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BEFORE THE
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD
WASHINGTON D.C.

FINANCE DOCKET NO. 35106

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY—CERTIFICATE OF FUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND
NECESSITY TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE A RAIL LINE IN LINCOLN, NYE
AND ESMERALDA COUNTIES, NEVADA

COMMENTS OF CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
July 15,2008

Clark County, Nevada respectfully submits the following Comments regarding the requested
Apphcation for a Certificate of Public Convensence and Necessity to Construct and Operate a Rail Line
(“Application™) n Lincoln, Nye and Esmeralda Counties, Nevada filed by the Department of Energy
(the DOE) on March 17, 2008. Clark County 1s opposed to such a certificate being granted, and
appreciates the opportunity to submit the following Comments

INTRODUCTION

Clark County is one of ten “affected units of local govemment™ as designated by the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act, as amended in 1987 (“NWPAA.”). Since 1985, Clark County Commissioners have passed
resolutions in opposition of the repository, and transportation to it. The most recent Resolution,
adopted i June 2008, provided the specific action to actively participate in the US Surface
Transportation Board proceedings over the Application. (See Clark County Resolution dated June 3,
2008, Attachment 1) An existing Union Pacific Rail line traverses Clark County, mncluding the Las
Vegas Valley and several rural communities and Native American tribal lands within Clark County’s
geographic boundary. Clark County’s current population excceds 2 miltion, and 1s expected to increase
to over 3 6 million by the year 2035 [rrespective of other transportation decisions that are made by the

DOE or other federal agencies with respect to the Yucca Mountain Project, or recommendations for



alternatives or mitigation offered by other parties to this proceeding, Clark County 1s both directly and
indwectly impacted by the outcomes of this Application. Clark County owns and operates the
University Medical Center, with the only Level One Trauma Umit, Burn Unit, and the only radiological
decontamination unit m the region. Further, Clark County plays a critical role in regional first response
and emergency management, protection of critical infrastructure including transportation, and, most
importantly, provides the majority of revenue and economic base for the benefit of the entire state of
Nevada In effect, Clark County will be expected to play a major role in supporting an activity for
which 1t will receive no economic benefit Clark County’s recent commodity flow study for ral
shipments revealed that over.70% of the hazardous material commoditics on the Union Pacific line pass
through Clark County and add nothing to the economy, but require preparedness and response from first
responders in case of an incident. Clark County would find itself in a similar position with any Yucca
Mountain-bound shipments

The Application was submitted by the DOE on March 17, 2008. The proposed rail line 1s to be used
for transport of spent nuclear fuel and high-level nuclear waste to the proposed Yucca Mountain
repository for nuclear waste, which 1s located 90 miles away from Las Vegas in Nye County, Nevada
Cntical components of the Application are the DOE’s “Draft Rail Alignment Environmental Impact
Statement” (Draft Rail EIS) and the “Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for a
Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at
Yucca Mountam” (DSEIS). The Draft Rail EIS was supplied by the DOE pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Subsequent to the filing of this Application, the DOE 1ssued both
the Final Supplemental Repository EIS as well as the Fmal Rail Corndor EIS The majonity of Clark
County's comments address inadequacies in the Draft Rail EIS The comments address the following
areas |) the DOE's Fatlure to Consider Reasonable Alternatives, 2) the DOE’s Failure to Adequately
Consider Rail Secunity Issucs; 3) the DOE's Failure to Adequately Address Public Safety and

Emergency Management, and 4) the DOE’s Failure to Adequately Identify and Address Risks and

Impacts



The followmg comments are intended to support Clark County’s opposition to the construction of
the Caliente Rail Cormndor The comments are pnmarily intended to identify deficiencies or
inadequacies determined by a thorough review of the Application Any suggestions or altemnatives
provided herem should not be construed to be implied consent to the proposed Yucca Mountain
repository or transportation to it. Clark County’s comments are further supported by s January 10,
2008 response to the DSEIS and the Draft Rail Corridor EIS, incorporated herem by reference. (Clark

County Comments on Draft Rail EIS, 2008, Atachment 2).

C NTS

1.0 The DOE’s Failure to Consider Reasonable Alteruatives

1 I The Mma Corridor Cannot Be Considered a *Reasonable" Alternative

The Draft Rail EIS primarily considers two rail corndors’ 1) the Cahente Corridor and 2) The Mina
Rail Comidor. The former, based upon alleg'edly thorough analysis, is determined to be the “preferred
alternative,” and the latter 13 deemed to be the “non-preferred alternative ™ See Draft Rail EIS at Vol 1|,
Sec. 3 2, P. S-31 In actuality, however, the “non-preferred alternative” 1s not a “reasonable alternative
See 40 CFR § 1502 14(a) On April 27, 2007 the Walker River Pamte Tribe withdrew from the EIS
process, and put forth its current position prohibiting the transportation of nuclear waste through its
land. See Draft Rail EIS at Vol 1, Sec 2.8, P S-29 As a result, the Mina Raiiroad, as an alternative in
any form, became non-viable. Nevertheless, the DOE steadfastly categonzes the Mina corridor as its
non-preferrcd alternative The result is an inadequate EIS with repeated NEPA violations

NEPA expressly requires that consideration of “reasonable alternatives” be provided i an EJIS ' See

40 CFR. § 1502 14(a) Judicial precedent reinforces the importance of the need to adequately provide

Y40 CF R § 1502 14(a). “This section 15 the heart of the environmenta) 1mpact statement Based on the
mmformation and analys:s presented in the sections on the Affected Environment (§ 1502 15) and the
Environmental Consequences (§_1502 16), 1t should present the environmental impacts of the proposal and
the alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply definmmg the 155ues and providing a clear basis for choice
among options by the decision maker and the public In this sectron agencres shall

(a) Rugorously expiore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives which were



and make such considerations That is, “[A] viable but unexamined altemative renders an EIS
inadequate ™ Resources Ltd v Robertson, 35 F. 3d 1300, 1307 (9th Cir. 1993). By attempting to
categorize the Mina Rail Comdor as a non-preferred alternative in the Draft Rail EIS, the DOE 1s
circumventing 1is express statutory obligation to examine reasonable altematives

1.2 The “Mostly Truck” Scenario Remains an Alternative

By wvirtue of the improper non-preferred alternative that THE DOE uses throughout the Draft Rai
EIS, truck shipments are nearly entirely unanalyzed. In lieu of a non-exsstent alternative rail route to the
Caliente Cornidor, the importance and likelihood of possible truck transport increases substantially If
the Caliente Railroad 1s never built, truck transport remains an indisputable and viable alternative to
rail for smipping high level radioactive waste and spent fuel to Yucca Mountain If the rail-only TAD
canisters are never constructed or approved, rail becomes less likely If Congress never appropriates
full funding for construction of a rail line 1n Nevada, the majority of rail shipments will pass through
Clark County, along with a majonity of the truck shipments. In light of the fact that the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission has not yet even docketed the DOE's License Apphication for the proposed
repository, the Application befare the STB may be premature.

Further, without a showing of sufficient funding by THE DOE to support its request for a common
carrier rail line, the STB's efforts m this proceeding will be wasted, and the only alternative remaining
for the DOE to consider 13 a “mostly truck” scenario as contemplated n its original Final
Environmental Impact Statement, using existing rail and truck routes, and intermodal transfer stations at

strategic locations in Nevada. Either way, Clark County will be impacted Without a significant

¢hminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been ehmmated

(b) Devote substantial treatment to each altemative considered w detatl mctuding the proposed action so that
reviewers may ¢valuate their comparative merits

(c) Include reasonable alternatives not within the junsdiction of the lead agency

(d) Tnclude the altemnative of no action

{c) Identify the agency's preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or more exists, tn the draft statement and
wlentify such aternative m the final statement unless another law prohibts the expression of such &
preference

(f) Include appropriate mitigation measures not already included in the proposed action or altemnatives ™



showing of financial ablity to construct the railroad, the DOE should be treated like any private carnier
and its Applicatton should be rejected as premature.

1 3 The Draft Raul EIS Does Not Address Required Elements

The Draft Rail EIS fails to address the weight, means, routes, habitat impacts and nisks associated
with highway transport of nuclear waste. In so doing, the DOE violates NEPA and judicially mandated
procedures. See 40 CFR § 1502 14(a); see also, NRDC v Morion, 458 F 2d 827, (D.C. Cir. 1972)
(explaining that an EIS must provide information “sufficient to permit a reasoned choice of alternatives
as far as environmental aspects arc concerned.™)

Drrectly related to the use and routing of trucks for transport is the 1ssue of weight The DOE
modificd 1ts prior conclusion that trucks carrying high-level nuclear waste would register within the
legal weight mit. Instead, the DOE now recognizes that the trucks will be legally overweight (Draft
Supplemental EIS) Yet, no true examination of overweight trucks impact on habitat, noise, routes,
permits, regulation, penalties or maintenance is included in the Application It 1s the authoning agency’s
duty to “consider every sigmficant aspect of the environmental impact of a proposed action and
evaluate different courses of action ™ Baltimore Gas v NRDC, 462 US 87, 97, 103 §.Ct 2246 (1983).

1 4 The Transpart Aging Dispasal Canusters (TADs) Have Not Been Adequately Addressed

Insufficient discussion regarding the DOE’s intended use of TADs constitutes a sigmificant
departure from NEPA’s requirements. The use of such canisters for transport by rail requires the DOE
to evaluate and examne the feasibiity of TADs Yet, in the Draft Rail EIS, the DOE essentially
commuts to the use of TADs The relevant EIS indicates that “the DOE would seek NRC certification
of the TAD camister design for surface storage at commercial sites and for transportation ” See Draft
Rail EIS at $ 2 2, pg 8 Hence, the DOE has committed to the use of a camister for which no design or
approval exists. Such commitment without due consideration and thorough examinanon of all

rcasonable alternatives 18 inappropriate



2.0 The DOE’s Failure to Adequately Consider Rail Security Issues

2 1 Inadequate Analysis of the Threat of Potential Terrorist Attacks against Repository Shipments

The Draft Rail EIS does not address a comprehensive threat assessment to determine the hkehhood of
a “terrorist attack™ against high-level nuclear waste shipments A comprehensive threat assessment
considers the full spectrum of threats (1.e, natural, criminal, terronst, accidental, etc ) for a given
facihity, location or activity The DOE needs to assess or coordinate the assessment of supporting
information to cvaluate the likelihood of occurrence for a tetrorist threat aganst shipments of high-level

nuclear waste to the Yucca Mountamn repository.

A primary consideration by potential terrorists is the attractiveness of a target Transport by rail and
highway provides an opportunity to attack and disperse radioactive material, Hence, when considenng
tervronst threats, developing credible threat packages to enhance capabilities to prevent, protect, respond

and recaover are critical

Threat evaluation requires comprehensive threat assessments specific to the proposed high-level
nuclear waste shipments. Highway and rail examination should be continually updated in coordnation
with a vanety of agencies. This threat assessment process should begin immedietely and be

continuously updated To date, no such analysis and coordmnation exists

The DOE does not appesr to be in alignment with other federal agencies 1n terms of recognizing
the likelihood and concern over terronst threats. The Department of Homeland Security (DHS), the
Transportation Safety Administraton (TSA), and others, have all worked to address and coordinate
terrorism related strategies and regulations At a mimmum, the STB should require the DOE to follow the

Federal Railroad Administration’s new requirements regarding the use of the safest, most sccure route as

? Necessary agencies include Department of Homeland Security, the regiona! Jomt Terronism Task Forces,
Nevada's local FBI field office, the Nevade Department of Public Safety, the State Homeland Secunty
Director, and with local law enforcement agencies throughout the State Information sharing must mclude the
Nevada Counter Terrorism Center operated by the Las Vegas Metropoliian Police Department and the
Northern Fusion Center operated by the Washoe County Shenff's Office in Reno, Nevada




follows:

Chapter II, subtitle B of title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Section
209.501. Review of rail transportation safety and security route analysis.

(a) Review of route analysis. Ifthe Associate Administrator for Safety determines thate
railroad carrier’s route selection, analysss and documentation pursuant to section 172 820
of chapter I of this title is deficient and fails to establish that the route chosen by the
carrier is the safest and most secure route, the associate Administrator shall 1ssue wrnitten
notice of review (“Notice™) to the rmilroad cammer The Notice shall spectfically address
each deficiency found in the railroad carrier’s route analysis. The Notice may also
include suggested mitigahon measures that the railroad carrier may take to remedy the

deficiencies found, mcluding sclection of an alternative commercially feasible routing.

2.2 Inadequate Analysis of the Vulnerabiities of Repository Shipments to Terrorist Attacks

The Draft Rail EIS does not contain or address a threat-based vulnerabihity assessment specific to
potental terronst attacks. According to a recent report by the RAND Corporation, Las Vegas 15 &
probable terrorist target, ranked 9* i the nation (Terronsm Risk Modeling for Intelligence Analysis
and Infrastructure Protection, RAND 2007, Pg 29). Las Vegas also ranks high on the Department of
Homeland Security’s list of Urban Area Security Initiatve (UASI) cities at potential nsk for terronst
activity

In March, 2005, the Nevada Commission of Homeland Secunity (NCHS) identified the need to
compile and analyze existing vulnerabilitly assessments of Nevada’s Cntical Infrastructure and Key
Resources (CI/KR). NCHS completed one of the only State Wide Threat-Based Vulnerability
Assessments i 2006. In August of 2005, Nevada completed an inihal vulnerability assessment The
assessment included a review of Nevada's capabilities to prevent, protect, respond to, and recaver from
terrorist attacks, major disasters, and other emergencies. This assessment did not include the proposed

Yucca Mountain facility or the transport of high-level nuclear waste throughout the State since funding



was limited The DOE has not offered any such assessments.

2 3 Inadequale Assessment of Consequences of a Successful Terrorist Attack

The Draft Rail EIS does not adequately assess the consequences of a successful terronst attack aganst
hgh-level nuclear waste shipments along the Cahente and Mina Raij Corridor. The DOE failed to present
detatled rail alignment design maps and plan views, ncluding vertical profiles, for the Caliente and Mina
preferred alignments and alternanve segments. The Draft Rail EIS does not mclude a tactical route
assessmen! for the purpose of insuning secure transport and tactical or emergency response access for
cnsis response to high-level nuclear waste incident.

