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Clark County, Nevata Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for 2 Geolegic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level
Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada

Dear Ms. Dixon:

Altached are comiments by Clark County, Nevada to the Draff Environmental Impact Statement for a
Geologic Repasitory for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radicactive Waste at Yucca
Mountain, Nye County, Nevada (DEIS). The comments are the culmination of an extensive review of the
DEIS by staff from the Department of Comprehensive Planning, Nuclear Waste Division, supported by
outside expertise from other County departments and organizations, and consultants. Clark County also
received considerable input from citizens, from nineteen Clark County Town Advisory Boards and Citizen
Councils, as well as the incorporated cities, other citizens and advisory committees, and private

organizations,

Clark County hag, of course, been an active participant since 1983 in monitoring the high-level nuclear waste
program. In 1988, Clark County was designated as an "affected unit of iocal govemment,” under provisions
of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1987, in full recognition by DOE that impacts could occur ta our citizens
and community from activities associated with the Yucca Mountain Program. The congern about potential
impacts was manifested in the Board approval of resolutions opposing the siting of a repository in Southern
Nevada on January 8, 1985 and April 5, 1988.

As the attached comments will fully attest, the Board of Commissioners of Clark County has considerable
substantive concerns with the Yucca Mountain DELS. The deficiencies range from a lack of adherence to
the spirit and principles of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to, specifically, an insufficiency in
analysis of potentially significant Clark County impact areas including adverse affects on public health and
safety and tourism, among others.

The avoidance of these important Clark County issues in the DEIS is especially perplexing. For almost two
decades Clark County has interacted closely with DOE to ensure that the agency was aware of the many
issues and concerns that Clark County has had with a project of this scope and controversy. Clark County
staff has provided substantial evidence over the years that certain aspects of the project, notably assaciated
with the transportation of the nuclear waste, could have, among other potential impacts, substantial negative
consequences to Clark County’s tourist-based economy, It is difficult, therefore, to understand why these

issues were virtually ignored in the DEIS.




Ms. Dixon
February 25, 2000
Page 2

The Board strongly recommends that the substantial deficiencies in the DEIS be corrected. Of particular
concern is the need to perform more substantive analyses of the important transportation issues that could
affect a large segment of Clark County's citizenry. Comparative analyses between mode and routing
alternatives should be provided to determine patential impacts. There is also the need to consider a host
of other community issues, including potential impacts to Clark County’s competitive tourism industry.

To further emphasize the magnitude of our concerns, | have aitached a resolution, approved unanimously
by the Board on February 15, 2000, urging the Department of Energy (DOE) to either prepare a new DEIS
or a supplemental one correcting the deficiencies noted in cur comments.

The Board greatly appreciates DOE's cansideration of Clark County’s comments and concerns. The Board
is also reguesting that DOE provide a response to the public's comments prior to the release of the Final
Yucca Mountain EIS. If you have further questions on Clark County's comments please contact Dennis
Bechtel or Staff of the Comprehensive Planning, Nuciear Waste Division.

sincerely,

&qumu'\/—é

BRUCE L. WOODBURY
Chairman
Clark County Commission

DEIS Attachments

ce: The Honorable Richard Bryan
The Honorable Harry Reid
The Honorable Shelley Berkeley
The Honorable Jim Gibbons
Ketiny Guinn, Governor of the State of Nevada
Dale Askew, County Manager
Richard B. Holmes, Assistant County Manager
John Schlegel, Director of Comprehensive Flanning
Affected Units of Local Govarnment

Central DEIS comment=/DEIS ltr Feb 040
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RESOLUTION OF THE
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
REGARDING THE DRAFT DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR A GEOLOGIC REPOSITORY
AT YUCCA MOUNTAIN, NYE COUNTY, NEVADA

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the Department of Energy (DOE) in August 1999 released a Draft
Environmental Impact Staternent (DEIS) intended to provide information on potential environmental
impacts that could result from the proposed action to construct, operate and monitor, and close a
geologic repository at Yucca Mountain, Nevada, and

WHEREAS, Clark County is specified in the DEIS as being in the Region of Influence,
defined as the specific area of study for each of the resource areas that DOE assessed for the EIS

analyses, and

WHEREAS, DOE in 1988 designated Clark County as an “affected unit of local-
government,” under provisions of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended, in further recognition

of the potential impacts to Clark County, its citizens and economy, and

WHEREAS, Clark County, which includes the incorporated cities of Las Vegas, Boulder
City, Henderson, North Las Vegas and Mesquite, is one of the fastest growing counties in the nation
with 1.3 million residents, and 32 million visitors, is experiencing severe traffic congestion, and
extensive construction-activities, and '

WHEREAS, the DFIS lists potential options in Clark County for the transportation of
commercial spent nuclear fuel and high-level radiocactive waste including Interstate 15, the Las
Vegas Valley Beltway transportation alignment, currently under construction, rail lines connecting
to the Union Pacific' Railroad at Valley modified and Jean, and sidings at Apex/Dry Lake and

Sloan/Jean, and

WHEREAS, the DEIS fails to consider potential public health and safety effects from the
transportation of nuclear waste through Clark County, in particular the Las Vegas Valley, and

WHEREAS, despite the dependence of Clark County on the volatile economic sector of
tourism, the DEIS fails to evaluate impacts to Clark County’s economy due to repository operation

and transportation, and

WHEREAS, notwithstanding the potential impacts that could occur from the transportation
of the nuclear waste, other sociceconomic issues such as impact on quality of life and stigma affects

are also not evaluated in the DEIS, and

WHEREAS, DOE failed to interact appropriately with Clark County government to receive
accurate and complete local information during the preparation of the DEIS, and




WHEREAS, DOE effectively excluded members of minonty and low-income groups from
the public informaticn process, and . -

WHEREAS, The failure of the DEIS to adequately consider the potential impacts to Clark
County’s economy, public health and safety and quality of life to its citizens is not in the spirit and

intent of national environmental policy and requirements.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT - ;
. Since Clark County and other {ssues, appropriately required by the National Environmental Policy e
Act, are not adequately addressed in the DEIS, a new DEIS or a supplemental EIS for Yucca ‘ -i

Mountain must be prepared by DOE to address failures in the current draft DEIS.

. Clark County's written comments and concerns regarding the DEIS shall be transnutted to the i
Premdcnt Nevada’s Congressional delegation, the Council on Enwmnmental Quality, and the

leadership of the Senate and House of Representatives.

PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED this £fsr _Day of Buid a4« 2000 .

CLARK COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS &

e R~ B

BRUCE L. WOODBURY i

Chairmnan

ATTEST:

HIRLEY B. PﬁkAGUIRRE cOu@/merk




Clark County, Nevada Commaents, 25 February 2000, DEIS for a Geologic Reposftory for the Dispasal
of Spent Nuciear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye Counly, Nevada

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

In 115 capacity as an affected unit of local government under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, As Amended, Clark
County, Nevada, has completed an extensive review of the Draft EZS. This docurnent was published in August

1999 and is available for public comment until February 28, 2000. After all comments are reviewed, DOE staff
will prepare a final EIS that should reflect consideration of all relevant issues.

The Final EIS will be a key document in the federal approval and licensing process for the proposed repositary
at Yucca Mountamn. Therefore it is of utmost importance that alf potential impacts of the repository on Clark
County are identified and analyzed in the EIS since it will be used by DOE, Congress, DOE and other federal
entities to recommend, plan and implement mitigation strategies and programs.

'As a result of this review and other inleractions with the T.8. Department of Energy {the “DOE™], the Clark
County Board of County Commissioners recently passed a resolution requesting that the DOE prepare a new
Draft Envirommental Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and
High-Level Radioactive Wasie at Yucea Mountain, Nve County, Nevada [the Draft EIS]. This action was taken
because of'a number of major nsutliciencies that were identified during the county’s review of the Draft EIS.

In preparmg the Draft EIS. DOT. has vinwally ignored the standing of Clark County and other affected units of local
government. Not only did they 1l o scknowledge the comments provided by Clark County, the State of Nevada
and other AULGs in 1995 dunng the scoping phase of DEIS development, they have also disregarded more accurate
local information {¢.g. demographics, development and strategic plans, transportation system) that was readily
available for use in the DEIS

In addition, DOE did not make s dibgent effort to involve the public and implement NEPA procedures. In
patticillar, no substanual effort was made by DOE to invelve groups that would be affected by the Yucca
Mountain Program. especially low-income and minority populations. DOE failed to comply with Executive
Order 12898 that directs the apency to consult with states, Native American tribes and local governments 1o
assist in 1dentifying minority and low-income groups so that they may have significant input,

Because of the lack of comphance with NEPA requirements, consideration of important individual and
cumulative impacts, and in¢lusion of affected groups in the process, the DEIS is inadequate and incomplete.
Therefore, the DEIS does not provide enough scope and detail to allow for meaningful mitigation pianning.

The rationale for this statermnent takes into account the following points. The Draft EIS:

* does not comply with the letter and intent of NEPA since it did not provide a realistic alternative that allows
for consideration of a No Action Alternative,

* provided insufficient scope and detail o allow for impact deterrnination that could result in the planning and
implementation of mitigation and management plans,

* narrowly defined the scope and nature of impacts, thus assuring that few impacts of significance would be
dentified. For example, the DEIS ignored potential impact categories important to Clark County’s economy
and {e.g., stigma effects on tourism, land use conflicts, property diminution and unfunded mandates on local
government) although there is credible evidence that shows that these may oceur, and,

* failed 10 include minorities and low-income groups in the scoping, interactive and heanng processes related
to the EIS.

ES-1




Clark Caunty, Nevada Comments, 25 February 2000, DEIS for a Geologic Repasitory for the Disposal
of Spent Nuclear Fuef and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nyeg County, Nevada

Insufficiency and Incompleteness of the Draft EI§

There are a number of reasons why Clark County considers the Draft EIS insufficient or incomplete. For
purposes of brevity, we have categorized them into general and specific areas. Within the specific areas, we
have identified major impacts not considered i the Draft EIS. In the body of the comments, we have cited
NEFA regulations, DOE guidelines, Executive Orders to support our ¢comments.

General Issues

»  The DEIS does not comply with the letter and intent of NEPA since the DEIS did not provide a realistic
alternative that allows for consideration of a No Action Alternative.

= DOE did not make a diligent effort to involve the public and implement NEPA procecures. In particular, no

substantial effort was made by DOE to involve groups that would be affected by the Yueca Mountain
Program, especially low-income and minority populations. DOE failed to comply with Executive Order

12898 that directs the agency to consult with states, Native American tribes and local governments to assist

in identifying minerity and low-income groups.

s DOE did not address rapid and significant changes in pepulation and demography within Clark County, the
fastest growing County in the nation. DOE did not consider future growth patterns and attributes of the

Clark Counry popuiation during the project life.

= The discussion of curmulative impacts, particularly regarding transportation through Clark County, 15
inadequate since there is no recognition of upcoming projects at the Nevada Test Site or other activities that

would oceur at or near the Yucca Mountain site.

Specific Issues

= Impacts Related the Yucca Mountain Site

=  The disposal canister design evaluated in the DEIS is no longer being considered for license application.
It is Clark County’s contention that the difference in design 15 significant enough to invalidate the long-
term (10,000 year) performance assessment given in the DEIS. The final EIS should be based on a

design that is the same as the one DOE plans to use for license application.

»  The spent fuel inventory and characteristics given in the DEIS do not accurately represent the spent fuel
that the DOE will receive. The final EIS should melude an up 10 date inventory and amalysis of the

spent fuel that is generated, with due consideration being given to the effect of higher burnup ratios.

s In view of the disposal of chemically toxic materials considered for the Tepository, RCRA regulations

should apply.

»  Samrated Zone data, away from the immediate vicinity of Yucca Mouniair, 15 inadequate. Expert
elicitation is not a substitute for data collection. The final EIS should inctude adequate data for the
Saturated Zone, not only in the vicinity of Yucca Mountain, but out to the compliance boundary being
considered by the EPA. If this boundary is not fixed by the time the final EIS is issued then the DOE
should, as a minimum, have adequate saturated zone data to defend any assumnptions that are made
regarding the saturated zone.

» Impacts Related to Transportation

»  Assumptions and methodologies are inadequate or inappropriate for identification and analyses of
impacts on the transportation system of Clark County.

s The DEIS did not establish a basis for mitigation negotiations since it did not assign speciﬁc' roles and
responsibilities for actions that cause impacts or ameliorate impacts.

ES-2
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__ This section addresses a number of impact areas

Clark County, Nevada Comments, 25 February 2000, DEIS for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal
of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Le vel Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada

»  There were no estimates of the costs necessary to mitigate the impacts of emergency planning, response,
evacuation and cleanup. This approach does not conform to best practice in the field of impact

assessment.

»  The DEIS used outdated databases, geographic data files, and inaccurate or misleading maps to support
the conclusions of the transportation, health effects and public safety analyses.

Impacts of Importance to Clark County Not Considered in the DELS

of importancé to Clark County not considered by DOE. If

these areas are not addressed in sufficient detaj] and scope, a meaningful understanding of potential impacts
may not take place, and effective mitigation planning and negotiation strategies could not occur. A number
of examples are provided to illustrate potential impacts from Yucca Mountain activities.

s There are a number of potential impacts that could be adverse to Clark County residents, visitors, and
businesses, harm the quality of life of residents and adversely affect the economic well-being of the

County and State.

In view of Clark County government’s objective to sustain the vibrancy of our area, we must tzke steps
to maintain the econornic base for its residents, managing its rapid growth, assuring healthy
copmunities and opportunities for its residents, and preserving the natural environment.

« The DEIS does not consider “stigma induced” impacts. As an example, there exists substantial
evidence that demonstrates the real potential for serious property value declines and disinvestment from
similar programs. Data indicate that stigmna induced changes can occur even under incident-free
transportation conditions. At a minimum, stigma-induced impacts if present can result in diminution of
property values and business performance, developmerit and investment along routes, and decreases in
tourism. The importance of this is underscored by the fact that a nurpber of organizations whose
constituencies may be adversely affected have expressed their desp concems. These organizations
include the Southern Nevada Home Builders Agsociation; the Greater Las Vegas Association of

Realtors®, the Howard Hughes Corporation, and others. _

Public Participation in the Draft EIS Review Process

Clark County staff met with 19 Town Adviso
jurisdictions and other groups to exchange info
the comments recorded that not only county officials,

ry Boards / Citizens’ Advisory Councils, representatives from local
rmation and receive comments on the Draft EIS. Itis clear from
but also citizens, are very concemed about the negative

impacts that the Yucca Mountain Program may have on Southern Nevada.

Specific issues raised in the comments include the need to acknowledge and assess the impacts on Mative
Americans, and more fully consider public safety, environmental impacts, environmental justice, funding to
local governments, effects on land use, perception-based impacts of DOE activifies, performance
assessment, interaction of the repository program of local and regional plans, public participation, regulatory

standards, schedule & licensing, socio-economic impacts, storage, and transportation issues.

ES-3
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February 25, 2000

Wendy R. Dixon, EIS Project Manager

Yucca Mounlain Site Characterization Office
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
U.5. Department of Energy

P.Q. Box 30307, Mail Stop 010

North Las Vegas, Nevada 89036-0307

Clark County, Nevada Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for a Geolagic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclaar Fuel and High-Level
Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada

Dear Ms. Dixon:

Attached are comments by Clark County, Nevada to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for a
Geologic Repositary for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Leve! Radicactive Waste at Yucca
Mountain, Nye County, Nevada (DEIS). The comments are the culmination of an extensive review of the
DEIS by staff from the Department of Comprehensive Planning, NMuclsar Waste Division, supported by
outside expertise from other County departments and organizations, and consultants. Clark County also
received considerable input from citizens, from ninateen Clark County Town Advisory Boards and Citizen
Councils, as well as the incorporated cities, other citizens and advisory committees, and private
organizations.

Clark County has, of course, been an active participant since 1983 in monitoring the high-level nuclear waste
program. In 1988, Clark County was designated as an “affected unit of local government,” under provisions
of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1987, in full recognition by DOE that impacts could occur to our citizens
and community from activities associated with the Yucca Mountain Program. The concern about potential
impacts was manifested in the Board approval of resolutions opposing the siting of a repository in Southern
Nevada on January 8, 1985 and April 5, 1988.

As the attached comments will fully atiest, the Board of Commissioners of Clark County has considerable
substantive concarns with the Yucca Mountain DEIS. The deficiencies range from a lack of adherence {o
the spirit and principles of the National Environmental Pelicy Act (NEPA) to, specifically, an Insufficiency in
analysis of potentially significant Clark County impact areas including adverse affects on public health and
safaty and tourism, among others.

The avoidance of these important Clark County issues in the DEIS is especlally perplexing. For almost two
decades Clark County has interacted closely with DOE to snsure that the agency was aware of the many
issues and concerns that Clark County has had with a project of this scope and gontroversy. Clark County
staff has provided substantial evidence over the years that certain aspects of the project, notably associated
with the transportation of the nuclear waste, could have, among other potentlal impacts, substantial negative
consequences to Clark County's tourist-based economy. It is difficult, therefore, to understand why these
issues wera virtually ignorad in the DELS.




Ms. Dixon
February 25, 2000
Page 2

The Board strongly recommends that the substanlial deficiencies in the DEI3 be corrected. Of particuiar
concem is the need to perform more substantive analyses of the important transportation issues that could
-affect a large segment of Clark County's citizanry, Comparative analyses between mode and routing
alternatives should be provided to determine potential impacts. There Is also the need to consider a host
of other community issues, including potential impacts to Clark County's competitive tourism industry.

To further emphasize the magnitude of our concerng, | have attached & resoclution, approved unanimously -
by the Board on February 158, 2000, urging the Department of Energy (DQE) to elther prepare a new DEIS
or & supplamental one correcting tha deficlencles noted in our comments.

The Board greatly appreciates DOE's consideratlon of Clark Caunty's camments and concerns. The Board
it alse requesting that DOE provide a response to the public's comments prior to the release of the Final
Yucca Mountain EIS. If you have furthar questions on Clark County's comments please ¢ontact Dennls
Bechtel or Staff of the Comprehansive Planning, Nuclear Wasie Division.

Sinceraly, i

A 2ol

BRUCE L. WOODBURY
Chalrman
Clark County Commission

DEIZ Attachments

ol The Honorable Richard Bryan
The Honorabkle Harry Reid
The Honarable Sheliey Berkeley
The Honorable Jim Gibbonsg
Kenny Guinn, Governor of the State of Nevada
Dale Askew, County Manager
Richard B, Holmes, Assistant County Manager
John Schlegel, Director of Comprehensive Planning
Affected Units of Local Govermnment

Central DEIS comments/DETS I Feb 40




RESOLUTION OF THE
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
REGARDING THE DRAFT DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR A GEOLOGIC REPOSITORY
AT YUCCA MOUNTAIN, NYE COUNTY, NEVADA

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the Department of Energy (DOE) in August 1999 released a Draft
Environmental [mpact Statement (DEIS) intended to provide information on potential environmental
impacts that could result from the proposed action to construct, operate and monitor, and close a
geologic repository at Yucca Mountain, Nevada, and

WHEREAS, Clark County is specified in the DEIS as being in the Region of Influence,
defined as the specific area of study for each of the resource areas that DOE assessed for the EIS
analyses, and

WHEREAS, DOE in 1988 designated Clark County as an “affected unit of local-
government,” under provisions of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended, in further recognition
of the potential impacts to Clark County, its citizens and economy, and

WHEREAS, Clark County, which includes the incorporated cities of Las Vegas, Boulder
City, Henderson, North Las Vegas and Mesquite, is one of the fastest growing counties in the nation
with 1.3 million residents, and 32 million visitors, is experiencing severe traffic congestion, and
axtensive construction activities, and '

WHEREAS, the DEIS lists potential options in Clark County for the transportation of
commercial spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste including Interstate 15, the Las
Vegas Valley Beltway transportation alignment, currently under construction, rail lines connecting
to the Union Pacific Railroad at Valley modified and Jean, and sidings at Apex/Dry Lake and
Sloan/Jean, and

WHEREAS, the DEIS fails to consider potential public health and safety effects from the
transportation of nuclear waste through Clark County, in particular the Las Vegas Valley, and

WHEREAS, despite the dependence of Clark County on the volatile economic sector of
tourism, the DEIS fails to evaluate impacts to Clark County's economy due to repository operation
and transportation, and

WHEREAS, notwithstanding the potential impacts that could occur from the transportation
of the nuclear waste, other sociceconomic issues such as impact on quality of life and stigma affects
are also not evaluated in the DEIS, and

WHEREAS, DOE failed to interact appropriately with Clark County government to receive
accurate and complete local information during the preparation of the DEILS, and




WHEREAS, DOE effectively excluded members of minority and low-income groups from
the public information process, and

WHEREAS, The failure of the DEIS to adequately consider the potential impacts to Clark
County’s economy, public health and safety and quality of life to its citizens is not in the spirit and
intent of national environmental policy and requirements.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT

1. Since Clark County and other issues, appropriately required by the National Environmental Policy
Act, are not adequately addressed in the DEIS, a new DEIS or a supplemental EIS for Yucca
Mountain must be prepared by DOE to address failures in the current draft DEIS.

2. Clark County's written comments and concerns regarding the DEIS shall be transmitted to the
President, Nevada’s Congressional delegation, the Council on Environmental Quality, and the
leadership of the Senate and House of Representatives.

PASSED, ADOFTED AND APPROVED this /5 _ Day of M 2000

CLARK COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

By: B—JD)M

BRUCE L. WOODBURY
Chairman

ATTEST:

%ﬁm

Y B. P@RAGUIRRE, ct:»u@/(:lerk
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U.S. Department of Energy's Draft Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic
Repostitory for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at
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Clark County, Nevada Comments, 25 February 2000, DEIS for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal
of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Leve! Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada

. 1.0 INTRODUCTION
Primary Reference; DEIS Chapters 1, 11

Major Points of This Chapter:

= The EIS is a key document in the federal approval and licensing process for the proposed repository at
Yucca Mountain. It is of utmost importance that all potential impacts of the repository on Clark
County are identified and analyzed in the EIS since it will be used by DOT, Congress, DOE and other
federal entities to recommend, plan and implement mitigation strategies and programs.

In preparing the DEIS, DOE has:

* virtually ignored the standing of Clark County and other affected units of local government (AULG), as
specified in the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA), as amended

* ignored the comments provided by Clark County, the State of Nevada and other AULG in 1995 during the
scoping phase of DETS development.

= disregarded more accurate local information (e.g., demographics, development and strategic plans,
transportation system, etc.) available for use in the DEIS

= refused w acknowledge information and reference documents provided by Clark County and other
AULG:s that documented key impact areas of importance and concern to affected communitics.

