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APPENDIX G
AMERICAN INDIAN COMMENTS FOR THE NEVADA TEST SITE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

SUMMARY

The Native American Resource Document is a
summary of opinions expressed by the Consolidated
Group of Tribes and Organizations (CGTO)
regarding the Environmental Impact Statement for
the Nevada Test Site and Other Off-Site Locations
within the State of Nevada (NTS EIS). The
document contains (a) general concerns regarding
long-term impacts of the U.S. Department of
Energy's (DOE) operations on the NTS and (b) a
synopsis of specific comments made by the
American Indian Writers Subgroup (AIWS) for
various chapters of the NTS EIS'.

The Native American Resource Document was
produced in response to consultation required for
the NTS EIS, in accordance with DOE
Order 1230.2, American Indian Tribal Government
Policy. The consultation focused specifically on
four alternative management decisions concerning
the future mission of the NTS and related off-site
locations in Nevada. However, the present CGTO's
response to this consultation is not limited to EIS
alternatives, but also integrates relevant
recommendations made by Indian people for
previous DOE projects in which American Indians
participated.

The CGTO has a long history of relationships with
the DOE. In 1985, the DOE began long-term
research concerning the inventory and evaluation of
American Indian cultural resources on the NTS
area. This research was designed to comply with
the American Indian Religious Freedom Act
(AIRFA), which specifically reaffirms the First

! A detailed summary of the NTS EIS consultation
process can be found in Nevada Test Site Environmental
Impact Statement - Summary of Meeting with Native
Americans, Mercury, NV, March 17-19, 1995 (May 1995)
and in Section A of the American Indian Comments for the
Nevada Test Site - Environmental Impact Statement
(June 15, 1995).

Amendment of the United States Constitution rights
of American Indian people to have access to lands
and resources essential in the conduct of their
traditional religion. These rights are exercised not
only in tribal lands but beyond the boundaries of a
reservation (Stoffle et al., 1994b). -

To reinforce their cultural affiliation rights and to
prevent the loss of ancestral ties to the NTS,
19 tribes and organizations aligned themselves
together to form the CGTO. This group is formed
by officially appointed representatives who are
responsible for representing their respective tribal
concerns and perspectives. The primary focus of
the group has been the protection of cultural
resources. The DOE and the CGTO have
participated in cultural resource management
projects, including the Yucca Mountain Project
(Stoffle 1987, Stoffle and Evans 1988, 1990, 1992,
Stoffle et al. 1988a, 1988b, 1989a, 1989b, 1990a,
1990b), the Underground Weapons Testing Project
(Stoffle et al. 1994b), and ongoing consultation in
compliance with the Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act INAGPRA) for the
Nevada Test Site Collection (Stoffle et al., 1996a).

While this American Indian Resource Document
provides recommendations that target the
preservation of American Indian religion, culture,
society, and economy, many of the comments
presented here focus heavily on cultural resources.
This emphasis is the product of continued cultural
resource management consultation between the
DOE and the CGTO, which has reinforced Indian
people’'s awareness of the wealth of cultural
resources present at the NTS. On the other hand,.
the potential impacts of NTS actions on other
essential aspects of Indian life, such as health and
socioeconomics, are virtually undocumented. This
is due to the absence of consultation and research
on the long-term effects of radiation exposure,
nuclear waste transportation and storage on the life
of Indian communities. Being a minority group,
American Indians have also been overlooked in

G-1
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regard to issues of Environmental Justice. The
CGTO recommends that these issues be
systematically evaluated by the federal government.
The opportunity given to the CGTO to contribute
their written comments to the NTS EIS is a highly
positive step the DOE has taken toward voicing
Indian concerns.

The NTS EIS is a document that (a) evaluates the
impacts, consequences, and cumulative effects that
alternative management decisions about the future
mission of the NTS will have on the environment,
(b) proposes strategies for mitigating adverse
impacts of the various programs and project
activities being considered under each proposed
alternative, and (c) develops a Framework for the
Resource Management Plan for the NTS. The
specific organization and content of an EIS is
required by the law. The Native American
Resource Document, therefore, is organized
according to the sequence of topics discussed in the
NTS EIS. In the sections that follow this
introduction, the document briefly reviews past and
present relationships between Indian people and
NTS lands, examines impacts of past and present
NTS programs and activity projects on American
Indian religion, culture and economy, and
summarizes the CGTO's position regarding the
future mission of the NTS. In short, the Native
American Resource Document describes the nature
of the relationship between Indian people and NTS
lands, from an all-encompassing overview to
specific discussion about impacts, consequences,
mitigation, and management.

The Native American Resource Document begins
with a summary of formal interactions between the
CGTO members and NTS EIS management
(Section G.1). In Section G.2, the members of the
American Indian Writers Subgroup explain their
role in the production of this document and the
responsibilities and difficulties they had to confront
throughout the writing process.

Section G.3, Native American Overview, stresses

the central role that NTS lands have had in -

American Indian life = from antiquity to
contemporary times. Moving from the concept of
cultural landscape as a whole to the resources
contained in a landscape, this section also examines
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impacts to cultural resources, Environmental
Justice, health, and socioeconomics, which are
categorized by the EIS as part of the "affected
environment.” This section also includes a brief
discussion on political integration.

After introducing the American Indians’ view of
the NTS, Section G.4 addresses the environmental
consequences of proposed NTS actions and
discusses specifically the position of the CGTO
toward each alternative management decision for
the NTS EIS.

In the view of Indian people, the ideal mitigation
strategy would be to avoid any action that further
disturbs NTS lands. However, the CGTO is aware
that actions must be taken to restore NTS lands and
resources and keep the site safe and clean for future
human use. The CGTO recommendations for
mitigating adverse consequences of such actions are
summarized in Section G.5.

Section G.6 explains step-by-step consultation
procedures that American Indians would like
federal agencies to follow in order to achieve
positive government-to-government consultation
relationships. This section is complemented with
Attachment C, a detailed Consultation Model
originally produced for the U.S. Department of
Defense (DoD) that was reviewed and edited by the
AIWS. Section G.7 contains the American Indian
comments on the Transportation Study (Appendix I
of the NTS EIS).

The Native American- Resource Document
concludes with a response to the draft document
entitled Framework for the Resource Management
Plan. The Native American Resource Document
explains the importance of taking into consideration
ecological categories of Indian people for resource
management. This section (Section G.8) also
provides a brief picture of future co-management
relationships between the DOE and the CGTO that
could potentially be implemented as part of the
mission of the NTS.

Volume 1, Appendix G
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American Indian Participation in the NTS EIS

The CGTO consists of the following tribes and
official Indian organizations:

®  Southern Paiutes

Kaibab Paiute Tribe, Arizona

Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah

Moapa Band of Paiutes, Nevada

Las Vegas Paiute Tribe, Nevada
Pahrump Paiute Tribe, Nevada
Chemehuevi Paiute Tribe, California
Colorado River Indian Tribes, Arizona

®  Western Shoshones

Duckwater Shoshone Tribe, Nevada
Ely Shoshone Tribe, Nevada
Yomba Shoshone Tribe, Nevada

- Timbisha Shoshone Tribe, California

®  Owens Valley Paiutes and Shoshones

Benton Paiute Tribe, California

Bishop Paiute Tribe, California

Big Pine Paiute Tribe, California

Lone Pine Paiute Tribe, California

Fort Independence Paiute Tribe, California

®  Other Official Indian Organizations

Las Vegas Indian Center, Nevada

Southern = Paiute - Tribal  Chairman’s

Association, Arizona, Nevada, Utah

Owens Valley Board of Trustees, California
American Indian Writers Subgroup
Representing the Western Shoshone:

Maurice Frank Yomba Shoshone Tribe,
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Gaylene Moose . Big Pine Indian Tribe,

California

Representing the Southern Paiute:

Betty Cornelius Colorado River Indian
Tribes, Arizona

Don Cloquet Las Vegas Indian Center,
Nevada

Coordinator

Richard Arnold Pahrump Indian Tribe,

Las Vegas Indian Center,
Nevada

Sponsors, Organizers, and Facilitators

Department of Energy Nevada Operations Office

Mary Ellen Giampaoli NTS EIS Manager
Robert Furlow Environmental Protection
Division

International Technology Corporation
Las Vegas, Nevada

IT Contact Person
Public Relations
IT Project Manager

Caroleen K. Toyama
Geraldine Quintana
Linda Cardenas

Science Applications International Corporation
Las Vegas, Nevada
Robert Smith Coordinator, Cumulative
Effects

Bureau of Applied Research in Anthropology
University of Arizona, Tucson

Richard Stoffle Associate Research
Anthropologist

Nevada M. Nieves Zedeno Research Associate
Glen Hooper Diane Austin Research Associate
David Halmo Anthropology Extern
Representing the Owens Valley Paiute/Shoshone: Maria Banks Student Assistant
Maria Porter Student Assistant
Neddeen Naylor Lone Pine Indian Tribe,
California
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G.1 American Indian Writers Subgroup

On March 17-19, 1995, representatives of the
CGTO met with U.S. Department of Energy,
Nevada Operations Office (DOE/NV) personnel
regarding American Indian participation in the
preparation of the NTS EIS. The CGTO's
recommendations covered a wide range of issues.

One CGTO recommendation was that two
representatives from the Western Shoshone,
Owens Valley Paiute, and Southern Paiute groups
be appointed to write the American Indian
perspective for the NTS EIS. The CGTO
recommended that all six members of the ATWS
be provided with funding, technical assistance,
and resources to participate in writing the
American Indian perspective for the NTS EIS.
Richard Arnold, executive director of the
Las Vegas Indian Center in Las Vegas, Nevada,

would coordinate the activities of the AIWS. The -

draft text produced by the ATWS was reviewed by
the DOE/NV and incorporated into the Final NTS
EIS, as well as being an appendix to the NTS EIS.

The DOE/NV accepted this recommendation,
offering to compensate the writers for their
services and travel expenses, and to provide the
AIWS with funding, technical assistance, and
resources needed to write the American Indian
perspective for the NTS EIS. The DOE/NV and
the CGTO agreed that the AIWS should meet in
Las Vegas, Nevada, as frequently as needed to
complete the writing tasks. The Bureau of
Applied Research in Anthropology (BARA),
University of Arizona, Tucson, Arizona, was
contracted by the DOE/NV to assist the AIWS
with this work.

G.1.1 First AIWS Meeting

The first meeting of the AIWS was held
May 1-5, 19935, at the offices of IT Corporation in
Las Vegas, Nevada. The goal of this meeting was
to develop a writing strategy, draft an outline of
writing tasks, and produce draft text. The
(BARA), University of Arizona, facilitated the
meeting and all AIWS members were present. The
AIWS identified three major issues to be

addressed in the American Indian sections of the
NTS EIS:

1. That American Indians have lived on NTS
lands since these people were created

2. That American Indian culture, economy,
religion, and health could be affected by the
proposed NTS EIS alternatives

3. That the NTS EIS actions could have long-
term and cumulative consequences for
American Indian culture, economy, religion,
and health.

G.1.1.1 Nevada Test Site Environmental Impact
Statement Implementation Plan Review. The
plan contains comments and recommendations
made by the CGTO during the March 1995, NTS
EIS American Indian consultation meeting. The
plan refers to American Indian consultation as a
main component of the scoping process and as a
critical source of information regarding the impact
of NTS EIS proposed alternatives on natural and
cultural resources important to American Indians.

The AIWS noted that three major issues discussed
in the plan still do not address American Indian
concerns: socioeconomic, health and safety, and
Environmental Justice and equity. The AIWS felt
that the CGTO should be systematically consulted
about these critical issues and their direct and
cumulative effects on American Indians living in
the vicinity of the NTS.

G.1.1.2 OQutline of Writing Tasks. The AIWS
made the following three decisions regarding the

writing of the American Indian perspective for the
NTS EIS:

1. The AIWS will produce short technical
essays to expand sections of the NTS EIS,
particularly those sections that refer to
cultural resources, economics, and health.
These essays could be included in the main
text of the NTS EIS.

2. The AIWS will also produce an Native Indian
Resource Document that will become an NTS
EIS appendix.
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3. The text produced will be included in the

report entitled American Indian Comments

for the NTS EIS. '

G.1.1.3 Draft Text. The AIWS produced short
essays that document the American Indian
perspective for the NTS EIS.

G.1.2  Second AIWS Meeting

The second meeting of the AIWS was held
May 22-26, 1995, at the offices of IT Corporation
in Las Vegas, Nevada. The goal of this meeting
was to complete portions of Chapter 4 and
continue writing sections of Chapter 5 of the NTS

EIS. The BARA facilitated the meeting, and all
seven members of the AIWS attended.

The AIWS completed the write-up of draft text for
Chapters 2 and 4 of the NTS EIS and drafted
sections on Environmental Justice and equity,
social and economic impacts, and waste
transportation and tribal enterprises to be included
in Chapter 4.

Additionally, the AIWS produced draft text for the
cultural resources section in Chapter 35,
Environmental Consequences. This text included
(1) an overview of potential impacts of the NTS
EIS alternatives on American Indian cultural
resources and - (2) specific comments on the
potential impacts of programs and activities
proposed for each of those alternatives. The
AIWS also discussed mitigation issues for
proposed programs and activities.

G.1.3  Third AIWS Meeting

The third meeting of the AIWS was held
June 9-12, 1995, at the offices of IT Corporation
in Las Vegas, Nevada. The goals of this meeting
were to complete and edit the cultural resources
section of Chapter 5 of the NTS EIS and to
produce draft text on mitigation issues for
proposed programs and activities. 'The BARA
facilitated the meetings and all AIWS members
were present.

The AIWS completed and edited draft text for
Chapter 5 of the NTS EIS and expanded Chapter 4

sections on Environmental Justice and equity,
social and economic impacts, and  waste
transportation and tribal enterprises, and produced
draft text on mitigation to be included in
Chapters 5 and 7. The AIWS’s main activities
focused on a discussion of the meaning of
mitigation and related concepts in the NTS EIS.
The AIWS reviewed the archaeology section of
Chapter 5 of this EIS, as well as all other available
text, in order to establish a proper style for the
American Indian text.

In addition to the writing activities, the AIWS
reviewed information about other EIS projects,
such as Hickinson Petroglyph Recreation Park,
Navy Project Shoal Area Land Withdrawal, and
the Solar Request for Proposal. The AIWS
suggested that, to obtain an integrated view of
present and future activities in the area and
evaluate potential impacts, it is necessary to tie
these outside projects to the NTS EIS.

G.1.4 Review of the Framework for the
Resource Management Plan for the
Nevada Test Site

A key issue of this meeting was the discussion of
DOE/NV’s commitment to prepare a resource
management plan outline for the NTS. MaryEllen
Giampaoli, NTS EIS Project Manager, and Kurt
Rautenstrauch, EG&G Energy Measurements,
Inc., the DOE/NV contractor who prepared the
outline, led the discussion. The Framework for
the Resource Management Plan, Volume 2 of the
Final NTS EIS, describes how DOE/NV will
prepare the Resource Management Plan following
the release of the Record of Decision. The AIWS
reviewed the outline and drafted an action plan to
address the outline.

G.1.5 Fourth AIWS Meeting

Two AIWS meetings were held in Las Vegas,
Nevada, after the public review period for the
Draft NTS EIS (issued January 1996). The main
purposes of these meetings were (1) to review and
edit the Draft American Indian Comments for the
NTS EIS, (2) to respond to public comments on
document, and (3) to write additional text for
inclusion in the NTS EIS. The meetings were
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sponsored by the DOE/NV and facilitated by the
University of Arizona.

The fourth AIWS meeting was held at the Science
Applications International Corporation offices in
Las Vegas, Nevada, on March 18-21, 1996.
Present at this meeting were:

AIWS
Betty Cornelius
Richard Arnold
Maurice Frank
Don Cloquet

University of Arizona
Richard Stoffle
M. Nieves Zedeno

At this meeting, the AIWS refined the original list

of writing tasks and identified those tasks to be
completed before the Final NTS EIS is issued.
The writing tasks were:

1. Socioeconomic issues
2. Risk perception

3. Summary of the CGTO position regarding the
four NTS EIS alternatives

4. Waste transportation study

5. Comments on the Draft Framework for the
Resource Management Plan

6. Consultation procedures
7. Executive summary.

The AIWS completed the write-up of text on
socioeconomic issues, specifically, the impact of
NTS alternative actions on tribal employment and
education. This section is suggested for inclusion
in Chapter 4 of the NTS EIS (Volume 1). An
outline of American Indian consultation
procedures was also drafted for Chapter 8 of the
NTS EIS (Volume 1). A draft executive summary
for Appendix G and summary of the CGTO
position regarding the four NTS EIS action
alternatives were completed as well. Additionally,
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information on American Indian nuclear risk
perception was collected from the AIWS. This
information was developed into a section on
Environmental Justice for Chapters 4 and 5 of the
NTS EIS.

On Wednesday, March 20, 1996, the AIWS met
with DOE officials to discuss the current
American Indian involvement in the NTS EIS, as
well as other consultation issues. The DOE/NV
officials present at this meeting were Don Elle,
Director of the Environmental Protection Division;
Kathy Izell, Assistant Manager for Environment,
Safety, Security, and Health; Joe Fiore, Acting
Deputy Manager; Terry Vaeth, Acting Manager;
and Robert Furlow, Project Manager and Agency
Point of Contact for American Indian consultation.

On Thursday March 21, 1996, MaryEllen
Giampaoli, NTS EIS manager, and Timothy
Killen, task leader of the Draft Framework for the
Resource Management Plan, gave a brief
presentation of this document to the AIWS. The
AIWS decided to focus on comments for the
Resource Management Plan at the following
meeting. The text produced the fourth AIWS
meeting and was compiled into a workbook to be
submitted to the CGTO for review and comment.
G.1.6 NTS EIS Consultation Meeting with
the CGTO

On April 15-17, 1996, the DOE/NV conducted a
consultation meeting at the NTS with the CGTO
representatives to update them on the changes,
final schedule, and public comments for the NTS
EIS. The NTS EIS manager provided updated
information on these issues. The AIWS gave a
report of activities and writing tasks completed
during the fourth AIWS meeting. The CGTO
reviewed and commented on the draft text
developed by the AIWS and offered suggestions
for expanding sections of this text.

The AIWS also presented a draft of their paper
entitled Voicing American Indian Concerns
through an Indian EIS Writing Team to CGTO
representatives. The ATWS explained that this
paper will be presented at the Meetings of
National ~ Association of  Environmental
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Professionals in Houston, Texas, on June 4-6,
1996. The CGTO approved this presentation and
recommended that the DOE/NV fully support this
effort.
G.1.7  Fifth AIWS Meeting

After the CGTO meeting the AIWS continued
working on the write-up of new text for the
NTS EIS. The fifth ATWS meeting was held at the
offices of Science Applications International
Corporation in Las Vegas, Nevada, on
April 18-21, 1996. The main goals of this meeting
were (1) to incorporate the CGTO comments, and
complete and edit the text developed during the
fourth AIWS meeting, (2) to focus writing efforts
on the Transportation Study and the Framework
for the Resource Management Plan, and (3) to
complete an expanded inventory of American
Indian traditional-use plants and animals for the
NTS EIS. The AIWS also completed sections of
text on Perceived Risks and Environmental Justice
to be included in Chapter 5 of the NTS EIS.

On April 21, the AIWS completed the write-up of
new text for Appendix G, as well as sections of
text to be included in four chapters of Volume 1
and in three chapters of Volume 2 (Framework for
the Resource Management Plan) of the NTS EIS.
By the end of the fifth AIWS meeting, new text
produced for the two volumes of the NTS EIS and
for Appendix G included:

® Glossary

® Executive Summary

® AIWS meeting paper

®  Summary of the CGTO position regarding the
NTS EIS alternatives

® Socioeconomic Issues
® Environmental Justice
® Consultation Procedures

® . Comments on the Transportation Study

® Framework for the Resource Management
Plan.

The following section is an excerpt from the paper
entitled Voicing American Indian Concerns
through an Indian EIS Writing Team. The AIWS
will present this paper at the annual meeting of the
National  Association of = Environmental
Professionals in Houston, Texas. The excerpt
explains how the AIWS proceeded to write this
text, their role and responsibilities in the
production of the American Indian Resource
Document, and the difficulties they had to
overcome throughout the preparation of text for
the NTS EIS. A copy of the published proceedings
paper (National Association of Environmental
Professionals Conference Proceedings) will be
available through the DOE/NV Environmental
Protection Division Office after June 7, 1996.

G.2 Voicing American Indian Concerns
Through an Indian EIS Writing Team

Prepared By:

Richard Arnold, Pahrump Indian Tribe,
Pahrump, NV
Don Cloquet, Las Vegas Indian Center,
Las Vegas, NV ' _
Betty Cornelius, Colorado River Indian Tribe,
Parker, AZ
Maurice Frank, Yomba Shoshone Tribe,
Austin, NV
Glen Hooper, Yomba Shoshone Tribe,
Austin, NV
Gaylene Moose, Big Pine Indian Tribe, Big
Pine, CA
Neddeen Naylor, Lone Pine Indian Tribe,
Lone Pine, CA
G.2.1  Abstract
An American Indian writing team appointed by the
19 members of the CGTO prepared text for direct
inclusion in the NTS EIS, prepared under the
supervision of the DOE/NV. The procedure of
having American Indians work directly on this EIS
has produced relevant text in a timely manner,
while keeping secret certain knowledge about
Indian cultural resources.
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G.2.2  Excerpt Introduction

American Indian concerns are by law and
regulation to be incorporated into the
environmental impact assessments of planned
federal projects. Tribes do not consider
themselves as “stakeholders” as defined, but rather
a sovereign government within the boundaries of
the United States who have a unique relationship
and status unlike any other. All too often tribal
input is gathered through regularly scheduled
public scoping meetings. This approach is not the
appropriate manner in which to involve Indian
tribes. These tribal governments, and the people
they represent, generally desire to have their
environmental action preferences fully voiced in
the NTS EIS on a government-to-government
basis.

Two factors directly impact the quantity and
quality of Indian participation: (1) the time
permitted for their involvement; and (2) the level
of confidentiality that can be provided to protect
cultural resources. Time is needed for Indian
tribes to understand what actions are being
proposed and to learn what rules govern the
production of this EIS so that knowledgeable tribal
members can be selected to participate and devote
sufficient time for the identification and evaluation
of potentially impacted resources. When past
American Indian studies can be used as a base,
shorter evaluation periods ‘are appropriate;
unfortunately, there is a national tendency to
involve tribes late in this EIS process or not at all.
Indian people demand rights of meaningful
involvement and confidentiality of information
shared about sacred places and natural resources
used in ceremonies, and do not want these
threatened by being made public during this EIS
process. Indian people would prefer not to
participate in this EIS unless they can be assured
that sharing culturally sensitive information with
the agency will afford more protection rather than
threaten cultural resources. This paper describes
the formation and successful performance of the
first American Indian EIS writing team established
and supported by a major federal agency. The
paper describes how past DOE/NV consultations
with the 19 members of the CGTO provided the
foundation of knowledge and trust that made the
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Indian EIS writing team possible. The paper
includes how the DOE/NV EIS writing team
trained the Indian writing team so that Indian EIS
text would be produced under common
assumptions and with similar quality controls.
The paper ends with a general model for involving
American Indian tribal governments and
organizations into the EIS process, using -the
Indian EIS writing team approach.

G.2.3 Issues in the Functioning of the
Subgroup

G.2.3.1 Translating Ideas. Members of the
AIWS had to learn about this EIS and how to
translate American Indian concerns into the EIS
language. When members of the CGTO talk
among themselves, they do so from the perspective
of a common culture and history. Many issues are
understood, and these remain an unspoken
dimension of American Indian conversations.
Some issues are specific to gender; there are issues
that women are assumed to know about and when
discussion turns to these subjects men listen rather
than speak. Other issues involve respect for age;
elders have a special place in these Indian
societies, so when they speak special attention is
given. Even the style of speech is an understood
issue of communication, because there is an
appropriate amount of time after a speaker ends
his presentation before someone else should speak.
There are certain understandings that should not
be expressed in public communication, especially
when non-Indians are present. When certain
issues are discussed, Indian speakers may be
accused of "Talking Too Much or Telling Too
Much." All these dimensions of culturally based
Indian communication can be challenged when
AIWS members translate their assessments of
potential project impacts into the language of the
EIS.

The amount of responsibility placed on the AIWS
members is in direct proportion to the amount of
consultation that has occurred between the agency
and the culturally affiliated tribes. When the
AIWS has years of consultation on which to build
an EIS argument, they are more confident of what
variables they suggest and of ways to study the
issue. Key here is the issue of cultural
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confidentiality, because certain issues may be
inappropriate for public discussion. The AIWS
will always be concerned about "Not saying too
much to non-Indians.” If the issues have emerged
in previous consultation studies, however, the
AIWS can simply raise the variable and cite the
report. The NTS consultation has produced
10 years of issues raised and studies completed, so
when talking about cultural resources, the AIWS

-worked from a position of strength. When they

moved to topics that had not been previously
assessed, however, they were much more tenuous
about raising issues and suggesting research
methodologies and anticipating the findings of
systematic research.

G.2.3.2 Negotiating Text. In an EIS, all
variables, levels of analysis, and descriptive text is
negotiated. By this, it is understood that
something like the relationship between economics
and residence on a reservation or radiation and air
as a living organism cannot become a variable for
consideration in the EIS unless a strong and
reasonable argument can be made by someone that
it is potentially impacted by the proposed actions
under consideration. Generally, variables are
established very early in the scoping stages of an
EIS. Clear cause and effect hypotheses must be
described before a variable is included and before
a study can be designed to assess potential
impacts. Once a variable becomes a part of the
EIS analysis, it is necessary then to specify the
type and level of analysis required to fully or
appropriately assess the potential impact of ‘the
proposed project on it. A study design is agreed
to, funds are allocated, and a research team is
selected to conduct the research. When the
analysis is completed, the EIS team must decide
how much space to allocate for presenting the
findings. Since all EIS text is negotiated, the
further along the EIS process proceeds the more
difficult it is to change the structure of the
document. Early involvement of Indian writers
assures them a better chance to produce and argue
the EIS studies and findings.

Consensus decisionmaking characterizes how most
American Indian committees operate. In this
context, alternative views are carefully expressed
so as not to imply others are incorrect. Forceful
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debate is not encouraged, because of the mutual
respect observed and the ongoing relationships
between the committee members is considered
more important than a specific issue under
discussion.

The EIS process is a virtual battle-ground - of
debate over which variables should be included,
how much data collection is needed, and the
amount of report space to allocate for presenting
the findings. EIS teams typically have dozens of
experts who represent the subject in the agency,
and generally have not and will not again work
directly with one another. The DOE EIS writing
team, for example, consisted of 80 experts with
more than 1,082 years of collective professional
research and EIS preparation experience. Their
performance is judged by their unit in the agency
according to how much attention the EIS devotes
to their subjects. Good debate resolutions are
often described as being when everyone is equally
unhappy about the decision. In this environment,
the AIWS had to change the rules under which
they would operate and become each other's first
critic. If they could not convince each other, then
they probably could neither convince the EIS
writing team nor the agency decisionmakers who
would use the findings to formulate a Record of
Decision.

G.2.3.3 Supporters and Detractors. The Indian
writers' involvement in this EIS process would not
have occurred or been as successful without the
foresight and continuous commitment of key
federal employees and program managers who
supported the American Indian writing effort.
Since the inclusion of Indian writers in an EIS had
never been undertaken previously by the DOE,
various apprehensions developed, as might be
expected. Interestingly enough, during this EIS
scoping period, many of the concerns about the
potential adverse effects of American Indian
involvement were voiced by individuals who
neither worked on the EIS study team nor worked
with the DOE/NV. These concerns ranged from
questioning the appropriateness of actually
including American Indian perspectives in an EIS,
to the fear of setting a precedence within the DOE
and in other federal agencies.

G-9
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Throughout the development of the actual text and
the final source document, those individuals who
originally expressed doubts about the process
regained their confidence, and eventually
concluded that American Indians should be
included in the EIS process in order to share
important cultural information relating to the area.
Additionally, the Indian writers provided
interpretative information that many times either
expanded or contradicted the conclusions of other
scientists involved in the EIS. Often times,
reconsideration . .and estimations about the
cumulative effects on their reservations were
provided, which were typically overlooked or
misunderstood. Many of those who initially were
considered detractors have now seen the
demonstrated value of Indian writers in the EIS.
Both the U.S. Bureau of Land Management and
the U.S. Forest Service (not initial critics) have
now contacted the CGTO about similar
involvement in their agency's EIS and resource
management plans.

G.2.3.4 Trainers. How do you get a team of
Indian people up to speed quickly so they can
understand what data and writing rules govern the
production of an EIS? Probably one of the most
challenging tasks for both the American Indian
writers and the DOE scientists was learning about
each other’s frame of reference. According to one
member of the AIWS, although we never fully
understood each other, a better understanding and
familiarity was achieved. This was followed by
explanations about the scientific outcomes and
data in a manner which was responsive to the
needs of the Indian writers. Some of the primary
ways of presenting this information was to respond
to direct questions, provide background
information about the project, thoroughly explain
the study design, and finally concluding with an
analysis and interpretation of scientific findings.
This approach worked successfully and allowed
the presented information to be discussed among
the writers who in turn formulated the information
within their own cultural context and frame of
reference. Occasionally, difficulties arose due to
the complexities of a sitewide EIS and in
understanding the relationship, if any, to other
EIS's and environmental assessments that were
occurring simultaneously within the DOE.

To further ensure that the text developed by the
Indian writing team was appropriate and consistent
with the rest of the EIS document, ongoing
critiques of Draft Indian text were requested by
the Indian writers. Key people were identified
from the EIS writing team to help critique the
format and style of the EIS text produced by the
Indian writers. These key people possessed
previous cross-cultural interactions and had
experience with diverse populations. This type of
background proved to be invaluable throughout
the entire process.

G.24 Where Do We Go From Here?

After completion of the final text, the AIWS made
a formal presentation to the entire CGTO for
review and acceptance.  This presentation
provided an opportunity for writers to describe the
EIS process, dilemmas, and a comprehensive
overview of the text. Members of the CGTO were
asked to thoroughly review the document, make
editorial changes, and provide any new
information not previously addressed. This
information was then synthesized by the AIWS for
inclusion into the text.

This particular meeting was a very intense
experience due to the complexities surrounding the
NTS EIS. However, when discussions revolved
around familiar topics such as Indian place names,
or plant and animal identification, the demeanor of
the meeting changed drastically. At the
conclusion of the meeting, the CGTO made
various recommendations including support for the
AIWS to present this paper describing their
experiences with the NTS EIS.

The CGTO hopes that their effort will encourage
other federal agencies to include American Indian
tribes and organizations into their EIS processes
and to encourage American Indian tribes and
organizations to become actively involved in the
protection of their interests.

Over the last decade, the DOE NV has supported
a series of systematic American Indian studies that
have provided an extensive set of elders’ opinions
about the cultural significance of the lands and the
natural resources of the NTS. Despite this
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extensive effort, many studies are yet to be
undertaken, and some kinds of studies are yet to be
proposed. Naturally, a full assessment of potential
projects requires a complete database of American
Indian opinion regarding a variety of topics. As
new studies are completed, Indian people will be
able to speak with increasing confidence when
invited to participate in the assessment of potential
DOE activities.

The AIWS and the CGTO are becoming
recognized for their knowledge and expertise
gained throughout the EIS process. Their efforts
can serve as a model for involving American
Indians in future EIS efforts. Already other Indian
tribes and federal agencies are reviewing this
process and considering similar American Indian
participation in the management of Indian holy
lands.

G.3 Native American Overview

G.3.1  Centrality Issue

For many centuries, the NTS has been a central
place in the lives of American Indians. The NTS
and nearby lands contain traditional gathering,
ceremonial, and recreational areas for Indian
people. From antiquity to contemporary times,
this area has been used continuously by many
tribes. It contains numerous ceremonial resources
and power places that are crucial for the
continuation of American Indian culture, religion,
and society. Until the mid-1900s, traditional
festivals involving religious and secular activities
attracted Indian people to the area from as far as
San Bernardino, California. Similarly, groups
came to the area from a broad region during the
hunting season and used animal and plant
resources that were crucial for their survival and
cultural practices.

Many non-Indian peoples hold a different view of
these lands. For example, the U.S. Federal
Government has maintained the perception that the
NTS is a remote wasteland with very low
population density and other characteristics that
make it ideal for developing defense and energy
projects. Because of this “wasteland perception,”

NTS lands have been withdrawn by the Federal
Government since 1943.

Despite the loss of some traditional lands to
pollution and reduced access, Indian people have
neither lost their ancestral ties to, nor have
forgotten, their cultural resources on the NTS.
There is continuity in the American Indian use of
and broad cultural ties to the NTS. Indian people
have cared for NTS resources and will continue to
do so.

The NTS land was part of cultural landscapes that
extended many miles in all directions. Because
this land is a part and not the whole, it is,
therefore, essential that DOE determinations of
cultural affiliation, ancestral ties, and impact of
NTS actions and programs on traditional Indian
culture, religion, and society be made according to
the broad regional use of NTS lands.

Recognizing this continuity in traditional ties

between the NTS and Indian people, in 1985 the
DOE  began long-term research involving the
inventory and evaluation of American Indian
cultural resources in the area. This research was
designed. to comply with the AIRFA, which
specifically reaffirms the First Amendment of the
United States Constitution and protects the rights
of American Indian people to have access to lands
and resources essential in the conduct of their

 traditional religion. These rights are exercised not

only in tribal lands, but also. beyond the
boundaries of a reservation (Stoffle et al., 1994a).

To reinforce their cultural affiliation rights and.to
prevent the loss of ancestral ties to the NTS,
17 tribes and organizations have aligned
themselves together to form the CGTO. This
group is formed by officially appointed
representatives who are responsible for
representing their respective tribal concerns and
perspectives. The CGTO has established a long-
standing relationship with the DOE. The primary
focus of the group has been the protection of
cultural resources. The DOE and the CGTO have
participated in cultural resource management
projects, including the Yucca Mountain Project
(Stoffle, 1987; Stoffle et al., 1988b, 1989a, 19890,
1990a, 1990b, 1990c; Stoffle and Evans, 1988,
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1990, 1992) and the Underground Weapons
Testing Project (Stoffle et al., 1994b).

The extensive information compiled through long- -

term research sponsored by the DOE demonstrates
that American Indian cultural resources are not
limited to archaeological or historical remains of
native ancestors, but include all natural resources,
as well as geological formations contained in the
NTS landscape. Natural resources constitute
critical components of American Indian daily life
and religious beliefs. Plants and animals are a
source of food, raw materials, and medicine.
Ritual practices cannot be properly carried out
without plants and animals. Similarly, natural

landforms mark locations that are significant for -

keeping the historic memory of American Indian
people alive and for teaching children about their
culture and history.

This land and its resources are well-known by
American Indian people, who consider the NTS as
a central part of their cultural landscape. This
knowledge has allowed them to be self-sufficient
and to transfer all their cultural values and
practices to future generations until this day.
G.3.2 American Indian Cultural Resources
G.3.2.1 Nevada Test Site. The CGTO knows,
based upon its collective knowledge of Indian
culture and past American Indian studies, that
American Indian people view cultural resources as
being integrated. Thus, certain systematic studies
of a variety of American Indian cultural resources
must be conducted before the cultural significance
of a place, area, or region can be fully assessed.
Although some of these studies have been
conducted on the NTS and nearby lands, many
studies still need to be completed. In some
portions of the NTS, a number of American Indian
studies have been conducted, while in other areas
studies have not begun. A number of studies are
currently planned.

Indian people can fully assess the cultural
significance of a place and its associated natural
and cultural resources when all studies have been
completed and our governments and tribal
organizations have reviewed the recorded thoughts

of our elders and have officially supported these
conclusions. American Indian studies focus on
one topic at a time so that tribes and organizations
can send experts in the subject being assessed.
The following is a list of studies that are required
for a complete American Indian assessment:

1. Ethnoarchaeology - the interpretation of the
physical artifacts produced by our Indian
ancestors

2. Ethnobotany - the identification and interpre-
tation of the plants used by Indian people

3. Ethnozoology - the identification and interpre-
tation of the animals used by Indian people

4. Rockart - the identification and interpretation
of traditional Indian paintings and rock
peckings

5. Traditional Cultural Properties - the identi-
fication and interpretation of places of central
cultural importance to a people, called
Traditional Cultural Properties; often Indian
people refer to these as “power places”

6. Ethnogeography - the identification and
interpretation of soil, rocks, water, and air

7. Cultural Landscapes - the identification and
interpretation of spatial units that are
culturally and geographically unique areas for
American Indian people.

When all of these subjects have been studied, then
it will be possible for American Indian people to
assess three critical issues: (1) What is the natural
condition of this portion of our traditional lands?
(2) What has changed due to DOE activities? and
(3) What impacts will proposed alternatives have
on either furthering existing changes in the natural
environment or restoring our traditional lands to
their natural condition? Indian people believe that
the natural state of their traditional lands was what
existed before 1492, when Indian people were fully

- responsible for the continued use and management

of these lands.
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The NTS and nearby lands were central to the
Western Shoshone, Owens Valley Paiute, and
Southern Paiute people (see Figure G-1, American
Indian region of influence map). The lands were
central in the lives of these people and so were
mutually shared for religious ceremony, resource
use, and social events (Stoffle et al., 1990a and b).
When Europeans encroached on these lands, the
numbers of Indian people, their relations with one
another, and the condition of their traditional lands
began to change. European diseases killed many
Indian people; European animals replaced Indian
animals and disrupted fields of natural plants;
Europeans were guided to and then assumed control
over Indian minerals; and Europeans took Indian
agricultural areas.

The withdrawal of Nevada’s lands for the use of the
War Department as an aerial bombing and gunnery
range in 1942 (Executive Orders No. 8578 of
October 1940 and No. 9019 of January 12, 1942)
and later the final land withdrawal of February 12,
1952 (Public Law Order 805), for use by the
Atomic Energy Commission, continued the process
of Euroamerican encroachment on these Indian
lands. Pollution and destruction followed in the
form of bombs and atomic testing, thus causing
some places to become unusable again for Indian
people. On the other hand, many places were
protected by this land withdrawal because
pothunters were kept from stealing artifacts from
rock shelters and European animals were kept from
grazing on Indian plants. The forced removal of
Indian people from the NTS lands was combined
with their involuntary registration and removal to
distant reservations in the early 1940s. Indian
people were thus removed from lands that had been
central in their lives for thousands of years.

Despite the pollution and destruction of some
cultural resources and the physical separation from
the NTS and neighboring lands, Indian people
continue to value and recognize the central role of
these lands in their continued survival. Recognizing
this continuity in traditional ties between the NTS
and Indian people, the DOE in 1985 began long-
term research involving the inventory and
evaluation of American Indian cultural resources
in the area. This research was designed to comply
with AIRFA, which specifically reaffirms the First

Amendment of the U.S. Constitution rights of
American Indian people to have access to lands and
resources essential in the conduct of their traditional
religion. These rights are exercised not only in
tribal lands, but also beyond the boundaries of a
reservation (Stoffle et al., 1994a and b).

To reinforce their cultural affiliation rights and to
prevent the loss of ancestral ties to the NTS,
17 tribes and organizations have aligned themselves
to form the CGTO. This group is formed by
officially appointed representatives who are
responsible for representing their respective tribal
concerns and perspectives. The CGTO has
established a long-standing relationship with the
DOE. The primary focus of the group has been the
protection of cultural resources.

The DOE and the CGTO have participated in
cultural resource management projects, including
the Yucca Mountain Project (Stoffle, 1987; Stoffle
et al., 1988b, 1989a, 1989b, 1990a, 1990b, 1990c;
Stoffle and Evans, 1988; 1990; 1992;) and the
Underground Weapons Testing Project (Stoffle
et al., 1994a and b). These studies are used in this
report, along with the collective knowledge of the
CGTO, as the basis of the comments in this NTS
EIS. The cultural resource management projects
sponsored by the DOE have been extremely useful
for expanding the inventory of American Indian
cultural resources beyond the identification of
archaeological remains and historic propetties.

To date, the DOE/NV’s American Indian Program
in the Environmental Protection Division has
supported the in-depth study of 107 plants and more
than 20 animals that are present on the NTS. These
plants and animals (see Tables G-1 and G-2) were
identified by Indian elders as part of their traditional
resources. Attachments A and B contain all plants
and animals that are both present on the NTS and
potentially will affect American Indian cultural
resources within an area roughly bounded and
known from various sources to have been used by
either Western Shoshone, Southern Paiutes, or
Owens Valley Paiutes. Attachments A and B also
contain the Indian names for these plants and
animals.
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Table G-1. American Indian traditional-use plants present at the NTS (Page 1 of 4)
Scientific Name Common Name GC/UTTR YM PM/RM

1. Ambrosia dumosa White bursage X

2. Amelanchier utahensis serviceberry X

3. Amsinckia tesselata fiddleneck X

4. Anemopsis balifomica yerba mansa X

5. Arabis pulchra wild mustard X

6. Artemisia ludoviciana sagebrush, wormwood X X

7. Artemisia nova black sagebrush X X
8. Artemisia tridentata big sagebrush X X
9. Atriplex canescens four-winged saltbush X

10. Atriplex confertifolia shadscale X

11. Brodiaea pulchella desert hyacinth X

12. Calochortus bruneaunis sego lily X
13. Calochortus flexuosus mariposa lily X

14. Carex spp. sedge X

15. Castilleja chromosa Indian paintbrush X

16. Castilleja martinii narrowleaf paintbrush X
17. Ceratoides lanata winterfat X
18. Chenopodium fremontii Fremont goosefoot X
19. Chrysothamnus nauseosus rabbitbrush X X X
20. Cirsium mohavense desert thistle X
21. Coleogyne ramosissima black brush X
22. Coryphantha vivipara var. fishhook cactus X X
23. Coryphantha vivipara var. foxtail cactus X
24. Datura meteloides jimsonweed X X
25. Descurainia pinnata tansy mustard X
26. Distichlis spicata salt grass X
27. Echinocactus polycephalus cotton-top cactus X
28. Echinocereus englemannii hedge hog cactus X X
29. Eleocharis palustris spikerush. X
30. Elymus elymoides squirrel tail X
31. Encelia virginensis var. brittlebush X

NOTE: American Indian traditional-use plants present in the NTS area are identified in the project reports entitled Native
American Plant Resources in the Yucca Mountain Area, Nevada (YM) (Stoffle et al., 1989b) and Native American Cultural
Resources on Pahute and Rainier Mesas, Nevada Test Site (PM/RM) (Stoffle et al., 1994b). This table includes traditional-use

plants identified in the Colorado River Corridor Study (GC) and in the Utah Test and Training Range Study (UTTR) that are also
present at the NTS (see NTS EIS, Table 4-38).
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Table G-1. American Indian traditional-use plants present at the NTS (Page 2 of 4)

Scientific Name Common Name GC/UTTR YM PM/RM
32. Ephedra nevadensis Indian tea ) X X X
33. Ephedra viridis Indian tea X X
34. Eriastrum eremicum desert eriastrum X
35. Eriogonum inflatum desert trumpet X
36. Erodium cicutarium herringbill X
37. Euphorbia albomarginata rattlesnake weed X X
38. Geastrum spp. carthstar X
39. Gilia inconspicua ___gilia X
40. Grayia spinosa spiny hop sage X
41. Gutierrezia microcephala matchweed X X
42. Juncus mexicanus wire grass X
43. Juniperus osteosperma juniper, cedar X X X
44. Krameria parvifolia range ratany X
45. Larrea tridentata creosote bush X X
46. Lewisia rediviva bitter root X
47. Lycium andersonii wolfberry X X
48. Lichen lichen X X
49. Lycium pallidum wolfberry X
50. Menodora spinescens spiny menodora X
51. Mentzelia albicaulis desert corsage X X
52. Mirabilis multifiora four o'clock X X
53. Nicotiana attenuata coyote tobacco X
54. Nicotiana trigonophylla Indian tobacco X X
55. Opuntia basilaris beavertail cactus X X
56. Opuntia echinocarpa golden cholla cactus X
57. Opuntia erinacea Mojave prickly pear X X
58. Opuntia polycantha grizzly bear cactus X
59. Orobanche corymbosa broomrape, wild X
60. Oryzopsis (Stipa) hymenoides Indian ricegrass X X X
61. Penstemon floridus Panamint beard tongue X
62. Penstemon pahutensis Pahute beard tongue X

NOTE: American Indian traditional-use plants present in the NTS area are identified in the project reports entitled Native
American Plant Resources in the Yucca Mountain Area, Nevada (YM) (Stoffle et al., 1989b) and Native American Cultural
Resources on Pahute and Rainier Mesas, Nevada Test Site (PM/RM) (Stoffle et al., 1994b). This table includes traditional-use
plants identified in the Colorado River Corridor Study (GC) and in the Utah Test and Training Range Study (UTTR) that are also
present at the NTS (see NTS EIS, Table 4-38).

G-15 Volume 1, Appendix G



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Table G-1. American Indian traditional-use plants present at the NTS (Page 3 of 4)

Scientific Name Common Name GC/UTTR YM PM/RM
63. Peraphyllum ramosissimum squawapple X
64. Phragmites australis ’ cane, reed X X
65. Pinus monophylla pinyon pine X X
66. Prosopis glandulosa mesquite X X
67. Prosopis pubescens screwbean X
68.  Psorothamnus polydenius : dotted dalea X
69. Purshia glandulosa : buckbrush X
70. Purshia mexicaha cliffrose X
71. Purshia tridentata buckbrush X
72. Quercus gambelii scrub oak X X
73. Rhus aromatica skunkbush, sumac X
74. Rhus trilobata var. anisophylla squawbush X
75. Rhus trilobata var. simplicifolia squawbush X X
76. Ribes cereum white squaw currant X
77. Ribes velutinum desert gooseberry X
78. Rosa woodsii woods rose ' X
79. Rumex crispus curly dock, wild rhubarb X
80. Salix exigua willow X X
81. Salix gooddingii black willow X X
82. Salsola iberica Russian thistle X X
83. Salvia columbariae , chia sage X
84. Salvia dorrii purple sage, Indian X
85. Sarcobatus vermiculatus greasewood X
86. Sisymbrium altissimum tumbling mustard X
87. Sphaeralcea ambigua globe mallow X X X
88. Stanleya pinnata Indian spinach X X X
890. Stephanomeria sp. spinosa spiny wire lettuce, gum X X
90. Stipa speciosa ' bunchgrass
91. Streptanthella longirostris wild mustard X
92. Streptanthus cordatus wild mustard X
93. Suaeda torreyana seepweed X
94. Symphoricarpos longiflorus snowberry X

NOTE: American Indian traditional-use plants present in the NTS area are identified in the project reports entitled Native
American Plant Resources in the Yucca Mountain Area, Nevada (YM) (Stoffle et al., 1989b) and Native American Cultural
Resources on Pahute and Rainier Mesas, Nevada Test Site (PM/RM) (Stoffle et al., 1994b). This table includes traditional-use
plants identified in the Colorado River Corridor Study (GC) and in the Utah Test and Training Range Study (UTTR) that are also
present at the NTS (see NTS EIS, Table 4-38).
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Table G-1. American Indian traditional-use plants present at the NTS (Page 4 of 4)

Scientific Name Commeon Name GC/UTTR YM PM/RM

95. Symphoricarpos spp. snowberry

96. Tessaria sericeae arrowweed X X

97. Thamnosma montana turpentine bush X X

98. Thelypodium integrifolium wild cabbage X

99. Typha domingensis cattail X

100. Typha latifolia cattail X X

101. Veronica anagallis-aquatica speedwell X

102. Vitis arizonica wild grapé X X

103. Xylorhiza tortifolia desert aster X

104. Yucca baccata banana yucca X X X
105. Yucca brevifolia Joshua tree X

106. Yucca spp. yucca X

107. Yucca schidigera Mojave yucca ;Spanish X

NOTE: American Indian traditional-use plants present in the NTS area are identified in the project reports entitled Native
American Plant Resources in the Yucca Mountain Area, Nevada (YM) (Stoffle et al., 1989b) and Native American Cultural
Resources on Pahute and Rainier Mesas, Nevada Test Site (PM/RM) (Stoffle et al., 1994b). This table includes traditional-use
plants identified in the Colorado River Corridor Study (GC) and in the Utah Test and Training Range Study (UTTR) that are also

present at the NTS (see NTS EIS, Table 4-38).
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Table G-2. American Indian traditional-use animals present at the NTS

Scientific Name

Common name

Alectoris chukar

chukar

Ammospermophilus leucurus

white-tailed antelope squirrel

Amphispiza bilienata black-throated sparrow
Aquila chrysaetos golden eagle

Buteo jamaicensis red-tailed hawk
Callipepla gambelii Gambel's quail

Canis latrans coyote

Cicadidae spp. ' cicada

Cnemidophorus tigris

western whiptail lizard

Canis latrans coyote
Colaptes auratus northern flicker
Crotalus spp. rattlesnake
Eutamias dorsalis cliff chipmunk

Felis concolor

mountain lion

Felis rufus

bobcat

Formicidae formicinae

mound-building ant (red and black ant)

Gopherus agassizii

desert tortoise

Haliaeetus leucocephalus bald cagle
Odocoileus hemionus mule deer
Ovis canadensis bighorn sheep
Sauromalus obesus chuckwalla

Spizella breweri

Brewer's sparrow

Stagmomantis spp.

praying mantis

Sylvilagus spp.

cottontail

Vulpes velox

kit fox

Zanaida macroura

mourning dove

NOTE: American Indian traditional-use animals are identified in the project report entitled Native
American Cultural Resources on Pahute and Rainier Mesas, Nevada Test Site (Stoffle et al.,
1994b). This table presents only a partial list of traditional-use animals present at the NTS (see

I NTS EIS, Table 4-39). To date, no systematic or extensive animal studies have been conducted at

the NTS.
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The CGTO knows that the actions considered in the
NTS EIS potentially will affect American Indian
cultural resources within an area roughly bounded
by where these people live today on their traditional
lands (see Figure G-1). The proposed NTS EIS
actions will have cultural effects within this region
of influence because of the cultural centrality of
these lands to all three ethnic groups (Western
Shoshone, Owens Valley Paiute, and Southern
Paiutes). Within this region of influence, specific
actions will have direct local impacts. Ultimately,
however, any action that moves the NTS away from

-or back towards its natural state has influence on all

Indian people.

