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. O&WM CORRESPONDENCE LOG NO. 1212065766 

FOUNDED 1892 Southern Nevada Group PO Box 19777 Las Vegas NV 891 32 

Dr. Jane Summerson, EIS Document Manager 
Regulatory Authority Office 
Office of Civilian, Radioactive Waste. Management 

@kVe&as, h?4 89134 . , 
. ? .. . . .  . . .- .., . '- . . . 

December 7, 2006 

RECEIVED BY OCRWM CCU 
1211 212006 

Re: Swping for an SEIS on Yucca Mountain Project (YMf) Rectesig~s ' . 

Dear Dr. Summersan: 

These comments ore in regard to public scoping for a supplement to the Final 
~rruimmenta Impact Statement fcrr a GeoCogtc Rqmsitw fOr the M s m \  of 
Spent Nuclear Fuel and Htgh-Level RzrdlaaC;tM Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nevada. 

Ywr NQI, puNW QcWm 13,3.966, tnetuda a rmwxd mior\ tf? a?!wAeW 
r-tgn the Yucca Mauntain repwltnry Rrwarn* fhe p m  SBIS wu!d address 

.- waste handling facilities, waste disposal, and repository pwfwmance. - 
Doe released a se;cmd NO1 that same day that anncnanced the inten- to c(~n~i$et  an 
alternate rail Line option thrrrugh Nevada, dubbed thq "Mina cat-tidw." 

The chanqes g r m  In these two! WIS indicate a ~mQaund &awe In dlFectSon tar 
the Yucca Mountain Project, a change that we regard as a dangerous new path, 

Under the proposed acthn, more than 90% of the commerctal qmt nuclear fud to be 
packaged at the commercial sites in  transportati~n, aging and dispasd" (TAD) 
canisten, and all hwtf!~@ wa$te tp k in disposable canistm at wli 
sites. A almilar caep.t a w I t t w m  cantt;etr (W) waq f?mmsM in 1WII but 
was quickly cancelled due to its impracticality and high cat. This seeuni~ly small 
change would spur a stg@kant change in the entire repositary designp including how 
waste is handled at reactor sit@, transported across the country, reQeived and 

. ban(#& at Yucca Mountain, and how it would be dis- of in the mountain. 

A new €6 is nwckd. 

With such significant changes, WE must do the work of an entire new EIS. A 
supplement to an d d  EK on an otd project design cannot begin to cover the issues 



plq* E& r-. thp pot&w d - a t  
pEIWk: bafmw , 

. . . asmagi& M#. a. redes@& MkP- 

Snste8d;'oP titking ttk necessary step, DOE k. onre again amme& underst 
. ~ ~ y ~ ~ . s i ~ c a m e a f t h e s e c h a n g e s . . .  y~crt;rl.PKlt g c r e s s a f z w a s ~ ~ ~ '  %&, 
#at you ljefiere €he t:- w d d  haw: no difli?tx?t%t mt4rmta l  effixts other 
than those d e x M  in the originztk E5. This claim Mies r d i t y .  F&l prcMk 
paMpatian shmM Mgtrtmt. same a# the dwtccmihgs of such a W: assumption, 

& mjw itspect of the prop& act* i&ves the c ~ e a t i m  of "qin-g padsn to a l b  
M c d e a r ~ m ~ ~ & e ; a t Y ~ ~ . I g y t j f . ~ @ b e ~ o f f d e e p &  
the r w t o r y -  DCE k appentky i . b g  to create an i- stmagef&a~ itt 
YuccaMamtifiCF, which is itkgal under theLNuttear ~ e P o C k y k t  (PCWPA). 

T h e r r m e t r ~ ~ e ~ € ~ & M e r t 6 h a i k l e x t W & Y W k a s ) i r s m a f ~ r  
Wekk to be @aced over the image caskv T k  presents a ftdamentat protrtem in 
itsetf. Y w c a ~ , a r ~ & e s & ~ f w ~ ~ ~ , w s u p p a s e r t  
ta offer a s E a W  @agk b w k x  ?xt protect peopte and the emhnment f r m  Mgfr 
lev& nuclear waste. instead, yot, we Eteswng k m k s  to p m k k  the 
r ~ - & ~ * v 1 4 F y a n * t € h e s e ~ - k m t a * p a i n t &  
a r i ~ a f t h e ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ h a v e W b 9 c ~ ~ a f  
mites, cantamha€ing handking materids and jeopardizing ReJtk a d  Mety &k along 
tttetr=-&mof*at-&de&M#tre- 
barriers on site where €he wits& b generated 



The Ebpartment d E m q y  (WE) has in its possessim &a a@ evkktce af t w ~  
disq@ff*q cwd&W, both in reference hy@obqtC C Q D ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ Q I I S ,  QQ €he 
witability of the Yucca Marntain site. The DOE has wt p~oven that the site k safe as 
a 1ong-m Qed@o repository for the diqmid of nuclear and rdaaaive waste. 
Therefore, Y k c a  Mountain should be disqualified fw conskbation as a disposal site. 