The DEIS is insufficient and incomplete with regard to National Emvironmental Policy Act requirements,
Executive Order 12898, and professional practice because the DEILS:

= provided insulficient scope and detail to allow for impact determination that could result in the planning

. and implementation of mitigation and management plans,

= narrowly defined the scope and nature of impacts, thus assuring that few impacts of significance would be
identified. For cxample, the DEIS ignored potential impact calegories important o Clark Counly's
cconomy and (e.g., stigma effects on tourism, land use conflicts, property diminution and unfunded
mandates on local government) although there is credible evidence that shows that these may occur,

= failed to include minorities and low-income groups in the scoping, interactive and hearing processes ‘
related to the EIS.

1.1 Rationale and Importance of Clark County Comments

The information available and evaluated in the EIS are important in assessing whether Yucca Mountain is
suitable as a permancnt repository for spent commercial nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste. Should
the Secretary of Energy recommend that the President approve Yucca Mountain as svitable for the development
of a repository, the Final ELS (FELS) will be submitted with the Site Recommendarion Considerations Report.
The FEIS will also accompany an application to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for their analysis
regarding whether Yucca Mountain can be licensed as a nuclear wasle repository.

Congress, the NRC and others will also employ the DELS as a major source of informalion on potential program
impacts. Therefore, it is important to Clark County, other affected units of government (AULG), and the State
of Nevada that the DEIS adheres to NEPA guidelines and accurately and completely describes potential impacts
to our communities from Yucca Mountain Program activities,

To the extent that local impacts are not addressed or inadequately addressed in the DEIS, the chances incrcase
. that Congress may not consider, or even be aware of, potentially substantive impacts o AULGs. Clark County
is concerned that impacts oot noled in a documenl required by the NWPA could result in the disallowance of
mitigation requests ¢ven when supported by other documentation,  This 15 the major reason that Clark County,
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. Nevada, strongly objects to the DEIS in its present form. To meet the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the DEIS must characterize and describe potential Yucca Mounlain
program-related impacts that may affect our communities. DOE has failed to do this in this document.

In preparing the DEIS, DOE has ignored community issues that should have been appropriately addressed under
NEPA. These will be discussed in greater detail later in the review. DOE has also ignored the reasons that it is
important for a cotiumunily to have these issues considered. The mandated role of local government is to
protect the general welfare of its residents, and in the case of Clark County, the miflions of tourists who visit
Las Vegas and Clark County annually. DOE managers, scientists and technicians have preparcd the DEIS
according to the rules of applied science and levels of probability. However, DOE has failed to take into
account that potential impacts that may affect local communities are often defined by local government
decision-makets, the public and others in the jurisdiction. These definitions relate to the sustainability or
livability of a community with regard to economic, environmental and social conditions. This broader view
community view has often been upheld in the legal system.

Clark County recognizes that legitimate debate can take place about the relevance or the extent of particular
impacts. It is our contention, however, that any potential impact of importance to affected parties must at least
be acknowledged in the DEIS. TFor example, impacts on tourism in Clark County should be considered in the
DEIS since this is an issue that affects strategic plans and day-to-day activitics of local governmental officials
and mecmbers of the public.

Tourism and gaming are Clark County’s, and the State of Nevada's major cconomic dnivers.  Almost half the

Stale of Nevada's revenne is generated by gaming, and fully 70% of that gaming revenue is generated in Clark

County. The convention industry, a major subset of (ourism, atiracts enough groups and individuals to the area

to make Clark County the largest convenlion destination in the U.5. Despite its importance to Clark County,
. potential impacts to this key economic sector was not even considered in the DETS,

Impacts to Clark County would, in great part, result from the many potential alternate truck or rail
transpottation routes that may traverse the Las Vegas Valley. The highway and rail routes noled in the DEIS
would resolt in shipments of nuclear waste being transported on Interstatc 15, adjacent to the “Strp,” the
location of most of Clark County’s major casinos, and U.S. 95, where an increasing number of hotels and
casinos are heing constructed.

The transport of nuclear waste through urbanized Clark County, particularly with our substantial growth and
tratfic congestion, offers a greater potential for accidents. The implications to a tourist-based cconomy are
many, Whether or not an accident results in the release of radioactivity, it is certain that it would lead to
widespread media coverage. Such publicity could result in decisions by potential visitors to avoid Las Vegas
and southern Nevada, Convention planners, who have to consider liability and responsibility to their clients,
could also advise their customers to consider other destinations.

Conceivably, an accident could negatively affect Clark County’s economy. However, DOE dismisscs “risk
perception and stigmatization” as “not related to the proposed action,” cven though in this case economic
impacts may result from public perception of the risk involved. (Sce Page 8-9 of the Summary document). An
examination of the implications of routing selection in the DEIS would have lead to a consideration of the
potential impacts that could occur. Other examples will be cited later in our review.

To understand concerns such as these, DOE needs to reflect on how local elected officials consider a major

federal project such as the one being proposed in the DELIS. In making decisions, local officials must use any

information, no matter how uncertain or well defined, to consider the implications to their constituents. This

basic criterion may be stated as follows, “Is an event or impact from that event more likely than not to happen
. and, if so, what must we do to mitigate any harmful effects?”
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In other words, the standard of proof for technical or statistical decision-making may have the appearance of
being more stringent but it is generally much less related to the rcal world than that which needs to be
considered by local elected officials and the public when evaluating the effects of major projects. Technical or
statistical data, even when applied with accepted industry standards, often provide an artificial appearance of
reality. In many cases, there isn’t sufficient experience, information or data to substantiale the numbers.

It is this need on the part of local governments that must be melt in order for an environmental impact statement
to reflect reality. Thus, DOE does a great disservice to local communities when the DEIS is not written to take
into account the potential effects of the Yucca Mountain Program on the economy of Clark County and in other
potential impact arcas. For example, effects on program costs and the liability of local governments, the
necessity for transportation infrastructure improvements, the potential loss of property value, and the potential
stigmatization of local area services and products have all been documented as impacts clsewhere. But, they
have not been addressed in the Yucca Mountain DEIS. While there may be questions regarding the present or
future occurrence of such impacts and their potential magnitude, it is important that there at least be
acknowledgement of the issues in the DEIS.

If these impacts of greatest concern to the residents and cleeted officials of Clark County are not addressed,
there can he no reasonable expectation that meaningful mitigation planning can take place. Since a major goal
of an LIS is to provide a broad enough scope and enough detail to allow for such action, this DEIS must be
considered incomplete and insufficient.

1.2 Role of Clark County in the Yucca Mountain Program

Since 1983 Clark County has fulfilled its responsibilities under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, and its
subseguent amendments in 1987 and 1992 (NWPA). In Aprl 1988, DOE acknowledged that there may be
impacts to our community from the Yucca Mountain Program, by designating Clark County as an affected unit
of local government (AULG) under provisions of the NWPA'. The stipulated roles and responsibilities of
Clark County under the NWPA are consistent with its mandate as a subdivision ol the State of Nevada and its
responsibilities to protect the health, safety and wellare of its residents.

The County's concerns about potential impacts from the repository project were [irst stated immediately atter
passage of the NWPA in a 1983 issue paper and memorandum® to the Clark County Munager written by the
then director of the Department of Comprehensive Planning. This memorandum not only reflects the County’s
responsibility as an AULG under the NWPA, but also its governmental mission as seen in the lengthy history of
actions by the County Commissioners and agencies aimed at overseeing the Yucca Mountain program,

A portion of the 1983 memo noted:

“It is important that issues pertinent to Clark County and local entities are considered at the
earliest date. In addition 1o ensuring that impacts are minimized, it is also important to make
the federal government aware of the degree of local concern about: a) the project, and b) the
fact that Clark Counry and its citizens would be the best judge on determining what local
impacts would result.* (Donald Shalmy memorandum to County Manager Spaulding,
December 1983).

The 1983 briefing report was a response to a request for information from a county commissioner and raised
five issues that Clark County and local entities needed to carefully consider to ensure that impacts would be
minimized. These issues were stated as:

' gmergency response;

* {ransporlation routes and modes;

* sociocconomic considerations, including employment and impacts from construction;

*  perceptval issues and their influence, for example, on tourism, and guality of life; and,

*  funding to mitigate and minimize impacts angd for the analysis of potential impacts from the project.”
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Although additional important matters such as environmental justice, fiscal impacts on government, and greater
public involvement have been added, these five issues have remained part of the core County concerns, as
reflected in this response to the DEIS and a host of other county formal communications with the DOE. The
following sections will provide background on the County’s efforts to invesligate these issues within its
governmental and AULG mandates. The ongoing interactions between the County and the DOE and their
effects on the county program will also be discusscd.

1.3 Interagency/Intergovernmental Interacti'uns, NEPA Requirements and the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act

1.3.1  Interaction with Clark County and other Affected Units af Local Government

In the DEIS, Appendix C, DOE listed and described interactions that it has had with federal, Native Amecrican,
State of Nevada, AULG and other agencics. In most cases, DOE provided bricf descriptions of the authority or
interest that each organization holds and the nature of the interactions, With this cinphasis on brevity, the
Appendix provides little substantive information that may be used to identify the concerns of each entity and
possible analysis of these issues in the DEIS,

Section 116[¢](1)(B) of NWPA formally recognizes affected units of local government in the Yucca Mountain
Program. In 1985, the Clark County Board of County Commissioners adopted a resolution opposing the
selection of the Yucca Mountain site, and in early 1988 a resolution declared the county an AULG. Hence, the
County Commissioners’ actions were in full compliance with the NWPA, and they agreed that as an AULG, the
County would assume the following roles and responsibilities:

* Determine any potential economic, social, public health and safety, and environmental impacts of the
reposilory on the state, affected unit of local government and its residents;

*  Develop a request for impact assistance (if appropriate);

* Engage in monitoring, testing or evaluation activities with respect to site characterization activities;

* Provide information to state (county) residents regarding any activities of the State, County, the Secretary
of Energy, or the Nuclear Regulatory Commission with respect to the site; and,

*  Request information from, and make comments and recommendations to the DOE on actions they have
taken (Section 116 [c](1)(B), emphasis added).

This response to the DEIS clearly falls under this last bulleted mandate and the NEPA (discussed below), In
addition, the County has responsibility to protect the health, safety, and welfare of its residents under the
General Welfare Clause. Should the repository siting, operation, or transportation of waste have negative
impacts, the County is required to provide protection to its residents, To fulfill this responsibility, the County
has made and will continue to make extensive etforts to communicate its concerns about potentially negative
impacts to the DOL,

Prior to the EIS Scoping Meetings in 1995, all ten of the AULG mel with then Secretary of Energy O'Leary,
and the Under Secretary of DOE to describe our role in the NWPA and amendments, and to discuss issues of
importance. Clark County noted that one of the key factors, still missing from the program, was that the
AULGs effective involvement in any program was contingent on DOE's acknowledgement of the role of local
governments as pre-decisional participants in all phases of the siting process.”,’ In this and other meetings,
Clark County clearly indicated the importance that it attached to the full implementation of NEPA provisions.

Clark County further attempted to demonstrate to DOE the importance attached by its decision-makers to
potential negative impacts and the importance of the EIS process. We commented on DOE's Notice of Intent
with a document entitled, “A Review of Iimpact Assessment Concerns.™ This document was transmitted to
DOE in compliance with the DOE EIS Scoping requirements, and contained an examination of the major
concerns and issues that Clark County helieved needed to be addressed in the impact assessment effort. The
issues raised in the document were the result of years of studies by Clark County, the State of Nevada, and
other local governments, and years of meetings in which these and other issues were discussed.
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In brief, these issues included the following:

=  Property value diminution;

=  Regional raffic disruptions;

* Inequitable distribution of risk—environmental justice;

* Project-related business and population impacts;

* Negative impacts on the visitor economy;

* Local government finance imbalance resulting from project related costs; and,

*  Political and institutional conflict resulting from the program causing local political instability.

These concerns are further considered in later sections of this review.

A 1998 meeting hetween the AULGs and DOE led o an agreement thal any of the counties may provide
reference material to DOE for use in the DEIS and EIS process. In response (o this, Clark County submitted a
reference document entitled, “Comments, Findings and References Regarding The Draft Yucca Mountain
Environmenial Impact Statement.” This submittal was designed to [1] highlight significant issues that Clark
County believes the DOE must address in meeting its responsibilities under NEPA, [2] present findings and
contextual information regarding the comments listed, and, [3] provide references to substantiate the comments
and findings discussed. The reference document described the County’s concerns in cight arcas, including:

=  Public and institutional processcs

= Scope and policy

*  Cumulative impacts and integration with other EISs
®* Methodology

®  Public health and safety

= Transportation

= Environmental justice

* Tiscal and cconomic effects.

The accompanying letter stated that, “The EIS is for Clark County and the other AULGs the most important
document produced in this program™ The letter also stated that a major strength that Clark County brings to
the EIS process is that it has a comprehensive knowledge of its geographical area of responsibility, This
submittal was an attcmpt by the County to aid in producing a better EIS by offering its cooperation and
expertise, and by requesting that Clark County and the other AULGs be brought into the process prior to the
completion of the DEIS. The letter went on to request that these materials, “be cited in the EIS by the DOE
where appropriate, placed in public reading rooms along with other EIS materials, furnished directly upon
request to interested persons, and otherwise made accessible through electronic and/or hard copy means.”’

Under NEPA provisions, the DOE was required to make all reference materials available to the public and
others for at least the full public comment period. Despite DOE assurances, these actions were not taken and
the reference documents provided by Clark County and several other AULGs were not cited in the DEIS nor
were they included as an appendix. In fact, the DEIS made the erronecus statement that only Nye county
submitted such comments.

This decision by DOE not to include Clark County and other AULG documents was a violation of an agreement
between two governmental entities hoth possessing legal standing under the NWPA,

DOE had repeatedly assured the county that these issues and concerns would be addressed in the DEIS.
However, there is little in the document that shows that DOE took these comments seriously.  Despite the fact
that the County comments drew hcavily on the Environmental Assessment Checklist developed by the DOE
Office of NEPA Oversight, many of its comments were not addressed. Consequently, critical issues to Clark
County are either not addressed, poorly addressed, or not realistically addressed in the DEIS.

Such inaction by DOE during the scoping and DEIS process may be a violation of NWPA Scction 117, that
states that it Nevada [and AULGs] or a tribe makes a wrilten request for information, the Secretary of Energy
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has 30 days to answer. If not answered, the request would go to the President. I s/he does not reply in writing
within 30 days, the process of sile characterization must be suspended until a written answer is provided., This
provision has not been implemented nor has it been followed by the Department of Energy.

REFERENCES

! Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, As Amended (Public Law 97-425; 96 Stat. 22018), as amended by P.L. 100-203
{1987) and P.L. 102-486 (The Energy Policy Act of 1992); generally classified to 42 U.S.C. 10101 and [ollowing.

:_B Shalmy, I, Memorandurn to Bruce Spaulding, County Manager, December 21, 1983

* Affeeted Units of Local Government, (Tanvary 13, 19935). Meeting with the Secretary and Under Secretary U.S.
Department of Energy.

* Overview of the Clark County, Nevada Nuclear Waste Repository Program. (November 6, 1991). “Yucca Mountain and
Governmental Trust Issues: The Perspeetive from Clark County. Presented before the Seerctary of Energy Advisory Bourd
Task Force on Civilian Radioactive Waste Management.

* Clark County Department of Comprehensive Planning, Nuclear Waste Division, “DOL’s High-Level Nuclear Waste
Program: A Review of Impact Assessment Concerns.” Clark County Department ol Comprehensive Planning, Nuclear
Wasle Division, December 1995,

® Letter to W. Dixon, OCEWM, DOE North Las Vegas Office, from D). Bechiel, Nuclear Waste Division, Clark County
Department of Comprehensive Planning. December 7, 1998,
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. 20  GENERAL ISSUES REGARDING THE DRAFT EIS

Major Points of This Chapter:

= The DEIS does not comply with the letter and intent of NEPA since the DEIS did not provide a realistic
alternative that allows for consideration of a No Action Allernative.

= DOE did not make a diligent effort o involve the public and implement NEPA procedures. In
particular, no substantial effort was made by DOE to involve groups that would be affected by the
Yucca Mountain Program, especially low-income and minority populations. DOE failed to comply
with Tixecutive Order 12898 thal directs the agency to consult with states, Native American tribes and
local governments to assist in identifying minority and low-income groups.

= DOFE did not address rapid and significant changes in population and demography within Clark County,
the fastest growing County in the nation and in Las Vegas, the fastest growing city in the nation, DOR
did not consider future growth patterns and attributes of the Clark County population during the project
lite..

=  The discussion of cumulative impacts, particularly regurding (ransportation through Clark County, is
inadequate since there is no recognition of upcoming projects at the Nevada Test Site or other
activities that would oceur at or near the Yucca Mountain site.

Because of the lack of compliance with NEPA requirements, consideration of important individual and
cumulative impacts, and inclusion of affected groups in the process, the DEIS is inadequate and
incomplete.  Therefore, the DEIS does not provide enough scope and detail to allow for meaningful
mitigation planning.

. 2.1 Introduction

In this section, Clark County will provide comments on general, or crosscutting issues, regarding the Yucca
Mountain EIS. First, the [our parts of this section include general discussions about DOE’s compliance with
the letter and intent of NEPA, public involvement processes during scoping and the DEIS comment period, and
the DEIS consideration of environmental justice and cumulative impacts, Then, in each part, comments and
NEPA relerences are provided regarding specific DEIS treatment of these issues,

‘This approach will be repeated, as appropriate, in our comments regarding issues related to the site,
transportation and other impact areas.

2.2 Review of DOE Compliance with NEPA Letter and Intent
Primary Reference: DUIS Ch. 1, 11, App. B]

The DEIS falls short of NEPA requirements in a number of areas. First, the alternatives identified to the
Proposed Action are unreasonable and tncomplete, While NEPA does not require every possible alternative to
be considered, it does require that all "reasonable” alternatives to the proposal be considered. Turther, NEPA
also requires that the alternatives be considered that are beyond what the applicant "likes or is itself capable of
carrying out” (46 Fed. Reg. 180266). As currently drafied, the alternatives outlined in the DEIS do not mect
these requirements.

The DEIS also does not contain sufficient detail in order to cvalvate mitigation nceds. While this may be
addressed in future documents, the current DEIS language provides no guarantees. Thus, a whole range of
issues and responsibilities are left ambiguous. This could result in a significant harm to the residents of Clark
County. There are also methodological and data problems within the DEIS, especially, as they relate to

. population health risks, uncerrainties in site characterization models, and the analysis of environmental justice
impacts,
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Clark County provides a detailed commentary to the DOE regarding the DEIS. We recommend that DOE begin
a second phase analysis of key NEPA issues identilied within this review, especially with regard 1o case law
that specifically supports the Clark County’s position that certain types of impacts be investigated.

For example, an initial examination of the case law that is purported to support the DOE's contention that
stigma need not be addressed within the DEIS, Metraopolitan Edison Compuany v. People Against Nuclear
FErergy (460 US 766, 103 5.Ct. 1556, 75 L/Ed. 534 (1983)), indicatcs that the scope of impact assessment may
actvally be muoch narrower than DOE's.

Finally, the DEIS violates the spirit of NEPA by not revealing the transportation routes that were analyzed for
shipment of the SNF and HLW, The lack of information in the DEIS runs contrary to previous DOE practices
that considered the Waste Tsolation Pilot Project (WIPP) EIS and Supplemental EIS.

The current DEIS falls far short of what is needed for such a major federal project as the Yucca Mountain
Program. Clark County recommends that DOE withdraw the current DEIS and undertake the investigations
necessary to produce an EIS that fully deseribes the impacts and appropriate mitigation alternatives in order for
the President to make an informed decision on the suitability of the repository.

22,1 DEIS Assumptions, Scope and Policy; Relationship to NEPA and Other Federal Requirements

The specific comment groups hereafter are organized in the following manner, A selection from the DEIS is
followed by a Clark County comment regacding its adequacy or potential impact on Clark County. This is then
referenced Lo an appropriate section(s) of NEPA, the Nuclear Waste Policy Act and/or other federal directives.

For the reader’s convenience, we have included the (ext of any cited NEPA regulations prior to the comments,
We have also included selected text from an EPA publication, “Forly Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s
NEPA Regulations™ and Presidential Executive Qrder 12898,

NEPA Regulation: Sec. 1502.1 Purpose. It shall provide full and fair discussion of significant environmental
impacts and shall inform decision-makers and the public of the reasonable alternatives which would aveid ar
minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment.

NEPA Regulation: Sec. 1502.2 Implemeniation. To achieve the purposes set forth in Sec. 1502.1 agencies
shall prepare environmental impact statements in the following manner: (e) The range of alternatives discussed
in environmental impact statements shall encompass those to be considered by the ultimate agency decision-
matker.

NEPA Regulation: Sec. 1502.14. Alternatives including the proposed action. Based on the information and
analysis presented in the sections on the Affected Environment (Sec. 1502.15) and the Environmental
Consequences (Sec, 1502,16), an EIS should present the environmental impacts of the proposal and the
alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice among
options by the decision-maker and the public. In this section agencies shall:

(a) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives which were
eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been eliminaied.

(b) Devote substantial treatment 1o each alternative considered in detail including the proposed action so that
reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits.

(¢} Include reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.

{d) Include the alternative of no action.

(e} Identify the agency's preferred alternative or allernatives, if one or more exists, in the draft statement and
identify such alternative in the final statement unless another law prohibits the expression of such a prefevence.

(f) Include appropriate mitigation measures not already included in the proposed action or alternatives.

NEPA Regulation: Sec. 1502.16 Environmental consequences. This section forms the scientific and analytic
basis for the compartsons under Sec. 150214, It shall consolidate the discussions of those elements required by
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sections [02(2)0C)i), (ii), (iv), and (v) of NEPA which are within the scope of the statement and as much of
section 102(2)CNIiL) as is necessary to support the comparisons. The discussion will include the enviranmental
impacts of the alternatives including the proposed action, any adverse environmental effects which cannot be
aveided should the proposal be implemented, the relationship between short-term uses of man's environmeni
and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity, and any irreversible or irretrievable
commitments of resources which would be involved in the proposal should it be implemented. This section
should not duplicate discussions in Sec, 150274,

NEPA Regulation: Sec. 1502.22 Incomplete or Unavailable Information. When an agency is evaluating
reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on the human environment in an environmental impact
statement and there s incomplete or unavailable information, the agency shall always make clear that such
imformation is lacking.

(a) If the incomplete information relevani 1o reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts is essential to
a reasoned chadce amonyg alternatives and the overall costs of obtaining it are not exorbitant, the agency shall
include the information in the environmental impact statement.

Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CE(Q)'s NEPA Regulations.
1%9a. Mitigation Measures, What is the scope of miligation measures that must be discussed?

The mitigation measures discussed in an EIS must cover the range of impacts of the proposal. The measures
must include such things as design alternatives that would decrease pollution emissions, construction impacts,
esthetic intrusion, as well as relocation assistance, possible land use controls that conld be enacted, and other
possible efforts. Mitipation measures must be considered even for impacts thar by themselves would not be
considered "significant.” Once the proposal itself is considered as a whole to have significant effects, all of its
specific effects on the enviromment (whether ar not "significant”) must be considered, and mitigation measures
must be develuped where it is feasible to do so. Sections 15302, 14(f), 1502.16(h), 1508.14.

19b. How should an EIS treat the subject af available mitigation measures that are (1) outside the
Jurisdiction of the lead or cooperating agencies, or (2) unlikely to be adopted or enforced by the responsible
agency?

All relevant, reasonable mitigation measures that could improve the project are to be identified, even if they
are outside the jurisdiction of the lead agency or the cooperating agencies, and thus would not be committed us
part of the Records of Decision of these agenctes. Sections 1502.16(h), 1505.2(c). This will serve to [46 FR
18032} alert agencies or officials who can implement these extra measures, and will encourage them te do so.
Because the EIS is the most comprehensive environmental document, it is an ideal vehicle in which to lay out
not only the full range of environmental impacts bul also the full spectrum of appropriate mitigation.

However, 1o ensure that environmenial ¢ffects of a proposed action are fairly assessed, the probability of the
mitigation measures being implemented must also be discussed. Thus, the EIS and the Record of Decision
should indicate the likelihood that such measures will be adopted or enforced by the responsible agencies.
Sections 1502, 16(h), 1505.2. If there is a history of non-enforcement or opposition ta such measures, the EIS
and Record of Decision should acknowledge such oppasition or non-enforcement. If the necessary mitigation
measures will nat be ready for a long period of time, this fact, of course, shoild also be recognized.

Executive Order 12898, Agencies should consider the composition of the affected areaq, to determine whether
minority populations, low-income populations, or Indian tribes are present in the area affected by the proposed
action, and If s0 whether there may be disproporiionaiely high and adverse human health or environmenial
effects on minority populations, low-income populations, or Indian tribes.

Agencies should consider relevant public health data and industry data concerning the potential for multiple or
cumplative exposure to human health or environmental hazards in the affected population and historical
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patterns of exposure to environmental hazards, to the extent such information is reasonably available. For
example, data may suggest there are disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental
effects on a minority population, low-income population, or Indian tribe from the agency action. Agencies
should consider these multiple, or cumudative effects, even if certain effects are not within the control or subject
to the discretion of the agency proposing the action.

Agencies should recognize the interrelated cultural, social, occupational, historical, or economic factors that
may amplify the notural and physical envirormental effects of the proposed agency action. These factars should
include the physical sensitivity of the community or population to particular impacts; the effect of any
disruption on the community Structure associated with the proposed action; and the nature and degree of
impact on the plysical and social structure of the community.

2.2.2  Clark County Comments and NEPA Citations Regarding Specific DEIS Statements: DEIS Scope,
Alternatives, Scenarios, Costs, Mitigation

DEIS Statement (pg. 1-23) - Many other public scoping comments presented views and concerns not related to
the scope or content of the Proposed Action. Examples of such comments include lack of public confidence in
the Yucca Mountain program, incquitics and political aspects of the siling process by which Yucca Mountain
was sclected for further study by Congress, risk perception and stigmatization, legal issues involving Native
American land claims and treaty rights, and unrelated DOE activities. DOE considered and recorded these
concerns in the comment summary document on the scoping process (DOE 1997a, all), but has not included
analyses of these issucs in the EIS.

Clark County Comment - DOE has taken certain impacts of concern to Clark County and characterized
them as “not related to the scope of the Proposed Action,” While these may not be of concern to DOE, they
form important bases for decision-making among county elected officials, community leaders, business
personnel and individuals. These include concerns about the impacts of tourisls’ and visitors’ perceptions of
tisk and potential consequences of these perceptions, predictions about the effects on commerce by business
personnel, and concerns about health, welfare and economic well-being of county residents. Investigations of
(hese malters and others, including stigma to area products and services, and the equity of risks to various
populations have been requested by the State of Nevada, Clark County, other AULGs and a number of
individuals. NEPA Regulation: Sec. 1502.14 Alternatives including the proposed action,

DEIS Statement (pg. 2-1) - DOE does not intend to represent the No-Action Alternative as a viable long-term
solution but rather to use it as a bascline against which the Proposced Action can be evaluated.

Clark County Comment - Under the requirements of NEPA, DOE should have a realistic alternative
that aliows for the consideration of No-Action. DOE's No-Action Sccnario 1 is not realistic in that it provides
for institutional controls for 10,000 years if spent nuclear fuel (SNF) and high level radicactive waste (HLW)
remains stored at nuclear power plants. At the other extreme, No-Action Scenario 2 drops institutional controls
after 100 years. Scenario 1 may not be possible and Scenario 2 would not reflect appropriate and likely
governmental actions. NEPA Regulation: Sec. 130214 Alternatives including the proposed action

EIS Statement (pg. 2-65) 2.2.2.2 - In No-Action Scenario 1, DOE would continue to manage its spent nuclear
fuel and high-level radioactive waste in above-or-below-grade dry storage facilities at five sites around the
country. Commercial utilities would continue to manage their spent nuclear fuel at 72 sites. The commercial
and DOE sites would remain under effective institutional control for at least 10,000 years. DOE based the
1L, 000-year analysis period on the generally applicable Environmental Protection Agency regulation for the
disposal of spent fue]l and high-level radioactive waste (40 CFR Part 191), even though the regulation would not
apply to disposal at Yucca Mountain,

Clark County Comment - This allernative 1s not authentic since it posils that institutional controls
would remain for 10,000 years at 77 facilities that currently store spent fuel. DOE's alternative for institutional
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controls should be reasonably comparable. It is not reasonable to compare relaxed standards of the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act with a more restricted national standard. Further, under this scenario, storage facilities would
be completely replaced every 100 years. This artificially distorts the cost of a "realistic” on site storage for an
interim period of 20-50 years while a fair search for an appropriate disposal solution is sought. Further, HLW
at DOE facilities throughout the country are the responsibility, in perpetuity, of the DOE, Replacement of
buildings at these facilities should not be factored into the costs of the No-Action alternative. The spirit of
NEPA requires the formulation of realistic scenarios in order to identify alternatives, impacts and potential
mitigation strategies. The DEIS fails to meet the spirit and letter of NEPA in this regard. NEPA Regulation:
Sec. 1502.14 Alternatives including the proposed uction; Sec. 1502.16 Environmental consequences.

DEIS Statement (pg. 2-67) 2.2.2,3 - In No-Action Scenario 2, spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive
waste would remain in dry storage at commercial and DOE sites and would be under effective institutional
control for approximately 100 years (the same as Scenario 1). Beyond that time, the scenario assumes no
- effective institutional control. Therefore, aller about 100 years and up o 10,000 years, the analysis assumed
that the spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste storage facilities al 72 commercial and 5 DOE sites
would begin to deteriorate and that the radioactive materials in themn could be released into the environment.
DOE based the choice of 100 years on a review of generally applicable Environmental Protection Agency
regulations for the disposat of spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste.

Clark County Comment - This alternative is also biased because it assumes that if the Yucca Mountain
tepository is not approved, there will be no solution for nuclear waste disposal for 10,000 years. Further, it
assumes that after 100 years institutional controls will be removed. If no nuclear waste disposal solution is
forthcoming after 100 years, it is unlikely that institutional controls will be abandoned. NEPA Regulation: Sec.
1502.14 Alternatives including the proposed action; Sec. [502.2 Implementation,

DEIS Statement (pg. 2-67) 2.2.3 - The cstimated cost of both Scenarios 1 and 2 for the first 100 years ranges
from $51.5 hillion to $56.7 billion, depending on whether the dry storage canisters have Lo be replaced every
100 years. The estimated cost for the remaining 9,900 years of Scenario | ranges from $480 million to $529
million per year. There are no costs for Scenario 2 after the first 100) years because the scenario assumes no
effective institutional control,

Clark County Comment - Because of the faulty scenarios put forth in the DEIS, the cost data in section
2.2.3 has no basis. DOE should provide a No Action set of scenarios that at least are protective of the public
health and safety. The scenarios should also incorporate both institutional and passive controls at the current
storage sites that are comparable to what DOE intends to use at the proposed repository. NEPA Regulation:
Sec. 1502, 14 Alternarives including the proposed action; Sec. 1502.16 Environmental consequences.

DEIS Statement (pg. 2-79), 2.4

= FProm 0.04 to 0.4 square kilomelter (10 to 100 acres) of land could be contaminated to the extent it would not
be usable for long periods near each of the 77 sites for No-Action Scenario 2. There could be accompanying
impacts on biological resources, socioeconomic conditions, cultural resources, and aesthetic resources for
long periods. Such impacts for the Proposed Action and No-Action Scenario ! would be very small.

* For No-Action Scenario 2, there could be low levels of contamination in the surface watersheds and high
concentrations of contaminants in the groundwater downstream of the 77 sites for long periods. There
would be no such impacts for No-Action Scenario 1. For the Proposed Action, there could be low levels of
contamination in the groundwater in the Amargosa Desert for a long period,

s Projected radiological impacts to the public for the first 10,000 years for the Proposed Action would be low
(0.00055 to 0.00053 latent cancer fatality per year) compared to No-Action Scenario 2 (3,300 latent cancer
fatalities).

. = Radionuclides would be released lor a long period ol time under the Proposed Action and peak doses would

occur hundreds of thousand years after closure of the repository.
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. *  Projected long-term fatalities associated with No-Action Scenario 1 would be about 1,000, primarily to the

workforee at storage sites.

= Risks associated with sabotage and materials diversion in relation to fissionable material stored at the 77
sites would be much greater than they would be if the fissionable material were in a monitored deep
geologic repository.

The projected cost associated with No-Action Scenario 1 would be approximately $600 million a year (1998

dollars} for 9,900 years. Projected long-term costs for the Proposed Action would be very low while there

would be none for No-Action Scenario 2 duc to the lack of institutional control.

Clark County Comment - Since the No-Action scenarios are unreasonable, the forccasted impacts are
invalid. NEPA Regulation: Sec. 1502.16 Environmental consequences; Sec, 1502.22 Incomplete or unavailable
information

DEIS Statement (p. 9-5) 9.2.2.2 — The DEIS asserts that the Yucca Mountain vicinily is isolated from
concentrations of human population and human activity and is likely (o remain so.

Clark County Comment — This statement 1s not supportable given the rate of growth in the Amargosa
Valley area and the rapidly expanding growth of northern Clark County. Expansion in the Amargosa Valley
(and indeed southern Nevada) would most likely be limited by the availability of ground water. Therefore, any
reduction in the water available for farming and/or other development is an important impact o that area.
Considering the hydrologic basin that receives water from the Yucca Mountain arca as “sparsely populaled”
may be true today, but considering the rapid growth in this area this statement cannot “hold water” for the
period of repository construction and operation, NEPA Regulation. Sec. 13502.16 Environmental consequences.

2.3 Public Involvement
. Primary Reference: DEIS Ch 1

Federal code requires that agencies "make diligent cfforis to involve the public in preparing and implementing
their NEPA procedures” (40 CFR 1506.6(a)). It gocs on further to say thal they are required "to inform those
persons and agencies who may be interested or affected" (40 CFR 1506.6(b), [emphasis added]. However, in
the DEIS, DOE does not demonstrate how they have made diligent effort (0 involve those who may be
interested or affected.

40 CFR 23.3, Requirements for RCRA Public Participation, requires access to the decision-making process by
the public. The participation guidelines expect public "access” to the decision-making process, and expect that
"dialoguc” be created.  That is, the agency must assimilate public viewpoints and purposes, and then
demonstrate that this assimilation has occurred.

The NWPA states that public participation is "essential to promote public confidence in the safety of [the
repository]”, so, therefore, "appropriate procedures must be taken to ensure [that the Yucca Mountain Site
Characterization Plan and  attributes of the site] do not adversely affect public health and safety and the
environment for this or future generations."

Public participation under Executive Order 12898, and the DOE Environmental Justice Stratcgy, which are
binding upon the preparation of the DEIS, require that six principles must be implemented:

* Agencies should consider the composition of the population in areas affected by actions, whether minority
or low-income cormmunities or Indian tribes arc present, and whether there may be disproportionately high
and adverse effects on them.

*  Agencies should consider data regarding potential multiple or comulative exposures.

* Agencies should recognize that cultural, social, occupational, historical, or economic factors may amplify

. effects of actions, for example, effects on populations with heightened sensitivities to exposures, or effects
0T community structure.
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. *  Agencies should develop public participation strategies, and acknowledge and strive o overcome barriers
to participation.
*  Agencies should assure early and meaningful representation in agency processes of all groups within the
affected population,
*  Agencies should seek representation from Indian tribes affected by actions.

The Council on Environmental Quality stipulates that these six principles include translation of documents, and
the holding of hearings in more than one language if and as needed, and that a Federal agency must ensure that
all documents and hearings shall be understandable.’ What has been done to implement this requirement of
cnvironmental justice? There is no Spanish translation of the DEIS available, reports, notifications and
newsletlers are not published in Spanish even though the TXOE is aware that a significant proportion of the
residents of Nevada and along potential transportation routes speak and rcad Spanish as their {irst language.
Likewise, interpreters were not present at DOE hearings.

More deeply, since 'understand’ is not confined to ‘use my language,' we must ask what efforts DOE has made to
translate its thouwghts, evidence, pluns or proposals into standard English as utilized by the majority, lay
population? There has been very little such effort to interpret often complex concepts into standard English.

Although some portions of the DEIS show editing, praphics, examples, definitions or illustrations meant to
render text more comprehensible, the document is written primarily in the language of DOE management. Even
though acronyms are explained, the sense of the reasoning used is not readily apparent to users of standard
English. Considerable interpretation is required, to make the document and its many concepts comprehensible
and, therefore, capable of analysis and discussion by members of the public .

Further, the CEQ requires that the DOE uose facilities that are local to any affected sub-population. This wounld

. mean holding meetings in the neighborhoods of any such affected populations. In Clark County, these mectings
hiave been held at Cashman Field or in the adjacent State of Nevada Sawyer Building, or at UNLV - all casily
reached by those with a car and with time for an afternoon or evening mecting. But, in a practical sense, this
means that anyone who wants to be heard by the DOE must have Lhe time and the ability to meet at pre-
arranged DOE mecting sites, rather than at neighborhood locations more convenient for those people who
would be affecled by Lhe project.. DOE' attempt at outreach has failed miserably.

We are, therefore, concerned that DOE made no substantial cffort to reach the people who would be most
alfected by the Yucca Mountain project. To counter this deficiency in outreach, from October 1999 through
January 2000, Clark County NWD staff presented information about the DEIS at more than 20 public meetings
in Clark County and to a large number of individvals. Almost without cxception, we were asked why DOE
wasn't doing more to directly inform the public about the DEIS?

In DEIS Scction 1.5.1, DOE indicated that during the scoping process, they invited members of the general
public to participate in the process. The Department mailed a series of information releases to Yucca Mountain
stakeholders and members of the public notifying them of the opportunity to comment, However, there is ho
indication of the number of members of the general public or which groups were sent the information.

Section 1.5.1 further noted that during the scoping process, DOE "...submitted press releases and public service
announcements to newspapers and television and radio stations; ..." Again, there is no indication regarding
which newspapers or television and radio stations were notified. There is no indication that DOE made any

attempl to encourage public involvement during the public comment period on the DEIS.

There is also no deseription of any elforts made 10 contact the public about the DEIS during the comment
period. With a project as important as the Yucca Mountain Program, one that may affect generations of
Nevadans, it would have been in the spirit of NEPA to broadly disseminate advertisements, in addition to public
. service announcements on radio and television. Public scrvice announcements and press releases often only
reach a small proportion of the population. Public service announcements, gencrally, compete for a limited
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amount of airtime with other community events. There is indeed no guarantee that they will be given any
airtime or not relegated to off prime time scheduling. DOE has in fact violated its own Tinvironmental Justice
Strategy objectives that require DOE not only to use public service announcements, but also radio, TV, and
minority publications to advertise forthcoming hearings or meetings.

One example of the inadequacy of DOE’s public information process occurred at the Salt Lake City DEIS
public hearing on January 13, 2000. In the entire State of Utah, notice was published only in the Salt Lake
Tribune. However, there is another major Salt Lake City newspaper, the Deseret News, which attracts a large,
separate readership. As a result, many residents were unaware of the public hearing, Tt should be noted that
there are also a number of other papers in Utah serving major population centers in the Ogden and Provo/Orem
areas as well as other cities along potential transportation routes throughout Utah. The poor turnout of citizens
at the Salt Lake public hearing is indicative of the mecting notification not being well publicized.

In summary, DOE did not demonstrate that they met the federal requirements to "make diligent efforts to
involve the public” in the NEPA process. It appears that DOE has performed Lhe bare in public involvement.
Considering that the Yucca Mountain Program could impact a sizable segment of the nation now and for many
future generations, more effort should have been made to ensure that those “whe may be intevested or affected”
would know about the DEIS, how it could aifect them and how they could participate in the public process.

24 Environmental Justice: Effects Upon and Inclusion of Low-Income, Minority Groups and Native
Americans in the DEIS Process

Primury Reference: DEIS Chapler 2; Appendix J

In 1998, the population of Clark County was just about 1.2 million, with 13% described as Hispanic, 9%
African American, 3% Asian/Pacific Islander, and about 1% Native American. Most of the latler live on one of
two reservations located in the county.* As of July 1999, there were an estimated 35,610 non-English speaking
or reading people in Clark County, almost 5% of the population., More than 75% of these, approximately
26,990 people, speak and read only Spanish. Approximately 15% of County households may be classified as
low income, The Clark County population also consists of retired persons, generally older than the median
county age of 47 years, and who usually live on a fixed income below the median county income of about
$40,000 per year.®

Clark County’s analysis of the laws, regulations, executive orders, agency guidelines and other government
documents confirms that there are two underlying concerns regarding environmental justice. The first is that
the safety of populations most vulnerable to government actions with potential adverse environmental impacts
should be given special attention and descrve protection. The sccond is that the groups most affected by
government actions should participate in the decision-making processes. These can more suceinctly be relerred
to as concerns about vulnerable populations and public participation. These two concerns correspond with the
working definition of environmental justice used by Clark County for purposes of these comments:

“a social condition in which environmental hazards, particularly those created by human actions, do not
disproportionately impact vulnerable individuals and populations, and in which decision-making
processes concerning the distribution of these impacts are safeguarded against unjust outcomes by a
range of policies and practices.”3

Clark County’s review of DEIS Appendix C reveals that DOE did not meet the requirements of Executive
Crrder 12898 that directs DOE to consult with states, Nalive American tribes and local governments to identify
minority and low-income groups within their jurisdictions, Clear identification of such groups would allow
DOE to provide proper notification regarding the EIS mectngs, provide translations of materials, and otherwise
encourage individuals and organizations that represent these groups lo participale fully in the process.
Howevet, no such consultation occurred between DOE and Clark County. This raises the question whether
there were any real efforts to get input from Native Americans, low-income, minority, non-English speaking
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and others who live along the likely transportation routes and who have claims to Yucca Mountain and
surronnding land.

The interpretation of envirenmental justice issues are dependent upon the findings of the DEIS. The DEIS
concludes that no harm would occur to these vulnerable populations. Given (hal a substantial number of
minority and low-income populations reside along proposed transportation, DOE does not substantiate this
Tack of risk in the DEIS. Within (his contexl, we present our comments on the environmental justice
aspects of the DEIS.

24.1  Effects on Environmental Justice of Inadequate Methodology and Outdated Information

In the DEIS minority and low-income populations are identified along possible transportation routes and in the
vicinity of the proposed disposal site for the high-level nuclear wastes. This is accomplished by identifying
census tracts and determining whether the proportion of these groups within those census tracts is higher than in
other tracts. Because in the Yucca Mountain DEIS it is concluded that there is very little or no risk of adverse
impacts from the government actions in question, it is also concluded that these groups will not be significantly
alfected.

There are several inadequacies in the methods that lead to these conclusions. These are listed below along with
comresponding recommendations,

The DEIS treats minority and low-income populations as the vulnerable populations of interest (DEIS, pg. 3-
94). These groups are specifically mentioned in all government documenls considering environmental justice,
because they have historcally been politically vulnerable Lo government actions with adverse effects. But these
are not the only groups that are disproportionately vulnerable to such actions. Guidance documents for
interpreting xecutive Order 12898 emphasize (hat fair realment means that no group of people should bear a
disproportionate sharc of negalive environmental consequences of government actions. Other groups, for
example, would be disproportionately vulnerable to such consequences because of impaired health or immature
immunological systems.’

In view of this, we recommend that other vulnerable populations, including the aged, the infirm, pregnant
women, and children, be included in the DEIS and other cnvironmental justice analyscs.

The DEIS sections on environmenlal justice use census and demographic information from 1990 (pp. 3-94, 3-
96). The population of Clark County has changed dramatically in the ten years since the 1990 census. The
Couneil on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Final Guidance Document notes the limitations of census data and
proposes using multiple sources of information on potentially affected populations.’ Clark County recommends
that data on current populations and projections of population changes into the foreseeable future should be
used to correct, supplement or replace 1990 Census data.

2.4.2. Religious-Cultural Impacts to Native Americans

Native Americans are included within the explicit definition of "minornties” in all government documents
referencing environmental justice, and most can also be included in the definition of "low-income." Adverse
religious-cultural impacts to Native American tribes in the vicinity of Yucca Mountain from activities related to
the proposed repository are acknowledged as an unresolved area of controversy in the Yucca Mountain DEIS
(pp. 5-65, 4-84, 4-85). It is unclear then why this is referred to as an area of controversy rather than as a
violation of environmental justice. In addition, the DEIS does not consider the cumulative cultural impacts to
Native American teibes from other government activities as well as the Yuwcca Mountain project, such as
activities related to the Nevada Test Site.  Furthermore, in addition o other polential impacts, the DEIS does
not consider the adverse impact of the proposed repository on the potential economic development of these
COMUNUNILcSs.
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Clark County recommends that DOE state and provide rationale for the statement that adverse religiovs-cultural
impacts to Native Americans arg regarded as controversial rather than a violation of cnvironmental justice
provisions. DOE should also analyze the cumulative impact on the cultural intercsts of Native Amertican tribes
of all government activities in the vicinity, including the Nevada Test Site and consider the adverse impact of
the proposed repository on the potential economic development of tribal communities.