The CGTO recognizes that some of the actions
proposed in the NTS EIS will have direct impacts
on other Indian tribes and organizations. For
example, the Project Shoal Area is located on the
traditional lands of Northern Paiute people. The
Eldorado Valley actions potentially impact the
Mohave people. The return of radioactive waste to
the NTS has permitted and potentially will permit
people like the Alaskan natives to have their lands
restored to a natural state (see Project Chariot
Report, DOE/NV, 1994). Therefore, the CGTO
defines the No Action Alternative region of
influence map in an effort to focus on the cultural
concerns of those people having traditional ties to
the NTS itself, but in so doing does not intend to
preclude the cultural concerns of other Indian ethnic
groups.

G.3.2.1.1 Mercury Valley, Section 4.1.10—The
CGTO knows that the Mercury Valley hydrographic
area contains a wide range of important cultural
resources, including plants, animals, and
archaeological sites. This knowledge comes from
frequent visits by CGTO members to this area.
Observed plants in this valley include Indian rice
grass (Oryzopsis hymenoides), prince's plume
(Stanleya pinnata), yucca (Yucca Baccata), and
sacred datura (Datura meteloides). These plants
represent sources of food, fiber, and medicine.
Some important animal resources are rabbit, turtle,
coyote, and chuckwalla. These and other Indian
cultural resources found in Mercury Valley were
and continue to be critical in the lives and culture of
Indian peoples. No systematic American Indian
studies have been conducted in Mercury Valley;

I
I
I
I
l
!
I
!
I
!
I
I
|
I
|
I
|
I
I
{
I
I
I
|
I
I
[
I
!
I
I
|
I
l

therefore, at this time, it is not possible to
completely assess the cultural significance of this
area.

G.3.2.1.2 Rock Valley, Section 4.1.10—The
CGTO knows that the Rock Valley hydrographic
area contains a wide range of important cultural
resources, including plants, animals, archaeological
sites, and minerals. One formal American Indian
plant study involving tribal elders who are plant
experts was conducted in Rock Valley as part of the
Yucca Mountain Project. A total of 32 medicine
and food plants in upper Rock Valley were
identified as part of the Yucca Mountain Project
ethnobotany study (Stoffle et al., 1989b). Another
10 traditional-use plants were identified at the
northeast base of Little Skull Mountain near the
divide between Rock Valley and Jackass Flats
(Stoffle et al.,, 1988a). Some of the important
animals in the valley include rabbit, turtle, coyote,
and whiptail lizard, which were used for food,
ceremony, and eye surgery. Systematic American
Indian studies of animals and archaeology have not
been conducted in Rock Valley; therefore, a
complete assessment of the cultural significance of
this area is not possible at this time.

G.3.2.1.3 Fortymile Canyon and Jackass Flats,
Section 4.1.10—The CGTO knows that the
Fortymile Canyon and Jackass Flats hydrological
area contains a wide range -of important cultural
resources, including plants, animals, archaeological
sites, minerals, and power places. Three formal

- plant studies were conducted in this area as part of

the Yucca Mountain Project; these studies identified
13 traditional-use plants (Stoffle et al., 1988a).

Fifteen formal ethnoarchaeological studies were
conducted in this area as part of the Yucca
Mountain Project; these studies identified numerous
archaeological resources in this area, dating as early
as Clovis (10,000 years ago) (Stoffle et al., 1989a).
Also present in this area are important minerals,
which were extracted by Indian people to make
tools and other stone artifacts. Traditional quarry
sites and localities are associated with these mineral
resources. At least one power place known to be
associated with traditional healing ceremonies is
located in this area. Fortymile Canyon is well-
known among Indian people who continue to use

G-19

Volume 1, Appendix G



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

OREGON

Owens
Valley
Paiute &
Western
Shoshone

CALIFO

AN
NI

50 0 50

IDAHO

RNIA

OO S W =

100 Miles 19

50 0

™= = e =

100 Kilometers Source: Adapted from D'Azevedo, 1986

Legend:

Benton Paiute Reservation

Timbisha Shoshone Reservation
Bishop Paiute Shoshone Reservation
Big Pine Paiute Shoshone Reservation
Fort Independence Paiute Reservation
Lone Pine Paiute Reservation

Yomba Shoshone Reservation
Duckwater Shoshone Reservation
Pahrump Paiute Tribe

Las Vegas Paiute Indian Colony

Las Vegas Indian Center

Chemehuevi Reservation

Colorado River Indian Tribes

Moapa Pauite Reservation

Shivwits (Pauite Indian Tribe of Utah)
Cedar City (Pauite Indian Tribe of Utah)
Indian Peaks {Pauite Indian Tribe of Utah)
Kanosh (Pauite Indian Tribe of Utah)
Koosharem (Pauite Indian Tribe of Utah)
Kaibab Paiute Reservation

Ely Shoshone Tribe

Tonopah Test Range

Figure G-1. American Indian region of influence for the NTS EIS
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either its traditional Shoshone name Dogowya
Hunumpi (Snake Wash) or the Owens Valley name
Towahonupi (Snake Canyon) to describe it. The
canyon was a significant crossroad where numerous
traditional Indian trails from distant places like
Owens Valley, Death Valley, and the Avawtz
Mountains came together (Stoffle et al., 1989a).
While many American Indian studies have been
conducted in this area, other cultural resources have
not been systematically studied. Other needed
studies include rock art (which is called in Southern
Paiute tumpituxwinap or literally “storied rocks™)
(Stoffle et al., 1995), power places, and animals.

G.3.2.14 Buckboard Mesa, Section 4.1.10 —
The CGTO knows that the Buckboard Mesa
hydrological area contains a wide range of
important cultural resources, including plants,
animals, archaeological sites, minerals, and power
places. Two ethnoarchaeological site visits have
been conducted in this area. One study was focused
on a power rock and a series of petroglyph panels
located at the southern end of Buckboard Mesa
(Stoftle et al., 1994a) and the second study included
a visit to rock shelters containing obsidian nodules,
artifacts, and Indian rock paintings. To the north of
Buckboard Mesa is an extensive area of obsidian
nodules which were significant in many ways to
Indian people. Scrugham Peak, a volcanic cone,
was preliminarily identified by Indian people as a
place of traditional power and ceremony. A full
cultural assessment of this place and its role in the
Buckboard Mesa area awaits systematic American
Indian traditional cultural property studies. While
some American Indian studies have been conducted
in this area, only a few archaeological sites have
been assessed. There have been no systematic
studies of plants, animals, and traditional cultural
propetties.

G.32.15 Oasis Valley, Section 4.1.10—The
CGTO knows that the Oasis Valley hydrologic area
is a part of the agricultural core area of a much
larger Indian district called Ogwe ‘pi by the Indian
people who used this farming, gathering, and
medicine area. The cultural significance of the
Ogwe'pi District is well established by document
research (Stoffle et al., 1988b), one plant area study,
one archaeological study area (Stoffle et al., 1994a),
and by interviews conducted during the 1930s.

' G.3.2.1.6

According to Indian people interviewed in the
1930s (Steward, 1938), the Ogwe'pi District
contained agricultural lands next to springs and
streams in Oasis Valley itself, while the uplands
formed by nearby mountains contributed pine nuts
and deer to the diet of the Indian people (Stoffle et
al., 1990b). The Ogwe pi District was an important
place for Indian trade and ceremonialism. Mineral
hot springs were used by Indian people for curing,
thus further increasing the cultural importance of
the Oasis Valley core area. During much of the
historic period, Indian people continued to live in
Oasis Valley and use the surrounding uplands of the
Ogwe'pi District. - Much of the Oasis Valley
hydrological basin has not been systematically
studied by American Indian people. Therefore, at
this time, it is not possible to fully assess the
cultural significance of all places in the Oasis
Valley.

Gold Flat, Section 4.1.10—The
CGTO knows that the Gold Flat hydrological area
contains a wide range of important cultural
resources including plants, archaeological sites, and
power places. This conclusion is based on
American Indian studies conducted along the
central and northern portions of Pahute Mesa.
These studies identified 42 species of Indian plants
found in this area (Stoffle et al., 1994b). American
Indian archaeological studies in this area document
the presence of living areas, food and tool
processing areas, burial sites, and power places.
Initial animal studies indicate the presence of
culturally significant species, such as hawks and
eagles. At this time, it is not possible to make a full
cultural assessment of this hydrological area
because only the Pahute Mesa has been studied and
additional studies are planned to assess rock art and
traditional cultural properties.

G.3.2.1.7 Kawich Valley, Section 4.1.10—The
CGTO knows that the Kawich Valley hydrological
area contains a wide range of important Indian
cultural resources, including plants, animals,
archaeological sites, and places of both power and
ceremony. This knowledge comes from a series of
systematic American Indian studies on Pahute Mesa
regarding plants and -animals and by selected
observations by individual Indian people. A total of

42 plants were identified from 6 plant locations,
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36 of which are still used today (Stoffle et al.,
1994b). Interviews with Indian experts about
animals indicated a number of culturally significant
species, including hawks and eagles, and a unique
species of ant valued as both food and medicine.
Archaeological studies at sites indicate the presence
of living areas and places where food and plants
were processed (Stoffle et al.,, 1994b). Kawich
Valley contains an important trail used within the
current memory of Indian people. Members of the
Kawich family visited this area and recounted
family memories of Kawich Valley and the use of
Pahute Mesa. Individual Indian people identified
places in Gold Meadows where places of power and
ceremony traditionally occurred, but no systematic
interviews on this issue have been conducted. The
CGTO has recommended that the Gold Meadows
area be set aside for special protection and use by
Indian people because of the concentration and
variety of Indian cultural resources it contains. The
cultural significance of the entire Kawich Valley
hydrological area cannot be assessed at this time
because studies have been limited to Pahute Mesa
and because both traditional cultural properties and
animal studies are planned for the area.

G.3.2.1.8 Emigrant Valley, Section 4.1.10—The
CGTO knows that the Emigrant Valley hydrological
area contains a wide variety of important cultural
resources, including plants, animals, and
archaeological sites becanse it is next to
Gold Meadows and Rainier Mesa = areas
(Stoffle et al, 1994b). Indian people have
requested access to this area but have not been
permitted to either visit or conduct systematic
interviews here; therefore, all current information
about this area derives from recorded and
unrecorded Indian oral history. It is known that an
Indian man who received the Anglo name Panamint
Joe Stuart was from the Belted Range, which is the
western boundary of the Emigrant Valley (Steward,
1938). Steward's Indian interviews conducted in
the 1930s indicated that, in the late 1800s, there
were 15 known locations of Indian camps in the
Belted Range (Steward, 1938). Steward's
interviews revealed that the Indian people of these
Belted Range villages associated with the Indian
people in the Kawich Range to the east and the
Beatty people to the southwest. These data support
the tentative conclusion of the AIWS that the two

valleys have similar levels of cultural significance.
No systematic Indian studies have been conducted
in Emigrant Valley, so a complete cultural
assessment is not possible at this time.

G.3.2.1.9 Yucca Flat, Section 4.1.10—The
CGTO knows that the Yucca Flat hydrological area
contains a wide variety of culturally important
Indian resources, including plants, animals,
archaeological sites, rock paintings, and ceremonial
areas. Systematic American Indian studies have
been conducted along the southern rim and base of
Rainier Mesa, in ‘the Eleana Range, on the
northeastern flank of Shoshone Mountain and along
the western edge of Yucca Flat itself. Plant studies
indicate that 2 species are located in the more arid
lowlands, 13 species at Tippipah Spring, 21 species
at Captain Jack Spring, 11 species at White Rock
Spring, and 4 species on the mesa rim (Stoffle et al.,
1988a). The few interviews with Indian people
about animals observed in this area do indicate that
many significant animals are present, including
mountain lion, deer, and hawks. The area is
archaeologically complex with major camps located
at permanent springs and food and tool processing
places scattered throughout the area. All the springs
in this area were permanent Indian camps.
White Rock Spring, Toshatimbibah, had a major
settlement call 7unava in the late 1880s and was a
central place for interethnic gatherings. Indian
people came to these ceremonies from distant
communities. These ceremonies included major
annual rabbit drives and dances that lasted up to a
month (Steward, 1938). This spring was the home
of a regional chief whose name was Wangagwana
(Steward, 1938). The White Rock Spring was
occupied by Indian people until the 1930s and used
until the mid-1950s after the NTS was officially
withdrawn from public use. The cultural
significance of the western portion of this
hydrological area is well established; however, no
studies have been conducted in the central, eastern,
and southern portions of this area. Because
additional American Indian studies are planned and
some areas have not been studied, a full cultural
assessment of this area is not possible at this time.

G.3.2.1.10 Frenchman Flat, Section 4.1.10—The
CGTO knows that the Frenchman Flat hydrological
area contains a wide variety of plants, animals, and
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archaeological sites of cultural importance to Indian
people. Systematic studies of both plants and
archaeology sites have been conducted in the west-
central portion of this area. A total of 20 plant
species were identified at 2 plant study locations,
with 2 species identified on a flat area near the
eastern flank of Mt. Sayler and another 18 species
identified at Cane Spring (Stoffle et al., 1988a). A
complete cultural assessment of this area is not
possible at this time because past studies were
geographically and topically restricted.

G.3.2.1.11 Tonopah Test Range, Section 4.1.10—
The CGTO knows that the Tonopah Test Range
contains significant cultural resources, including
plants, animals, archaeological sites, and places of
historic value to Indian people. This is known from
Indian interviews conducted in the 1930s (Steward,
1938) and from recent plant, animal, and

archaeology studies conducted south of this area in

comparable environments (Stoffle et al., 1990b,
1994a and b). These studies document long-term
and extensive involvement of Indian people in these
traditional lands. These were among the last areas
lived in before Indian people were forced out of the
area to live on more distant Indian reservations. As
aresult of oral history, Indian people know there are
various types of cultural resources located in this
study area, but cannot provide site-specific
information at this time. No Indian people officially
representing the CGTO have visited the Tonopah
Test Range or any other portion of the Nellis
Air Force Range (NAFR) Complex, although such
interviews have been requested and one initial
meeting with an NAFR Complex archaeologist has
occurred. Therefore, it is not possible to fully
assess the cultural significance of the
Tonopah Test Range at this time.

G.3.2.1.12 Nellis Air Force Range Complex,
Section 4.1.10—The CGTO knows that the
Double Tracks Test Area contains significant
cultural resources, including plants, animals,
archaeological sites, and places of historic value to
Indian people. This is known from Indian
interviews conducted in the 1930s (Steward, 1938)
and from recent plant, animal, and archaeology
studies conducted south of this area in comparable
environments (Stoffle et al., 1990b, 1994a and b).
These studies document long-term and extensive

involvement of Indian people in these traditional

-lands. These were among the last areas lived in

before Indian people were forced out of the area to
live on more distant Indian reservations. As a result
of oral history, Indian people know there are various
types of cultural resources located in this study area,
but cannot provide site-specific information about
these areas at this time. No Indian people officially
representing the CGTO have visited the
Double Tracks Test Area or any other portion of the
NAFR Complex, although such interviews have
been requested and one initial meeting with an
NAFR Complex archaeologist has occurred.
Therefore, it is not possible to fully assess the
cultural significance of the Double Tracks Test Area
at this time.

G.3.2.1.13 Area 13, Section 4.2.10—The
CGTO knows that Area 13 contains significant
cultural resources, including plants, animals,
archaeological sites and places of historic value to
Indian people. This is known from Indian
interviews conducted in the 1930s (Steward, 1938)
and recent plant, animal, and archaeology studies
conducted south of this area in comparable
environments (Stoffle et al., 1990b, 1994a and b).
These studies document long-term and extensive
involvement of Indian people in these traditional
lands. These were among the last areas lived in
before Indian people were forced out of the area to
live on more distant Indian reservations. As a result
of oral history, Indian people know there are various
types of cultural resources located in this study area,
but cannot provide site-specific information about
these areas at this time. No official representatives
of the CGTO have visited Area 13 or any other
portion of the NAFR Complex, although such
interviews have been requested and one initial
meeting with an NAFR Complex archaeologist has
occurred. Therefore, it is not possible to fully
assess the cultural significance of Area 13 at this
time.

G.3.2.2 Project Shoal Area, Section 4.3.10. This
study area is not within the traditional lands of the
Indian people represented by the CGTO. It is
recommended by the CGTO that the DOE EIS team
directly contact Indian tribes and organizations
having traditional lands in the Project Shoal Area.
The following tribes were suggested: Fallon Paiute,
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Walker River Paiute, Pyramid Lake and
Lovelock Paiute.

G.3.2.3 Central Nevada Test Area,
Section 4.4.10. The CGTO knows that there are a
variety of cultural resources contained in the Central
Nevada Test Area. Information about this area

_comes from previous ethnographic research
(Steward, 1938) and recent archaeology reports
(Edwards and Johnson, 1994). The area contains a
number of cultural resources of special interest to
the CGTO. These include (1) hot springs, (2) a cold
spring, (3) petroglyph panels, and (4) more than
100 archaeological sites. Earlier archaeological
research conducted by the University of Nevada
Las Vegas collected between 20,000 to 30,000
artifacts. The simple fact that so many artifacts
were recovered from this small area indicated the
long-term involvement of Indian people with this
site. The CGTO has requested the opportunity to
visit the area as part of this EIS in order to more
fully understand its cultural significance. Until this
site visit occurs, it is impossible to more fully assess
the cultural significance of this area.

G.3.2.4 Dry Lake Valley, Section 4.6.10. The
CGTO knows that the Dry Lake Valley area
contains a wide range of important cultural
resources. This knowledge derives from previous
American Indian cultural resource studies of the
area conducted during the Harry Allen-Warner
Valley (Bean and Vane, 1979) and the
Intermountain Power Project (Stoffle and Dobyns,
1982; Stoffle et al., 1983) studies of Indian
concerns along various proposed power line routes.
These power line study areas were located in the
bottom and along the eastern edge of Dry Lake
Valley. During these studies, elders identified a
wide range of plants, animals, and archaeological
sites within this valley. A 1982 mail survey of
Indian people indicated an “Intensity of Concern”
score of 2.5 on a 4.0 scale (Stoffle and Dobyns,
1982). A 1983 on-site visit to the Dry Lake Valley
area indicated numerous rock shelters that Indian
people considered very significant and the presence
of 10 Indian plants (Stoffle et al., 1983). The
cultural assessment of the Navajo-McCullough
right-of-way indicated the presence of eight plants
identified elsewhere as American Indian plants,
numerous archaeological sites, and artifact scatters

in Dry Lake Valley (Brooks et al., 1975). Previous
studies have been geographically limited, so a
complete cultural assessment of the Dry Lake
Valley is not possible without visiting other portions
of the valley.

G.3.2.5 Eldorado Valley, Section 4.5.10. The
CGTO knows that the Eldorado Valley study area
contains a wide variety of cultural resources,
including plants, animals, and archaeological sites.
This knowledge is derived from previous American
Indian cultural resource studies of the area
conducted during the Harry Allen-Warner Valley
(Bean and Vane, 1979) and Intermountain Power
Project (Stoffle and Dobyns, 1982; Stoffle, 1983)
studies of Indian concerns along various proposed
power line routes and the Ivanpah Generating
Station Study (Bean and Vane, 1982) conducted in
a neighboring valley. Identified Indian plants
include creosote (Larrea tridentata), desert trumpet
(Erigonum inflatum), and Indian tea (Nevada
ephedra). Indian animals include bighorn sheep
(Ovis canadensis), desert tortoise (Gopherus
agassizii), and speckled rattlesnake (Croatalus
mitchellii). The valley is a theme of songs that are
sung at funerals and also in the Cry Ceremonial.
There are both spiritual and physical Indian trails
associated with this valley. Eldorado Valley trails
were used by Pahrump and Las Vegas Paiutes to
travel to places along the Colorado River, especially
Cottonwood Island. Traditional Indian trails are a
significant Indian cultural resource because they
were both physical and spiritual paths (Laird, 1976).
The Ivanpah Generating Station Study concluded
that the MuCullough Mountains (which defines the
western edge of Eldorado Valley) are of much
concem to Indian people, both Southern Paiute and
Mohave. According to the Ivanpah study, these
Indian people have trails, sacred sites, plants, and
animals of cultural importance in the MuCullough
Mountatins, the associated Eldorado Valley, and in
the Eldorado Mountains (Bean and Vane, 1982). A
1975 study of the Navajo-McCullough transmission
line right-of-way further indicates the presence of
traditional-use plants, early Pinto Series-style
projectile points, numerous lithic scatters, and
grinding stone fragments that are related to the seed
gathering activities possibly of the later Paiute
peoples (Brooks et al., 1975). Previous studies have
been geographically limited to a few places within
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Eldorado Valley or in neighboring areas, so a
complete cultural assessment of the Eldorado Valley
is not possible without visiting other portions of the
valley with Indian people.

G.3.2.6 Coyote Spring Valley, Section 4.7.10.
Coyote Spring Valley is an area on the west flank of
the Meadow Valley Mountains. The CGTO knows
that this site contains a wide variety of
American Indian cultural resources. The site was
studied by Indian people during the Intermnountain
Power Project (IPP) (Stoffle and Dobyns, '1982).
Nine Indian-use plants were identified during that
on-site visit, including white bursage (Ambrosia
dumosa), four-winged  saltbush  (Atriplex
canescens), salt grass (Distichlis spicata), desert
trumpet (Eriogonum  inflatum), matchweed
(Gutierrezia microcephala), range ratany (Krameria
parvifolia), desert willow (Chilopsis linearis),
prince’s plume (Stanleya pinnata), and Wolfberry
(Lycium andersonii) (Stoffle and Dobyns, 1982).
The large desert tortoise was observed at this
location. The area contains portions of an original
Indian trail-wagon road from Moapa Valley to
Pahranagat Valley. Archaeological survey of the
IPP corridor revealed 9 sites and 20 scattered finds
(Tucker et al, 1982). Known Indian cultural
resources exist in the Coyote Spring Valley area,
but it is impossible to fully understand the potential
impacts to cultural resources without additional
systematic on-site resource studies by Indian people.
G.3.3  Occupational and Public Health and
Safety/Radiation

Indian people believe that various perceived risks
are present and occur as a result of DOE activities.
Although there are no Indian words for terms such
as radiation in the Indian language, early
ethnographic studies supported by the DOE
documented a traditional view of radioactivity that
centers on the perception by Indian elders of
radiation being produced by an angry rock (Stoffle
et al., 1989a). Briefly this view is as follows:

Rocks have power. It is recognized that some rocks
have more or different power than others. Breaking
a rock or removing it from its place without fully
explaining these actions not only releases the power
inherent in the rock, but also angers the rock.
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Rocks can also be self-willing, inasmuch as they
can reveal themselves to people and act on people.
Crystals, for example have a self-willing, animate
power and will reveal themselves to a person whom
they desire to be with. If this person picks them up,
the person will have great luck. The luck, however,
is taken away from others and eventually people
will come to recognize this fact and single out the
excessively lucky person as having used some
nonhuman power at the expense of his or her
people. Usually the person takes the crystal back to
where it had revealed itself and returns it with an
explanation of why it was being returned.

Radioactivity was interpreted as being the angry
action of a powerful rock that had been quarried
without its permission and had its power used for
purposes it did not agree to. Now the remains of the
rock (radioactive waste) is angry and it is taking its
anger out on things around it. Plants, animals,
people, water, and even the air itself can be hurt or
even killed by the radiation from the angry rock.
Indian people express the belief that past radiation
releases have contaminated plants and animals
traditionally used for foods and medicines.
Spiritual people believe that they can see and feel
radiation, that it has unique colors. This is why they
can neither eat nor collect some plants, animals, and
minerals in some areas. It is now impossible for
Indian people to go to certain places, do certain
ceremonies, and eat certain foods because radiation
from the angry rock has been released.

Air: Living and Dead - Indian people express the
belief that the air is alive. There are different kinds
of air with different names in Indian language. The
Creator puts life into the air which is shared by all
living things. When a child is born, they pull in the
air to begin its life. The mother watches carefully to
make sure that the first breath is natural and that
there is no obstruction in the throat. It is believed
that if the day of birth is a windy day, it is a good
day and the child will have a good life. According
to one elder:

“The seasons—like winter, spring, summer, and
fall—they're all important when a child comes into
the world because their spirit is tied in with the
harvest, or hunt; they say that it gets kinda like into
their blood and they become hunters or farmers.
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You can listen to the wind, the wind talks to you.
Things happen in nature. Our people had weather
watchers, who are kinds of people who will know
when crops and things should be done. They watch
the different elements in nature and pray to ask the
winds to come and talk about these things.
Sometimes you ask the north wind to come down
and cool the weather. The north wind is asked to
blow away the footsteps of the people who have
passed on to the afterlife. That kind of wind helps
people, it is positive. The wind also brings you
songs and messages. Sometimes the messages are
about healing people, a sign that the sickness is
gone now from the person, or that it is coming to
get that sickness to take it away, or it is coming to
bring you the strength that you need to deal with
the illness.”

But air can be destroyed by radiation that has
been released by the angry rock, thus causing
pockets of dead air. There is only so much alive air
which surrounds the world. If you kill the living
air, it is gone forever and cannot be restored. Dead
air lacks the spirituality and life necessary to
support other life forms. Airplanes crash when they
hit dead air. One member of the CGTO compared
this Indian view of killing air with what happens
when a jet flies through the air and consumes all of
the oxygen, producing a condition where another jet
cannot fly through the air. The atomic blast
consumes the oxygen like the jet, killing the air.
While this comparison of the Western science view
of dead air from burning seems close to the Indian
perspective, the latter has a "life force" component
that makes killing air more significant than just
consuming its natural components.

Some Indian people who were present during the
aboveground atomic blasts believe that the sickness
they have today came from the radiation. To some
of these people, the effects of the radiation were in
addition to what happened when the air itself was
killed. Some elders today say that even when the
plants survive the effects of radiation, the dead air
killed them or made them lose their power, their
spiritual power to heal things.

BLAST RADIATION—The aboveground atomic
detonations were witnessed by many Indian people.
Today, these Indian eyewitness accounts are told
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with retrospective assessment of the risks that were
involved by being close to the blasts and from using

- the natural resources in the area. Indian people

continued to regularly enter the NTS to hunt and
collect long after atomic testing began. Today, the
eyewitnesses are elders talking about when they
were younger in the 1950s. A few of these accounts
are provided in order to explain to non-Indian
people the Indian perception of risk derived from
these experiences.

A Western Shoshone woman, who still lives near
the NTS, recounted her memories of being a young
woman during the blasts. According to her:

- “After the bombs (aboveground atomic explosions),

my people (Shoshone people) would kill the animals
in the area and find something wrong with them.
They would kill a deer, but when the hide was
skinned off it would just pull apart. When they saw
the mushrooms going up (atomic bomb blasts), they
knew something was bad. The people (my family
and others) were in the mountains picking pine nuts
when one of the blasts went off; it felt like an
earthquake. I was there, about 8,000 feet. The
little animals ran away. The old people looked up
into the swaying trees and asked what would
happen to those little (bird) nests up there. We
Indian people do not go up in the trees, so we will
not disturb the birds.

After some of the blasts occurred, the old people
told us not to pick the pine nuts off the ground, so
after that time we just took the green cones from the
trees. This made fewer pine nuts available to us.
Lots of animals seemed different after the blasts.
The migrating birds did not come through after
that. The rabbits, of which we were eating a lot at
that time, were not right. We developed a way to
test them for sores. Many rabbits we could not even
skin properly, the skin would just fall apart. The
chuckwallas and tortoises disappeared, like the
migrating birds. The old people told us that the
plants are not maturing properly, so the tortoises
and chuckwallas are dying. Both the Indian women
and the Indian cattle lost their unborn children
(through miscarriage) at this time.

Many of the essential plants were affected by the
blasts, either directly or because the rain would not
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come. Those old basket makers would say the
willows were really brittle after that, they were hard
and would not split easily. Even the greasewood
became bad too—it is related to the tortoises and
the playas (dry lakes)—the Shoshone songs sing
about the tortoises and the greasewood together.
The old ones would say that when the plants go
away, it (wWhat we need to live) will not be there for
us anymore. So, we will go away too. One elder is
remembered as saying, "What will become of us?"
You know they (the elders) would talk like that
when they saw what was changing around them.

A Southern Paiute man remembered his mother
(who is still living) telling him stories of the atomic
blasts and their effects on plants and animals. His
mother would travel with her family to hunt and
gather plants. They (old Paiutes) say that the deer
would come down over the Bare Mountains and
collapse. People would eat other deer that they had
killed for themselves, but when they tried to make
clothing out of the hides, the hides would fall apart.
Plants in the area don't grow as big anymore and
were not preferred because they lost some of their
power as food and medicine.

A Southern Paiute woman recounted the story of
one of her tribal elders who personally experienced
the blasts. This elder currently lives on the
Colorado River Indian Reservation hundreds of
miles to the south of the NTS, thus again
reinforcing the need to talk with Indian people
regardless of where they live today. (Name
withheld) is a 78 year old Chemehuevi woman who
lived in this area when she was young. She was
here when the blasting occurred and she
remembers the white flashes. She has vivid
recollections of seeing all of this and now that she
is older, she has cancer and is real afraid. She
feels good when she comes to the NTS as part of the
CGTO studies, but she is real afraid of the rocks
and the plants because of what has happened. She
says what happened to them, happened to her.

Perceptions such as these are well known among
the Western Shoshone, Southern Paiute and Owens
Valley Paiute people of this region.
perceptions of risks from radiation are frightening,
and remain an important part of our lives. We will
always carry these thoughts with us. Today, people

These
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are afraid of many things and places in this whole
area, but we still love to come out and see our land.
We worry about more radiation being brought to
this land.”

If the DOE wants to better understand our feelings
about the impacts of radiation on our cultures, they
should support a study of risks from radiation
designed, conducted and produced by the CGTO.
At this time there has not been a systematic study of
American Indians perceptions of risk. Therefore, it
is not possible to provide action-by-action
estimation of risk perception impacts. We believe
it is a topic that urgently needs to be studied so that
Indian people may better address the actual cultural
impacts of proposed DOE actions. There have been
recent workshops funded by the National Science
Foundation to understand how to research the
special issue of culturally-based risk perception
among American Indian communities, and at least
one major project has been funded. Although this
is a relatively new topic of research, it is one that
can be more fully understood by research that
deeply involves the people being considered. To
understand our view of radiation is to begin to
understand why we responded in certain ways to
past and present, and why we will continue to
respond to future DOE activities.

G.3.4  Environmental Justice and Equity
Federal agencies are directed by Executive
Order 12898 to detect and mitigate potentially
disproportionately high and adverse human health
or environmental effects of its planned programs,
policies, and activities to promote nondiscrimination
among various populations ‘in the United States.
The CGTO knows of three violations of this act that
have derived from past NTS programs, policies, and
activities. These are (1) holy land violations,
(2) health violations, and (3) cultural survival-
access violations. Evidence for each of these
violations varies. There is no question that only the
holy lands of Indian peoples have been, continue to
be, and will be impacted by NTS actions. There is
no question that only Indian people have lost
cultural traditions because they have been denied
access to places on the NTS where ceremonies need
to occur, where plants need to be gathered, and
where animals need to be hunted in a traditional
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way. There is no scientific evidence, and there
never will be, to completely document the physical
health risks of Indian people deriving from NTS-
produced radioactivity. Indian people have such

- poor health care and there are so few of them that it

is difficult, if not impossible, to establish the
collective health impacts of radiation. Studies of
how Indian people perceive themselves to be at risk
from radioactivity and what social and cultural
impacts derived from these risk perceptions can be
conducted, but these have not been conducted.

G.3.4.1 Holy Land Violations. American Indian
people who belong to the CGTO consider the NTS
lands to be central in their lives today as these lands
have been since the creation of these people. The
NTS lands are part of the holy lands of Owens
Valley Paiute, Western Shoshone, and Southern
Paiute peoples. These holy lands have been
polluted and their resources damaged by long-term
activities involving radioactive materials. The
CGTO perceives that the past, present, and future
pollution of these holy lands constitutes both
Environmental Justice and equity violations. No

other people have had their holy lands impacted by

NTS-related environmental pollution and damage.

G.3.4.2 Health Violations. The lives and health of
Indian people who have occupied this area since
their creation have been seriously threatened by
continued exposure to radioactivity. This threat is
not limited to Indian people who live in the
immediate vicinity of the NTS and use its resources
on a regular basis, but extends to those Indian
people who share resources that have been collected
on the NTS region. Indian people fear the
continuous invisible peril of radioactive
contamination and its cumulative effects on future
Indian generations. These Indian people have
experienced, and will continue to experience, health
effects and perceived risks from NTS radioactivity.

G.3.4.3 Cultural Survival - Access Violations.
One of the most detrimental consequences of NTS
operations for the survival of American Indian
culture, religion, and society has been the denial of
access to their traditional lands and resources. Loss
of access to traditional foodstuffs and medicine

have greatly contributed to undermining the cultural .

well-being of Indian people. These Indian people

have experienced, and will continue to experience,
breakdowns in the process of cultural transmission
due to lack of access to NTS lands and resources.
No other people have experienced similar cultural
survival impacts due to lack of access to the NTS.

Recently, the DOE has accepted a CGTO
recommendation to open access for American
Indians who must conduct their traditional
ceremonies and obtain resources within NTS lands,
provided that these lands are not contaminated;
areas set aside for Indian use would be cleaned up.
Unfortunately, land disturbance and irreparable
contamination of the soil and underground water
may render many locations unusable.

To date, a systematic evaluation of traditional places
within the NTS has not been made by Indian
people; therefore, no specific statements about
access to particular locations can be made at this
time. An important exception is the
recommendation of the CGTO that the Gold
Meadows area be set aside for exclusive Indian use
because it contains a concentration of important
cultural resources. The DOE/NV has acknowledged
the importance of this area to Indian people and will
make every effort to protect it.

American Indian concerns include: (1) Holy Land
violations, (2) perceived risks from radiation, and
(3) cultural survival especially access violations.

These concerns are discussed in Section 4.1.10,
Cultural Resources, and Section 4.1.11,
Occupational and Public Health and Safety/Radiation.

There has not been a systematic study of these
issues for any of the areas examined in this EIS.
The CGTO maintains that past, present and future
activities on the NTS have, are, or will
disproportionately impact the American Indian
people. The CGTO should be funded to design,
conduct, and produce a systematic American Indian
Environmental Justice study, before new. activities
are approved.

G.3.4.4 Tonopah Test Range. Indian concerns
include: (1) Holy Land violations, (2) perceived
risks from radiation, and (3) cultural survival,
especially access violations. There has not been a
systematic study of these issues for the Tonopah

Volume 1, Appendix G

G-28



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Test Range. The CGTO maintains that past,
present and future activities on the Tonopah Test
Range have, are, or will disproportionately impact
these American Indian Environmental Justice
issues. The CGTO should be funded to design,
conduct, and produce a systematic American Indian
Environmental Justice study, before new activities
are approved.

G.3.4.5 Project Shoal Area, Section 4.3.12.
American Indian concerns include: (1) Holy Land
violations, (2) perceived risks from radiation, and
(3) cultural survival, especially access violations.
There has not been systematic study of these issues
for the Project Shoal Area site.

This study area is not within the traditional lands of
the American Indian people represented by the
CGTO. It is recommended by the CGTO that the
DOE NTS EIS team directly contact American
Indian tribes and organizations having traditional
lands in the Project Shoal Area. The following
tribes were suggested: Fallon Paiute, Walker River
Paiute, Pyramid Lake and Lovelock Paiute Tribes.

G.3.4.6 Central Nevada Test Area, Section 4.4.12.
American Indian Environmental Justice concerns
include: (1) Holy Land violations, (2) perceived risks
from radiation, and (3) cultural survival, especially
access violations. There has not been a systematic
study of these issues for the Central Nevada Test
Areca. The CGTO maintains that past, present and
future activities on the Central Nevada Test Area
have, are, or will impact these American Indian
Environmental Justice issues. Even though the
CGTO has not been permitted to visit the area, the
area is especially important due to the concentration
of cultural resources. Therefore, this area provides a
special opportunity for the DOE to undue past
Environmental Justice impacts. The CGTO should be
funded to design, conduct, and produce a systematic
American Indian Environmental Justice study, before

.new activities are approved.

G.3.4.7 Eldorado Valley, Section 4.5.12.
American Indian concemns include: (1) Holy Land
violations, (2) perceived risks from radiation, and
(3) cultural survival, especially access violations.
There has not been a systematic study of these issues
for the Eldorado Valley. The CGTO maintains that

past activities in the Eldorado Valley have impacted
these American Indian Environmental Justice issues,
especially Holy Land violations. The CGTO should
be funded to design, conduct, and produce a
systematic American Indian Environmental Justice
study before new activities are approved.

G.3.48 Dry Lake Valley, Section 4.6.12.
American Indian concerns include: (1) Holy Land
violations, (2) perceived risks from radiation, and
(3) cultural survival, especially access violations.
There has not been a systematic study of these issues
for the Dry Lake Valley. The CGTO maintains that
past activities in the Dry Lake Valley have impacted
these American Indian Environmental Justice issues,
especially Holy Land violations. Any activities
occurring near Indian reservations further precludes
future opportunities for expansion and access to these
lands for any purpose. The CGTO should be funded
to design, conduct, and produce a systematic
American Indian Environmental Justice study before
new activities are approved.

G.3.4.9 Coyote Spring Valley, Section 4.7.12.
American Indian concems include: (1) Holy Land
violations, (2) perceived risks from radiation, and
(3) cultural survival, especially access violations.
There has not been a systematic study of these issues
for the Coyote Spring Valley. The CGTO maintains
that past activities in the Coyote Spring Valley have
impacted these American Indian Environmental
Justice issues, especially Holy Land violations. This
area was traditional lands for Southern Paiutes,
especially the Moapa Paiute Tribe. Any activities
occurring near Indian reservations further precludes
future opportunities for expansion and access to these
lands for any purpose. The CGTO should be funded
to design, conduct, and produce a systematic
American Indian Environmental Justice study before
new activities are approved.

G.3.5  Outline of Social and Economic Issues
G.3.5.1 American Indian Region of Influence.
Within this region of influence, there also are several
Indian reservations, tribal enterprises, tribally
controlled schools, tribal police departments, and
tribal emergency response units. The following
reservations are located within the designated region
of influence: Duckwater Shoshone Tribe, Las Vegas
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Paiute Tribe, Moapa Paiute Tribe, and the Yomba
Shoshone Tribe. In addition, there are tribes which
are located geographically outside of the region of
influence, but are potentially impacted by NTS
activities. One of these tribes is the Timbisha
Shoshone Tribe, based in Death Valley, California.
This tribe is actually located closer to the NTS than
many towns in northern Nye County. As a
consequence of this proximity, people from the
Timbisha Shoshone Tribe are a part of the social and
economic region of influence of the NTS. For
example, students from the Timbisha Shoshone Tribe
attend public school in Beatty, Nevada, whereas
many Shoshone students from Tacopa, California,
attend school in Pahrump, Nevada. Timbisha tribal
members work and shop in Clark and Nye counties.

The Pahrump Paiute Tribe, located in Pahrump
Valley, is composed of Indian people who have been
historically recognized by state and federal agencies
as qualified to receive services as Indian people, and
who as a group are currently seeking federal
acknowledgment.

G.3.5.2 American Indian Education. Under
federal and tribal law, American Indian children can
be educated in tribally controlled and federally
certified schools located on Indian reservations.
Federal funds are available through the Indian
Education Act for the education of Indian children.
Compensation from the federal government is
provided to any school district that has entered into a
cooperative agreement with federally recognized
tribes, whether it be public, private, or an
Indian-controlled school.

One tribally controlled elementary school is in Nye
County. It is operated by the Duckwater Shoshone
Tribe. In 1995, the school had 32 students enrolled
from preschool to 8th grade, who were taught by
3 full-time certified teachers; these included
2 certified elementary teachers, 2 teaching assistants,
1 preschool teacher, and 1 teacher under Chapter 1
Program. Using these numbers, the student-to-
teacher ratio was 10.66:1 (Duckwater Shoshone
Tribe, 1996).

A tribally operated Headstart Program is located on
the Moapa Paiute Indian reservation. The program is
open to all eligible preschool students. Both included
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Indian students and non-Indian students from nearby
communities. This program is funded through the
Inter-Tribal Council of Nevada, which operates
Headstart sites elsewhere in Nevada. Indian students
also attend non-Indian public schools.

G.3.5.3 Farming and Ranching. The NTS
contains valuable resources for American Indian
economy that were lost not only to Euroamerican
encroachment but also to land withdrawal, pollution,
and radioactive contamination. The NTS is in a
desert region where water is the most crucial source.
Springs located within the NTS and in its immediate
vicinity were the place of Indian settlement and
traditional farming until the first half of this century.
Although much of the well-watered land in the
aboriginal territory was lost to Euroamerican settlers,
by the turn of the century American Indian families
owned small farms in the area both for their own
consumption and for commercial purposes.
Livestock was also a part of the Indian economy.
Foodstuffs and stock forage were grown and sold by
Indian people to supplement wage labor (Stoffle et
al., 1990a). With decreased access to spring and
agricultural fields, and with some pollution of land
and water, traditional Indian farming was seriously
impacted.

G.3.5.4 Mining. American Indian people played a
major role in the development of mining in the region
of the NTS. Many local American Indians were
active prospectors on their own behalf, locating their
own mining claims. Many of the producing mines in
southern Nye County, for example, were located by
local American Indian people, whose knowledge of
minerals had been developed throughout centuries of
mineral collecting. The NTS was one of the areas
where Indian people conducted their mining
activities. Several American Indian people guided
Euroamerican prospectors to valuable ore deposits,
providing them with transportation, food and
lodging, and teaching them about minerals, water
resources and trails. Yet, American Indians were not
made equal partners in mineral development as they
may have expected and may have been promised
(Stoffle et al., 1990a). Perhaps because mining was
seen as a primarily Euroamerican economic activity,
the rights of American Indians to claim mines was
never made explicit. Mining was further precluded
when the NTS land was withdrawn. Thus,
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Euroamerican settlers began a process that was
continued by the withdrawal of NTS lands.

G.3.5.5 Political Integration and Community
Cohesion. The process of fragmentation of Indian
nations into small, increasingly isolated communities
began with Euroamerican settlement and continued
with the withdrawal of NTS lands. The loss of
cohesion has lowered the ability of Indian people to
(1) negotiate, (2) resolve conflicts, (3) keep peace,
and (4) share resources. The White Rock Spring
area was traditionally where all activities promoting
community cohesion and political integration took
place. When Indian people were denied access to
White Rock Spring, they lost a central place shared
by the three ethnic groups. Without this central
place, the three ethnic groups did not meet as often.
Eventually, the lack of contact weakened interethnic
relationships and, to some extent, caused an overall
loss of political power and skills among the groups.
The political strength of the three ethnic groups, to
some extent, has been restored with the NTS
American Indian consultation program, which has
provided the opportunity for the three ethnic groups
to meet on a regular basis, work together, find
common ground, and speak with one voice.

G.3.5.6 Waste Transportation and Tribal
Enterprises. Other major concerns of the CGTO are
the impact and cumulative effects of NTS operations
on the tribal economy, patticularly regarding the
issue of radioactive waste being transported across
reservation lands. - To date, only minimal efforts have
been made to investigate socioeconomic impacts of
NTS actions on Indian tribes and organizations.
Ongoing research by the AIWS on such effects
suggests, for example, that continued or increased
transportation is detrimental to the economic success
of tribal-owned businesses and may increase the
value of insurance policies. Currently, there are no
compensation measures planned nor mitigation
efforts taken by the federal government to improve
the socioeconomic problems of tribes and
organizations directly affected by NTS operations.
Similarly, no efforts have been made to distribute
equally the benefits and losses caused by NTS
operations among Indian and non-Indian populations.

G.4 Environmental Consequences

This section contains the overall and integrated
responses of the CGTO to five categories of actions.
These have been packaged into the categories:
(1) Defense Program, (2) Waste Management
Program, (3) Environmental Restoration Program,
(4) Nondefense Research and Development Program,
and (5) Work for Others Program. This section
provides a summary of each project and a general
response by the CGTO which includes at least one
recommended action.

Defense Program. The Defense Program involves
actions that range from complying with the nuclear
weapons test moratorium of 1991 that precludes new
underground nuclear testing to maintaining a state of
readiness to resume unlimited nuclear tests if so
instructed by Congress. The CGTO believes that
any future nuclear testing will continue to adversely
impact American Indian cultural resources. Studies
have shown that nuclear testing has caused rock
shelters and petroglyph panels to be destroyed when
the edges of rock outcrops break off due to ground
vibrations generated by the test (Stoffle et al.,
1994b). Studies have shown that plants have been
removed so that roads, power lines, drill pads, and
water ponds can be built as part of constructing the
underground test chambers. Indian people express
the opinion that some plants have been polluted due
to releases of radioactivity from underground tests.
Indian people also express the opinion that some
plants are dying or do not flourish because they are
not being prayed for (“talked to”) and used in a
traditional manner by Indian people. Indian people
express the concern that animals and their habitat
have been harmed by underground tests. Indian
people express concern that future underground tests
will continue to crack the earth, releasing
radioactivity into the large underground water
systems who are themselves alive, as well as being a
basis for all other life and a part of the earth itself.
Many Indian people indicated that they were
emotionally and spiritually troubled by ground-
disturbing activities and underground nuclear tests.
Even in areas where American Indian studies have
occurred, there have not been studies of petroglyphs,
power places, or cultural landscapes. Some areas
have not been studied at all.. It is not possible to
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completely assess the potential impacts of future
underground tests on these cultural resources.

Another major component of the Defense Program
involves construction of a trittum production and
recycling facility, expanding stockpile management
responsibility, storage and disposal of weapons-
usable fissile materials, and counterproliferation
resecarch and development. The CGTO has
insufficient information and understanding of these
issues to make a complete assessment of their
impacts on cultural resources. There are some
observations that can be made at this time. The NTS
is a holy area that is central to these Indian people. In
general, the more fearful activities that occur here and
the more ground disturbance that occurs, the more
cultural risks will be involved if Indian people use
these lands. The more such activities occur on these
lands, the longer and more difficult it will be to
restore these lands to their natural condition.

Waste Management Program. The storage of
radioactive and mixed waste generated by the DOE
will be an ongoing responsibility regardiess of which
EIS alternative is selected. This program minimally
involves the storage of existing waste and waste
generated during the environmental restoration of
NTS lands. Under Alternative 3, waste could be
received from any DOE facility, which would cause
current NTS waste disposal locations to be filled and
new waste facilities to be sited and operated. Indian
people hold both traditional and scientific views of
radioactivity. The former builds on the view that
rocks are alive; radioactive rocks are powerful, but
they can become “angry rocks” if they are removed
without proper ceremony, used in a culturally
inappropriate way, disposed of without ceremony,
and placed where they do not want to be (Stoffle
etal., 1989a and 1990c). Another issue is the ethics
of relocating radioactive waste from other American
Indian lands so those people can live without fear of
radioactivity (see Project Chariot, DOE/NV, 1994).
In general, after properly removed rocks have been
used, they are either returned to their place of origin
or to a place of cultural significance. The practice of
dealing with “bad medicine” or neutralizing negative
forces was a part of the traditional culture. So, the
question of “how to dispose of radioactive waste in a
culturally appropriate manner” could be resolved if
the time and resources were provided to tribes to

participate in a formal study of this issue. Indian
people have not studied the cultural impacts of siting
any of the existing waste facilities. So, Indian people
would like to become a part of a retrospective
assessment of these facilities, as well as to participate
in the assessment of siting all new waste facilities.
The CGTO recommends that adequate funds and
time be provided so that Indian people can conduct
systematic studies of waste management programs.