The Draft Rail EIS does not appear to include a tactical route and terrain assessment by qualhified
subject matter experts (SMEs) of Caliente and Mina Rail Comdor that constders a potential terrorist aftack
from an adversarial or terrorist perspective It should include pluns and costs associated with protecting
the rail lnes and transport of high-level nuclear waste materials by avoiding the terramn that lends itself to
natural ambush sites (overhead imagery should be studied and mcluded) The DOE should consider
including secure cut and cover facilities off the main line in vanous locations along the two corndors
These secure facilities should be designed to provide defensible positions and safe-havens for high-level
nuclear waste material shipments, Such facilities would buy precious time for a response from the Office
of Sccure Transportation’s (OST) Special Response Force (SRF) or State and local law enforcement
agencies The DOE should consider state-of-the-art technology to assist in protecting the transport of
nuclear material. Consideration should be given to ground mohon sensors, closed circuit television
cameras (CCTV), route reconnaissance by Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs) and any other technologies
that can provide increascd security and early wamning of an imminent attack

2 4 Vulnerability Regarding Logistics and Infrastructure ‘

Nevada has compiled “apen source™ mformation that references the casks currently used for
transport of high-level nuclear waste This information includes specifications and design data of the
Global Atomics GA-4 and GA-9 casks, as well as engineer test reports on the performance fatlures of

the TADs and information on the MPC (Mult-purpose Canister). Upon cross referencing the

Ay



canister/cask design data. with the weapons effects data, it is clear that high-level nuclear waste
shipments are potentially vuinerable to terrorist attacks using anti-tank/armor weapons systems and
other explosive technologies

Additionally the DOE has not identified a plan to coordinate information and intelligence sharing
efforts with the DHS funded State and Local Fusion Centers As of March 2008 there arc 58 State and
Local Information and Intelligence Fusion Centers throughout the United States of which two reside in
the State of Nevada These fusion centers are designed to provide critical information and ntelligence
about state and local identified threats up to the Federal Agencies. The lack of a DOE plan to integrate
mto this mformation sharing network illustrates the DOE’s lack of planming and assessing the
vulnerabilittes of high-level nuclear waste shipments to terrorist attacks

2 5 The Draft Rail EIS Does not Address the Need to Increase the DOE "Protective Forces”

The OST has hmrted resources to execute its mission under the current operations tempo. There are
only 420 Special Federal Agents in the OST “Protective Force™, The primary mission of these agents 15 to
safeguard and secure Nuclear Weapons and Special Nuclear Matenal Simularly, the mission of the
“Special Response Force”™ (SRF) 1s to capture and recover Nuclear Weapons and Special Nuclear
Matenal The two missions leave limited resources, if any, to secure the proposed increase of high-level
nuclear waste shipments This problem 18 further exacerbated by the DOE's lack of rotary-wing assets
The DOE has no helicopters to support the tactical response of the OST Special Response Force The
Draft Rail EIS does not appear to address the need for increased security assets, funding and manpower.

3. 0 The DOE’s Failure to Adequately Address Public Safety and Emergency Management

31 The DOE Fails to Acknowledge Impacts on Emergency Management System and First
Responders \

Clark County has explicitly requested that the DOE examine impacts on the County’s public safety

and emergency management system from the transportation of HLNW through or near the County



Clark County’s formal comment on the deficiencies of the lack of analysis by the DOE began with the
scoping of the various EIS’s in 1995. The County also asserted concemns and recommendations for
studying these impacts in comments submitted regarding the Draft Rail EIS and for the DSEIS for a
Geologic Repository

In commenting on the deficiencies of the two EIS’s, the County noted that the DOE failed to
include a viable altemnative to the Caliente rail route, which made the likelihood of a large truck
transportation campaign through Clark County more probable The State of Nevada agreed, and
reiterated that the number of rail and truck shipments through Clark County would increase
substantially if the Cabiente rail route could not be constructed, Hence, while the DOE estimated
approximately 8% of the total rail rail-cask shipments would travel through Las Vegas on the Umion
Pacific line under the proposal, the failure of the Caliente line would increase this rail traffic to about
45% of the total rail cask shipments according to the State of Nevada. See State of Nevada Comments

on the “Draft Rail EIS" atP 8
3 2 The DOE Fails to Evaluate the Degree of Impact on Emergency Management

The vulnerabiity of the Clark County Public Safety system and its emcrgency management
capacity has never received significant analysis by the DOE in any of its impact assessment reports

Ths analytical vord persists despite the continued msistence by Clark County, its local jurisdictions and

3 The truck shipments would hike wise increase through Clark County and the City of I.as Vegas ncreasing
from the 5,025 shipments estimated by the State without a second Repository being constructed to a far larger
number without a raul route

10




the State of Nevada * The magnstude of the dollar cost estimates provided by these Clark County studies
demonstrates a large public safety nced for personnel, equipment and tramning because of the nature of
the shipments.

The DOE has failed to consider potential impacts on the public safety system in Clark County, or
evaluate the status of cxistmg critica) infrastructure and key resources (CI-KR) n Clark County Clark
County is undertaking the nventorying of its critical infrastructure and key resources uttlizing the
Department of Homeland Secunity guidelines. By having its CI-KR accessible and geo-coded for public
safety personne] and responders, the County will be better able to prepare for and respond to incidents
wnvolving HLNW. Yet, no exammation of response, resources or needs relative to safety disasters is

mcluded in the Application

3 3 The DOE Fails to Establish Necessary Siandards for the Public Safety Commumity

The DOE plans on providing training to emergency response personnel through the Modular
Response Radiological Transportation Training (MERRTT) and by using train-the-trainer dissemmation
methods This MERRTT program 1s a 16 hour (2 day) program designed to enhance existing emergency
response capabilities to radiological materials inctdents. Current Nevada and Clark County responders
and public safety personnel traming varies significantly depending on the job descriphion of an
individual, and the amount of hazardous materials capacity among sesponders in a junsdiction
Requircments in 29 CFR 1910.120 mandate that all first responders receive hazardous materials

training prior to being placed in the ficld, The level of training among most first responders, depending

4 Clark County has underiaken such impact assessments beginning with a 1998/1999 study that was published
by Clark County i 2001 See generally, impacis to Clark County, NV Public Safety Agencies Resulting

from the Yucca Mountain Project - 2001 The studies concluded that the DOE 1s refusing to recognize
that the impacts on Clark County constitute unfunded mandates by the DOE (/mpacts to Clark County,

NV and Local Governmental Public Safety Agencies Resulting from ihe Transporianon of High Level
Nuclear Waste to Yucca Mountain - 2005) These studies also use scenanos to provide responders with
potential events (Maximum Reasonable Feamibic Accidents mvolving both rail and truck, or a terronst
mcident in the case of the 2008 study) in order to awd them in determining whether their current planning,
traiming equipment and response capacity 1s adequate to protect the public or whether additional
resources woukt be needed This method enables estimation of costs resulting from npgrades to

equipment, personnel and training

1




on their function varies in Nevada between forty (40) and three hundred (300) hours

The DOE has not carried out an assessment of current capacity at the local level Additionally, the
DOE is unaware of the current level of trainmg with regard to hazardous matenals and mdiological
maiemls—-—partlcularly in Clark County and rural counties in Nevada Therefore, the DOE has no
method of determming the level of traning nceds among differént types of first responders * The DOE
does not know if its MERRTT tramning 18 sufficient because needs will vary according to past training
and the first responder’s job responsibilities Finally, training-the-trainer must be tracked to make
certain that the requisite level of personnel receive tminmg based on need and job function The DOE

has not addressed these needs in therr apphication

4.0 The DOE’s Failure to Adequately Identify and Address Risks and Impacts

4 1 The DOE Fauls to Adequately Evaluate and Address Perceved Risk and Stigma

The DOE asserts that “only a qualitative assessment 13 possible” when estimating perception-based
impacts See FSEIS for the Yucca Mountamn Repository at S 2, P. 2-88 This assertion 1s incorrect and
ignores sigmificant publications that indicate otherwise Models that address anticipated human
response have evolved to ensure that a quantitative analysis 15 possible. More specifically, vehicles for
collection and methodologtes for estimating future impacts on property values were exccuted using
survey based rescarch that queried financial institutions.® In another model supporting these findings,

the researchers found

“In addition, a full accounting of economic impacts can be reached through modeling forward

and backward linkage, the degree of re-spending of dollars with an economy, and spendmg

* For example- fire, emergency managers, emergency medical services, police, hospital, emergency
communication centers, public health, and public works in different areas of the State and m Clark
County -

$See” Clark County Property Value Report on the Effects of the DOE s Praposal to Ship High Level Nuclear
Waste To a Reposuory at Yucca Mountain” (UER 2001)

12



leakages Input-output and econometric models have proved useful 1n accomplishing this task
for studying the full impacts of changes in regional economies.”
See REMI Analysis Utilizing UER Property Losses to Determune to Determine Economic Impacts on

Clark Cowunty Scenarios, R Keith Schwer (2001)

Clark County’s findings on the importance of adequately addressing socioeconomic impacts were further
supported by the report 1ssued in 2005 by the National Academy of Sciences entitled "Going the
Distance,” which encouraged the THE DOE to pay attention to social impacts associated which may

result from this project

The existence of objective models to measure perceived risk do exist, and the litcrature addressing
assessment of stigma impacts 1s abundant. In its January, 2008 “Comments on the Draft Rail EIS,” the
State of Nevada concurred noting that substantial research addressing the connection between risk and
social behaviors has developed in the last twenty years See State of Nevada Comments on the Draft Rail
EIS, 2008 In essence, the DOE 1s attempting to circumvent a necessary analysis of perceived nisk and

stigma—two subjects that require thorough consideration prior to approval of the DOE’s Application

4 2 THE DOE Fails to Adequately Address Cumulative Impacts

The Department of Energy does not adequately address cumulative impacts in its Draft Rail
EIS, and does not appear to raise them in its Application. Potential impacts of the DOE’s Application
on the Nevada Test Site operations, Nellis Air Force Base, and Creech Air Force Base operations have
not been adequately addressed Furthermore, a proposal for rail construction set forth by thc Nevada

Central Railroad, which purports to involve Clark County, does not appear to have been addressed

13



CONCLUSION

Clark County 1s both directly and indrrectly impacted by the outcomes of this Application. Clark
County plays a critical role in regional first response and emergency management, protection of critical
infrastructure including transportation, and, most importantly, provides the majority of revenue and
economic base for the benefit of the entire state of Nevada. Any suggestions or alternatives provided
heretn should not be construed to be implied consent to the DOE’s STB Application, to the proposed
Yucca Mountain repository or transportation to it.

o In hight of the lack of an NRC authorization to construct the repository, the Application before

the STB should be rejected as premature

e [fthe STB chooses to continue 1ts review and consideration of the Application, Clark
County respectfully requests oral arguments and a public hearing on the merits of the

application, preferably to take place in Nevada.

o If the STB chooses to approve the Application, Clark County respectfully requests that
the STB treat the DOE as it would a private rail operator and require, among other
things, operating plans which demonstrate funding viability to construct and operate the
rail line, as well as sufficient funding to fully identify and mitigate impacts for the

duration of the shipping campaign

e If the STB chooses to approve the Application, the DOE should be required to
demonstrate the ability to fund adequate public safety and emergency management
costs for, at a minimum, the traming and technical assistance to first responders which

1s required under Section 180(c) of the NWPAA.

14



o The STB should coordinate with other related federal agencies including the TSA and
the FRA, and specifically should be required to follow the FRA's new safety

regulation.

¢ If the STB chooses to approve the Application with conditions providing mitigation,
Clark County requests the opportunity to comment on any potential mitigation in favor
of another entity which may adversely impact Clark County in terms of public safety,
transportation security, land use conflicts, or other potential economic or environmental

concerms,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Application.
Respectfully Subnutted,

DAVID ROGER, DISTRICT ATTORNEY

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Elizajpeth Vibert
Deputy District Attorney



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 15" day of July, 2008. a true and correct copy of the
foregoing Clark County’s Comments to the DOE Application was served on the following
additional parties or counsel of record and others identified below and listed in the service list
attached, by (1) first-class U.S. mail, postage prepaid, (2) e-mai! as shown, or (3) other
expeditious method. Such Notice constitutes all filings submitted so far in this proceeding.

Party Of Record.

Party Of Record:

Party Of Record-

Party Of Record:

Party Of Record:

Party Of Record:

Party Of Record-

Bauser, Michael A.

Nuclear Energy Institute

1776 1 Street, N W., Suite 400
Washington, DC 20006

Becker, Rochelle

Alliance For Nuclear Responsibility
P.O Box 1328

San Luis Obispo, CA 93406

Bell, Kevin W,

Calhfornia Energy Commussion
1516 9Th Street

Sacramento, CA 95814-5512

Brown, Jr., Edmund G.

State Of California Department Of Justice
P.O. Box 944255

Sacramento, CA 94244-2550

Bullcreek, Margene

Native Community Action Council
P Q. Box 140

Baker, NV 89311

Cole, Jan

Caliente Hot Spnngs Resort Lic
6772 Running Colors Avenue
Las Vegas, NV 89131

Cyphers, Michael S

City Of Henderson

240 S. Water Street, Msc #133
Henderson, NV 89015
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Party Of Record:

Party Of Record.

Party Of Record:

Party Of Record:

Party Of Record:

Party Of Record:

Party Of Record.

Party Of Record-

Party Of Record:

Durbin, Susan L.

State Of California Department Of Justice
P.O Box 944255

Sacramento, CA 94244-2550

Eastley, Joni

Nye County

101 Radar Road
Tonopah, NV 89049

Fallini, Joe

Twin Springs Ranch
HC-76, Box 1100
Tonopah, NV 89049

Fischhaber, Pamela M

Colorado Public Utilittes Commission
1560 Broadway Suite 250

Denver, CO 80202

Gitomer, Louis E.
The Adams Building, Suite 301 600 Baltimore Aveue
Towson, MD 21204

Hadder, John E.

Healing Ourselves & Mother Earth
P. O. Box 6595

Reno, NV 89513

Heizer, Michael And Mary
Triple Aught Foundation

P O.Box 33

Hiko, NV 89017

Hirsh, David A

Harkins Cunningham

1700 K Street, Nw, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20006-3817

Jerbic, Bradford R

City Of Las Vegas

400 Stewart Avenue, 9Th Floor
Las Vegas, NV 89101.2986
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Party Of Record-

Party Of Record:

Party Of Record:

Party Of Record:

Party Of Record:

Party Of Record:

Party Of Record:

Party Of Record'

Party Of Record:

Kemp, Robert Alan
Nevada Central Ratlroad
4559 Talbot Lane, Unit #69
Reno, NV 89509

Kennedy, Joe

Timbisha Shoshone

785 Main Street, Suite Q
Bishop, CA 93514

Lamboley, Paul H
50 W Liberty Strect Bank Of America Plaza Suite 645
Reno, NV 89501

Levine, Bradley L.

Department Of Energy Office Of The General Counsel
1000 Independence Avenue, S W

Washington, DC 20585

Massey, Rex

Churchll County Comptroller
P.O. Box 19549

Reno, NV 89511

Mathias, Linda

Mimeral County Nuclear Projects Office
P. O. Box 1600

Hawthorne, NV 89415-1600

Millar, Fred
915 S. Buchanan Street, Apt 29
Aslington, VA 22204

Moates, G Paul

Sidley Austin LIp

1501 K Street, N W.
Washington, DC 20005

Mueller, Edwin

Esmeralda Repository Oversight Director
1975 Village Center Circle, Suite 140
Las Vegas, NV 89134-6237
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Party Of Record:

Party Of Record:

Party Of Record

Party Of Record-

Party Of Record:

Party Of Record:

Party Of Record:

Party Of Record

Party Of Record

Murphy, Malachy R

Nye County, Nevada

18160 Cottonwood Rd #265
Sunriver, OR 97707

Neuman, Barry S.