2.4.3. Effects on Environmental Justice of the Conclusion af No Significant Adverse Impacis

In DEIS Section 5.2.4.1, it was first stated thal population changes could significanly alter the msks, but Lhe
DEIS immediately found it acceptable 1o simply use present and past demographic informalion lor assessing
risk. This is a significant problem since the cxelusion of socio-demographic modeling comes subsequent Lo the
observation on p. 5-17 that “...forccasts are valuable in (he decision-making process...” That is, they have
limited thejr forecasts to those derived through geological, hydrological or radiological modeling -- technical
issuecs, while at the same Uime ignoring the [acls thal:

|1] For environmental justice concerns (and health/safety risks generally), what matters is the nature of the
populations at the times when the repository is under construction and in operation, and after post-closure, and;

[2] Socio-demographic forecast modeling is a basic analytical tool used by regional planning agencics and
zoning hoards everywhere, probably no more or less pronc to uncertainty than technical and engincering
models,

In Clark County, growth asscssment/planning issues are highly visible and cnerpctically studied, and used for
strategic and short-term planning, We believe that DOE must forecast likely growlh pallerns and attributes, and
discuss their potential implications for Yucca Mountain repository risks and impacts.

2.4.4  Environmental Justice and Future Generations

In NWPA Section 10131, future generations must be made a priority in studying the potential effects of the
repository. Yet, the DEIS does not discuss this issue anywhere. We urge DOE to require or permit serious
discussion of the ohligations owed to future generations from nuclear waste management activities.

245 Clark County Comments and NEPA Citations Regarding Specific DEIS Statements: Environmental
Justice

DEIS Statement - DEIS Table 2-7, pe. 2-76, Impacts Associated with the Proposed Action and No-Action
Alternatives

Clark County Comment - Does DOE intend to fund the protection of cultural resources exposed to risk
under the proposed action? DOE should also explain in detail the differing view of the Native Americans as to
impacts from nuclear waste transportation. It is insufficient to refer to the concerns of Native Americans as
occurring solely with reference to the cultural resource impacts.

DEIS Statement - Table 2-7, fmpacts Associated with the Proposed Action and No-Action Alternatives, pg. 2-
78 in the DEIS

Clark County Comment - There is no basis for the concluasion that there would be no environmental
justice impacts from the proposed action, since the DEIS used a faulty methodology and failed to look at
impacts at varying scales, NEFA Regulation: Sec. 1502.16 Environmental consequences

DEIS Statement — DEIS Table 2-9, pg. 2-83 and 2-83, Comparison of Impacts for Nevada Heavy-Haul Truck
Implementing Alternatives and for legal-weight Truck Shipments.

Clark County Comment - The DEIS does not examine impacls al a scale where potential environmental
justice impacts where they could be assessed. This ignores the reality of poor and minority communities that

2-10




Clark County, Nevada Comments, 25 February 2000, DEIS for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal
of Spent Nuclear Fusl and High-Leve! Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada

. are frequently concentrated in pockets near major. transportation corridors for both rail and legal-weight truck.
NEPA Regularion: Sec. 1502.16 Environmental consequences; Executive Order 12898,

DEIS Statement (pg. 6-15) 6.1.2.12 - DOE does not expect disproportionately high and adverse impacts to
minority or low-income populations from the Proposed Action. The environmental justice analysis involved a
two-stage assessment of the potential for disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-
income populations:

First, a review of the activities included in the Proposed Action to determing if they would be likely 1o result in
high and adverse human health impacts or in environmental impacts that could affect human populations.
Second, if the first stage review idenlified high and adverse impacts to human populations in general, an
analysis of these impacts as described above to determing if they could be disproportionately high and adverse
{or minority or low-income populations.

If the first-stage review does not identify impacts to human populations, a second-stage analysis for potential
cnvironmental justice impacts is not required because there would not be high and adverse impacts to any part
of the human population, including minority and low-income populations.

Clark County Comment - The two-step procedure used to determine environmental justice impacts is
inapprapriate. This method potentially masks significant impacls 10 minorities and the poor. It is very possible
that even a small number of incidemts could be disproportionately distributed among these groups. The
analytical method for determining environmental justice impacts should not be dependent on demonstrating an
impact to the general population. The term “disproportionately™ also needs to be defined.

Cumulative impacts throughout the DEIS are not readily identified given that the procedures used to define
impacts are not sufficiently sensitive to isolate impacts among subgroups. With the methodologies (X) available

. today to analyze data, and given the vaprecedented nature of DOE's proposal o ship large volumes of nuclear
waste across the nation, it is reasonable to expect DOE to analyze potential impacts at 4 variety of scales.(X)
Without such detail, neither Clark County nor communities along the transportation routes will be able to
effectively assess impacts and design appropriatc mitigation strategics. NEPA Regulation: Sec. 1502.14
Alternatives including the proposed action; Sec. 150216 Environmental consequences; Sec. 1502.22
Incomplete or unavailable information, Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's NEPA Regulations.
19a. Mitigation Measures.

2.5 Cumulative Impacts
Primary Reference: DEIS, Chapter 8

Citing NEPA regulation, 1508.7, "cumulative impact” is the impact on the environment that results from the
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person vndertakes such other actions. Cumulative
impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of
limne.

2.5.1. Cunulative Impacts Related to Transportation

In Chapter 8, the IS has understated the scale and complexity of the conulative impacts of DOE programs

tor the simultaneous disposal of low-level and high-level radioactive waste. According to DOE’s Draft Waste

Management Programmatic EIS' and later documents, the Nevada Test Site (NTS) is a preferred regional

disposal site for low-level radivaclive wasle. This program will occur over a number of years, and would

greatly increase the tolal number of truck shipments of radicactive waste through southern Nevada. Under

present regulation, these shipments may be routed on the same highway system through Clark County as the
. shipments to a Yucca Mountain repository.
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Despite assurances in the programmatic EIS, the Yucca Mountain DEIS did nol contain an authoritative
examination of the cumulative impacts of both DOE disposal programs on Nevada and Clark County.
According to some estimaies, the shipment of low-level radioactive waste [rom DOE defense sites across the
nation to the NTS will last for approximately 70 years. The waste will be shipped by truck, conceivably
through the most densely populated and sensitive parts of Clark County. The low-level radioactive waste
(L.I.W) shipping campaign could result in the transport of up to 12 truckloads per day for more than 70 years.

The DOE has already established a poor record for managing and transporting LLW in Clark County. For
example, after an incident with a LLW highway shipment from Ohio to the NTS that was found to be leaking
non-radivactive water, the shipping campaign was suspended for over eighteen months as an internal
investigation® was conducted. The two major findings were that DOE had not enforced its own requirements
regarding the fabrication and deployment of the containers, and that institutional processes between and among
DOE facilities, the State of Nevada, local governments and others had failed to provide eftective contro] of this
and similar situations.

Another example is regarding DOE's statements and subsequent efforts to minimize risk and impacts of LLW
shipments on Clatk County. In (his case, representatives of DOE Nevada acknowledged that there are
administrative means that may be used by DOE to assure that LLW shipments avoid high-risk areas. However,
later inaction by DOE resulled in the continuation of shipments through the areas of concern in the Las Vegas
Valley, except for truckers that voluntarily used other routes.

The DEIS analysis of cumulative impacts shows no consideration of the context in which spent nuclear fuel
(SNF) will be transported to Yucca Mountain. There is also no information about other hazardous commodities
on the roads and railways. There is no discussion of the substantial impacts of the DOE’s LLW disposal
program on Clark County and the likely relationship between the LLW and SNF disposal programs.

The DEIS also does not present a description of the impacts of these programs on the infrastructure (c.g.,
highways, roadside facilities) of Clark County, nor docs it provide sufficient information about the necessary
emergency management requircments o respond o the DOE's programs. To rectify the substantial omissions
in the DEIS, the TDOE must prepare a supplemental evaluation of cumulative impacts that describes the current
context in which SNF will be transporled. This additional analysis must address the current hazardous
materials shipments in urban Clark County and rural Nevada for both rail and truck modes, it must describe the
process used 1o identify and measure cumulative impacts and it must measure those impacts.

2.5.2. Cumulative Impacts Related to the Yucca Mountain Site

According to the DEILS, the implementation of Module 1 or 2 would be the only actions that could result in
cumulative impacts on cultural resources in the area of Yucca Mountain. These impacts have to do with the

potential for illicit or incidental vandalism of archaeclogical or historic sites and artifacts as a result of
increased activities in the repository area.

With regard to socioeconomic impacts, the DEIS stated that no substantial cumulative effects would occur in
Clark, Lincoln or Nye counties. This is because, in an example of a cumulative effect as defined by DOE, peak
employment at the NTS under various waste management scenarios would occur earlicr than that for the Yucea
Mounlain program. Thus, the affected communities would have more time to assimilate any new residents that
relocaled Lo the region.

In the paragraphs below, cilations are provided from the DEIS regarding its analysis of comulative impacts on
cultural resources and sociocconomic conditions. These are included to demonstrate that, in non-compliance
with NEPA Regulation, Section 15302.22, DOE has not provided sufficient detail to analyze potential cumulative
impacts resulting from the proposed reposilory al Yucca Mountain, Because of this deficiency, the DEIS
inadequately addressed potential mitigation needs.
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DEIS Statement, p. 8-37: Cumulative Impacts on Cultural Resources. “.. the emplacement of either module
would require small additional disturbances to land in areas already surveyed during site characterization
activities. Because repository construction, operation and monitoring, and closure would be Federal actions,
DOE would identify and evaluate cultural resources, as required by Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, and would take appropriate measurcs to avoid or mitigate adverse impacts Lo such resources.
As a consequence, archaeological information gathered from artifact retricval during land disturbance would
contribute additional cultural resources information to the regional database for understanding past human
occupation and use of the Jand. However, there would be a potential for illicit or incidental vandalism of
archaeological or historic sites and artifacts as a resull of increased activiues in the repository area, which
would be extended for Module 1 or 2, and this could contribute to an overall loss of regional cultural resources
information.

“The Native American view of resource management and preservation is holistic in the definition of cultural
resources, incorporating all elements of the natural and physical environment in. an interrelated context (ATWS
1998, all). The Native American perspective on cultural resources is further discussed in Chapter 3, Section
3.1.6. Potential impacts resulting from the Proposed Action described in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.5, would also
apply to Inventory Module 1 or 2.7

DEIS Statement, p. 8-3%: Cumulalive Impacts on Socioeconomic Conditions. “The Environmental Impact
Statement for the Nevada Test Site and Off-Site Locations in the State of Nevada (DOE 1996f, all) presents
various scenarios for Nevada Test Site actions. The Record of Decision for that EIS states that DOE would
implement a combination of three allermatives: Expanded Use, No Action (continue operations at current levels)
regarding mixcd and low-level radivactive waste management, and Alternate Use of Withdrawn Lands
regarding public education (61 FR 65551, December 13, 1996). . Under this combination of alternatives, the
Nevada Test Site could generate an increase of approximately 4,550 direct jobs, and most of these workers
would be likely to live in Clark County (Department of Energy 1996f, page 5-17)."
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3.0 IMPACTS OF IMPORTANCE T() CLARK COUNTY NOT CONSIDERED
IN THE DEIS
FPrimary Reference: DEIS Chapters 1, 3, 6

Major Points of This Chapter:

* This scction addresses 4 number of impact areas of importance to Clark County not considered by DOE, Tf
these areas are not addressed in sufficient detail and scope, a meaningful understanding of potential
itnpacts may not take place, and mitigation planning and negotiation strategies not occur, A number of
examples are provided to illustrate potential impacts from Yucca Mountain activities.

* The studies summarized in this section demonstrate that there are a number of potendal impacts that could
be adverse to Clark County residents, visitors, and busincsses, harm the quality of life of residents and
adversely affect the econotic well-being of the County and State.

* A major objective of Clark County government is (o sustain the economic strength and vibrancy of our
area. This ingludes commitments to securing a strong economic base for its residents, managing its rapid
growth, assuring healthy communities and opportunities for its residents, and preserving the natural
environment,

= The DEIS does not consider “stigma induced” impacts. As an example, there exists substantial cvidence
that demonstrates the real potential for serious property value declines and disinvestment from similar
programs. Data indicate that stigma induced changes can occur even under incident-free transportation
conditions. At a minimum, stigma-induced impacts if present can result in diminution of property values
and business performance, development and investment along routes, and decreases in tourism.

31 Introduction

The comments in this section provide an opportunity for Clark County to discuss a number of issucs crucial in
evaluating impacts to individuals, families, businesses, government institutions, the natural environment and
other aspects of our community fabric. If the rcpository program is approved, Clark County and its
incorporated municipalities may be vulnerable (o significant adverse effecls that could be long lasting. As
examples, declines in residential and commercial property values along shipment routes, potential losses in the
visitor-tourist sector; and significant declines in many aspects of quality of life are all issues to which Clark
County must be sensitive. . Even without accidental releases of radioactivity evidence exists that Clark County
residents, not to mention the millions of visitors to Las Vegas annually, could experience a number of adverse
affects thatl are not adequately addressed in the DEIS

In Section 1.0, it was stressed that local impacts not be addressed adequately in the EIS and in other federal
documents may not be considered substantively to enable mitigation or other assistance should the project
proceed. It was also noted that local government decision-makers and the public must consider information
relevant to making day-to-day decisions regarding the well-being of their constituencies. The basic criterion of
this process may be stated as follows, “Ts a program or its immediate and long-term impacls on situalions
important to us more likely than not to happen? If so, what must we do to avoid or mitigate any harmful effects
or take advantage of positive effects?” This will take place whether a road is being constructed or from the
transport of nuclear waste, This background is provided to further substantiate the nced to consider these
potential impacts in the DEIS.

Over the last decade, Clark County and others have examined potential effects that may be experienced by
Clark Counly residents and businesses because of nuclear waste transportation, the extent of those effects, and
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the potential short and long-term impacts on the area. This research provides an important summary of possible
and anticipated impacts from repository program activities,

Wilh regard to socioeconomic issues, we will present informaticn that documents the relationship between
properly value decling and stigma that has occurred in other areas and may result from the propased repositary
dctivities. Nexl, we will present an analysis thal shows that the repository would have a significant negative
impact on the Clark County's tourism and convention lrade. Additional information will be presented regarding
special effects, including governmental fiscal impacts, economic development impacts, and busincss impacts
resulting from DOE's proposed actions. We will then brielly discuss the potential cffects on the quality of life
of Clark County residents that may be attributed to the siting of a HLW repository so close to their
communities,

Clark County is committed to securing a strong economic base for its residents, managing its rapid growth to
assure healthy communities and opportunities for all jts citizens, and preserving the natural environment. The
concern for economic viability, environmental guality, and social well-being are reflected in quality of life
indicator surveys started in 1995 and followed up in yearly polls.’

In order to adequately assess potential impacts from this program, it is important that DOE take these concerns
scriously - to review these findings or conduct independent analyses, or both, so that a revised DEIS or Final
EIS may show a realistic pictore of the potential impacts and concerns of Clark County,

In this section, we will also provide the conlext for this analysis - the svstainability of the Clark County
community. The “sustainability” discussion is taken from a well-documented contractor 1‘(:1::1::1‘!:2 prepared for
the Clark County Nuclear Waste Division in 1999 [the “UER Report’”]. Rather than provide footnotes for cach
discussion point in these comments, we will indicate which aspects are bascd on findings of the UER Report.

3.2 The Context of Community Sustainability

Clark County is joining cities and counties around the country who are starting to define a vision for their future
that balances community economic, environment and social well being in order to improve the quality of life of
its residents. These "sustuinable” communities have developed specific goals and strategies to guide programs
and governmental services to achieve this balance and quality of life for the long-term. The goals and visions
of these local areas are based on the values and priorities of residents who live there.

A 1999 report by the White House® argues that the real challenge that the nation faces in the 21st Century is to
build "livable cities." This involves enhancing economic growth, public safety, environmental quality, well-
being of families, and sense of community. As part of a national initiative, 70% of over 200 comununities in the
U.S. adopted policies to pursue "livable cities.” Building on the work of the Community Empowcrment Board
and the President's Council on Sustainable Development, the Livable Communities Initiative mobilized 12
federal agencics to provide information, tools and monitoring support for comnunity targeted assistance.

From the Federal perspective, the initiative is to broaden choices available to communities in order to sustain
prosperily and expand economic opportunily, enhance quality of life, and build a strong sense of community.
As part of the Livable Communities Agenda, the federal government has a set of principles that argues that the:

(1) decisions of how communities grow should be made by the communities themselves;

(2) appropriate role of the federal government is to inform and assist, not to direct; and,

(3) federal government should help provide information and tools to help communities anticipate and scope
patterns of growth.

These initiatives base their efforts on earlier goals of sustainable development - environmental protection
(reduce cnvironmental threats), economic sceurity (build on past investment in communities and broaden the
ceonomic base), and soecial well-being (encourage opportunities for all segments of society).

In effect, these initiatives and goals reflect the national policy set forth in 1969 with the adoption of NEPA.
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. The purpose of the act was to:

®  Declare a national policy which will encourage productive and cnjoyable harmony between man and hisg
environment;

*  Promote cfforts which will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and biosphere and stimulate the
health and welfare of man;

* Enrich the understanding of the ecological systems and natural resources important to the Nation; and,.

= Establish a Council on Environmental Quality [CEQ)| (NEPA, 42 USC § 4321).

While the language of the statute is very short and general, Congress intended in NEPA to:

To use all practicable means ond measures, including financial and fechnicel assistance, in a manner
calculated to foster and promote the general welfare, to create and maintain conditions under which man can
exist in productive harmony, and fulfill the sacial, economic, and other requirements of present and futtire
generations of Americans (NEPA, 42 USC § 4331(a)),

Clearly, NEPA has resulted in implementation of federal assistance programs to maintain and sustain livable
communities. CEQ regulations require federal agencies to comply with the purpose, policy and mandates of
NEPA in their planning processes, including the preparation of environmental impact statements and other
procedural requirements,

It appears that DOE’s proposed repository program with its present insensitivity to local issues is actually
working against federal environmental. It is imperative that DOE assure that the Yucca Mountain Program and
the description of potential effects from its actions is consistent with national environmental policies.

33 Repository Effects on Property Values and Other Socio-Economic Factors
. J.3.1  Introduction

The potential for impact on property values is clearly emerging as a possible critical impact area for local
residents and jurisdictions to consider. In the DEIS, however, DOE avoids discussion of these possible
impacts, despite a considerable body of casce law and studies that demonstrate the potential exists for serious
property value declines and disinvestrnent. DOE's approach solely relies on probabilistic risk analysis
methodologies to demonstrale minimal impacts from transporlalion accidents. The consideration of these
potential other impacts 1s avoided.

The case for sligma-induced impacts on property values is compelling. One study by DOE of a recent spent
fuel transport route designation demonstrated actual diminution effects in a residential housing market, Several
important court decisions also have supported property value damages due to perceived risks. Regarding an
important case decided by the New Mexico Supreme Court, a survey on which the conclusions of the case were
based, show espectations of property value declines and designated bypass routes have resulted in losses in
property values,

Risk perception surveys considering the polential transportation of nuclear waste scenarios in Clark County
reveal substantial public concerns about negative effects from the transportation of nuclear waste. Considerable
evidence supports the proposition that property value impacts will occur as a result of designating routes for
shipping nuclear waste and that these effects will become more serious with actual shipments. These economic
vulnerabililies must be considered for Clark County as part of the DOE’s impact assessment process.

In these comments, we will provide that economic and market conditions can change as a consequence of
stigma-induced perceptions resulting from the transportation of nuclear waste. The case is buill on four
research areas:
. 1. Analogous case experiences showing diminution effects in home and land values as a result of risk
perception regarding hazardous facilities and events;
2. Case law demonstrating the move toward compensating damages from stigmatized places;
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3. Surveys of people’s perceptions of the risk of transporting nuclear waste and how this type of transport
engenders stigma and expectations of losses in property values; and
4. Demonstration of losses in a case of actual shipments.

Because of the transfer of transuranic wastes to the WIPP site in New Mexico, the transportation issue received
congiderable attention, cspecially in the area of stigma-inducing effects. The sludies on public response 1o
WIPP-bound shipments are strongly consistent in their findings and show the potential for serious economic
repercussions. Large segments of the public hold high-risk perceptions of nuclear waste shipments and view
routes on which wastes will be transported as unsafe and properties near them as undesirable. In an important
legal case, publtc concern over stigma resulting in value loss was compensated despite low objective risks. The
New Mexico Supreme Court upheld damage claims due to stigma effects.

Though inconsistent findings ¢xist on diminution effects on propetty from stigma perceptions associated with
hazardous facilities, contaminated areas, and nuclear power plants, a large number of studies also show strong
associations among risk perceptions, stigma, and property values, These are consistent with respect to the case
of nuclear waste transportation.

There is ¢vidence from nalional polls and surveys in Clurk County showing that the public is concerncd about
nueclear waste routes and expressed inlentions o avoid risks from such transportation. Results from polls
indicale that a lurge percentage of the public is not willing to live adjacent or purchuase homes and businesses
ncar these roules. The public feels that areas adjacent to shipment roules will nol only be unsale but will
become stigmatized as undesirable areas. The public expects that property values near these routes will decline.
Properly value impacts have already been observed where nuclear waste shipments have been imminent and in
one case where shipments tock place. Several studies have reported on the negative imagery associated with
nuclear waste transportation.

Predicting the size of stigma-induced economic change is difficult, but the data demonstrate that significant
stigma-induced changes (e.g., decline in the likelihood of investment) could occur, even under minimal or
benign transportation risk conditions. Clark Counly is parlicularly vulnerable to these cffects and should
consider not only the conditions under which stigma-induced impacts will occur, but also the particular
sensitivities of various economic sectors to these effects. Moreover, if the nuclear repository program moves
forward, local communities will need to consider examining the conditions under which stigma-type effects can
be avoided or ameliorated but adverse property value impacts near shipment routes should be anticipaled.

3.3.2. Stigma, Property Values and Disinvestment

The public stigmatizes environmental features it views as repellent, upsetting, disruptive, or hazardous. The
source of environmental stigma can range from an increased awareness of the incidence of environmental
health problems in an area, to concern over the declining market price of properties due to potential harms or
from an cxodus of residents from a contaminated arca.

The possibility of transporting nuclear waste through heavily populated Clark County, Nevada, as evidenced by
the substantial number of potential nuclear waste transportation afternatives noted in the DEIS, continues to be
particnlarly troubling in terms of people’s concern over health and safety risks. The potential for accidents and
their cffects on losses in properly values near designated or possibly designated routes for HLW transport are
also cause [or public concern. In this section, we will review studies that will document potential
vulnerabilities that Clark County needs o consider from stigma effects.