The, EIS must: Wludeap; ~ r a k e , W . .  comple&q,dsriijfi(m; of W i a m t : . s y s t e ~  of.. 
groundyater fby in ,as Death Valky, cegiq~. , n ? ~ : u ~ t ? ~ @ ~ . ~ ' h y d r . a u h  . 
retatimstiips betw* Ule. deep carbonate aquiter:anp;the.:vmir; iinie that : ~wr t y  ; 
it ...aM- the aU&C, mj&'bath it d w  g&&&Qf,:it.'-We 'need hoie than'a 
siLgle weU test .tb define the transmissivity of this regional geological unit. 

The EIS must inctude an accurate description of the hydraulic character and sorptive 
capability for radionuclides in the alluvial units in Forty Mile Wash based on actual 
field data. 

The DOE must perform more hydraulic analysis of units in the vicinity of the 
repository footprint and down gradient based on multiple well draw-down tests with a 
pumping well and a monitor well, in order to understand the apparent hydraulk 
conductivity values. 

The new EIS must carefully took at the length of time in which radionuclide 
contamination can be expected to reach the site. There fs a sizeable amount of data 
from the Nevada Test Site (NTS) testing program. The Undergnwnd Test Area (UGTA) 
project has not established with cr@dibiLity and acceptability the length of time in 
which radtcmxlfde contamfnatiw would reach We rqkxitsry durl.ing its a m  life. 
DOE'S Tritium Transport Modeling (1997) on Pahute Mesa gave a range of amval times 
for tritlum to reach the Oasfs Valley area from the present date to as little as 40 years 
fmm now. W M y  with the mlleczfw~ of mwe data ftm tRe data sgaw area 
between Yucca Mountain and Pahute Mesa, the DOE: UGTA program will more 
conftdently &taMM trltium transport times and pathways m t h  Yucca MMlntaZn. 

The new EIS must determine whether, where and how much radioactive 
cmtamlnatfon attributable to underground tests has occurre& Unless there has been 
a mcmitoftng system kilt ih the tias€ fW yeas, the* fc no mte Of ttig art rnmit6n'ne 
system on or off the m. It is highly likely that u n d w n d  ts?st atemination is 
past the NTS boundary, bemust? that js exactly what personwel f r m  the DOE UGTA 
program said at  a Community Advisory Board meeting in Las Vegas almost ten years 
ago in June 1996. The phenomenon of prompt injection has pmbabty Mown the 
radionuclides past the boundary,in a manner similar to the way it probably blew 
europium 0.8 mites at Benham with a colloidat boost. The YAAP cwtd fund a well 
program to pmve or disprove that contamimtion i s  past the W boundary. 



n w  EfS- & m. impla af a fMemk- mcu: type ~ ~ w t d ~  
site (Yucca AbwiWn) cbm gradten€ of am exist@- Sup&&.slte @he Ms. 
wtly-ww. 

The WS. F h &  k i k i t ~  4- arrd OF& (FfKO,  1996) -kt& 
& - tn k a €€RC&t&e c€emup ~ ~ e n t  fm €he W3. AMraugk the WS 
m e  as a ERflZA *€e; it M. &etef&rat&y nat. puton: w. ~li+Wnak 
priwity L.k€ (WLF f E K U  prog~an~ This ME shcmsh &an of EM. f e a t  
~ ~ : ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i . r r e i ~ o f ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~  
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a ~ . , ~ & : ~ ~ ~ r ~ & ~ y  a m  
~ ~ k i t t e d  and ~ ~ e n g h e e z : Q . f o ~ m  € $ l # m d q r ~  blje€tioorf of YYaSaev a tw 
H, q&W. fa.* f* *. the. f OQQ pears. m, *@>g88 

year% €la: mw* 

€ m € ~ ~ s h a s n s t ~ ~ Y ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ € ~ ~ *  
[eastartaquaremite:dthe s & w f e a n & ~ t k ~ r ~ ~ ~  
hea&Lt and dawn gr- of the repsiaory. W b t  is €he cumuktive: impact of siting 
m e S U @ m * - ~ O f a n = ~ ~ * 7  