Environmental Restoration Program. The
Environmental Restoration Program involves actions
that would return disturbed land to its natural
condition. Up to 1,800 monitoring wells and access
roads are a part of this effort. All alternatives involve
some environmental restoration and monitoring;
however, Alternative 3 would require more
restoration because it would disturb more land.
Indian people believe that the natural condition of the
land existed before 1492 when Europeans arrived.
The land was in a natural condition when it was
managed and used by Indian people. For example,
Indian plant management techniques involved
spiritual interactions like praying and conducting
ceremonies for the plants, as well as physical actions
like selective burning, transplanting cuttings and
seeds, pruning of plants like Tumar (Stanleya
pinnata) and willow, and “whipping” pine nut trees
to make them fuller. Indian water management
techniques involved spiritual interactions that
satisfied the water and its occupants like Water
Babies, who need to know why Indian people are
using the water. Water ceremonies assured both rain
and snowfall; for example, by praying for a continued
relationship between wet snow and the little black
bugs who are responsible for making the snow
become wet. Generally, Indian people managed the
land according to religious teachings. From the
Indian perspective, environmental restoration should
proceed according to Indian culture and with the
participation of Indian people. @ The CGTO
recommends that adequate funds and time be
provided so that Indian people can conduct
systematic studies of environmental restoration
actions.

Nondefense Research and Development Program.
There are a variety of planned actions considered
within this category. Many of these are related to
National Environmental Research- Park, which
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permits universities and other federal agencies to
conduct research. Other projects involve testing
alternative vehicle fuels, testing techniques for
handling chemical spills, and building alternative
energy generators like solar collectors. Indian people
view each of these as potentially impacting cultural
resources. More cars potentially endanger the desert
tortoises. University students studying biology may
find and collect arrowheads or remove plants that are
significant to Indian people. Solar collectors involve
scraping the Jand. Indian people believe they should
be involved in assessing the impacts of all these
proposed actions.

Only Indian people know which places are
appropriate for visits by non-Indian people and how
to collect plants, animals, and soil samples so that
these activities do not disrupt the land and its
associated spirituality. Only Indian people can
provide guidance for proper behavior; however, a
guidance document has not been collectively
produced and approved by the CGTO. On the other
hand, with proper guidance by Indian people,
university students and other members of the public
may learn about the beauty and cultural significance
of these lands and begin to change national
perceptions of these lands from one of a wasteland to
one of an Indian holy land. Thus, the CGTO
recommends that adequate funds and time be
provided so that CGTO members can develop and
field-test an American Indian public education
program for the NTS.

Work for Others Program. This program contains
two major subcategories of activities:  the
Conventional Weapons Demilitarization Program
and Defense-related Research and Development
Program. The first program involves the shipment,
storage, disposal, and destruction of conventional
weapons. The second program involves military
training exercises and weaponry tests.

The CGTO in principle approves of the Conventional
Weapons Demilitarization Program, because world
peace will reduce the need to use the NTS for nuclear
weapon production, storage, assembly, and testing.
On the other hand, the CGTO believes that if the
NTS becomes the place where most or all weapons
are stored, disassembled, and disposed then the NTS
lands will be polluted. The presence of conventional

and nuclear weapons defines the NTS as a place of
destruction, which promotes an image that is
inappropriate. for a place for peaceful relations
between Indian ethnic groups.

The CGTO knows from past experience, but not
formal study, that military training exercises and
weaponry tests can adversely impact cultural
resources. Military people move across the land on
foot and in vehicles without either the time or the
purpose to pay attention to the plants that are being
crushed, the animals that are being dislocated, or the
archaeology materials underfoot. Cultural resources
are damaged when conventional weapons are fired
nearby. Often geographically distinctive power
places, like the big white rock near Rattlesnake
Ridge, are targeted without regard or knowledge of
their cultural significance. Without a formal study,
the exact impacts of military training exercises will
not be fully understood. Thus, the CGTO
recommends that adequate funds and time be
provided so that a guidance document can be
developed.

G4.1 Summary of American Indian
Responses to the NTS Action
Alternatives

The response of the CGTO to the four action
alternatives proposed for the NTS and discussed site-
by-site in the - previous paragraphs can be
summarized as follows:

Alternative 1: Continue Current Operations

Under this alternative, the DOE will continue with its
current operations and interagency project activities
in each of the programs listed above. There will be
little or no change planned for the future mission of
the NTS.

CGTO Response to Alternative 1:

The CGTO opposes Alternative 1 because of our
strong cultural ties to the land. Nevada Test Site
operations have adversely impacted the land, causing
irreparable damage to traditional resources. If NTS
operations continue, it is expected that damage will
be increased and more land will be wasted. Access
to culturally significant spiritual places and use of
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animals, plants, water, and lands may cease because
Indian people's perception of health and spiritual
risks will increase if nuclear weapon testing,
assembly, storage, disassembly, and disposal
continues. Nondefense programs are expected to
cause adverse impacts if these produce more ground
disturbance or if they bring in people who trample
and destroy traditional resources.

Alternative 2: Discontinue Operations

Under this alternative, all current and planned
programs, activities, and operations would be
discontinued. Only activities conducted in support of
decommissioning, radiation monitoring, and security
functions necessary for human health, safety, and
security would be maintained. Environmental
restoration would not be done. All defense and
nondefense programs would be discontinued.
Inactive waste disposal sites would be abandoned.
Only a minimum of low-level radioactive and mixed
waste disposal capacity would be maintained to
support closure of the NTS.

CGTO Response to Alternative 2:

The CGTO supports Alternative 2 because it would
allow the land to heal and perhaps return to its
natural condition. The CGTO recommends that an
evaluation of areas that can be restored for human use
be made and that environmental restoration activities
be included in this alternative. Access to culturally
significant places should be allowed. The DOE
should continue to protect all cultural resource sites.

The CGTO would like to have the right of first
refusal in the event that NTS lands are tumned to
public use.

Alternative 3: Expanded Use

Under this alternative, expanded use of NTS and its
resources would be made to support national
programs of both a defense and nondefense nature.
Current defense programs would continue, and a
variety of defense-related projects currently under
consideration would be pursued. Waste management
operations would increase and storage/disposal areas
expanded. Waste transportation would be increased
as well. Environmental restoration and research and
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development activities would continue and expand.
A solar-energy production facility would be built.

CGTO Response to Alternative 3:

The CGTO opposes Alternative 3 because of our
strong cultural ties to the land. Under expanded use,
it is expected that the continuation and expansion of
current operations, as well as the implementation of
additional defense and nondefense project activities
and programs would irreparably damage American
Indian cultural resources present at the NTS.
Expansion of NTS operations would conceivably
require use of land that is yet untouched, and would
worsen the risk of radioactive contamination.
Potentially, American Indian access to resources and
sacred sites would be even more restricted.
Expanded use would be detrimental for the
socioeconomic development and health of Indian
communities.
Alternative 4: Alternate Use of Withdrawn
Lands

This alternative will evaluate the impacts associated
with locating new programs and project activities at
the NTS, including nondefense research and
development programs, expansion of the Spill Test
Facility in Area 5, and various types of personnel
training for locating, containing, handling, or
transporting hazardous materials, radioisotopes,
fuels, explosives, and other materials. Under this
alternative, waste management operations, waste-
generating operations, and ongoing NTS
environmental restoration activities would continue.
However, the DOE would not maintain a state of
readiness for nuclear testing at the NTS.

The NTS would be opened for unprecedented
public access to some of the most remote areas,
including areas that contain American Indian rock
shelters, archaeological sites, and petroglyphs.
Educational and recreational activities would be
pursued. The potential for turning back lands to the
public domain would depend on the ability to
achieve established cleanup and safety levels.
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CGTO Response to Alternative 4.

The CGTO tentatively supports Alternative 4 with
reservations regarding certain components of this
alternative. Aside from the concerns already
expressed regarding waste-related pollution and
ground disturbance, the CGTO expects that opening
the NTS to the public will adversely impact
traditional resources, particularly petroglyphs,
archaeological sites, and rock shelters, because of
their appeal as tourist attractions. Heavy traffic will
trample plants, hurt animals, limit American Indian
access to sacred sites and power places, and
interfere with traditional practices.

The CGTO would like to have the right of first
refusal in the event that the NTS lands are turned to
public use.

G.4.2 American Indian Cultural Resources
Impacts

G.4.2.1 American Indian Place by Action
Comments, Alternative 1.

G.4.2.1.1 Nevada Test Site

Defense Program. Under Alternative 1, it is
expected that American Indian cultural resources
will be adversely impacted if further underground
nuclear tests occur and if natural lands are scraped
for construction. Access to culturally significant
places will be reduced because Indian peoples’
perception of health and spiritval risks will increase
if additional testing, storage, disassembly, or
disposal of nuclear and conventional weapons
occur.

Waste Management Program. Under
Alternative 1, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will continue to be adversely
impacted because the waste has not been disposed
of in a culturally appropriate manner. Access to
culturally significant places on the NTS will be
reduced because waste isolation facilities increase
Indian peoples’ perception of health and spiritual
risks.

Environmental Restoration Program. Under
Alternative 1, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will be adversely impacted by the
well and access road monitoring program, but will
be positively impacted by actions that return
disturbed lands to their natural condition in a
culturally appropriate manner and with the
participation of Indian people.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 1, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will be
adversely impacted by increased visits by students
and researchers who collect artifacts, visit sacred
areas, and remove plants or animals. Cultural
resources could be positively impacted if students
and researchers receive proper guidance by Indian
people regarding how to visit places and interact
with the environment.

Work for Others Program Under Altemative 1,
it is expected that American Indian cultural
resources will be adversely impacted if the NTS
continued to be a place where weapons are stored,
disassembled, and disposed. These actions have
continued and will continue to pollute these lands.

The presence of conventional and nuclear weapons
defines the NTS as a place of destruction, which
promotes an image that is inappropriate for a place
for peaceful relations between Indian ethnic groups.

American Indian cultural resources will continue to
be adversely impacted by military training exercises
and weapons tests.

G.4.2.1.2 Tonopah Test Range

Defense Program. Under Alternative 1, it is
expected that American Indian cultural resources
will be adversely impacted if further aboveground

nuclear tests occur and if natural lands are scraped
for construction.

Waste Management Program. Under
Alternative 1, it is expected that American Indian

* cultural resources will not be impacted because

there is no Waste Management Program on the
Tonopah Test Range and none has been identified
for this alternative.
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Environmental Restoration Program. Under
Alternative 1, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will be adversely impacted if
natural lands are scraped during environmental
restoration. Access to culturally significant places
will be increased if environmental restoration is
successful, thus reducing Indian peoples’ perception
of health and spiritual risks associated with this
area. Indian people wish to be involved in
identifying environmental restoration methods and
in the evaluation of restoration success.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 1, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will be
adversely impacted if natural lands are scraped
during any nondefense research and development
actions. At this time, no actions are planned for the
Tonopah Test Range. ‘

Work for Others Program. Under Alternative 1,

it is expected that American Indian cultural
resources will be adversely impacted if the Tonopah
Test Range continues to be a place where weapons
are researched and developed. These actions have
continued and will continue to pollute these lands.
American Indian cultural resources will continue to
be adversely impacted by military training exercises
and weapons tests.

G.4.2.1.3 Nellis Air Force Range Complex
Defense Program. At this time, no defense actions
are planned for the Double Tracks site on the NAFR
Complex; therefore, American Indian cultural
resources will not be adversely impacted under this
alternative.

Waste Management Program. Under
Alternative 1, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will not be adversely impacted
because there is no Waste Management Program on
the NAFR Complex and none has been identified
for this alternative.

Environmental Restoration Program Under
Alternative 1, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources on the NAFR Complex will be
adversely impacted if natural lands are scraped
during environmental restoration.  Access to

culturally significant places will be increased if
environmental restoration is successful, thus
reducing Indian peoples’ perception of health and
spiritual risks associated with this area. Indian
people wish to be involved in identifying
environmental restoration methods and in the
evaluation of restoration success.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 1, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will be
adversely impacted if natural lands are scraped
during any nondefense research and development
actions. At this time, no actions are planned for the
Double Tracks site on the NAFR Complex.

Work for Others Program. Under Alternative 1,
it is expected that American Indian cultural
resources will be adversely impacted if the Double
Tracks site continues to be a place where weapons

- are researched and developed. These actions have

and will continue to pollute these lands. American
Indian cultural resources will continue to be
adversely impacted by military training exercises
and weapons tests.

G.4.2.1.4 Nellis Air Force Range Complex Area 13
Defense Program. Under Alternative 1, it is

expected that American Indian cultural resources
will be adversely impacted if further nuclear safety

‘tests occur and if natural lands are scraped for

construction. In this alternative, however, there are
no plans for additional tests at the Area 13 site on
the NAFR Complex.

Waste Management Program. Under
Alternative 1, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will not be impacted because
there is no Waste Management Program on the
Area 13 site on the NAFR Complex and none has
been identified for this alternative.

Environmental Restoration Program. Under
Alternative 1, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources on the Area 13 site on the
NAFR -Complex will be adversely impacted if
natural lands are scraped during environmental
restoration. Access to culturally significant places
will be increased if environmental restoration is
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successful, thus reducing Indian peoples’ perception
of health and spiritual risks associated with this
area. Indian people wish to be involved in
identifying environmental restoration methods and
in the evaluation of restoration success.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 1, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will be
adversely impacted if the Area 13 site on the
NAFR Complex continues to be a place where
weapons are researched and developed. These
actions have and will continue to pollute these
lands. American Indian cultural resources will
continue to. be adversely impacted by military
training exercises and weapons tests.

Work for Others Program. Under Alternative 1,
it is expected that American Indian cultural
resources will be adversely impacted if the Area 13
site on the NAFR Complex continues to be a place
where weapons are researched and developed.
These actions have and will continue to pollute
these lands. American Indian cultural resources
will continue to be adversely impacted by military
training exercises and weapons tests.

G.4.2.1.5  Project Shoal Area—This study area
is not within the traditional lands of the Indian
people represented by the CGTO. It is
recommended by the CGTO that the DOE NTS EIS
team directly contact Indian tribes and organizations
having traditional lands in the Project Shoal Area.
The following tribes were suggested: Fallon Paiute,
Walker River Paiute, and Pyramid Lake and
Lovelock Paiute Tribes.

G.4.2.1.6 Central Nevada Test Area

Defense Program. Under Alternative 1, it is
expected that American Indian cultural resources
will be adversely impacted if further nuclear tests
occur and if natural lands are scraped for
construction. In this alternative, however, there are
no plans for additional tests or construction at the
Central Nevada Test Area.

Waste Management Program. Under
Alternative 1, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will not be impacted because

there is no Waste Management Program on the
Central Nevada Test Area and none has been
identified for this alternative.

Environmental Restoration Program. Under
Alternative 1, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources on the Central Nevada Test Area
will be adversely impacted if natural lands were
scraped during environmental restoration. Access
to culturally significant places will be increased if
environmental restoration is successful, thus
reducing Indian peoples’ perception of health and
spiritual risks associated with this area. Indian
people wish to be involved in identifying
environmental restoration methods and in the
evaluation of restoration success.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 1, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will be
adversely impacted if the Central Nevada Test Area
becomes a place where weapons are researched and
developed. No such actions are planned for this
alternative, so American Indian cultural resources
will not be adversely impacted.

Work for Others Program. Under Alternative 1,
it is expected that American Indian cultural
resources will be adversely impacted if the
Central Nevada Test Area becomes a place where
weapons are researched and developed. No such
actions are considered in this alternative, so
American Indian cultural resources will not be
adversely impacted.

G.4.2.1.7 Eldorado Valley

Defense Program. Under Alternative 1, American
Indian cultural resources will not be impacted
because no Defense Program activities are
scheduled for Eldorado Valley.

Waste Management Program. Under
Alternative 1, American Indian cultural resources
will not be impacted because no Waste
Management Program activities are scheduled for
Eldorado Valley.

Environmental Restoration Program. No
environmental restoration activities are planned for
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Eldorado Valley; therefore, no adverse impacts to
American Indian resources are expected under
Alternative 1.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 1, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will be
adversely impacted if a solar production facility is
constructed and operated.

Work for Others Program. It is unlikely that
Work for Others Program activities will be
implemented in Eldorado Valley. Therefore, no
adverse impacts on American Indian resources are
expected under Alternative 1.

G.4.2.1.8 Dry Lake Valley

Defense Program. Under Alternative 1, American
Indian cultural resources will not be impacted

because no Defense Program activities are
scheduled for Dry Lake Valley.

Waste Management Program, Under
Alternative 1, American Indian cultural resources
will not be impacted because no Waste
Management Program activities are scheduled for
Dry Lake Valley.

Environmental Restoration Program.  No
environmental restoration activities are planned for
Dry Lake Valley; therefore, no adverse impacts to
American Indian resources are expected under
Alternative 1.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 1, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will be
adversely impacted if a solar production facility is
constructed and operated.

Work for Others Program. It is unlikely that
Work for Others Program activities will be
implemented in Dry Lake Valley. Therefore, no
adverse impacts on American Indian resources are
expected under Alternative 1.

G.4.2.1.9 Coyote Spring Valley
Defense Program. Under Alternative 1, American
Indian cultural resources will not be impacted
because no Defense Program activities are
scheduled for Coyote Spring Valley.

Waste Management Program. Under
Alternative 1, American Indian cultural resources
will not be impacted because no Waste
Management Program activities are scheduled for
Coyote Spring Valley.

Environmental Restoration Program. No
environmental restoration activities are planned for
Coyote Spring Valley; therefore, no adverse impacts
to American Indian resources are expected under
Alternative 1.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 1, it is expected that
American Indian  cultural resources  at
Coyote Spring Valley will be adversely impacted if
a solar production facility is constructed and
operated.

Work for Others Program. It is unlikely that
Work for Others Program activities will be
implemented in Coyote Spring Valley. Therefore,
no adverse impacts on American Indian resources
are expected under Alternative 1.

G.4.2.2 American Indian Place by Action
Comments, Alternative 2. '
G.4.2.2.1 Nevada Test Site

Defense Program. Under Alternative 2, there will
be no further defense testing and storage activities;
however, overflights and monitoring will continue
in keeping with the International Arms Control
Treaties. American Indian cultural resources will
no longer be impacted by defense activities;
however, overflights and monitoring have the
potential for impacting American Indian cultural
resources. Indian people require further information
before completely evaluating the cultural impacts of
this Defense Program alternative.
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Waste = Management Program. Under
Alternative 2, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will continue to be adversely
impacted because the waste has not been disposed
of in a culturally appropriate manner. Access to
culturally significant places on the NTS will be
reduced because waste isolation facilities increase
Indian peoples’ perception of health and spiritual
risks.

Environmental Restoration Program. Under
Alternative 2, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will be adversely impacted by the
Monitoring Well and Access Road Program, but
will be positively impacted by actions that return
disturbed land to its natural condition in a culturally
appropriate manner and with the participation of
Indian people.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 2, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will not be
adversely impacted by visits by students and
researchers.

Work for Others Program. Under Alternative 2,
it is expected that American Indian cultural
resources will not be adversely impacted.
G.4.22.2 Tonopah Test Range

Defense Program. Under Alternative 2, there will
be no belowground nuclear testing, so American

Indian cultural resources will not be adversely
impacted.

Waste Management Program. Under
Alternative 2, there will be no Waste Management
Program on the Tonopah Test Range and none has
been identified for this alternative, so it is expected
that American Indian cultural resources will not be
adversely impacted.

Environmental Restoration Program. Under
Alternative 2, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will be adversely impacted if
natural lands are scraped during environmental
restoration. Access to culturally significant places
will be increased if environmental restoration is
successful, thus reducing Indian peoples’ perception
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- environmental restoration

of health and spiritual risks associated with this
area. Indian people wish to be involved in
identifying environmental restoration methods and
in the evaluation of restoration success.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 2, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will be
adversely impacted if natural lands are scraped
during any Nondefense Research and Development
Program actions. At this time, no actions are
planned for the Tonopah Test Range.

Work for Others Program. Under Alternative 2,
it is expected that American Indian cultural
resources will be adversely impacted if the Tonopah
Test Range continues to be a place where weapons
are researched and developed. These actions have
continued and will continue to pollute these lands.
American Indian cultural resources will continue to
be adversely impacted by military training exercises
and weapons tests.

G.4.2.2.3 Nellis Air Force Range Complex

Defense Program. Under Alternative 2, it is
expected that American Indian cultural resources
will not be adversely impacted because no defense
actions are planned for the Double Tracks site on
the NAFR Complex.

Waste  Management  Program.  Under
Alternative 2, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources on the Double Tracks site will not
be adversely impacted because there is no Waste
Management Program there and none is planned in
this alternative.

Environmental Restoration Program. Under
Alternative 2, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources on the Double Tracks site will be
adversely impacted if natural lands are scraped
during environmental restoration. Access to
culturally significant places will be increased if
is successful, thus
reducing Indian peoples’ perception of health and
spiritual risks associated with this area. Indian
people wish to be involved in identifying
environmental restoration methods and in the
evaluation of restoration success.
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Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 2, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources on the Double
Tracks site will not be adversely impacted by
discontinuing research and development actions.

Work for Others Program. Under Alternative 2,
American Indian cultural resources  will be
adversely impacted if the Double Tracks site
continues to be a place where weapons are
researched and developed. These actions have
continued and will continue to pollute these lands.

.American Indian cultural resources will continue to

be adversely impacted by military training exercises
and weapons tests.

G.4.2.2.4 Nellis Air Force Range Complex Area 13

Defense Program. Under Alternative 2, American

Indian cultural resources will not be adversely

impacted because there are no plans for additional

- tests at the Area 13 site on the NAFR Complex.

Waste Management Program. Under
Alternative 2, American Indian cultural resources
will not be adversely impacted because there are no
waste facilities at the Area 13 site on the
NAFR Complex.

Environmental Restoration Program. Under
Alternative 2, it is expected that American Indian

cultural resources will be adversely impacted if -

natural lands are scraped during environmental
restoration. Access to culturally significant places
will be increased if environmental restoration is
successful, thus reducing Indian peoples’ perception
of health and spiritual risks associated with this
area. Indian people wish to be involved in
identifying environmental restoration methods and
in the evaluation of restoration success.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 2, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources in the Double
Tracks site will not be adversely impacted by
discontinuing research and development actions.

Work for Others Program. Under Alternative 2,
it is expected that American Indian cultural
resources will not be adversely impacted because no
Work for Others Program actions are being planned.
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G4.2.2.5 Project Shoal Area—This studyarea
is not within the traditional lands of the Indian -
people represented by the CGTO. It is
recommended by the CGTO that the DOE NTS EIS
team directly contact Indian tribes and organizations
having traditional lands in the Project Shoal Area.
The following tribes were suggested: Fallon Paiute,
Walker River Paiute, Pyramid Lake and Lovelock
Paiute Tribes.
G.4.2.2.6 Central Nevada Test Area
Defense Program. Under Alternative 2, it is
expected that American Indian cultural resources
will be adversely impacted if further nuclear tests
occur and if natural lands are scraped for
construction. In this alternative, however, there are

no plans for additional tests or construction at the
Central Nevada Test Area.

Waste Management Program, Under
Alternative 2, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will not be impacted because
there is no Waste Management Program on the
Central Nevada Test Area and none has been
identified for this alternative.

Environmental Restoration Program. Under
Alternative 2, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources on the Central Nevada Test Area
will be adversely impacted if natural lands are
scraped during environmental restoration. Access
to culturally significant places will be increased if
environmental restoration is successful, thus
reducing Indian peoples’ perception of health and
spiritual risks associated with this area. Indian
people wish to be involved in identifying
environmental restoration methods and in the
evaluation of restoration success.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 2, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will be
adversely impacted if the Central Nevada Test Area
becomes a place where weapons are researched and
developed. No such actions are planned for this
alternative, so cultural resources will not be
adversely impacted.
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Work for Others Program. Under Alternative 2,
it is expected that American Indian cultural
resources will be adversely impacted if the Central
Nevada Test Area becomes a place where weapons
are researched and developed. No such actions are
considered in this alternative, so American Indian
cultural resources will not be adversely impacted.
GA4.22.7 Eldorado Valley

Defense Program. Under Alternative 2, American
Indian cultural resources will not be impacted

because no Defense Program activities are
scheduled for Eldorado Valley.

Waste Management Program. Under
Alternative 2, American Indian cultural resources
will not be impacted because no Waste
Management Program activities are scheduled for
Eldorado Valley.

Environmental Restoration Program. No
environmental restoration activities are planned for
Eldorado Valley; therefore, no adverse impacts to
American Indian resources are expected under
Alternative 2. '

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 2, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will be
adversely impacted if a solar production facility is
constructed and operated.

Work for Others Program. It is unlikely that
Work for Others Program activities will be
implemented in Eldorado Valley. Therefore, no
adverse impacts on American Indian resources are
expected under Alternative 2.

G4.2.2.8 Dry Lake Valley

Defense Program. Under Alternative 2, American
Indian cultural resources will not be impacted

because no Defense Program activities are
scheduled for Dry Lake Valley.
Waste Management Program. Under

Alternative 2, American Indian cultural resources
will not be impacted because no Waste
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Management Program activities are scheduled for
Dry Lake Valley.

Environmental Restoration Program. No
environmental restoration activities are planned for
Dry Lake Valley; therefore, no adverse impacts to
American Indian resources are expected under
Alternative 2.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 2, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will be
adversely impacted if a solar production facility is
constructed and operated.

G.4.2.2.9 Coyote Spring Valley

Defense Program. Under Alternative 2, American
Indian cultural resources will not be impacted

because no Defense Program activities are
scheduled for Coyote Spring Valley.

Waste  Management  Program. Under
Alternative 2, American Indian cultural resources
will not be impacted because no Waste
Management Program activities are scheduled for
Coyote Spring Valley.

Environmental Restoration Program. No
environmental restoration activities are planned for
Coyote Spring Valley; therefore, no adverse impacts
to American Indian resources are expected under
Alternative 2.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 2, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources  at
Coyote Spring Valley will be adversely impacted if
a solar production facility is constructed and
operated.

Work for Others Program. It is unlikely that
Work for Others Program activities will be
implemented in Coyote Spring Valley. Therefore,
no adverse impacts on American Indian resources
are expected under Alternative 2.
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G.4.2.3 American Indian Place by Action
Comments, Alternative 3.

G.4.2.3.1 Nevada Test Site

Defense Program. Under Alternative 3, it is
expected that American Indian cultural resources
will be adversely impacted if new Defense Program
operations are undertaken or if current underground
nuclear tests are expanded into previously unused
areas. Access to culturally significant places will be
reduced because Indian peoples’ perception of
health and spiritual risk will increase if additional
testing, storage, disassembly, or disposal of nuclear
and conventional weapons occur.

Waste Management Program. ~Under
Alternative 3, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will continue to be adversely
impacted, in particular if waste storage facilities are
expanded because the waste has not been disposed
of in a culturally appropriate manner. Access to
significant places on the NTS will be reduced
because waste isolation facilities increase Indian
peoples’ perception of health and spiritual risks.

Environmental Restoration Program. Under
Alternative 3, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will be adversely impacted by an
expansion of the well and access road monitoring
program, but will be positively impacted by actions
that return disturbed lands to its natural condition in
a culturally appropriate manner and with the
participation of Indian people.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 3, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will be
adversely impacted by increased visits by students
and researchers who collect artifacts, visit sacred
areas, and remove plants or animals. Cultural
resources will be positively impacted if students and
researchers receive proper guidance by Indian
people regarding how to visit places and interact
with the environment.

Work for Others Program. Under Alternative 3,
it is expected that American Indian cultural
resources will be impacted if the NTS continues to
be a place where weapons are stored, disassembled,
and disposed. These actions have continued and
will continue to pollute these lands. The presence
of conventional and nuclear weapons defines the
NTS as a place of destruction, which promotes an
image that is inappropriate for a place for peaceful
relations between Indian ethnic groups. American
Indian cultural resources will continue to be
impacted by military training exercises and weapons
tests.

G4.2.3.2 Tonopah Test Range—Under
Alternative 3, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will be adversely impacted if
further aboveground nuclear tests occur or if new
areas are used for expanded testing programs.

Waste Management Program. Under
Alternative 3, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will not to be adversely impacted
because there is no Waste Management Program on
the Tonopah Test Range and none has been
identified for this alternative.

Environmental Restoration Program. Under
Alternative 3, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will be adversely impacted if
natural lands are scraped during environmental
restoration.. Access to culturally significant places
will be increased if environmental restoration is
successful, thus reducing Indian peoples’ perception
of health and spiritual risks associated with this
area. Indian people wish to be involved in
identifying environmental restoration methods and
in the evaluation of restoration success.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program, Under Alternative 3, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will be
adversely impacted if natural lands are scraped
during any nondefense research and development
actions. At this time, no actions are planned for the
Tonopah Test Range.

Work for Others Program. Under Alternative 3,
it is expected that American Indian cultural
resources will be impacted if Tonopah Test Range
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weapons research and development programs are
expanded. These actions have continued and will
continue to pollute these lands. American Indian
cultural resources will continue to be adversely
impacted by military training exercises and weapons
tests.
G.4.2.3.3 Nellis Air Force Range Complex
Defense Program. At this time, no defense actions
are planned for Double Tracks site on the
NAFR Complex. Under Alternative 3, however, it is
expected that American Indian cultural resources will
not be adversely impacted under this alternative.

Waste  Management  Program.  Under
Alternative 3, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will not be adversely impacted
unless a Waste Management Program for the
NAFR Complex is begun, and there are no plans
identified for this alternative.

Environmental Restoration Program. Under
Alternative 3, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will be adversely impacted if
natural lands are scraped during environmental
restoration. Access to culturally significant places
will be increased if environmental restoration is
successful, thus reducing Indian peoples’ perception
of health and spiritual risks associated with this
area. Indian people wish to be involved in
identifying environmental restoration methods and
in the evaluation of restoration success.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 3, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will be
adversely impacted if natural lands are scraped
during any nondefense research and development
actions. At this time, no actions are planned for the
Double Tracks site on the NAFR Complex.

Work for Others Program. Under Alternative 3,
it is expected that American Indian cultural
resources will be impacted if weapon research and
development programs continue or are expanded at
the Double Tracks site. These actions have and will
continue to pollute these lands. American Indian
cultural resources will continue to be adversely
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impacted by military training exercises and weapons
tests.

G.4.2.3.4 Nellis Air Force Range Complex Area 13

Defense Program. Under Alternative 3, it is
expected that American Indian cultural resources
will be adversely impacted if nuclear safety tests
continue or increase and if natural lands are scraped
for construction. In this alternative, however, there
are no plans for additional tests at the Area 13 site
on the NAFR Complex.

Waste Management Program. Under
Alternative 3, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will not to be adversely impacted
because there is no Waste Management Program on
the Area 13 site on the NAFR Complex and none
has been identified for this alternative.

Environmental Restoration Program. - Under
Alternative 3, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources of the Area 13 site on the
NAFR Complex will be adversely impacted if
natural lands are scraped during environmental
restoration. Access to culturally significant places
will get increased if environmental restoration is
successful, thus reducing Indian peoples’ perception
of health and spiritual risks associated with this
area. Indian people wish to be involved in
identifying environmental restoration methods and
in the evaluation of restoration success.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alterndtive 3, it is expected that
American -Indian cultural resources will be
adversely impacted if natural lands are scraped
during research and development. These actions
have continued and will continue to pollute these
lands. American Indian cultural resources will
continue to be adversely impacted by military
training exercises and weapons tests.

Work for Others Program. Under Alternative 3,
it is expected that American Indian cultural
resources will be impacted if weapon research and
development programs continue or are expanded at
the Area 13 site. These actions have continued and
will continue to pollute these lands. American
Indian cultural resources will continue to be
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adversely impacted by military training exercises
and weapons tests.

G.4.2.3.5 Project Shoal Area —This study
area is not within the traditional lands of the Indian
people represented by the CGTO. It is
recommended by the CGTO that the DOE NTS
EIS team directly contact Indian tribes and
organizations having traditional lands in the Project
Shoal Area. The following tribes were suggested:
Fallon Paiute, Walker River Paiute, Pyramid Lake
and Lovelock Paiute Tribes.

G.4.2.3.6 Central Nevada Test Area

Defense Program. Under Alternative 3, it is
expected that American Indian cultural resources
will be adversely impacted if nuclear tests continue
or increase and if natural lands are scraped for
construction. In this alternative, however, there are
no plans for additional tests or construction at the
Central Nevada Test Area.

Waste Management Program, Under
Alternative 3, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will not to be adversely impacted
because there is no Waste Management Program on
the Central Nevada Test Area and none has been
identified for this alternative.

Environmental Restoration Program. Under
Alternative 3, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources on the Central Nevada Test Area
will be adversely impacted if natural lands are
scraped during environmental restoration. Access
to culturally significant places will be increased if
environmental restoration is successful, thus
reducing Indian peoples’ perception of health and
spiritual risks associated with this area. Indian
people wish to be involved in identifying
environmental restoration methods and in the
evaluation of restoration success.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 3, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will be
adversely impacted if natural lands are scraped
during weapons research and development. No
such actions are planned for this alternative, so
cultural resources will not be adversely impacted.
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Work for Others Program. Under Alternative 3,
it is expected that American Indian cultural
resources will be impacted if weapon research and
development programs are implemented in the
Central Nevada Test Area. No such actions are
planned for this alternative, so American Indian
cultural resources will not be adversely impacted.
G.4.2.3.7 Eldorado Valley

Defense Program. Under Alternative 3, American
Indian cultural resources will not be impacted

because no Defense Program activities are
scheduled for Eldorado Valley.
Waste Management Program. Under

Alternative 3, American Indian cultural resources
will not be impacted because no Waste
Management Program activities are scheduled for
Eldorado Valley.

Environmental Restoration Program. No
environmental restoration activities are planned for
Eldorado Valley; therefore, no adverse impacts to
American Indian resources are expected under
Alternative 3.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 3, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will be
adversely impacted if a solar production facility is
constructed and operated.

Work for Others Program. It is unlikely that
Work for Others Program activities will be
implemented in Eldorado Valley. Therefore, no
adverse impacts on American Indian resources are
expected under Alternative 3.

G.4.2.3.8 Dry Lake Valley

Defense Program. UncIer Alternative 3, American
Indian cultural resources will not be impacted

because no Defense Program activities are
scheduled for Dry Lake Valley.

Waste Management Program. Under
Alternative 3, American Indian cultural resources
will not be impacted because no Waste
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Management Program activities are scheduled for
Dry Lake Valley.

Environmental Restoration Program. No
environmental restoration activities are planned for
Dry Lake Valley; therefore, no adverse impacts to
American Indian resources are expected under
Alternative 3.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 3, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will be
adversely impacted if a solar production facility is
constructed and operated.

Work for Others Program. It is unlikely that
Work for Others Program activities will be
implemented in Dry Lake Valley. Therefore, no
adverse impacts on American Indian resources are
expected under Alternative 3.

G.4.2.3.9 Coyote Spring Valley

Defense Program. Under Alternative 3, American
Indian cultural resources will not be impacted
because no Defense Program activities are
scheduled for Coyote Spring Valley.

Waste Management Program. Under
Alternative 3, American Indian cultural resources
will not be impacted because no Waste
Management Program activities are scheduled for
Coyote Spring Valley.

Environmental Restoration Program. No
environmental restoration activities are planned for
Coyote Spring Valley; therefore, no adverse impacts
to American Indian resources are expected under
Alternative 3.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 3, it is expected that
American Indian cultural  resources  at
Coyote Spring Valley will be adversely impacted if
a solar production facility is constructed and
operated.

Work for Others Program. It is unlikely that
Work for Others Program activities will be
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implemented in Coyote Spring Valley. Therefore,
no adverse impacts on American Indian resources
are expected under Alternative 3.

G.4.2.4 American Indian Place by Action
Comments, Alternative 4.

G.4.24.1 Nevada Test Site

Defense Program. Under Alternative 4, it is
expected that American Indian cultural resources
will no longer be impacted by defense activities;
however, oversight and monitoring have the
potential for impacting American Indian cultural
resources. Indian people require further information

before completely evaluating the cultural impacts of
this Defense Program alternative.

Waste Management Program. Under
Alternative 4, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will continue to be adversely
impacted because the waste has not been disposed
of in a culturally appropriate manner. Access to
culturally significant places on the NTS will be
reduced because waste isolation facilities increase
Indian peoples’ perception of health and spiritual
risks.

Environmental Restoration Program. Under
Alternative 4, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will be adversely impacted by
monitoring well and access road activities, but will
be positively impacted by actions that return
disturbed lands to its natural condition in a
culturally appropriate manner and with the
participation of Indian people.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 4, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will be
adversely impacted by visits by students and
researchers.

Work for Others Program. Under Alternative 4,
it is expected that American Indian cultural
resources will be impacted if activities at the Spill
Test Facility in Area 5, the Treatability Test Facility
in Area 25, and the newly renovated
decontamination pad in Area 6 are expanded. It is
expected that American Indian cultural resources
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will continue to be adversely impacted by military
training exercises and weapons.

G.4.242 Tonopah Test Range

Defense Program. Under Alternative 4, it is
expected that American Indian cultural resources
will not be impacted by defense activities; however,
overflights and monitoring have the potential for
impacting American Indian cultural resources.
Indian people require further information before

completely evaluating the cultural impacts of this
Defense Program alternative.

Waste  Management  Program. Under
Alternative 4, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will not be adversely impacted
because there are no actions planned.

Environmental Restoration Program. Under
Alternative 4, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will be adversely impacted if
natural lands are scraped during environmental
restoration. Access to culturally significant places
will be increased if environmental restoration is
successful, thus reducing Indian peoples’ perception
of health and spiritual risks associated with this
area. Indian people wish to be involved in
identifying environmental restoration methods and
in the evaluation of restoration success.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program, Under Alternative 4, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will not be
impacted because no activities are planned under
this alternative.

Work for Others Program. Under Alternative 4,
it is expected that American Indian cultural
resources will be impacted by military training
exercises and conventional weapons tests.

G.4.2.4.3 Nellis Air Force Range Complex

Defense Program. Under Altemative 4, it is expected
that American Indian cultural resources will not be
adversely impacted.

Waste Management Program. Under
Alternative 4, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will not be adversely impacted.

Environmental Restoration Program Under
Alternative 4, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will be adversely impacted if
natural lands are scraped during environmental
restoration. Access to culturally significant places
will be increased if environmental restoration is
successful, thus reducing Indian peoples' perception
of health and spiritual risks associated with this
area. Indian people wish to be involved in
identifying environmental restoration methods and
in the evaluation of restoration success.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 4, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will not be
impacted because no actions are planned.

Work for Others Program. Under Alternative 4,
it is expected that American Indian cultural
resources will be impacted if the Double Tracks site
continues to be a place where weapons are
researched and developed. These actions have and
will continue to pollute these lands. American
Indian cultural resources will continue to be
adversely impacted by military training exercises
and weapons tests.

G.4.2.4.4 Nellis Air Force Range Complex Area 13

Defense Program. Under Alternative 4, it is
expected that American Indian cultural resources
will not be impacted.

Waste  Management  Program.  Under
Alternative 4, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will not be impacted because
there is no Waste Management Program on the
Area 13 site and none has been identified.

Environmental Restoration Program. Under
Alternative 4, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will be adversely impacted if
natural lands are scraped during environmental
restoration. Access to culturally significant places
will be increased if environmental restoration is
successful, thus reducing Indian peoples’ perception

Volume 1, Appendix G

G-46



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

of health and spiritual risks associated with this
area. Indian people wish to be involved in
identifying environmental restoration methods and
in the evaluation of restoration success.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 4, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will be

adversely impacted if military training exercises and

weapons tests continue.

Work for Others Program. Under Alternative 4,
it is expected that American Indian cultural
resources will be impacted if military training
exercises and weapons test continue.

G.4.24.5 Praject Shoal Area—This study area
is not within the traditional lands of the Indian
people represented by the CGTO. It is
recommended by the CGTO that the DOE NTS EIS
team directly contact Indian tribes and organizations
having traditional lands in the Project Shoal Area.
The following tribes were suggested: Fallon Paiute,
Walker River Paiute, Pyramid Lake and Lovelock
Paiute Tribes.
G.4.2.4.6 Central Nevada Test Area
Defense Program. Under Alternative 4, it is
expected that American Indian cultural resources
will not be impacted.

Waste Management Program, Under
Alternative 4, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources will not be impacted.

Environmental Restoration Program. Under
Alternative 4, it is expected that American Indian
cultural resources on the Central Nevada Test Area
will be impacted if natural lands are scraped during
environmental restoration. Access to culturally
significant places will be increased if environmental
restoration is successful, thus reducing Indian
peoples’ perception of health and spiritual risks
associated with this area. Indian people wish to be
involved in identifying environmental restoration
methods and in the evaluation of restoration
success.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 4, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will not be
adversely impacted.

Work for Others Program. Under Alternative 4,
it is expected that American Indian cultural
resources will not be impacted.
G.4.2.4.7 Eldorado Valley
Defense Program. Under Alternative 4, American
Indian cultural resources will not be impacted

because no Defense Program activities are-
scheduled for Eldorado Valley.

Waste  Management  Program.  Under
Alternative 4, American Indian cultural resources
will not be impacted because no Waste
Management Program activities are scheduled for
Eldorado Valley.

Environmental Restoration Program. Under
Alternative 4, no environmental restoration
activities are planned for Eldorado Valley;
therefore, no adverse impacts to American Indian
resources are expected.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 4, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will be
adversely impacted if a solar production facility is
constructed and operated.

Work for Others Program. It is unlikely that
Work for Others Program activities will be
implemented in Eldorado Valley. Therefore, no
adverse impacts on American Indian resources are
expected under Alternative 4.

G.4.2.4.8 Dry Lake Valley

Defense Program. Under Alternative 4, American
Indian cultural resources will not be impacted

because no Defense Program activities are
scheduled for Dry Lake Valley.

Waste Management Program. Under
Alternative 4, American Indian cultural resources
will not be impacted because no Waste

G-47

Volume 1, Appendix G



—_— e —— — Am— —— . —— — — — — — — — — . — — — — v— — — — — v m— — imam  mm—— — — — — — —

NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Management Program activities are scheduled for
Dry Lake Valley.

Environmental Restoration Program. No
environmental restoration activities are planned for
Dry Lake Valley; therefore, no adverse impacts to
American Indian resources are expected under
Alternative 4.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 4, it is expected that
American Indian cultural resources will be
adversely impacted if a solar production facility is
constructed and operated. '

Work for Others Program. It is unlikely that
Work for Others Program activities will be
implemented in Dry Lake Valley. Therefore, no
adverse impacts on American Indian resources are
expected under Alternative 4.

G.4.2.4.9 Coyote Spring Valley

Defense Program. Under Alternative 4, American
Indian cultural resources will not be impacted

because no Defense Program activities are
scheduled for Coyote Spring Valley.

Waste Management Program. Under
Alternative 4, American Indian cultural resources
will not be impacted because no Waste
Management Program activities are scheduled for
Coyote Spring Valley.

Environmental Restoration Program. No
environmental restoration activities are planned for
Coyote Spring Valley; therefore, no adverse impacts
to American Indian resources are expected under
Alternative 4.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 4, it is expected that
American Indian  cultural resources at
Coyote Spring Valley will be adversely impacted if
a solar production facility is constructed and
operated.

Work for Others Program. It is unlikely that
Work for Others Program activities will be
implemented in Coyote Spring Valley. Therefore,
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no adverse impacts on American Indian resources
are expected under Alternative 4.

G.4.3 Occupational and Public Health and
Safety Radiation Impacts

Perceptions of radiation effects are discussed in
Section 4.1.1.11 and are well known among the
Western Shoshone, Southern Paiute and Owens
Valley Paiute people of this region. “These
perceptions of risks from radiation are frightening,
and remain an important part of our lives. We will
always carry these thoughts with us. Today, people
are afraid of many things and places in this whole
area, but we still love to come out and see our land.

We worry about more radiation being brought to
this land.

If the DOE wants to better understand our feelings
about the impacts of radiation on our cultures, they
should support a study of risks from radiation
designed, conducted and produced by the CGTO.
At this time there has not been a systematic study of
American Indians perceptions of risk. Therefore, it
is not possible to provide action by action
estimation of risk perception impacts. We believe it
is a topic that urgently needs to be studied so that
Indian people may better address the actual
cultural impacts of proposed DOE actions. There
have been recent workshops funded by the National
Science Foundation to understand how to research
the special issue of culturally-based risk perception
among American Indian communities, and at least
one major project has been funded. Although this
is a relatively new topic of research, it is one that
can be more fully understood by research that
deeply involves the people being considered. To
understand our view of radiation is to begin to
understand why we responded in certain ways to
past and present activities, and why we will
continue to respond to future DOE activities.”
G.4.4 Environmental Justice and Equity
Impacts

G.4.4.1 Alternative 1 -
Operations (No Action).

Continue Current

G.44.1.1 Nevada Test Site—The CGTO
knows that the actions considered in the NTS EIS
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potentially will disproportionately affect the
American Indian people. As discussed in
Section 5.1.1.10, Cultural Resources, and
Section 5.1.1.11, Occupational and Public Health
and Safety/Radiation, the American Indian impacts
include: (1) Holy Land violations, (2) perceived
risks from radiation, and (3) cultural survival,
especially access violations.

The effects of Alternative 1 on American Indian
Environmental Justice issues are discussed below
by program.

Defense Program. Under Alternative 1, it is
expected that all three American Indian
Environmental Justice impacts would occur. Holy
Land violations occur whenever a portion of
traditional land and its resources are taken away
from Indian people by contamination or surface
disturbance. Perceived risks will occur when more
radioactivity is brought to or created at the NTS.
Cultural survival impacts will occur if any defense
activities reduce the present and future access of
Indian people and their children to places where
cultural transmission occurs. Because these impacts
would be perceived only by American Indian
people, an Environmental Justice impact would
occur.

Waste Management Program. Under Altemnative 1,
it is expected that all three American Indian
Environmental Justice impacts would occur. Holy
Land violations occur whenever a portion of
traditional land and its resources are taken away
from Indian people by contamination or surface
disturbance. Perceived risks will occur when more
radioactivity is brought to or created at the NTS.
Cultural survival impacts will occur if any waste
management activities reduce the present and future
access of Indian people and their children to places
where cultural transmission occurs. Because these
impacts would be perceived only by American
Indian people, an Environmental Justice impact
would occur.

Environmental Restoration Program. Under
Alternative 1, it is expected that all three American
Indian Environmental Justice issues would occur.
Holy Land violations can be reversed when a portion
of traditional land and its resources are returned to

the Indian people by eliminating contamination and
restoring surface disturbance areas with traditional
Indian plants and animals. Perceived risks
potentially can be reduced when radioactivity is
reduced by the physical and spiritual restoration of
the NTS. Cultural survival impacts will reverse if
any environmental restoration activities increase the
present and future access of Indian people and their
children to places where cultural transmission
occurs. Because these impacts would be perceived
only by American Indian people, an Environmental
Justice impact would occur.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 1, it is expected that
all three American Indian Environmental Justice
impacts would occur. Holy Land violations occur
whenever a portion of traditional land and its
resources are taken away from Indian people
whether this occurs by contamination or use by
students and researchers. Perceived risks will not
increase unless more radioactivity is brought to or
created at the NTS. Cultural survival impacts will
occur if any research and development activities
reduce the present and future access of Indian
people and their children to places where cultural
transmission occurs. Because these impacts would
be perceived only by American Indian people, an
Environmental Justice impact would occur.

Work for Others Program. Under Alternative 1,
it is expected that all three American Indian
Environmental Justice impacts would occur. Holy
Land violations occur whenever a portion of
traditional land and its resources are taken away
from Indian people by contamination or surface
disturbance. Perceived risks will occur when more
radioactivity or hazardous waste is brought to or
created at the NTS. Cultural survival impacts will
occur if any military training exercises and weapons
tests reduce the present and future access of Indian
people and their children to places where cultural
transmission occurs. Because these impacts would
be perceived only by American Indian people, an
Environmental Justice impact would occur.

G.4.4.2 Alternative 2 - Discontinue Operations.