The existing studies on this topic show that the occurrence of stigma-type effects can adversely impact property
values, even without accidents. Therefore, this is a critical issue for the county to consider when planning for
and negotiating mitigation programs to remediate the socio-economic impacts that are likely to result from the
proposed repository transportalion prograim,
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The potential for stigma and the characteristics of stigma-induced effects have been discussed by a number of
authorities in risk assessment [Specific references are found in the UER Report, cited in Section 3.1, above, and
available at the Clark County Nuclear Waste Division office]. Four factors have been identified as likely
causes of property value loss related to stigma under condilions of environmental contamination:

Fear of Public Liakility degree of stigma related to future marketability or liability;

Fear of Hidden Clean-Up Cosis difficulty in assuring buyers that cstimated clean-up costs are adequate,

Lack aof Financing ' inability to obtain financing for the purchase of a properly or its future
development; and,

Fear of Accidents or Future Harms related to the proximity to the source of danger and desire (o reduce
the risk.

There are a number of studies that demonstrate the public's strong belief that property values near spent fuel
shipment routes are expected to decling. This is an important factor to consider when cvalvating impacts to
Clark County. First, if such attitudes are prevalent and strongly held, investors will shy away from areas near
potential routes for investment or development purpoescs. Second, properly value declines may occur prior to
actual shipments and without incidents when shipments do occur.  Third, nuclear related transportation
accidents with or without releases of radicuctive malerials may cause serious and long-term adverse impacts to
property values,

A University of Nevada, Las Vegas (UNLV) national survey of public tezctions to nuclear waste shipments
supports a casc for stigma-induced effects.’ The specific intent of this national survey of 1,012 persons was to
evaluate the extent of which public reactions to nuclear waste shipments would impact the willingness to
purchasc property near nuclear waste routes. Approximately 68% indicated that they would be unlikely to buy
a house in the immediate area of a highway or rail corridor that shipped spent fuel.

The study also reported that 63% of the national sample would likely move away from an arga where nuclear
waste is transported. When asked about the minimum number of miles from a nuclear waste transport route
that they would find acceptable to live, 21% indicated a distance of five miles or less, 23% indicated between
six and 25 miles, and the remaining 56% more than 25 miles. This study suggests important behavioral
expectations from shipping nuclear materials, including declines in property purchases and out migration from
these areas based on nearness to these routes.

In a study on attitudes of recent homebuyers in the Las Vegas area, relationships were found between the
proximity 1o possible nuclear waste transportation routes and home buying preferences.4 For homebuyers who
were unaware ol the repository, 61% placed “substantial importance™ on the proximity of their new homes to a
nuclear waste transportation route. When home buyers were asked how close would they be willing to live to a
nuclear waste transportation route, 6% indicated one mile or less, 4% between one to three miles, and 90% over
three miles.

In many cases where environmental damage is likely to occur but has not been detected, the possibility alone of
future declines in property values may inhibit purchases resulting in losses in market value. An examination of
several propertics that were only mildly contaminated or suspected of contamination found that the
marketability of such properties was limited by various economic fears. These fears include higher financing
cosls because fewer lenders were willing to consider these properties.

The literature on property valucs has proliferated during the last ten years with cases demonstrating diminution
effects resulting from public pereeptions of the risk of contaminated sites, facilities, ot accidents involving the
release of hazardous materials. The relationship between property value declines and proximity to hazardous
facilities, contaminated sites, and shipmenl routes for hazardous materials is often bascd on hedonic price
theory,  This theory maintains that the value of a good will decling in ulility because of decreases in
environmental amenities. The perception of possible risks or other adverse impacts from a given hazard or sile
with potential environmental contamination can negatively influence property values because the demand for
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residential or business location near the site lessens.

It has been shown that risk perceplions can cause a decline in property values. Despite the fact that a landfill in
Colorado was closed without apparent adverse health effects, property values declined in areas where there
were perceived health risks. Neighborhoods closer to the landfill had larger percentages of people who judged
the project to be a high risk one, leading to the conclusion that subjective health risk was the primary factor in
causing real estale values to drop around the landfill. According to this finding, changes in property values are
real and depend on risk beliefs that may result from responses other-than-objective risks.

Using the hedonic pricing method to measure changes in the real estate market near the site, actual prices have
been compared to changes in the neighborhood collective risk judgment. For each 10% increase in the
propartion of househaolds in the high-risk grovp (those who believed the landfill posed a high risk), home prices
in that neighborhood decreased $2,084 on average.

Property value declines have been found to resull from perceived harms. For example, several researchers have
suggested that waste facilities can creale negative images of danger thal have the potential to stigmatize an
area'’s altractiveness for residential location or investment. In fact, the concern over the potential for stigma to
oceur because of the location of an unwanted facility or a hazardous waste shipment route could by itself
adversely impact investment in the area. Researchers have argued that [1] high levels of perceived risk over
potential groundwater contamination from a landfill resulted in serious losses to assessed values of properties
near the site, and, [2] the awareness of a low-level radioactive waste site is directly attributable to adverse
effects on property values.

Whether the site actually is hazardous is not important, What is relevant is that it is perceived as such and it is
the perception of fear associated with the facility that becomes translated into the observed negative effects on
property values. For a new waste facility, a negative effect on property values is likely to persist for some time
inte the futore since the effects would have occurred as a resull of the creation ol a facilily as opposed to the
discovery of a problem from an existing facility.

These studies have called on the concept of stigma to explain the adverse price impacts of perceived risks. The
conclusions support the contention that stigma may affect property values without real or observable
contamination.

Further support for property value losses as a result of stigma comes from another study that found changes in
the Houston housing market after the EPA disclosed local sites on the National Priorities List - a list of all
Superfund sites in the United States. This study indicates that the announcements by EPA and ensuing
publicity provoked a change in public perception whereby residents now viewed proXimity to a toxic waste site
as a disamenity. After the disclosures, housing prices decreased, but at smaller rates the [urther houses were
trom the sites, up to a distance of six miles. Interestingly, consumers failed to distinguish among site severily in
their market responses and treated all sites as equally contaminated.

Even (he cleanup of contaminated sites may have little effect on decreasing housing values. This has been
observed even when the property is cleaned up to the full limits of available lechnology and the contaminants
tested below EPA standards. Yet, buyers remain reluctant to purchase property in such an area. Cleanup alone
was not observed to eliminate the value loss from perceptions of harm and future liability. Even with cleanup
plans, property values near Superfund sites around Boston did not recover. However, there is some evidence
that housing prices may rcbound over time with cleanup measures, It appears that some diminishing selling
prices may recover while others display little change, and there may be price gradients that relate land values to
proximily Lo stigmatized areas.

A 1991 survey of major real estate lenders attempted to quantify lenders' perceptions of environmental risk and
the degree to which these perceptions affect underwriting policy. The sludy [ound that less than 40% of banks
would consider lending on a property contiguous to a parcel that was environmentally contaminated. For
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properties with potential environmental problems, 66% of the banks would require additional indemnification
from the borrower, 46% would consider adjusting the loan-to-value ratio, and 60% would require personal
guarantees of some personal liabilicy,

In a survey of changes in expectations of residential and commercial property values associated with nuclear
waste transportation on a proposed bypass in Santa Fe County, New Mexico, over 70% of the sample
population indicated that properties near the bypass would sell for less than comparable properties farther from
the route. In additon, almost 60% indicated that under no conditions would they purchase residential
propertics near the proposed bypass. Another 20% identified conditions for home purchases including low
purchase price, unambiguous demonstration of safety, and other risk reduction assurances. This case
demonstrated that compensation was deemed necessary to counteract property-value damages resulting only
from public concerns over safety and concerns over the economic impacts from stigma.

A contingent valuation survey of New Mexico residents cxamined whether people were willing to accepl
compensation for nuclear shipment routes through their state or whether they wounld pay to avoid such routes o
the Waste Isolation Pilot Project (WIPP) site. The study found that a substantial number of people would reject
the routing of such shipments and would require extreme compensation. The results also demonstrate that the
closer people arg to the proposed transport routes, the more willing they are to pay o avoid shipments of
nuclear waste, The most negative valuations of proposcd nuclear waste routces are associated with high-risk
pereeptions, cspecially among families with children, females, and households close to the proposed routes.

Other surveys have questioned residents about the actual routes proposed to transport nuclear waste. As part of
the cleanup of the Hanford Reservation, a nuclear weapons production tacility in the State of Washington, the
DOE proposed to ship transuranic wastes to the WIPP facility in New Mexico. A sarvey of residents in four
counties in Oregon through which the wastes would be transported revealed that approximately two-thirds of
the population expressed serious concerns that nuclear waste shipments would produce harmful health and
safety effects in their communities. The public associated negative images with nuclear waste shipments,
associating the phrase “nuclear waste transport” with images of “danger.”

Residents in the survey also belicved that these shipments would cause adverse impacts on business
development and other economic aclivilies in areas along the transport route. For example, approximately 605%
of the sample “strongly agreed” or “agreed” that such areas would likely be unattractive for tourism and
business development. Their concern was that these routes would become stigmatized.

The results of this study snggest that home buying behavior in areas where nuclear waste shipments are
proposed is likely to be influenced by proximity to the nuclear waste transportation route. Clearly the location
of homes in relation to shipment routes would be important in buying decisions. For most persons, given that
they are made aware of nuclear waste shipments, buying a home would be contingent on distances greater than
at least three miles from such routes

34 Repository Effects on Tourism
34.1 Introduction

Since 1970, 72% of Nevada's population growth has occurred in Clark County, Ower the last decade, the
population of Clark County has doublced from 661,900 to over 1 3 million, while Nevada's population has grown
from approximately 1.1 million to 1.85 million

Since 1980, employment in Clark County has almost tripled, reaching 606,685 in 1998, Total personal income
has grown almost six times from $5,217,000,000 to over $30,000,000,000. This growth has been largely fucled
by ineredses in tourist visits that have grown from approximately 12 million visitors Lo almost 31 million in the

. same period, The number of visitors to Clark County grew by 3.1% in 1999. This increased gaming revenues

by 4.5% in 1999 and a projected 4.9% in 2000,



Clark County, Nevada Comments, 25 February 2000; DEIS for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal
of Spent Nuclear Fus! and High-Leve! Radivactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye Counly, Nevada

Gaming revenues provide approximately 42% of the State of Nevada's tax base. This illustrates the continuing
dominance of Lthe tourism sector in Clark County's economy. Growth in this dynamic sector has fueled
Nevada's population expansion and economic development over the last decade. The 31 million tourists who
visited Clark County last year contributed almost $23 billion to the local cconomy.

Sustaining the health of Clark County's tovrism economy is crilical to both the short and long term economic
well being of both Clark County and the state of Nevada. Thus, it is critical to understand the context that links
Clark County’s tourism market to other regional und national markets, Further, it is important to understand the
influence that the proposed repository-related (ransportation may have on this vital component of the economy,
Previous studies have indicated that the toursm industry is particularly sensitive to changes in image, and
nuclear waste evokes very sirong negative images related to health and safety concerns.

In Clark County the tourism sector can be broken down into various subgroups which include the convention
sector, non-gaming loursts, gaming tourists, and those tourists who use Las Vegas as a base for recreating in
nearby places. Dilferent internzl and external factors as well as imagery influences each sector,

Arcas that experience hazardous incidents may become less attractive and/or stigmatized which can negatively
impact institwtions, There are a number of examples of this phenomenon. A 1990 report in the New York
Times highlighted a downturn tn tourism that followed a 1990 subway shooting Similar reductions in tourism
were identified in Florida after a spate of tourist attacks. A 1976 outbreak of Legionnaire's Disease so
devastated visitor rates at the Bellevue-Stratford Hotel in Philadelphia that it was forced (o change its name.
When medical wastes washed up on the shores of New York and New Jersey beaches in the summer of 1988,
resulting losses to the tourism industry were forccast at $1.5 billion.

In order to measure the impacts that the proposed transport of HLW may have on the local tourism economy,
Clark County and the Stale of Nevada have undertaken a number of studies. These studies and others will be
cxamined in Lhis impact summary. Specific references are contained in the UER Report, cited in Section 3.1.

3.4.2  Analogous Case Studies on Tourism

Since the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is unique, there is no history of direct experience of determining
impacts from a similar facility on tourism. Data from analogous experiences, however, can be utilized to assess
likely impacts to Clark County's tourism from the transportation of nuclear waste to the proposed repository.
Facilities and events, however, have been identified that can provide insight about the duration and range of
potential impacts. These efforts have focuscd primarily on the use of case studies. Furlher, although they
isolate the types of impacts that might oceur to Clark County because of the reposilory, they were not designed
to measure pereeplions of dsk and links to fiscal impacts on tourism. The following section will review the key
studics thal have been conducted of “analogous™ impacts.

Nevada Test Site.  One of the first studies to measure the potential impacts of the proposed repository
on tourisin was conducled for DOE in 1985, This study was designed to identify potential impacts from the
proposed reposilory al Yucca Mountain on the tourism industry in Nevada and to identify additional research
that was needed to assess these impacts. The basis of this report was the development of brief case smdies that
the researchers felt were analogous events, For example, they vsed the rapid economic growth of Las Vegas
singe 1951 to argue that the Nevada Test Site (NTS) did not have a significant impact on the lourism sector of
the economy. However, this study did not atlempt 10 evaluate what type, diversity and size of growth might
have oceurred in Clark County if the NTS site was not located nearby. In fact, another researcher found that no
comprehensive studies have been conducted about the effects of the NTS on the Las Vegas visitor economy.

It has also been shown that that subsequent to media reports about increased leukemia rates linked to the
radioactive fallout emanating from the N'T'S, tourism and convention rates dropped in 5t. George, Utah. Media
reporting on potential health effects of small events related to the transport of nuclear waste may in fact amplify
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public concerns over health and safety. This could have scrious adverse conscquences for Clark County's
tourism economy.

Additionally, the Nevada Test Site is part of the Uniled States delense establishment. As such, perceptions
about its acceptability are linked to values related (o national security. In contrast, the Yucca Mountain
repository has been proposed to solve a civilian waste problem. Public sentiment about the civilian use of
nuclear power is clear. Since 1978, no new nuclear power plants have been ordered in the United States.
Numerous studies document the public’s opposition to a nuclear waste repository in Nevada and the extreme
public concern about nuclear waste has begen constant,

Three Mile Island (TMI). Rcscarchers have atlempted to analyze the impact of the 1979 accident at
the Three-Mile Island (TMI) nuclear power plant near Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, on area tourism. The accident
at TMI involved concemns over the release of radiation that amplified an already growing level of concern about
nuclear power in general.

The analysis was based on a 1980 report prepared by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania that found that in a 6-
county area surrounding TMI that the convention and lodging industry suffered losses of $5.0 million in the
period just after the accident. The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania claimed that the reason for the downturn
was "uncertain” and could have been the result of other factors including a slowdown in the economy, a
gasoline shortage, and a local polio scare. The report also indicated that a survey of potential tourists found
that 6% intended to avoid traveling to the Harrishurg arca in the summer of 1979,

The study argued that the accident at TMI may have actvally resulied in an inercase in tourism to the arca
because the reported visits to the TMI visitor's center went up in the two years subsequent to the accident.
Additionally, they argued thal local business leaders had indicaled (v Commonwealth of Pennsylvama
representatives that tourism "approached or attained” pre-TMI levels within ene year aller the accident.

What the report does nol point out is thal there was no long-term monitoring of the tournism impacts of the TMI
accident. In fact, much of the report is anecdotal comment by representatives of the tourist industry who
certainly did not want to stoke the negative press that accompanied the TMI accident.

Nuclear Power Plants. An NRC-sponsored study measured the impacts on lourism in Massachusets,
Florida, and New Jersey from a proposal o sile floaling nuclear power plants off the coast of a beach
community. It was found that 23% to 27% of those interviewed slaled that they would not return if a (oating
nuclear power plant were stationed offshore. This study also indicated that the level of impact decreased wilh
distance from the proposed facilities, In a summary report of these findings, it was suggested that actual
avoidance rates would likely be lower than those indicated by the survey.

In another study, it was shown that the rate of beach visits to State Parks in arcas ncar three nuclear powet
plants in three statcs decreased in the period immediately after the plants came online, In the five years
following nuclear power plants coming online, at Ulinois Beach State Park, near the Zion nuclear power plant
and Rocky Neck State Park, near Millstone, Connecticul, visitor rates remained below pre-plant commencement
levels. Attendance at San Clemente State Park, California that had grown rapidly in the period immediately
prior to the opening of the San Onofre nuclear power plant declined immediately after operations at the plant
commenced,

These studics may not be directly analogous to the potential impacts of the proposed Ywveca Mountain
repository on Clark County's tourism sector since they focus on tourism based on a natural resource, ie. a
beach. In addition, the studies also are not directly associated with nuclear waste transport. However, studies
have shown that concerns over nuclear waste transportation are far higher than those for other nuclear related
factors. Thus, the studies ¢ited here do support the contention that the tourism industry may be vulnerable for
varying periods as the result of the nearby siting of a nuclear-related facility.

3-9



Clark County, Nevada Comments, 25 February 2000; DEIS for & Gaologic Repository for the Disposal
of Spent Nuclear Fusl and High-Leve! Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nya Gounty, Naevada

3.4.3 Yucca Mountain Studies

In addition to the analogous events approach described above to identify potential impacts a series of other
investigations have been undertaken focused more specifically on the proposed Yucca Mountain's facility's
impact on area tourism. These investigations include surveys to elicit behavioral intent, visitor decision
maodeling and one study that provides a provisional estimate of convention losses.

Eliciting Behavioral Intent. Since 1987, two surveys were conducted to gather information about the
public's perception and attitudes towards the proposed repository at Yucca Mountain. One-survey targeted
Nevada residents while the other was national in scope. Each was designed to elicit potential behavioral
changes if the repository were constructed. The survey questions examined issues related to retirement, family
rearing, vacation preferences, convention attendance, and business relocation, The majority of respondents to
both the Nevada and national surveys indicated that the repository would adversely impact the attractiveness of
Nevada as a retirement arca, a place Lo raisce their family, locate a business or vacaticn. Close to ong-half of the
respondents also indicated the repository would negatuvely affect their decisions on attending a convention in
Nevada. Again, these adverse impacts on Wourisin were found even under scenarios without incident.

Another study used a series of scenarios to determine the behavior of Clark County residents under dilferent
risk siluations.  Since it is uncertain how the repository will perform, this approach allows conditional
assessments of likely behavior. The study sought to understand how two specific behaviors, outmigration and
investments might be affected under a benign incident scenario, a moderate incident scemario and severe
incident scenario. Under the benign scenario, 1% of the respondents indicated that their outmigration would
increase. This soared to 79% under the severe scenario group. Willingness to invest in business among those
who had reported that they "definitely” planned on investing in the local economy was lowered by 63% under
the benign scenario and by as much as 76% under the severg scenario. Qutmigration and reductions in
investment in the local cconomy could be significantly deleterious to the many small scrvice businesses that
support the gaming industry.

A 1988 project surveyed a sub-sector of tourism visitors - convention planners. The survey targeted only those
convention planners who had previously selected Las Vegas as a meeting site. Respondents were asked to
reconsider their decision to site a convention or meeting under a variety of scenarios from benign to recurring
accidents, and under varying media attention from scenarios that downplayed events to those that amplified
incidents. This survey indicated that even if the repository ran without incident for 10 years, meeting plannets
would lower their ranking for conventions of Nevada by 30%. Additionally, 4% would not consider Las Vegas
at all. Under a scenario of repeated accidents and amplified media coverage, almost half would not cven
consider Las Vegas for a convention. This survey clearly supports the contention that even under the most
benign risk conditions, the visitor economy in Clark County is likely to be adversely aflected by the proposed
repository.

Ta further explore whether the proposed HLW repository program would influence the decision-making of
convention attendees, a 1993 survey sampled 600 persons who had previously attended a convention held by
one of six associations. They were queried about the factors that influence their decisions in relation to meeting
attendance. They were also asked how various noxious facilitics located within 100 miles of a meeting site
might influence their decision. The noxious facilities included a prison, a nuclear power plant, a hazardous
wisle incineralor, a low-level radicactive waste reposilory, and a HLW repository.

Respondents indicated that a prison or a nuclear power plant within 100 miles would have only a minimal effect
on their decision to attend a convention (less than 3.2%). Waste dispusal [acilities, however, created
significantly more concern. Almost 6.5% indicated that the presence of a hazardous waste incinerator within
HOO miles would "definitely” or "probably™ negatively affect their decision to attend a convention. This grew to
10% when asked to consider the effect of a low-level radioactive waste facility and to almost one-fourth for 2
HLW facility. Clearly, the level of effect expressed about the location of a HLW repository was much higher
than any other type of noxious facility cited. This indicates that the "analogous event” approach to estimating
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impacts discussed earlier may not capture the extent of potential impacts of 2 HLW repository.

Visitor Decision Modeling, Another approach that has been taken o understund potential tourism
impacts has baen the testing of visitor decision-making. Thesc approaches are based elther on risk avoidance or
negative imagery, Using the risk avoidance approach, rescarchers hypothesized that those living near the
repository and along the transportation corridors leading o it would attempt to avoid the area il they believed
that their health would be adversely affected.  As part of the convention attendees' survey discussed above,
respondents ranked whether various risk factors were "very important” when deciding whether (o attend a
convention, Respondents ranked crime rate, natural hazards and environmental hazards as "very important” by
20%, 12%, and 9%, respeclively.

The survey results of convention attendees was also used to determine whether their reported concerns were
predictive of their actal past behavior and future behavior, Respondents were asked to rank four cities on a
series of factors including crime, natiral hazards, and environmental bazards. Analysis of these results
indicates that they are predictive of actual past conference attendance. For half of the six grovps tested, at least
one rigk factor proved predictive of both past and future mecting attendance, The survey results support the
contention that perceptions of risk associated with the transportation of spent fucl and HLW to the proposed
repository at Yucca Mountain may translate into risk avoidance behavior that adversely impacts tourism.

tn a study of over 3,000 respondents, it was found that an underground nuclear waste repository cvoked a
predominantly negaave image among 40% of the respondents. Another study was done to assess images
associaled with various cities and stales including Denver, Las Vegas, New Mexico and Nevada. Those
surveyed were asked to rank the images in terms of positive or negative connotations that they provoked. These
scores were than added to produce an image score for each place. These results were found to be positively
correlated with identified preference for visiting these locales. Further, a longitudinal survey eighteen months
later found that the image scores were predictive of visits to these locales. In similar research, it was found that
an image score was “significantly related” to the likelihood that a respondent would actually attend a meeting in
a specific city.

These studies indicate that if Las Vegas becomes associated in the public's mind with the proposed repository at
Yucca Mountain that any negative incident linked (o the repository could adversely influence tourism rates.

