The response to all such accidents and incidents 
must be addressed. 

Health insurance policies routinely exclude nuclear and radioactive accidents from 
policy coverage. Will the taxpayers be levied an additional tax burden for increased 
indigent medical funds? What information is being provided to planning authorities so 
that they can increase and train emergency response and medical personnel when 
transport of high level radioactive waste begins? 

What kind of emergency action plans need to be developed for or by each of the 
communities that you transportation routes go through or near. What are the risks to 
bodies of water and local water sources? An accident not only can but wilt occur at 
some time, some where. Every inch of the way needs information to develop their 
own emergency action plans. 

What kind of an increase in government services i s  required in each of the 
communities because of the activity along the transportation routes? There will be an 
increased need for government inspectors in several different organizations, 
increased law enforcement, etc. etc. 
Specific hazards of the Mina Corridor must be addressed in detail. How many 
hazardous places occur along the transportation routes? We don't want any surprises 
waiting for us. ' 

Conclusion 

Our position remains the same: the Sierra Club opposes any route to Yucca Mountain. 
The Yucca Mountain Project has not yet received a license to operate from the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The entire concept is  flawed and dangerous, not 
only to Nevadans but to all Americans nation-wide. Radiation protection standards 
established by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) were thrown out in  federal 
court in 2004 and EPA has yet to finalize a revised radiation standard for the site. It i s  
premature, irresponsible, and wrong to pursue a transportation plan to a site that has 
not yet received a license to operate, has not been proven to meet radiation health 
standards, and would pose a significant public health risk to Nevadans as well as the 
millions of Americans along the transportation routes. 

Sincerely, 

.u Conservation Chair 