G.4.42.1
impacts

Nevada Test Site—American Indian
include: (1) Holy Land violations,
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(2) perceived risks from radiation, and (3) cultural
survival, especially access violations. These
impacts for all sites —are ‘discussed in
Section 5.2.1.10, Cultural Resources, and
Section 5.2.1.11, Occupational and Public Health
and Safety/Radiation. These impacts would only be
felt by American Indian people. Therefore, a
disproportionate impact would occur. There has not
been a systematic study of these issues for the NTS.
The CGTO maintains that past, present, and future
activities on the NTS have impacted, are impacting,
or will impact these American Indian
Environmental Justice issues. Although
Alternative 2 involves no new activities, it contains
the possibility of adversely impacting American
Indian issues. For example, if road maintenance is
discontinued, it may be difficult for American
Indian people to return to the area. Also, if
DOE/NV Environmental Protection personnel are
not available, there may be a difficulty in
maintaining consultation with American Indian
tribes through the CGTO. Therefore, it is essential
to maintain both the physical access to places and
the agreement that facilitates access to these places.
The CGTO should be funded to design, conduct,
and produce a systematic American Indian
Environmental Justice study, before new activities
are approved.

Program-by-program impacts are assessed in
Section 5.1.1.12.

G.44.2.2 Tonopah Test Range—American
Indian impacts include: (1) Holy Land violations,
(2) perceived risks from radiation, and (3) cultural
survival, especially access violations. These
impacts are discussed in Section 5.2.2.10, Cultural
Resources, and Section 5.2.1.11, Occupational and
Public Health and Safety/Radiation, for all sites.
There has not been a systematic study of these
issues for the Tonopah Test Range. The CGTO
maintains that past, present and future activities on
the Tonopah Test Range have disproportionately
impacted, are disproportionately impacting, or will
have a disproportionate impact on American Indian
people. Although Alternative 2 involves no new
activities, it contains the possibility of adversely
impacting American Indian issues. If DOE/NV
Environmental Protection . personnel are not
available, there may be a difficulty establishing
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future consultation with American Indian tribes
through the CGTO. Therefore, it is essential to
establish both the physical access to places and
agreements that will facilitate access to these places.
The CGTO should be funded to design, conduct,
and produce a systematic American Indian
Environmental Justice study, before new activities
are approved.

G.4.4.2.3 Project Shoal Area—American
Indian concerns include: (1) Holy Land violations,
(2) perceived risks from radiation, and (3) cultural
survival, especially access violations. These impacts
are discussed in  Section 5.2.3.10, Cultural
Resources, and Section 5.2.1.11, Occupational and
Public Health and Safety/Radiation. There has not
been systematic study of these issues for the Project
Shoal Area.

This study area is not within the traditional lands of
the American Indian people represented by the
CGTO. It is recommended by the CGTO that the
DOE NTS EIS team directly contact American
Indian tribes and organizations having traditional
lands in the Project Shoal Area. The following
tribes were suggested: Fallon Paiute; Walker River
Paiute, Pyramid Lake and Lovelock Paiute Tribes.

G4424 Central Nevada Test Area—
American Indian concerns include: (1) Holy Land
violations, (2) perceived risks from radiation, and
(3) cultural survival, especially access violations.
These impacts are discussed in Section 5.2.4.10,
Cultural Resources, and Section 5.2.1.11,
Occupational and  Public  Health and
Safety/Radiation. There has not been a systematic
study of these issues for the Central Nevada Test
Area. The CGTO maintains that past, present and
future activities on the Central Nevada Test Area
have disproportionately impacted, are
disproportionately impacting, or will
disproportionately impact the American Indian
people. Although Alternative 2 contains no new
activities, it contains the possibility of adversely
impacting these issues. Even though the CGTO has
not been permitted to visit the area, the area is
especially important due to the concentration of
cultural resources. Therefore, this area provides a
special opportunity for the DOE to undo past
environmental justice impacts. The CGTO should
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be funded to design, conduct, and produce a
systematic American Indian Environmental Justice
study, before new activities are approved.

Program-by-program responses are assessed in
Section 5.1.1.12 and are not repeated here.

G.4.4.3 Alternative 3 - Expanded Use.

G.4.4.3.1 Nevada Test Site—American Indian
concerns include: (1) Holy Land violations,
(2) perceived risks from radiation, and (3) cultural
survival, especially access- violations. These
impacts are discussed in Section 5.3.1.10, Cultural
Resources, and Section 5.3.1.11, Occupational and
Public Health and Safety/Radiation. There has not
been a systematic study of these issues for the NTS.
The CGTO maintains that past, present and future
activities on the NTS have disproportionately
impacted, are disproportionately impacting, or will
disproportionately impact the American Indian
people. Under the Expanded Use Alternative 3, there
is a high potential of adverse impacts to these
issues. As more activities occur, both risks from
radiation and reduced access from land disturbance
is expected to occur. The CGTO should be funded
to design, conduct, and produce a systematic
American Indian Environmental Justice study,
before new activities are approved.

Action-by-action responses are assessed in
Section 5.1.1.12 and are not repeated here.

G.4.4.32 Tonopak Test Range—American
Indian concerns include: (1) Holy Land violations,
(2) perceived risks from radiation, and (3) cultural
survival, especially access violations. These
impacts are discussed in Section 5.3.2.10, Cultural
Resources, and Section 5.3.1.11, Occupational and
Public Health and Safety/Radiation. There has not
been a systematic study of these issues for the
Tonopah Test Range. The CGTO maintains that
past, present and future activities on the Tonopah
Test Range have disproportionately impacted, are
disproportionately impacting, or  will
disproportionately impact the American Indian
people. Under the Expanded Use Alternative 3,
there is a high potential of adverse impacts. As
more activities occur, both risks from radiation and
reduced access from land disturbance is expected to

occur. The CGTO should be funded to design,
conduct, and produce a systematic American Indian
Environmental Justice study, before new activities
are approved.

Program-by-program responses are assessed in
Section 5.1.1.12 and are not repeated here.

G:4.4.3.3 Project Shoal Area—American
Indian concerns include: (1) Holy Land violations,
(2) perceived risks from radiation, and (3) cultural
survival, especially access violations. These
impacts are discussed in Section 5.3.3.10, Cultural
Resources, and Section 5.3.1.11, Occupational and
Public Health and Safety. There has been no
systematic study of these issues for the Project
Shoal Area.

This study area is not within the traditional lands of
the American Indian people represented by the
CGTO. It is recommended by the CGTO that the
DOE NTS EIS team directly  contact American
Indian tribes and organizations having traditional
lands in the Project Shoal Area. The following
tribes were suggested: Fallon Paiute, Walker River
Paiute, Pyramid Lake and Lovelock Paiute Tribes.

G.4.4.3.4 Central Nevada Test Area—
American Indian concerns include: (1) Holy Land
violations, (2) perceived risks from radiation, and
(3) cultural survival, especially access violations.
These impacts are discussed in Section 5.3.4.10,
Cultural Resources, and Section 5.3.1.11,
Occupational and Public  Health and
Safety/Radiation. There has not been a systematic
study of these issues for the Central Nevada Test
Area. The CGTO maintains that past, present and
future activities on the Central Nevada Test Area
have disproportionately impacted, are
disproportionately impacting, or will
disproportionately impact the American Indian
people. Under the Expanded Use Alternative 3,
there is a high-potential of adverse impacts. As
more activities occur, both risks from radiation and
reduced access from land disturbance is expected to
occur. Even though the CGTO has not been
permitted to visit the area, the area is especially
important due to the concentration of cultural
resources. Therefore, this area provides a special
opportunity for the DOE to undo past
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Environmental Justice impacts. The CGTO should
be funded to design, conduct, and produce a
systematic American Indian Environmental Justice
study, before new activities are approved.

Program-by-program responses are assessed in
Section 5.1.1.12 and are not repeated here.

G.4.4.3.5 Eldorado Valley—American Indian
concerns include: (1) Holy Land violations,
(2) perceived risks from radiation, and (3) cultural
survival, especially access violations. These
impacts are discussed in Section 5.3.5.10, Cultural
Resources, and Section 5.3.1.11, Occupational and
Public Health and Safety/Radiation. There has not
been a systematic study of these issues for the
Eldorado Valley. The CGTO maintains that past
activities in the Eldorado Valley have impacted
these American Indian issues, especially Holy Land
violations. This constitutes a disproportionate
impact on the American Indian people. The CGTO
should be funded to design, conduct, and produce a
systematic American Indian Environmental Justice
study before new activities are approved.

Program-by-program responses are assessed in
Section 5.1.1.12 and are not repeated here.

G.4.4.3.6 Dry Lake Valley—American Indian
concerns include: (1) Holy Land violations,
(2) perceived risks from radiation, and (3) cultural
survival, especially access violations. These
impacts are discussed in Section 5.3.6.10, Cultural
Resources, and Section 5.3.1.11, Occupational and
Public Health and Safety/Radiation. There has not
been a systematic study of these issues for the Dry
Lake Valley. The CGTO maintains that past
activities in the Dry Lake Valley have
disproportionately impacted the American Indian
people, especially the issue of Holy Land violations.
Any activities occurring near Indian reservations
further precludes future opportunities for expansion
and access to these lands for any purpose. The
CGTO should be funded to design, conduct, and
produce a systematic American Indian
Environmental Justice study before new activities
are approved.

Program-by-program responses are assessed in
Section 5.1.1.12 and are not repeated here.
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G.4.4.3.7 Coyote Spring Valley—American
Indian concemns include: (1) Holy Land violations,
(2) perceived risks from radiation, and (3) cultural
survival, especially access violations. These
impacts are discussed in Section 5.3.7.10, Cultural
Resources, and Section 5.3.1.11, Occupational and
Public Health and Safety/Radiation. There has not
been a systematic study of these issues for the
Coyote Spring Valley. The CGTO maintains that
past activities in the Coyote Spring Valley have
disproportionately impacted these American Indian
issues, especially Holy Land violations. This area
was traditionally land for Southern Paiutes
especially the Moapa Paiute Tribe. Any activities
occurring near Indian reservations further precludes
future opportunities for expansion and access to
these lands for any purpose. The CGTO should be
funded to design, conduct, and produce a systematic
American Indian Environmental Justice study
before new activities are approved.

Program-by-program responses are assessed in
Section 5.1.1.12 and are not repeated here.

G.4.4.4 Alternative 4 - Alternative Use of
Withdrawn Lands.

G.44.4.1 Nevada Test Site—American Indian
concerns include: (1) Holy Land violations,
(2) perceived risks from radiation, and (3) cultural
survival, especially access violations. These
impacts are discussed in Section 5.4.1.10, Cultural
Resources, and Section 5.4.1.11, Occupational and
Public Health and Safety/Radiation. There has not
been a systematic study of these issues for the NTS.
The CGTO maintains that past, present and future
activities on the NTS have disproportionately
impacted, are disproportionately impacting, or will
disproportionately impact the American Indian
people. Under Altemative 4, there is a high
potential of adverse impacts to these issues, even
though most DOE activities would be discontinued.
The continuation of waste management operations
and the physical activities associated with
environmental restoration and other planned
activities, are expected to cause both risks from
radiation and reduced access from land disturbance.
The CGTO should be funded to design, conduct,
and produce a systematic American Indian
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Environmental Justice study, before new activities
are approved.

Program-by-program responses are assessed in
Section 5.1.1.12 and are not repeated here.

G.4.4.4.2 Tonopah Test Range—American
Indian concerns include: (1) Holy Land violations,
(2) perceived risks from radiation, and (3) cultural
survival, especially access violations. These
impacts are discussed in Section 5.4.2.10, Cultural
Resources, and Section 5.4.1.11, Occupational and
Public Health and Safety/Radiation. There has not
been a systematic study of these issues for the
Tonopah Test Range. The CGTO maintains that
past, present and future activities on the Tonopah
Test Range have disproportionately impacted, are
disproportionately impacting, or will
disproportionately impact the American Indian
people. Under Alternative 4, there is a high
potential of adverse impacts to these issues. As
more activities occur, both risks from radiation and
reduced access from land disturbance is expected to
occur. The CGTO should be funded to design,
conduct, and produce a systematic American Indian
Environmental Justice study, before new activities
are approved.

Program-by-program responses are assessed in
Section 5.1.1.12 and are not repeated here.

G.4.4.4.3 Project Shoal Area—American
Indian concerns include: (1) Holy Land violations,
(2) perceived risks from radiation, and (3) cultural
survival, especially access violations. These
impacts are discussed in Section 5.4.3.10, Cultural
Resources, and Section 5.4.1.11, Occupational and
Public Health and Safety/Radiation. There has not
been systematic study of these issues for the Project
Shoal Area.

This study area is not within the traditional lands of
the American Indian people represented by the
CGTO. It is recommended by the CGTO that the
DOE EIS team directly contact American Indian
tribes and organizations having traditional lands in
the Project Shoal Area. The following tribes were
suggested: Fallon Paiute, Walker River Paiute,
Pyramid Lake and Lovelock Paiute Tribes.
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G.4.4.44 Central Nevada Test Area—
American Indian Environmental Justice concerns
include: (1) Holy Land violations, (2) perceived
risks from radiation, and (3) cultural survival,
especially access violations. These impacts are
discussed in Section 5.4.4.10, Cultural Resources,
and Section 5.4.1.11, Occupational and Public
Health and Safety/Radiation. There has not been a
systematic study of these issues for the Central
Nevada Test Area. The CGTO maintains that past,
present and future activities on the Central Nevada
Test Area have disproportionately impacted, are
disproportionately impacting, or will
disproportionately impact the American Indian
people. Under Alternative 4, there is a high
potential of adverse impacts. As more activities
occur, both risks from radiation and reduced access
from land disturbance is expected to occur. Even
though the CGTO has not been permitted to visit
the area, the area is especially important due to the
concentration of cultural resources. Therefore, this
area provides a special opportunity for the DOE to
undo past Environmental Justice impacts. The
CGTO should be funded to design, conduct, and
produce a systematic American Indian
Environmental Justice study, before new activities
are approved.

Program-by-program responses are assessed in
Section 5.1.1.12 and are not repeated here.

G.4.44.5 Eldorado Valley—American Indian
concerns include: (1) Holy Land violations,
(2) perceived risks from radiation, and (3) cultural
survival, especially access violations. These
impacts are discussed in Section 5.4.5.10, Cultural
Resources, and Section 5.4.1.11, Occupational and
Public Health and Safety/Radiation. There has not
been a systematic study of these issues for the
Eldorado Valley. The CGTO maintains that past
activities in the Eldorado Valley have
disproportionately impacted the American Indian
people, especially the issue of Holy Land violations.
The CGTO should be funded to design, conduct,
and produce a systematic American Indian
Environmental Justice study before new activities
are approved.

Program-by-program responses are assessed in
Section 5.1.1.12 and are not repeated here.
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G.4.4.4.6 Dry Lake Valley—American Indian
concerns include: (1) Holy Land violations,
(2) perceived risks from radiation, and (3) cultural
survival, especially access violations. These
impacts are discussed in Section 5.4.6.10, Cultural
Resources, and Section 5.4.1.11, Occupational and
Public Health and Safety/Radiation. There has not
been a systematic study of these issues for the Dry
Lake Valley. The CGTO maintains that past
activities in the Dry Lake Valley have
disproportionately impacted the American Indian
people, especially the issue of Holy Land violations.
Any activities occurring near Indian reservations
further precludes future opportunities for expansion
and access to these lands for any purpose. The
CGTO should be funded to design, conduct, and
produce a systematic American Indian
Environmental Justice study before new activities
are approved.

Program-by-program responses are assessed in
Section 5.1.1.12 and are not repeated here.

G.4.44.7 Coyote Spring Valley—American
Indian concerns include: (1) Holy Land violations,
(2) perceived risks from radiation, and (3) cultural
survival, especially access violations. These
impacts are discussed in Section 5.4.7.10, Cultural
Resources, and Section 5.4.1.11, Occupational and
Public Health and Safety/Radiation. There has not
been a systematic study of these issues for the
Coyote Spring Valley. The CGTO maintains that
past activities in the Coyote Spring Valley have
disproportionately impacted the American Indian
people, especially the issue of Holy Land violations.
This area was traditionally land for Southern Paiutes
especially the Moapa Paiute Tribe. Any activities,
occurring near Indian reservations further precludes

* future opportunities for expansion and access to

these lands for any purpose. The CGTO should be
funded to design, conduct, and produce a systematic
American Indian Environmental Justice study
before new activities are approved.

Program-by-program responses are assessed in
Section 5.1.1.12 and are not repeated here.

G4.5  Social and Economics Impact

G.4.5.1 Alternative 1 - Continue Current

Operations (No Action).

G.4.5.1.1 Nevada Test Site—This section
describes the American Indian concerns associated
with implementing Alternative 1, as suminarized by
the CGTO.

Indian people prefer to live in their traditional
homelands. One reason for this preference, is that
Indian people have special ties to their traditional
lands and a unique relationship with each other.
When Indian people receive employment near their
reservations they can remain on the reservation
while commuting to work. This pattern of
employment tends to have positive benefits for both
the Indian community and tribal enterprises like
housing. The reservation Indian community has the
participation of the individual and his (her) financial
contribution. The individual payment for housing
is tied to income level, so the more a person earns
with the job the more they pay to the tribal housing
office, thus making tribally sponsored housing more
economically viable.

When employment opportunities decline on
reservations, however, often times Indian families
must move away from their reservations to seek
employment. These situations have resulted in
approximately one-half to two-thirds of the tribal
members in the CGTO region of influence moving
away from their reservations.

As Indian people move away from reservations due
to employment opportunities, Indian culture is
threatened because the number of families living on
reservations declines. Tribal members who choose
to relocate from their reservations impact
reservation economies, school, housing and
emergency services. Both schools and economies
are impacted because federal funding available to
tribes is based on population statistics.

With local employment opportunities such as those
offered by NTS to neighboring tribes, prices of
tribal housing rise because they are based on
income. If a positive balance between increased
income and increased cost of living in tribal
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reservations is achieved, then, both individual
members and the tribe benefit from employment
opportunities. However, continued salary raises
may tip the balance toward a sharp increase in cost
of living, making it unable for tribal members to
continue living in the reservation.

Tribal housing programs become jeopardized if
vacancies occur in tribal housing projects and
cannot be reoccupied. If vacancies occur, tribal
revenues and federal funding will be adversely
impacted and will make it more difficult to expand
housing programs in future years. Additionally,
vacant units require more maintenance. If tribal
members are unavailable to occupy a tribal housing
unit, then tribes make units available to non-
Indians, and this too potentially impacts Indian
culture. The increased presence of non-Indians on
a reservation or in an Indian community reduces the
privacy needed for the conduct of certain
ceremonies and traditional practices. When non-
Indian children are in constant interaction with
Indian children, it creates a situation that potentially
disrupts cultural learning opportunities that occur in
everyday life.

Small rural reservations must have a sufficient
number of people to generate an emergency
response capability. The need for emergency
services will decline as people move away from the
reservation. Tribal members employed in these
emergency service occupations may move away
because of their marketable skills. Tribal revenues
for administration, school, housing and emergency
services will be reduced accordingly, due to a
decline in population size.

When Indian people move away from their
reservations several dilemmas occur. Typically,
Indian people experience a feeling of isolation from
their tribe, culture and family. When an Indian
person relocates to an off-reservation area, the
individual finds that there are fewer people of their
tribe and culture around them. As a result, Indian
people must decide on the appropriateness of
practicing traditional ceremonies in the presence of
non-Indian people. Indian people are continually
torn between the decision to stay in the city or
return to the reservation to participate in traditional

ceremonies and interact with other tribal members.

This dilemma occurs on a regular basis and
potentially impacts the livelihood and cultural well-
being of off-reservation employees and their
families. When off-reservation individuals choose
to return to their homelands to participate in
traditional ceremonies, they risk their jobs or
disciplinary actions against their children who
attend public schools due to excessive absenteeism.

Should an emergency situation resulting from NTS
related activities including the transportation of
hazardous and radioactive waste occur, it could
result in the closure of a major reservation road.
Many of the Indian reservations within the region of
influence are located in remote areas with limited
access by standard and substandard roads. Were a
major (only) road into a reservation to be closed,
numerous adverse social and economic impacts
could occur. For example, Indian students who
have to travel an unusually high number of miles to
or from school could realize delays. Delays also
could occur for regular deliveries of necessary
supplies for inventories needed by tribal enterprises
and personal use. Purchases by patrons of tribal
enterprises and emergency medical services in route
to or from the reservation could be dramatically
impeded. Potential investors interested in expanding
tribal enterprises and on-going considerations by
tribal governments for future tribal developments
may significantly diminish because of the perceived
risks associated with NTS related activities
including the transportation of hazardous waste.

Defense Program. Under Alternative 1, the
Defense Program would produce a total of
4,274 jobs. Itis expected that a percentage of these
jobs would be filled by tribal members from
reservations within the American Indian Region of
Influence. Many of these Indian people will move
away from their reservations to take these jobs
causing the socioeconomic impacts discussed
above. Increased employment can positively impact
American Indian employees and their families;
however, this off-reservation employment is
expected to adversely impact the social structure
and cultural activities on the reservation.

Waste  Management  Program.  Under
Alternative 1, the Waste Management Program
would result in no change to total current
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employment. No American Indian socioeconomic
impacts are expected.

Environmental Restoration Program. Under
Alternative 1, the Environmental Restoration
Program would create approximately 1,129 jobs.
Although this is approximately one-third the
number of jobs created by the Defense Program, it
is anticipated that a higher percentage of American
Indians would be attracted to the Environmental
Restoration jobs because they are more consistent
with American Indian land preservation values.
American Indians have special skills that may be
especially critical to Environmental Restoration
activities, and the CGTO has specifically asked that
Indian people be involved in these programs.
American Indians have asked to be involved when
soil mediation actions remove contaminated soil,
and afterwards, during habitat restoration.

Nondefense Research and Development
Program. Under Alternative 1, no new jobs would
be created by the Nondefense Research and
Development Program. Were existing research
programs, especially the National Environmental
Research Park Program, to integrate American
Indians into the study designs, it is possible that a
few more Indian people would be employed. These
shifts in employment are expected to be minor, so
no American Indian socioeconomic impacts are
expected.

Work for Others Program. Under Alternative 1,
no new jobs would be created by the Work for
Others  Program. No American Indian
socioeconomic impacts are expected.

Site Support Activities. Under Alternative 1, no
new jobs would be created by the Site Support
Activities. No American Indian socioeconomic
impacts are expected.

G.4.5.1.2 Tonopah Test Range—American
Indian socioeconomic impacts due to fluctuations in
DOE employment opportunities for tribal members
from the CGTO region of influence are discussed in
Section 5.1.1.3.

G.4.5.1.3 Project Shoal Area—Américan
Indian socioeconomic impacts due to fluctuations in
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DOE employment opportunities for tribal members
from the CGTO region of influence are discussed in
Section 5.1.1.3.

G.4.5.1.4 Central Nevada Test Area—
American Indian socioeconomic impacts due to
fluctuations in DOE employment opportunities for
tribal members from the CGTO region of influence
are discussed in Section 5.1.1.3.

G.4.5.2 Alternative 2 - Discontinue Operations.

G.4.5.2.1 Nevada Test Site—American Indian
socioeconomic impacts due to fluctuations in DOE
employment opportunities for tribal members from

the CGTO region of influence are discussed in
Section 5.1.1.3.

G.4.52.2 Tonopah Test Range—American
Indian socioeconomic impacts due to fluctuations in
DOE employment opportunities for tribal members
from the CGTO region of influence are discussed in
Section 5.1.1.3.

G.4.5.2.3 Project Shoal Area—American
Indian socioeconomic impacts due to fluctuations in
DOE employment opportunities for tribal members
from the CGTO region of influence are discussed in
Section 5.1.1.3.

G.4.5.2.4 Central Nevada Test Area—
American Indian socioeconomic impacts due to
fluctuations in DOE employment opportunities for
tribal members from the CGTO region of influence
are discussed in Section 5.1.1.3.

G.4.5.3 Alternative 3 - Expanded Use.

G.4.53.1 Nevada Test Site—American Indian
socioeconomic impacts due to fluctuations in DOE
employment opportunities for tribal members from
the CGTO region of influence are discussed in
Section 5.1.1.3.

G.4.5.3.2 Tonopah Test Range—American
Indian socioeconomic impacts due to fluctuations in
DOE employment opportunities for tribal members
from the CGTO region of influence are discussed in
Section 5.1.1.3.
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G.4.5.3.3 Project Shoal Area—American
Indian socioeconomic impacts due to fluctuations in
DOE employment opportunities for tribal members
from the CGTO region of influence are discussed in
Section 5.1.1.3.

G.4.5.3.4 Central Nevada Test Area—
American Indian socioeconomic impacts due to
fluctuations in DOE employment opportunities for
tribal members from the CGTO region of influence
are discussed in Section 5.1.1.3.

G.4.5.3.5 Eldorado Valley—American Indian
socioeconomic impacts due to fluctuations in DOE
employment opportunities for tribal members from

the CGTO region of influence are discussed in
Section 5.1.1.3.

G.4.5.3.6 Dry Lake Valley—American Indian
socioeconomic impacts due to fluctuations in DOE
employment opportunities for tribal members from
the CGTO region of influence are discussed in
Section 5.1.1.3.

G.4.5.3.7 Coyote Spring Valley—American
Indian socioeconomic impacts due to fluctuations in
DOE employment opportunities for tribal members
from the CGTO region of influence are discussed in
Section 5.1.1.3.

G.4.5.4 Alternative 4 - Alternate Use of
Withdrawn Lands.

G.4.54.1 Nevada Test Site—American Indian
socioeconomic impacts due to fluctuations in DOE
employment opportunities for tribal members from

the CGTO region of influence are discussed in
Section 5.1.1.3.

G.4.54.2 Tonopah Test Range—American
Indian socioeconomic impacts due to fluctuations in
DOE employment opportunities for tribal members
from the CGTO region of influence are discussed in
Section 5.1.1.3.

G.4.5.4.3 Project Shoal Area—American
Indian socioeconomic impacts due to fluctuations in
DOE employment opportunities for tribal members
from the CGTO region of influence are discussed in
Section 5.1.1.3.
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G4.5.44 Central Nevada Test Area—
American Indian socioeconomic impacts due to
fluctuations in DOE employment opportunities for
tribal members from the CGTO region of influence
are discussed in Section 5.1.1.3.

G.4.545 Eldorado Valley—American Indian
socioeconomic impacts due to fluctuations in DOE
employment opportunities for tribal members from
the CGTO region of influence are discussed in
Section 5.1.1.3.

G.4.5.4.6  Dry Lake Valley—American Indian
socioeconomic impacts due to fluctuations in DOE
employment opportunities for tribal members from
the CGTO region of influence are discussed in
Section 5.1.1.3.

G.4.5.4.7 Coyote Spring Valley—American
Indian socioeconomic impacts due to fluctuations in
DOE employment opportunities for tribal members
from the CGTO region of influence are discussed in
Section 5.1.1.3.

G.5. Mitigation Recommendations

(NOTE: The AIWS understands that the mitigation
recommendations may be divided between NTS EIS
chapters and within chapters behind each alternative
discussion. Despite the need for breaking this
section into its component parts, the ATWS wanted
their thoughts on mitigation to be held together in
this, their own, document.)

(NOTE: The Council on Environmental Quality’s
definition of Mitigation (40 CFR Part 1508.19),
which guides EIS actions, “includes (a) avoiding the
impact altogether by not taking a certain action or
parts of an action, (b) minimizing impacts by
limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and
its implementation, (¢) rectifying the impact by
repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected
environment, (d) reducing or eliminating the impact
over time by preserving and maintaining operations
during the life of the action, and (e) compensating
for the impact by replacing or providing substitute
resources or environments.” The DOE has adopted
this definition (10 CFR Part 1021.104).)
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Federal and state agencies that must comply with
legal requirements for the management and
protection of American Indian cultural resources
have developed, in the last few years, fairly standard
procedures for funding and implementing present
and future mitigation programs. The vast majority
of these programs have focused on mitigating
archaeological and historic sites to the exclusion of
other resources found in the American Indian
cultural landscape. Only recently have American
Indian plants been incorporated into mitigation
programs, but these have concentrated mostly on
endangered plant species. Animal studies, which
require a more complex methodology, are only now
being developed. Other components of the cultural
landscape, such as geological formations, are not
systematically considered for mitigation unless they
have potential for tourism.

A key problem of existing procedures for
implementing mitigation is the lack of an integrated
approach to resources that takes into consideration
the functional and reproductive interdependence of
American Indian cultural resources. In the view of
the CGTO, there is not one type of resource that can
continue to reproduce and be of use to the American
Indian people without the continuation of all other
resources. For Indian people, an adversely
impacted resource will most certainly affect the
spiritual harmony of the land as a whole.
Unfortunately, laws and regulations designed to
protect American Indian cultural resources
(e.g., National Historic Preservation Act) treat each
resource in isolation, without considering that a
specific resource is but one component of the
American Indian cultural landscape.

G.5.1 American Indian Cultural Resources

The CGTO recommends that mitigation programs
implemented at the NTS fully incorporate the
assistance of American Indian people so that
adverse impacts on American Indian resources can
be efficiently averted. American Indian people
know the NTS landscape in great depth and thus
can help scientists with the identification of plants,
animals, geography, archaeological sites, and
traditional cultural properties that have been or will
be adversely impacted by NTS programs and
activities.

The CGTO considers that the natural and spiritual
balance of the NTS landscape has been profoundly
upset by prolonged nuclear testing activities and
that the land must be purified and the spirits
appeased in order to fully restore the environment to
its previous condition. Through ceremonies, prayer,
and offerings, American Indian people will
contribute to increase the benefits of mitigation and
will aid in restoring the spiritual harmony of
impacted landscapes.

There are a number of proposed NTS actions that
are of great concern to Indian people because of
their adverse impact on the American Indian
landscape. To avert or mitigate such impacts, the
CGTO recommends that the DOE/NV fund
systematic American Indian studies to:

® Identify those areas/resources that are
irreparably damaged, as well as areas/resources
that can be restored for human use

®  Avoid further ground-disturbing activities

® Make mitigation of restorable areas a top
priority

® Replace lost plant and animal species integral
to the spiritual landscape

® Avert or minimize damage to geological
formations important to the spiritual landscape

® Implement environmental restoration
techniques that require minimum ground-
disturbing activities

® Develop systematic consultation with
American Indians so that potentially impacted
resources can be identified, alternative
solutions discussed, and adverse impacts
averted

® Give American Indian people access to
adversely impacted areas so that they can
contribute their knowledge, purification
ceremonies, prayers, and offerings to the
restoration of the natural and spiritual harmony
of the NTS landscape.
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In addition to these recommendations that derive
from analysis of potential action and alternative
impacts to American Indian cultural resources, the

A. Alternative 1, (No Action, Continue
Current Operations). The CGTO opposes
Alternative 1 because of our strong

CGTO made the following stipulations and ~ cultural ties to the land.
recommendations at the first CGTO meeting with
the DOE NTS EIS study team: B. Alternative 2, (Discontinue Operations).
f The CGTO supports Alternative 2 with
1. Consultation with the CGTO does not relieve the inclusion of access and protection of
the DOE/NV of its obligation to maintain a all cultural resource sites.
government-to-government relationship with
American Indian tribes. C. Alternative 3, (Expanded Use). The
I CGTO opposes Alternative 3 because of
2. The DOE/NV must consult with all culturally our strong cultural ties to the land.
affiliated tribes and organizations belonging to ,
the CGTO. | The CGTO recommends that lands set
aside for exclusive Indian use continue to
3. The DOE/NV should incorporate other be kept free, secure, and monitored for
American Indian tribes and organizations contamination of radioactivity and
when considering activities away from hazardous waste.
(i.e., outside the American Indian region of
influence) the NTS. I The CGTO recommends that the Gold
I Meadows area be set aside for exclusive
4. The CGTO recommends that the DOE/NV Indian use because the area contains a
incorporate wherever possible in this EIS the concentration of important cultural
“Final Tribal Recommendations to the DOE” resources.
prepared at the second mitigation meeting,
NTS AIRFA, October 1-3, 1993, D. Alternative 4, (Alternate Use of With-
| drawn Lands). The CGTO tentatively
5. The CGTO recommends that the DOE/NV supports Alternative 4 with reservations
incorporate wherever possible in this EIS all regarding certain components of this
former American Indian recommendations alternative.
made by the CGTO to the DOE.
The following statements are specifically adapted
6. The CGTO recommends the continuance and | from the first CGTO meeting by the AIWS to
expansion of the American Indian consultation reflect new information compiled during the work -
program. of the AIWS. Each of the following
: . recommendations applies specifically to a situation
7. The CGTO recommends that they be actively where the DOE has selected an alternative. The
involved in the planning, developing, and recommendation of mitigation by the ATWS does
monitoring of all future DOE/NV ground- not imply they support the alternative; it merely is
disturbing activities. the best way of responding to alternative impacts on
American Indian cultural resources.
8. Public meetings are not the proper way to :
consult with tribes and organizations. They If Alternative 1 is chosen, the following are
should not be considered “stakeholders” as recommended:
defined by the DOE. . :
® Continue AIRFA Compliance Program
9. Responses to the various NTS EIS alternatives: ‘
® Expand American Indian ethnographic
studies
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® Conduct land-restoration ceremonies

® Provide access to the CGTO and limit
access to culturally sensitive areas.

® Continue American Indian monitors needed
for cultural resources investigations

® Provide for American Indian monitors needed
for oversight of land and DOE activities. .

If Alternative 2 is chosen, the following are
recommended:

® Continue AIRFA Compliance Program

® Turn back land to the CGTO (designate
areas for exclusive Indian control)

® Provide for American Indian monitors
needed for oversight of land and DOE
activities

® Conduct land-restoration ceremonies.

If Alternative 3 is chosen, the following are
recommended:

® Continue AIRFA Compliance Program

® Expand American Indian ethnographic
studies

® Conduct land-restoration ceremonies

® Provide access to the CGTO and limit access
to culturally sensitive areas

® Continue American Indian monitors needed
for cultural resources investigations

® Provide for American Indian monitors
needed for oversight of land and DOE
activities.

If Alternative 4 is chosen, the following are
recommended:

® Designate joint-use area for three ethnic
groups

®  Restrict/limit access to culturally sensitive
areas

® Continue AIRFA Compliance Program.

G.5.2. American Indian Socioeconomics
This section describes the American Indian
concerns  associated  with  implementing
Alternative 1, as summarized by the CGTO.

When Indian people are hired, special problems
emerge for themselves, families and reservation
communities. The DOE can assist in mitigating
these problems by recognizing the exact nature of
the problems and developing a culturally responsive
approach to mitigating the problem. For example,
an Indian employee may be required to attend a
ceremony on the reservation. When this situation
occurs, the DOE could grant special leave status to
the employee to participate in the ceremony.
Children of the Indian employee may go to non-
Indian schools, causing cross-cultural stresses. The
DOE could potentially mitigate this situation by
developing an American Indian outreach/educational
program directed at the school system and the
surrounding communities. Cultural awareness
activities could be implemented similar to the
Yucca Mountain Project's outreach program in
which knowledgeable Indian people share various
aspects of their culture. The DOE could encourage
other Indian employees to participate in the
development and implementation of these culturally
specific programs.

Reservation problems resulting from the loss of
tribal members to external employment with the
DOE/NV cannot be fully identified without a
systematic study of these issues involving the tribes.
It is recommended that this issue be mitigated by
the DOE/NV, and be specifically addressed by the
DOE/NV Diversity Council. The CGTO
potentially can serve as a management consultant to
the DOE for the development and implementation
of culturally specific programs that address the
unique issues that may arise due to off-reservation
migration caused by the employment of Indian
people.
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G.6 American Indian Consultation Procedures

American Indian tribes are sovereign nations who
acknowledge the U.S. government and expect that,
in return, the U.S. government recognize tribal
sovereignty. In a memorandum dated
April 29, 1994, President William J. Clinton wrote
“I am strongly committed to building a more
effective day-to-day working relationship reflecting
respect for the rights of self-government due the
sovereign tribal rights.” American Indian
governments expect that federal agencies and state
officials will honor President Clinton’s explicit
commitment to building such a relationship and
follow his mandate (Executive Orders Nos. 12875
and 12866, DOE, 1994). Accordingly, government
officials must implement comprehensive
consultation policies that take into consideration the
vast cultural, social, and political diversity of
American Indians, as well as the needs, concerns,
and impacts that are shared by our nations.

American Indian tribes are not considered as, nor do
they fit the definition of, businesses or
"stakeholders." Formal government-to-government
consultation with tribal governments require
diplomacy. U.S. government officials who are in
charge of maintaining friendly and productive day-
to-day relationships with foreign countries, such as
Japan, Mexico, or Germany, must acquire
knowledge on the languages, culture, and politics of
those countries in order to best represent the
interests of the United States of America and to
achieve success in international economic and
political negotiations. Yet, there is little or no
interest among government officials to educate
themselves as to how American Indians living in
their own country, organize themselves culturally
and politically. How, we ask, are federal agencies
and state officials going to succeed in following
President Clinton ’s mandate if they do not work at
improving their knowledge of American Indian life
ways?

The AIWS, who represents the concerns of the
CGTO for the NTS EIS, suggests a series of
procedures for implementing a comprehensive, day-
to-day consultation relationship with the DOE. The
Environmental Protection Division of DOE/NV has
maintained its commitment to consultation and has

established a working relationship with culturally
affiliated American Indian tribes regarding cultural
resources at Yucca Mountain and the NTS since
1985. There are, however, numerous other areas of
great concern for tribal governments that are
currently addressed in the NTS EIS, but that have
not been explored or systematically subjected to
consultation with tribal governments. Some of these
areas are:

Land use

Risk assessment
Socioeconomic issues
Nuclear waste transportation
Environmental restoration
Mitigation.

The AIWS is aware that at present there are
programmatic EISs taking place without the direct
involvement of American Indian people. This lack
of involvement is a source of great concern for
culturally affiliated tribes. The gravity of past and
proposed future nuclear and defense-related
programs and activities at the NTS and other areas
withdrawn by the DOE calls for a broadening of the
scope of American Indian consultation programs.
As stated in the American Indian Policy (DOE,
1994), the DOE must identify and seek to remove
impediments to working directly and effectively
with tribal governments on DOE programs and
activities. The DOE has already recognized that
there may be certain procedural impediments which
limit or restrict the ability to work effectively and
consistently with American Indian tribes. In
keeping with the American Indian Policy, which
requires government-to-government consultation,
this federal agency must make every effort to
remove such impediments. In the following
paragraphs we present a step-by-step consultation
procedure that is culturally and politically
appropriate.

The following consultation procedures are drawn
both from past and current consultation
relationships between DOE/NV and the CGTO.
Furthermore, these procedures reflect the need for
adjustments on consultation strategies for future
DOE programs and activities that may potentially
impact the traditional culture and contemporary
well-being of Indian people. Therefore, this section
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not only highlights the accomplishments of
DOE/NV consultation with tribal governments, but
also points out procedures that have yet to be
developed and implemented. Because the NTS EIS
will be read by government officials from sister
DOE facilities and perhaps by other federal and
state agencies as well, the AIWS expects that the
following consultation procedures will serve as a
model for future interaction between tribal
governments and federal and state agencies. It is
important to note that specific consultation
procedures should be approved by tribal
governments at the onset of each consultation
process.
G.6.1  OQOutline of Consultation Procedures
®  |nitial Notification. A formal letter addressed
to the tribal government head or chairperson
must be sent to inform the tribe of any
proposed action that may affect American
Indian resources and/or may impact the well-
being of tribal members. Initial formal letters
must be followed up to ensure that the tribal
government is aware of the proposed action
and has received copies of all pertinent
documentation. When a Notice of Intent is
part of an ongoing consultation relationship, it
should also be sent to official tribal contact
representatives.

®  Pertinent Documentation. A non-technical
document that clearly and concisely presents
the scope and goals of the proposed action,
including an explanation of potential effects
and consequences of such action, both positive
and negative, should accompany the Notice of
Intent.

® Formal Visitation. A request for a formal

visitation with the tribal government(s) to

make an oral presentation of the proposed

action and its effects and consequences should

- follow a Notice of Intent. Presentations must

be concise and no more than 15 minutes.

~ Visual aids and non-technical language will
greatly facilitate communication.

® Official Tribal Contact Representative. For
- new proposed actions, the federal agency

should request that the tribal government
review this information and appoint an Official
Tribal Contact Representative(s) who will
directly interact with DOE officials. If
representatives have already been appointed,
then the DOE has the responsibility to keep the
tribal contacts informed and periodically
double-check whether new representatives
have been appointed by the tribal government.

Agency Point of Contact. A permanent agency
point of contact should be appointed for all
DOE consultation activities (e.g., cultural
resource management, NTS EIS write-up).
This individual(s) must have prior knowledge
of consultation procedures and American
Indian culture, long-range vision, and be
responsible for maintaining long-term
consultation with the tribes. Continuity in
consultation relationships achieved and
maintained between the DOE/NV and the
CGTO could not have been possible without
the commitment of responsible and
knowledgeable agency officials.

Memorandum of Agreement. Consultation
with the CGTO representatives is a productive
opportunity for sharing information and
voicing common tribal concemns regarding
DOE programs and activities at the NTS and
other areas withdrawn by the agency.
Howeyver, there are more specific impacts of
these programs and activities that directly
affect those tribes that live in the vicinity of the
NTS. For example, radioactive waste
transportation affects directly the Moapa
Paiute and the Las Vegas Paiute Tribes. A
Memorandum of Agreement between the
federal agency and the affected tribal
governments should be signed before
implementing a proposed action.

Information Updates. Tribal governments
involved in consultation with the DOE must be
kept informed of the progress of programs and
activities, modifications of the original action
plans, and changes of agency personnel that
may affect the consultation relationship. Draft
reports should be sent to the tribal
governments for review and comment.
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Indian Monitoring Program. Appointing
Indian Monitors is essential for ensuring that
cultural resource management and mitigation
of adverse impacts of DOE programs and
activities to American Indian cultural resources
is conducted in an appropriate manner. The
involvement of officially appointed Indian
Monitors in archaeological research at the
NTS, for example, has been successful and
will continue to be so in the immediate future.
Monitoring should be expanded to other areas
of potential impact to American Indian culture
and well-being.

Formation of American Indian Task
Subgroups. Ideally, tribal governments should
be directly involved in the design and
implementation of programs and activities that
could potentially impact Indian culture and
society. This involvement can be made
possible if task subgroups formed by Official
Tribal Contact Representatives are allowed to
work alongside federal agency planners or
managers. For example, during the
preparation of the Draft NTS EIS, the CGTO
suggested to DOE/NV that a subgroup of its
Official Tribal Contact Representatives
(representing three ethnic groups) be allowed
to write American Indian text directly into this
EIS. This task subgroup became the ATWS. A
positive response from the DOE/NV was
needed to demonstrate that American Indians
can work effectively with federal agencies. It
is expected that Indian task subgroups will
become an established consultation procedure.

Regular Meetings Between Agency Managers
and Official Tribal Contact Representatives.
Periodically, DOE managers should agree to a
formal meeting with tribal representatives to
share information on current and future plans,
ongoing consultation, needs and concerns of
both the tribes and the agency, and policy
updates. These meetings are useful for
reassuring both agency managers and tribal
governments that consultation is being
conducted in a culturally and politically
appropriate manner and for mutual benefit.

G.6.2

Co-management. Ideally, tribal governments
who are involved in consultation with the DOE
should share tasks and responsibilities in the
management of resources that are significant
for Indian people. Future agency efforts
should target the development of a resource
co-management plan.

Funding. Funding for consultation, including
Official Tribal Contact Representatives
meetings, site visits, task subgroups, and
monitoring should be provided for the
continuation of current compliance programs
and future projects.

Time Allowance. Tribal governments are often
overworked and understaffed. Proposal
reviews by the tribal council, personnel
appointments, and review and comment of
draft documents take time. Agencies should
send notices of intent and any other
documentation within a reasonable timeframe
so that tribes can respond on a timely basis.
Proposal and document review periods should
be 30 to 45 days.

Consultation Issues

Land Use. Land has no monetary value for
Indian tribes. Indian people do not recognize
boundaries other than their traditional
territories. Land was traditionally respected
for its ability to sustain the people
economically, spiritually, and socially.
American Indian perspectives on land use
should be incorporated into all federal agency
programs and activities that will potentially
transform the natural landscape of traditional
Indian land or impact its biological resources.

Biological Resources. The DOE's projects and
activities have impacted the region’s plant and
animal species. A number of them are
currently candidates for listings as either
threatened or endangered. Indian people have
deep knowledge of the biological resources of
the area and should participate directly with
scientists responsible for the protection of its
biological resources. Although systematic
traditional-use plant studies have been
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conducted in Yucca Mountain, Pahute Mesa,
and Rainier Mesa, American Indians would
like to see the DOE take a step further and
invite them to assist the agency in the planning
and implementing of ecosystem management
programs at the NTS.

®  Air Quality and Climate. The DOE should
make an effort to record systematically the
adverse effects of nuclear testing on the air
quality of American Indian communities
located near the NTS.

®  Visual Resources. All land forms within the
NTS have high sensitivity levels for American
Indians. The ability to see the land without the
distraction of buildings, towers, cables, roads,
and other objects is essential for the spiritual
interaction between Indian people and their
traditional lands. Landscape modifications
should be done in consultation with American
Indians.

®  Occupational and Public Health and Safety.
The DOE’s programs and activities are
performed in accordance with the regulations
of the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration. Tribes that live near the NTS
would like to be included in systematic
research aimed at ensuring that public health
and safety measures devised by the DOE
extend into tribal lands and communities.

®  Nuclear Waste Transportation. Portions of the
current road system within the western United
States is based on ancient pathways and trails
of Indian people. The Southwest Desert Trail
System was not used for trivial activities but
for trade, commerce, pilgrimage, and often for
a hasty retreat or to pursue an enemy in the act
of warfare. Trails were used to relay important
messages to distant tribal groups. ‘

Tribal governments would like to cooperate
with the DOE in the development and
implementation of safe transportation policies.
However, no systematic consultation with
tribal governments has been conducted to date.
Indian communities located along
transportation routes are continuously exposed

to risks of accidents, spills, and adverse
impacts of transportation on tribal economies.
The cumulative effects of long-term nuclear
waste transportation through tribal lands would
be traumatic and potentially life-threatening to
the well-being of the Indian people.

The DOE has the responsibility to assist
neighboring tribes in developing an emergency
response management program in regard to
transportation of low-and high-level nuclear
waste as it passes through tribal lands. A
Memorandum of Agreement should be signed.

®  Geology and Soils. Severe disturbance of the
geology and soils in large portions of the NTS
has been caused by repeated nuclear testing
(e.g., mountain sides, craters). These impacts
have made certain areas unfit for human use.
These areas have become inaccessible to
American Indians for religious purposes.

®  Surface Hydrology and Groundwater. Surface
waters of the NTS, the Tonopah Test Range,
and the NAFR Complex are not used for
human consumption. Animals in these regions
must drink this water: they do not have a
choice. Water pollution also puts plant
communities in jeopardy. Tribal governments
are concerned that the migration of polluted
water from contaminated areas into land
outside the NTS will have long-term adverse
effects.

The AIWS reviewed and edited the Consultation
Model produced for the U.S. Department of Energy
Legacy Project (Stoffle et al., 1994c). A detailed
version of this American Indian Consultation
Model, which has been tailored to meet current
DOE/NV consultation procedures, is included in
Attachment C of Appendix G.

G.7 Transportation Study

G.7.1  Consultation

The compilers of the NTS EIS Transportation Study
refer to meeting with various American Indian
individuals, groups, and tribes. The interactions are
listed as tables and discussed throughout the text.
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These meetings do not constitute full government-
to-government consultation with American Indian
tribes, nor have they led to an American Indian
transportation study. Instead, the meetings simply
informed Indian people that an NTS EIS
transportation study was being conducted.
Information about pending studies is an important
first step in consultation with American Indian
tribes and organizations; however, no additional
consultation steps were taken. The Transportation
Study, therefore, cannot be supported by the
American Indian tribes and organizations
represented by the CGTO.

Especially disturbing to the CGTO is an apparent
confusion regarding the purpose of CGTO
consultation during the NTS EIS. For example, the
response to Question #16 (D-8, D-9) where a public
response raised the issue of the DOE going to the
tribes for consultation, rather than them having to
come to the DOE. The writers of the Transportation
Study responded by referring to the CGTO
involvement with other portions of the NTS EIS as
though it was an example of consultation specific to
the transportation study. This is an incorrect
statement, in as much as the CGTO was informed
by the DOE NTS EIS Transportation Study team
that the CGTO did not have to respond to
transportation issues because the Transportation
Study team was working directly with the tribes in
a parallel but separate consultation. The CGTO is
only now responding to the Transportation Study
because it neither identifies nor assesses American
Indian impacts.