Estimating Convention Losses Modeling, In an attempt to address limitations identified with intended
behavior research, researchers maodified a model that forecasts the propensity of consumers to purchase goods
using reported intent. This model was designed to [1] produce a first cut estimation of the proportion that will
engage in a specific behavior based on intent, and, [2] measure the degree of bias in expressed intent versus
actual bhehavior.  The study indicated that even under the scenario of no incidents during repository
construction, 12% to 36% of convention planners would choose somewhere other than Las Vegas to hold a
convention, Under the scenario of multiple transportation accidents, the number of convention planners that
would choose sites other than Las Vegas grows to belween 47% to 80%. While these ranges are quite wide,
they do indicate that the repository is likely o have some level of adverse impact on the tourism sccior,

Tourism Industry Concerns. The most recent analysis of the polential impact on the arcas tourist
industry from the transportation of spent fuel and HLW to the proposed Yucca Mournlains repositary was a
1999 survey of Las Vegas Chamber of Commerce members. The respondents were asked to rank the level of
impact on their economy, their business, and themselves under three scenarios related to the transport of spent
fuel and other high-level radioactive wastes through Clark County lo the repository. The three scenarios
described progressively more severe transportation incidents.

Survey results indicate that even under the benign no-incident scenario, 43% of respondents from the tourist
industry thought that the impacts wounld be moderate to significantly adverse on the tourism industry. The
second scenario evoked a response of "significant impact” from almost two-thirds of the respondents from the
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tourist industry. This level of concern grew to 83% under Scenario 3, even though no one was injured and the
NRC determined that the level of release was minimal.

These results further the proposition that some level of adverse impact on tourism is possible [rom the proposed
repository. While there is uncertainty as to the performance of the proposed repository that prohibits a specific
impact assessment, it 18 clear that the tourist industry expects that there will be an adverse impact at some level.

3.4.4 Conclusions Regarding Repository Effects on Tourism

To date, none of the studies that have been done can firinly establish the nature and size of adverse impacts to
Clark County's tourism industry that may likely be attributed to the proposed Yucca Mountain repository.
However, they certainly indicate that adverse impacts may occur even under no incident conditions. This
supports the contention by Clark County and the State of Nevada that such impacts must be carefully analyzed
and incorporated into any decision process on whether o construct the proposed repository at Yucca Mountain,
Nevada. In the face of the growing national competition in the gaming industry, negative images ol Las Vegas
due to the nuclear waste program could have a highly negative impact on tourism in Clark County. In fact, the
Chamber of Commerce survey indicates that business leaders within the tourism industry do expect an adverse
impact under the most benign scenario of no incidents,

Tt is clear from the studies that Clark County's tourism industry is highly vulnerable to the proposed nuclear
waste repository and, especially, the transportation of nuclear waste through the Clark County. The convention
visitor economy is particularly sensitive to images of place and the repository evokes seriously negative images.
The studies, in aggregate, show the dangers of a serious downturn in tourist visitation, even without the
occurrence of a release. With the critical role of tounsm in the Nevada economy, cven a minor shift (o ancthet
location may result in a significant adverse impact on the county and state economies.

3.5 Effects of the Repository and Transportation on the Desert Tortoise

The Clark County Desert Conservation Plan is administered by the Environmental Division of the Department
of Comprehensive Planning. The Environmental Division, the scientific community and other stakeholders arc
deeply concerned about any activity that may threaten the species’ survival in the wild and its recoverability.
Comments' submitted by the Environmental Division reflects the opinions regarding potential impacts on the
deserl Lortoise of conserviation and biological experts.

This group pointed out the insufficiency of the DEIS due to the lack of consideration of the well-being of the
desert tortoise during various phases of repository construction, operation, monitoring and closure, Potential
¢ffects on the desert tortoise due to transportation by rail or highway were also discussed. A copy of this
document is included to this report as Attachment A and is incorporated by reference to the present comments,

! Cannon Center for Survey Research, Quality of Life in Las Vegas. Report. City of Las Vegus, Nevada, 1999,

? Urban Environmental Research, Baseline Information and Community Perspective on Potential Repository Impacts on

Clark County. Report. Clark County Nuclear Waste Division, December 1999,

F The White House. Building Livable Communitics: A Report from the Clinton-Gere Administration. Washington, D.C.
June 1999,

* University of Nevada, Las Vegas, 1988, Public Opinion in Nevada
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40  YUCCA MOUNTAIN SITE-RELATED IMPACTS
Primary Reference: DELS Chapters 3, 4, 5; Appendix A

Major Points of This Chapter:

= The disposal canister design evaluated in the DEIS is no longer being considered for license
application, It is Clark County’s contention that the difference in design is significant enough to
invalidate the long-term (10,000 year) performance assessment given in the DEIS. The final EIS
should be bascd on a design that is the same as the one DOE plans to use for license application.

= The spent fuel inventory and characteristics given in the DEIS do not accurately represent the spent
fuel that the DOE will receive. The final EIS should include an up to date inventory and analysis of the
spent fuel that is generated, with due consideration being given to the effect of higher burnup ratios.

= In view of the disposal of chemically toxic materials considered for the repository, RCRA regulations
should apply.

= Saturated Zone data, away from the immediate vicinity of Yucca Mountain, is inadequate. Expert
¢licitation is oot a substitule [or data collecton. The final EIS should include adequate data for the
Saturated Zone, nol only in the vicinily of Yueca Mountain, but out to the compliance boundary being
considered by the EPA. If this boundary is not fixed by the time the final EIS is issued then the DOE
should, as a minimum, have adequate saturated zone data to defend any assumptions that are made
regarding the saturated zone.

* Attachment B of these comments provides documentation for each of the summary comments
contained in this chapter.

4.1 Introduction

This section provides Clark County comments that focus primarily on DEIS analyses of environmental
conscquences of long-term repository performance. Clark County has provided commentary both on general
issues and specific sections of the DEIS. A number of these issues have been previously addressed by Clark
County in a contractor report, Review of the Total System Performance Assessment in the U.S. Department of
Energy Viability Assessment for the Yucca Mountain Site (3. Cohen & Associates, March 28,1999). This report
is incorporated by reference into Clark County’s present DEIS comments. Specific findings will be cited that
relate to the sufficiency of the DEIS. A copy of this report is included with these comments as Attachment B,

4.2 General Issues
4.2.1 Non-Compliance with Legal Standards

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act, As Amended, and codified in 42 U.5.C. 10101ff. defines high-level radioactive
waste [HLW} as "requiring permanent isolation.” “Barrier” is defined as "preventing releasc.” 42 U.S.C.
10197 provides that while Yucca Mountain is being studied geologically, additional studies shall be performed
in order to seek some combination of natural barriers and man-made barriers which, taken together as one
"system,"” could assure Americans that HLW would be "isolated from the biosphere.” Geologic findings by
DOE in 1998 and 1999 demonstrated that no permanent isolation is possible under existing standards, and no
engilneered barrier is capable of preventing release of imadiated gases and water into the biosphere outside the
site.
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Given these legal definitions and requirements and the geologic findings, the DOFE i legally obligated to
declare the site unsuitable. Either a different site, capable of permanent isolation, should be chosen, or some
other definition of HLW should be created in Congress, by which this lcthal burden would receive some other
appropriate treatment,

4.2.2 Failure lo Address Human Error in Repository Qperation, Monitoring and Closure

Under NWPA provisions, any model or plan devised to illuminate, cxplain or predict any portion of site
performance to be tested under actual conditions (or by extrapolation from well-corroborated knowledge) for
seismic, hydrologie, and human intrusion scenarios. However, there is no requirement for investigating the
potential for human crror, the single largest historcal contributory factor for accidents or incidents al DOE
nuclear and weapons {acilities and civilian nuclear power plants. This factor is completely ignored in the DELS
for any stage of repository construction, operation, monitoring and closure.

DOE must, therefore, initiate a full study of potential effects of human performance and error on repository
operations, trom construction to closure. Modeling simulations and probability estimates must be performed
for every job assignment at each of these stages. These assighments may include loading and unloading of
casks at points of departure and arrival, Joading into the site, transporting the casks, operating monitoring
equipment, administering quality assurance procedures, and so on. This is necessary to plausibly examing the
probability and severity of consequences of human error that may lead to situations that may have
environmental, economic, or public health and safety impacts.

4.3 Specific Comments Regarding Site-Related Impacts
4.3.1 Inventory and Characterization of Spent Fuel

DEIS Table A-2 indicates that a total of 4.5billion curies (Ci) were used for the proposed action. It is our
understanding that the total number of Ci to be disposed of in the form of spent fuel range from approximately
11 billion Ci up to 19.3 billion Ci°. The documentation available in the DEIS is lacking in a clear and
transparent rationale regarding the cause of this reduction from 11E9Ci’s to 4.5 billion Ci and what scientific
rationale was employed to validate this reduction.

Table A-5, Typical Spent Nuclear Fuel Parameters, and A-6, Proposed Action Spent Nuclear Fuel Inventory,
represent the total inventory and age of spent fuel for the proposed action. However, in its analysis, DOE has
neglected a change in industry practice that has significant impacts on the fuel that will be discharged in the
future. This is the higher megawatt days per metric ton of heavy metal (MWd's per MTHM) criteria that is
becoming more common in industry operation. The analysis given for the proposed action represents neither
the thermal output nor the isotopic composition of (he spent [uel that will be discharged from reactors in the
future. The final EIS therefore neads to update the inventory and characterization of the spent fuel that is being
considered for disposal.

The tables giving the radionuclide inventory (A-8 and A-9) both consider [uel that has had a decay time of ~25
years and has lower burnup than current industry practice. If younger spent fuel (See comments on Section 2.7)
with a higher burn up rate 15 used, the number of Ci slated for disposal will have been underestimated.

4.3.2 Thermal Output

Much more significant to repository performance is the higher thermal output of the higher burnup and younger
fuel. The DOE is now considering a repository design that includes drip shields and backfill. Neither of these
options were fully analyzed in the DEIS, The effect of the addition of these two design options, is not only to
decrease thermal conductivity near the disposal cask (by an amount that has not been considered in the DEIS),
but also to change the temperature gradients in the vicinity of the cask. The effect of this has also not been
analyzed in the DEIS.
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4.3.3  Disposal Cask

The modifications contemplated by the DOE for the license application design include a significant change in
materials for the disposal cask, Again, no attempt has heen made in the DEIS to evaluate this effect, nor to Jook
at possible manufacturing problems that could be encountered. These would not only affect the ultimate
lifetime of the casks, but would also impaet the rate and timing of juvenile failures.

4.4 Environmental Consequences of Long-Term Repository Performance

Clark County is concerned that the significant changes currently contemplated for the license application design
are significant enough to totally invalidate the performance assessment calculations used in the DEIS, It is our
contention that the final EIS must include an updated and valid analysis of long-term repository performance,
The current TSPA in the DEIS, which is unchanged, in any significant manner, from that given in the Viability
Assessment is outdated and no longer valid. The DEIS, if published in its current form, is no longer of any use
as a decision document.

In discussing the effect of chemically toxic materials, DOE made the statement that organic materials (additions
o the concrete) “could break down completely in response to exposure to high radiation fields for 100 years or
more before closure.” Docs this mean that all of the repository will be open for 2 minimum of 100 years. In
addition if there are high radiation fields, why is radiolysis ignored in the performance assessment calculations?

In Section 5.6, the DEIS presented comsequences [rom chemically toxic materials. One of the clements
considered in this analysis is chromivm. The amount of chromium considered has been grossly underestimated
sinee the design that the DOE is currently contemplating as the license application design uses stainless steel,
insicad of carbon steel as one of the barriers. In view of this, we fee]l DO must consider whether RCRA
regulations apply to the repository. If DOE feels that such regulations do not apply, they must provide rationale
to support this position,

Section 5.2.3.4 discusses reductions in the concentration of radionnclides during their movement in the
unsaturated and saturated zone. Statements are made to the effect that sorption would decrease the amount of
radionuclides that are expected to reach the accessible environment. These statements are repeated in section
L3.1.1 for sclected isotopes. No data are given to support this assertion and to show that certain radionuclides,
will in fact sorb in the Yucea Mountain environment. Without actual data collected in the actual environment
of the radionuclides, this assertion is unsubstantiated. The section regarding isotopes selected for long term
performance should be completely rewritten and all statements regarding sorption should be backed up by data
collected under conditions that are equivalent to the environment that the radionuelides will actually encounter
il the repository at Yocca Mountain were constructed.

The scaling factor used for calculating the doses to the general population in Sections 5.4.1 to 5.4.3 is of
concern to Clark County. It seems simplistic to dilute the radionuclide concentrations by the total amount of
water usage in the Amargosa Valley. Does the Department of Energy have data that show that the flow field is
0 homogenous that this 1s valid. If, as the TSPA analysis uses, the system is dominated by stream tubes, how
can this possibly be valid? What data will there be in the EIS to substantiate these assertions?

4.4.1 Conclusions About Long Term Repository Performance Based on the Total System Performance
Assessment [TSPA]

The DOE’s analysis of long term environmental conscquences, as presented in the DEIS, suffers from the same
shortcomings that were found in the performance assessment for the Viability Assessment [VA]. In that
document, DOE stated that the TSPA-VA methodology and information base constitute a snapshot in an
evolutionary process that leads potentially to a finding that Yucca Mountain is suilable as a disposal site. Such
a finding of suitability would then lead to license application to NRC. However, further development of TSPA
methodology and data will be needed for a TSPA with enough substance 1o suppott a license application.
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The DEIS analysis of long-term environmental effects is based largely on TSPA findings. In view of this, we
have summarized the principal findings of the Clark County contractor review of the TSPA in order to
demonstrate the inadequacy of the DEIS results as an appropriate indicator of long-term conscquences.

The following comments are taken directly from the Clark County contractor reporl, Review of the Total System
Performance Assessment in the U.S. Department of Energy Viability Assessment for the Yucea Mountain Site,
5. Cohen & Associates, March 28,1999),

Documentation and Computer Codes

»  Some portions of the VA documentation did not meet DOE’s objective to be clear and comprehensive in its
description of TSPA-VA methodology, assumplions, and use of information. The VA provided only a
limited description of the TSPA-VA computer codes and their use, and discussions of performance factors
in the chapters of the Technical Basis Document were complex.

Modeling Assumprions and Performance Parameters

=  DOE’s selection of values for performance parameters was oflen based on limited data or
recommendations from experl elicitations that were conducted in lieu of data. In some cases, such as
waste package wall material corrosion ratcs (discussed in Attachment B), the base-casc cxpected values
used may not adequately represent the potential for radionuclide release and transport.

*  DOE often selected features for TSPA-V A models that would produce high values for radionuclide release
and transport. For example, it was assumed that the cntire surface of the waste package is wetted when
dripped on, that all seepage that contacts a package cnters the package when the wall is penetrated, and
that all of the waste form is exposed tn a fuel rod with breached cladding.

» Some performance factors that could contribute to repository system performance, such as in-package
dilution, werc omitted from the TSPA-VA codes becausc the basis for characterizing petformance
parameter values was uncertain.

» A key feature of the models and computer codes used for the TSPA-VA analyses was uncoupling of
thermal, hydrologic, chemical and mechanical phenomena that are known to be coupled. Coupled effects
may be important to performance of a repository with the temperature and heat-load characteristics assumed
for the TSPA-VA analyses, but the characteristics of coupling and their effects, and the effect of model
vncoupling on the reliability of the TSPA-V A results, are uncertain.

Modeling Uncertainties and Daia Sufficiency

» At this stage of the process toward evaluation of the suitability of the Yucca Mountain site for disposal,
there were data deficiencies which limit confidence in some of the models used in the evaluations and in
some of the parameter values used in the models.

=  The results of the TSPA-VA evaluations also contain uncertainties associated with modeling of thermal
hydrology, which is concemed with the effects of repository lemperatures and heat loads on the
characteristics of the rocks and hydrologic regime surrounding the emplacement drifts. At present, the
datu basis for this modeling is limited, and the validity of the models is uncertain. The TSPA-VA assumed
that thermal hydrologic processes are short-lived and do not permanently alter the hydrologic regime.
Current information is insufficient to know if this is conservative or not. Thermal hydrology is discussed
in Attachment B of these comments.

» The 10,000-vear base-case doserate evaluation rcsults, 0.04 mrem/yr, are principally dependent on
assumptions concerning early failure of a waste package at 1,000 years and a climate change, which
doubles the precipitation rate and causes an 80-meter rise in the water table, at 5,000 years. In the TSPA-
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VA models, assumptions concerning juvenile waste package tailure and climate primarily affect the rate of
seepage of water into the repository and the magnitude of the radionuclide source term.

Use of conventional uncertainty characterization techniques showed that uncertainties in the base-case
expected dose results span four to five orders of magnitude. This result is associated with the large
number of parameters that have uncertainty ranges, either as a result of inherent, natural variability or as a
result of current data uncertainties, including those resulting from lack of data.

Overall, there is great “uncertainty in the uncertainty” assoctated with the TSPA-VA results. Uncertuinty
is present becavse of the many perflormance paramelers thal are genuinely vadable and uncertain; because
of uncertaintly ranges assigned to parameters with limited data bases; and because of uncertainty ranges
assigned to parameters that cannot have an experimental data basis, such as the number of juvenile
package failures and future climate conditions. Uncertainty which cannot be explicitly characterized is
also present in the TSPA-VA results becanse of uncertainty that the models used are appropriate and
sufficient representations of actual conditions (e.g., uncertainties associated with uncoupling, in the
models, of coupled phenomena). Experiments concerning the sensitivity of uncertainty to its various
sources in TSPA evaluations might be done by running the computer codes with alternative models and
parameter-value distributions.

Assumptions Regarding the Natural and Engineered Barrier Systems

The natural barrier system was assumed to make no contribution to repository system base-case
petformance except for dilution of radionuclide concentrations by a factor of 10 during transit of the
samrated zone. The burden for repository system performance was therefore placed on engineered features
of the system, i.e., waste package wall corrosion resistance and cladding integrity.

The TSPA-VA evaloations took credit for performance of cladding as an engineered barrier, but made
assumptions that would tend to produce high values for release of radionuclides from the waste form.
Such assumptions are concerned with the number of spent fuel rods with breached cladding, the exposed
waste form area for each rod with breached cladding, and release of radionuclides with limited solubility,
such as Np-237, from the waste form.,

For Tc-99 and I-129 (which arc highly soluble, move with the ground water, and were found to he the only
specics to contribute to the 10,000-year dose rate), the assumption that natural system features contribute
only limited dilution in the saturated zone to performance is realistic. The assumption is conservative for
long-lerm dose rates, i.e., for 50,000 years and beyond, which arc dominated by Np-237 and Pu-242, and
for which some performance contributions from the natural system may be expected as a result of sorption
on rock surfaces and the radionuclides’ limited solubilities.

Waste Package

DOE’s selections of corrosion rate values for the wasle-package Corrosion Allowance Material (AS16
carbon steel) may not adequately represent the corrosion-rate potential because they do not account for the
effects of drip velocity, and formation of salts and chlorides. Similarly, the corrosion rates for the
Corrosion Resistant Material, Alloy 22, may not adequately account lor adverse crevice-corrosion
conditions. Corrosion rates are discussed in Attachment B.

The VA waste-package design is not an effective defense-in-depth design. Design options such as use of
drip shields that were considered in the VA but not used in the TSPA-VA design have potential to
significantly improve repository system performance.

As acknowledged by DOE, the TSPA-V A methodologies and information base are not adequate to produce
results suitable for licensing reviews. They are, however, signilicanl improvements over previous TSPA
evaluations, and they are close to the status required for licensing reviews. Improvements needed for
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licensing would include revision or refinement of model delails, revision of parameter values as a resull of
data additions, and improvement of the quality-assurance basis for models, computer codes, and data. The
results of TSPA evaluations for licensing reviews will, as demonstrated by the TSPA-VA results, depend
strongly on the repository design features (e.g., waste package design and thermal loading) selected for
licensing.
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. 5.0 TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC SAFETY IMPACTS
Primary Reference: DEIS Chapters 3, 6; Appendix J

Major Points of This Chapter:

* Assumptions and methodologics arc inadcquate or inappropriale for identification and analyses of
impacts on the transportation system of Clark County.

» There were no estimates of the costs nccessary to mitigate the impacts of emergency planning,
response, evacuation and cleanup. This approach does not conform to best practice in the field of
impact assessment.

» The DEIS did not establish a basis for mitigation negotiations since it did not assign specific roles and
responsibilities for actions that cause impacts or ameliorate impacts,

= The DEIS used outdated databases, geographic data files, and inaccurate or misleading maps to support
the conclusions of the transportation, health effects and public safety analyses.

*  Section 5.3 contains very specific comments regarding DFEIS description and analyses of transportation-
related impacts in a number of areas, including public health and safety, transportation system, and
socio-cconomic conditions. This section also addresses impacts on public safety programs and nced for
information for mitigation planning. Full exposition of these comments is contained in Attachment C
of this document, as is a listing of sources consulted.

= Section 3.4 contains comments and NEPA Citations regarding specific DEIS statements about
transportation and public salety.

51 Introduction

This section describes problems in the areas of transportation and public safety identificd by Clark County in its
review of the Yucca Mountain DEIS. There are substantive problems with the DEIS in both the areas of
completeness and sufficiency, A careful review of the document reveals that despite the thoroughness with
which some of the necessary information has been collected, there is very little analysis and interpretation of
the information.

DOE’s Yucca Mountain Program has been substantively criticized over a long period. These criticisms
(notably in the comments to the 1986 Environmental Assessment and the Waste Management Programmatic
BIS) led the DOE to indicate that the Yucca Mountain EIS would address issues raised in the past, These
criticisms have not been addressed by the DEIS. New concerns have been raised by the DEIS’ inadequacies.

This section deseribes Clurk County’s major concerns with the DEIS as they relate to transportation and public
safety. In Section 5.2, we present and discuss a number of broad-based, or crosscutting, issues that are not
directly related to any specific transportation impact. Section 3.2 contuing a summary and a brief discussion of
impact areas of primary concern to Clark County. Section 5.3 provides our comments regarding the
completeness, sufficiency and NEPA compliance of specific statements in the DELS regarding transportation.