Carter Ledyard & Milburn Lip
701 8Th St. Nw, Suite 410
Washington, DC 20001

Neumayr, Mary B

United States Department Of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20008

Opal, Robert T,

Union Pacific Railroad Company
1400 Douglas Street, Stop 1580
Omaha, NE 68179-0001

Phillips, Mayor Kevin
City Of Caliente

P. O. Box 1006
Caliente, NV 89008

Raicovich, Laura

Dia Art Foundation
535 West 22Nd Street
New York, NY 10011

Simkins, Connie

N-4 State Grazing Board
P. O. Box 461

Panaca, NV 89042

Simon, Mike

White Pine County Nuclear Waste Project Office
959 Campton Street

Ely, NV 89301

Teske, Deborah
Lander County
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Party Of Record.

Party Of Record:

Party Of Record,

Party Of Record:

Member Of Congress.

Non-Party

Non-Party:

Non-Party:

Non-Party:

315 S. Humboldt Street
Battle Mountain, NV 89820

Uhalde, Gracian
P. 0. Box 151088
Ely, NV 89315

Vanniel, Jeffrey D.
530 Farrington Court
Las Vegas, NV 89123

Vibert, Elizabeth A

Clark County Dastrict Attorney
P.O. Box 552215

Las Vegas, NV 89155-2215

Wright, David

Nuclear Waste Strategy Coalition
P O.Box 5233

Pinehurst, NC 28374

Berkley, Honorable Shelley

Us House Of Representatives

405 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Aspatore, George A

Norfolk Southern Railway Company
Three Commercial Place

Norfolk, VA 23510

Barlow, Gregory

Lincoln County District Attomey
P.O Box 90

Pioche, NV 89043

Baughman, Mike

Intertech Services Corporation
P.O. Box 2008

Carson City, NV 89702

Bauser, Michael A
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Non-Party.

Non-Party

Non-Party:

Non-Party:

Non-Party.

Non-Party:

Non-Party.

Non-Party

Harkins Cunningham Llp
1700 K Street N. W, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20006

Berg, Suzanne
5285 Lemon St
Silver Spgs, NV 89429-7996

* Boland, Nancy

Board Of County Commissioners
P.O Box 490
Goldfield, NV 76131

Brown, John

Brown And Frehner, Llp
P. O Box 656

Alamo, NV 895001

Flake, Merlin R.

N-4 State Grazing Board Bassett Creek Ranch
He 33 Box 33940

Ely, NV 89301

Gillum, R J.

Board Of County Commissioners
P. O. Box 490

Goldfield, NV 89013

Hitchcock, Paul R

Csx Transportation Inc
500 Water Street, J-150
Jacksonville, FL 32202

Kirby, William

Board Of County Commissioners
P.O. Box 490

Goldfield, NV 76131

Klevonick, Phillip

Clark County Nuclear Waste Division
P.O Box 55175

Las Vegas, NV 89155
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Non-Party: Mclain, John
Resource Concepts Inc.
340 North Minnesota Street
Carson City, NV 897034152

Non-Party. Strell, Ethan
Carter Ledyard & Milburn Lip
2 Wall Street
New York, NY 10005 )

Non-Party. Whipple, Bret
1100 South 10Th Street
Las Vegas, NV 89104

An mﬁﬁ of the Clark County,

Nevada District Attorney’s Office-
Civil Division
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RESOLUTION

THAT THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AFFIRM THEIR
CONTINUED OPPOSITION TO THE LICENSING, CONSTRUCTION, AND
OPERATION OF A HIGH-LEVEL NUCLEAR WASTE REPOSITORY AT YUCCA
MOUNTALIN, NEVADA, ACTIVELY PARTICIPATE IN LICENSING AND
RELATED PROCEEDINGS, AND DESIGNATE THE MONTH OF JUNE 2008
“YUCCA MOUNTAIN AWARENESS MONTH"

WHEREAS, the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 cstablished a process and time
schedule for the establishment of the nation’s first geologic repository for the permanent
disposal of spent commercial nuclear fucl and high-level nuclear waste; and

WHEREAS, on December 22, 1987, the Congress of the United States amended
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, identifying Yucca Mountain in Nye County,
Nevada, as the sole site to be characterized as a permanent repository for the storage of
spent commercial nuclear fuel and high-level nuclear waste and designated Clark County
as an “affected unit of local government;” and

WHEREAS, the health, safety, and security of Clark County residents and visitors
are of the highest priority, the Clark County Board of Commissioners bas been steadfast
and diligent in its efforts to assess, prepare for, and monitor impacts to public health,

safety and security, and

WHEREAS, the U.S Department of Energy (DOE) has expressed its intent to
construct a 300 mile common-carrier rail line through Nevada to facilitate shipments to

the repository; and

WHEREAS, the transportation by rail or by truck of high-level radioactive waste
and spent nuclear fuel through Clark County resulting from the “mostly rail”
transportation plans described in the DOE's Environmental Impact Statements would
potentially pose a significant threat to residents, busincsses, and visitors; and

WHEREAS, because of these actions and proposed actions, Clark County Board
of Commissioners approved Resolutions on January 8, 1985, April 5, 1988, March 7,
2000, March S, 2002, and August 3, 2004 opposing the proposed repository; and

WHEREAS, since the 2002 site recommendation by the Secretary of Energy,
President George W. Bush, and the Congress singling out Yucca Mountein as the only
site to move forward to a licensing proceeding, the DOE has been focused on preparing a
heense application for submitial to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC); and

WHEREAS, the DOE has declared its intent to submit a license application for
the construction and operation of the Yucca Mountain repository in June 2008; and

——— e e et e



WHEREAS, Clark County intends to actively participate in the upcoming
licensing proceeding as evidenced by the certification of its document collection in the
NRC’s License Support Network as was required by January 17, 2008, and

WHEREAS, the citizens of Clark County have consistently expressed significant
opposition to the proposed repository at Yucca Mountain and construction to 1t for over
two decades, and have expressed a desire that Clark County play an active role in the

hcensing proceedings.
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that:

1. The Board of County Commissioners affirms its continucd opposition to the
hcensing, construction, and operation of a high-level nuclear waste repository at Yucca
Mountain in Nye County, Nevada; and

2. That the month of June 2008 be declared *“Yucca Mountain Awareness Month” to
provide the citizens of Clark County opportunities to be informed, be involved, and be
heard on this critical issue; and

3 That, if the NRC files a Notice of Intent to Docket the DOE’s license application,
the Board of County Commissioners intends to submit a petition to become an Intervenor
in the upcoming licensing proceeding before the Atomic Safety Licensing Boerd (NRC);
and

4. That the Board of County Commissioners intends to participate as an Intervenor
in the U.S. Surface Transportation Board proceedings regarding the proposed Caliente
Rail Lme. :

PASSED, ADOPTED, AND APPROVED THIS 5'4 day of Junc 2008.

CLA UNTY, ADA

By:
RORY REID, CHAIRMAN
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
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January 10, 2008

Dr Jane Summerson and Mr M Lee Bishop

U S. Department of Energy

Office of Civillan Radioactive Waste Management
1551 Hilishire Dnve

Las Vegas, NV 89134

Dear Dr. Summerson and Mr. Bishop
Clark County hereby submits its comments and concerns regarding the following documents

= “Draft Supplemental Enveonmental Impact Statement for a Gealogic Repository for the
Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountaln,
Nye County, Nevada® (DOE/EIS-0250F-S1D)

* “Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the
Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountam,
Nye County, Nevada — Nevada Rail Transpartatron Comdor” (DOE/EIS-0250F-S2D)

= "Draft Environmental impact Statement for a Raii Alignment for the Construction and
Operation of a Railroad in Nevada to a Geological Repository at Yucca Mountain, Nye
County, Nevada® (DOE/EIS-0369D)

Summary/Background

Clark Counly, Nevada is an “affected umt of local govemment” pursuant to the Nuclear Wasie
Policy Act as amended Clark County has been an active participant m the oversight program of
the proposed Yucca Mountain nuclear waste repository since 1888. Since 1985, the Clark
County Board of Commissioners passed numerous resolutions expressing opposition to the
Yucca Mountain Repository and the related shipment of high-level nuclear waste and spent .
nuclear fuel Clark County, at a populahon of 2 million, I8 naarly 8,000 square miles in size, with
a govemment structure that 18 comprised of a unique mix of urban, rural, and regional
responsibdibes Potential transportation routes located within Clark County dentifiad in the
Draft Rait Conridor EIS inciude Interstate 15, U S Highway 93, U § Highway 95, the Las Vegas
Beltway, and the Union Pacific Railroad Transportation related incidents or accidents along
thesa corridors would rely on Clark Countly's first responders for support. Further, Clark
County’s rola as a regional first regponder requires public safety parsonnel to respond to
incdents in cities, counties, and states with which Clark County has mutual ard agreements for
service provision

Based on two decades of socioeconomic stuches and technical analyses, Clark County officlals
belisve that potential safety or secunty farlures by DOE could have a devastating impact on

BOARD OF COUNTY CONMMBSIONERS
RORY REID, Charman » CHIP MAXNFIELD Vica-Chamen
SUBAN DRAGER * TOM COLLINS - CHRIS GIUNCHIGLIANI = LAWRENCE WEEKLY * BRUCE L WOODBURY
VIRGINIA NALENTINE, P E , County Mermger




Clark County residents’ heaith, safety, and econarmuc well-being, especially 1 the area of stigma
related impacts like property values and tourism. The DOE's NEPA documents do not include
an adequate analyms of potential socioeconomic mpacts  Impacts to Clark County are severely
downplayed and fail to acknowledge Clark County’s dynamic nature, unique status, and global
recoghition

Pamary areas of cancern aver the proposed repasitory, and specifically the subject EIS
documents, are related to public health and safety, and focus on rail and tughway
transportation, and emergency managament. In addition, there s uncartainty about DOE's
abulty to provide adequate project management to ensure long-term public health and safety,
and the safety and integnty of the propased repository to store and contain waste in the near
term and into the distant future

Draft Supplemental Environmental impact Statement (DSEIS) for a Geologic Repository
for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca

Mountain, Nye County, Novada
Proposed Action

The DSEIS falls to identdy key facilitias including the solid waste landfill, explosive storage area,
borrow pits and cask mamtenance fac:lity which will be required to support the repository.
Further, the DSEIS indicates that the cask maintenance facility could be iocated anywhere
along the Cahente rai corridor, but limits the analyss to the rall maintenance yard It is not
reasonabie to deferrmne the extent of impacts without bounding the analysis geographucally.

Cumulative impacts

Cumulatve impacts to Clark County have not been adequately addressead in the DSEIS The
DSEIS does not mest the requirements for addressing such impacts under NEPA "NEPA
requires that where several actions have a cumulative or synergistic environmental effect, this
consequence must be considerad in an EIS ® Sierra Club v. Penfoid, 857 F 2d 1307, 1320-21
(6th Cir 1988) ("cumulative impact is defined in 40 CFR § 1508.7 (1988)) it is the authoring
agency's duty to “consuler every significant aspect of the environmental smpact of a proposed
action and evaluate different courses of action " Baltimore Gas v NRDC, 462 US 87, 97, 103
S.Ct. 2248 (1883). Tha cumulative analysis presanted must provide sufficient information to
indicate DOE has taken a *hard look” at the cumulative environmental impacts of the project
Oregon Natural Resources Council v. Marsh, 52 F.3d 1485 (8th Cir 1995)

The White House Councd on Environmental Quaiity (CEQ) went so far as to actually list eight
different types of cumulative effects that ought to be examined 1) Time Crowding; 2) Time lags,
3) Space Crowding; 4) Cross Boundary; 5) Fragmentation; 6) Compounding Effects; 7) Indirect
Effects and 8) Tnggers and Thresholkds See Council on Environmental Quaiity (1997).

The cumulstive impacts analysis in tha DSEIS is deficent in a number of these reapects The
DSEIS description of "Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions® senously underestimates future
growth pressures throughout southem Nevada (DSEIS 8.1 2, pg 8-3) While Nevada has
continued to experience the ighest growth lavels within the nation for over a decade, 85
percent of its land 18 managed by the federal govemment This has repeatadly put inflationary
pressures on land values and is already resulting in significant residential growth In the areas
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north and west of the Las Vegas Valley Clark County’s population has increased by more than
5,000 people evary month smce the early 1990's. Continued growth within southermn Nevada 1s
expected for more than twenty years Clark County's current population is 2 midhon, and 18
expectad to increase to 3 million by the time the first Yucca Mountam shipment 1 anticipated
In addition to thvs expiosive population growth, visitor populations continue to mcrease, On any
given day, 250,000 visttors are in the Las Vegas area McCartran Airpoct, the sixth busiest in the
country, 1s owned and operated by Clark County Over the next five years, arport traffic is
expected to increase to over 50 million annual passengers, up from the current level of 46
milhon Planned expansion of airport operations in the south county’s ivanpah Valley witl be
directly impacted by transportation to the repository, due to s proximity to 1-15 and the Union
Pactfic Ralroad main kne, yet this has not been addressed in the NEFA documents. For that

matter, potential impacts to McGarran Arport operatons, located In cloge proxwmty to the Las
Vegas Beltway and |-15, have aiso not been addressed

Thase demographic consierations are not given adequate consideration in the DSEIS The
following graph illustrates growth trends descnbed above:

Clark County Resldent and Visltor Pepulation
1980 - 2036

The DSEIS also falls short in its assessment of potental cumulative mpacts as they relate to
Nellis Arr Force Base. For many years, Nellls Air Force Base (including the Creech Alr Force

Basa and the Nevada Test and Training Range) has been a significant cantnbutor to the
nation's defense capabilites as well as an important contributor to Nevada’s economy The
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Department of Defense has consistently expressed concemn over impacts to Ar Force
operations as a result of proposed operations at the repository site as well as transportation to
the repoartory adjacent to or potentially traversing Air Force property in addition, potential
impacts to the rural community of indian Springs have not been speciically addressed. Indlan
Springs, the ciosest Clark County community to Yucca Mountawn, 18 located direclly across U S
95 from Creech Ar Force Base Any major mission alteration that moves Air Force operations
closer to Indian Spnngs will bkely impact the quality of lffe of the residents of the community
Further, Nevada Test Site operahions already impact thes communily, which must prepare and
respond to potential transpartation incidents while relying on Clark County's volunteer public
safety personnel. Despite repeated calls for better analysis and acknowledgment of the potential
for aircraft crashes from Air Force operations, the DOE has not yet adequately addressed this
1ssue cntical to public safety and homeland secunty.