~ e k H b m F i e l r f ~ i ~ & M e ~ f o r M ~ & t h e r & , M W  
kame necessary k the fu£ure. Hew can we p h e  c&kbcein a pjeot  EM 
c f ~ - ~ ~ a f ~ r o z k ~ ~ e s m i n ~ m & 2 5 ~ ? # ,   far^^^ 
the ~~-~~ rrmd&s& Yucca htcwrtUWs were wrmg md there 
h & € a L z e r ~ r w h a t ~ ~ f n  t ~ 2 5 i n t ~ n g y e a r : ~ W Q u W t h s :  
f ~ ~ ~ r e ~ ~ ~ e & ~  ~ t a a ~ a ~ & u y : ~  
p r a g e r t i e d A s s - m z ~ ~ y ~ t e . ~ M  

be of m-. wh@ live we: b. Las Vegas bpt*e: thp c&ut&& dsk: &.to: 
eartfvqake.and:.&rnk aeti:tiy is.- imi@if:kant, b October 5999 an: earthquake 
amken&. aEE:.of'us in wr W; There. is a.: t k w  being;;hmigatedi by sdcn'tjsb that 
prdkts . s f ihqt~&e.  as.. as 7.0: or 8.0. on. tb:Ri&w scak-tha b e  L . Q c ~ &  



as near as 20 miles from Ywxa Mountain. The siting of Yucca khmtain is being called 
into question mote vigorwsty every day. H w  catn we be a#lfident that the DOE 
knows what types of seismic and voCcanic activity may occur in the next 10,000 y& 

The new E1S must include an mesment of the potentid impacts of global warming 
and other future dimate change dating to both air and pathways of radiation 
releases into the biosphere. You cannot pasibty assume that there are no significant 
impacts in these areas, especially when the repository is to hawe at least a 10,000- 
year life. 

cardully and accurately consider arkulated and petseived risk. 

l h e  previous M &cments found that all the calculated risks are statistically 
insignificant, and thus do not require mWgation or ampensation. This raises 
questiorrs about the scientific vatidity of the YM Project This fmtkty is unbetievabfe. 
t.fawcanthereknomjori~topeopieartotheemn'ronmentwtrenaprojt3ct 
OfthisscopeandmagnitudehasneverbeftlattemptedbeforeZ 

Calurlated risk must indude all risk factors, and must uy~sider all known and 
pmbble implacts to quality of life, the health of &kens and the natural 
emrironment,andttseeawKrmicviabilityofthereg;fon. 

W s k a s s e s w n e n t s s h a r t d i ~ u d e t h e d e g f e e o f ~ ~ i n t h e c a l ~ ~  If tMs 
infamation is absent again from the ckxmmntabion, it calls intn qwstki the mkMy 
ofthedataandthe~ionsdrawnfromthem, 

Accurate popuktion estimates must be used- In the past, population numbers were 
grossiy underestimated- The calculated riSk and expowre will be gwvety larger with 
an accurate estimate of the Valley's population. 

Catarhted Wth risks must consider more than just lhterrt cancer fatalities, There 
must bean asseamentofill health or mdbadesidmsesthat m i d  dccurfmm 
releasrtsintatheair, water, orsoiLTheremrPstbeadexriptionandanasesmntof 
Low-dose effects for the most sensitive arPd wLneraMe members of a papuhtim (for 
example, for the embryo, fetus, pregnant woman, rapic#y ly<mring young child, the 
aged, thcrse with pmhody impaired health), . 

Perceived risk must be induded in the analysis. Human behavior is not governed by 
xiem? and ratianalky* There is a brge factor of perceived risk that does and will , , 
have a reat and significant impact on ttre econamic viaWty of the r w ,  You mist 
pnwMe analysis af perceived risks and the cmseqmt stigma surrounding the quality 
of tife for htmam, ecosystems, and the region's etxmmy, 

Emergency action p&ns need'to be devebped at Yucca MDUItafn. An accident not 
only can but will =cur at 50me time, some where, The EiS needs to consider the 



-1 t+-deth=~. pta~ls,~an&.Wle impacts. the. hptenen&tiot~:.af: these: 
2ns would: have. on. €he.envi'ronment .. 

-:*.Et hmi.berease. 3 m m m $ .  s&~a-reqoiM: a. an& a1:ound:acca- 
main . .  F ~ E  exampie ,. there MI. be: an. incrma~n&: . fo~ Qwanmenl inspectorn 
@la=~+em~emeM from: even[: &ffefem: o ~ g $ ~ t . b ~ , ,  ihc~ea& taw: 
nforcement, etc. etc. The EIS needs to consider the needs of these organizations and 
row they will affect the environment. 

yrotect the  environment for its own sake. 

m e  new EIS must provide for the protection of all components of the biosphere (that 
is, the protection of the environment for its own sake). 