Supporting information and documentation regarding the above commentary is contained in Attachment C of
this document, Clark County, Nevada Transportation Comments on U.S. Departiment of Energy’s Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic Repositary for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-
Level Radiouctive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada. This attachment is incorporated by

. reference to the Clark County DEIS comments and contains extended discussions of transportation-related
issues related to the DEIS and of importance (o Clark County.
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5.2 Crosscutting Issues Regarding Transportation Sections of the DEIS
5.2.1 Insufficient DEIS Policy, Strategies and Methodology

In preparing the DEIS, the DOE made certain assumptions and adopted procedures that had a strong influence
in the approach and findings of the DELS. These assumptions and procedures are described here as crosscutting
issues. Although they do not specifically apply to each concern, they are identified here as problems that affeet
many portions of the DEIS, including the transportation sections,

The DOE adopted an unorthodox strategy in preparing the DEIS. Ignoring thirty years of best practice in the
preparation of environmental impact statements, DOE chose to adopt the narrowest possible definition of an
EIS and its purpose. In doing this, the DOE ensured that it found no impacts. The transportation analysis is
typical of this approach. For example, the DEIS did not study traffic impacts that arc normally considered in an
EIS, choosing to base the estimation of {ransporlation impacts solely on the msk of population and worker
cxposure to radiation. Congestion, lane widths, shoulder widths, peak hour traffic, roadbed conditions, and
other conventional measures of traffic impacts were ignored. By narrowing the range of impacts studied, DOE
made certain that the DEIS would identify no substantive transportation impacts,

Another example is found in the public health sections. By insisting that the DEIS is not an emergency
planning document, the DOE avoided preparing any estimates of the costs necessary to mitigate the impacts of
emergency planning, response, evacuation and cleanup. This approach is consistent with other DOE impact
assessments (notably the Nevada Test Site EIS), but does not conform to best practice in the field of impact
assessment,  While this approach may have facilitated spoedy preparation of the DEIS, it did nol result in a
tharough analysis of the impacts of the program and violates the leuer and spirit of NEPA.

The purpose of an EIS is 1o establish a basis for mitigation negotiations. To achieve this goal, an EIS must
assign specific roles and responsibilities for actions that cause impacts and for those that ameliorate impacts.
This was not achicved in the DEIS. For example, the DEIS failed (0 provide this information regarding an
implementing alternative [or \ransportalion routing., At a minimum, it should have provided a specific schedule
for the construction of 4 route to Yucca Mountain, and defined specific agency responsibilities for constructing,
mainlaining and operating the route to Yucca Mountain. None of this has been accomplished, and in view of
these omissions, Clark County and other affected jurisdictions do not have sufficient information necessary to
effectively vnderstand effects and negotiate mitigation.

There 18 an increased interest in nsk assessmenl methodologies that better charactenze and quantify
uncertainty. The National Academy of Sciences has stated that, “Whenever possible, {upper bound potency
cstimates) should be supplemented with other descriptions of cancer potency that might more adequately reflect
the uncertainty associated with the estimales.” The National Research Council has made a similar call for a
characterization of uncertainly. However, the estimates in the DEIS were presented as authoritative statements
of risk, and the high degree of uncertainty in the estimates was left unstated. In order for the DEILS to have
credibility with the public and policymakers, the DOE should have pursued an assessment strategy that
addressed uncertainty vather than ignored irt.

The quality of the report 18 flawed in fundamental ways. Sourccs cited by the report in Chapter 6 refer o
reports that assumed the use of a Multi-Purpose Canister (MPC) system. The DOE has abandoned the MPC
syatem as unworkable, Despite this, the DEILS uscs references about the MPC design to support its conclusions
even though they are not televant for the proposed action described by the DEIS,

52,2 Use of Outdated and Inadequate Databases and Maps

In many cases, use of databases to support the conclusions of the report is also questionable, A major example
of this is the rcliance on 1990 Census data to estimate the health effects of transporting spent fuel. Detailed
comments later in this report describe the seriousness ol this underestimate.
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Other databases are similarly flawed. In 1998, Clark Counly received geographic data files from DOE that
were being used for the proposed implementing altenatives through Nevada to Yucca Mountain.
Cartographers from Clark County’s Geographic Information Systems Department found that the files provided
by the DOE incorrectly located major transportation features (e.g., Interstate 15).

Maps presented in the DEIS are also fundamentally misleading. No national routes are depicted in the report.
Many of the people who are most affected by the program, therefore, will not be awarc of the impact based on
the report’s contents, Maps in the DEIS fail to depict urban Clark County properly since they give the incorrect
impression that a route using the beltway does not pass near urban Clark County. These maps also depict Las
Vegas as a point, without illuswating the greal expanse of urbanized Clark County.  All of (hese concemns
conitribute ta the impression thal the report was prepared disregarding the most basic research standards and
current information.

53 Transportation and Public Safety Concerns of Clark County

This section of the report summarizes Clark County’s major concems in the areas of transportation and public
safety. While this is not a definitive list, it was developed after a careful review of the DEIS. Should more
issues be raised during the comment period and beyond, Clark County will submit these immediately for DOE
consideralion. We have summarized the issues here and provided more detailed for each of these points in
Attachment C.

Transportation Issues:

* DOE has proposed an unprecedented program of waste transportation in the DEIS, However, the record of
previous transportation shipping campaigns is not encouraging. The DEIS should have provided a forecast
of likely accidents.

» The DEIS is insufficient because it does not present any information about the operation of the
transportation systerm. In other documents, DOE identified the following components of a transportation
system: Design, Development, Certification, Testing, Acquisition, Operation of all necessary transportation
equipment and services. By failing to describe these critical system components, DOE has failed to provide
a credible EIS that assigns responsibilities and provides sutficient information to negotiate mitigation.

*  The assessment of the risks of transporting spent fuel is not credible because the equipment proposed to
transport and handle the waste does not exist. One of the reference materials provided in the DEIS indicate
that no actual cquipment cxists for transporting, storing and handling the spent nuclear fuel. There are only
“preliminary sketches” ol the equipment.

= The DEIS analyzed no specific route through Nevada to the proposed Yucca Mountain facility. At a
minimum, the DEIS should have described the process of selecting an implementing alternative. In 1995,
the DOE reported that route evaluation criteria for the various trunsportation routes would be descrbed in
the DEIS. Nowhere does the document provide any description of how and why the DEIS will select Lhe
route evaluation criteria, how and when they will be applied and when the final route decision will be made.
This is especially important in light of the DOE’s decision to list the “Chalk-Mountain™ route as non-
preferred because of the objections of the Air Force. The DOE must explain why the Air Force was
effectively granted veto authority over routes through Nevada.

* The DEIS assumes a single route strategy for national transportation. There is no comparison of truck or
rail alternatives, ¢.g., for the current regulations and for an alternative strategy.

= The DEIS did nol describe the volumes of waste (hat may travel on cach highway or rail route.
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The DEIS did not analyze the full range of modal alternatives. Specifically, it failed to analyze the risks of
heavy haul transportation, despite the DOE proposal to use such transportation on congested freeways
through densely urbanized areas of northern and western Las Vegas.,

The DEIS should have indicated how human health risk will enler into decision-making. Based on the
contents of the DEIS, risk assessment is not a worthy decision-making criterion. A comparison with the
Generic EIS prepared by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for the licensing of nuclear power
plants is instructive becavse it highlights the methodological inconsistencies in transportation risk
assessment.  The DEIS should explain how risk will be vsed and how it can be comparcd. The DEIS
provides no basis for comparing routes within Nevada.

The DEIS failed to cxamine the likely interaction of the Yucca Mountain Program and other foderal
activities in Nevada. For cxample, while Clark County is in non-attainment for National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS), the DEIS did not mention the potential impact of the addition of heavy haul
or legal weight trucks into the transportation system. In addition, the DEIS did not analyze the cffects that
construction of (he heavy haul infrastructure improvements or a rail line would have on the Regional
Transportation Plan of Clark County.

The DEIS grossly understated the human health risk of transporting spent fuel by using 1990 Census data.
The population has almost dowbled since 1990 and will increase by a further large perceniage should
shipments of waste be initiated in 2010,

The DEIS failed to address the impacts on the Clark County transportation system that would be caused by
program operations, For example, what would be the effect on traffic of a 300-foot long convoy carrying
spent fuel, moving along a highly congested freeway at low speeds four times a day for 24 years? The
DEIS is silent on the most likely and reasonable impacts of the transportation program.

The software used to analyze transportation risk in the DEIS was RADTRAN version 4.019. Extensive
criticism of RADTRAN has been made in other venues. Although courts have allowed RADTRAN
analysis of risk, the many shortcomings of this approach should have been examined in the DEIS. In
particular, the DEIS should have provided the full RADTRAN outputs and interpreted their meaning. A
portion of these outputs would have been the decontamination costs should an accident occur.

The DEIS examined only the prohlem of transporting 25 year old spent fuel. 1t is likely that younger, more
radicactive fuel will be shipped to the Yucca Mountain facility. The DEIS should have examined this
likelihood by bounding its analysis between 10 year and 25 year old spent fucl.

Public Safety

Congress has directed that localities affected by the Yucca Mountain Program be provided with funding to
prepare emergency management assets for the program. The DEIS should have examined the institutional
arrangements necessary to provide emergency response assistance to affected localities. The DEIS should
have assigned specific roles and responsibilities for various federal agencics (such as the Federal
Emergency Management Agency).

Of critical concern when cxamining the impacts of spent fuel transportation is the impact of a likely
accident. The DEIS is insufficient because it failed to provide a clear description of the Maximum
Reasonably Foreseeable Accident (MRFA). It did not analyze the costs to mitigate that accident or
examine the cost to recover from that accidenl. IU also failed to describe the preparedness activities,
equipment, personnel, and facilities necessary to prevent, respond to or repair the effects of an accident.

There are serious impediments to local government response (o (ransportation incidents. Mutual aid agreements
among Nevada jurisdictions are inconsistent and de not cover many safety arcas other than fire, While the DEIS
indicated that emergency preparedness is an impact area, it did not address plans or strategies that are needed
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by local governments. In order to enhance public safety and provide detail for program planning, any
mitigation plan must address the issues of:

» Interagency communication and institational arrangements among DOE, the State of Nevada and local
governments,

® Interagency communication and institutional arrangements among local governments and jurisdictions;

* Incident command;

* Response procedures:

* Evacuation planning and procedures in the unigque resort setting of Clark County;

* Radiological monitoring;

s Emecrgency medical procedures;

= Usc of communicalions systems;

= Information managemenl technology;

= Mitigalion stralegies;

*  Planning exercise design, and,

*  Trunsportation safety.

= The DEIS does not identify either public safety needs nor does it identify the large amount of
equipment needed by emergency medical services to respond 1o an incident,

= The DEIS failed to consider local and regional conditions with regard to communication among agencies in
emergency situations.  Any discussion of miligation, support or compensation must address the
development and maintenance of an adequate communication system for a transportation incident involving
radioactive waste. The system must include such aspects as area of coverage, interagency arrangements,
and backup systems.

. » The DEIS failed to credibly address problems of security and tertorism. The only discussion ol the issue
was confined to the cursory refutation of arguments made by the State of Nevada. No discussion of eco-
terrorism, civil disobedience, or the diversion of military equipment was included.

«  Despite overwhelming cvidence and fiftcen years of commentary, the DEIS did not address the potential
ellects of human factors and institutional arrangements on transportation safety. The DOE has ignored the
most likely cause of a catastrophic transportation accident.

54 Clark County Comments and NEPA Citations Regarding Specific DEIS Sitatements:
Transportation and Public Safety

See Section 2.2.1.

DEIS Statement (pg. 2-1) - DOL has developed the information about the potential environmental impacts that
could result from cither the Proposed Action or the No-Action Alternative to inform the Secretary of Energy's
determination whether to recommend Yucca Mountain as the site of this Nation's first monitored geologic
repository for spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive wasle.

Clark County Comment - DOE helieves that it has supplied sufficient duta "regarding basic
approaches" to transportation and that specific selection studies can be done later. The generalized information
in the DEIS does not allow any community to adequately assess impacts nor design miligalion strategics.
NEPA Regulation: Sec. 1502.14 Alrernatives including the proposed action; Sec. [502.22 Incomplete or
unavailable information

DEIS Statement (pg. 2-1) - Although it is vneertain at this time when DO would make any transportation-
related decistons, DOE believes that the ELS provides the information necessary to make decisions regarding
. the basic approaches (for example, mostly rail or mostly truck shipments), as well as the choice among
alternative transportation corridors, However, follow-on implementing decisions, such as the selection of a
specific rail alignment within a corridor, or the specific location of an intermodal transfer station or the need to
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upgrade the associated heavy-haul routes, would require additional field surveys, state and local government
consultations, environmental and engineering analyses, and National Environmental Policy Act reviews.

Clark County Comment - Unless DOE is proposing to consider construction of major new sections of
the transportation routes, this document is inadequate because it does. not provide detailed impacts but instead
general, aggregated data. The existing rail and highway system, however, are fixed and DOE should have
provided detailed data. Without such data about the alignment of the transportation routes, the impact analysis
scction is incomplete and meaningless. NEPA Regulation: Sec. [502.22 Incomplete or unavailable
inforation.

DEIS Statement (pg. 2-9) - The national transportation scenarios evalunated in this EIS encompass the
transportation options or modes (legal-weight truck and rail) that are practical for DOE to use to ship spent
nuclear [uel and high-level radicactive waste from the commercial and DOE sites to the Yucca Mountain site.
DOE would use both legal-weight truck and rail transportation, and would determine the number of shipments
by either mode as part of future transportation planning efforts. Therefore, the EIS evaluated two national
transportation scenarios (mostly legal-weight and mostly rail) that cover the possible range of transportation
impacts to human health and environment.

Clark County Comment - The DEIS used (wo scenarios (mostly rail and mostly truck) to analyze
transportation impacts. These scenarios should have had a fully detailed impact analysis associated with cach
sepment of the trunsportation comdor. NEPA Regulation: Sec. [502.14 Alternatives including the proposed
action; Sec. 1502.22 Incomplete or unavailable information

DEIS Statement (pg. 2-38) — The DFEIS assumes that, at the time of shipment, the spent nuclear fuel and high-
level radioactive waste would be in a form that met approved acceplance and disposal criteria for the repository.

Clark County Comment - The DEIS did not delineate how or who will be responsible for ensuring that
the material to be disposed of is in approved form. NEPA Regulation: Sec. 1502.1 Purpose; Sec. 1502.16
Environmental conseguences

DEIS Statement (pg. 2-40) 2.1.3.2 - DOE has developed TRANSCOM, a satellite-based transportation
tracking and communications systemn, to track current truck and rail shipments. Using the TRANSCOM system,
DOE would monitor shipments of spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste to the repository at
frequent intervals. This or a similar systemn could provide users (for example, DOE, the Nuclear Regulatory
Comumission, and state and tribal governments) with information about shipments to the repository and would
enable communication between the vehicle operators and a central communication station.

Clark County Comment - Although the DETS stated that TRANSCOM will monitor shipments of SNF
and HLW," it also stated that "this or a similar system could provide users with information about shipments?"
How can you measure the health and safety impacts and emergency management mitigation needs if it is not
even clear how DOE plans to communicate with local entilies? NEPA Regulation: Sec, 15021 Purpose; Sec,
1302, 14 Alternatives including the propased action.

DEIS Statement (pg. 2-40) 2.1.3.2 - In heavily populated areas, armed escorls would be required for highway
and rail shipments (10 CFR 73.37),

Clark County Comment - The DEIS stated that in "heavily populated” areas, armed escorls would be
required. What 1s the definition of a "heavily populated” area? Who is going to pay for the armed escorts?
Who pays for the additional Emergency Management equipment and staff required by the escort tunction? The
DEIS should have delineated these costs as impacts and spelled out the responsible party. NEPA Regulation:
See. 1502.1 Purpase; Sec. 1502, 14 Alternatives including the proposed action.
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DEIS Statement (pg. 2-40) 2.1.3.2 - Section 180(c) of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act requires DOE to provide
technical and financial assistance to states and tribes for training public safety officials in jurisdictions through
which il plans Lo transport spent nuclear fuel and high-level waste.

Clark County Comment - The DEIS stated that DOE will train emergency management staff before the
repository opens, but it does not detail who is considered EM staff. Further, no schedule is given. Local
governments with limited resources will need an extended period of time and multiple training sessions in order
to train staff while nol disrupting existing services. The DEIS did not indicate whether DOE will provide
mwulliple training opportunities over time for EM staff or who would for the staff time that is needed for
additional training? Curmrently, local governments frequently have to absorb salary costs for staff in training. Is
DOE going Lo pick up these costs or is this poing to be another unfunded federal mandate on the State and local
government? NEPA Regulation: Sec. 1502.1 Purpose: Sec. 1502.22 Incomplete or unavailable information.

DEIS Statement (pg. 2-40) 2.1.3.2 - In the event of an accident involving a shipment of spent nuclear fuel or
high-level radioactive waste, the transportation vehicle crew would notily local authornties and the central
communications station monitoring the shipment. DOE would make resources available to local authorities as
appropriate to mitigate such an incident. :

Clark Counly Comment - The DELS stated that "DOE would make resources available to local
authoritics as appropriate 1o mitigate” an incident. It did not explain how or when such assistance will be made
available. Will local grovernments and the State of Nevada be burdened with the front-end costs of an incident
and have to wail for reimbursement from DOE. If a significant incident occurred, it could be beyond the
financial resources of 4 local entity. The DEIS should clearly state that the DOE will pay for any incident and
pay for it up front. NEPA Regulation: Sec. 15021 Purpose; Sec. 1502.22 Incomplete or unavailable
information.

DEIS Statement (pg. 2-40) 2,1,3.2.1 - DOE would ship spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste
from commercial and DOE sites in some combination of legal-weight truck, rail, heavy-haul truck, and possibly
barge. This EIS considers two national transportation scenarios, which for simplicity are referred to as mostly
legal-weight truck scenario and mostly rail scenario,

Clark County Commen! - DOE identificd two transportation scenarios (mostly legal-weight truck and
mostly raily without sufficient detail to analyze segment-by-segment impacts. Further, the DEIS stated that they
may use barge, but there is no analysis of potential barge impacts. During the shipment of the stcam gencrators
from the Trojan Nuclear Power Plant to the Hanford Reservation via barge up the Columbia River, the barge
carrying the generators had to wait for an extended period to allow another barge with a shipment of radioactive
materials from foreign reactors to pass through the locks. The nation’s waterways are a precious resource that
in many instances experience heavy waffic. If DOE is considering allowing the use of barge traffic, then the
DIIS should have a detailed analysis of potential impacts. In order to analyze impacts fully, DOE must look at
the data at varying scales. Tor example, while the overall accident rate may be low in a specific corridor, in an
urban area it may be nmch higher. The methodology used by DOE throughout the DEIS is designed to mask
impacts — not to identify and mitigate them. NEPA Regulation: Sec. 15021 Purpose; Sec. 1502.22 Incomplete
or unavailable information,

DEIS Statement (pg. 2-43) 2.1.3.2.2 - A truck carrying a shipping cask of spent nuclear fuel or high-level
radioactive waste would travel to the repository on highway routes selected in accordance with U.S.
Department of Transportation (49 CFR 397.101), which require the use of preferred routes. These routes
include the Interstate Highway System, including beltways and bypasses,

Clark County Comment - The DEIS stated that shipments would be made along the Interstate
Highway system. Although this may be the "shortest path.” it is also the path with the highest population
density. Thus, more people will be exposed and more costly damage incorred from an incident along these
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routcs. DOE should have considered an aliernative that maximized the avoidance of dense urban areas. NEPA
Regulation: Sec. 1502.1 Purpose; Sec. 1502. 14 Alrernatives including the praposed action.

DEIS Statement (pg. 2-50) 2.1,.3.3.2.2 - A small secure rail-yard off the main rail line would be established for
switching operations. Railcars with spent nuclear fuel or high-level radioactive waste would have to be moved
within 48 hours in accordance with U5, Department of Transportation regulations (49 CFR [74.14),

Clark County Comment - The proposal to allow rail cars to sit at a rail yard for up to 48 hours invites
terrarism, sabotage, vandalism and other health and safety risks. How does DOL plan to provide for protection
of such rail cars? Whal does a "secure facility” mean? Armed goards? If so, paid for and reporting to whom? If
DOE is planning to leave a rail car at the junction point until the following day so that they can link the end-
journey transportation, they are creating, for example, the opportunity for terrorist intervention. Further, if
DOE is planning to piggyback rail shipmcnts, then the cumulative impacts from this activity should be
identified in the DEIS.

DEIS Statement (pg. 2.51) 2.1.3.3.3.1 - To enable intermodal trunsflers and heavy-haul shiprments 1o the
repusilory, an intermodal transfer station wonld be buill and operated in Nevada.

Clark County Comment - The DEIS is silent as to who 1s responsible for prolecting shipments during
the intermaodal transfer, Further, the DEIS states that "it could build and operate an intermodal station.” Is DOE
committed to constructing and operating the intermodal transfer station, or is DOE going to contract this to the
private sector? If so, who will have the liability from an incident at the intermodal station? Since most
accidents with spent fuel oceur with the transfer of waste, it is very important o0 know who will be responsible
for this task; how it will be managed; and what role if any will be expected of local governments. Further, will
local governments have the right to access such a [acility 0 cnsure compliance with regulatory standards?
NEPA Regulation: Sec. 1502.1 Purpose; Sec. 15302.14 Alternatives including the propoesed action; Sec. 130216
Envirenmental consequences.

DEIS Statement (pg. 2-53) 2.1.3.3,3.1 - Road upgrades for candidate routes, if necessary, would involve four
kinds of construction activities: (1) widening the shoulders and constructing tumnouts and truck lanes, (2)
upgrading intersections that arc inadequate for heavy-haul truck traffic, (3) increasing the asphalt thickness
{overlay) of some sections, and (4) upgrading engineered structures such as culverts and bridges.

Clark County Comment - The DEIS described needed road improvements in a general way but didn’t
identify who will pay for the construction and maintenance of such upgrades. Further, the DEIS stated that the
turnout lanes would be built every 5-20 miles but didn't address specifically where these will be located. Nor
did the DEIS examine whether the number of turnout lanes would be sufficient over the life of the repository.
Since Clark County is experiencing such rapid growth, the design of transportation upgrades should allow for
future enhancements funded by DOE as the population grows. It is inappropriate for DOE to expect that
upgrades sufficient to meet today's tralfic will be adequate over the life cycle of the repository. NEPA
Regularion: Sec. 1502.22 Incomplete or unavailable information

DEIS Statement (pg. 6-1) 6.1 - Although it is uncertain at this time when DOE would make any transportation-
related decisions, DOE beligves that the EIS provides the information necessary to make decisions regarding
basic approaches (for example, mostly rail or mostly truck shipments), as well as the choice among alternative
transportation corridors.