Both rural and urban land use conflicts and avolving trends in land use are not adequately
considered in the DSEIS Cumulative impacis will be exacerbated as land use density
increases Growth patterns and trends in Clark County reflect a shift from “rural® 10 "suburban”
in several of Clark County’s outlying communibes, many of which are located adjacent to
potential ransportation routes  Further, the established trend towards “mixed use” and "high
impact projects” along the Las Vegas Strip increase the potential for risk of human exposure to
radiation within the region of influance that will be impacted by shhpments to Yucca Mountain,
Clark County public safety studies, including its March 2007 Commaodity Flow Study, clearly
establish a basls for concern aver cumulative impacts.

Incompiete and Inadequately Supported Analysis

Throughout the DSEIS there are numerous examples where supporting references and
documentation are not cited or incomectly referenced. DOE's analysis does not incorporate the
most updated information One example of this is in section 3.1.3.3, DOE does not use the
latast National Seismic Hazard Map.

Ancther example is where the DOE discusses: “The data source [for non-radiological mpacis to
workers] is the DOE Computerized Accident/incident Reportng System (CAIRS) A compiation
of data from DOE and DOE contractor operations, CAIRS contains annual numbers of total
recordable cases and lost workday cases and the incidence rates per 100 full-time squivalent
worker years (DSEIS Summary, pg. 9)." No justfication for the applicabilty to Yucca Mountain
operations is provded,

Yet another example s "This Rapository SEIS estimated that public exposures to cristobalite
and public and worker exposures {0 erionite wouid be very smafl (DSEIS Summary, pg S-30)."
No quaiitative or analytical bas:s for this claim Is provided. ;

Despite significant attenhon to the issue of worker exposure to silica dust after the mitial
repository EIS and sits recammendation, the DOE has once again gnored tws cribcal worker
safety and air qualtty issue.

The section on Radiological impacts gives two reasons for modifying the FEIS analyses and
both lead to an increase in radiological consequences. it 18 sirange then that some of the
results m the Rail SEIS go down (DSEIS Sechion 3 1 7.2 and DSEIS Summary, pg S-30).

Doses are provided without a calculational basis (DSEIS Summary, pg S-31). Scenancs are
described with na basis for therr selection provided (DSEIS Summary, pg. S-32)




The calculational or theoratical or judgmental basis for the conclusions of this section are not
provided for section S 3 2 2 1 Human Intrusion (DSEIS Summary, pg 5-40)

Occupational and Public Heaith and Safety

DOE does not acknowledge the important role Clark County will play 1n occupational and public
health and safety Adequate medical care does not exst in Nye County to support potential
accidents at the site or dunng rail construction. Clark County’s University Medical Cenler
(UMC), located in Las Vegas, has been acknowledged by DOE in public meetings as the
preferred location for addressing worker and public injuries resulting from the repository. UMC
operates as a regional provider of emergency, trauma, bum, and decontamination services The
burden for providing these servicas will remain a Clark Counly responsibility and concem unless
DOE and/or Nye County s able o fully suppori any potentml accidents, incidents, or long term
care for mdividuals requinng medical services as a result of the repcsitory operation or rail
conatruction .

it appears that the risk assesement in the two EIS documents has been intemally evaluated
against DOE cnteria, There are many other guidelines for risk assessment (e g, USNRC. US
Army, Natlonal Research Council, NASA, ASME, ANS, AIChE, and others nationally and
internationally) and the analysis, as presented, will not stand up as well to those criteria. While
the analyses appear to follow standard modeimng approaches, there are errors n the
presentation, missing units in tables of resulls in the Summaries, errors in the example
calculations providad in the Appendices, and a lack of considerabion of unceriainties. Rather
than a full spectrum of accident scenarios, DOE has often selected a representative scenaro.
There ara statements of assumptions, without justification or consideration of the extent of
possible error. There are claims of conservaiism in & calculation, when cne aspact Is treated
conservatively and others have wide potential uncertainty that is not acknowledged Such
problems do not mean that the risk 18 hugh, however, they do not enhance confidence in the
analysis.

The mast complete presentation of the approach to nsk assessment appears in Appendix E of
the Repository EIS. However, the infroductory paragraphs call the relevance of the reported
analys:s info question.

*Since the completion of the Yucca Mountain FEIS, the Depariment has modified the design
and operating philosophy for the repository. DOE would now use phased construction of
muktiple surface faciities, and most of the commercial spent nuclear fue) would amve in
transport, aging, and disposal (TAD) canisters. DOE has reevaluated the potenbal for
accidents for this Repository SEIS In addition, the Department has identfied
accident scenarios based on the current design and operating philosophy (1) to evaluate
thew impacts to support the application for construction authorizaton and (2) 1o assess
whether the repository would comply with regulatory limits on radiation exposure to workers
and the public from accidental releases of radionuclides 7o meet licensing requirements,
the results from the accident analysis will be more specific and comprehensive than those in
{his appsndic and they will reflect a mare fully developed reposdory design and operafionaf
detads. [italics added] To be consistent with the current design and operating philosophy,
DOE revized the Yucca Mountain FEIS accident analyses, which now reftact the data and

accident modeling changes * .

Thus it appears that DOE has revised the analyses for the repository beyond that raported in
the DSEIS | so, that information Is required before the work can be evaluated In addion,
there are a number of places in Appendix E, where DOE claims redesign will eiiminate risk, a
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method to track this later to ensure that it is accomplished would increase confidence that this 1s
the case Some of these claims seem to assume that once a policy or procedure i1s In place, no
one will ever violate it intentonally or accidentally For example, a fiight-restncted airspace
around the repository does not ensure any aircraft with or without weapons will fly there, it
simply reduces the likehhood of such an event.

In addition, decreases in risk are not fully explained in the DSEIS, although increases are. Risk
cakulations use smpified average techniques that might not properly represent the risk in
populated vs. open country. Some methods, e g, human reliabikty analysis, may not ba
appropniate for processing faciity applications. Further, o is unclear how the median total dose
was determined In Sechon F 4 3 Section 4.2 1 2 notes that the dosae under the igneocus
intrusion scenario has mcreased from the FEIS but there i3 hmited discussion and no
documentation as o the reduction of the dose under the extrusive scenano

The treatment of scenanos in the repository does not appear to include possible human
mteractions and errors. Expenence in ather hazardous matenal processing facilities (e.g , the
U.S. Army’s chemical weapons destruction program) has demonstrated problems with remote
handiing equipment that have required human intervention and msintenance and, dunng
restoration from such intervention, errors have led to accidents and senous evenis No
descnptions of such consuderations have been provided.

The discussion of sabatage on the botiom of page S-43 claims that DOE has evaluated events
in which a modern weapon would penatrate a spent nuclear fuel cask. They giva resuits in
terms of latent cancer fatalihes, but provide no analyais to support the resuit Appendix E only
describes tha airplane crash scenarno (DSEIS Summary, pg $-43).

Currently, there is limited discussion and no supporting analysis or documentation to explain or
support this change m the DSEIS. It is unclear how the proposed Global Nuclear Energy
Partnership (GNEP) program which proposes o reduce the volume and toxicity of waste, will
affect the preciosure monitonng period in recent reviews by the National Academy of Sciences
and the Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board, both have noted that the time necessary to
develop effectve technologies to reduce the volume and toxicty of radioactive wastes Is ikely to
be greater than 40 to 80 years. This would seem to support a longer penod of preclosure
monitoring.

The only mformation provided by the DSEIS that may axplain DOE's rationale for the reduchon
of the time period for preclosure monitoring is found in the Appendix (DSE!S Volume Hi, A 5, pgs
A-18 to A-23). Within this appendix, DOE discusses an extended alternative monitoning penod
of 250 years and compares potential /mpacts between these alternatives DOE notes that
extended monitonng penod would increase the radiological and nonradiological hazards
particularly for workers at the site While this may explam DOE'’s rationale for the propossd
change, it is not explicitly discussed and should be. Further, given the rapid growth that Nevada
has continued to experiance over the last two decades, popuistian forecasts indicate that there
will be mignificantly more population in the surrounding commurstes and counties that could be
impacted by an extanded preclosure monitoring period. While the Repository DSEIS uses mare
current information than incomporated inta the FEIS, it continues ta ignore the most accurate
estmates for fukure growth that are available from the State of Nevada and local govermments,
mcluding Clark County (See p 3 of Clark County comments )




Repository Closure

In contrast to their approach to preclosure monitoring, DOE argues that the repository
preclosure plan should not be delineated unti they file the license amendment for closure with
the NRC so that they can ailow for "identification of appropnate technology, which would include
tachnology that might not be cumently available® (DSEIS 2 1 6, pg 2-41) While flexibility to
incorporate new technological advancements may be appropnate, there does nat appear to be
methadological consistency on this issue through the vanous phasaes of the project. This lack of
consistency contributas to a sense that DOE has not clearly thought through how it 1s going to
impiement the projact. DOE needs 1o revisit ts methodological approach to ensure consistency
As currently delineated in the DSEIS, DOE appears to be rushing towards licensing without
sufficient information to properly defineate how it even plans to manage the program

The DOE needs to do a better job explaining the role and contribution of the dnp shields to
repository performance Duse to the proposed shortened time anticipated before closure of the
repostory, the expected revisions to the TSPA, the unknown impact of the revised EPA (not yet
released) standard, the uncertainty surrounding the dnp shekis must be addressed It is not
currently evident that the SDEIS, TSPA, and repository closure plan are aligned to sufficiently
sahsfy the licensing requirements and stakeholder concems over long term, post closure

repository performance

Draft Supplemental Environmental impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the
Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radloactive Waate at Yucca Mountain,
Nye County, Nevada ~ Nevada Rall Transportation Corridor” (DOE/EIS-0250F-82D) and
“Draft Environmental Impact Statement for a Rall Alignment for the Construction and
Operation of a Rallroad in Nevada to a Geological Repository at Yucca Mountaln, Nye
County, Nevada” (DOE/EIS-0369D)

Callente vs. Mina Rail Corridor

The Draft Rail Alignment EiS states unequivocally "DOE has identified the Mina rail corridor
and the Mina Implementing Alternative as non-preferred in the Draft Rail Aignment EIS " Draft
Rail Alignment EIS, § .29, P §-30. Yet, the Mina rail comdor s neither a realistic nor
reasonable altemative for purposes of EIS consideration As DOE knows and mentions in the
Summary Report of Nevada Rall Corndor EIS and Draft Rail Aignment EIS (pg S-30, par 2), the
Walker River Palute Trnibe withdrew any support that existed for the Mina Rail Comdor to run
through tnbal lands on April 17, 2007 The Ninth Circult made it quite clear in Tenake Springs v
Clough that "NEPA requires that an agency ‘ngorously explore and objectively evaluate afi
reasonabie altematves to a proposed action * 915 F 2d 1308, 1310 (citng40C FR §

1502 14(a) (1989); 42 U S C § 4332(2) (C) (m) (2) (E) That the DOE steadfastly insists on
calegonzing a non-existent aftemative as a "non-preferred” altemative must not be overlooked
The realty that remains s the Callente Corider 13 the only possible ral means idantfied or
discussed for the requisite transport of spent nuclear fuet, and judicially mandated discussion of
alternatives s neither rigorous nor objective in the relevant EIS's



Trucks

In lieu of a non-existent altemative rail route to the Caliente Comdor, the importance of possible
truck transport increases substantially, Thus, recipients of the DSEIS rightfully should expect
consistent and elaborate discussion of the weight, means, routes, habitat impacts, and nsks
asgociated with highway transport of spent nuclear fuel Unfortunately, the DSEIS and Draft Rail
EIS lack both consistancy and depth of explanation in these tomc areas. This practice in the
current DSEIS and Draft Rad EIS ffies in the faca of what prior courts have required

Specifically, "[Wihat is required is information sufficient to permit a reasoned choice of
altematives as far as environmental aspects are concemed * NRDC v. Morton, 458 F 2d 827,
(DC Cir. 1872).

Transport, Aging, and Disposal Canisters (TADS)

The EIS makes cursory mantion of DOE's intent to use TADs to mnimze risks of handling the
spent fusl on site or at pre-determmed handling sites, yet fails to discuss the presance and/or
absence of umform TAD-able holding canisters The SEIS indicates that "DOE would seek NRC
certfication of the TAD canister design for surface storage at commercial sttes and for
transportation * (SEIS, S 2 2, pg.8) The use of the conditional term "would” suggests DOE has
committed to stonng and transporting the spent nuclear fuel in a canister that has yel to be

approved for either storage or transport.

Inadequate discussion takes place regarding the overall impact resulting from the uniform use of
TADs. Also, there 1s no clear identification of the consequences to post closure performance or

the use of TADS.

Threahold Welght

What is clear, however, is that the previous estimate in the Yueca Mountain FEIS, which
suggested trucks carying casks would have werghts less than 36,000 kilograms (80,000
pounds), is a vast undareshmation On page 68-5 of the DSEIS, the nature of the
undarestimation 18 quantified "DOE has determined that trucks that camed casks would be
more likely to have gross vehicle weights in the range of 36,000 to 52,000 kilograms (80,000 to
115,000 pounis) " The legal threshold for “legal-weight’ trucks Is 36,000 kilograms Thus, each
and every truck over the said threshold would have to ba subject to the overweight permit
requirements of each state traversed

The impact of the overwe:ght loads on Clark County highways and roads s not discussed m the
DSEIS. The impact of such loads on potential hazards resufting from accident, sabotage or
general human error is not discussed The routes avaiable for the transportation for overwerght
frucks are not discussed Stated otherwise, the DSEIS lacks any substantive discussion of the
nature, scope and duratron of environmental impact overweight loads will or could have during
the course of the relevant transportation of spent nuciear fuel That the DOE dentified highway
trucking as an alternative means of transportation (and apparently it may be the pnmary means)
ig in and of itself insufficient Rather, ‘[Tlhe existence of a visble but unexamined altemative
renders an environmenial impact statement inadequate * Resources Lid V. Rabertson, 35 F 3d
1300, 1307 {9th Cir 1993) Additionally, “even the existence of supportive studies and
memoranda contained in the admirustrative record but not incorporated in the EIS cannot ‘bring
into compliance with NEPA an EIS that by itself is nadequate * Grazing Fields Farm v
Goldschrudt, 828 F 2d 1068, 1072 (1st Cir 1980) The transportation refers to ovarweight
trucks of approximately 36,000 kg or greater. However, there is no mention of oversize which 1s
very different in the transportation sector. In fact, oversize veincles will also require additional



and specific permits but more importantly, will have restrictions as to when they are pennitted to
travet. Oversize vehicles are only permitted on specific routes and specific tmes, dunng dayhght
hours Hypothetically, this will create considerable downtime and require staging areas which
may or may not be in Clark County The draft EIS does not make this clear The potential for
additional radioactive exposure, securty neks, and other socto-economic impacts are not

evalualed

DOE has presented its preferenca, the Mina Comndor, which is now an imposaibity Upon the
Walker River Palule Tribal Council's withdrawal of support, DOE changed its preferred
alternative to the Caliente Comdor, and rather than present or identify ancther realistic and
reasonable alternative, DOE substituted the non-existent alternative Mina Gomdor inta the
category of non-preferred altemative Such practice Is unacceptable in accordance with
goveming precedent. “As one aspect of evaluating a proposed course of action under NEPA,
[DOE] has a duty to study all altematives that appear reasonable and appropriata for study . . . .
as well as signsficant alternatives suggested by other agencies or the public dunng the comment
penod * Cdy of Carmel-By-The-Sea v U S Depl. of Transp , 95 F 3d 882, 903 (9th Clr. 1986)

Addihonally, DOE, without adequate discussion of altemative storage camsters, prematurely
commits the holding and transportation of the spent fuei to TADs Yet, at no point does DOE
adequately svaluate the impacts of the TADs in regard tc wesght dunng transport or
storage/transfer costs at reactor sites Furlhermore, risk as it relates to human error Is nearly
wholly ignored as it pertains to overweight truck transport through populated areas, including
Clark County.