American Indian tribes are not “stakeholders” and,
thus, meetings designed to elicit the opinion of
public stakeholders are not an appropriate method

for consulting with tribes who are to be addressed

on a government-to-government basis according to
the President of the United States. Thus, there are
misleading and incorrect statements in Chapter 2,
Stakeholder Issues, that indicate that American
Indian tribes were given the opportunity to identify
issues during public meetings. No public meetings
should be considered as a replacement for
government-to-government consultation. All
reference to American Indian consultation should be
removed from this section of the report unless it
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specifically refers to American Indian consultation
on a government-to-government basis.

G.7.2  American Indian Transportation
Issues

Although some American Indian transportation
issues were suggested during the NTS EIS scoping
period and again raised in the CGTO meetings with

‘the Transportation Study team, the report does not

include these issues. Despite a record of meetings
with American Indian people, groups, and tribes,
the study does not present critical American Indian
concerns. These include, among others, the impact
of radioactive and hazardous waste travel along rail
and highway on nearby existing and planned
American Indian businesses, especially those of the
Moapa Paiute Tribe and the Las Vegas Paiute Tribe.
American Indian people, especially elders, express
a fear of radiation as an “angry rock” which can
impact people as it travels, even though it remains
packaged and no transportation accident occurs to
spill the contents of the package. Although this
perception of radioactivity was expressed by
American Indian people in the 1987 DOE
archaeology study, the nature and extent of this fear
has not been addressed by the transportation study.
American Indian people also express concern that
places of spiritual power are being and could be
additionally harmed by the transportation of
radioactive and hazardous waste. American Indian
people are currently reacting to these concerns by
worrying about the past and current impacts of
waste transportation and by avoiding certain places
they believe have been adversely impacted by the
transportation of radioactive and hazardous waste.

The CGTO recommends that the cultural concerns
of other American Indian tribes and organizations
should be included in the Transportation Study.
The CGTO understands that the Transportation
Study is focused on what it called “local issues”
(Volume 1, Appendix I, p. 1-1), but is not certain
why other Indian tribes, who potentially are
impacted by transportation and who live in the West
and Southwest, are not included in this study.
When most statistics cited in the report are
statewide from Nevada, why are other Nevada
Indian tribes not considered in this transportation
study?
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The CGTO would like to know if probability
calculations are based on transportation safety
nationwide or in the local area of the Transportation
Study. If the calculations are based on national
statistics, why were local statistics not used instead,
given the local-issue focus of the analysis.

The CGTO recommends that recent rail derailments
in the west and southwest be incorporated into the
probability calculations of railroad accidents.

The CGTO would like to express the opinion that
the probability of either railroad or highway
accidents has increased and is increasing owing to
domestic acts of violénce directed at the federal
government, its employees, and its activities. These
increased accident probabilities should be
calculated into the Transportation Study and the
report should clearly inform readers how these
accident trends and potential domestic terrorist
activities were incorporated into the transportation
analysis.
G.7.3 A Faulty Transportation Assessment
(Attachment F, Nevada Test Site Rail
Access Study)

Attachment F contains a faulty assessment of
potential impacts to American Indian cultural
resources that would occur if a variety of new
railroad tracks were constructed connecting the
NTS with existing railroads. The cultural resource
analysis contained in this study was conducted
without the involvement of the CGTO who serve as
guides, participants, and monitors of all cultural
resource studies associated with the NTS. As a
result, the study cannot be considered to be even a
preliminary assessment of potential American
Indian cultural resource impacts.

Some of the more significant flaws in the study are
as follows:

® The study in Attachment F is limited to an
analysis of archaeological remains, thus failing
to consider the full range of American Indian
cultural resources which include, among
others, Indian plants, animals, traditional
cultural properties, mineral deposits, water,

sites of historical importance, and cultural
landscapes.

The archaeological site analysis in
Attachment F is limited to a review of
previously recorded sites. While such an
analysis is certainly appropriate as a beginning
of an assessment, it cannot be used to make
conclusions about potential impacts to these
sites unless their cultural significance has been
evaluated by American Indian people. Also,
previous archaeology studies were not
conducted with the railroad development in
mind, thus their sampling methods and study
locations do not correspond with the ground
disturbing activities that would be associated
with the construction of a railroad. Also,
previous archaeological studies were not

‘conducted with the guidance, participation,

and review of American Indian tribes and
organizations and, thus, do not reflect current
DOE/NY policies of involving Indian people
in these studies.

The cultural resource analysis in Attachment F
fails to reflect the well-known and well-
documented cultural significance of the area
around the Spring Mountains. The area is
where the Creator transported all Southemn
Paiutes into existence, and, therefore, gave
them the mandate to use and protect these
lands. As such, the area around the Spring
Mountains is the center of the Southern Paiute
Holy Land, and it is literally filled with places
of utmost cultural significance.

Much of this analysis suggests it is about
Yucca Mountain rather than about proposals
properly considered in the NTS EIS. Beyond
the frequent reference to Yucca Mountain in
the study, there is Figure F-1 - which
specifically indicates that all of the considered
routes lead only to the Yucca Mountain Site. If
the Transportation Study is to be used as part
of the Yucca Mountain EIS, then the CGTO
would like to be advised and have the
opportunity to respond to the Transportation
Study as a component of the Yucca Mountain
study. Some other flaws in the Attachment F
study are as follows:
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The Moapa Paiute Indian Reservation is
missing from the transportation maps.

Figures F-2 and F-4 incorrectly identify the
“Las Vegas Paiute Indian Reservation” as the
“Paiute Indian Reservation.”

The term “Southern Paiute Reservation” is
used in the text (F-29) to refer to the
“Las Vegas Paiute Indian Reservation.”

The term “Indian Reservation” is used without
a defined boundary on Figure F-1. Since there
is no place with this name, the term could be
referring to the “Walker River Paiute Indian
Reservation”. or the “Yomba Shoshone
Reservation™. It should also be pointed out that
the “Duckwater Shoshone Reservation” is
located between railroad routes #8 and #9, but
this important place is missing from the figure.
The “Ely Shoshone Reservation™ is also
missing from the map.

The analysis of Stateline Route (F-30) fails to
mention the Pahrump Paiute Tribe, which is a
member of the CGTO and which is currently
seeking federal recognition. An especially
important omission is the Pahrump Paiute
Tribe’s plan to have lands withdrawn for a
new reservation in the Pahrump Valley once
the Pahrump Paiute Tribe receives tribal
recognition.

The study has an “error of omission,” when it
states that impacts on cultural resources are
regulated though Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (F-28). In
fact, cultural resources are also regulated by
the AIRFA of 1979 and the NAGPRA of
1990. All three cultural resource acts specify
the critical role of American Indian tribes and
Indian organizations in the identification and
assessment of cultural resources.

G.7.4  Conclusion - A Fatally Flawed

Attachment F

The study in Appendix F is fatally flawed and
should not be used for its expressed purpose which
is:

to support a dialogue with Nevada
stakeholders...(and be) a basis for starting
a formal discussion of this issue
(Volume 1, Appendix I, Attachment F,
page F-1).

The CGTO believes that a reasonable dialogue
about potential impacts cannot be begun with
Attachment F because it fails to involve an
American Indian assessment component in the
cultural resources sections. Were a dialogue to
begin without involving American Indian issues, it
would be a violation of both cultural resource
protection laws and regulations, and would not be in
keeping with past DOE/NV commitments to
involve American Indian tribes and organizations in
such discussions.

G.8 Framework for the Resource Management
Plan
G.8.1 American Indian Participation
American Indian ethnic groups whose aboriginal
territories included the NTS lands have accumulated
centuries of knowledge on the resources present at
this site. Through continued use, Indian people
developed a profound understanding of the cycles
of resource renewal and natural transformation of
the landscape, the relationships between plants,
animals, minerals, water, air, and landforms that
form the ecosystem, and the spiritual and healing

power of this land. Elders describe their relationship
with the NTS lands:

“When you come to this land you feel at
home, it gives you a peaceful feeling, the
land, the mountains, the birds. Like when
I cross over the mountains and see Owens
Valley. In the old times the people used to
come together and have social gatherings
and pow-wows. When we came together
here [at Gold Meadow] in 1993 it was the
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first time after at least 50 years that the
three ethnic groups had the opportunity to
get together. It felt very peaceful to be
back home among Indian people. This
opportunity for tribal elders to return to
this holy place was an important
pilgrimage after being kept forcefully
away from this land for all those years. It
was a special gift for tribal elders who
still remembered Gold Meadow, and for
the younger people who experienced this
pilgrimage with us.” '

American Indians can contribute this knowledge to
the development of a comprehensive and culturally
sensitive Resource Management Plan for the NTS
by:

®  Assisting the DOE/NV in the development of
methods of identification, inventory, and
~ preservation of American Indian resources

® Sharing values and perceptions that Indian
people place on the resources at the NTS

® Broadening and refining the goals that
DOE/NV will use to guide the. conservation
and culturally appropriate use of those
resources ‘

® Identifying American Indian priorities and
constraints on resource management goals, and

® Bringing American Indian views on traditional
ecosystems so that the principles of ecosystem
management can be incorporated into the
Resource Management Plan in a culturally
sensitive manner.

Ultimately, the goal of American Indian
Participation in the Resource Management Plan is
to develop a long term co-management plan for the
cultural resources present at the NTS.

G.8.2 How American Indian Participation
may be incorporated into the Resource
Management Plan

We use the proposed steps of development of the
Resource Management Plan to offer a framework
for American Indian participation:

Step 1. Review Information and Identify
Resources. Since 1987 the DOE/NV has worked

with the CGTO to identify American Indian

resources first at Yucca Mountain and currently at
the NTS. Systematic studies of American Indian
resources include archaeological sites, traditional
cultural properties, and plant resources in Pahute
and Rainier Mesas. These studies demonstrate not
only how important this land and its resources are
for Indian people but also how valuable traditional
knowledge can be for developing the Resource
Management Plan.  Other American Indian
resources present at the NTS that need to be
systematically investigated are:

animals
minerals
rock art
water

air

soils
landforms.

Currently, American Indian participation in the
protection and management of resources at the NTS
is not limited to compliance with section 106 of the
Historic Preservation Act, but includes 10 years of
consultation with DOE/NV, including the AIRFA
compliance program, the NAGPRA compliance
program, and the direct participation of American
Indians in the writing of sections for the NTS EIS.
Consultation that may be implemented in the future,
specifically that related to the Resource
Management Plan, will be successful if it is built on
past and present relationships between the DOE/NV
and the CGTO. '

Step 2. Develop Management Goals for
Resource Issues and Constraints. Throughout the
years of nuclear testing and other defense-related
operations conducted at the NTS, American Indians
were extremely concemmed by the American
government's lack of regard for the tragic effects
that these activities had on cultural and
environmental resources and the minimal response
to public concerns on these activities. The CGTO
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is concerned that alternative NTS missions and
activities—defense-related or not—may continue to

negatively impact Indian resources at the NTS. The

goal of the CGTO is to participate as a partner in
the development of strategies that the DOE/NV
could use to minimize or even completely eliminate
impacts to their critical resources.

‘ Step 3. Develop Management Actions to Reach

the Goals. The CGTO is concemed that the current
Framework for the Resource Management Plan has
excluded the sovereign nations from the drafting of
the list of management actions that the DOE/NV
may take during land-use planning and resource
management. The CGTO expects that its member
tribes and organizations be invited to coordinate and
cooperate with the DOE/NV to reach this goal. A
critical issue that must be addressed in the future is
the socioeconomic impact that NTS activities have
had on neighboring tribal lands. The CGTO
considers that an expansion of DOE/NV's existing
working relationships and a negotiation of
agreements with neighboring tribal governments is
essential for developing a positive and effective co-
management strategy.

Step 4. Identify, Collect, and Summarize Data
Needed to Implement the Management Actions.
A comprehensive and culturally sensitive Resource
Management Plan should include systematic
identification and data collection on American
Indian resources and on contemporary issues of
concern for tribal governments, such as health and
safety, Environmental Justice, socioeconomic
impacts, and risk assessment of nuclear waste
transportation. The current working relationship
between the DOE/NV and the CGTO includes the
identification and partial data collection on
American Indian cultural resources. However,
issues of concern for the contemporary well-being
of Indian people have yet to be addressed.
American Indians would like to participate in the
identification, collection, and summary of data
needed to implement management actions.

Step 5. Develop the Land-Use Planning Tools.
American Indian resources should be systematically
incorporated into the evaluation of management
actions and mapping of data collected through
Step 4. At least one member organization of the

CGTO, the Kaibab Southern Paiute Tribe, is
currently developing a multimedia management
plan for their own resources along the Colorado
River Corridor, including resource identification,
data collection, field monitoring, and long-term
education programs on the conservation
management of resources by tribal people. In the
near future, American Indians will have the
technical knowledge and tools to actively
collaborate with the DOE/NV in the development of
land-use planning tools. An agreement which
includes DOE/NV's sponsorship of technical
training of Indian people on this step would greatly
accelerate learning and improve collaborative
efforts.

American Indians would like to be invited to
examine, discuss, and provide recommendations on
suitable land uses and compatibility between future
land-use alternatives and cultural concerns of Indian
people. It is important for the DOE/NV to
understand that, in the American Indian point of
view, “land-disturbing activities” are not limited to
construction or land restoration, but include well
drilling, waste disposal, opening of the NTS to
public use, and other alternative programs and
actions being considered in this EIS.

Step 6. Implement the Resource Management
Plan During Land-Use Planning. American
Indian governments would like the DOE/NV to
engage in government-to-government consultation
during the selection and design of new projects, so
that Indian people can evaluate in detail and follow
closely the development and progress of projects
that can potentially affect their traditional resources.
American Indians consider the selection of suitable
locations for new projects a critical step in all NTS
proposed programs and activities and thus would
like to be directly involved during the evaluation,
decisionmaking, and implementation stages.

Step 7. Monitor Resources and Adaptively
Manage. An American Indian monitoring
program is currently in place and has been
sponsored by the DOE/NV since 1993. This
monitoring program is currently limited to
archaeological research at the site. Indian tribes

.would like to expand the monitoring program to

other ground-disturbing activities that may affect
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wildlife, forestry, water, air, soils, and minerals of
importance to Indian people. Ideally, a training
program to provide American Indians with
background knowledge and monitoring skills would
complement traditional knowledge on ecosystems
and would help implement a culturally sensitive
monitoring strategy that is positive and feasible for
both the DOE/NV and tribal governments.
Expanding the American Indian monitoring
program to include other resources and training
Indian monitors would greatly enhance the
DOE/NV's ability to identify, collect, and
summarize the data needed to implement the
Resource Management Plan (Step 4).

A long-term goal of the CGTO has been to achieve
co-management of the NTS. Co-management is a
term that seems to best describe the relationship
between the DOE/NV and the CGTO who have
come together over the past 10 years to jointly
identify and suggest mitigation recommendations to
protect American Indian cultural resources. This
co-management relationship must be identified and
addressed in detail during the implementation of the
Resource Management Plan. Tribal governments
would like to continue having the opportunity to

-voice their concerns whenever culturally and

socially unacceptable proposals are being evaluated
by the DOE/NV.

Step 8. Periodically Review and Update the
Plan. American Indians are not just one more
resource within the NTS lands, nor are they
independent "stakeholders." Tribal governments
are sovereign nations which, under President
Clinton's mandate (American Indian Policy, DOE,
1994), must be addressed in a government-to-
government consultation. Tribal governments
would like the opportunity to follow up the
development and implementation of the Resource
Management Plan, engage in formal consultation
whenever new programs and activities are being
evaluated, and participate in land-use management
strategies, including mapping and inventory of
resources, monitoring, and risk assessment
evaluations. Maintaining communication between
the DOE/NV and tribal governments will ensure
that the Resource Management Plan is responsive
to cultural concerns and the well-being of Indian
people.

G.8.3 = American Indian Ecosystem

Perspectives

Ecosystem management is a term that is being used
in the current Framework for the Resource
Management Plan in response to recent federal
guidelines. Indian people have a unique view of
ecosystems and culturally established procedures for
using them in a sustainable manner. These cultural
ways, which could be called ecosystem management
strategies, have been developed out of thousands of
years of experience living on and learning from the
NTS ecosystems. The Indian ecosystem approach
reflects what is being called cultural landscapes
(Stoffle et al. 1996b) elsewhere in cultural resource
management.

The meaning of a natural ecosystem is a key issue
within the Indian people’s view of ecosystem
management. According to traditional ecosystem
management perspectives, natural ecosystems
contain Indian people interacting with the physical
environment, plants, and animals. After thousands
of years of interacting with American Indians, the
plants, animals, and physical resources of the NTS
have adjusted to this relationship. Indian people
believe that the land is to be used in a culturally
appropriate manner or it becomes infertile. “Talk to
it” is what Indian people say. The plant to be
picked, the animal to be hunted, the mineral to be
mined, the water to be drunk, all need to be talked
to so they understand why they are being used and
so they can willingly give themselves over to the
service of Indian people. In return, the picked plant
comes back thicker, the animal herd is stronger, the
mineral deposits are used in religious ceremonies,
and the water satisfies one of its purposes. The
view of a natural landscape containing Indian
people interacting with the landscape is already
expressed in previous NTS EIS comments as well
as in previous NTS documents (Stoffle et al.,
1990a).
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Defining an American Indian Ecological Unit is a
critical issue for implementing an ecosystem
management strategy that includes cultural
resources. Indian people often  accept
geographically unique units like hydrological
basins as reflecting traditional adaptive units.
However, these geographically unique units are
bound together into larger culturally-based units.
Ultimately it is cultural, not natural geography that
reflect the mind of Indian peoples' adaptation.
Cultural-geographic units identified by past studies
are the (1) local use area, (2) district, and (3) holy
land or nation. Additional cultural-geographic
units are the (1) regional landscape, (2) ecoscape,
(3) story-scape, and (4) landmarks (Stoffle et al.
1996b). The AIWS would like the Resource

Management Plan to consider using American

Indian cultural-geographic units as part of the base
management plan.

G.84 Comments to Framework for the

Resource Management Plan

American Indian participation in the protection and
management of resources at the NTS is not limited
to compliance with Section 106 of the Historic
Preservation Act, but includes 10 years of
consultation with the DOE/NV, including the
AIRFA compliance program, the NAGPRA
compliance program, and the direct participation of
American Indians in the writing of sections for the
NTS EIS. Consultation that may be implemented
in the future, specifically that related to the
Resource Management Plan, will be successful if
it is built on past and present relationships between
the DOE/NV and the CGTO.

G-71

Volume 1, Appendix G



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

Volume 1, Appendix G G-72



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

G.9 References

REGULATION, ORDER, LAW

10 CFR Part 1021.104

40 CFR Part 1508.19

DOE Order 1230.2

EO 8578

EO 9019

EO 12866

EO 12875

EO 12898

PL Order 805

GENERAL

Arnstein, 1969

Bean and Vane, 1978

U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), “Energy: National Environmental Policy
Act Implementing Procedures,” Code of Federal Regulations, Office of the
Federal Register, National Archives and Records Administration, U.S.
Government Printing Office, Washington, DC, 1995.

EPA, “Protection of the Environment: Council on Environmental Quality,”
Code of Federal Regulations, Office of the Federal Register, National
Archives and Records Administration, U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, DC, 1995.

DOE, “American Indian Tribal Government Policy,” Washington, DC, 1992.

Executive Order, “Withdrawal of Public Land for Use of the War Department
as an Aerial Bombing and Gunnery Range, Nevada,” Office of the President,
Washington, DC, 1940.

Executive Order, “Revoking in Part and Modifying Executive Order 8578 of
October 29, 1940, and Reserving Public Land for Use of the War Department
as an Aerial Machine-gun Range,” Office of the President, Washington, DC,
1942.

Executive Order, “Regulatory Planning and Review,” Office of the President,
Washington, DC, 1993.

Executive Order, “Enhancing the Intergovernmental Partnership,” Office of
the President, Washington, DC, 1993.

Executive Order, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Population,” Office of the President,
Washington, DC, 1994.

Public Land Order (PL Order), “Withdrawing Public Lands for Use of the U.S.
Atomic Energy Commission; Partial Revocation of Executive Orders Nos.
8578 and 9019,” Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Department of the
Interior, Federal Register, 1952.

Arnstein, S.R., “A Ladder of Citizen Participation”, Journal of the American
Institute of Planners, 217-224, 1969.

Bean, L.J., and S.B. Vane, Persistence and Power: A Study of Native
American Peoples in the Sonoran Desert and the Denver-Palo Verde High
Voltage Transmission Line, Cultural Research, Inc., Menlo Park, CA, 1978.

G-73 Volume 1, Appendix G



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Bean and Vane, 1979

Bean and Vane, 1982

Brooks et al., 1975

Cernea, 1991
D’ Azevedo, 1986
Deloria, 1985

Deloria and Stoffle,
1994

Dobyns, 1951

DOE, 1994

DOE/NV, 1994
Duckwater Shoshone
Tribe, 1996

Edwards and Johnson,
1994

Euler, 1966

Fowler, 1979

Bean, L.J., and S.B. Vane, Allen-Warner Valley Energy System, Western
Transmission System, Ethnographic and Historical Resources, Cultural
System Research, Inc., Menlo Park, CA, 1979.

Bean, L.J., and S.B. Vane, The Ivanpah Generating Station Project
Ethnographic (Native American) Resources, Cultural Systems Research, Inc.,
Menlo Park, CA, 1982.

Brooks, R.H., D. Olson, J. King, G. King, R. Leavitt, and P. Anderson,
Prehistoric and Historic Research Along the Navajo-McCullough

Transmission Line Right-of-Way, Nevada Archaeological Survey, University
of Nevada, Las Vegas, NV, 1975.

Cernea, M.M. (ed.), Putting People First: Sociological Variables in Rural
Development, New York, Oxford University Press, 1991.

D’Azevedo, W.L. (ed.), 1986, Great Basin, Vol. I, Smithsonian Institute,
Washington, DC, 1986.

Deloria Jr., V., Behind the Trail of Broken Treaties: An Indian Declaration of
Independence, University of Texas Press, Austin, TX, 1985.

Deloria Jr., V., and R. Stoffle (eds.), Sacred Sites Protection Strategies -
Legacy Project, Preliminary report prepared for the National Park Service and
the U.S. Army Environmental Center, Bureau of Applied Research in
Anthropology, University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ, 1994.

Dobyns, H., “Blunders with Bolsas,” Human Organization, 10:25-32, 1951.

U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), Memorandum for the Heads of Executive
Departments and Agencies, Government-to-Government Relations with Native
American Tribal Governments, Washington, DC, 1994.

DOE, Nevada Operations Office (DOE/NV), Project Chariot Site, Assessment
and Remedial Action Final Report, DOE/NV 368, Las Vegas, NV, 1994.

Personal Communication with Kim Townsend, 1996.

Edwards, S.R., and W.G. Johnson, A Status Report on the Hot Creek
Archaeological Collection: Project Faultless Area, Nye County, Nevada,
Quaternary Sciences Center, Desert Research Institute, Las Vegas, NV, 1994.

Euler, R.C., “Southern Paiute Ethnohistory,” Anthropological Paper No.’78,
University of Utah Press, Salt Lake City, UT, 1966.

Fowler, D.D., and J.F. Matley, “Material Culture of the Numa: The John
Wesley Powell Collection, 1967-1880,” Smithsonian Contributions to
Anthropology No. 26, Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington, DC, 1979.

Volume 1, Appendix G

G-74



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Fowler, and Fowler,
1971

Gore, 1993

Greaves, 1994
Halmo, 1994

Laird, 1976

LeVine and Shweder,

1984

Merriam, 1979
Morrissey, et al., 1994

Palmer, 1978

Parentaeu, 1988
\

Presnall, 1936

Ruppert, 1994

Sapir, 1910

Steward, 1938

Fowler, C.S., and D.D. Fowler, “Notes on the History of the Southern Paiutes
and Western Shoshonis,” Utah Historical Quarterly, Vol. 39, No. 2, pp. 95-
113, Salt Lake City, UT, 1971.

Gore, A., Earth in the Balance: Ecology and the Human Spirit, New York,
Plume, 1993.

Greaves, T. (ed.), Intellectual Property Rights for Indigenous Peoples: A
Sourcebook, Society for Applied Anthropology, Oklahoma City, OK, 1994.

Halmo, D.B., “With One Voice: Collective Action in Cultural Impact
Assessments,” Practicing Anthropology 16(3):14-16, 1994.

Laird, C., The Chemehuevis, Banning, Malki Museum Press, 1976.

LeVine, R., and R. Shweder (eds.),” Properties of Culture: An Ethnographic
View,” in Culture Theory: Essays on Mind, Self, and Emotion, pp. 67-87,
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, England, 1984. '

Merriam, C.H., “Indian Names for Plants and Animals Among California and
Other Western North American Tribes,” Baliena Press Publication in
Archaeology: Ethnology and History 14, Robert F. Heizer (assist.), Socorro,
NM, 1979.

Morrissey, W.A., J.A. Zinn, and M. Corn, “Ecosystem Management: Federal
Agency Activities,” in CRS Report for Congress, Library of Congress,
Washington, DC, 1994,

Palmer, W.R., (1946) Why the North Star Stands Still and Other Indian
Legends, Zion Natural History Association, Zion National Park, Springdale,
UT, 1978.

Parentaue, R., Public Participation in Environmental Decision-Making,
University of Montreal Press, Montreal, Canada, 1988.

Presnall, C.C., Zion-Bryce Nature Notes, Zion Natural History Association,
Zion National Park, Springdale, UT, 1978.

Ruppert, D., “Buying Secrets: Federal Government Procurement of Intellectual
Cultural Property,” in Intellectual Cultural Property Rights for Indigenous
Peoples: A Source Book. Tom Greaves (ed.), pp. 111-128, Society for
Applied Anthropology, Oklahoma City, OK, 1994.

Sapir, E., Kaibab Paiute Linguistic and Ethnologic Field Notes, Manuscript
No. 2643 in American Philosophical Library, Philadelphia, PA, 1910.

Steward, J.H., “Basin-Plateau Aboriginal Sociopolitical Groups,” Bureau of
American Ethnology Bulletin No. 120, Smithsonian Institution, Washington,
DC, 1938.

G-75 Volume 1, Appendix G



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Stewart, 1939
Stoffle and Dobyns,

1982

Stoffle and Dobyns,
1983

Stoffle and Evans,
1988

Stoffle and Evans, .
1990

Stoffle and Evans,
1992

Stoffle, 1987

Stoffle et al., 1983

Stoffle et al, 1987

Stoffle et al., 1989a

Stoffle et al., 1989b

Stewart, O.C., “The Northern Paiute Bands,” Anthropological Records, Vol. 2,
No. 3, pp. 127-149, University of California, Berkeley, CA.

Stoffle, R.W., and H. Dobyns, Nuvagantu: Nevada Indians Comment on the
Intermountain Power Project, Intermountain-Adelanto Bipole 1.
Transmission Line Nevada: Ethnographic (Native American Resources),
Applied Urban Field School, University of Wisconsin-Parkside, Kenosha, W1,
1982.

Sotffle, R., and H.F. Dobyns, Nuvagantu, U.S. Bureau of Land Management,
Reno, NV, 1983.

Stoffle, R.W., and M.J. Evans, “American Indians and Nuclear Waste Storage:
The Debate at Yucca Mountain, Nevada,” Policy Studies Journal, Vol. 16, pp.
751-767, 1988. ‘

Stoffle, R.W., and ML.J. Evans, “Holistic Conservation and Cultural Triage:

American Indian Perspectives on Cultural Resources,” Human Organization,
Vol. 49, No. 2, pp. 91-99, 1990.

Stoffle, R.W., and M.J. Evans, “American Indians and Nuclear Waste Storage:
The Debate at Yucca Mountain, Nevada,” in Native Americans and Public
Policy, Fremont, J. L. and L. H. Legters, (eds.), pp. 243-262, University of
Pittsburgh Press, Pittsburgh, PA, 1992.

Stoffle, R.W., Native Americans and Nuclear Waste Storage at Yucca
Mountain, Nevada: Potential Impacts of Site Characterization Activities,
Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI, 1987.

Stoffle, R.W., H. Dobyns, and J.M. Evans, Nungwu-Uakapi: Southern Paiute
Indians Comment on The Intermountain Power Project Intermountain-
Adelanto Bipole I Transmission Line, Applied Urban Field School, University
of Wisconsin-Parkside, Kenosha, W1, 1983.

Stoffle, R.W., M.W. Traugott, F.V. Jensen, and R. Copeland, Social
Assessment of High Technology: The Superconducting Super Collider in
Southeast Michigan, Survey Research Center/Center for Political Studies,
Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI, 1987.

Stoffle, R.W., M.J. Evans, and C. Harshbarger, Native American
Interpretation of Cultural Resources in the Area of Yucca Mountain, Interim
Report, Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, M1,
1989.

Stoffle, R.W., M.J. Evans, D.B. Halmo, W.E. Niles, and J.T. O'Farrell,
Native American Plant Resources in the Yucca Mountain Area, Nevada,
Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, M1, 1989.

Volume 1, Appendix G

G-76



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Stoffle et al., 1988a

Stoffle et al., 1988b

Stoffle et al., 1990a

Stoffle et al., 1990b

Stoffle et al., 1990c

Stoffle et al., 1994a

Stoffle et al., 1994b

Stoffle et al., 1994¢

Stoffle et al., 1994d

Stoffle et al., 1995

Stoffle et al., 1996a

Stoffle, R.W., M.J. Evans, and D.B. Halmo, Recommended Actions for
Reducing Potential Adverse Effects on Native American Cultural Resources
Caused by Site Characterization Activities, Institute for Social Research,
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, M1, 1988.

Stoffle, R.W., D.B. Halmo, J.E. Olmsted, and M.J. Evans, Annual Report,
Native American Cultural Resource Studies, Yucca Mountain, Nevada, report
prepared for Science Applications International Corporation, Institute for
Social Research, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI, 1988.

Stoffle, R.W., D.B. Halmo, J.E. Olmsted, and M.J. Evans, Native American
Cultural Resource Studies at Yucca Mountain, Nevada, Institute for Social
Research, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI, 1990.

Stoffle, R. W, D.B. Halmo, M.J. Evans, and J.E. Olmsted, “Calculating the
Cultural Significance of American Indian Plants: Paiute and Shoshone

Ethnobotany at Yucca Mountain,” American Anthropologist,
Vol. 92, pp. 416-432, 1990. '

Stoffle, R.W., .E. Olmsted, and M.J. Evans, Literature Review and
Ethnohistory of Native American Occupancy and Use of the Yucca Mountain
Region, Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, M1,
1990.

Stoffle, R.W., D.B. Halmo, and M. Dufort, NAGPRA Consultation and the
Nevada Test Site: Final Report of Subgroup Activities, Bureau of Applied
Research in Anthropology (BARA), University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ, 1994.

Stoffle, R.W., M.J. Evans, D.B. Halmo, M.E. Dufort, and B.K. Fulfrost,
Native American Cultural Resources on Pahute and Rainier Mesas, Nevada
Test Site, Desert Research Institute Technical Report No. 84, BARA,
University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ, 1994,

Stoffle, R.W., M.J. Evans, M.N. Zedeno, B.W. Stoffle, C. Kesel, American
Indians and Fajada Butte: Ethnographic Overview and Assessment for Fajada
Butte and Traditional (Ethnobotanical) Use Study for Chaco Culture National
Historical Park, (BARA), University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ, 1994.

Stoffle, R.W., D.B. Halmo, M.J. Evans, and D.E. Austin, Piapasa ‘Uipi’ (Big
River Canyon), prepared for the National Park Service, Bureau of Applied
Research in Anthropology, University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ, 1994.

Stoffle, R.W., L.L. Loendorf, D.E. Austin, D.B. Halmo, A.S. Bulletts, and
B.K. Fulfrost, “Tumpituxwinap (Storied Rocks),” Draft, BARA, University of
Arizona, Tucson, AZ, 1995.

Stoffle, R.W., N. Zedeno, D. Halmo, and D. Austin, NAGPRA Consultation

"and the Nevada Test Site Collection, BARA, University of Arizona, Tucson,

AZ,1996.

G-77 Volume 1, Appendix G



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

[ Stoffle et al., 1996b

Stoffle et al., 1996¢

Train, 1957

Tucker, 1982

I
I
l

Stoffle, R.W., D. Halmo, and D. Austin, “Cultural Landscapes and Traditional
Cultural Properties: A Southern Paiute View of the Grand Canyon and

Colorado River,” accepted for Publication in American Indian Quarterly,
1996.

Stoffle, R.W., D. Austin, D. Halmo, and M. Banks, Southern Paiute Ecoscape
Perspectives: Applied Ethnographic Study of Cultural Resources at Zion
National Park, Utah and Pipe Springs National Monument, Arizona,
preliminary draft prepared for National Park Service, Bureau of Applied
Research in Anthropology, University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ, 1996.

Train, P., J.R. Henrichs, and W.A. Archer, Medicinal Uses of Plants by Indian
Tribes of Nevada, Lawrence: Quarterman Publications, Inc., 1957.

Tucker, G. C., D. Christensen, and T. McEnany, “Results of Archaeological
Investigations Along the Nevada Section of the Proposed Intermountain
Power Project, Adelanto-Bipole I Transmission Line,” Nickens and
Associates Inc., Montrose, CO, 1982.

Volume 1, Appendix G

G-78




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

G.10 LIST OF PREPARERS

Neddeen Naylor

Tribal Elder - Council Member

Lone Pine Paiute-Shoshone Indian Tribe
Consolidated Group of Tribes and Organizations

Don Cloquet

Tribal Elder

Board Member - Las Vegas Indian Center
Consolidated Group of Tribes and Organizations
American Indian Writers Subgroup

Betty Cornelius

Tribal Elder

Museum Director - Colorado River Indian Tribes
Consolidated Group of Tribes and Organizations
American Indian Writers Subgroup

Maurice Frank

Contracts, Grants, and Cultural Resources Expert
Vice Chairman - Yomba Shoshone Tribe
Consolidated Group of Tribes and Organizations
American Indian Writers Subgroup

Gaylene Moose

Cultural Resources Expert

Native American Youth Sports Coordinator -
Owens Valley

Big Pine Paiute-Shoshone Indian Tribe
Consolidated Group of Tribes and Organizations
American Indian Writers Subgroup

Glen Hooper

Cultural Resources Expert

Consolidated Group of Tribes and Organizations
American Indian Writers Subgroup

Yomba Shoshone Tribe

G-79

Volume 1, Appendix G



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

Volume 1, Appendix G G-80



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Attachment A

THREE HUNDRED AND SIXTY-FOUR AMERICAN INDIAN
TRADITIONAL USE PLANTS PRESENT ON THE NEVADA TEST SITE

Appendix G, Attachment A



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

Appendix G, Attachment A



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

puoy-und . poom3ig
fMnwny qiuerewre s,Jomod | npomod smjpupivury
snxapfoizal
Fnuny paamSid 1001pay smyjpupiouy
Auownjo) AUow-1o} iuerewre ored snqp smppupioury
$99Z-un §998-ynz-yeq JSeyoImy uomo pHIM “ds wnipry
AN ssexdiuaq oidg DIDADXD SS048Y
. jeayuexed ssead yeoym . +ds uosddos3y
Joauexed | sserd jeoym ursom nynus 4o1Ldos8y
J(dur) guek |GaE) TN A ‘ds san8y
Juek 'sISuayvIN
Jeeu gueek aaeSe yel) | Tea sisuayvmm 2403y ||

s1suayqoqivy
qAISTNL BATEY saede qeqrey] | ‘Iea sisuayvin 2apSy

JUe-20Zuor-ed JAOSTER

Je8ue-33Zuop (28-3101-337-20)

JUn3-uem-EAOSOP s£30U01-33]-40) (285U01-3ZD0]
 drz-yem-yed-335-000 (Jes-3-0u01-353-40) m&wsau:ﬁ_._ moxrex -ds vajpyoy
Adiseacyisi mouek [IOJIUN | wmtjofa1jiu va|IYoYy
(2quioy-yoq-ms-qeq BUAQIOA pues )M *ds viuosqy

2qUIOY-Y0q-JOOZ-ynl BUAQIOA pULBS DNYM DIDPUIGIN] DIUOL
g2quioy- GIoA P q. Qv
¢J1A05-STOR 430A-0)-T5 Iy SNy 10]02U0D 521qY
soureN dnoin soweN dnoin
ST AS[[eA SUaMQ STUYIF SUOYSOYS UINISOM sawe)N dnoIln) sruyig AN ULNOS SWEN UowWwo)) sweN JNUDS

I)IS JSA], BPRAAN YY) U0 JUISAIJ SJUR[J IS} [BUONIPEL], UBIPU] UBILIDWY IN0J-A)XIS pue pa

(sg Jo 1 93ey)
Jpuny ARayj, °I-Vdqel,

Appendix G, Attachment A

A-1




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

A-2

IOMO[JPUIM

AN | ‘poomorquiy passq DSOL2GN] FUOWIUY
- ATuemes) AN Atuednysy . vonLLofipo
JABUBMBYO} - AFTI0d-m0Y40 LN o(dwr) A1-Tqed-noyo BSUBW BQIO X sisdowauy
wniopfinzaq
AN A[I-1ouun,g wmydaisospuy
- ey AN NoousIppIL DID]ISSD] DIYUISULY

EEbBw:B ABAIMY

jeqedol Jdunm3uny

mEEaBZz 35@3&
2qekoy S qe-m ATI3QIDIAIOG -ds uanpouvjoury

AN
umanzou %QE&&Z& sisuayvin
(2quak aoy-Iip ARKIMY dunmuny A112q201AI0S el d21ounIFUY
A110q pijofiurp
JAdwesany 2qeko) ~90IAIaS UOOJBYSRS ADNYOUDIIULY
prjofusmualn
AN paam3ey visoLquiy

ysaqoxng

Aemduesiduny RIS ‘o8esing M\ psounp visoiquiy

nuny

Juound Jooures

Juoy-und Juo-ny
uowryo) AUOW-T0) poam31g “ds smyppuvavury

soweN dnoin soureN dnoin)
ouylg AS[[BA SUIMQO ST SUOYSOYS UIASIAM sowreN dnoio) sruyig dned UISYINoS QWeN UOWo)) SWeN SHUIS
(g€ Jo 7 93eq)

IS 1S9, BPBAAN Y} U0 JUdsal S)UR| 3S() [EUONIPE.L], UBIPU] UBILIdUWIY N0 -A)XIS pUue PaIpuny RG], °I-V qeL

Appendix G, Attachment A



NEVADA TES T SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

AemBuesed jem3ues qioy 3seg
‘poOMIION

.«m:ﬁ@lwwﬁ& s .n\h&gmgm Ng.mmmzs puUvIdIAOPN]

Jaem3ues -erediny ‘a8es 1018 M0 ISty

. smmoundvap

;sed Jaem3ues uogere], DISTUILLY

&N qpemdues gsnigages mopad1g 140]2819 DISTUSLLY
xouw-eow.wuw-mﬁw
LUnp-o9m-3es-TAR
(LAunp-35-385

48P-33-883 (2UM-003-Ue-BYs3 Addod £Lppoug ‘ds auowa8.y

400Z-)0U 99-00q uompues ‘ds puvuay

o(A]) do- 05-wipy
_ Jdidunp epe 40D ard-win- rer-e :

Jun-jem-oy-ex Jdidwarere ,0D o, dde- iy eJIURZURIA *ds sojlydpisoony

eliuezZuew UedIXaJA sua8und

Jdidup epe Jdidwarere | ‘ejuezuews yespjuioq so)lydvisorory

vluRZURT vmpd

Jdidwarere JBO[-US9IN) solydpisogory

wnf-Jo3-ION ,Ausi-o dey-ueg S013[ISTIAL -ds wmqoymaoay

4esz-uop ,Anyedoxoy SSQIGYI0Y -ds s1qoay

e e $SaI0)001 ANaId payopnd sigoay

dwoy werpuy wnmnqpuun?

AN ‘aueqSoq wnufrody

;uenboq e-oq 30800 JUenZn-eu qeqny
£0800-ye-35q Jiqesjuo) JAaryoU 0} eoljaduy ‘ds vargaSuy
sowe)N dnoig sowreN dnoip . ,
STyl AJM[RA SUAMQ JMUH SUOYSOYS UINSIM saurel dnoin) sy Anred uIdyInog SWBN HOWWo)) QUIBN] S1NULIS
(S¢€ Jo ¢ 98eq)

IS 1S9, BPELAAN Y} UO JUISAIJ SJUe] 3S() [EUONIPBI], UBIPU] UBILISUIY JNOJ-AJXIS PUE PIIPUNE] 3IYL ‘J-V qelL

Appendix G, Attachment A

A-3




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Jaenp (AAABR-TES ol%..au
-yjo-Tm3J-e1-33s-pooym 29-Yem-yes-335-003
§0S-18M s4eq
(ung-yo-Zpem-yed -(o-zyenb 35-603
(Ue-yem-335-10% (d1Z-yem-Ted 39s-003
o(dn-Am-335-000 480-OZPem
;,doom-de-wires 2 qABM3ues
,deomdewires -eredmny
Syed-ssed JAem3uesed
¢2q0U-EATd :aqoy-yea-Ted sed 2 sABMBuES
(d1z-yem-yed-335-000 ;1q emues » _quem-ges
(d1z-yed-338-000 Jaem3ues , Aem-guyes
430Y-Yo-AEq jemsues »(AD) 3g- oy-od
£99-00y-yea-eq JArUInyo (o dout ysniqadeg ~ds misnuapy
(sd) 2g-9y-od
14
Jnod
idoyeq
Joyod
Jod
2°d-Um3-yem
£9q-qem-Tes AAACA-TES 494-20y-Ted
§Pquio-oq Poyem-qes  Larem-TES qawwﬁa
§q-204-T0q gasen-Ted . orhemIues
¢°q-20y-TeA-eq g emues 0D quem-yes
429-90y-TEq jem3ues » Aem-guyes
2N W00A-yn3-7eq Jaem3ues JAD) 39- oy-od ysnigoSes Sig | wmuapLy visnusLy
qenb-yo-un3-ye)-eq-my .
yenb-o-TAS-ye) yng-50y :
; ,dn-91s700p Jgens . Juens ysniq
4qB-9935-100p -0-TM3-ym- A A-fny -yo-UmJ-ye) Gas-yny uonng ‘o3es png | suaosawrds visnusry
Jidoreq
woncﬂgwg
£290Y-yog-1p h
24-204-F0q JAem3ues
L,Quinu-3nb-yeq LAdens LAem3ues ysniqagdes Yoe[g DAOU DISTUAILY
sawreN dnoip sowreN dnoip
oy A9[[e A SUSMQ SHIyyE SUOYSOYS WINSOM soweN dnoIy sy sInred WILYnos SWieN UOWWo)) JuIeN SNUSIS
(S€ Jo  °3eq)

IS 1S3 ], BPRASN] Y} UO JUISA] SPuB[J IS() [UONIPEI ], ULIPU] ULILIWY INO0 -AJXIS pue paapunyy 3dI4J, °I-V 3[qeL

Appendix G, Attachment A



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

0
Jqruainu 0uol
,onboye-anb Jdumnys -
JIARO quinyey ysnqes ds xapdrary
AN ysnques 81 | stuuofirua) xapdury
LI
Jquinex AN a[eospeys | vofiiafuod xadiry
- , . 00}
,Jouol (dn-0G03-00uU | - Jiqruninuz Jdunys ysnqes Summ-mog suaosouvd xa)dyy
;29nb-301
JNy3-TAm-dn3d
(quIcof-Td503
400Z-1nu Aey-yeq-wWin AN Paamoo0] ‘dds smp8v.asy
AN YNRANITAL nysand snpdvaisy
: sn3uojavid
<IN - JIRAYIN S8y
405-9A3-eU-ynp
992-T13-5q-3qWp :
400Z-INu-00] AN I8y -ds 4215y
4289U01-3-5p0) Jse Ky SnsopuoLf 4218y
AN Jea]
xw& dwina- e-om LBU-BAR &953% peoiq .vooBu::z “ds so1daposy
CUUBM-003-390
(ONUUEA-RYS-23q
(O%-OU-BTE-3q . 39Nb-YAEY-y0)
LOY-ou-er-3q JUnu-e-qe-oam JUenzn ‘
(d1M-yo-0A1p BYE-33q ye-3q (AB-UES-In -eu yep-3onD-yeu paamyIN psoroads sv1ds)asy
sowreN dnoio sawreN dnoin) .
oruyig L9[[eA SUSM() STUY3H SUOYSOYS UIISIAN soureN dnoip) Iy Anfed WISYINOS QUIBN UOWIWIO)) QUIBN OJNULAIS

(s€ Jo g 98e)
IS IS, BPBAIN Y} U0 JUISAIJ SHue]J IS} [BUONIPLL ], UBIPU] UBILIDWY INOJ-A)XIS pue paIpunyy 321YJ, °I-V dqelL

Appendix G, Attachment A

A-§




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

A1 esodurey

,0.0318 ,0.,0XI8 ‘A1 0898 -ds snpioyoo)
.081s A o8es | myoynu snpoysow)
$0,0XIS . snsonxayf
1505 0318 L0.0x1s | esodurew woIsyeIM snL0yo0)
smunpauniq
03,38 ,0,0X18 Aqn 0898 SHL0YD20ID)
AN SSOIN[ saiydofag
0818 <IN pueiy 19sag vypayoind vaviposg
ysnq pnofiduoiqo
gdem e-TUes [[eyaug SAeyON bipayoug

o(AT)
sdnnf-00y3-oym 40D dw-nys- ey duwnf{-uru-n4- reg-un yong -ds pjngag

. Aupqregq
Ao ‘ade1d noda10 *ds suaquag
#UnY-1q-YRA-TG-quA-yoy

LquIaL-np-05-08 JUep-9om-337-ood
JWIoIp-03-65 AN ¢39A-yed dnu-U51-100 K119qreq Surdear) suadas siuaqiag
Adwoy | Auroqreq sjuowoany muowa.Lf s12q4ag

InY-Ye 355-000 SI-Ed sed-T-ye
S-ye g(doos-yenb 535-665 ,J008-ep-yes-Aoy joorwesjeq ‘ds p2nysouwspg

JAeuey
MAnEoY moqmdosg “ds suvyoong
,(9) .aam-o0y $180 PI'M. DANDS DUIAY

sowre) dnoiny sawre) dnoin
oruyg A9[[eA SUSMQ ST SUOYSOYS UIIISIA sawreN dnoin) Syl Anred ULYINOS QWEN UOWWO)) QBN SINUSIS
(€ 30 9 98eq)

9)IS 1S9], BPEASN ) U0 JUISIIJ Sue] 9S() [euonipedy ueipuj uedlnuy hn—@.ﬂ.%—u@m pue paJpung 92a4yj, °‘I-V 9Iqel

A-6

Appendix G, Attachment A



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

A7

I1003-UE5-UEA
gequnu-Te-Uaim GAFJE-IS uopreut
oUe-39p-ye-sep [e-[oIA (yenb-300-yo gBAR-335-100Y -Kisap se[8noq | nsvpSnop syovuanyd
-PQ-UIeu-00}
,2d- dwreu-00) ,qununp - idwnuoy
&N 4(sd) 9g-, wnu-00} SquInTnp oD dureu-0y | AueSoyew-urejunopy “ds snduv202.43)
33d-0G1
(PquIeu-003
q4e-40q-33G-001
§24-001
29-deqtol JIE-4nq-0q0o] 499003 :
(2quou-fo] 3°d-001 Sdun),2quinTmp AueSoyew SnIfOJIP9]
Lqunu-op Pqunung Jdwauo) urejunour Jes[-jIn) sndredoosia)
AN JRLISIUEM DIPUD] SIPI0IDLI)
. SHNDOUSSDLO
JQuInu-TeA AN afeqqes menbg snmypupnny
pIN ystuqzured uvIpu] ds vlausv)
ysuquured:
AN JesimorreN magmu vISY)
(UIN-91p-EROI0p pnofoviivuy
(JUN-33-ye-oonb-E3TE ysniquureq vlogusv)
ysnagyured
LN Jqueymesue AN uerpuy £jreq psowo.ys vlopsv)
AN LAlquIEs a8poag “ds xa4n)
AN adpag - 1Spp8nop xaiv)
sawmeN dnoin souwre) dnoipn .
ST L3[R A SUIMQO ST SUOYSOYS UINSIM seweN dnoin oyl dnred URYPNOS SWEN UOWWIO)) QweN SIJNUSIdS
—— — —
(S¢ Jo L 93eq)

931G ISO ], BPEAIN O-.—« Uuo Juosatd syjuejd QMD jeuoniped ], ueipuj uedlnpuy hﬂ@hmhﬁvn_m Pue paJpuny 3K1y], °‘1-vV3qel

Appendix G, Attachment A




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

9IS IS, BPRAIN ) UO JUISAAJ SPUB]J () [CUONIPLL], UBIPU] UBILIdUWIY Inoj-£IXIS pue pd

DUILISSISOUIDL
24dAN ysnagyoe[g aul§oajo)
- gdnuuem-BYss m_ﬁ,ﬁo_o pijofiousnaiy
JLUUEM-BYSS L2UUBM-BUSS | PIIM ‘Tomoq SUISIIA SYPULL)
g5 AN Aeaq Sundg “ds vruoidng)
(diseuew apsyy Jurd “ds wnisa1)
SASIS) apIsIy 1S9 ISUIADYOUL WINISITY)
JduoIs
e ‘OQEE.W QAOV \>“.ﬁ—
Jduways Jet- Wes}-00)
,(5d) dig-un-g1s dumys (AT} AYE- WNYo-00Y ysniquqqey *ds snuwvyosiyH
42-dnq-335-87-0 (do03-0ys-33q-yey sniofip1osia
499-dnq-335-eyesen ,d008-035-3533G-yye1 42od-Tig-208 ysniqiqqes a[Iry snupiy30s£1y>)
<N , ,aunyis
Jequidns pduny smued Jdwoxrs snsoasnou
2deq-35% (dunoys o damys ysnIqqqes Jeqqny snupyosCiy)
AInuawey ;ABUES Jomo[j-ourdg “ds aypup2110Yy)
Anuesnanwnuey
Anuesnnynurey ,ABuEs Iomory-aurds piSry vp181d y1un210Y)
Ldnmem xes 100J2500D) “ds wmipodouay)
muowaf
Jgdnn dmjnem xes 100J25003 JUOWAI] wnipodouay?)
Qyenb wintjofaqpu
Ung-334-3un -0-TimiJ-ye) yem-o-Ted ysnqurog DUDPDGIVUDY D)
sowreN dnoin saureN dnoin )
otuyig A9[[eA SUIMQ STUYYH SUOYSOYS UISISOM sowreN dnoiny oy dAnred UIYINOS oureN UOWWO)) SweN SYHUINS
(S Jo 8 33ed)

JPUngy NIYY, °1-VIIqeL

A-8

Appendix G, Attachment A



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Jdidweu £o1sred-3uudg *ds n.E&%Sab
Korsred . :

SM-9K JSmp-ok |- -Bunds Jreqyon) | snsoqop8 sniszdowds

JUees-yeA-60} 4BUS-9oMY-8Zeued | Iappod -dds pjnosny

¢ 4dNO-OUTE

,dnooure s 5(dur) Aenb-ou-UTE E:ow LINOSSTAL vunssipuaof

40uou-00d ,Aenbou-uye Jduoyue ‘pmos 91040 ppqUnONY)

LN eueldLin *ds myppupyd£iy

J1M-0-ATp 99-55q A .
g08-ou-eys-35G

(dm-0-Atp-TeZ-T preagsymeqy -ds s1da.)