Alternatives 

Provide reasonable no-action alternatives. 

In the past EIS documents, the no-action alternatives have been unreasonable, even 
impossible alternatives. You have made outlandish scenario assumptions, thus making 
the proposed action seem like not only the best but the only course of action. A 
10,000-year facility with long-lived and extremely toxic material absolutely must be 
designed to the worst case scenario, and the scenarios must be reasonably expected. 

Consider an alternative to stabilize waste on the site where it is generated. 

You must consider an alternative to encapsulate w otherwise stabilize the waste on- 
site where it is generated, thus driving to zero the risk to citizens and the natural 
environment along transportation routes and at Y m  Mountain. 

There is inadequate consideration of the traditional basis of risk acceptance for all 
individuals exposed to risk. That is, for any additional dose above naturally-occurring 
background radiation, the individual recipient shall obtain a benefit greater than or 
commensurate with the added risk incurred, and shall have the option of refusing the 
additional dbse. Specifically, the people whb live in Clark and Nye Counties are being 
put at increased risk, with all the nuctear waste of the nation being funneled through 
our neighborhoods. What benefits are accrued to us? Are all the benefits accrued to 
other citizens of the United States? The risk is  ours, and the benefits are theirs. Even 
if compensatory payments should be made to us a d  to people living along the 
transportationroutes, how could such payments evw be commensurate with the risk . .of nuciear contamination? These risks are not something that we can discount lightly. 

If the nuclear waste were isolated at the point of  origin, the same people who 
benefited from the nuclear power would also bear the increased risk of radioactive 
exposure and nuclear contamination. This i s  consistent with the traditional basis of 
risk acceptance. 



u@you~enatrequiredtodosotSyta#r,youmusturmider~te 
dispast sites, arad you must corrsicter alternate thnoCm to a geotogic 
Thisistheonfywaytiratanysite-wilthwQwfer#e. 

doamem must be translated into S m  You must provide tmslatarr at 
h e p u M k ~ , s o ~ w i t h p F i m a r y b n g u a g e s ~ t h a n E n g I i s h h w e  
~ t o p p a r t u n f t y t o ~ p a t e i n t k ~ n g ~ .  Copiesofatteast 
-tie Swnmay must be made avail&&? in Brailk so Mind citizens have an 
tunity to partkipate. 

nllst make sotid autreach to the Natlve Amxian popubtian- 

M n g s ~ v e s i ~ t e t h e p u b t t .  The hearingsrnvedan tnfonnat 
. e r ~ , w l t h t k m l y # r a y ~ t o s u b m i t a r a l u w n m e n t s i s t o ~ i n a  
term a court reporter. This processst#rutd bechanged toinchdean open 
lmentpwioddta ing~w~~onaskwEques t ionsandsubmftcwnments  
all to hear. 

t i i U y * ~ ~ m i s t n r s t a b o u n d i n t h i s ~ . S e r e r a t o f ~ r e c e n t ~  
& v e d n o t o r r l y t M s p r ~ i b c t i m b u t ~ t h e ~ ~ i s s u e a t # w t ~ p r ~  
ina aaridor for the rail tine, The W is futt of vague ref-, jargon, and 
# w t a f n t y - T h e ~ i s m * ~ ~ c r f t k t r u e ~ o f *  
qmed adfon and the quality d the puWk cammtnts M U  fmrartabty suffer, 

this latest natSce of puMk xopinq, we are incredibly cancemed about the way you 
kveaskedforpublicromment. 

I Octabs 24, ZOW, seventea (EVEWEEN!) tacal, state, and r#itiorwl puMk 
ter& ~nwps, fom~zttty requested that DM exted ttte comment pericrd to 90 days 
a t h  more infwmath star@ ar#f to dtimtety have m e  m e  m e n t  
me requests w e  not fully mW&. 

R first hewings in Washington D.C. and Amargosa Valtey, MeMda took @ace onty 1 
Id 1 3 H w k i n g Q a y s r ~ a R w ~ W 1 w a s ~ t i s t w d .  



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. If you had tried to prevent the public from 
participating, you could not have done a better job of it. 

Conclusion: 
The new EIS has a large job to do. The health and well being of all Nevada, indeed, of 
the entire nation, rests on the outcome of this work. Your diligence and thor~ughness 
will be called upon in challenging ways to provide the analysis that we all need to 
make a good decision, a decision that will affect unborn generations of people, and 
untoid populations of animals and plants, for 10,000 yean at least. Be very careful. 

Sincerely, 

Conservation Chair 