The CEQ defines mitigation as “a specific actvity or specification that would soften
environmental impacts to some degree and that can be mplamented enforced and s
effactiveness evaluated " Overviaw of the NEPA Process, CEQ P 34 [emphasis added] The
DSEIS must discuss the "means to mitigate adverse environmental impacts "40 CF R.

1502 1(6)(h). Intended mitigation is presented in the EIS's without sufficiant detail as to the

miligation’s actual goais or methods.

Clark County and its populace were not adequately considered in the Draft Rall EIS For
example, fire prevention or nsk models remain absent from the Draft Rad EIS discussion Broad
references to personnel and mild discuasion of seasonal fire trends take place with no
substantive analysis of probabulity or risk as it pertains 1o Clark County or Las Vegas Yet, broad
sweeping vague phrases such as "bast management practices” are used throughout both
documents. Little expianation 18 provided as to where such practices will be aimed or what
methodologies such practices will entall

Simlarly, the cultural impacts of the rail construction are vaguely recognized, as is the vast
objection by relevant Native American tnbes For axample, the Draft Rail EIS indicates that the
construction and installation could have a "moderate impact on some of the histornic areas *
Draft Rail EIS, P S-60-61 DOE indicates that “extensive effort would underiake to avord or
mitigate impacts to cultural resources. . * /d The means, mathods or resources to devote
towards mitigation are not specifically discussed Rather, DOE provides that “best management
practices” will be employed to achieve a miigated end Finally, Native Amencan opposition is
dismissed as a holistic concern that 18 unavoidable. DOE must go "beyond mere assertions and
mdicate its basis for them.” Duboss v US Dept. of Agriculure., 102 F 3d 1273 (1st Cir. 1998)



Cumulative impacts

The Draft Rall EIS falls significantly short in assessing cumulative impacts that are likely to
result along the Caliente rail alignment, given that much of the alignment runs along the
northem and western borders of the Nevada Test and Traning Range (Draft Rall EIS 5 2.2 6)

Cumulative impacts are not adequately assessed related to the combined impact from raif
construction and future actions at the Nevada Test and Training Range (5 2 2 8). In addition, the
Draft Rait EIS contends that there will be only limited environmental conflicts between future
energy and mineral developments with the construction and operation of the Caliente rail line
with no supporting documentation (5.2 2.2 3) These shoricomings need to be fully addressed

Incomplete and Inadequately Supported Analysis

A list of sechons found to contain inadequate analysis related to Occupational and Public Health
and Safety (Draft Rail EIS 4.2 10) and the Surface Water Impact Assessment Methodology
(Draft Ratl EIS 4 3 5 1) Include

@) Transportation Impact Assessment Methodology (Draft Red EIS 4.2.10 1),
b) Surface Waler Resources impact Assessment Methodology (Dralt Reil EIS 43 5 1)
c) Potential Impacts associated with Proposed Action {Draft Raid EiIS 4.2.10.2),
d) Impacts associated with Shared-Use oplion (Draft Rad EIS 4.2 10 3),
Safety and Security Iasues

Transportation impact Assessment Methodology (4.2.10.1 3)

The evaluation of probable frequency of accidents dunng transportation of hazardous matenals
along rall ine and station yards 1s based upon statislical data of small size rail vehicles
However, these statistics are not reflactive of accident probablifty for the large sze casks that
are proposed for this project, thus putting in queshon the validity of the risk assessment and
requinng a different safety evaluation methodology. There are placas in the rail SEIS where risk
18 not fully addressed; rather, by claiming similarity to other analyses, DOE has copied those
results into the new sactions. It would have been more convincing, if the copying had been
replaced by a careful descnption of similantes and possible differences and uncertaintios

Only cne sabotage scenario has been considered. This Is not consistent with cument
approaches fo physical protection and sabotage/terronsm analyses. For example, the DOE's
own methodology for physical protection of Gen-IV nuclear enargy systems asks analysts to
consider a wide rangs of threats and strategies and devalop thorough descnphion of attack
scenanos and release pathways The DOE’s “representalive scenano” employs an aircraft
penetrating the roof of the buiiding. There is no way to be sure that this 13 in any way a
bounding analysis For example, other modes of attack using weapons in the receving areas
might be of interest. We agree with the authors of the National Research Council's review of
the transportation problem, when they said “Malevolent acts against spent fuel and high-level
waste shipments are a major technical and societal concam.. [and that] an independent
examinaton of the security of spant fuel and high-level waste transportation be camed out prior
to the commencement of fuel and lugh-level waste transportation..."
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Information released by the RAND Center for Terronsm Risk Management Policy n 2007
should be considered when assessing risks related to terrorism or sabotage The RAND repart
was commssioned by the U S Department of Homeland Secunty to explore how nsk analysis
tools rmight be useful The Probabilistic Terronsm Model discussed in the repart analysis
provides relevant findings for not only Clark County, but for other junsdictions across the
country The report states, in part:

“Terrorism risk is highly concentratad, with eight cities carrying 95% of the total nsk New
York, Chicago, Washington DC, San Francisco, Los Angeles, Boston, Housten, and
Philadeiphia {p 18). "Though Las Vegas i1s :atimahed to have the ninth highest overall attack

ikelihood, Las Vegas® position 13 lower {16 ) in terms of estmated fataiily nsk shares. This
is because nsk estimates reflect both likelihood and consequencs, and therefore account for
the density and amount of surrounding population and property value - factors for which Las
Vegas is excesded by larger, higher densily urban areas " (p 18) This rankang dispanty is
directly reflective of the fact that RMS model only considers amployees of a hotel/casing in
the fatality estimates, and doas not include the guests and visitors, under-representing the
population denslty of the tounst comdor.”

The RAND repont classifies Las Vegas as a “Tier 3° target using s model, placing it among the
top 10 cities in the country likely to be attacked The repart states, *Las Vegas stands out in
having a high proportion of high-itkeihood targets campared to the nation as a whole." The
RAND report well describes and validates the high ranking for nsk of terrorist attack, and
acknowledges that both nsk and population density are undereshmated given the unique nature
of Las Vegas, especally with its recognized “iconic value™ as a terrorist target, the SDEIS falls
short in capturing this potental impact. The report also highhghts the importance of the high
property values on the Las Vegas Stnp, which increases both nsks and consequences. The
RAND report findings should be incorporated into the final EIS documents

Preciosure Monitonng

The Repository DSEIS proposes that the preciosure analytical period for monitorng be reduced
to 50 years from the 300 years onginally proposad in the FEIS (Table 2-1, pg. 2-12 and pg. 2-
17) Ciark County believes that such a significant change from the FEIS to the DSEIS i the
praposad preciosure mantoring period should be clearly explained and justified.

As noted in the review of the DSEIS above, the primary problems dentfied in the occupational
and public health and safety sections of the Draft Rail Alignment EiS documents have to da with
inadequate documentation, inconsiastencies in the documentation, madequate consideration of
uncertainties, Inadequate Justification of assumptions, and clams of future achons that have not
yet been accomplished The identified errors do not enhance confidenca in the analysis or the
technical review of the calculations, especiaily since they occurred in some of the few
demonstration calculations presented in the reparts.

Surface Waler Resources Impact Assessment Methodology (4 35 1)

The Draft Rail Alignment EIS lists potential impacts that would be checked during construction
by foliowing “applicabie laws...and implemeniing best management praciices” litalics
added](Draft Ral! EIS 4 3 5.1, pg 4-484) However, It does not evaluata the impact caused by
natural flooding that has significantly impacted rail lines within Nevada in the past. Locationg
with high potentral for fiooding which would impact the rail line do not appear to have been
adequately mapped. Mitigation plans and emergency response preparedness plans are 2iso
lacking.
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Polential Impacts associated with Proposed Action (42 102 2 2)

Significant concem exists over rall operation through Clark County The existing UPRR main
ral ine that traverses Clark County already operates at maximum capacty. (Clark County
Commodity Flow Study 2007 ) There does not appear to have been adequate analysis of
exsting rail capacity in Clark County in the Draft Rail EIS, nor does there appear to have been
an analysis of the current condition of the rail ine  This rail line 1s heavily used, has baen in
place for over a century, and Is located in close proximity to homes, businesses, pubhc facikties,
and envirchmentally sensitive areas, inciuding tnbal lands. There 1s no evidence that DOE
coordinated with the UPRR in the development of the Draft Rail EIS

Section 4.2 10 2 2 2, menhions the guidelines that would be employed as praventative
measures against terronsl attack (such as “use of anmed escorts to accompany all shipments,
safeguarding of the detaed shipping schedule nformation, monitonng of shipments through
satellite tracking and a communication cenler with 24-hour staffing, and coordination of logistics
with state and local law enforcement agencies” (pg 4-313) [emphasis and dalics added)
However, no analysss ts offered regarding response time and preparedness of emergency
management agencies in case of a calastrophe The 1ssue of emergency response
management is of critical importance considenng the harsh terran and rural nature of the region
that does not guarantee immediate availability of resources and ther tmely dispatch Further,
there 1s no analys:s to show the number and location of the emergency response facilities
around the proposed rall line, or ther financial commitments over the next 50 years of

operations

The Draft Rall EIS also fails to addresa potental impacts of military traimng accidents to rall
operations and the repository site

The Draft Rail EIS bnefly touches upon the subject of providing rigorous training to employees
in order to prepare them for unforeseen incidents such as the 2007 rall tank incsdent in the Las
Vegas Valley in August 2007 where a rail tank car ran loose for 22 miles from a rai yard in
southem Clark County through downtown Las Vegas and into North Las Vegas In dealing with
radioactive waste, it mus{ be ensured that probability and risk of such incidents 1s minimized
through clearly outiined policies, and by pinponing precise operational procedures such as a
no switch policy far rail ines on the ine segment as well as within the yard.

impacis assoclated with Shared-Use option (Draft Rail EIS 4.2.10.3)

The Draft Rail EIS repeatedly hsts the impact for Shared-Use option for all critena to be
“approximalely the same . as for the Proposed Action” (4.3 124, pg 4-715, 4 3 13 3, pg 4-727,
4210311,42103 12, pg4-321) The shared use of the rad facihies should be eddressed
with 2 new operational procedure for sharing the ines and yards. Diagrams showing the
operational connection and physical movements on lines in the yards for the trains and cars
camying the radioactive and other materials should be developed and inciuded in the reports
Confiicts of paths of the rail vehicles on rail ines in the yards should be analyzed through
graphical simulations, and explanatons shoulkd be provided on how these conflicts are
eliminated with the indication of possibility of crashes While illustrative sketches like Figure 2-
43 (pg 2-92) offer a preliminary visualization of the complexities invoived with the Shared-Use
option, these need to be refined showing cnhcal area analysis and addressing overlapping
zones with detal Further, a description of the system-wide policies and procedures for dealing
with delayed or disabled trams should be provided
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Environmental impacts

The DEIS consistently spaaks of impacts and patenhial impacts occumng as a result of
construction activity, and thus describes safety measures that would be taken to minimize the
nsk of an accident during or from construction. However, it offers Litle to no evaluation about
cnsis management dunng post-accident situations that may occur from natural hazards or
human error (8 g, Faulting and Seiamic Activity 1s assessed under Section 4212 1.2,

“Construction achvities would not induce earthquakes or reaciivale any faults At & mnimum,
DOE would design and operale the proposed radroad to be consistent with AmaﬁcanRaMy
Enginsenng and Mamtenance-oi-Way Association seismic gudelines...and could decide to

t addMonal, more strngent standards " (Draft Rail EIS pg 4-8). [talics and emphasis

added] It should be noted here that no assessment has been made regarding precise action
that would be needed in case a natural disaster fike an sarthquake should occur cutside of the
forces related to construction alone.

The primary problems identified in the occupational and publfic health and safety sections of the
Draft Rail Aignment EIS documents are inadequate documentation, inconsistencies in the
documentabon, inadequate consideration of uncertainties, madequate justification of
assumptions, and claims of future actions that have not yet been accomplished. The identfied
errors do not enhance confidence i the analysis or the tachnecal review of the calculations

Further, the following specific questions and gaps in environmental conswlerations should he
addressed-

8 4 1 8 Groundwater Resources. 150 to 176 new welis need to be dnlled to meet demands of
8100 acre feet of water (7.5 billion cubic meters) required for the rail line It is not clear where
these wells will be located or how they might impact Clark County

The following statement requires clarification' "DOE does not anticipate that proposed
groundwater withdrawals would conflict with known regional or local aquifer management plans
or the goals of govemmentat water authorities, and impacts from groundwater withdrawals on
downgradient groundwater basins (or hydrographic areas) would be small.” (6-33) How has
DOE analyzed this issue to ensure that no conflict will present itseif with governmental water
authorties? Presently, the DOE 1s in Rtigation with the State of Nevada reganding the use and
quantity of watar for the Yucca Mountain project. it is not clear whet measures the DOE taken
to resolve this Issue, and how an adverse court ruling will impact the EIS.

*DOE determined that impacts o ground subsidence or groundwater quality that could resuylt
from rairoad construction and operations along either rail alignment would be small.” (6-34) It
is not clear how DOE has quantified this, or what DOE's definttion of “small” is

B8.4.2.6, Groundwater Resources, “Basad on the proposed locations of new wells in specific
hydrographic areas along the Caliente Rall Algnment, additronal groundwater appropnations
would be needed in 19 hydrographic areas " (8-40) The DOE states that overall the needs for
the railroad represent a small portion of the cumulative water usage in the region of influence
How 13 this quantified?

8 4 2 4 Air Quality and Cimate *Potential cumulative impacts to Air Quality and cimate and
canstruction and operation of the proposed raiiroad along the Caliente or Mina Rail akgnment
would be small, but could approach moderate f the potential exceedence of the National
Ambient Awr Quality Standards note above occurred * (8-39) Does the DOE mean *moderate®
as designated by the Environmental Protection Agency? Clark County 18 designated non-
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attainment for certain cntena pollutants, but DOE does not appear to have evaluated how the
proposad repository and rail hne will impact Clark County's air qualty attainment status.