(vuvrungsuvis

prysing 998)

- iiiie) DUDIIXIUL DIUDMO))

JArURW Daso. *Yea vuvdiaia

2IN JABDA pABURIE SMIORD [TeIXO0,] pypunydq10)

smoed yyueydLio) | muasap ‘1A vundiqa

AN pAruem ‘SNIORO JOOUYSTY pyjuvydiio)
AN poom3o( “ds snuio)

AN poom3oQ pLf1UN)01S SNULOD)

£00Z-T Key-yeq-TWT Yeaqspng “ds snyjuvidp.ior

AN Xe[J-pro) preiseq | wpjjaqum pipupuio’)

sdurep dnoiny sowreN dnoin
oy AS[[EA SUSMQ JIUYI SUOYSOYS WIANSIM soweN dnoIn oruyy onred UISYPnoS SwieN uowuwo)) JWeN SNUAIOS
(S€30 6 98ed)

9IS 1SA L, BPEBASGN 9] U0 Judsat] sjuejd 9s)) —N—-G_u_.ﬁ&.-rﬁ ugIpu] uedrLnuy hﬂ@h-h—u&m muﬂﬁ PIJIpUny 921y ], °‘I-V 2lqe],

Appendix G, Attachment A

A9




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

o
o o
Se AL |
Joyey Jye pIejsnu Asue], " +ds pruanosaqg
. erydos qioyy
Jyedod Jye ‘prejsnur £sue], prydos prupandsacq
oIN
0=.=U~ u%
Jgekod Soyey P | preisnwi Asuey, | omwand pruwanosaq
2N mdsyrey | nysuvd wnmupydiaq
Jdnunu
,deamdourews Adwowowr
,deomydourewr » qduowowr
,doom-do-uew  dumu-eow
;dosm-ydo-urewr s dnew-nw paamuosuif -ds punpg
Jdsam-do-uew
o(dur) SACW-yous A
;doamdouenx sJadwowow paamuoswif
,dsomydourews »gduiowows ‘exmep paioes |
gd9a-yow ,dsom-ydo-urew dumu-eow | ‘ojdde-wioy) parseg Sap101212tU PANID(]
uﬂ_.ﬂmangnm ‘
sefpruera-1 Jduuowreyzey ysnqo3ipuy “ds vapg
~Y-Np-T003-gow £21dooy-np-io0s-yow ;00U-1)-pO0B-eul
4004-1)-PO0S-r 4d00y-np-TGOS-youws 400Y-np-poOS-ew ysngayowg vuspoijod vappq
(muowayf
SNUWDY10108d
- ysng oSTpul JUOWRL] |  99S) tyuowaf V3
sowreN dnoin sameN dnoin
ompy £sjeA SUIMQO OTUYIH SUOYSOYS UISIM soweN dnorn Syl 9Inted UISYPNOS WIBN UOTUWIOD) SuIBN OIJRUSIoS
| — T r—
(€ 30 01 93ed)

IQ ISO ], BPLADIN YY) U0 JUISdIJ Syueld 3s() [euonjipel ] usipuj uedlpuy .-—O.m.h—unmw pue paapuny 3RJayy °I-VoIqelL

A-10

Appendix G, Attachment A



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Appendix G, Attachment A

&N oK1 PIIM snatou1d snuk]y
&N Jdeyoung SAarsenqed ysni ayidg ‘ds suvyo0a)g
3oIN ysnioyidg swysnyod s1pyo03pg
AN Indsyoo) -ds vopysouryosy
AN SHnMAISn
Jd)(a]) sunmnsn JAeuewenLl
;190X A0SnNoRd Avupmrenyo sNJoBD
;140X BAO P o[y, ‘Soyadpay ‘ds snauasouryoy
;190X A0
JABUBWIBULT SsmIp1Y 2018141
;J4OX A0SNNORD AeuguRenyd smoeds dnojerer) sna1a00uYo7q
oIm Snjoes HTUUDIU]25U3 |
Soyagpoy
pAruew SInMAISH urewpIug SN2L2I0UIYITT
Ad)(A]) Tewe) .
J(dw) rewmy Joraed smoed [orRyg -ds smjovoounyog
. smppydaokjod
<IN JAN Jsel snjoed doj-uono) smpovIouy g
(1aganyy
‘q=) viavyovpuad
JW00Z-ye)-)nu yeS-yep-0qe AN Jidesmyes paampue[3 9eos mpossAq
,dIu-0s yey-o
,410-08 yey-9 +0) ,dwnu-ouw () ,A008-3
JAeguo »(sd) wm-ooys-sed AN L(AD nys- 2 sseidies oppords Syyousiq
wnppayjond
AN syopenig DULUIIS012Y21(]
sowreN dnoin saureN dnoIny
sruys AS[[RA SUSMQO SIUYIH SUOYSOYS UIIISIM saurep dnoin) sruylg sinred urYInog SQWIRN UOWWIO, SwieN SFNUSIS
. qs o) 2

(¢ 3o 171 o8eq)
9IS 53], EPBAIN Y) U0 JUISAL] SHue|J 3S() [EUOHIPEL], UBIPU] UBILIdWY INO0J-AIXIS PUe paIpuny 3d4y], °I-V d[qeL

A-11




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

433-0001-00]

AN 429-000)-007 429-d001-005
Jqumm Jdamn jidnm
«IN §°q-TI00]-007 Jdnmn dm .
Jdnim §2qWI00I-00] Jdmm dm ©9] ueIpuy sipraia vapaydsy
Jdm

dm.n Jdmm
Pda-m Jdnnym 3] UBIpU] 2110 ], puvka.Lio) vapaydy

J(du) odm-

N ogldmm

Jdnek Jdnmm

Jpuniny dumn JAdnm

,dnnm Jqumny jdnmn Jdnmny
dnm £2qWI00J-00} 335-003 Pdmn Jdm ‘dm ©0) URIPU] vpeASN |  sisusppasu vipaydsy
J[-TE 035-005 ‘ SIMDoIpNU
(,dye-08-e3ue WNSPayeN sisdotjaouy
~Aldons ysngapug (sonaLrea [re)
Jgormm ot eues ‘BIOOUD UISIIA SISUIUIS.414 DI2OUTY
Qyomny DSOUISAL DA
qUOT BUES gsngarumg suadsanif vijaousy
N YSnIQanq M psouLnf vijaouy

QCAABY-JEM

JPARB-yeMm-Ues

(d1Z-uor-A% AN Johe |-
goaens-Team-Aed JUNTENAISIOMEUBMXES -yem yng-304-yd | sseiSreaym ‘oLIppim “ds smudpq
_ QAIP[IM Suidaal)
AN ‘0KIP[IM SSQJpIesg saprooLy smukysq
JURTENAISIOBURMXES [re) je1ambg saproud)a smuk]sy
sowe)N dnoin soweN dnoin .
orupy £3[[eA SUMQO SIUY)F SUOYSOYS UIDISIM soureN dnoin) oy sInfed UIYINOS SWIEN UOWWOo)) QuIBN SYNUANIS

(sg J0 71 98eg)
3)IS 1S3, BPBAIN ) U0 JUISIIJ SIUBEJ 3S() [BUOHIpPLL ], UBIPU] UBILIDWY INOJ-AJXIS pue paIpuny dayy, °I-Vaqel,

A-12

Appendix G, Attachment A



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Wnijojtinao
(dnuop-Eyen Lu-mel-med-2x s[reqionng wnuogory
LCQUIT-es-(ed-eaue WNIaY1041U
(AN-33XK ©3-00s-e3-WE 29Z-Z)nUW-quiom-£n3-aam-350 1RIYMYONG PIIM wnuoSowsy
. paamadid
squninyeded | werpu] ‘wa)sIoppe[g
;dmjoquieresm [ dyurnanyede wamnyede “Jodwni 11osa wmppfur wnuoSory
dnyjoq (d yeded ] ded d q 1

Jdmis ed jqnus-oodaom elURS wnnofsn3up
Jun-103-yed-358% Jdunesiny o (dw) qn-T5-0od-oom eqIak JRO[-MOLIeN uofyoporyg

an

440-URW-33q-00) -9ys-yeq-ye) S1sJo0p
400Z-1nu 33-00q Jye-0o0u-yey Jyenzn-eu 3100q Asreqg *ds uoua814
<N N WINNSELId IARYOW |  wmonuasa wnisvrg
&N AN sse1d oao] -ds syso4845g

;o9s-yenb-Tem-yex

(O0U-335-Eq ysniSurInoosy “ds wmgasmbzg
ysni wnip81aav]
JAemxed od-1A1-eMmes Buumoos yioowg wnasinbs

uﬂﬂ.a

wcma.a Sdnmny

Adum dngel

;- Adamn

A um dm ‘dm

Jdnmn ,(D doot-ooy 83 UeIpuy
‘Ipuiof

»(8d) dig-,wo03-00) Jdumm »+(2) doon-00 * ‘29) UOWIOIN “ds papaydsy

2N

soweN dnoin soureN dnoig . .
oruyig L9[BA SUSMQ STUYIH SUOYSOYS UISISOM saweN dnoig) sruypy Mnred WILYINOS SWEN uowWwoy) QUIBN] SYTIUIIOS

IS 1S, BPRAIN Y} UO JUISALJ Spuerd 3sn) E:oﬁ%m..,-. uRIPU] ULILIRUWY IN0J-K)XIS pue p

(g€ Jo €1 98ey)
dIpuUny RIYY, ‘I-V Iqel

-‘Appendix G, Attachment A

A-13




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

AN o(A]) duiid-uem

Ao (D) did-wrem ysy “ds smuxoag
,Aen ,Aem) 4Se Jes[o3uIg DJDUIOUD SNUIXDL]
(vipwamuoqgo
DILIMS
eNIoMS 995) vIUISDUOGID
pauiSrew-a)y DLISDLY
SISUPDAIU
400Z-TU Joop-un-5eq ysnqaseaid epeasN D1S3]]2S.40,]
(dnnw swnyd syoedy vxoppind viSnyp.g
" 0Am . wej
{AnYs-3375 (Jeq-Ns-375 99-yem-ye-335-00q IoMIA ‘oFes Ay M vivup] vijonsg
_ () quied-3om-ue) .
. , JQEred-0aMm-1e) Jxeyndiam
(d1z-pnq 03-yem-Tea Jxeyadian LATRX.EYIAN)
(d1Z-yoq-quio3-yeu ;190 nweu eAr) JAry3xediam o8indg -ds mquoydnzy
Jxendiang
JAreydxedian jxeyndiamy v SIowoq
¢d1Z-100q-wo>-Teu ;10 nureu eAE) LATRXEYIAN) paom aeUSI[REY viquoydnsg
LJuiandm | [rquorsy ‘Iiqsypols | wmiiomond wmpoldyg
PUr-mer-med-gx Jeaymong “ds wnuoSonyg
dnuop-Eyea . - wnaquIn
¢39Z-20Y-7Eq J408-o-Eppem (druop-gy-eu JomofJ Inyding wnuoSouyg
winsondsapd
AN ysniq yeaymydng wnuodouzy
soweN dnorg sawreN dnoin)
oy Asfjep SuamQ ST SUOYSOYS UIDISIA saweN dnoin) sy a)nred vIdyINOS QWeN Howwo)) SweN dYNuUaldS

(S€ 30 p1 98ed)

3G 1S9, BPEAIN Y} UO JUISIIJ SIUB]J IS() [EUONIPLI], URTPU] UBDLIAWY In0J-£JXIS pue paIpuny 3day], °I-V dqeL

A-14

Appendix G, Attachment A



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

: PpesmupIon)
,dnde ,d,ned SSO[WNS | synvov snddvdojdoyy
4901Q-2338-09q-THO0}
49d008-400-35-J003-00) PIdMYRIN IDLYIOLDS
4£2dn3-358 Jdumys ‘peamayeus DI224451N0)
PIoMaqeus ,
Qdumnes Ppeoy-[[ews pydasoionu
Jdoysiaey qJdnured AN ‘PIOMYMNBIA DRa4izND
masm.ﬂ.aoa
(UeI-ye-do03-eu-Tes
s4e-00-yo-Aeo TeU-Tes (Uesduo) Teu-qes (233u0) B0 weid winn | vsosionbs vyapuiin
AN 93es doy Aurdg vsouids ;Ao
9OLOJ] UBDLIOWY
AN Joox10sa(q | vroprday v2iyiadofjn
(vnordsuonn
sisdowod] 995)
e118 9500901 vnodsuoour vijr0
| (vsa8uoo sisdowody
BMIS peayjreyg 93s) pisaduod vip1n
(032488
19001KNS sisdowod] 235)
“emi3 JopIeoS pw82.488p vipo
#N WOSS0[q9q 198OS PaUII202 DINDD
Jdemyuru ey [esses Lysy suaasaavlf vL1100
Api1-predooy vaundindosip
AN | ‘s1equorssim papjods puvLg
sowre) dnoin sowe) dnoin
STUH A3[BA SUSIMQ OIUYIF QUOYSOYS UIANSIM soureN dnoio) oruyy dned uILyInos SWRN UOWWO)) QWRN OYHUIS

(S€ 30 61 38eq)
9IS 1S, BPBAIN ) UO JUISAA SHUB]] 3s() [uUonIpel], UBIPU] ULILIDUWY IN0-A)XIS pue paIpuny 30Jy], °[-V dqelL

Appendix G, Attachment A

A-15




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

mid-ge-un

(2mid-3]
) wﬁsw
(OIMOU-£-40-Z)0W-E303 gOAIS-ETEd -yo-TfJ-ye) A0U-T0S 1900INS .
;eAuem-ow-T3U3 JSYI0S-yem-Ted s eyue emi8 19peds | wwSa.488p sisdowod]
AN £1013 SutuIo -ds vaowtod]
ysanqoung
Jqered ‘ysnqossoyo NYM |  prosios vapouawdy
2Qqeuyny-eA0] L KeN3-(0-35000-yem :
o412-10) JUnA-935-Ue)  2qqeM-n-Zi-jnu-Bu-1o Kexds urelunop | snwownp snIstpofory
AN eloyes Sig vp131 DUDIIH
(AON5-337 .
(LuIni-yem-equiIp-gxo] j001WIN]Y | SU2ISaqNL DAYINIL]
GAIA0MIY £99q-A0M-3 Mmo_u_o..iom sadyv wmpnuaagy
¢99-ye-uew-ny
{OU-yo-yek-1 Jdunmodareem ‘ ) WNIADSSDIND
(OU-YO-TeA- qeu-ew-m £2qeuE-3qM) . odonoreH wmdodjonay
duraye LD duny-ye uoBo_.m::m -ds snyquvnay
S-TEq ;) duny-ye IOMO[Juns UOWIWIO)) SHNuUD SMyUnIIH
Jd.nde d ,E.wn PIOMUIPIOD *ds snddpdoydvy
soureN] dno1ny sowreN dnoin .
U AS[[BA SUIM JTULH SUOYSOYS UIRISIA soure dnoin) oruyl dnIed WYNOS aweN BOWwWo)) QWRN] JIJIUSIOS
O ! D omy LU !

(¢g 30 91 98eq)
9IS 1S9, BPEAIN A} UO JU3SAL] SHuE| 3s() [BUOHIPEL], UBIPU] UBILISUIY INOJ-A)XIS pue paJpuny RaY], °I-V IqeL

A-16

Appendix G, Attachment A



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

h_\Eﬁa

xékxa

ysny

‘ds snounyp

AN

Jydouos

Adised

pIN

s5e18 oIm

SNUDIIXIW snounyp

wmﬁ-:c-@
wm,_m-zﬁ-%

+29qeq-27-007

4 EABU-03)-TTIP-93nb

poom Auaaod

suppIxD 4y

AN

SuJ

-ds suy

JJuinp-o-5es

¢998-908-3es-ed’

(dunp-o-es-ed

Junp-ao-3es-fed
Juep-a9-ges-ed

(qnI-A3008-00d

4,d001-25608-00d
Ue-qo03-335-Ted

SHI PIIA

SISULINOSSIU S14]

AN

408-35-ye-T0
(Wn3-3k3-yeu-qnp
408-343-yeu-0p
408-33-eu-qup
qW003-33-ye-UIp

g2qe-uew-00}
§BqE-U9q-00) 3G-001
s2q-e-uew 33G-00)

(JunS-TeA-18

2ARS-TER-Y3rs |

(28uIq-ny-330b-155

L1 L)

-ds sisdowody

AN

e1[18 95095014

pnordsuoour
sisdowody

(JUNL-30Z-5U0]-yes
499Z-0U0}-T[ES
wmﬁumg

48U-007
wm-.—:g.
{4eA-337-09q
$NU-Np-TE-53]
g4eA-9Y-3q
,dnu-yo-seq

Jue-n-Zijeu ewoou 3357-A000

ei8 peayjreq

pisa8uoo sisdowody

sowreN dnoin)

otupg ASf[RA SUSMQ

soure dnoin
oI SUOYSOYS WINSIM

sowreN dnoip oy gInieJ WPNOS

SWEN UOUWIWO))

JuIEN OJIUSIOS

IS ISA ], BPBAIN YY) UO JUISAIJ SIUB[J IS() [EUONIPRI], UBIPU] UBILIAWY JN0J-A)XIS pue

(g€ Jo L1 98ed)
paipuny 3RayY, °I-V3IqeL

Appendix G, Attachment A

A-17




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

A-18

TR T PG 1TV
h&oﬁg hEBmm
<N Jqunyes Jars-yed Jdwaes gsnq 9J0S031) DIDJUIPLY DIILD]
(duar-BR o(dur) TWST-yedk ysnq 9)08031) DIDILIDAIP VLD
AN paesyons | sywrusprooo vinddoy
5g(dun)
qIu-yeu-00} 333-yeu qnuyo)-Tep yea-yex-Ted Kueey “ds vy
AN dunuoreaegeu Auejer o8uey | wyoficivd vuawwsy
Joond-qem good-qem
Jmnr-o-dem-ied ;dmuye-oou
jduinde em Jmiodemyed
,2q-yeu- yes ,nde em .odeem
SA-AI-95) dem S(AD) do-em
,20- yem-wyes Jd-em 4D dem
¢999-Ye-Tes ade emed , dues
wﬂ&:—.—muﬂ.ﬂ.‘mwn u_&ﬁu&ﬂ M voﬂv \QQNB..Q&&
£99Q-Ye-T0es Ade em ,(9) dus-oyo
AN £29-Jeuws-ies Jdm-uye-oou » (AD dye-yes Jepa)) ‘radrung -ds sniadung
Iepad wn.iomdoos
¢20-Ue-wn-5eq goqew-yes-eq |  pas uresunow A0y | sniadung
AN jdunde em
Jqemes ,dn-uye-oou Jde em
JhAanuny Jaemns ,dmuye-oou ;nde em .
. DULI2dS02]SO
,nAnuny JARMYES Jdwnde em wpodeem | 1epa) “rodwun( yein sniadunp
woon.mmﬁ woon-mﬂg.lgu.ﬂ'mwgﬂ
o(dw) zymr-o-dem-yed Amr-o-gem-ied
EM-ABY-yew Amiodemyed ade emed sodwun( vowwo)) | smnunuos sniadung
sourep dnoip) sowre) dnoiny
sty A9JeA SUSMQ STUYIg QUOYSOYS UIIISIM sowreN dnoi oruyyg dnred uIdyINog SWIeN UOWWO)) JWEN JNUNOS
(€ o 81 28eq)

IS 1591, BPEAIN ) UO JUISIIJ SHUL[J 3S[) [BUONIPE.L], UBIPU] UBILIdWY JIN0f-K)IXIS pue paJpuny 3duyJ, °I-V qeL

Appendix G, Attachment A



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Appendix G, Attachment A

Jerdnny Jdnny duoed Jdnn Aroqyiom ofed winpiyod wnody

Jdnn paned

dnny ;pdn,n
eidnn Jdnny - 1dn,n mmdnn | Amogjom uosiopu 1nuosLapup wniofy

Jeranny rdnny f q , gl puUy pu
B wﬁ-zoso.ﬂﬂ.oozv Jeuemy-TAp-sanb auidnry -dds smudny
joo1uetpuy
AN “oonmostg -ds wnyvwoy
yME-(ST-TIOT PISsOuO)g app1opni
ME-YSI-IIST ‘[temmorn) wnuuadsoiry
Z400Z-Z-INu TU3-00a
£00Z-1nu d33-00q

£00Z-)0U 93-00q AN JJenzZi-eu 31609

WOOZ-Yel-3nu 32-00q n-zn-Bues-od BWOOU-Ye-3100q | Xe[J pIM ‘Xey anjg 1USIM3] wnury
q00Z-1e sJen-zt 3 (LR
__ .u:oEosm%mEﬁ AN usyory uayory
,yedung «AN 1001 JONIg DAIAIPIL DISIMIT
juerdzeddag _
=N ueyunoy | wnumpuop wmptdasy
. wndiwooisvy
AN poamraddad wasa(q wmprdoy
sseidraddad

AN S JUOWAL] muowa.f wmprdrg

Jquinjes

Jdurered Jdurey ek
Jdu ey eL oodueres ysnq 2)0S031)) DIDIUIPLI] DALIDT

sowreN dnoin) saureN dnoin) ,
o A3[RA SEOMO SIYIH SUOYSOYS UINISIM soweN dnoi9 omuyy SInred uRYINOS QUIBN UOWIWIO)) QWRN SYNUSIOS

IS 1S3, BPRAAN A1) U0 JUISIAJ SJUR]J 3S() [FUONIPE.L], UBIPU] UBILIDWY JNOJ-KIXIS Pue paapuny 32day], ‘I-V d[qel

(S€ Jo 61 98ed)

A-19




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

JeysBuizejq

Jenyewr R0 | Ny WoIS-I YA
Jeny Jenoed N oy ‘a8esioo pasaq | symvorqp vyazguapy
(PAB-U3]-335-(0) Jye-euuenp-qed
4{Aeu-4oq-33n6 F9e-euirendb-Ted
GAe-eutenb-yed Juuenb-ed
geuuens-ed Jdwnueuexed Jdwnreu emxed gLt AN “ds pypuapy
JURL PIis UESHLWY |
2N “qunu proLi SISUPAID DYIUIY
AN BIOPOUSIAl -ds viopouspy
. suaos2uds
Jdnny 1IN rIOopousy Auidg DLOPOUI
AN | Ioro1o-100ms moflo X SOl SMOIAW
AN|  19a0719-100ms oMy gV SMOJY2IW
AN 4400-TEg-sanb | punoyaioy uowrwo) 2403Ma wnmqnLIDpy
(suadau saqiag 998)
Axraqreq Suidear) suadas prioypy
$90-0%-99%
24ed-00-uem-00] (,an3-ye-35-0ad
Paom UOR[MS
£2qqe-ue-5o] SU0-TOZ-U003-1 ‘ueld wng velpu] | vsouds PrusapoLT
Jdnn
Adnzn JAImdnn
,.dned dnny
;dnn ;pdned
A1199§10 M.
dnn Jdnn ‘Kmagmenbg “ds wmiofy
soureN dnoiny sourej dnoin
sruyyy £9[[eA SUIMO OIUYIF SUOYSOYS UINSIM sowreN dnoir) onuyig ainred UISINOS SWEN UoWwWo)) QWEN SNUIIDS
(S€ 30 0T 38ed)

IS JSI L, BPLAIN 2,: uo Eumvw.m SJuB|q 3S[) [eUONIPEL ], URIPU] UBILIDUIY INOJ-AJXIS PUE PAIPUNH 3dayy, °[-V dqel

A-20

Appendix G, Attachment A



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

JJECRAMTURT deojaEmTunl
deoy [deoynm3unu 0008q0) WIS
vydydouoSiy
Jquiod Jdemxemxes Jdeoy ‘0208qO) uelpuy DUDOIIN
qenb-Tonb-yoy Jdeoy
2IN sU00y-yng-334-0od Jdem-mes)
Xeq-nd (JIow-yeq-33-66d ,doeoy
sued-35-ood UOC0Y-yeq-33-60d j,deoy
AN U00U-Yeq BUA-AIU JUOw-Teq Jdeoy 0308q0) 9J040D DIDNUBIID DUDYOIIN
Jeueunxeused
qaeured sseIoIaleM | appmorffo wnipanisoN
Jaeiau A[yng ‘ds m8iaquapynpy
vrjofiadsp
qdeew 1aeyom sSeI3yoIeIOS mraquapynpy
§240Y-2qqe-EAD] , PUISSIDI0PO
JJOw-AT3 ¢9q-995-ZZiq-00}  ,dn-UCOS-yow 00q-F3% uIeq 99q WIS pjopavuUc
Y00[9,0-In0J
QA LAISIEM0,0X0) OpeIoj0)) vaOYfiymu SIIqUIN
Jumenb-yez-uyed
Leuuenb-yoyA-gpun IomorJ KoUOIN snpyn8 snmuny
98es100
olt 1383 ‘Feapions “ds vyja2puapy
Jeappns
Ay ‘reis Suizelg | wpydoato vyauapy
AN Ieys .m:ﬁu_m SHNDNAID] DIPAUIW
soweN dnoin sowreN dnoip
onnpz A9 SUSmQ STUIIH SUOYSOYS UIMISIM sowreN dnoin sruyig sInted WIOYINOS QWBN UOWIO)) QWEN OPNUALOS
(s€ 30 17 98ed)

IS ISAJ, BPRAIN YY) U0 JUISALJ SJUB] 3S() [EUONIPEL], URIPU] UBILISUIY INOJ-AJXIS pPUe PaIpuny 3day], °[-V 3IqelL

Appendix G, Attachment A

A-21




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

N am adermoorg U2doo? ayounqo.Q
- durAguew Jdwraguews
jaend Mg
,duraen Synmarsn
;ndwmeng (draenk
JAdunaenk Jdurmaend
JasuRw QAruRW | smoeo o[y, ‘eunf, -dds pyundo
AN Smanarsn | xead Appoud fenue) | pypuvonsjod virundp
Iead vyguvovavyd
JAeuew Apjoud uuewadug pryundp
S8
Jlaeuenl Teaq AJzzun) ‘read
JAruew Jdnaenk Appoud saeyoN paoDULL? DIUNdQ
el[oyo
SaquInemm 2N | 30ATIS ‘Brioyo wopiony | wdivsounyos pyundg
N
2q-Ke3-0K dunaeu duraend
LQuioA-Tred Jduriaenk Jaendk
Sem3nu ;nduraeng JABUBL SNJOB [IB1IoARSY supjisnq viyundQ
osoruud-Jurusao
JOXIS aled opypd viayoua)
dem-mes) Jdeoy
,deoyamSuan ,Ayems- yem-gs.
JdeoynamSunu | »0D dyem- mom-sos
Jdemxemxes L0 dye-oy
,doeoy LAl dyem- yem-gs
025890}
,(8d) 9q-, wny-yed Jdeoy 5,40-0 PIIM ‘0908QO], -ds pupnjooN
saweN dnoin) sowreN dnoir)
otayyg LofeA suemQ STUYIF SUOYSOYS UIMSIM soureN dnoin) Sry sytred UISHINOS QUIBN UOWWOD) SWEN SIJIuSIS
- (5g Jo 77 °3ed)

I)IS 1S3, BPLAIN 1) UO JUISAIJ S)ue]d 3S() [eUONIPeL ], ULIPU] UBILIdWY INOJ-AIXIS pue paipuny 3day], °I-V dqe],

A-22

Appendix G, Attachment A



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

§990-998-2Z2n(~00}

(AIZ-TEA-[OND-]0}

4089ys-eq-ump 4999-998-ZZ0q-20} (d0m-yes-7Z0q-00)

,089s-TEq-Wp Jisiese oxo) Jdisyemeoxo) onSuoipreog "ds uowaysusg
iseme ox0) | on3uoipresq Jowreq rouppd uowsisuag
: sisuamynd
AN ~IN | onSuo} pieeq smnyed uowaIsuad

anguo)
LN Ppreaq jurueued snpLoyf uowasuad
Jwn-3eq-yonb-goj uowsisuad pay 1UOID? UOWIDISUD ]

pedy
41-4001-31008 jueydorq “Uomasno | “ds supmotpag
JAnewreuemoyed Iodoars erniSma “ds snss1oousylvg
AN sseI3 omeg -ds wnoww g

(dim-yo-5eq gUS1q-TES-yem-Ted

w%?m-ao@ 4Q08-040-ETIOR Jstdeo-yem-ed SUPIUAPI0
dm-yos-Teq d408-0K0-EppEA godeo-yem-Ted 100I1j0aME D21y401USO
JRTS yoplB BM qAlem saprouswly
Jem Jem Alem Jem ssex3oou werpuy sisdo2a0

429001 =IN 500431 sngeredse
400D 4,004-007 qnm uerpy] ‘adermoorg -ds ayounqo.i)
vINOIOSDf
Am aderuoorg Younqoi
Lo sngeredse pSOquILI00
Jumgm S P ‘odermioorg aYrqo.Q

soure dnoin soureN dnoin
sTuy AS[[BA SUIMQO STUYYH QUOYSOYS UISNSIM sowreN dnoin) oTuylyg Anred UISYINOS SWIBN UOWWO)) weN JYRUSIOS
— L
(S€ Jo €7 93eg)

IS IS3L, BPLADN Y} U0 JUISAIJ SHUB]J IS} [BUONIPEL], UBIPU] UBILIDWY N0 J-K)XIS PUB PaIPUNH 1], ‘I-V IqeL

Appendix G, Attachment A

A-23




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

P gd-
,2d- yem-yeu- ye 2od-TER _ $99G-001
,od- gea 493-deq-m o3d-yem ed-2-Uqes
,(8d) . dyem Jdemam 2odeAm)
B0 ¢ood-TeR jeAmy »0OD qQng-yex- yeq-m
Seany JyeAny JeAn) »(9) ,A00)
Jdeam 2oldyem ,AnNy JAD dea-m ‘uokuid Jeapar8urg vyydouows snurg
- gAep-yed-qel AN Eoo:-oowa.ﬁu poduim) sioquieqyy | 1us4aqupyd DUDSKY]
N ALI3Yopunoin) ‘ds syps&y g
2N ALIyopUNoIn) D1j0J1sSDAD SYDSAYJ
UONYo3qoy dun3yed
;qdurexed o(a) dwng-ed
;4ox-yo3-yoy 0D na- od paay *ds saquSvayg
. duny-ed
;Uoyosyoy dun3yed map Kouoy sumunuod
gNd-neo-Mes-om o(dw) yox-Jos-yow ‘poar uowwio)) sapuSvayd
;dumn3-yed map Ksuoy
Jduexed (A7) dun3-ed | ‘our) ‘psar uowrurod
Jaeyrd AN ;qdurexed s(D n1-0od | uern) ‘pasr vowwio)) | syvisnp sapuSvayd
e-99Z-U01-05-08
Jes-yo-A1p-08-08 AN
LUn-unp-03-383 (dn-uew-3g4-m +2qqeu-00})-qAp-conb
408-03-ye-T1p JUedouo)-yey-[o;  Ye-3A35-09Z-TO03-yow xo[yd “ds xopyq
- 2N ENERATE| ‘ds vijeovy g
wWnuISS1sowin.
JAons arddemenbg winjjkydosag
saureN dnoi9 sowepN dnoin
o1y K9JfeA SUSMQ STUYIF] QUOYSOYS WIASIM sawepN dnoin smuyy Anred UISYINOS QWBN UOWLIO)) SWIEN S[USIOS
— |
(5€ Jo v 98eq)

IS IS, BPRAIN ) UO JUISIAJ SJUR]d 9S() [FUONIPEL], UBIPU] UBILISUWLY N0 -AIXIS PUE PAIpUny 3dIY], ‘[-V dIqel,

A-24

Appendix G, Attachment A



- deU-00s-BX0]

NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

49qqeu-ns
42q-0Yy-08
4408-5TU
2A-TE3-3urs poomuonos yoeldg | wvdiwaoyouy smndoq
odn-3us
49A-TE3-3urs uadse uen®) | saprojmuaa snndog
Jd1A0s | poOMUONO3 JuoWISL] npuowa.1f snpndog
sseidong
ANYSIAXN ‘sseIguonNnn puvla|puaf vog
AN sseidon[g 14012819 og
(vaotias
DLIDSSI] 99S)
PIdM MOITY D22143S DayINg
499p-00M
499p-3M ureyued wounuo)) Jofvw 08vyuv)d
,(sd) wn-yey-, ye-1m ourd 1e8ng -ds snug
L Im-nk
Jdemam L) dung-g
Anm JAD WIA-nk
2 odeAm »(D a09-yey- yeq-m
jeAn) ,(0) a00)
JUBAD y(aD) dea-m
491A03-3U0M JoAR) o(AD) ‘() dom-m uofurg -ds snuig
, QL A-nA
»(8d) 29-9¥-unm L) dwn3-g
,29-yes-8unm JAD WiA-nk ourd esozapuod psosapuod snuig
sowepN dnoiny sowreN dnoig
oruyig A9[[eA SuamQ JTUY)Y SUOYSOYS UINSIM saureN dnoin sruyyy 9inreJ UISYINOS JWEBN UOUIWIO)) QwEN SINUSIS

(S¢ Jo 67 98ey)
NS IS, BPBAIN I} UO JU3sal] SJUR|q 3S() [EUONIPEL ], UBIPU] UBILISUIY JINOJ-AJXIS pUE PoJpuny PRIy, °I-V d[qel

Appendix G, Attachment A

A-25




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

;eArS-yed-I5w o1q-2-U003-youw-fiqos pupssISOUL
4002Z-1nu F37-A00D (,qn-U003-0w 40q-335 oned-yek-grs-ey Jyorq opunJ, sat04810s g
(dru-Tox gq-e-uoos-yow-igas yoeqomnl | vnuup saroukyivsg
Jdouoy
Jdeuoy ,deuo FSaclinsy (i ig) -ds snunag
£200q-2-T51-40} ¢2-00Q-Ue-TST-yop
jideuo) deuoy Kroydsayoy) pupnuSala snunid
Jideucy Jdouoy puoufe 113s9(J VIDINILOSDS Snund g __
£999-qeu-Tyes
(d1-u0z-Tq AN (PIAAR-TES yoead pasoq nuosLapuy snunig
EITTERCET Baudo,
;quin-30-aonb Jdurdo
JIRAImY Jdo, aymbsoy *dds sidososg
RUTVETTS |
(aun-1g-sonb Jdumm
J(dur) baan. FTATN | uBIgMIIOG suzosaqnd sidoso.uq
quudo ,do, PUPL2.4403 *TeA
Jdo Aduwrdo, (durdo annbsow oxso], | wsompup8 sidososq
juond-o) ) Puondoy suelsing ‘ds povniiog
((dur) sqopms-ed BIOPO “ds wngidydosod
Adidmmyed vIopQ | 2p10048 winpidydosoq =
#9) dIA- yes
,98-,81s ,(a1) dia- yes
,29-yey-,yes 0D dia-os o(A1) dima-0s
4(5d)  duria-0-gs qd1aos 4,0 dim-oys PoOMUOJ0)) -ds smpndog
soweN dnoin sowreN dnoip
oy L9[RA SUIMO STULIY QUOYSOYS UIISIAL sowreN dnoip oy anted wILYINOS QuIBN HOWWOD) QuIEN OLNUSIS
(S€ Jo 97 93ed)

IS IS ], EPBAIN 3] U0 JUISAL] Sjue]d 9S(] [Buonipel ] ueipuj uedlnpuy hﬂQh-h—N«w PuUe pJpuny 324y ], °I-V °Iqel

A-26

Appendix G, Attachment A



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

dnn

LAN,NS ST JBIING ‘YSNQYUNYS pouDUIOLD SNYY

»(9) yed- way

Jdwnwoy ,(0) od-, ure-om

JMdwnwoy JAR- oMY

ABIMY 4(0) yed- way

LAenl 4(A]) Ard-umur-o}
LAIM S50 qe-om Jdwawoy 50D AD- T O “ds snouangy

Ry .
OuI31s) yeo

Jqourdis) ABIMY Aem QnIOg “yeo [aquies) mM2quind snosangy
JJAguny deuny 2SOIID “ds pysang

¢2qqeu-yny-euary AN
g2qqeu-yny ¢99gq-eu-nyg ,deun ‘gsniqronig DIDIURPLY DIYSING
(vuvorxaw

— Adeuny
$294e0-] | b0 pue
g2qqeu-yny-ye-oq pAN 5(dur) JoT-yn DUDIXIU DIYSING=)
Jaeuny ,douyn JAdeun asoyy) | puvrngsupis pysing
Jarumny dnun ysnqyong vsompupy8 vrysing
smuapljod
<IN Jyndmur B[P PaNOq SNUWDY040S ]
ydua-0-5509-003-yny sefpruress-1 npuowsLf
20-Wn-3306 o(dw) efpru-e1s-i ,dauourejeey | ysng-oS1pur JUOWSIL] smaupyjososg
Jlaoemy ead-Jniog “ds mappiosq

soureN dnoin sowreN dnoin)
STy ASRA SUOMO STUYI SUOYSOYS UID)SIA sourep dnoiny sruylg SInred UILYINOS QWEN UOWWO)) weN SYNRUAIS
(ceJo Lz3Bed)

9IS 1S9, BPRAAN 9Y) U0 JUISILJ SUE[J () [RUONIPRI ], UBIPU] UBILIDUIY JINOJ-AIXIS pUue paJpunyy A1y, °[-V dIqeL

Appendix G, Attachment A

A-27




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

207-0U BUM-Ma0
JJe-33m-ed-E8U5
¢93-00M-TTP (Qn-33m-yed (U-FoR-yed-E305 qreqnyI pirm
LOF-0u-21-3q JUB-9m-yed Juiqureu “yoop Apn) snds1o xauny
ma_n-ﬁa.wdum m&m:ﬁﬁ:b%>=mﬂg Arraqdsey *ds sngny
SAunmomnd
»q98-95) Jdidur,as o(A]) Ard-ure-1s) 9501 PIIM -ds vsoy
(d19-we-335
§91AAR-335
SIqUIED .
LIN A BMIS (OTAAR-T3E Jdunmyond 9S0I p[IM SPOOM 1SPOOM DSOY
N SSQIDINBA *ds vddrioy
N AN N K113Gas008 pasa(] wnun)aa saqry
Jquiogoq AN N | juennd menbs sygm WNna422 saquy]
¢Stq-yo-yod
£2qun3-oq AN £2qung-oq JURIIND UIP[OD) wnanp saq1y
Yeo uosiod ‘oewng
‘A110q -opRUOWY]
#LO 00s-JeU ADNS oSLI ‘gsnqyumyg ds smyy
ANTS o(Jur) GUITA-B-335
;AR DS jdnny
dwime-99s ndunaars
dunm-e-338 JAnnys
SiL JAnas
,dunaans S(AT) duid-usys
.«wmwm wA>—v \>mmlm
Aduian, as st (senatrea ype)
JJdniny y S0 ysnqmenbg vInqojLLy SNy
sowreN dnoin saweN dnoin
oy A9[[BA SUSMO JTUY) SUOYSOYS UIANSIM sowreN dnoin snyry anred UISYINOS JUIBN UOUIWIO)) SWEBN] SHTUSIG
(S¢ Jo 8T 93eq)

IS 159, BPLAIN Y} UO JUISALJ SHue]J 3S[) [BUONIPLL ], UBIPU] UBILIDWY JINOJ-A)XIS pue paIpuny 304ay], ‘[-V dqeL

A-28

Appendix G, Attachment A



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

(JeoyRMIual
gdoo-ui3-ays 334-003 (dur) dn-om-503-a0s
2qqem-Tes ynu-Samy ;dn-omo089as
(d1Z-eq-wn-¥xo] [Ademmwidrs ,dn-om-503-038
+290Y-Eqqe-BAG] JAemAes JAemsues
,dn-20M-003-yns JunueureIemy Sysed ,
Jeuuem3-Tey deoynmSunu Jdumngis 9geg “ds piagog
Jdeoynreuey Junueure)emy 0008q0] UBIpU]
AN ;deonmSunu ‘oFes ojding 1410p DINIDS
Sisyed AemAes — ages vILIOJE)
Jeioed Jeoed sused m.>§&=§ ‘ages ely) IVLIDQGUINIOT DIAJDS
- paomajquin ],
JAeueul Jdiaeuew “O[IST) URISSIY DILI2q1 DIOSIDS
o(A]) Avu-BY
JAeuexemed’ L) ae-uey
+99-908 Jeueed » AEY-Yes
,Pq-N&-3s ;aeuyey » Ayeu-yey
Q0438 Aeu-yey () qyes
s99A-NY-NS ,(8d) 99-00-38 Jaeuey S(AD) Ayeu-uyey |- MO[ITM -ds xzyng
JAnns Jheuexemed qgreueyed moqim Surppoor) n3uippoos xynsg
JETRCER T
g99A-008 ¢99M-33-Yns ¢99-33-yns 335-003
£2dng-335 33%-000 9G-33-yas (du) aeu-TEy .
eany,ns SJANNSIYSTAY 291008 2 qheuey MO[[IM 21040) pn3a xyog ||
AN a3es 1Bppe[g DUDIIXIU DLID2D]DS
£00Z-1nu BAM
42GOUOY-TH] d15-ouox- 2T £29-0UOX- U}
(d1z-yer-eq Sy Jquieu qreqnyyy -ds xawmny
sowreN dnoin soweN dnoin
oy AS[[eA SuSm(), | oMU SUOYSOYS UISISOM saweN dnoin suyly sned WRYINOS SN BOWWO)) QWRN OIIIUAING
(S€J0 67 93ed) -

9IS IS9 ], BPBAIN YY) UO JUISAIJ SJUR]J 3s() [BUONIPEL ], UBIPU] ULILIdWY JNO,[-L)XIS pue PpIIpunyy 3Rday], °I-V dqel

Appendix G, Attachment A

A-29




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

JJenzn-eu 33-35p-ye apeysIySIN “ds wnupjog
£113q 910A0D)
AN [225-UOUIO]OS ASTe -ds pupppug
QUIOU-Oq-WOM OaRenb-konb GIAARY-
L4OA-YOI-TEA goraaenb-Tonb (AN-2U0)-EYST [B9S-UOWO[OS DID]]21S DUIIDIIUS
WSS
Jeem pIeisnu S[quinj, wnquudsis
AN [9spunoin -ds opoauag
AN poducoly | susnffip sndivoouijag
smyoeo ojddesurg ,
<N PARUBW ‘Sn3oed YOOUYSL- “ds smpovo043)98
»d.15-yeq
,d1s qed pArURW L0 Aqe-mod o[
pAIA-UTS JJAI0,0) SAD me) - 3y punoz 3ig ‘ysnajjng “ds snd.og
Iy,
JJAI0,0} ‘Ysnapnq wajs 1Jos snpnyoa sndiog
;1A10,0} ysnipng wajs-prey smnop sndaog
AN §2q-0u-o}
4990-0-2u0) £2q-Tm-1e} STIDNomLIZA
,(sd) 9q-9u-03 p dueryef H(AD dwuygey-yed POOMISBIID) SNIDQOIDS
Jaaxnuny
jasjauny
Rushigi] $4200U-00Y (0)  dim-gu-o
AQUIA-TIp 400q-007 4d18-00-T00Y
S2qUOA-oY-TNp ST00q-0Ym 4A9U-nP-3100q-00% A1aqIopid “ds snonquing
sowre) dnoin sawepN dnoiny
oyl A3[[BA SUSMQ JIUYIH SUOYSOYS WINSIA soweN dnoio) oyl Mned WYINOS JWEN UOWWo)) QWEN JTUSS
(S€ Jo g 93ed)

9IS 1S9, BPEBAIN 9Y) U0 JUISALJ SHuR]d 3S() [PUONIPEL], UBIPU] ULdLIdWY ANoJ-A)XIS pue paipuny 321yJ, °I-V d[qeL

. A-30

Appendix G, Attachment A



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

. prjofinuay
AN AN (dnsyeueysmm QONNS[AIIM IOPUR[S vLzuounydslg
~ ysnqumnp vsourds
AN <N ‘oonyaf axm Auldg “ds prawounydarg
vnSixa
oIN QONNJ[ MM pLzuourydals
4003-Coum LUNq-008-oyM
Jrewa) ey
(qunu-Tog-Lom uqueu » o Teun
AN JeIew Jorewn) Haureu
yoeurds ueipuy
Jerenynd Jerenym Anquieu it ‘owrnyd-s,o0uLig vipuurd pLapums
Juny-nys-m-sed
Jemyemy Junynysnisod passdoiq ‘ds smjogoiodg
uopes |
AN MeyV ‘sseadyoung sapro41p snjoqo.Lods
(QUI0d-[OpP-3oMm
JUOB-yep-55K
0%-0u Aonb-33%
£4UI03-0u-ZAOD AN aeuidny
39qUI0d-yo-TTonb j(dw) Aeurd ny LAlmdm MO[[RUIS]OI) "ds vaoppravyds
MO[[ewdqo[3
11989(] ‘mofrewsqoid vndiquip
2N s qhlandm 100udy D3oJpLDYdS
JATnurew Alowew | SpSIYI-Mos UOUIWo) SN2IDL2]0 SNYOUOS
AN poIuapion ds o8vpijog
soure) dnoin sowreN dnoin
oruy AS[[BA SUIMQ STUYIH QUOYSOYS UISSIM saureN dnoipy snnp 9Ined waynos SWeN uowuIo)) swIeN oynuslIs

. (s€ Jo 1€ 93eg)
ou_m «mo..-. @1@»@2 oY) uo «ﬁwmc.-.m muﬂa—n— IS —ﬁﬁoﬁmﬁﬂh.ﬁ :&_ﬂﬁu :&3&0&4 .=5r.m.heﬁw pue Coum::—m u&h——,ﬁ .ﬁ.dw o—&ﬂ.rﬁ