Clark County Comment - The DEIS argued that without specific transportation routes being identified,
DOE can still choose "basic approaches” with sufficient information to assess the level of impact. We belisve
that, since accident rates vary along scgments, DOE cannot determine impacts without identifying specilic
routes. It is also unclear whether DOE will conduct additional NEPA review for every transport segment when
the route and mode mix is finally completed. DOE should explicitly address this point in the DEIS, Further,
detailed segment-by-segment assessments of the selected transportation corridors should be made in compliance

5-8




Clark County, Nevada Comments, 25 February 2000; DEIS for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal
of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Wasfe af Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada

with the intent of NEPA. These analyses should determine potential impacts on quality of life, public safety,
and environmental justice at varying scales. NEPA Regulation: Sec. 150222 Incomplete or unavatlable
information.

DEIS Statement (pg. 6-6) 6.1 - Over the 24 yeurs ol the Proposed Action, an estimated six and two latent
cancer fatalities, respectively, could occur in involved worker populations from radiation exposure for the
mostly legal-weight and mostly rail scenarios. The probability of a latent cancer fatality to the maximally
exposed involved worker would be about 0.003 for both scenarios. No worker fatalities from industrial
accidents would be expected. No or very small impacts to workers or members of the public would be expected
from postulated loading accidents.

Clark County Comment - The DEIS cstimated six (mostly legal weight truck scenario) or two (mostly
rail scenario) deaths over 24 years to workers from radiation cxposurc. It also states thac there will be no
"worker fatalities from an indvstrial accident.” Yet, most accidents to date at nuelear power plants have actually
involved exactly this type of incident. On what grounds does DOE make this asscrtion? NEPA Regulation: Sec.
1502.22 Incomplete or unavailable information,

DEIS Statement (pg. 6-6) 6.1 - Over the 24 years of the Proposed Action, an estimated 18 latent cancer
fatalities could occur in the general population along transportation routes from radiation exposure under the
mostly legal-weight truck scenario and an cstimated two latent cancer fatalities could occur under the maostly
rail scenario. For involved workers, an estimated five latent cancer fatalities could occur in the involved worker
population from radiation ¢xposure for the mostly legal-weight truck scenario, and an cstimated onc  latent
cancer fatality could occur for the mostly rail scenario.

Clark County Comment - The DEIS estimated 18 latent cancer fatalities umong the general public and
five among transport workers over 24 years under the incident free scenario. Without a segment-by-segment of
the selected transportation routes, it is impossible to assess whether these deaths will fall inequitably on certain
sectors of the population. NEPA Regulation: Sec. 1502.22 Incomplete or unavailable information,

DEIS Statement (pg. 6-8) 6.1 - Nationwide, during the 24 yeuars of the I'roposed Action transportation
activities, about four fatalities could result from traffic accidents under the mostly legal-weight truck scenario.
For the same time period, about four fatalities could also result from traffic accidents under the mostly rail
scenario. These fatalities would all be related to physical injuries associated with traffic accidents, not
radiological impacts,

Clark County Comment - Under the transportation accident scenario for either rail or truck, four
futalities are forecast over 24 years. Without route idenlification, it 18 impossible 1o ascertain whether low-
income or minority communities may be unduly burdened at the local scale. NEPA Regulation: Sec. 1502.22
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PUBLIC COMMENTS AND PUBLIC OPINION
Primary Reference: DELS Chapters 1, 3

Magjor Puints of This Chapter:

Clazk Counly stafl met with 19 Town Advisory Boards/ Citizens’ Advisory Councils, representatives
from local jurisdictions and other groups to exchange information and reccive comments on the Yucca
Mountain DEIS. Il is clear from the comments recorded that not only county officials, but also citizens,

are very concerned about the negative impacts that the Yucea Mountain Program may have on Southern
Nevada.

Specific issues raised in the comments mclude the need to acknowledge and assess the impacts on
Native Americans, and mote fully consider public safety, environmental impacts, environmental
justice, funding to local governments, effects on land usc, porception-based impacts of DOE activities,
performance assessment, interaction of the repository on local and regional plans, public participation,
regulatory standards, schedule & licensing, socio-economic impacts, storage, and transpottation issues.

According to comments by Clark County governmental representatives, vesidents, and other

stakeholders made at public meetings and by other means, DOE has:

= Tgnored cumulative impacts from past and continaing NTS activities.

= Ignored negative ceonomic impacts that could potentially devastate the economy of Southern Nevada.

= Ignored existing and planned land uscs in the proposed transportation campaign,

*  Used population data that greatly underestimates the impacts on Clark County.

* Not done enough to let the general population know aboul something so significant that could have
such far-reaching impacts.

*  Underestimated the real and potential impacts of the proposed transportation campaign.

DOE is not trustworthy — based on past history and currcatly not listening to citizen concerns.

We are helpless against what seems to be a done deal, so it is futile to gel involved.

The waste should be stored where it is beecause new technology can be developed to take better care of it.
Radiological impacts are greally underestimated.

There are & number of problems with bringing all the waste together at Yucca Mountain that arc being
ignored.

Other storage options should be considered.
The impact o future generations and other unusual impacts are not adequately addressed.
Attachment D includes a copy of the Clark County Community Involvement Tracking System that

provides categorized and dated commmentary by government officials, members of interest groups, and
members of the general public.

Attachment E includes letters of comment by Greater Tas Vegas Association of Realtors, the Soulhern
Nevada Homebuilders Association, the Clark County Comprehensive Plan Steering Commitlee, the
Laughlin Town Advisory Board, and the Winchesier Town Advisory Board.
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6.1 History of Public and Agency Comments Regarding Yucca Mountain

Since 1988, Clark County has recorded comments pertaining (o the Yucca Mountain Project and its potential
impacts on Clark County. From the very beginning, great concern about the potential repository has been
expressed by Clark County officials, staff and others. Specific issues raised in the comments include the need
to acknowledge and assess the impacts on Native Americans, issues to be addressed in the EIS, emergency
response considerations, envirommental impacts, environmental justice, funding, land use, perception-based
impacts of DOE aclivities, performance assessment, planning considerations, public participation, regulatory
standards, schedule & licensing, socio-economic impacts, storage, and transportation issues.

It is clear from the comments recorded that not only county officials and NWL staff, but also citizens, are very
concerned about the negative impacts that the Yucca Mountain Program could have on Southemn Nevada.
Comments relating to cultural and historical resources, for example, urge DOE to be very serious about their
handling of Native American issues. The DEIS however, makes little mention of Native American issues other
than to acknowledgze that there are Native Amerdcan issues thal necd to be addeessed. Requests for a review of
the effects of past DOE (and predecessor) activities in Southern Nevada have not been addressed in the DETS,
however. Others asked that DOE address inequalites and the “political” aspects of the issue but these were
similarly not addressed in the DEIS. And the comments go omn.

Attachment D provides information that is stored in the Nuclear Waste Division’s Community Involvemernt
System [CITS[. This system is designed to help staff record and calegorize public mecting comuments.
Comments may be categorized by name, date, subject, agency or group representation [if any], and geographic
location. [iarly comments did not have dates associated with them, but beginning with 1992, the dates of the
comments are noted.

6.2 Summary of Public Commenls During Present DEIS Comment Period, August 1999-February
2000

This section provides a summary of comments gathered at meetings held in Clark County during the Yucca
Mountain DEIS comment period. These included city conncil meetings, Town Advisory Board / Citizens
Advisory Council meetings, and meelings with professional organizations, businessmen and women, and
interested citizens groups, At these meetings, Clark County Nuclear Waste Division staff made presentations,
answergd questions and noted comments from the general public and officials in attendance. Presentations
were made at more than 20 meetings covering geographical areas, rural and urban of Clark County.

Nuclear Waste Division staff participated in public, committee or stall meelings with representatives of the
¢ities of Boulder City, Henderson, Las Vegas, Mesquite, and North Las Vegas, Stafl also participated in Town
Advisory Board or Citizens Advisory Council meetings in the unincorporated areas of Bunkerville, Enterprise,
Goodsprings, Indian Springs, Laughlin, Lone Mountain, Mt, Charleston, Mountain Springs, Moapa, Moapa
Valley, Paradise, Red Rock, Scarchlight, Spring Valley, Sunrise Manor, Whitney and Winchester.
Presentations were also made (o the Clark County Local Emergency Response Committee, the Clark County
Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee, the Laughlin Chamber of Commerce, the Greater Las Vegas
Association of Realtors, the Howard Hughes Corporation, and the Southeast Coalition of Concerned Citizens.

Some of these individuals, groups or jurisdictions have submitted comments directly to DOE, while comments
by the Clark County Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee and the Greater Las Vegas Association of
Realtors are attached to this document.

The following section lists comments noted by NWD slaff al the meetings mentioped. A total of more than 650
people attended the meetings. Comments show that, with two exceptions, citizens arc decply concerned that
DOE is not really Hstening to the people of Nevada and the country. There was great concern about the
transportation of the waste to Yucea Mountain. Many people commented that they were surprised that citizens
across the country weren't up in arms thal the waste could come through their communities.
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Many people expressed a very high level of mistrust for DOE, because of their past dealings with the people of
Nevada, Examples were given of family members who played in the ash from the fallout of above-ground tests
because they were told there was nothing to be concerned about, "just wash your vegetables."  These [amily
members it was noted by the public later died from cancer. Other mecting patticipants have family and close
friends who lived “down wind” from the Nevada Test Site (NTS) and have soffercd the ravages of cancer.
Some survived and others dicd. The concern was expressed that Nevada has alrcady sullered and conlinues to
suffer the impacts of the nuclear testing that went on at the NTS and that Yucca Mountain could add in
unknown ways to the impacts that they are already suffering.

6.2.1 Notes of Public Meetings Attended by NWD Staff Throughout Clark County

This section includes a summary, by category, of the comments that were noted by Nuclear Waste Tivision
staft in attendance at the meeting of town advisory boards, citizens advisory councils, city councils and other
interested grovps. The comments are concise summaries of statements made. There are redundancics among
the comments, bul since they were gathered at a number ol focutions around the county, we have included all of
them [or consideration.

GENERAL (provide context for DEIS comments)

* Cily Altormey will continue to put together comments on the drall E1S for the Cily.

* Encouraged citizens to get involved in commenting or attending the public hearing.

= Encouraged individual residents to make comments on their owi.

= Protests helped stop Ward Valley in California, we should be involved with Yucca Mountain.

* Agreemenl with TAB concerns and questions.

» Encouraged citizens in attendance to get involved and comment on this important issue pointing out that the
waste and spent fuel could be transported through the center of Enterprise along 1-15 and the beliway.

» Several asked for additional information packets to take to friends and family.

= Encovraged Clark County or State to provide forms at the public hearing for people to fill out and submit
their comments.

= Voted to send a letter (0 DOE in opposition of Yucca Mountain - voicing the concerns of the TAB.

= Encouraged citizens to gel involved and comment on this important issue.

= Encouraged people to get involved.

* Concerned about the number of people who scem disinterested, that they really don’t know how adversely it
could impact them.

= TAB members said they would make contacts to try and get people involved.

= Hope that citizens of the community will get involved.

» Urged citizens to be invelved and let DOE know thal the citizens of the community are coneerned.

HELPLESSNESS

* There was 4 [eeling of helplessness in some people.

= Many wanted to do something but felt overwhelmed or that it was futile,

* QOthers commented on feeling overwhelmed and that their effort would be futile.

= Fecling that the larger citics, county and state would lead the fight to keep it out of Nevada and that there
wasn’'t much they could do to make a difference.

* Feelings of helplessness about stopping waste coming on I-15 through Mesquite - can’t pick up and leave
jobs and homes,

* Interest and concern, but a sense of helplessness against an agency that they perceive as not trustworthy.,

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

* Concern that DOE is not taking into account that Nevada is already impacted by the Low-Level Waste
shipments that are going to NT$ and the continuing effects of the nuclear tests that were performed there.
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Concern that DOE is not considering all the impacts Southern Nevada has already received from operations
at the NTS,

ECONOMIC IMPACTS

Concern that their property values will be deeply impacted because of waste being transported near their
homes.

Who will pay for the maintenance and/or upgrades to roads, bridges, etc. that will be impacted by the
transportation?

Intercsted and hopelul that DOE would consider the impacts to Nevada that they had not considered:
gconomic impacts to gamingftourism, trucking impacts that were not really considered - “there will be
accidents,” stigma to products, ete,

What about negative impacts to small businesses near the transpottation routes?

The gaming industry should take some lead in this and realize how dramatically they could be impacted.

One person felt that it was a good thing becaunse it would bring high paying trucking jobs to the community.
He didn’t think there was a radiological risk and cited his knowledge of a mine in Canada that was so
radioactive that it made the stuff that would be coming to Yucca Mountain looks like spit - the stoff in
Canada was magnitades of times greater in radioactivity. He said that if we didn’t want the waste shipped
here, Canada would take it there and reap the econotnic benefits,

Concerns that DOE is not really looking al the impacts to the economy.

Omne person felt that there weren't great risks from the waste coming through and that it would add jobs to
the economy. Other citizens responded that the jobs would be technical or high risk and not really be
dvailuble to the people living here,

Don’t believe that DOE is really looking at the potential impacts to the citizens and economy,

Wondered if gaming is involved because their weight behind opposing Yucca Mmmtain would have greater
influence.

Concerned that waste coming through the area could have a devastating impact on the economy.

Concerned that the poor will be greatly impacted.

Investments have been made and continue in developing what is considered a premict property (Summerlin).
Nuclear waste being transported through the middle of the property could have devastaling economic
impucts.

LAND USE IMPACTS

DOE ignored the land use plans but we have to live with them for a long time.

It seems obvious that DOE did not look at the site plan for Summerlin or the Las Vegas Valley and all the
residential and commercial uses planned along the western beltway.

It is unbelievable that DOE is even considering transportation of the waste along the beltways through
populated Las Vegas Valley,

MITIGATION

Concerns about not getting compensation (money) for accepting the waste,
Others felt that now 1s the time to go after DOE for mitigation funds.
Asked about mitigation steps that were being taken.,

NEW TECHNOLOGY

Leave the waste where it is generated until something hetter can be done,

Isn’t it safer to store it on site, above ground, for a while until new technology can help us handle it in a
better way than burying it?

Want the waste kept out of Nevaday, leave it where it is unlil some better technology can be produced.
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. * Hopeful that DOE would really look at how adversely this could impact the whole country and look at doing
something clse.
* Tlope that perhaps DOE would listen 1o the people and look at other ways of taking care of the waste,
* Wondered why nothing clse is being considered by DOE or Congress, since so many new technologies are
being developed all of the time.

POPULATION DATA

* 1990 Census figures are being used and don’t reflect the growing population in the north portion of the
valley.

* Can the EIS be thrown out since the data is so out of date?

* Several wondered about the audacity of DOE in proposing to take the waste through such a heavily
populated area that is continuing to grow at such a high rate.

* Concemed that DOE is not really considering the impacts to people along potential routes, cspecially in
Southern Nevada where population has grown so dramatically.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

* (Concern that more citizens weren’t involved.

* Those in attendance wondered why they hadn’t heard more about this before from DOE.

* Encouraged the Clark County Nuclear Waste Division really spread the word and try and get people
involved because DOE won't do it.

s Concerns about general public not really being aware of the impacts because DOE has not really made an
effort to get the word out.

* DOE should have made a much grzater effort o let people know abour something so long lasting and

. potentially harmful as this,

» Concerned that a lot of people who would be adversely affccted, don’t cven know about il because of

inadequate public outreach by DOE.

RADIOLOGICAL IMPACTS

® Cireat concern that the health impacts are not really reported. There are lots of things besides deaths from
radiological exposure (from a member of the TAB who is a doctor).

* Concerns that radiological impact could be far greater than what is being reported.

SITE ISSUES

» Concerns over effects of the radiation in the area where it would be stored because of problems they
observed when they lived in the Tri-Citics area near Hanford, Effects on animals and plants, ete.

* The original analysis conlained several critical, technical flaws that need to be addressed.

* Concerns about all the waste together in one place creating a sabotage or safety issue (critical mass).

= Barthquake aclion in the area (recent quake not too far from Yucca Mountain) raises great concerns.

= (Concerned that with the amount of money that has been spent on studying Yucca Mountain it will become a
reposilory even il though there are problems with water flowing through the mountain, sarthquakes, and
volcanic aclivity.

STORAGE

» Take care of the waste where it was created, at the generation sites.

= One man, educated in this area, feels that salt mine storage or uranium mine storage would be better. He
also indicated that he felt that it should be stored regionally and not transported across the country.

. TRANSPORTATION / ROUTES / CASKS
» Great concern that the potential route goes along the western beltway - there is a new high school that is
adjacent to the beltway alignment (beltway has not been constructed in this area yet),
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. * Concern that there could be accidents at the interchange of the beltway and Highway 95. How would heavy-

haul trucks make the turns at the interchange?

* Concem over transportation no being more specific: no licensed casks, commercial carriers not adequately
trained, not knowing route, cte.

® Agked about the possibility of legal-weight trucks being diverted off of I-15 through their community - that
would be a very serious mistake (Logandale, Overton).

= Concerns about driving into Las Vegas and traveling on the Interstale with the trucks - not being aware or
having to delay commules so as not to travel along side or near the trucks.

= Concerncd about the safety of the casks and trucks.

* Concerned about the hurman error (actor of truck drivers.

»  Asked il the cask was licensed.

* Wondered if the City Council could legally create a “nuclear free zone.”

* Concem that Craig Road could be used as a route.

* Concerns about the potential of it going through Mesquite because can’t trust the DOE won’t do it,

* Transportation is a big issue, “it’s a craps game by putting it on a truck” - transportation is a very dangerous
cnvironment.

*« Focus on national transportation (not in Everybody’s backyard) to keep congressional delegation united in
fighting it across the country,

* Hopeful that DOT would consider trucking impacts that were not really considered - “there will he
accidents.”

* Mcibers of the TAB asked questions about the potential impacts from transportation through Enterprise.

* Questions were asked about the number of potential shipments.

* City Council members expressed concern about the possibility of waste coming through Boulder City either
along US Highway 93 or across Boulder Darn.

. * One mat, cducated in this arca, commented that he is very concerngd about the transportation of nuclear

waste around the country.

» Hapeful that Boulder Dam would not be used as a transportation route,

= Concern about the waste potentially coming through Spring Valley along the western heltway.

» Concerns about the radiological impacts of transporting it through the community,

* Don’( want it transporled along I-15, the doorstep o their community.

* Concerned about the transportation along I-15 through Mesquite where most of the schools are within Y2
mile of the Interstate. The children of this community go to those schools and could be adversely impacted.

= Concerned about commuting along I-15 to Las Vegas or St. George and either traveling with the trucks
carrying the waste or having 1o delay trips to avoid traveling near the trucks.

= Extreme concern about the waste traveling through the Virgin River Gorge where there the road is windy
and narrow and accidents oceur frequently and tie up traffic.

* Wanted o know how they would lill a cask out to the gorge if one fell into it there or at one of the bridge
crossings not right in the gorge.

* Concern aboul the impacts of trucks hauling the waste on people’s health and safety.

» Concern that DOE is not really looking at the impacts along the transportation routes in the smaller
communities,

» Concern that DOE did not rule out the vse of Highway 160 that goes right through the middle of their
COrmmunity.

» Concern about the demand on cmergency response if Highway 160 were used because they are a4 volunteer
unit and do not have the training or equipment (o respond.,

* Concerned about the impact that the transportation of the waste could have on Southem Nevada.

* Concerned about potential traffic accidents and impacts even if there is not release ol radivactive matcrial,

. TRUST

* Some scemed to think it was a donc deal.
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= Concern over Yucca Mountain being the only site studied - scems like there 15 no way Lo stop il.

= Tiisbelief that there is no other sites being considered.

= (General feeling of not tresting DOE because of past record of being lied to about hazards from testing in
Nevada - peaple dead in community.

= (Great concern, and even anger, on what they perceived as having Yucca Mountain shoved down their
throats,

= (Concern that no other place 1s being studied and that it is a “done deal.”

= How can DOE force this on the people of Nevada?

» Citizens were generally concerned and wanted to know if their efforts would fall on deaf ears.

= [t seems predetermined that the waste will come to Yucca Mountain, public comments seem perfunctory.

= Indicated that it was depressing 1o think that the waste could be transported to Yucca Mountain because of
feeling like it was a done deal.

v Asked if comments would ¢ven be recorded at the public hearing - “they [DOE] don’t really listen.”

= (Concerns that DOE has not been truthful belore and that it could have far grealer impacls then they are
saying.

= Concerned that DOE does not really listen to what is being said, that they will go ahicad even if it really isn't
in the best intercst of the public becanse so much money has been put into the project so far.

= (Concern about DOE not really disclosing impacts.

= General mistrust for DOE because of past record associated with NTS and leaking shipments across Boulder
Pam,

= Don't trust DOE and their analysis of what could happen.

* DOE has lied in the past and they could do it again,

* Do not feel that DO is trustworthy in what they are reporting as the potential impacts.

» Concerned that comments will fall on deaf ears,

» Concerned that DXOT was not really looking at the negative impacts,

= Don’t trust DOE - their analysis or that they will do the right thing.

» Concerned that because of the money that has been spent and other reasons, il will happen “no matter what.”
[4 comments]

* Doubt if they would really be listencd to by DOE.

= Do nat trust DOE or Congress 1o do the right thing, only what is casicst at the ooment,

UNUSUAL IMPACTS

» Indicated (hat if a spill went into the Virgin River it could impact the “endangered” fish in the river.
» Many of the people expressed genuine concern about the potential impacts to them and their descendants.

6.3 Other Comments

Attachment E of this document containg letters of comment from the Greater Las Vegas Association of
Realtors, the Southern Nevada Home Builders Association, the Clark County Comprehensive Plan Steering
Committee and the Laughlin and Winchester Town Advisory Boards. Members of each of these groups have
specific concerns regarding planning issues, and impacts on land use, property valucs, economic conditions, and
health, safely and quality of life impacts.
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ATTACHMENTS

Clark County, Nevada, Department of Comprehensive Planning, Environmental Division.
Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for @ Geologic Repository for the
Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radicactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nve
County, Nevada, February 4, 2000,

5. Cohen & Associates. Review of the Total System Performance Assessment in the U.S.
Department of Energy Viability Assessment for the Yucca Mountain Site. Report for the
Clark County Nuclear Waste Division, March 28,1999,

Clark County, Nevada, Department of Comprehensive Planning, Nuclear Waste Division.
Clark County Iransportation Comments on US. Department of Energy's Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent
Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nve County, Nevada.
February 2000

Clark County, Nevada, Department of Comprehensive Planning, Nuclcar Waste Division.
Community Involvement Tracking System {CITS]. Public and Agency Comments up to
September 1999,

Other Comments:
Letters from:

Greater Las Vegas Association of Realtors

Southern Nevada Home Builders Association

Clark County Comprehensive Plan Steering Cominittee
Laughlin Town Advisory Board

Winchester Town Advisory Board
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