2 12 2 Subsurface Facilittes and Operations including Ventilabon “The emplacement ventilation
system would be an exhaust system with the pnmary purpose of attaining thermal goals i the
repository.” {2-25) Where will the air from this system exhaust? What will be the poliutants in
the exhaust siream? Does the DOE plan fo impiement a controt device on the exhaust system
to mibgate any resulting air emissions? is the DOE confident that the three intake shafts and six

axhaust shafts will be enough to support venhlation within the repository?

4.1 14 5.1 Arr Quality According to Table 4-33, the 10 year manufactunng penad is for drip
shields onfy. It s not clear whether all components of this process have been identfied. it is
also unclear whether the DOE has quantified emissions associated with the diesel generator
facility, diesal fuel ail storage, and fueimg station A further queston is whether ttus facility will
emit more than 10 tons per year of a Hazardous Ar Palfutant. DOE should also indicate
whether the construchon of this facikty and the subsequent manufacturing of the dnp shields will
be subject to a Maxamum Achievable Control Techniology requirement.

Maintaining a satisfactory attainment status for air quallty is critical for Clark County Potentially,
arr quality problems dunng the rail construction phase couki impact Clark County’s abilty to
maintain its favorable status. it 1s important for Clark County to know whether the DOE has
quantified, process by process, the total potential to emit for the repository mciuding railroad
construction, what amission units have been Wdentified for the construction of the repository and
the raliroad and operation of the repository, and what emission factors will be used to quantfy
potential to emit for the repository nciuding rairoad construction The DSEIS only evaluates
PM;5 emussions This project coukd be a major source of PMy,. It B unclear whether DOE has
adequataly evaluated PM,; emissions, particularly whether fugitive emissions have been
avaluated and quantified DOE should descnbe what kind of controis will be implemented to
control PMs emissions from mining, construckon, road travel, stockpiling of material and
disturbing vacant land

According to Table 2-3, Potential Impacts from National and Nevada Transpostation, under the
Caliente Implementing Altemative, "Noise from construction activities would excesd Federal
Transst Administration guidelines in two locations.” The EIS should indicate specdic locations
and the expecied maximum noisa level.

Finally, Clark County holds an Endangered Spacies (Section 7) permit for the desert tortoise
This range-wde permit could be at nsk should transportation construction, staging, or
operations impact the scope of the permit. Mitigation measures for protecting endangered
species are not descnbed in the existing documents

General Conclusions

Ciark County finds all three of these NEPA documents have senous legal deficiencies and
incomplete and inconsistent scientific analysis of such a magnitude that they should be
withdrawn. Risk assessment and «dentfication of impacts are lacking in dala The DOE does ot
adequately acknowledge current and future condittons. Many of DOE's assumptions are
without ment. In addition to the numerous deficiencies as outined above, it must be pointed out
that much of what the DOE relies on for public health and safety and environmental protection is
predicated on adequate funding Whether the subject 1s dnp shields or a rall spur, no number of
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plans, asserhons, or assurances can guarantee the level of sustained funding required for DOE
to implement these elements The £IS documents do not account for this great uncertainty, and
therefore cannot be relled upon to support the DOE's license application and repository pians.

In addition to thesa formal comments, attached are wntten comments Clark County recelved
from the public expressing various views about the Yucca Mountam project. It is our intent that
these comments be included as part of the formal record. Thank you for taking our comments
into consideration We look forward lo seeing our concems adequately addressed in the final
EIS documents

Sincersly, )
irene Navis, AICP
Planrung Manager
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SPEAK UP ON YUCCA MOUNTAIN

The attached comments were received from the public at
Yuccaopinions@aol.com.

Clark County established this ¢-mail account to gather public input
during the comment period for inclusion as part of the formal
record. These comments are provided in their original, unedited
content. Of the 82 E-mails received the majority express
opposition to the repository and transportation to it. In addition
many substantive comments provided and evaluation of the NEPA
documents.

January 10, 2008

Clark County Comments
Attachment A



* To Whom It may Concem.

1am a 40 year Nevada Resident, and 1 do not oppose Nuclcar materials being stored 1n
Yucca Mountain.! do however, oppose the mode of transportation. The mfrastructure for
truck transportation is already there,why go through the tremendous expense of building
a new railroad. All they have to do is upgrade existing roads. The reason [ do not oppose
the waste in Yucca mountain is because I believe that one location is easier to protect
than having several locations throught the country. Right now if there was some type of
organized terroristic act, they could target all sites that contain Nuclear Waste, and it
would be much harder to protect and deal with if those storages were compromised,

thank you for the opportumity
Bernic Romero
Ely, Nevada

* | hear the worries of the Nevada public and the rhetoric of the up-for-clection Nevada
politicians What [ don’t hear is reason or any facts,

* Flawed Science! But what science are you talking about? 20 years + of geologic
studies done on Yucca mountain and no-one can tell me specifically what significant flaw
exists in these studies. We can't seem to even get the distance to the place nght. Those
for 1t say 100 miles from Las Vegas, those against say 90 miles and shrinking!

Govemor Richardson says he has concerns over water saturation. This in one of the
nations most desolate and dry spots. We are talking desert here, not some lush Garden of
Eden ripe for spoilage by our nasty DOE. We are nght next to Death Valley. Do the
politicians spout what ever comes into their heads, no matter how ridiculous? What
water? What saluration?

1000 feet below the surface 1n solid rock and 1000 feet of rock above a water table that
drains into Death Valley. Do you think there is a better situation on this planet for
storage? But earthquakes exist there! There is no spot on this planet where earthquakes
don’t exist. s it better to store in open terrorist accessible pools on the surface next to 161
million US citizens in our cities or in closed tunnels underground where we risk the lives
of a few jackrabints and hauling a stored cask out into the open would result in fried
terronst after moving 1t 3 fieet? If a mnel collapses, we close the door and forget about it.



But il's under a dormant volcano! This 13 total chicken hittle baloney! Yucca Mountan 1s
in an ancient volcanic flow. This is not Mt. Vesuvius, Mt. St Helens nor the Hawaiian
Islands. Ask how long it has been since any volcano within 100 miles has been active,
Are you worried about Mt. Charleston beginning to spout and rain ruin over the strip? If
you arc, then perhaps you should really consider moving!

But, you ask, what about the transportation risks? If one looks, you find out that the
transportation of radioactive and other chemical materials far more dangerous than
nuclear waste has been going on up and down 1-15 in trucks for years and years and
nobody lets out a peep. They have run a test locomotive into a nuclear shipping cask at 80
miles per with no leaks, and you are worried about what? So they (The DOE) design a
railroad to bell and gone around the long way, away from Las Vegas You kind folks
pester them to provide you a common carrier ability on the same tracks then sue them for
doing so That’s fair, isn’t it? If the DOE reneged on their promise, I couldn’t blame them.
That is fair, isn't it?

Wake up Nevada! There are 49 other states out there in the rest of the nabon. We have
blasted the land north of Las Vegas with nuclear explosions, with no hue and cry from
you Don't let the politicians lead you by the nose to the detriment of the rest of the other
United States. Even the Nevada Jackrabbits will not be harmed. Put down your pitchforks,
put out your torches and ask yourselves if Yucca Mountain will really affect your life?

4

*Dear Sir,

You need to get real on saying Yucca Mountain 18 safe. Neptunium-237 takes 2.2
million years to become inert. Plutonium-242 takes 376,000 years to become
inert. Technetium-99 takes 212,000 years to become inert Thorium-230 takes 80,000
years 10 become inert. Plutonium-239 takes 24,000 years to become inert. And Radium-
236 takes 1,600 years to become inert How about finding a way to ship the nuclear waste
to the BACK SIDE OF THE MOON which never ever faces the carth and think about
Human health and safety for a change. THINK you morans!

PlJ.
Las Vegas, Nevada

* Address to Department of Energy

reference supplemental DEIS regarding Yucca Mountain Project
DOE/EIS-0250F-S1D

DOE/EIS-0250F-52D



Gentlemen, [ have had the opportunity to review the two supplemental DEIS regarding
Yucca Mountain and I want to submut the following comments. In regards to these two
EIS's, I feel that because is has been determined that Yucca Mtn repository site is located
on a major earthqueke fault, the most senous impact of having the respository there is in
the handling of the casks or TAD's (transport, aging, and disposal cannisters) at the
surface facilitics, which could be impacted most m the event of an ¢arthquake. The
robotic manipulators handling the process of changing the shipping casks to the storage
casks might be compromised in the event of a quake and there might be a serious loss of
containment resulting in radiocactive waste leakage First off, from my rescarch I have
learned that the TAD'S don't even exist yet and have yet to be developed and tested
properly to determine the absolute safety of them for their transportation of the nuclear
waste. They are merely in the theory stage at this time. There are no engineering or
prototype results to substantiate them. They may not even have the engineenng plans
before the June '09 application date It sounds to me as if the DOE is trying to
shorichange the process by doing these impact statements 1n advance of the information
needed about the TAD’s It really should be after they are developed and tested that a
DEI should be assembled. With current information, there is enough radiation coming
through the walls of the casks, to give a whole body dose of an XRay every hour They
have no radiation shielding and would need overpack to further protect the contents.
Even a small break in the welded bolted seals could result 1n gas leakage of the fission
products. It is suggested that the waste materials should be cooled for at least 50 years
before even thinking of transport, and to my understanding, it is the desire of the DOE to
transport these wastes that have only cooled for 5-10 years. It has yet to be determined
how the casks might be effected if the carth shifts from a quake which might destroy the
casks, breaking the welded seals or even completely. This leads me to believe that the
waste within might seep into our ground water supplies, eventually making 1t's way to
human habitation and consumption resulting in human health risks and billions of dollars
in damage. Not a good idea at all.Regarding the transportation of the waste materials by
truck and rail, again the TAD's have yet to be developed and tested properly so we do not
know the overall safety of them in the event of accidents. The railway routes suggested
are cither thru the Mina corridor or the Caliente cotridor. The Mina comdor, may not
cven be an option because the corridor poes through a portion of the Pauite Indian lands
and to date, the indians changed their minds about the route and have withdrawn their
support eutirely from this project which means this route probably should be abandoned
entirely. The proposed railway lines through both routes would impact ranchlands,
mining lands, pnivate property, and recreational Jands. The DOE suggests that ranchers
grazing allotments and production levels might be affected by only 10% reductions but
the ranchers themselves feel in reality the impact might be as much as 50%. Because of
this, there is the possibility of driving many of the ranchers out of busincss because they
are not operating from large profit margins to begin with. The Caliente proposed railway
route would be the largest new milway project in over 80 years. It would be over rough
terrain including mountain ranges which could present even more opportunity for
accidental leakage of the nuclear wastes in the result in runaway train accidents. Because
the route passes through private property, ranchlands, mining lands, and recreational
lands there would be a terrible effect on human habition and our wildlifc ecosystems, The
impacts of a proposed railway route from Caliento or Mina are really much larger than



the DOE suggests andit is my opinion that we look for other alternatives than Yucca Min
entirely

Sincerely,

Suzanne McGoldrick

4047 Pennsburg Ct.

Las Vegas, NV 89122

(702) 987-5244

*Independent Public Comments and Recommendations 1o the Draft DOE/EIS-0250F-
S1D (SEIS) for the Yucca Mountain Repository; October 2007

Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS);
Comments/Recommendations

1) No mention of a Quality Assurance Program -

2) No mention of Design Basis Allowing for Retrievability of Waste -
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS);
Comments/Recommendations
* Major Issuey

3) Global Nuclear Energy Partnership discussed in section S § of this SEIS -

Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS);
Comments/Recommendations

4) Based on Experience with Project Budget Over-Runs, Extending Schedules, and the
lack of lessons learned published; the DOE Environmental Management System should
manage the revision or issue new DOE Orders, specifications, or regulations for the
specified activities -

Richard DeKlever
255-0026



* There are too many casualties, Why Nevada? Why not Texas or California”

Name: Zwe P Win /
ENViIOl M-W

* would like to express my opinion on Yucca Mountain  We Nevadans do not want this
POISONOUS GARBAGE coming to our state. Keep this poison in your own

states. This is an outrage. Do you think Nevada is just a desert? NO there are human
beings living here and we do not want to have cancer from your poison. We love our
desert. DO NOT SHIP THIS TO OUR STATE.

Lori Cooper-Vasquez

* To Whom It May Concern:

This email 18 1n response to the pubhc meeting held here in Las Vegas, NV on December
3, 2007.

I DO NOT support the nuclear waste depository project in Nevada. I disagree with
the U.S. Nuclear Energy's research about Yucca Mountain being a safe place to store
nuclear waste 80 miles from Las Vegas, Nevada where 2 million people live; transporting
nuclear waste via train or truck shipments through Las Vegas; and/or claims that nuclear
waste storage coniainers are virtually indestructible,

The U.S. Nuclear Energy Department has failed to submit if's document collection
for its Yucea license application that follows years of political, environmental and
health debates over the plan to dispose of the country's nuclear waste in our back

yard. Each State should manage its own nuclear waste to be disposed within each State's

back yard.

THE U.S. NUCLEAR ENERGY DEPARTMENT SHOULD NOT BE ISSUED A
YUCCA LICENSE APPLICATION TO DUMP WASTE IN NEVADA.

Sincerely,

Janic Silvaggio

* The DOE has shown that the spent nuclear fuel rods can be safely shipped to Yucca
Min and stored there. Lets complete this project, spend more funds to develope a cleaner
safer way to process out the re-useable fuel. How many safe shipments of Nuclear fuel
rods and Nuclear weapons have been shipped across the USA in the last 60 ycars? A lot |
Thanks D.W Farm, Las Vegas Nv...



* No to nuclear waste That's a big no

* | am a Las Vegan, a long, long time Las Vegan and I AM NOT against the
development of Yucca Mountain for nuclear waste storage. [ am nervous about having
hundreds of small, and some not-so-small, questionably sheltered piles of nuclear waste
all over the country. It's time, with our vast sources of isolated land, to offer the
country something besides sin.

Lonsumpun

* Dear Sirs.

I must preface my remarks by informng you that

1 [have been a resident of Clark County, Nevada for over 22 years, where my wife and
! have raised our three children, each native Nevadans

2. Ilove our vast desert landscape where [ camp, hike, tour, explore, find refuge and
consider it anything but a wasteland

3. 1 am not a particular fan of having the nation’s ouclear waste transported from 39
other states to my and my family and friends home

4. | have had an almost 30-year carcer as an environmental scientist

As an environmental scientist, I also am keenly aware that there arc frequently
trade-offs and compromises when it comes to best practices and approaches to solving
environmental problems, as well as unintended consequences of implementing one policy
for another.

With that, { propose to you and the residents of the Las Vegas Valley, Clark County, and
the State of Nevada that, instead of our opposing out of hand the transport to and storage
of our nation's nuclear waste in Yucca Mountain, that we change our strategy and instead
we negotiate with those water-rich states who expect to send us their waste 1o in turn
have them cnsure that southern Nevada has & guaranteed and sustainable supply of water.
Not too much of it, just enough water to ensure we do not run short. Also, as an
environment scientist, [ fully recogmze the devil is in the details—the costs and energy
involved in piping and pumping the water, the possible introduction and ecological
consequence of invasive species on our ecosystems—more of which I have not thought
of or are beyond my experience to consider.