Appendix G, Attachment A

A-31




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

39N o(dur) odem-Tes POOM MOITY D2OIS DIDSSI]
Gaavewnyued Jsuewe], “ds xupun g
A113qmous sn.ioyfi8uo]
¢3A-1e-TIES 1IN IomorJ-3uo] sodivorioyduds
(BAAES-YO-ATD 995-007 Ay BOIOMS “ds vrysomg
erIoMS v diwioqio
oIN pauiSrew-ayy M DIIING
LD AN ,doam-de-yee

doom-de-yes e paamdosg *ds vpavng
JURNE (dur) quini-Je AN poamdarg DUPK2.440) DPAVNS

pIeIsnu Pl
‘IIMOTJISIM) SMIDpLOD
3N _ Jeapreoy smypupyda.g

prejsnu
-91pp1J yeaq-Suo] sugsonduoy
3N ‘prejsnu piIm vjjyuvdoyg
AlREM sse1Soou ueIpuy ‘ds ndug
AN &N ssei3afpasu uasa( vsoads ndug
(saprouawuiy
s1sdo2£4) 235)
Jeoed Jem R 137 ssexgoo11 ueIpu] saprouzwiky vdig

sseid
2IN PRAIYI-pUR-I[PION pivwod vdyg

soweN dnoin sowreN dnoin
oty A9 A SUSMQ SIUYIY QUOYSOYS UISSIM soweN dnoin) o1uyid Anied UIANPNOS SWEN UOUWIo)) SuIRN SYNUS
| ———
(S€ Jo 7€ 38ed)

IS IS, BPLAAN] Y} UO JUISALJ SHUB|] 9S[) [EUONIPEL], UBIPU] UBILIBWY INOJ-AIXIS pUE paapuny 3daY], °I-V d[qeL

A-32

Appendix G, Attachment A



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

1001 0998Q0 ],

2N ‘ueLIo[e A “ds pupriappp
JUe-33R-Aq gdoo-umenb-sanb gdoou-Teg-osonb SN ‘ds vorapy

AI0-B)

;Z0uo) +(D Al0-0)
JJA0u0) S(AD YeA- o-mB) rene) ‘ds pydKy

01 , ALA

K AN () Al0-0) [rened yeol-peorg
AN Jkoy Aemyesaiued #(AD) Yea- 3-me) Tene) vijofuv] vyd{]
[Tenes uIRYINog
AN Jhoy N ‘mene) | stsuaSunuop vydsJ
AN BIPUISUMO]T, *ds pipuasumoy
p4581dpos
AN BIPUISUMO] S,uojeq DIpUISUMO ]
wnjofii3ana
AN JuIquieu a3eqqeo piim wmpod(jay
(doo-np-TUGOS-yow

Jp-uns-om JBUBMYIS BATRY o IN ysnq sunuading, | puvrvow musouwny g
Aen8-00-5509 NI MOPBIN appuaf wnydYy |

;2-dnq-335 995-000 ;9-0003-355
(dng-335 995-005 33-d008-505-TEY-00] £2dng-335 295-005 YsnIqasIoy -ds prudpoaaf

¢d008-00-35557-ye)
¢29-90y-yeq-TEA-Ted SUBISIUDD
¢99-Y0q-EY-23-Teu YSnIgasioy Aein prudpoaa |
soweN dnoin saureN dnoin
oy A9[[eA SUIMQ SIUYIY SUOYSOYS UINISIM sawre dnoin) sy sinred UISYINOS JUWEN UOWWoD) QWEN SIIUSIOS
(S€ Jo €€ 3qeq)

(9IS 1S3, BPEAAN A} UO JUISALJ SJUB[J IS[) [EUOHIPE.L], UBIPU] UBILIDWY INOJ-K)XIS PUB PIIPUNE] 91, ‘I-V 9[qeL

Appendix G, Attachment A

A-33




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

JIAuayoe
,;snn AISHA
JArsnn JAIMN
Jdwnyoe; Jduwiy
Jasnn (dia-e-wes)
j98-0-0 »O1) dia- ye-ures
Jsnn oD Mid- wes-oyo IO L -ds voong
Jdwayoe)
Alsnn Jduian
1ouoLeq ysmedg
<IN JAtsan JLdumyoey “@0onA 9ABfON p4281p1Yds PN
<IN BOONK qeuey] SISUIGUUDY DIIN]
N
Jndwn mmEE_oS Qo1 enysof p1yofiaaiq paong
JAIAN jdunyoey
5-1-0 Jidwaryoe;
Jduroy AT roonk
AN Jsan »qAlSON | anpg ‘edonk eueueq vI20Dq DIINL
;dnuexeon nxe)
Jdnuexe) 1s nxn ,huexe) Is,nxn
Jdnuexionoyn Jdmuexeyomxe) Ied SO “ds pryrad
Aunam ade1n -dds su1A
Jdnsduny ader3
Jseanu AN AL | P ‘odeid uokue) DIMUOZILD SHIA
AN 9A5uap|o3 AMOYyS vaoyymut v4oMSIA
. poupnbp
AN AN [[mpaads -S1jPSOUD DIMUOLIA
soureN dnoin sawreN dnoiny
oty A9f[EA SUSMQ JIUYIF] SUOYSOYS UIDISIM - saure) dnoin) oruyi e LLDYNOS QWIEN UOWO)) QWEN OULIOS
(5€ 30 pg 38eg)

]IS 1S9, BPBAIN A1) UO JUISILJ SJUBL] 3S() [EUONIPRI ], URIPU] UBILISWIY INOJ-AIXIS PUe PAIPUny 3ay], ‘[-V dqeL

A-34

Appendix G, Attachment A



suoysoyg juiwreued = (sd)
anred dunyeg = (d)
anreq edeopy = (dw)
seBoA seT = (A])

qeqre = ()
AanyowRy) = (9)
BT

QureU UBIPU] OU ING IX3)
Uy pauonuaw puncy JoN = AN

Buneow ST SIN 9661 [V ‘s1oquiaw QLOD Aq SoweN 5

£861 “[2 19 2[0S

£861 ‘sukqo pue d|yoI§
7861 ‘suAqo(] pue d[olg |
0661 “18 19 AIAS ,
96861 810 3yoIs

w661 “T81° APAS . -

Y661 “Te 19 310IS 4
9661 “[e32 PO 4

9861 ‘0paadzy ( (,2mnied A3f[EA SUIMO, ‘T1 TOA)
uIseg Jea1D-SUBIPU] UBOLISWY YHON JO Y0Oqpuey
(Ls61
‘ures]) 1y61-S€61 UsamIaq ureL, £q SUOP YoM
(9¢61 ‘fleusald) :9g61 ut [eusaid £q duop oM ,
(1L61
‘IO|MO] PUB IS[MO,) :€/8] Ul [[oMOd Aq SUOp YoM
(0161 “ndes) 0161 ur ndes Aq auop Jiom
(6L61 “wreLa)
'SE6T ~TO61 UIMIDG WRILII £q SUOP JIOM
(8L61 “1ow[ed) :9pg] 210§2q Joweq Aq SUOP YIoM ¢
_ (9961
“1OIN) 19961-9S61 UAMIAG IO AQ SUOP SjIOM
: (6L61 “AopeI\ pue Iojmoy)
‘0881-L981 U20Mm12q []amOd Aq BUOD JIOM

NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

ydey-yew-, yed

ydiu-0g y Alm}-00 {AD (D ,am3-n
-0 o(3D) AIs- n3-n »(0) Aom-ooy (Ayyurey ssei3)
,d1u- yeg LD g99m3-0 L(AD yem-ed ssein aesuIIRI)

. sewes

Unq-yo 03-33% 4dn-usp-e-31330% [iesp MOpesIA ‘ds snuapo31z7

408-095-UEA-E] U0-05-335
smpnotuvd
(08-ays-yeq-e] 403-0-3595q-ye} dn-uop-e-31530Y | sewres yreap [[Iyroo snuspo8iz

soure) dnoin saureN dnoin
oty AS[[eA SUSM(O | OTUTH SUOYSOYS WISISO M sowreN dnoiny suyyg synied UOYINCS JWeN Uowwo)) SWEN SLIUSIOg
(530 ¢ 23eq)

IS ISIL, BPRAIN ) UO JUISILJ SHUE[J 3S() [BUODIPRI [, UBIPU] URILIDWIY JNOJ-L)XIS pue paIpungy RIY], °‘J-V o[qe]

Appendix G, Attachment A

A-35




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

Appendix G, Attachment A



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Attachment B

ONE HUNDRED AND SEVENTY AMERICAN INDIAN TRADITIONAL
USE ANIMALS PRESENT ON THE NEVADA TEST SITE

Appendix G, Attachment B



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

Appendix G, Attachment B



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

;99n3ns-ssows epInyy %0J 153 snodovw sadnp
seys-og sqel-as-soayn Jae-upys-1o-n) 21040 -ds sty
»(A]) ARU- UIYS-BI- BT,
+0D s1q- 08-0% (ARUISBIAT,
0.2 1 ,(0) ARU-UIS GARURSEIRT,
Jeud-HJ JABUNSYBINT, Jaem3ueuag
Jel- A ABRURSEIR], JSIMAOX0 X
Jued- def-g ,ae-yeu-urys SHMAOXOX
,(sd) yed- im-yeys-7 JARU-UIG () 153- 0m-03-0% 040D Sun4iv] S
seprue)) A[rue,
Q&nmﬁg
,2d-00s- yem,
ppd0s- Jem (D ¥eN . ,
»(5d) 99-00s- yemy »9) wulEN »(AD) Ues3- yeN doayg wroysig ds s140
XeeN L, YUeN
© ues-yeN sEXCEN
vu—a&z oﬁ>~v »1- BN
o HEN (D s;m3- eN dooyg woy3ig 11esoq SISUIPDUDD SIND
aepiaog »:Eﬁm
,SSUOM
Asjuee OZ-UdeEM
yUOUEM o(AD ST :
§ROZ-UB M S0 Ziuge 500) sHs-uoM adopauy woySuolg pupOLIAWUD LdDIOIUY
sepudeso[nuy Ajrureq
speunue
soureN dnoxo soureN dnoir) srupy
oTup AS[eA SUSMO QUOYSOYS UIOISIM sowre dnoin) sty dynred UINYPNOS QUIEN UOUWIWO)) AW SJNUSOG

IS 159, EPBAIN Y} UO JUISALJ S[EUIIUY IS[) [BUONIPEL], UBIPU] UBILIAWY AJUIAIS PUE PAIpUNy dUQ “I-4 AqeL

(€z 30 1 98ey)

Appendix G, Attachment B

B-1




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

,Jeu- 00
JIU-,0d 4(0) s10f-, ur-004 »(AD S19Y0-, UI-00q
JU-,0g ,S19U2-uI-004 ,$398)-0-004
»(8d) I-, 004 SRU0-2-004 L, 31942~ 9-004 ISNON *ds snosdwosag
o(AT) 1B ey -
09 ey poopy -
RORCPIEID L) e
: v UeA JSeey siSIER]
,(8d) qem- moy| - Sey] »5CD) s1e3] 123 POOM. *ds pwojoan
oBpNAdLD A
_ oIN Janng,
syeu-2y-nJ, »(AD SU-aL - BIXRY,
Luyny JU-LL ehnyny, JAp ray
PELLER AR Aokeync JURL o(1) s1e- 1L JooQ ds snapr000pQ
yUBA- 04-00 L D 2L
JUek- QUL | y UL y(A]) 9-,004-00],
»U-0d QBIXal, ,2-00-0X
%w& yei-nq ,9-00Y-00], Jge-om-ng, 133(] 9NN SHNUOTUY SNIJ0I0PO
sepiate) Arue
(ITeus) 1510/ () 57-U0H \(AD _€z-U0H
JUBM JQunIRYLISUQ Jsidwrem3ueaey,
HUe-9s1- OM QSILISUQ o(AT) JIs-Juny
JUe- 3-yem +BZ-UOH 40D sye- Is-un
U YBM HOs-UyeA-ye ], 5O sred-nH
A(5d) ye-os1- om SSiueu-ulg ;00 sind- 1A-yeg . X0q -
PU- JeM
;- yond-nx ,(0) sied-nx
,(sd) ye-yoind-a x SaD yomd-ox JAD di-nx X0 “ds sadinp
soureN dnoin soureN dnoiny orugig
Uy AS[[BA SUIMO QUOYSOYS WIS soureN dnoin) oruyig 9nred UISYINOS SwepN uouruo)) QWIBN dYNUIIOS
(€T Jo T 98ed)

IS 1S3, BPBASN 91} UO JUSSIIJ S[EWIUY 35() [EUOIJIPE.L], UBIPU] UEILIBWY KJUSAIS PUR PaJpunyy auQ °J-g d[qe.L

Appendix G, Attachment B

B-2



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

o 1d-0¥-, 0L »() $ING-,00§-00], AN
yUoNq-03-,00L JSTATN T, Siadmyng,
yUONA-03-, 00T, »SHes-ON gsimny
#UNA-03-, 00( +I00L AN Aol
$SYONA-NY-00 ], »(sd) Yona-,003-,00L, »I00L 4D sind- oy-o1, TeOP[IA ‘TeOqOg ds xudy
N SHATNT, Sadong, eI “1edqog snfnt xud
@D _
SU-1)-1M3- Suoy 4(9) siu- 00¥-9, . Jounw-ow-goy-00],
,Pa-wnk- 1IN qinreld »(1) sinu-ourunyy,
JUONQ-0Y-0], | ,YouRW-OW-00Y-00], Jmopnrelq
,00%-,001-84-10], ,SIW-0W-03-0T, - Jsinwnwnyag,
$SUONA-IY-00], ,(sd) s;nw- oox-00], ,51nd-00%-00], o(A]) SJUI-NUI- BUI-N, UOT UIRIUNOIA 4010240 SN2
eprad Ajue]
AME- Bs],
yyey- 0X
Y- K
WX K ) sind- winu-0x
Jsd) ny- nx +2) Sunx y(AD 0 X suidnolod 'ds uoznyrasg
\ <IN ysmd-wnyg-ax
yplX 4D sind-wmu-ox
ysmd-wmu-a x JsmdwaSun x ourdnoiog WNIDSL0p UOZIYIaLT
QEPNUOZIYIAIH AT
,08-,ung y(0) Te-ye-yemy
10,004 v UEA-YEY] o(sd) nk- 1m-yey osI0H "ds snmby
aepinby Aureq
40D 10y2-0-,00d wog
§Yyzs-Aem-3uood ,(sd) yeyo- ue-oq RORY A ’ q+SIeydLng 9SNON -
soureN dnoiny soureN dnoin) smupg
oy A9[[BA SUIMQO QUOYSOYS UINNSIM sowgN dnoip Iy Sinred wISYINOS SWeN UoUWIIo)) SwieN SYNUSIS
(€2 Jo ¢ 33eg)

9IS 1S9, BPEBAIN 9] U0 JUasald S[euriuy 3s() jeuonipedy, ueipuy uedLnpuy %ﬂﬁ?&@@ pue paapung su( ‘J-g-9Jqel,.

Appendix G, Attachment B

B3




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

_ oS-, M3-IS
1 oIS-ANA-BL
,Ou- yeb ye- og
,OW-,yes ye- o
yuew- ey
ZOu- Jes
+OUW- YD
__ »95-30q-, ye ]y,
+00q-. YelL O sma-ey,
4(sd) 951- 00g-, B, (2 _s100A-ye ],
,(sd) oow- yexy | (D) “(0) (A1) wyes] _,(AD s100A-8], nqqey ds sndag
Jislunures| Jaweey
queey] o(AD) ‘() wrey
I (D) wgesy 00 nw-ey] | 31qqenioef payre)-yoe[g snonwofipo sndaq
sepuoda Ajrureq
;0D sing-un-1g ASNOA 19904 . -ds smypuBosaq
AaD I d
AT STE)-E-0M-WO) L0 191 em-g L
#1d ,SIq- Wi-14 ,(0) Ue- 14
J5d) nh-1d Jeran-yel Jye-nd-1g ey ooregues| . ds s€wopodiq
epIAWOIANOH ATrure ]
{ HN IToydon |
- UOMA- YRY-9 4
JOVA- qey- 9 X 0D nd- ur-opy _
HJUONA-YRY- 24 »(AD SO RO EAUL ; ‘
,(sd) youq-, qe-nx LSmd-wa-omw Jsndurniapy Joydon) 103004 *ds sdwowoy |
2epIKwoan ATrure,J
LN TROPIIM ‘180q04 “ds xudy
sowre dnoioy sowreN dnoxp) sy
oTuig Aaf[eA SUIMQ SUOYSOYS UISISOM soureN dnoin) sty aInred UISYINOS SWEBN UOWWOoD QW] JYNUSIDS
(€T 3o ¥ 93ed)

3)1S 1S3, BPBAAN 9} U0 JUISIIJ S[BUIIUY IS() [BUONIPR.L], UBIPU] ULILIDWY AJUdAIS pue paspuny sauQ ‘I-g93qel

B-4

Appendix G, Attachment B



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

JSmaureusy »01) Ing-weu-ur)
»-1qo-01, Jsmdweug
,UOOH] o(AT) UnH Io8peq snxvy vapixD[
4Z19A-0Y-0q
Jutu- 04 :
,Sie- 104-04 S(9) ,u-0d 4(A]) $19-0U-04
ySTRA-ou- meg of90d y(D .gu-0d
,2e-9y-u,0g SSI-9U-0d ALY |
»(sd) 12, du-04 #2U-0d o0 1u- ng Junis -
0D gu-0q.yey|
RILISDS 4(0) 3u-0q- ye3y »(AT) BU-09-, ye3y Junyg ds a3opdg
yeu-od yesy
,eU-0q-ye3y .01 su-oqyey JunyS panodg uresam snuomd aw3opds
SepIIoISNIA] ATTWE.]
3IS1I0A-R ],
Jsmde], $00A-ge( Smnaey JIARL lLalilvilig *ds sn8vj1a)ds
+S100Q-ye L,
Smnae] ;00 smm-yey,
JSImAe], Jsmae],
,S100A-8], S(A]) S10A-B], :
LSIMA-YR L 50D sioma-e], [reIuono)) 1S nuogqnpny snivjails
. Squresy
IN 4O wn-yosy, nqqey -
Jenu-ey| Jsnaey,
Jeunyy B | Squres] nqqerpef -
JUIny- BY-0, d
SIS- Jnw-ey nqqey "ds snday:
sowep dnoin sowe)N dnoin sy ,
oy A9[[e A SUaMQ QUOYSOYS UINSIA soweN dnoin) ornpy ained UISYPNOS SuIRN UOWIIO)) JWeN SYNUaIg
(€2 3o S 98ed)

9IS 1S9, BPBAIN ) UO JUISAIJ S[EUIUY JS() [EUOHIPRI ], UBIPU] UBILIDWY AJUIAIS pue paIpuny duQ ‘J-g dqeL

Appendix G, Attachment B

B-5




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

3(959p Ul moé
‘A[1oq ANym) 9q-wyno
s(Burfamp ppey) ad-diz yS1-0MYS O sIyo-10-mYy ‘
em3uy | ,S1I003(S [eA-T3f JSUSILO [exxnbg punorn ds snjpano
SH-S}i0-2
4(9) 51983 2-03 »(AT) S11S)- 2-OH A
SIS FOM SHmySunreae], JSIRRARL
J10- UOM ,SUs1-e-0H SISIe ARIUOXO
SO~ Jep ,SIe-yeA-Ae) u03-O 5(AD s10y2-1- O
»JOM 0D $1Yo-10 (D s1e-03- un3 0
L(sd) aya-top SimySunieae], oD s1oma-eg, yunwdrg) *ds souuomnzg
ySIBA-BL y (D TeA-ATL 1emmbg Smunonaj
SSeq-ey, Jseeae], adopajuy paye-aiym snpydowtadsounuy
oepHNIoS A[rure
,(sd) ye- ozp-om- yey ,(9) SiIyeA-yes-, uni-oH =8ury *ds snosuvssvg
(S1e-AL-9)
,S1003-yes| rei1gury SNINISO SNOSUDSSDY
9epruoLoo1d Ajrure]
vAm& yes-00s-,008
». Je-00W- yed
,008-00s1- yeg (D M2~ 9A-Yed
P2UNG-, yeq (9 Jooi-yed A1) Sns-ng [oseoM --
+(5) eu-,00F
gueu- Of
yJeu-00H
cﬂﬁﬂusoom h
,Jeu-, OH (D Ing- weu-up +(@ “(A]) ,ucoHq Io8peg ‘ds vapixp
saurepN dnoin soure) dnoiny smpy
g L3[R SUSMQ SUOYSOYS UIAISIM seureN dnoxp dmuyig dnred WLYINOS QuIeN UOUIO)) QuieN SINULIDS
(€7 30 9 23eq)

IS ISAT, BpRAIN mﬁ U0 JUISALJ S[EUIIUY 3s() [BUONIPEL ], URIPU] UBILIDUIY AJUIAIS pue paIpuny suQ °J-g9qe],

B-6

Appendix G, Attachment B



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

B-7

,Oq-Wi- wo, | ,(9) 9Ins)- 00-WMOTL
,240-08- o4 ,(sd) s1e1-0q-wm, Sye-sj0-durod
o
14
,(sd) sig1-0q- wmy, L(AD) L1es1- 0d-wio], JRI-IRY-I0W 9u- uey] pIezZy] paIe[jo) suwjjo sndydpior)
sprueng| sepruensy Ajrure
samdoy
. : (D stes- gd
2= YoNA yeu-o- O Sieeyoed ,(9) stes-yed
»(sd) yong-ou-oy LAD s1e-s1ed ysies-red
,UONA-OU- O ,STeyo-yed Siergoed reg -
sepruornIsdsop Aueq
g3~ 03
o8- ARL
gusid- 1s1,
»1q- UBL
Ju-yeam- yeq
o= UOM
+€3- 2UD SH-ysm-n
Jid- ooy N J0D 198- am-o %
Ja-yer- yem3-Sunp | () 1ea-yey unm-yy ,0D siIyo- 10-my
ydumnsy 4(9) s1ea-g1-un-oy (9 ,od-ng
Ju4es-2u) sOD Jea-ae], y(AD $12- amS
p,do9sL +(0) S1yeA-YR], »0D 1003S
() qes- Sug WD _stea-ye]. 4(0)_sioox-ng
»(8d) 1A-yep- unm-Q ,00 dnsi-un »(A1) $100%-9§
,(sd) ye- Suoyy SIS §(AD) S8
y(sd) a1o- Yea-g], q:SIIS oD s1e-01- un3,-o _
,(sd) 1q-yei-ugy- 0o q:sSIOIS oD s1e§ [oxmmnbg -
sowreN dnoin soureN dnoir) sty , ;
onnpyg As[TeA suamQ SUOYSOYS UIAISIM saweN dnoio Swyig sInred WIQPNOS wie)] UOWILO)) QWEN SYHUSIOS
(€230 L 932d)

9IS 1S9, &m.ugrvz 9} U0 JUISA1J sjewriuy as() [euojIpel ], ueipu] uednuy haﬂ?»ww pue paipunfg a3uQ °‘I-4d Q—,A—N.H

Appendix G, Attachment B




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

,ABU-00)-UNN ,auns
Jye-3urys (D dwn-gurg oyeusSury uowWo)) smyjadosdury
SpuqnioD oepLqnIo Ajwed
JUBZ-uoul- wa(y
%OH—I\ 2d
- Jou- Ny,
,(8d) 12-001-5-, I3
,(5d) 10d- yem-yy 4(2) .ye-3ues],
,(8d) ayo- 108-04 y-AUe-3uyes], S(AD) sjue-Sues
$993-enm3-yod 4(2) 9A- ArM- MO Jsesjodwiod
oleu-05-0a- e Jsindaxag JAD) _ImB-npy
osmd- wiy, BIMXON o(D sud- n3-ng prezr --
sweSueyo eSuey) Shuge-3uyey)
JSue-gues], ,0CD Aye-Suyes T,
JUe-Suqe-pi-uly) ¢ eduey) prezry ‘ds snuodojaog
p-8ues)
SSiue-guesy, JSiuye-guyey)
Jye-Suye-ny-Surg) SO0 Aye-Sugesy, prezr Auidg Masa(g 4215180 Sn10dojaog
+OD qe-, emy-yeyD +(0) Aqem-mog
[eyI-eyMm-es J(AD) Jqem-ges ],
Jyel-, Tem3-yeg AUem yesL, 0D yer-remy-yeyD
,(30) yer- Jem-mog JgeI-Tem-yyes JTemyeg ejemyony) SNS2GO SNPUIONDS -
+(9) Yyea- am-yes
YYeA-oMm- Jes (A1) YeA-1S JUEI-Te-00], :
,JUeA-am- mog | siqe-Suiz-yew-naN L, Aye-nu-e-yeyd prezry predoay DIUA2YSIN DI2qUIDD
,dy-8- 103}-00(] pIezri prefo)d SUDJI0 SMikydmo.L)
sowreN dnoin saweN dnoin supyg : .
oIy A3f[eA suamQ ﬁ QUOYSOYS UIRISIM sawrgN dno19 oSy dnred uryINos SWeN UOWo)) aweN SINUSIOS
(€T Jo g 93ed)

I)IS IS, BPBAAN YY) UO JUISALJ S[EWIIUY 3S[) [EUONIPLL ], UeIpu] :«um._e_=<b=@>om pue

paipunfj suQ “I-gdqeL

Appendix G, Attachment B



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

y,dyes-om3y] JAyes-omy
,Smd-wygel-yeq ,(0) Jer-ToWw-08 JIM Jymey sxedoo) N42dooo 4a31d1oay
, so[Seq ‘soiry ‘symey sepuydiooy Aqrure
; : 3007d-oym SISLISIM
syed-ooyD sOU9- 03[ JISLISIAA o(AD ‘D) s3yo- 1M pug -
spng
,4e-03-,01
,ye-,ob-o, »0D .que-03-07, »(A) 9A-,Av-03-,0],
Juems- o, ,(2) s10-om3] Jsicjeue],
+(sd) ye- 03-01, ,PA-AR-08-0L, Jaroxo],
syemod-oq yAUB-0Y-0L «AD €3- o[-0
58-,01-0], ;D qye-08-o1, 40D mae- 08-01, oyeusomey ‘ds smppjo4>
‘ s1odIA 31d oppuadip Aprwe,
 eI-es- unpy
Jyel- Jeg eh- 3]
,Je-08 yel-, yed ,OD dwn- Surg
pAMED /(9 S1e-,om-yed
yPU-35-5ed »OD AYe 01- qed H(AD Ae- UIp-UIN
J(sd) o)
,008)-yem3-ye-, 00Q-N Te-gd wnI-yem-qy »(AD , A®U-00)- unN
4(sd) yer-, 1gI-re- ryf +(9) ye-, Sun-ngg »(AD) s12-om- yed
sye-08-ye], 4(sd) 03-,00s-yeq o(AD) s1n- 1M o(A]) SINY- pu-e], syeug -
,SINg-, wny-03{ ROW'H
»4eN-, Jem-gs- sed SswdoxQ ,OD smq-umy-o3f
»(sd) o8- 03 ySmd-wny-mey| JsmdwoxQ aurg ‘oyeus raydon snonajounjaus stydonitd
soureN dnoin) sowreN dnoio) oruypg ]
oy A9[JeA SUoMQ QUOYSOYS WIASIM sowreN dnoin sruyg gnred WIRYINOS Qe N UOUIWIO)) oQweN SUHUAIS
(€2 30 6 98ed)

NS ISAL, BPRAIN ) U0 JUISIIJ S[eUIUY 3S() [BUONIPEL |, URIPU] UBLIAWLY AJUIAJIS pue paipuny auQ °I-43qeL

Appendix G, Attachment B

B-9




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

un&.ﬁaé:? ;0D sm-eu-unpy JoysySury *ds 2jd43)
sIoysy3uny SEPIUIPaY A[IUe]
SHSI-0M-MOA-AN LD dyo-om-yeI-10],
,SI-BYO-OM Ul L, S ISJIM BABN
,S-1IM-0M-3], Js1 Isjmmmueng, YIe] pauIoH susadp vyydowasg
spe] oepIpney Ajrwe]
cﬁT\g
seu-mb eu-yeg
GRU-IMY-e-, 3uy
§RU-ULD) meq -
syeumb erg
SBU-TATY] Jsiueuemy| (A sind- 1-Sunpy
sye-sumd BU-, TMY] Seuemy o0 sjueu- 1My o[8eq -
1l
. Seuemyerq
Sueuemyeselrq LD qemy-1§ o19eq preg smypyda305n3] sn2avyDH
(Ste-me-3uoQp OLLBH “Ymel “ds snoa1)
Si-sjeu-en) __
JqeuumQ) Hue-uyemy eu-uey-og
qABSRY ,O) SNs1-yeu-yems|
,SNZ-URU-UdmM Y 2+ STISIURURM Y]
AN Seu-yeay ye-g, o(1) sus- yeu-1my] ymeH payie)-pay sisuaomwnf oamg
LSUNIA
JSireuemyf ,OD) sjue-ugemy| 9[3eq uopon s012vs80y2 vynby
5D
JrARys-yf PIOW-B-SIUCOU-UIM Y] ymeysod ‘Yymey -ds andiooy
sowreN dnoin) sawepN dnoio) suyg
sy ASTJRA SUIMQ JUOYSOYS UIAISOIM sowreN dnoin) onnpy nred WRYINOS QWEN UOWWo)) SWieN SIS

| (€230 01 252q)
IS 1S3, BPBAIN 9Y) U0 JUISAILJ S[EWIUY 3S[) [PUOHIPEI], URIPU] UBILIDWY AJUIAIS pue paapunyj duQ °‘J-g2JqelL

B-10

Appendix G, Attachment B



Appendix G, Attachment B

NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

ySHAN-[eu-yeg :
ySHm-eu-Iqd »OD yonm-ou-ueq [TimI00d ds snpudouavjoyd
S 3M-m08-00],
Jyed-ow-wmp LD yom-og :
$08-eA-nQq ,Snd-our-o Sum3uedo ouop IMepy3IN “ds sapapioy)
Sysnmeang, AMBYIYSIN JosSf stuuadynop sapapioy) |
STeNYSIN oepidnunde) Ajrure, |
»OD W
,(¥) qoo3-00yD) -IOY-2U-00M Yem-[e], weng -
JUemi-eN
: Huyey
GBS, S LA-I00Y-yed [BA-0Y] 00)-00)-yed UOISH onjg Jea1n SDIPO4Y DIPIY
suranig ‘s10189 ‘suoroy 2epIopIy Ajruej
O SHmy-ye-id Yon Appy sisuadtunl DamkxQ
oPU3-,IN 95000 -
,U9S-831-003] (D Wer-Aey-ura-yy
Jged-o-o1, GRTeoyey) 95005) BpRULR) SISUapOUD? DIUDLY
sye-ynA-yng yeaA,uyng
LN gJuek- ng R i) zexay) Jong _“ds souy
JExayonn )
JARERq ,0D Sooyo 1e-0q4
,800YD SBXAYO-00 ¥on(g prefie]N soyoulyiKoyd souy
(D Sooyo vq IO[PA0YS vwadq)o souy
SYON(T ‘98931) ‘suBMS aepneuy Apmurej
soureN dnoigy saureN dnoin) osrug v
oyl £sj[eA SUaMQ QUOYSOYS UINSIM sawreN dnoin sy dnied WdYINOg JuIeN UOWWO)) SweN SUYNusIoS

IS JSA L, BPRAIN YY) UO JUISAIJ S[BWIIUY IS() [BUONIPLL], URIPU] UBILIDWIY A)JUIAIS pue paIpuny auQ °[-goIqel

(€7 30 11 98ed)

B-11




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMEN TAL IMPACT STATEMENT

s'H
$99znd-wn) BV Mo1) -
SNQ-Uer-yy AON-Wed moryueouowry | - soyoulyuilyopiq snaio)
<IN Kef quiog |  suaosani200 pwiosopaydy |
Smor) ‘sardSeyy ‘Ker aepIAIo) A[we]-
SA0KT uoagdig --
ANH #M0-CH
ABTH »OD AR-IO
A0-3H JAO (t
sdom-AeHq $99M-Y31IH waA-9UD JO) AnL- 1y ar0(d -
GAOAY AOAT 2A0(J SuruIinoy DANOLIVUL DPIDUDZ
SOAO(J pue SUOASIJ ~ sepiquinjo)) Ajrureq
,SNM-3n-uyeq |
,53,9-008-001-24 o, y21098-a)-ueq .
FM-ez-yeqg ,SI-00Y 93-yed Ssmxmued 9Py SMafidoa snupvIvy)
$I9A0Id sepruperey) Anue,y
sYOUIq-WOYM-99
3004-39M OU- T A -
»(D SIng-wny-opm
N gsmdmnopm
FIPM o(AD) sind- p-rym
,Snd-o0y-am 40D sin- dwn3-nym armnA AsyInj, DAND SILIDYID))
SAIMJ[NA URDTISWIY sepraeyie)) AfrureJ
soweN dnoin sowreN dnoip stupyg
oYy AS[[eA SUSMQ QUOYSOYS UIAISIA saureN dnoin sruyyz enied UILYINOS QwieN UOWIWO)) QuIeN OLNUSIOS :

(€7 30 71 98eg)
IS ISAL, BPBAAN Y} UO JUISILJ S[EWIUY IS() [PUONIpL] ], UBIPU] UBILIdUWY AJUdA3G pue paipuny 3uQ ‘[-g3qel

B-12

Appendix G, Attachment B’



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

- IN Sunung oSrpuy Daunk2 DaULIISSDJ
SqeaqsoIn-TeutpIe]) |- seurfeurpre)) Ajiurejqng
STV :
- Pu® S3YdUL] przuaquiy seprzuaquig Ajrureq
+SH00 0D sIm
sid-dnuun) JPLOq BYD 03] D) sweN Jouunipeoy ‘ds x£2000025)
Sy
‘SIoUUNIpROY ‘sooyon)) aepynon) A[rurey
. ,Se-oMY-yrw-Yey
JYoA-Kom-oim®) |, Ssye-mod-yew-ye 0D Aye-1MY-qey
58K,08 B1-mD ol-OM-EP- Im] | AUE-IAY Jyew-YeN ATk B BUrRY ordze ds voig
oIS- Ye- T 0D e- 3u0 Aer -
)
yOUgY
Sdurex JAB-Suyy
SHSIEM ADR, 0 UMM gea-ryf
SSHISIMABANL, ,OD 9a-An 3uyy vpoydasoupds
$ZInu-£no SLIsHmeARy, ;esuey Kef uokuig snunjsoumio
»OD AYe-1y) unI-yy
Jye-1s ], uos-oH JeARY0-0X0)
,SIMME-2I-00¥-NIS (D Yo-mpo- 08-0 Kef “ds pp1oound)
Siad-e)-ey
SIOTENY »OD s1omy-yeL
Swdery Sioqery
Simd-yer-qy Swadery
SHEMY-ye ], o(aD) s10d- BY-Y
L0-yed-yer-yy -0 snd- &1y UDARY UOWWOo)) XDA0D §NAIC)
sawreN dnoin soweN dnoin srupyg
Ty AS[eA SUIMQO SUOYSOYS UINSIM sowreN dnoip) oy Aned WSO SWIRN] UOUTIIOD) SWEN SHLUIS
—

, (€7 30 ¢1 98eq)
Qa_w umorH &@F»OZ Qﬂ—a uo aﬁowo.-m m—ﬁam=< OwD —ﬁﬁOﬁﬂ!«.ﬂH —:&—uﬁm ﬁsomu®=~< b—ﬂ.o?@m ﬂ:@ ﬂv&ﬁ:——m oﬁo .ﬂ-mm &—A—QH.

Appendix G, Attachment B

B-13




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

sonmb-ynz-uved-yeg prgidRrg .
. ,9S1-9M 001,
HHM-NZ-URI-ed »OD

Jauey-eyd dyex-ay) ysuer-yeq pnqgyoed s Jomarg snppydasounks snSoydny
ydyex-siyel yeq

JIMI-0)-UBI-yRd Jdeyeyoexed pagyoeld paSuIM-poy snaoqusoyd smpa8y

. $O[OHQ pur

SPIIQYOR[d UBOLIDWY 9eULIN] ATTeJqng
»(D) sie-od urey|

(STEYM-01-00-11 X JSTRLaM mourredg -
S9-2YD-9M-08

+SPISI-OM ,0D Wea-ger-ng | mouredg poumoId-aAMI M skaydoona) byyoriouoz

,SIeYM-0J-00-N X 0D s1e-od wey moxredg Surddiy purassvd vjands
LIS-MI-OM-0Y

JUD-yew-uny, 01 3-00A-0s-7 3oyMo], "ds opdid

D ste-od we

20UYMO], PI[IE}-UID

snaniopyo opdig

SMOI-1oM-nN
#5100 SN )

-0d wnI-rem-o0N syny-od wni-rem-oN oounf ‘ds oounp
N | mouredg pajeony-yoeqg vpaunjiq v2idsydury
S3a3YMOT, ,
pue smoiredg UROLIOWY seurzoOquIF A[rureyqng

saweN dnoin
STUYIE AS[[BA SUSMQO

sowreN dnoin) sugig
QUOYSOYS UISISIM

sowrep dnoIn oSyl SInTed UDPHNOS

AR UOUIUO))

SwreN SYNUDS

(€7 30 ¥1 98eg)
9)IS IS9L, EPBAIN Y} UO JUISAIJ S[EUIUY 3S() [BUOHIPeL], UBIPU] URILIDUIY AJUIAIG pue paIpuny 3uQ “°I-go1qeL

B-14

Appendix G, Attachment B



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

smofems SeplIpunIry A[rue
;1) ABU-9s-SND)
,SI-951-0M MOU-UBY’ N4 ))
NMBSI-OI-193] ey-yer-zom-wnd-yep YeaqsoIn) -
,SI0-OM-OM OB
+S19-oM SO0 udte-op yourg *ds snovpodiny)
,S19-om-oM SMEM
SS19-OM S yo1e-om your ojdmg snaumdumd snovpodin)
sy
pue sagouL] PHOM PIO seprdung Ajue]
ySHSI-UB-Uemy| » (D) IO-YRu-am-n3] oS3 UeSLIOWY
§8-, -0y SSEY-Jeu-9z-9], (S1ey Sue vy “SimeH morredS snuuzadpds 030
SRIRDIE)) PUB SUOO[B aepruoofe A[mue
IoSeue, ureyunoN
LD JU-UImM-00 ‘ro8eur], UISISOM pupIAOpN] PSUDLT
s1o8eue], oeurdneny ], Ajruejqng
SU-SM-BU-BY] R[QIEM MO[[RX vyaatad porospuaq
SIO[qIEM-POOM seul[nred A[rurejqns
SJ-am-ng,
A.~v~=|uv>|0.u.. «Au—v wmeyy
JU0I-1S)- B ,SH-98) om-yeu-yey| Ssiong JIRMOPEBIA *ds vpjauims
,Sisi-am-ye-Q 0D dure-ru-yeyy
AE-SIYEM «(P1Iq
LS NM-MO-0O MO[[ak) 51 1S)UIMBURQ ) (1)479) *ds snia101
sawreN dno1p sowreN dnoin) oruyig
SruyIg A9 SUIMO QUOYSOYS UIAISIM seureN dnoigy orupyy Anred WAPNOS SWEN UowWwo)) QWEN JYNUIIOS

(€2 30 61 98ey)
ou_w umvrﬁ «ﬁ-goz oy} uo aﬁvmv.-.m w—&E_=< QwD Jeuonipedj, ﬂﬁmﬁﬁm =&u._.-0~=< %aﬁv\rom ﬁ:& vahﬂﬁzm oﬁo ‘-9 o—a—&rﬁ

Appendix G, Attachment B

B-15




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

m.u::\ pue

s104038041d PHOM PIO osﬂ%omomszbucmm
,Shg-wnu-ged-3-o +() 15-003-yem-yeg loyseryy, *ds vuwossoxo
Jdwex D) dureg v
Jwyex gdwe X pHqSun[ooN “ds snunpy
durex PIQSUD{OON UISYUON sono18K1od snunpy
sIysery], ‘
pue sprquD{Oo] seprurpy A[rure,y
«N yA-2U0)
S(IIn3 SIryM)
JAuek1q sydweded eso, mo -ds smupy
SN[V ‘SWIT, ‘S[nD oepLIe AIure]
AN AUI0U-04d-ye],
JStou-unp-ung, 0D 3utou-0s)-ye ], AMIYS ‘ds smupy
AUIOU-O0Yd-Ye ],
,Sou-unp-ung, , () Jurou-os1-ye, AIYS peayIdss0] snupna0pn) snupy
SIS oepriue] A[ruuey

JAB-ou-ueq

,OD M-03-108-58d

MO[fem§ UI3-19[0IA

DUISSDIDY} DIUIIAYID]

,8),2d-01-398-s8J

A-om-o1-fqed-wr],

(D

JI-193-om-mod-w g,

MO[[eMS UIRg

DOYSNL opunsg]

,2d-0s-sed-yepm

,S1ed-yor-yes-yeq

A0[BMS JID

piouoysikd opunaigy

saureN dnoipy
onrg A9f[eA SUSMQ

sawe)N dnoin swyyg
SUOYSOYS UISISIM

someN dnoin) oruyig sInred uISYInog

duIeN] uouwnuo))

SWIBN OYNUSIOS

(¢Z Jo 91 98eyg)
IS 1S9, BPRAJIYN Y} UO JUISILJ S[EWIUY 3S() [BUONIPLI], UBIPU] UBDLIOWY AJUdAIS pue paipunyj suQ °I-gdqelL

B-16

Appendix G, Attachment B



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

D
9
,SIE-YBU-[EMY-YeS] SjuR-NBU-0MY-BY-U[} I93OI] WISYLION smp.anm sa1dvjo)
SYoouAIm
pue sioxoadpoop sepmoid Anuey
sey-ye-e3unoy, o(a1) eY-ey oD Y- [renQ -
eV [renQ s,joquien njaquing vydadifiv)
renQ
‘asnoin) ‘syueseayq seprueised Afueq
,SNZ Sunm-yed (D Im-ge-eg JURIOUWLIOD) -ds X01000.400[0d
SIURIOULIO)) SBPIORIOIOIOR[RYJ A[TUIR,]
soyoukyL04y1d42
;O Aru-3-00w-03-8d | UBDISd MMM UBOLOWY snuvddag
suedtad aeprueoa[ad. Ajnuey
9-9Y2-O]N SN ng-os, 9PEYOIY)) UIRIUNOA 1oqupsd snivg
SOWUILL, pue S3apeolyD) oeplred A[rurey
$000-409-90M3-ong uIqoy ‘ds snpany
,Aenb-3uny-Aeg JUIny-ulg
JAB-UOY-UDJ-28 (D Ae-ouy uoy-ag
Suem3uey eemy
A-YD-oM-0YS- -eysuy UuIqoy UBILIDWY sSnLIowAS U SNpan |
SSIA-yem-yes (51 18)uim Suemxeg
4,SH-0s-16 Uyemy-eg o(AT) s10U2- un-3unn
0D 19yo-od-deu-ueg o0 siue rem- yoys prganig ds pyo1g
sowreN dnoin soweN dnoin supyg
Ty A9[[eA SUIMQO QUOYSOYS UINSOM sawreN dnoin oTuyIy S)nfed UIYINOSg SWIEN Uowwo)) SureN dNUAIS

IS 1S3, BPRAAN () UO JUISIIJ S[EWUY 3S() [EUOHIPL.], UBIPU] UBILISWIY AJUSASS pue

(€z 30 L1 98eg)
palpunf duQ) °I-d3[qeL

Appendix G, Attachment B

B-17




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

SO [endAL oep13mg Afure.q __
. Juy-om-yed-ox,
,SURU-OA-R X O 10-yu-ey-uey yojepnN ds o1
Sepmiig Aure,y
,(1) 100m-00
AIM-00Y] Ue-TJA[ (Is1 nAndrany, 1900AY UROLIOWIY DUDILIIUD DIISOLIAINIFY
. () 1004-3-0m-00], NS poyodu-yoelg snupocaw sndojuvun iy
SIS PUR SIAD0AY EPLISOHAINDY A[Ie,]
»S1eS ySHES
» =93 ,O1) Ms-yeg 100)) UBSLIOWY DUDIUWD DIYNT
§100D ‘so[nuI[TeD ‘s|rey sepyey Ajue]
»() 1-100Y-003] 3qa1D ds snquikpipod
| $3G0I0 sepipadiorpod Ajnureq
SunM-dadg 4(8) Zyunsm-od-o4
Jrey-ed-ng ,OD Ziwem od-ag Jsjuem hc:&ﬁ 190adpoopy -
ySunm-od-ad-a4 ,0D 19-Tom-o-daod 1o0adpoop, KieH snsopjia sap1oo1d __
,As1-am ye-1d-yed-uyy .
#EU-UEA-0G -, () yumu-syo-yem-od 10703dpoop) SIMa] S1M2] sadiduvjopy
L0ounm-ou-enb-eysuy o1 *ds sardvjo)
SID-yRU-TeA ] A
AemSueu-emyeydun »D uey-un
JUBA-UeU-yem3] Aem3ueuemy-eyiuy
soure N dnoin) sowreN dnoiny omig
sy £9[eA SUamMQ QUOYSOYS WIDISIM semeN dnoin) oruyy sinred UIYINOS QWEN HOWWO)) ureN SYNULIdS

(€27 Jo 81 93ey)
IS IS L, BPLAIN ) UO JUISILJ S[BWIUY JS() [EUOHIPEL], UBIPU] URLISWY A)JUIAIS pue paipung uQ °[-goIqel

B-18

Appendix G, Attachment B



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

SIOUOIRIAL] JuRIL ], depruuel J, Afrue
SSYU-WIYD 95-59), 1 nd-o1 5q-wim) JRU-Np USIM JSNOH *ds saidpojSo.
Sloxidwag,
2IN ,SU-3umyo-001, uaIM YO0y §n12105qO s1UIdIDS
Smes-me-oqid-wo],
Ma-ye yer-ad-woo, ySu-ad-wiry,
,S104 O 100s-ye-od-wiry,
ek oy-od-durf, | (Is10xoy enjidung, USIM UOKUR)) snupoxawul sadiayv))
SUQIM aepnipordor], Ajiure,f
,SIYESI-001-0]N
HIS-Im-0- Sung SWYININA +(D Yyous-a-o
oIS-11M-03 ung-e-1q LSHZ-U-00 SIRYIMOO
81000-Usid BACALE ,S1981-9-01-UV 4O sreyo-n3- njy prq3uruuny -
spuq3urmng 2epIo0I L, A[rureq
SISHMRUB M
Re)
md-op A-yey-uqy (D sumy-mou-yep
SYONq-wnn ,SHQ-MBY-Ye-95-0] S
300YOON SO ySnd-ow-wy Jsmdany 10Ye) -
Sedunj ,0D smd-oy
,Simd-2-00] Sndooy
,Snd-0-o o(A]) s;nd- 0-0N
,md-00-00]y 40D sind- o 1M PAUIOH 18aID) snupnnd.an ogng
ony-, iy Sy M0 Suimonng puUDINUND UYLy
soureN dnoin - seure) dnoxn onnpy
g Loffep suomQ QUOYSOYS UIAISAM sowreN dnozo) oruyyy d)nred UISYINOS QWIEN UOUIo)) QweN SIHUSIOS

9IS 1S3 L, EPBAIN ) U0 JUISILJ SJEUMIIUY IS[) [CUOHIPLL], UBIPU] UBILISWY A)UIAIS pue

(€zJo619%ed)
paIpung 3uQ °I-g AqEL

Appendix G, Attachment B

B-19




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

(AD
4
5(I98Iq [[ews) s1e-, 01, (1oe]q) oa-0-3uyy (POOM) ASISYN,
_ D
14
gl[e-99s-4y o(Pa1 98xe)) Nm-ny (oelq) ,Aye-Suyy (POOM) AQIS, T, uy -
$080], e WARA -ds avpijjunp
spoasu]
yyel-, 1e-008- EN
YUONG-UL10s)-oM- UBN NG (1 1mes- Jyes-oM
#(5d) ,1qem-00s- yeN §1d-, mes-om-, 00N 4(AD) SUQ-, mes-o- N e[muere], -
,Uel-, 1e-08
,SIEM- 08
ySue-,08-Jew- gy .
,(8d) siem-og ,(9) duyemy-ooyq
AN gSTemy- 03] 0D durgemy-opy (A1) 3q-, wemy-oy ropidg -
,ZI03Q-, 9m3]
yZung-,3m0 LD yond | (o) smy-yeq- wyem
,(50) yer-yea- oop | -em-wini- mm-ye], (AT S198)-Uem- qep\ . uordioog -
spragoery
yqez-Z03 ye- 14
.bmw.ﬁaw-ﬁ%-\_m E
4480~ yem »(0) sIm »0D qer-yem
syez-en3-eqx ,(sd) L03- com-yed |  -ye-yem yed-yey |  ,(AD) $1951-,qe3-, yem 3013 -
sueigrydury
Any-ng) 2gaoyJ s eg DADs S1UL0LDS
,Srem-ad-00, LD yor-003-0yD
,SH-00%-S1ye M JAD axny) PIIQIUTY UISISOM SHDINLA STUUDIL]
saureN dnoin sowreN dnoip) osrupg ,
oy L9 A SUaMQ SUOYSOYS LLIDISIAN soureN dnoin) srupyg 9nred uIoyInoOS SWIBN UOWIWO)) QUIEN] JYNUANOS
(€T Jo 0T 33ed)