I have not come to this idea 1n a vacuum. Firstly, I recently heard Governor Bill
Richardson, presidential candidate and former Secretary of the Department of Energy 1n
the Clinton administration, propose a National Water Policy, along the lines of the much
debated and elusive National Energy Policy This, coupled with the fact that I travel over



Hoover Dam on occasion, and have watched our valley's water reserve dwindle at a
much publicized and alarming rate since 1999.

It has long been known to Nevadans that, going back to when Chic Hecht magnificently
categorized the YMP as the “nuclear suppository,” it would be political suicide for any
member of our Nevada congressional delegation to be anything but adamantly opposed to
the project—whether they truly are or are not. This “water for waste” approach could be
a win-win situation and & solution to this now generation-long stalemate between Nevada
and the rest of the country for what many have alrcady deemed a foregone conclusion.
Their water could and should be our price of admission for their waste

1 am also proposing here the following slogans or bumper stickers
Water-4-Waste
H20 « TRUs

Again, I prefer that nuclear waste not come to Nevada, and that we have a complete and
functional energy policy with a complete portfalio of options. But south Nevada needs
water Without it here in the Mojave Desert--to paraphrase the old Lung Association’s ad
campaign about breathing--nothing else matters!

Thank you for your consideration on this matter,

Mark E. Silverstein
8180 Sandy Creek Dr
Las Vegas, NV 89123
702-896-7050

hicosilver@cox.net

¢ Please,
No dumping of waste at Yucca Mountain.

I feel so strongly about this issuc that I wall work for the rest of my life to keep tns from
happening, and to hold responsible parties accountable, should it happen over our
strenuous objections

Howard Shock
920 Bonita Avenue
Las Vegas, NV 89104

’

* Dear Cangress. Coming from the East Coast to Live in Nevads, [ can see so many more
alternative sources for power I still remember my High School Physics lessons on
thermal, wind and water energy. [ don't want to be polluted with spent atomic fuel 1n my
beautiful Las Vegas seiting. We have not exhausted our energy options yet. I am also



against ruining the prestene perma-frost of Alaska with oil wells.
Barbara Chozahinoff, 89145 Las Vegas, NV.

No to Yucca Mountain. Barbara Chozahinoff, 9605 Camden Hills Ave. Las Vegas, NV
89145

* Please do not let the Yucca Mountain project continue  Now that there are
approxamately 2 miltion people living only 90 miles south of the site (and that number 13
growing every month) it does NOT make sense to have such a project. Nobody knows
what can happen when there 1s that much spent nuclear fuel near them. We will only
know years down the road the detrimental effects it could have on our children. In
addition to the storage site, the transportation to get the spent nuclear fuel to the site is
very dangerous. We have not yet eliminated train wrecks in this country nor have we
eliminated terrorist attecks. Putting such a project near so many people 13 irresponsible,
the scientists may think it 1s safe but they do not know for sure Why take such a big
risk? It is not fair to the people of Nevada and the routes the transportation takes will put
other states at nisk as well, For the future of our children, please do not let the project
continue. Thank you.

Mitchell Broth

* Will this produce new jobs for Betchel?

Shiela Brown

* If everything is okay engineering wise and ground water will not seep into the storage
shelter or be contaminated by this type of storage and if the carthquake fault lines are not
going to bother it then [ say let’s do it. Get it done and be over with it. It has to go
someplace and we alrcady don’t utilize the Atomic Testing Range area adjacent to it, so
let us be done with this hassling and accomplish something. Where cver all this
radioactive waste is right now, it is probably in a less safe place than it wil] be in the
Yucca Mountain repository. In a million years from now it will be a lot less dangerous
after its half life dwindles away. Maybe we will even find a use for it before that

time. Sincerely,

Richard Williams



eplrich@cox.net

* My dear fellow energy minded earthlings,

We need to storc this waste somewhere and just like the gold mine tailings are valuable
now to "re-mine”, we Americans will come up with a use for the spent fuel. Nevada
should have ALL the futurc rights and profits to 1t as well. We used to blow up nukes in
the desert and watch them for fun......what is more effictent than a nuclear power source?
Let our fellow Americans store the waste here and charge them up the kazoo!

W.R. Bill Bailey

5620 Ocean Pines Cr.
Lag Vegas, NV 89130
702.444.6355

bailey@wrbailey com

* NO YUCCA MOUNTAIN! 1 don't want nuclear waste transported though our
beautiful city it is a concern for the reason that las vegas is a growing city Nuclear waste
does not need to be transported through our freeways that have thousands of accidents
each year. what is going to happen if a vehicle transporting nuclear waste gets into a
severe accident? how will the scene get cleaned up? how will nuclear waste effect our
environment, air, children and farmlies? There are many concerns especially for those
who have grew up here in Nevada and want to raise their family in Nevada. PLEASE
LET THIS BE HEARD

Monica Burkland

*] am not a scientist nor do [ play one on television but it doesn't take a scientist to know
that you don't put that much nuclear waste over a earthquake fault and ground water for
millions of people. The states that wanted nuclear powered stations should be the oncs
that bear the burden of storage. Not only that but transporting that much over the nations
highways and ra;lroads endangers even more people in this age of terrorism. There is at
the least one train accident a day in this country, ! don't have the statistics but [ am
confident that there arc more than one accident a day on the nation's highways mvolving
tractor trailers. This was a bad idea from day one and it 13 still a bad idea today Wedo
not want “garbage” from other states here. We have donc more than our fair share as it is
with regard to the test site and area 51 both of which are contaminated sites I think the
government runs on what | call the "run for your life theory™. When there was a leak at
the test site we were always told that i1t was not something we should worry about when
1n truth it definitely should have been run for your life! Personally, I think that the DOE
is doing no more than collecting all our thoughts so that they know how to present the
Yucca Mountain package to us in the future  Well, [ intend to run for my life! In case
this government hasn't noticed, we have people homeless and starving. The educational



system 13 a shambles and the infrastructure 1s crumbling Surcly the government can find
more 10 do than pour billions into a hole 10 a mountain and then say it is good science. If
other countnies have learned to use this spent waste, why can't we?77?7?

Penelope P Yazzic

Las Vegas, NV

* Since Yucca Mountain sits at or on the confluence of up to eight geographical/earth
quake faults, doesn't it occur to anyone that the odds of contamination of the area arc
quite high? Or is 1t that everyone is so afraid of this in their own states, they don't care
what happens to the citizens of Nevada? Haven't the citizens of Nevada suffered enough
from testing that went on at least fifty years ago, especially those in the Fallon area?

To store nuclear waste 1n Yucca Mountain is sheer folly at the least and sheer suicide
in the making. Is that what we want for posterity? | think not ... or at least I do not
want it.

Let common sense prevail ... or is that a lost art as well?

* PLEASE .. DO NOT STORE NUCLEAR WASTE IN YUCCA

* Strongly Disagree With Transporing Waste Though the Las Vegas City Freeways.
With all the accident we have, it will be a Killing Field. Sce this news:

Calif. declares emergency over Bay Area oil spill
Dozens of birds killed or hurt; herring, salmon, smelt also

Bill Henning

Sales Tech Support Manager

2460 Paseo Verde Pkwy Suite 135

Henderson, NV 89074 Cell-BB: (702) 420-0278 Office (702) 946-1168 WHenning(a

yellowpa es com

* Yucca Mountain 1s the perfect place to store our nations nuclear waste It must be
secured in one location so we can protect it [ have toured Yucca Mountain and |
beheve, from what [ have seen, it 15 the perfect place to store the

nations nuclear waste. What makes me really upset is the stupidity of Harry Reid. If he
had any sense at all, he would have made a deal with the Federal Government Hamry
Reid should have told the feds that Nevada would be the caretaker in exchange for
something. The perfect something would have been nuclear power. For example, Nevada
takes all the nuclear waste produced in these United States and the Federal Government
builds a nuclear power plant at the Test Site. Nevada would have received FREE



electricity for every resident and greatly reduced rates for Nevada businesses. It would
have been a win-win situation for everybody involved

The worst possible scenario is the continued storage at un-secure locations spread out all
over the country. Harry Reid missed a golden opportunity by being ignorant to the facts.

Gerald E Andrews 6553 Gatehouse Ln Las Vegas, NV

*To Whom 1t mayconcern

We wish to voice our opinion as to the use of Yucca Mountain to
store Nuclear Waste Be advised that we are.Totally against this project. Let the places
that have this wasle store it there and not 1n our back yard. To transport this material
overstates by rail or any other mean of transportation is to dangerous Ms Rosemary
Piszczekand Mr Hugh Corcoran

* To the DOE:

As residents of Las Vegas my wife and I are strongly opposed to the proposed nuclear
waste depository at Yucca Mountain, While we do not behieve that the proposed use of
the facility is based upon the results of appropriate and meaningful scientific studies, our
major concern is the transportation of nuclear waste matenals to the Nevada site. We
believe that transporting such materials is a disaster- waiting-to-happen There just
cannot be any way the Govemnment can guarantee the safe movement of nuclear waste
from its plece of origin to Yucca Mountain. Therefore we urge that the site be not given a
license to operate .

Philip & Stephanie Rogers 8737 Carlitas Joy Court Las Vegas, NV 89117

* 1.1 am in the process of reviewing the Draft SEIS (DOE/EIS-0250F-S1 D) along with
the Draft SEIS (Navada Transportation Corridor)( DOE/EIS-0250F-S2D) and the Draft
EIS (Rail Alignment DOE/EIS-0369D) As my review process is ongoing, [ am running
into numerous questions pertaining to the overall Yucca Mountain Repository - from the
conceptual to the closure of sure

2. In order to obtain as much information as I can get in order to fully understand the
pros and cons of such Yucca Mountain Repository, I am requesting a hard copy of the
following-

Yucca Mountain Rail Impact Evaluation - Churchill
County

i



Fallon Impact Report - Transportation of Spent Nuclear Fuel to the Proposed Repository
at yucca Mountain, Nevada Route 50 Comdor through Fallon

Fallon Impact Report - Transportation of Spent Nuclear Fuel by Highway to Yucca

3. The reason for this request for a hard copy of those publications is that currently [ do
not have a workable printer.

4. The following information is provided- Chuck Alley
IDO 11063 Larkridge Strect Santee, CA

chuckalley ¢ yahoo com
* 5. Thank you in advance for your attention.

* As an almost 44 year resident of Las Vegas, my question is, why not”? Why has the
public not been informed of how clean nuclear energy is and how much it would save in
the way of emissions that everyone seems to be so worned about? France, now there
might be construed a dirty word, has, quite successfully, managed to have the vast
majority of its' electrical energy needs met by nuclear power. And not a melt down in

sight.

I suppose, the biggest question of all might be, why has almost every public official
fought this when they knew almost sixty years ago that the Nevada Test Site was
building up to being the nuclear repository for the entire country”

Why did they not propose the building of nuclear power plants, creating a far superior
roadway system, an extremely better managed educational system and certainly lowering
the costs of energy? Rather than allowing this on-going fight, why didn't they cash in for
the betterment of the State of Nevada? 1 have no doubt that every governor, U.S.
Representative of Senator has known of what has been going on at the NTS for the past
sixty years. So, why did they try and feed the population all of the negative

Damned if I know. If you can answer that question, please let me know
Respectfully, Wilham R. Cooper And for nuclear power!

* Unless or until the state of Nevada provides a viable alternative solution or location to
store nuclear waste I belicve your efforts are fruitless' The Federal government has spent
tnllions of dollars on this project and is not going fo stop because of growth in Las Vegas

or unpopular public opinion.



The only way to stop the Yucca Mountain 18 to provide better alternative storage
solutions/locations, until then your wasting tax payer's dollars in this fight; and even
under the remotest possibility that you did stop the project then those billions of dollars
of tax payer’s money that the Federal Government has spent will have gone to waste.

No matter where they store it the local people (and state) will not want it in their
backyard or coming thru their backyard. Obviously somebody (some state) has to make
this sacnifice, getting your experts to dispute the science is just like attorncys in court; the
defense (Nevada) gets their experts to say their client (Yucca) 1s "crazy" and the Fed's get
their experts to say the defendant 1s sane. It really accomplishes nothing towards your
goal (because rarcly does the jury believe the client crazy)!

In my opinion the only hope of stopping Yucca Mountain is to find a much better
solutton, it has to be a better solution because if it is the same or only a "little” better than
Yucca then that 13 not reason enough for the Federal Government to stop what they've
done so far!!!

Rick C. Rhodes

av// 1 1ip OPAJO\ -,;AULSL\ Nu 11,114} IVL OPINION OR ENDORSED BY EITHER
THE USAF OR GENERAL, DYN 44Al/C St!!

* had the political hacks employed a sharp pencil, by now some method of levying fees
on that deposition or at least transportion of the material, could have been in place. those
fees, likely ultimately paid by the various utility generators, could have been enormous.
mebbe for starters, the annual state school budget. or, the shortfall in the highway fund
account. or, at least some pump up in the education funding. or a couple of new schools
or, a fire station or two. or, a teacher accreditation facility. or, some additional nurse
training facility or, some more metro caps. and if the aforementioned bnick and mortar
facilities were sited on the brown ground/downtown rail yard property, it'd have been a
win-win. that before the 12 stepofficial discards what'sinstead, hapless harry reid et alu
have vowed to fritter away any taxprayer moncy necessary to stall the project. same as
those dolts who rear ended we taxprayers with massive costs via those law suits on the
us9S widening.

size 2 hats, all.

as a resident well north of "the valley" guess I'd be "affected” before the city
residents.

douglas martz



* [ am currently employed by one of the Yucca Mountain repository contractors, and
also worked for the Nevada Test Site's prime contractor for many years. I've been a
citizen of Nevada for two decades I'm a mom. I'm very involved in the community and 1
vote 1n cvery clection And here's what I want to say about the repository:

I know that America needs this repository so that we can move forward with nuclear
power as a source of cnergy that will enable American's to reduce their dependency on
the oil controlled by foreign countries

1 know that the repository will be safe. I have worked in the nuclear field for most of my
adult life. | know and respect the intelligent and dedicated people who have designed this
repository They are my friends and my fellow Southem Nevadans and § am confident in

their abilities to protect their fam:lies and mine

[ know that if Yucca Mountain were to ccase being an issue that our elected officials
could use to distract us, they would be forced to spend time telling us their plans to deal
with our economuc situation, our education, our traffic, our crime, and all the many truly
important igsues that face us Nevadans every day.

[ know that the state and our commurnties are missing a huge opportunity to receive
millions of dollars from the federal government in exchange for hosting the repository,
as my former home state of New Mexico did when it allowed the low-level repository to
be built there This would be money coming in for Nevada to use on vital projects — in
contrast to the millions of doilars that the state and Clark County are spending on
lawsuits and anti-nuclear propaganda.