IS 1SAT, BPBAIN ) U0 JUISILJ S[EWIUY JS(} [CUONIPLL], UBIPU] ULILIDUIY AJUIAIS pue paapunyy suQ ‘I-g 3qel

B-20

Appendix G, Attachment B



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

»(D ,$1001-34D
| ) D |
,(sd) yond-g-, uny, -WinI-1e- yem-mog 1q-,001-ges-, Jyey-BA L2 &120) -
/() dun-gurg apadnue) --
9§-,50q-ye- I\
o8- oor-1od- dy
g- bnr-ind-dnf- 1
wmi-1ad- gy ,(0) sImI-9s- yy
(sd) juni-yom-os- Uy LD mm-s- sex " (aD) sim-os- sy Ajranng -
yOOuI-yey-, of NE)) »(D dwyex-oour- 0§
,OM-34-,0 WeI-0I1-0W ,WI-0Yg ,(A]) WYERI- 00W-39 sogafquing --
495-,500-,9d ,(9) 308- 0d-am, .
sye-ysid-eSny 4(sd) ge- 0o3-unyg SOD Wey-aoM | ,(AD S191-9A-, AvU-URY] opeeg -
»(Pa1) yed- ad-yex-ooy, .
,(108Iq) yep-am- OH
J(sd)
(or1q) YouA- yes-uny,
IepP-2-0H
yuep-am- OH
HOU- 4V ‘
L(sd) as1-sim-as- se ], LD (pax) Ae- as-sed
o(Pa1) 15-m1-, AU #2) (par) syuepy
GAB-AIS- BT, qu Ae- 98-SeJ,
,(PooMm) 22UuQ 2 _Ae-Suy
_ +AD
.(poom) o,y (pa1) A9-, 98- se], .bé AR-3S- Se],
o(Burpping
punow) -y | ,(9) (30819) 1~ UQ AASNL,
soureN dnoin) sowreN dnoin srupg
Tyl ASTfRA SUSMQ QUOYSOYS UIASIM soureN dnoin) srutpg smred UIYINoS SuIeN UOUIO)) oQweN SYIUIANOS

1S 1S9, BPBASN 91} UO JUISIL] S[EWUY 3S() [EUOHIPEL], URIPU] UBILIdUIY AJUIAIS pUe paJpunyy duQ ‘I-gdAqel

(€T Jo 17 98eq)

Appendix G, Attachment B

B-21




NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

HOSH T I Sng yumg -
wﬂ&MCW&-«Q&
,qes-, de-oq
,(5d) am 4(2) s1e83-01-, 008-O
-3uni-oow yes- Se-o4 | ) M-ueI-,com-oy | (A]) snz-uni- 003-00py | IO -~
yA-,2-3UYY
. Jaed- me
4(5d) Yer- rem-yep
SOAR-OIN {0) Ae- O
_ AN oA~ O J0D) . Aqe-ON »(A]) @A~ A®- 00-O oymbsopy -
__ g8, 1s-ng asnoy -
g4e-92-yood ,(3d) s13-99s- 09" ,(D 3d- de-og 2017 -
y-98-, Ul Iy
,onb-bum- yy ,
,Sun- gy 0 Sq-yex-yel- yv :
y(sd) 98- Jum-yy | GD nd- yey-uor-av | (A]) s1ead-yex-yer- 1y 1addoyssern -
g(pues) Alu-)y
w>M|\=E
SHd- o
p JOM-YBU- Y
ylow-au- 4§y +(9) $11q-, 0O ‘
3BY-99A-9 N (sd) yey-oa- o-oy ,0D g-yond- o oAD spd- oW e ==
0D Ae-,0d ©Iq -
0¥, Op-Uel-, ed
yZue-, ow-yeb- qeg
,MES-08)- O +(0) 5103-00Y- UIM-O M
y(5d) ou-oop-, wer-gq ,OD youm- gy | (A]) sp-e3- Suim-opm ApuoZeiq -
sowreN dnoin sowreN dnoig) supyg _
oIy A9[RA SUIMQ UOYSOYS UISISIM sowe N dnoin Sy JInreJ UIYPINOS SWEN UoWWo)) SweN] SNURAOS
(€2 3o T 98ed)

9IS 1S3 ], BPRAIN Y} U0 JUISALJ S[EWIUY JS() [BUONIPE.L], ULIPU] UBILIDWY KJUIAIG pue paipunyj suQ “[-g dqeL

B-22

Y

Appendix G, Attachment B



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

auoysoys jurueneg = (sd)
anreg dumuged = (d)
omred edeopy = (dux)
sedopA se] = (A

qeqrey] = ()
monygaway) =. (9)
*UDATS oureu

URLPU] OU JN0q 1X9) Ul POUONUSUI ‘punoy 0N = AN

“Sunjoowr

SIA-SIN 9661 1Hdy ‘siquisw OLO)) Aq SSWEN 5
(£861) sueaq pue ‘Sukqo(J ‘OpoIs
(e€861) SUAQO( pue OIS

(Z861) suAgo( pue AyoIs

(0661) PAISW]Q pue ‘sueAq ‘OwleH ‘SJoIs ,

(6861) ‘e 10 °30IS ,

(¥661) Te 1 IWOIS ,

(P661) unsny pue ‘sueaq ‘OWe ‘OlFoIs

(9661) syueq pue ‘owey ‘unsny ‘OpJoIS ,

6861 (,omnred A[EA sUOMQ,
“IT TOA) UISEg JeaID-SURIPU] UBOLISUIY YHON JO Yooqpuey .
(LS6T UIR1]) [H61-SEGT UaoMIaq UrRI], £q S5U0p JIOM
(9£61 Meusaly) :9¢6] Ul [[eusald £q 2u0p Jiop
(1L61 101m04 pue I[MO.) :¢/]] UI [[2MOd AQ SUOP JIOM
* (0161 ndeg) ;0161 ur ndeg £q ouop oM

(6L61

UIRLIPDIY) :SE61-7061 UMIN WRILIDI £Q SUOP JIOM |,
(8L61 IdUIRY) 96 910J0q Jwfed Aq 2U0p JoM
(9961 I0Ing) :996T-966T WM I3[0 £q SUOP JIOM ,

(6L61 Lonew
Pue JO[MO:]) :0881-L9FT USOMIA] [[oMOJ £q 2UOP IO

,O0W-Yey- g
q&ﬁﬁux id

,U2q 4ey-,0
J(8d) yek-1q

0D A- yorem-yed

v?c SI00N-9M -

1poefmoiax , -

|

Q- e-00M,
v@d-&.&«\ oM
y(sd) yer- Tem-gys-ysiq

LOD Ae-2d4

wopm -

2qe-9z-400d

YoLL -

sourey dnoin)
oy A9[eA suamQ

sowreN dnoin srugg
QUOYSOYS UINSIM

soure dnoin otuyig sinred UISYINOS

QUi UOWIOD) aurepN SIHUSIdS

(g 3o ¢ 23eqd)

9JIS 1S9, BPBAAN ) UO JUISAIJ S[EWIUY 9S[) [BUONIPLL], ULIPU] UBILISWY A)UIAIS pUe paIpungj suQ °I-g d[qeL

Appendix G, Attachment B

B-23




__NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

Appendix G, Attachment B



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

- Attachment C

AN AMERICAN INDIAN CONSULTATION MODEL

Appendix G, Attachment C



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

Appendix G, Attachment C



o — — p— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —— — — ot — s st —— — ot v i e mm m— i —— o — — —

NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

ATTACHMENT C

AN AMERICAN INDIAN CONSULTATION MODEL

This attachment has been reviewed and edited by the
American Indian Writers Subgroup from the original
source entitled, “A Consultation Model” by Richard
Stoffle. This original article was published in
Sacred Sites Protection Strategies - Legacy Project,
a preliminary report prepared for the National Park
Service and the U.S. Army Environmental Center,
edited by Vine Deloria, Jr., and Richard Stoffle,
produced by the Bureau of Applied Research in
Anthropology, University of Arizona, in 1994.

Attachment C presents an American Indian
consultation model, a version of which was
originally developed for the U.S. Department of
Defense Legacy Project (Deloria and Stoffle [eds.],
1994). This model is based to a great extent on the
history of consultation relationships between
DOE/NYV and tribes and organizations for the Yucca
Mountain Project and the NTS, and also includes
published and unpublished information on American
Indian consultation procedures across the country.
As such, it describes nine ideal steps for developing
a consultation relationship with American Indians
who are culturally affiliated with lands held by a
DOE facility. These steps are suggested on the basis
of the past history of consultations sponsored by
DOE/NV and on an analysis of other consultation
relationships. Examples of relationships between
American Indians and other federal agencies are
used throughout so that the model will be as
instructive as possible. These steps suggest how a
process might occur, but they need not always be
followed to achieve an acceptable consultation.
Instead the nine steps suggest a logical sequence of
decisions and actions that normally would be
involved in developing a consultation relationship.
It is important that the DOE works with the involved
Indian tribes to design a consultation relationship
reflecting their needs, the needs of the involved
DOE facility, and the protection requirements of the
cultural resources under consideration. The ideal
steps are:

Step 1: Defining Consultation

Step 2: Establishing Cultural Affiliation

Step 3: Contacting the Tribes

Step 4: Having An Orientation Meeting

Step 5: Forming A Consultation
Committee

Step 6: Conducting Site Visits

Step 7: Developing Mitigation
Recommendations
Step 8: Maintaining Ongoing Interactions
and Monitoring

Bringing a Consultation Process
to Closure.

Step 9:

These consultation steps are discussed in their
logical sequence of occurrence.  The first
consultation step is to decide what type of
consultation relationship is desired. The second step
is to specify, using cultural and historical research,
which American Indian people or peoples have
traditional ties to DOE lands. The third step is to
establish government-to-government relationships
between formally recognized American Indian tribes
and American Indians with special federal standing
and the DOE. The fourth step is to have an
orientation meeting, where DOE begins to meet and
talk with American Indians. The fifth step is to form
an American Indian consultation committee and
establish mutually agreed upon procedures for its
operation. The sixth step is to bring American
Indian cultural resource experts to the DOE lands so
that traditional cultural resources can be identified,
related to sites, and initial management
recommendations can be made.  Mitigation
recommendations are the seventh step, followed by
ongoing interactions and monitoring as the eighth
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step. Finally, because some consultation
relationships do not last, the ninth step involves
bringing the consultation relationship to a closure.

The following model for developing a consultation
relationship is presented here on the assumption that
there is no pre-existing relationship. @ While
DOE/NV facilities currently have consultation
relationships with American Indians, there are
specific programs and activities, such as the
Transportation Study, which have yet to enter into
formal consultation with tribal governments. Thus,
at the suggestion of the American Indian Writers
Subgroup, this consultation model was edited and
formatted as an attachment to Appendix G, so that
it can be used as a guide for future DOE and
American Indian consultation processes.

C.1  Defining Consultation

“Consultation” is a term that is commonly used to
describe a process by which American Indian
peoples with traditional ties are identified and
brought into discussions about cultural resources on
DOE lands. Consultation involves a fundamental
decision on the part of the DOE to share some
decisionmaking with American Indians. American
Indians are asked to share in the decision to identify
resources needing protection. They are also asked
to share in the decision to prioritize which cultural
resources will be protected first. Indian people are
asked to share in the decision to select from among
a variety of management practices those that most
appropriately protect the cultural resources in the
context of other resource uses. Indian people are
asked to share in the long-range planning and
monitoring of these cultural resources and lands that
hold them.

According to scholars who study consultation
(Cernea, 1991; Dobyns, 1951; Parenteau, 1988), the
quality and success of the consultation process
depends directly on the degree to which
decisionmaking power is shared. Arnstein's (1969)
studies demonstrate that any consultation process
can be characterized as falling on a scale from 1 to 8
where participation without shared power is called
“manipulation” and where sharing power, even to
the point of negotiating with the agency, is called
“partnership.” The primary decision that a DOE
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facility must make is how much decisionmaking
power can and will be shared with Indian people.
Once the range of decisionmaking sharing is
established, it should be clearly identified at the
outset of the consultation so that it can become a
part of the American Indian people's decision to
participate in the consultation.

C.1.1 General Consultation

More U.S. federal agencies (including the DOE) are
becoming involved in general consultation with
American Indians. This establishes a permanent
relationship with American Indian groups that have
cultural ties to the lands and resources managed or
affected by the federal agency or DOE facility.
General consultation should be based on extensive
research concerning cultural resources that Native
groups identify as being located on lands of concern.
Cultural resource studies should consider at least the
following (1) archaeology sites, (2) petroglyphs, (3)
human burials, (4) traditional cultural properties, (5)
plants, (6) animals, (7) minerals, and (8) water.
Cultural resource studies also can consider impacts
to American Indian cultural practices (like a
traditional healing ceremony) that are not tied to
specific places. Each of these cultural resources
should become the subject of a separate study so that
Native groups can contribute persons with special
knowledge about the topic. General consultation
should be based on a strong information foundation.

A major advantage of general consultation is that it
can occur in the absence of a specific project
proposal, which is evaluated under specific laws
and, usually, as part of an environmental impact
statement. Often, the laws that govern specific
project studies add third parties to discussions
between the DOE and American Indian peoples,
which can confuse and limit discussions. General
consultation occurs when it is desired by the DOE
and the Indian people and is not limited by time or
issue. Itis the perfect environment for discussing a
complex relationship designed to protect cultural
items of greatest significance. Another advantage of
general consultation is that it produces a strong
information base for identifying cultural resources
for both the DOE and American Indian people.
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Through various cultural studies, the Indian people

have developed a set of recommendations that .

suggest how to best manage these resources. Most
American Indian cultural resources located on or
affected by the DOE will become known through the
process of general consultation. This will reduce the
number of times that DOE activities will have to be
stopped and modified because of unanticipated
discoveries of cultural resources. If DOE activities
were to impact cultural resources not previously

identified, procedures would be in place for
informing the Native people about the discovery,

and those Native people would have procedures in
place for helping the DOE minimize adverse
impacts to the newly discovered cultural resources.

General consultation is the only way to build true
and stable partnerships between U.S. federal
agencies and American Indians. Often, project-
driven environmental assessments bring federal
agencies and Native people together, and afterwards
they decide to move to general consultation as a
means of resolving problems before projects
precipitate specific cultural resource decisions.
Native people approach cultural resource
management from what has been termed *“holistic
conservation” (Stoffle and Evans, 1990). They
respond positively to holistic studies that bring into
consideration as many factors as possible, so the
DOE can better understand the complex inter-
relationship between cultural resources and other
aspects of Native lifeways. Interestingly, the new
U.S. federal initiative for “ecosystem management”
closely reflects the philosophical orientation of
Indian people. According to Gore (1993) "... some
people now define themselves in terms of an
ecological criterion rather than a political
subdivision." For example, the people of the Aral
Sea and the Amazonian Rain Forest define
themselves in  terms of these all-important
ecosystems. In March 1994, 18 U.S. federal
agencies demonstrated their ecosystem management
activities to the U.S. Congress (Morrissey et al.,
1994). Native people have responded in a positive
way to federal agencies who are willing to consider
cultural resources from an ecosystem perspective.

C.1.2 Specific Consultation

There is always the need for conducting specific
consultation regarding cultural resource issues
associated with DOE facilities and activities. For
example, when general consultation has identified
all types of cultural resources, ground-disturbing
activities may unexpectedly unearth a human burial
or an object of great Native ceremonial significance.
The DOE may wish to use some portion of their
reserve lands for an activity that was not considered
during general consultation.  Also, the U.S.
Congress may pass new laws regarding the
management of cultural resources that potentially
would alter the existing relationship between the
American Indian people and the DOE. One such
law is the Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act (1990), which specifically requires
certain types of information to flow between the
DOE as a federal land manager and American
Indian people with ties to those lands.

Specific consultation is limited by the scope of the
specific law that is being complied with and the
proposed activity that is being evaluated. Native
people often are frustrated by specific consultations
because they are limited to those project-specific
issues and cultural resources that are being assessed.
The DOE's responses are too often limited by third
parties who legally participate in the assessment.
Nonetheless, a series of specific consultations can
produce the foundation from which to build general
consultation. For a DOE facility that currently lacks
any kind of relationship with American Indian
peoples, general consultation is recommended as the
initial step in the consultation process.

C.2  Establishing Cultural Affiliation

There are many ways that American Indians have
established cultural affiliations to lands held or
affected by the DOE. At the general level,
American Indians established these ties because they
lived on the land long enough for a culturally shared
connection to occur. The basic question asked
regarding cultural affiliation is, “What American
Indian peoples or ethnic groups lived here?”

The nature of the relationship between American
Indians and the land is cultural. The concept of
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culture (LeVine and Schweder, 1984) implies that a
phenomena (1) is shared in that it represents a
consensus on a wide variety of meanings among
members of an interaction community, (2) that it is
connected and ultimately comprehensible only as a
part of a larger organization of beliefs, norms, and
values, and (3) that people who share a culture make
sense of new information in terms of a cultural
rationale founded on a single collective formula.
Simply, the connection between American Indians
and lands held or affected by DOE facilities is
abstract, complex, and non-trivial. Assessing this
relationship is best accomplished by professionals
trained in the study of cultural systems, in
consultation with potentially culturally affiliated
American Indian people.

Most laws, regulations, and guidelines that cause
federal land-holding agencies to consult with
American Indians do not define what is meant by the
term ‘“‘cultural affiliation.” Some laws do define this
concept; for example, the term is defined very
specifically by the Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act. It is important to
note that when a DOE facility adopts a broad
definition of cultural affiliation for most kinds of
cultural resource studies, they can still narrow the
consultation process when needed for the Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
and then resume American Indian interactions based
on the broader definition. Flexibility is needed
when establishing consultation relationships with
American Indians.

Cultural affiliation of DOE/NV facilities was
established at the onset of the Yucca Mountain
Project (Stoffle, 1987). Sixteen tribes belonging
into three ethnic groups (Western Shoshone,
Southern Paiute, and Owens Valley Paiute) were
found to be culturally affiliated with Yucca
Mountain and the NTS. A decade of consultation
with these ethnic groups forms the foundation of a
successful relationship between the DOE/NV and
American Indians.

C3 Contacting the Tribes

Cultural affiliation studies basically establish which
American Indian ethnic groups potentially have
traditional, aboriginal, or historic period ties to lands
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held or affected by the DOE. The term ‘“ethnic
group” means people who share a common culture.

‘Perhaps an example will serve to clarify the

complexity of moving from ethnic affiliation to that
of contemporary American Indian organizations
which actoally would be contacted about the
consultation.

Officially, the U.S. government prefers to deal with
American Indian groups on a government-to-
government basis. The well-established federal
position was recently reaffirmed by the President in
a memorandum of April 29, 1994, entitled
Government-to-Government ~ Relations  With
American Indian Tribal Governments. The National
Congress of American Indians, which is the National
Association of Tribal Chairs, also supports
government-to-government relationships. Such a
relationship recognizes the “dependent nations-
within-the-nation” status of American Indian tribes
(Deloria, 1985). This relationship should be the
foundation of all consultation. The consuitation will
be incomplete, as discussed above, without a
procedure for additional ethnic group inputs from
non-tribal government sources. It is suggested,
therefore, that federally unrecognized Native groups,
American Indian organizations, and pan-Indian
organizations be added to the consultation when it
can be demonstrated that they do represent special
ethnic group perspectives relevant to the cultural
resource management issues of concern to the DOE
facility. Finally, individuals from the Native ethnic
group who otherwise would not be able to share
important cultural insight, can be added to the
consultation as “interested parties.” The
recommendations of interested parties and non-tribal
Indian organizations, however, must be subsumed
under the recommendations of the officially
recognized tribal governments.

C.4  Having an Orientation Meeting
Contacting potential culturally affiliated tribes and
American Indian organizations should be conducted
in a manner appropriate to the consultation. If it is
to be a project-specific consultation, the information
given to Native people should reflect that project.
On the other hand, if a general consultation is
desired, then a very different essay and set of
materials is needed. Although project-specific
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consultation can lead to a mutual decision to begin
general consultation, the orientation meeting should
have a clear purpose and deal only with the issues
actually under consideration at the time.

In general, letters, maps, and diagrams appropriate
to the issues to be discussed should accompany the
initial communication with American Indian groups
and tribes. Such letters describe the agency that is
making the contact and the purpose of the contact.
Recently, a video letter was used to inform almost
24 tribes about an assessment of cultural affiliation
and concerns for Chaco Culture National Historical
Park (Stoffle et al., 1994¢). The video letter was
about 17 minutes long and began with the park

- superintendent discussing the goals of the study.

This was followed by photos of places in the park
which were the focus of the study. Clear
instructions for becoming involved in the study
closed the video. The video letter was well-
received by the American Indian government
leaders, who said it permitted them to make an
informed decision about whether or not to send
representatives to the park.

Letters alone generally are inadequate for most tribal
governments to gain sufficient understanding of an
issue under discussion so that the government can
respond to a project. Many letters therefore are not
answered. Follow-up telephone calls are always
necessary to provide further information, but most
tribal governments require that a consultation
request for their people's time, and perhaps, tribal
resources, be made in person. Cultural resource
specialists and agency personnel should meet with
tribal councils (or . their officially chosen
representatives) to explain the project and answer
questions.

The members of tribal governments and American
Indian organizations tend to be unfamiliar with the
legal aspects of cultural resource questions, although
they generally believe decisions about such issues to
be highly significant. This presents an information
gap problem for most Native government leaders.
One solution to the information gap is for the U.S.
federal agency to invite government leaders to visit
a portion of the study area as part of an orientation
meeting. During the meeting, government leaders
can learn firsthand about what is being discussed

and have the opportunity to exchange cultural
resource views and strategies with other Native
leaders. The Native government's need-to-know
before making key cultural resource decisions
should be respected and addressed in the
consultation process.

C.5 Forming a Consultation Committee
The decision to form an American Indian
consultation committee has been the key to the
success of the consultation when many tribes and
American Indian groups are culturally affiliated with
DOE/NV lands under consideration. The
consultation committee stands as a meta-
organization between the tribal governments and the
federal agency managers. The committee is
composed of and chaired by Indian people. As such,
the consultation committee is able to resolve certain
issues relating to the process of consulting. In the
early stages of consultation, for example, the
committee may resolve issues such as how many
days are needed to complete an ethnobotany study,
or it may decide how best to prepare progress
reports to be submitted back to Native governments.
By meeting together and acting in unison, native
people belonging to different tribes and ethnic
groups are able to draw on common information and
to speak with a single voice. The clarity and
consistency of the American Indian requests will
influence the DOE's ability to respond effectively
and acceptably.

The consultation committee may be asked to resolve
problems that would otherwise be impossible for
either the DOE or the tribal governments. After the
consultation committee understands both the laws
that are driving the consultation process and the
management needs of the DOE, the committee may
be asked to determine when sufficient information
has been collected so that recommendations can be
made to both the tribes and the agency. If there are
disagreements among the tribes or ethnic groups, the
consultation committee can be asked to resolve these
in closed executive session. Halmo (1994) has
recently studied the benefits of a consultation
committee participating with the DOE to understand
the cultural resource impacts of the underground
atomic testing program on the NTS. He concludes
that this program's success came largely because of

C-5
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the consultation committee's efforts to adjust the
process to meet the needs of 3 major ethnic groups
represented by 16 tribes and 3 Indian organizations.

The NTS American Indian Religious Freedom Act
compliance program was initiated by the DOE/NV
in 1990. The goal of the program was to bring the
agency into compliance with the provisions of the
NTS American Indian Religious Freedom Act,
which was passed in 1978. Compliance was to be
achieved by establishing consultation relationships
with tribal governments and Indian organizations
whose members have historic and current cultural
ties to the lands in south-central Nevada that had
been withdrawn from the public domain by the
U.S. government in the 1950s for purposes of testing
atomic weapons. The NTS American Indian
Religious Freedom Act compliance program was to
document tribal and ethnic concerns for cultural
resources that would potentially be adversely
affected by ground-disturbing activities associated
with the national program of underground nuclear
weapons testing.

Sixteen tribes representing three American Indian
ethnic groups (Western Shoshone, Southern Paiute,
and Owens Valley Paiute) were identified as having
such ties to NTS lands. Five Indian ethnic and
pan-Indian organizations also have been consulted
during the program. This work (Stoffle et al.,
1994b) built on theYucca Mountain Project.

Meetings included representatives of each of the
involved tribes and Indian organizations,  the
DOE/NV, and the University of Arizona
ethnographic research team. The first three years of
the program culminated in two mitigation meetings,
out of which tribal representatives submitted a series
of recommendations to the DOE/NV regarding
continued consultation, strategies for protecting the
various categories of cultural resources, and tribal
participation in future cultural resource planning,
fieldwork, and policy formulation.

The DOE/NV favorably responded to the tribal
recommendations, and accepted the vast majority of
them with standard stipulations such as
contingencies in funding and schedule. The result
of this program has been that the DOE/NV currently
has what may be one of the most comprehensive
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American Indian consultation program in the United
States.

C.5.1 DOE/NYV and Indian Consultation

While U.S. federal cultural resource laws require
government-to-government relationships, DOE/NV
consults with federally recognized tribes,
unrecognized tribal groups, and Indian organizations
such as the Las Vegas Indian Center, and pan-ethnic
associations. Thus, the open policy of DOE/NV
moves beyond the letter of the cultural resource laws
to reflect their spirit. The DOE/NV has been
engaged in a continuous program of consultation
with these 19 Indian corporate organizations for 8
years.

The nature of the consultation process led this
program to be successful from both a human
relations and policy standpoint. One feature of that
success has been the coalescence of several tribes
and Indian organizations into a group that could
speak with one voice (Halmo, 1994) when talking to
the DOE/NV. Several features in the consultation
process including systematic, regular social
interaction, combined with a respect for Indian
autonomy in decisionmaking, has shaped the context
that allowed a new corporate group to evolve.

C.5.2 The Consolidated Group of Tribes and
Organizations

Indian tribal governments are inundated with
projects, requests, and paperwork, all needing
attention. Many tribal government officials,
therefore, simply do not have the time or energy to
be involved in every activity that affects various
aspects of the lives of their people. For this reason,
officials appoint representatives and confer
responsibility to them to participate in the project,
obtain information, and keep the tribal council up to
date on the progress of the project.

Tribal representatives involved in DOE/NV
consultation decided by consensus to “incorporate”
themselves as a unit, called the Consolidated Group
of Tribes and Organizations (CGTQO) to more
accurately reflect the group's corporatism in
representing the interests of 16 tribes and 3 Indian
organizations (Halmo, 1994). In taking this action,
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members bear the responsibility for representing the
interests of not only their own tribes, but of all the
other tribes and Indian organizations involved in the
CGTO. Today, the DOE/NV explicitly recognizes
the CGTO as the vehicle for consultation.
Consultation presently occurs directly with the
members of the CGTO with the approval of tribal
leaders who are fully cognizant that duly appointed
individuals represent their interests regarding
cultural resources on the NTS.

The CGTO emerged from existing tribes and
American Indian organizations who collectively
conceived and created it. The CGTO is not,
however, a homogeneous, harmonious collection of
individuals who uniformly share the same
conventional understandings. Members of the group
have contending and sometimes conflicting interests
regarding the cultural resources located on what can
best be described as the intertribal lands that are
now incorporated as the NTS. In mitigating the
disposition of NTS cultural resources, however,
Indian rather than tribal-specific concems are
represented by the CGTO. CGTO members have
decided to take action in concert and speak with a
common voice whenever such an action is
appropriate; this seems the best way to influence
DOE/NV policies.

Face-to-face meetings were an important component -

of the consultation strategy and were routinely
scheduled throughout the duration of the NTS
American Indian Religious Freedom Act compliance
program. These meetings provided the context in
which representatives of no less than 19 contending
groups, including 16 Indian tribes, 3 Indian
organizations, and the DOE/NV, each with its own
agendas and interests, could negotiate and reach
compromise solutions that were acceptable to all
involved parties. Such intimate forms - of
consultation are likely to bring about the formation
of new corporate groups that have the purpose of
resolving issues and defending common interests in
cultural preservation.

C.5.3 American Indian Monitors
As a result of CGTO recommendation, Indian

monitors from each of the involved ethnic groups
have participated in data recovery activities at

I
I
|
I
I
I
I
I
|
I
I
I
I
I
|
I
I
I
I
I
I
[
I
I
I
I
I
|
I
I
|
I
I
|
I
I
|
|
I
|
I
[
I
I
I
I
|
I
I

archaeological sites that were slated for ground-
disturbing activities. As part of the American Indian
monitors program, Indian monitors received training
in archaeological survey, collection, and analytical
techniques. The most recent monitoring effort has
resulted in the formal distribution by the DOE/NV
of a monitors report of activities to each of the
involved tribes and organizations.

C.5.4 The Native American Graves Protection
and Repatriation Act Subgroup

That the CGTO will continue to function in the
future is evidenced by the fact that the NTS
American Indian Religious Freedom Act compliance
program opened the door to other phases of
consultation such as that concerning archaeological
materials related to the Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act.

A Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act “subgroup” was appointed by the
CGTO in March 1994. This was the first time that
the CGTO had appointed a subgroup to conduct any
significant business and, therefore, marked a point
at which sufficient confidence was reached in both
the DOE/NV and the CGTO itself. The six
members of the Native American Graves Protection
and Repatriation Act subgroup represent the Owens
Valley Paiute, Western Shoshone, and Southern
Paiute ethnic groups. The subgroup evaluated and
selected potential Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act items from among
the 450,000 items in the NTS collection for Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
consultation with representatives of the 16 involved
tribes.

The new challenge of Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act was successfully
met by the members of the subgroup in a series of
three meetings. The subgroup selected about
200 items that are potentially (1) unassociated
funerary objects or (2) sacred objects as these
concepts are defined in the legislation. The
subgroup also structured the Native American
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act viewing
procedures so that consultation occurred in a
culturally appropriate manner.
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The CGTO served in a review and advisory capacity
to their respective tribes regarding Native American
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
recommendations on the disposition of items from
the NTS collection. In the future, the CGTO will be
involved in studies of Traditional Cultural
Properties, animals, petroglyphs, and other types of
cultural resources on the NTS.

C.5.5 The American Indian Writers Subgroup

Stimulated by the success of the Native American
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act subgroup,
DOE/NV agreed to sponsor the formation of an
ATWS which produced Appendix G as well as text
for direct inclusion in Volume 1 of the NTS EIS.
Public response to this unique DOE initiative has
been highly positive and may open the door to future
participation of Indian people in the production of
EISs throughout the country. A detailed description
of the formation and function of the AIWS is
provided in Appendix G.

C.5.6 Future Subgroups

To continue with the American Indian Religious
Freedom Act compliance program, the DOE/NV has
funded a rock art study, which will begin in the
summer of 1996. A rock art subgroup will be in
charge of the site selection and research design for
future site visits by American Indian elders.

C.6  Conducting Site Visits

“What is out there?” This is the fundamental
question that must be addressed in any consultation.
The answer will not come directly from tribal
governments, but they will send cultural experts who
can identify various cultural resources located on
DOE lands. Native government leaders can appoint
representatives to a consultation committee, and
during the operation of that committee, a Native
based inventory of cultural resources can be
planned.

American Indian cultural resource studies should be
conducted separately, whenever possible, because
tribes and Native groups will send different types of
cultural specialists depending on what is to be
studied. The Native person who can speak at length

about archaeological sites may know little about the
traditional use of plants. A Native person who
specializes in fishing ceremonies may have little
knowledge of petroglyphs and curing ceremonies.
Native cultures, like all cultures, are differentially
held in the minds of specialists.

The term “study” is used to separate research that is
needed to prepare a cultural resource inventory from
what are sometimes described as American Indian
“tours.” Occasionally, federal agencies will simply
bring American Indians to the lands under
discussion and ask them individually or in a group
what is out there. These tours are usually organized
and conducted by agency personnel who are not
professionally trained in scientific methods
associated with cultural resource studies. The
agency tour guides rarely have a hypothesis about
what resources may be present and so, naively
believe, that they can simply ask for information and
the American Indian will completely share all
pertinent information. American Indian tours were
more common decades ago before there was an
extensive body of research about how to conduct
studies with American Indians and what to expect
from such studies.

C.6.1 Forming a Study Design

Since American Indians have become aware of the
quality of information that is needed to make
convincing policy recommendations on federal
lands, they are demanding to participate in the
formulation of study designs that are culturally and
scientifically valid. A recent analysis of American
Indian research studies suggests that the design of
the study can directly influence the findings and the
recommendations (Stoffle and Evans, 1990). An
analysis of 11 projects suggests that Indian people
will have greater impacts on land use decisions if the
study design permits them to identify and select for
special protection those places, plants, and
archaeology sites that have the highest cultural
significance; this process has been called “cultural
triage” (Stoffle and Evans, 1990). When it is
difficult for Indian people to demonstrate how to
move from cultural concerns to land management
recommendations that protect the most cultural
items, it becomes the responsibility of the scientist
to help make this translation. For example, it is
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possible to calculate the cultural significance of
individual Indian plants so that specific places where
the plants grow can be assigned value, and
protection can be afforded to those places with the
highest plant scores (Stoffle et al., 1990b).

C.6.2 Defining Basic Concepts

It is essential that all parties to a study agree on what
is to be studied. It is common for Indian people,
agency personnel, and study scientists to assign
different meanings to the same term. One of the
most commonly misunderstood terms is “sacred.”
This report devoted three earlier chapters towards
explaining and illustrating the concept of sacred,
especially regarding those places of great cultural
significance such as the origin mountain of an Indian
ethnic group. The concept of sacred is really a non-
Indian concept that creates a division between the
sacred and the profane. Most Indian people do not
believe such a division exists. Indian cultures, and
there are hundreds of variations, contain many
ceremonies designed to assure proper behavior
towards and communication with the natural
environment, other humans, and the supernatural.
These ceremonies literally translate everything
touched by an Indian person into a sacred object.
For example, a Shoshone Indian woman who makes
willow baskets will keep the shavings that have been
produced by smoothing the split willows.
Eventually, she prays over these shavings and
returns them to a natural area near her camp. The
Shoshone woman considers these willow shavings
as sacred. Indian people also have ceremonies
associated with great life transitions—birth, first
menses, death—that use and create sacred objects
that are more generally recognized by others, such
as Euroamericans. Finally, there are sacred objects
that are specifically defined by U.S. federal laws
such as Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act. So the concept “sacred” could
refer in any given discussion to many categories of
items, some defined by law, some defined and
mutually recognized by Indian and non-Indian alike,
and some exclusively perceived as sacred by Indian
people.

Great care must be taken in the formulation of study
concepts and when discussing the meaning of these
concepts with Native government representatives.

If someone asks a Native person to come to DOE
lands and identify places and things that are sacred,
this person is likely to respond that all is sacred. If
on the other hand, the Indian person is asked to
identify which objects in a museum collection are
needed in a current religious ceremony as defined by
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation
Act, the person will be able to make a discriminate
decision. The answer is often framed by the
question, but it can also be influenced by the amount
of time the Native person has to share her/his
cultural resource perspective and her/his confidence
that deeper cultural resource insights will have more
protective influence than simple “holistic
conservation” statements.

C.6.3 Assuring Participation

The federal agency must approach the study of
cultural resources with caution when seeking
American Indian participation in land management
decisions. This is because American Indians will
weigh the potential benefits from increased
protection against the potential that if cultural
resources become known they will be threatened. A
Kaibab Paiute elder, for example, indicated that he
wanted to protect traditional trails, but that he would
not reveal their location because once known they
could be followed to previously undiscovered Indian
camps. Native people often say that revealing
Indian plant usages causes the plants to be taken by
non-natives who profit from sale of the plants. The
curing power associated with certain places can be
reduced if the place and its function becomes known
to other ethnic groups, including other Indian
people. Agency personnel should be aware that
Native experts who are sent to identify cultural
resources are subject to ethical conflicts, emotional
stress, and even fear of reprisal. Indian experts
express concern about violating traditional norms
against sharing knowledge with outsiders. Concern
is also expressed over how other tribal members and
even future generations of tribal members will
evaluate the sharing of information. Basically, the
question they ask is whether or not more good than
harm will come from sharing cultural knowledge
(Greaves, 1994),

When American Indian tribes and organizations
send experts to represent cultural concerns, they
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expect that the shared information will be used to set
policies to better protect cultural resources. To
accomplish this, the identifications of the experts
must be systematically recorded so they can be
written into a scientifically and ethnically acceptable
report. In general, interviews should be conducted in
private so that the Native person does not have to
share the information with others. An interview
form should be prepared in advance with the
assistance of the consultation committee or informed
Native people so that similar questions are asked of
each expert and there is a place to record their
answers. Tape recorders can be used as backup, but
only used with the expert's permission. Experts'
confidentiality should be assured, unless they wish
to go on the record regarding some aspect of the
study.

Group interviews can be conducted when individual
interviews are either not desired or impossible to
conduct. Group interviews tend to produce
“consensus data” which means that members of the
group discuss possible answers and provide one
answer to the interviewer. The weakness of group
interviews is that some people are not willing to
express their opinions in the presence of others. The
strength of group interviews is that people have the
opportunity to talk over a response while in the field.
Focus group interviews are a special type of group
interview and they require special preparation and
training for the focus group facilitator.

C.64 Presenting the Findings

The report presenting the findings of the
consultation process being discussed should be more
than a pure description of what was said by the
Native experts. Some attempt should be made to
translate the thoughts of Native experts into
information that can be used by federal agency land
managers. In general, Native concerns should be
contextualized by providing findings from published
historical and ethnographic literature that
demonstrate how the expressed cultural concerns fit
into the overall culture of the ethnic group.
Translation into management information and
contextualization will help achieve the goals of
building American Indian concerns into land
management policies.
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The report should receive a technical review by the
Native experts and members of the consultation
committee before being sent for draft review by the
federal agency. This will assure that the report does
not contain information that should not be revealed,
and that the information it does contain is accurate.
When the technical review is complete the report
should be given a draft review by the federal agency.
Then the draft report should be sent to the American
Indian group or tribal government for official review
and approval. Final reports should be available to
other federal agencies seeking to achieve similar
goals and in need of case data for developing or
refining their own consultation processes. The
public has a right to know about significant land
management decisions made by federal agencies,
even if these are in consultation with American
Indians and have some element of confidentiality
that will continue to be respected. The final report
and perhaps portions of the information (not the
data) used to make the decision (Ruppert, 1994)
should be available to the public.

C.7 Developing Native
Recommendations

Mitigation

Cultural resource technical reports should focus on
the cultural resources under study and should not
attempt to make government-level policy
recommendations. Technical reports are the basis
for proceeding with mitigation discussions and
eventual recommendations from the American
Indian governments to the DOE. Policy decisions
occur after the Native recommendations are
combined with what the land management agency
can and will do to incorporate American Indian
recommendations. It is important that this point in
the decisionmaking process has been thoroughly
considered by the agency before the consultation
began (See Section C.1, Defining Consultation.)

Native policy recommendations should derive from
three sources: (1) Native experts during the on-site
interviews, (2) consultation committee, and
(3) Native organizations and tribal governments.
These three sources of recommendations represent
a hierarchy of decisionmaking authority that is
inversely related to the degree of information about
the resource. Native experts are knowledgeable

- about the cultural resource and, because of their on-
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site experiences, are aware of factors that could have
either adverse or positive impacts on its protection.
Native experts are charged by their tribes and
organizations with identifying what is out there and
making preliminary recommendations. The report
should consolidate  all  Native  expert
recommendations by place and resource, and these
should be presented to the consultation committee.
Committee members have a long-term relationship
with the project and are generally aware of what is
possible in terms of resource management on the
DOE facility. It is up to them to consider the
recommendations of the Native expert; if possible,
resolve conflicting recommendations and add
recommendations. The final cultural resource
decision recommendations in a government-to-
government relationship belongs to the tribal council
and advisory board of a Native organization. They
tend to follow the advice of their appointed Native
experts and consultation committee members;
however, they can add or modify recommendations.

Recommendations that have passed with some
consensus through this hierarchy of Native
decisionmaking should be seriously considered by
the DOE facility. The strength of the
recommendations depends, in part, on whether or
not they remain within federal laws that govern land
management decisions by the DOE facility. In
addition, the Native recommendations should be
within the agreed upon limits of power sharing
decided upon by the facility when the consultation
process began. If the recommendations are within
these limits, then credible cultural resource
recommendations should be adopted by the DOE
facility. A
C.8 Maintaining Ongoing Interactions and
Monitoring

“Partnership” is a term often used to described the
desired outcomes of consultation relationships
between American Indians and DOE facilities.
Partnerships require shared power, mutual respect,
and mechanisms for sustaining a long-term
relationship. Partnerships can be established when
the American Indian people and the DOE facility
establish (1) mutual trust, (2) a common knowledge
base, (3) a cultural resource management plan, and
(4) a monitoring plan.

Cs8.1 Mutual Trust

When people get to know each other through face-
to-face interactions, they create a basis of
understanding that can be used to establish what is
called “trust.” The term “trust” is not being used
here to refer to the legal “trust relationship” that
exists between the U.S. government and American
Indian peoples. Instead, the term “trust” is used as
it is more generally understood, as confidence in the
honesty, integrity, reliability and justice of another
person or organization,

People do meet, but the DOE and American Indian
consultation occurs within the context of
government-to-government relationships. One of
the great dynamics of mutual trust is differences
between the people and the agency relationships.
First and foremost, Indian people must believe that
their participation in consultation is more likely to
protect cultural resources than would saying nothing
at all. Decisionmaking should be shared (insofar as
it is appropriate and possible), and the decisions
must have some identifiable positive impacts (see
C.8.4, Monitoring Plan below).

Trust derives from the history of relationships
between the DOE facility and its personnel, and
American Indians. This history may go back to a
time when the Indian people were at odds with the
federal government during the nuclear testing era.
Trust also derives from more recent interactions
about DOE facility policies like the transportation of
low-level radioactive waste and the location of waste
repositories. It is important to address these issues
early in the consultation process. In fact, it is likely
that Indian people will raise these issues as
stipulations before they are willing to proceed with
consultation. Concerns about past relationships are
often raised in holistic conservation statements made
by Native elders and leaders in early consultation
meetings. Stipulations are not debatable by the
DOE, which instead will have its own stipulations it
may wish to express at this time. Trust cannot be
negotiated. Trust can emerge from long-term
interactions especially when consultation begins
with clearly expressed stipulations. Trust must be
earned and mutually shared.
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Any consultation relationship will depend, in part,
on the individuals involved.  Friendly and
professional relationships have the potential of
overcoming any negative historic relationships
between the American Indian people and the DOE.
Unfortunately, personnel change in both Native
organizations and DOE facilities. Mechanisms
should be in place to assure that consultation
partnerships can survive personnel change.

C8.2 A Common Knowledge Base

A primary goal for every DOE and American Indian
consultation is to create or contribute to a common
knowledge base that is shared by both. Native
groups send their most knowledgeable experts to the
DOE facility to identify cultural resources. These
thoughts should not be lost. Federal agencies cannot
afford to forget what has been told to them by
Native groups. Similarly, most DOE facilities have
initial archaeology, botany, and animal studies that
can be shared and used by Native groups. The
challenge is to develop a single, shared pool of
information that can be used by both the DOE and
the Indian people to know what is out there and to
understand what is happening to it.

Geographic information systems are being used by
many federal agencies and Native groups to

_ inventory and keep track of resources distributed

across an extensive landscape.  Geographic
information systems are expensive and difficult to
use, but innovative interactive multimedia data
systems that can draw on some similar information
systems components are being developed. An ideal
data base could be used simultaneously by the
Native people at their homes and the DOE facility.
This is likely to require that a multimedia program
be developed that can use and make easily
accessible the products of the geographic
information systems data analysis. The geographic
information systems and multimedia system should
be updated easily when new information comes from
Native expert visits or science studies. It should
contain photos, video, sound clips, maps, and text.
Finally the geographic information systems and
multimedia system should restrict access to certain
portions of the database to reflect both the DOE and
the Native concerns for selective distribution of data
and information.

Cs83 Cultural Resource Management Plan
Federal facilities produce overall land-use plans
usually including specific plans for wildlife, plants,
and cultural resources. An American Indian cultural
resource management component could be
developed in each of these plans. Possibly more
difficult, but nonetheless important, would be to
include American Indian cultural resource
management comments in discussions of minerals
and water.

The recommendations produced by the hierarchy of
American Indian decisions (experts, consultation
committee, tribal governments) should be organized
to reflect how the information can be incorporated
into facility management plans. Early coordination
with the consultation committee should produce
both information and recommendations that fit how
the facility manages natural and cultural resources.
C.84  Monitoring Plan

There must be some way of knowing whether or not
American Indian consultation has influenced the
condition of cultural resources contained on the
DOE facility. Because it is impossible to constantly
monitor all cultural resources located on DOE lands,
monitoring timeframes and monitoring locations
must be chosen. Basically, the timeframe questions
are: How fast are culturally significant changes
occurring to any specific cultural resource? Does the
quality, quantity, or distribution of medicine plants
change seasonally, annually, or over a period of
years? Damage due to erosion or vandalism to
archaeology sites may be occurring sporadically;
monitoring should occur at least once a year, and
more sensitive sites monitored more often.

Monitoring locations should be decided in terms of
how well they represent a certain cultural resource.
Monitoring samples should be selected with full
input from the Indian people. = Monitoring
techniques will vary, from ground level photography
of petroglyph panels to remotely sensed data from
satellites showing the distribution of plants. When
ground disturbance is to occur, Native monitors may
be hired to oversee activities. The results of all
monitoring efforts should be provided to the
members of the consultation committee and Native

Appendix G, Attachment C

C-12



NEVADA TEST SITE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

sporadically; monitoring should occur at least once
a year, and more sensitive sites monitored more
often.

Monitoring locations should be decided in terms of
how well they represent a certain cultural resource.
Monitoring samples should be selected with full
input from the Indian people. = Monitoring
techniques will vary, from ground Ilevel
photography of petroglyph panels to remotely
sensed data from satellites showing the distribution
of plants. When ground disturbance is to occur,
Native monitors may be hired to oversee activities.
The results of all monitoring efforts should be
provided to the members of the consultation
committee and Native governments at regular
intervals. Regular feedback on the condition of
cultural resources is the only way to maintain an
ongoing relationship with Indian people.

C.9 Closing a Consultation

Today, most U.S. land-managing agency initiatives
to establish American Indian consultation
relationships are intended to be ongoing because
Native people's views will become part of the
information base for making, monitoring, and
adjusting on-going land management decisions.
Still, some consultations are designed to end. These
may be project-specific consultations designed to
provide a narrow range of findings for the
evaluations of a project or action proposal.
Sometimes the DOE facility itself is closing.
‘Whatever the reason for termination, how it occurs
has implications for both the involved Indian people
and the U.S. federal agency.

C9.1 Making Analogs

Anyone who has made a presentation before a tribal
council or Native governmental body has
experienced some council or audience member
standing up and talking at length about some other
project that occurred many years in the past that did
not end in a positive way. Most presenters want to
say, "That is not what I am talking about, it
occurred a long time ago and I (or my agency) was
not involved." The point presented by the
American Indian, however, is well taken; "We have
seen your kind before and here is the summation of
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those experiences.” In most cases, Native people
lump most federal agencies together, so the
mistakes of one agency are transferred to another.

“Project analogs” is the technical term used to
discuss the process of evaluation of a current
proposal in terms of past proposals. For example,
during the social impact assessment of the
Superconducting Super Collider for the state of
Michigan it was discovered that local people
responded to this new and quite unique proposal in
terms of how the involved state and federal agencies
had behaved with past projects (Stoffle et al., 1987).
The proposed collider, a massive and generally
positive project, was being evaluated in terms of
how the Michigan Department of Natural Resources
had conducted a public access for hunters program,
how a state utility had handled a cross-county
pipeline project, how a cement company had dealt
with air pollution, and how state politicians had
proposed a prison for the area. These small-scale
and highly localized projects were not similar in any
respect to the Super Collider proposal, but the local
people drew upon them as historic analogs for
deciding whether or not to trust the state of
Michigan and private business, and support the
Superconducting Super Collider proposal.

C.9.2 Maintaining Positive Relations

Relations between the DOE and American Indians
began 50 years ago and is often recounted as a
history of adversarial relationships. All lands
currently held or affected by DOE facilities once
belonged to an American Indian ethnic group.
Nonetheless, many Indian people have been
employed by DOE facilities and have begun to
establish positive relationships with Native people
focussed on cultural resources. It is important at
this moment in the history of relations between
American Indians and the DOE to create positive
analogs. So each effort is important. No positive
action of the DOE will go unrewarded, because
American Indians respond well to being involved in
decisions about their traditional resources. There
are small and terminal consultations, but each has
the potential of being a positive analog. The
remaining chapters of this report bring together
many of these successes.
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