1 know that 1 will Jook for future leaders who are unafraid to bend under the pressure
from current political figures who oppose the repository because they know it will divert
attention from the real issues. [ wall look true leaders who refusc to pander, who refuse
to go along with the current party line. Who instead will address the repository
rationally and with the benefit of us Nevadans in mind I will support them and I will
encourage others to do so,

I know that Americans and Nevadans are intclligent and will eventually discover the
truth for themselves -- that the fear factor and the irrationality and the scare tactics and
the demagoguery will wear thin, and people will finally be empowered to make the
decision for themselves, based on real facts and information,

And in the meantime, anyone who would like to tour Yucca Mountain and really see
what's going on can call to arrange a tour at 321-8687.
Thank you for the opportunity comment,

Colleen



* Plesse see my opmion attached

Thank you. Ron Bourgomn
Edgecombe Community College
Rocky Mount, North Carolina, 27801

Letter: 9/11 should change the way we look at Yueea

Hurray for Harry Reid! The Senate majority leader didn't trust the Bush admunistration
not to fill two of the five positions on the Nuclear Regulatory Commussion during the
holiday break, so he kept the Senate chamber active Who can blame him? With the
Yucca Mountain repository application's filing nght around the corner, and with the
administration in favor of a nuclear dump 1n Nevada, that was an intelligent move to
protect Nevada and perhaps the U S

In her Nov. 25 story about the Senate pro-forma session, Sun reporter Lisa Mascaro
writes that the repository application for a hicense 15 to be submitted to the NRC by the

Energy Department next year

But it's time, I think, for us as a nation to ask the question. Do we even want to parade
fissile materials in front of terrorists, inviting them, in essence, to take them?

The repository concept was developed in 1957, 50 years ago, long before 9/11. Since
9/11, we've found out some people are trying to destroy this civilization. Do we really
want to risk helping them do it?

What needs to happen right now, in my opinion, is for Congress to rcexamine what we
are about to do with the hauling of highly radioactive nuclear waste. The sterling record
of the transporiation industry in moving nuclear fuel was established over 60 years with
shipments to 106 locations 1n total secrecy.

Shipments to Yucca Mountain, however, will be at the rate of six per day for 20 years to
one single location. Terrorists need merely to lie in wait at the Nevada state line. To use
the industry’s shipment history to justify movement of waste to Yucca Mountain makes
no sense It's like comparing apples and oranges.

We hear about how low the uramum and plutonium content of the waste is. If terronsts
get their hands on spent fuel rods, it won't be the amount that bothers us It'll just be the
fact that they werc able to do 1t.

LY

] think America needs to rethink this entire issue.



Ron Bourgoiw, Rocky Mount, N.C,

* What is in place 1n case a shipment is damaged or if stored that an earthquake causes
the containers o open, or leak what would it do to the water or air and how far would that
danger cxtend.

Mitch Bigda
2317 Malaga Peak

* ] do not support the storage of nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste at Yucca
Mt.. As a concerned citizen, 1 do not want those hazards near my home. I have spent over
20 years in Las Vegas and intend to spend another 40 years in the area. [ do not feel that
Yucca Mt. 1s a safe and secure cisposal area.

I.1sa Plaski '

* THE FACT THAT WASHINGTON SHOWS SUCH LITTLE RESPECT TO LAS
VEGAS THAT THEY WOULD CONSIDER HAVING NUCLEAR WASTE DRIVEN
THROUGH OUR STREETS IS SURE TO BE REMEMBERED ON ELECTION
DAYS.IF ANY POLITICIAN FEELS THAT THERE IS ABLOLUTLEY NO DANGER
IN IT SHOULD, IF PASSED, FEEL FREE TO PROVE THEIR CONVICTION BY
COMING ALONG WITH THEIR FAMILYS TO OUR WONDERFUL CITY BY WAY
OF THE FIRST THOUSAND TRUCKS HAULING THE STUFF IN! I'M SURE ANY
OF THE HOTELS HERE WOULD OFEER AN ALL INCLUSIVE THREE NITE
STAY, MEALS ,SHOWS AND LUNG EX-RAYS PROVIDED THEY SURVIVE THE
TRIP.

Veromika ). Holmes -Litvak

* Personally 1 think it would do mayor damage to this state which 1s booming but will
come (o a fast halt and crumbling of the sociely here if the Yucca mountain project
Jollows through Prices of homes will go down, quality of life will be dirmmshed and
people would leave to relocate to other states. If that is what the government's goal Is
they will certanly succeed at it.

They're not looking out for the people at all but only have their own selfish wlterior
motives to gain from. It all comes down to greed and selfishness.

JACQUEY



* After spending millions of dollars on this project, that is in a wasteland area, why NOT
have this site 1n our State and reap the

Benefits of storing these items. I came from Niagara Falls and they built one in the center
of the City! | knew the Family that owned it, and they made millions. The Revenue could
be monumental for the State.

* As a citizen of Clark County, Nevada, we are opposed to the nuclear waste dump being
1n our backyard

We are concerned about the transport of the material on our highways, the ground water
contamination that could happen, and the long term prospects of safety for those who
come in generations to come As with many ecological disasters in the past, the situation
could develop into another Chernoble given the right environmental situations, ie
carthquakes, leakage etc. Industrial development also will add increasing amounts of
nuclear waste that will have to dealt with and where will that all go? Right now we
cannot cven dispose of Computer relics and the mercury they contain, so where will this
all lcad us in the future?

Dr George M Stover Jr Dr. Sharon H Stover

8180 W Lone Mountain Road Las Vegas, Nevada 89129 Pastorlv@CFaith.com

* I'm a 30 year resident of the Las Vegas Valley.
I have been 10 Yucca Mountain twice and taken the twice tour. [ have no

problem with the repository.

[ beliove it to be safe.

I welcome the opportunity to be of service to our country. Tim Bekrendt
MDL Group 3065 S Jones Suite 201
Las Vegas, NV 89146

Voice 702-388-1800 Fax 702-388-1010
Web Site www MDLGroup com E-mail thehrendi@MDLGroup.com



* To the DOE, EPA, NRC and others involved in the Yucca
Mountain Project:

As a native Nevadan, former journalist and current public relations professional,
I've been following Nevada's fight against the Yucca Mountain Project my entire
adult life. ,

After more than 25 years of this, I'm more convinced than ever that the Yucca Mountain
Project is bad for Nevada, bad public policy for America and dangerous for future
generations. This 1li-fated project should be killed immediately for more reasons than I
have time to outline here.

Just to hit the big-picture highlights, Nevada was obviously targeted for political
purposes back in the carly 1980s, when the stato had even less political clout than it has
now. At the time, perceptions in Congress must have made this site in the Nevada desert
look like an casy choice. After all, Nevada had allowed the U.S. government to test and
blow up nuclear bombs at the Nevada Test Site since the 1950s. So, 1t must have seemed
like an easy sell to leaders and citizens in more populated states with nuclear power
plants (Nevada has no nuclear power, by the way) to bury the most deadly substance
known to man in Yucca Mountain, part of the federally owned test site but only about 90
miles from America’s boomtown, Las Vegas.

shown Over the years, studies by scientists working with Nevada and working
independently of the state have Yucca Mountain to be a bad place to store nuclear waste
As it turns out, Nevada’s cxperts now believe the moisture and heat inside the porous
mountain will be more damaging and cause more radiation to enter the environment than
if we left the waste where it is now and stored it for the foreseeable future above ground
at the nuclear power plants and other sitcs where it's generated.

Of course, this fight has never been about science or doing the right thing. It's more
about politics and perception. We here in Nevada understand why most states want to
get rid of their nuclear waste.

And, 1ronically enough, it looks like that's how Nevada may eventually stop this project -
- through changing congressional and presidential politics and the growing perception
that the DOE i3 not competent, that transporting all this waste across the country for
decades is not safe, and that this policy and this site are fatally flawed.

It's becoming almost comical to see how the DOE, seemingly in cahoots with the EPA,
NRC and other federal agencies, persists 1n pushing this project no matter what problems
anse. Every ime a major flaw in the process or the project is brought to light, the DOE
simply changes its own rules to make the project fit its purposes.

Fortunately, Nevada's not buying what the feds have been selling, A recent public
opinion poll by the Reno Gazette-Journal echoes what the state’s annual polls have
shown for years, proving that Nevadans remain as opposed as ever to this project, with
more than 70 percent adamantly opposed and an increasing



number saying this issue has a substantial impact on their vote
for president.

Of course, on the political front, having longtime dump foe Nevada Sen. Harry Reid now
serving as Senate majority leader should also accelerate the demise of this project.
Maybe Amenca's next president will listen to this logic and kill the Yucca Mountain
Project. If the next president is a Democrat, that should be a forgone conclusion, since
every candidate has gone on record saying they will kill it. If a Republican candidate
wins, pethaps he'll be forced to take a similar

if anyone in a position of influence actually reads this, please do what you can to pull the

plug now, before we waste billions more of our federal tax dollars on a dangerous project.
Do the right thing Leave nuclear waste where it's gencrated and secure it on site. Put the
untold billions the federal govemment would have wasted on Yucca mto useful science
that will someday find a better way to use the waste without burying it forever in Nevada.

— George McCabe

* | am against having Yucca Mountain as repository as when it was conceived and
planned the state was mostly desert and now we are the fastest growing state in the union
with families and babies and young children Why the obstinence on the Presaident s part
If some catastrophe happens we will have a real disaster on our hands Statistics have
shown it 13 dangerous and not feasible When the Atests were here there were serious
healthy consequences to children and babies. IT IS NOT Safe. We are not the dregs of
the earthliving here like when first conceived andplanned We are no LONGER A
WASTELAND. wE DO NOT WANT IT HERE LET THEM PUT IT IN
WASHINGTON AND THEN HEAR THE COMMENTS ABOUT THEM NOT
WANTING IT AND THE REASONS WHY NOT. Renee Bassik Senior Citizen 11009
McKendree Ct. Zip Cod 89134 (702)838-5657

* Dear Yucca Mountain Officials-

I can't truly express how upset [ am at the deciston to transport and store America's
nuclear waste at Yucca Mountain There should be a law forbidding the transport of
nuclear waste. One accident could make large segments of this nation uninhabitable for
years. Not less than a month ago, Las Vegas experienced a potential "Dry Run" that used
chlorine. Thank God nothing happened, but just the threat of an accident is far too great
to instantly authorize this project. In addition to the obvious risk, Yucca Mt creates the
ultimate target for terrorism. Yucca serves as a monwment to our collective stupidity



‘Who would argue to place our nuclear waste on an active carthquake fault line? It's as if
Al Qaeda thought of this project. Only evil forces would ram this nuclear waste down
our throats. What impact will Yucca have on our limited ground water resources? This
decision can't be taken lightly.

As San Francisco waits for "The Big One," this project is way too close for my
comfort. It's way too risky to house in the backyard of Las Vegas, Building this
nuclear waste site ‘
irresponsibly encourages the spread of the nuclear technology. Nuclear waste, weapons,
and "Darty Bombs” are enemies we fear most. Passing a law that bans the transport of
nucliear waste 13 essential to protect America against an accidental "Dirty Bomb " It also
guarantecs that the people choosing to use or benefit from the most dangerous form of
energy pays the price in the event of an emergency. In conclusion, I support solar cnergy,
wind, water, and increasing the fuel efficiency of our engines. If others are sold on the
value of nuclear energy then let them store the waste 1n place. If our govemment backs a
program that endangers innocent public citizens with total disregard, 1t's way too hard to
tell who is actually 2 terrorist. This project encourages and permits a nuclear attack
someday on American 50il. There ought to be a law to defend us from our own
government.

Cecil Jones Las Vegas

* i cannot even for one second, understand how transporting across country and through
cities makes any sense to anyone. yet alone burymng it so close to a major hub. nothing
will be safe for people in las vegas, food, water and saftey.

please begin to think of the people for a change, not just lobbyist or whoever put this
together. please save us
ron and linda ellen 702 436 0000

Sincerely,
Linda Ellen

* Not only should an cxpansion of waste facilities be rejected, but the whole project
should be stopped!

Nevada does not gencrate nuclear waste, it should not be compelled to accept it from
other states Those states that generate waste should find a place in their state for disposal.
The taxpayer is being forced to pay for a solution that should be the responsibility of the
business that generates the waste!

Thanks much!
Amy Thomason



(702) 736-0954

* Yucca sounds like a nightmare waiting to happen. If it goes through, we will pull up
and move out of state taking our new business and family with us,

It's just too risky and too much can go wrong, including accidents during
transportation whilst moving any waste and potential terrorist strikes contaminating
everything. Not to mention the ground water contamination from future leaks

We're preity sure a contaminated Vegas will leave the housing market even worse than it
is as no one will want to move here! So we will quil wiilst we are ahead. How many
other people who live here think the same as we do. Can the state stand to start losing
thousands of residents who arc in fear for their lives? Do we need a healthy city to
suddenly be given the equivalent of a Doctors notice that we have weeks to live with a
brain tumor or cancer?

No to Yucca Find another solution for the sake of all of us please....

Mat Baroudi Director An English Gardener LLC
Your Neighborhood Lawn & Pool Care Service 702 496 7326

* Hi I'm outraged of the thought that they would move something here that wonld cause
people cancer and other health problems. 1 would want to move from Nevada real fast, if
1 find out that they're going to move it to yucca. What a nightmare president that would
have that moved here.

Please accept this missive as our approval/demand that the Yucca Mountain storage
facility be expanded and completed in the shortest practicable time. We do not need
radioactive waste scattered all over this country where 1t 13 easier for terrorists o access
it.

Respectfully, James and

Joyce Higginbotham

Pahrump, NV



* [t's needed, and our goverment would do anything to hurt

NOT unmn

.

ARE YOU KIDDING ME STICK IT IN YOUR BACK YARD AND TELL ME HOW
YOU LIKE IT!!!

* My name is Steve Sanson President of Veterans In Politics I plan to be at the event on
12/3 My comments arc

1) With the high level of terrorism how safe is it to travel wath the nations nuclear waste
through our cities?

2) How safe is it to store all the nations nuclear waste at one location from terronsm and
natural disasters?

3) How safe are the transportation vehicles and Yucca Mountain itself from the smallest
amounts of radiation leakage?

Thank You Steve Sanson
President of Veterans In Politics 702 283 3088
www, VeteransinPolitics com

* To whom it may concemn:

As a long time resident of the State of Nevada and Clark County [ strongly oppose
bringing nuclear waste to Yucca Mountain. It 1s extremely dangerous to transport across
the country and Nevada lays on an earthquake fault. You are endangering the health/lives
of the citizens of Nevada and the entire U S. because of incompetent decisions by so
called scicntists and politicians.

[ will continually fight this 1ssue on all fronts Leave the waste where 1t is until we can
find a reasonable solution. Too much money has been expended on this project and it is
time to STOP. Ncvada is not a8 dumping ground and so called science 1s not perfect.



Sincerely

Judy Lewis
10604 Rayal Willow

* do not want the nations nuclear waste passing through my backyard. With satclite
saturation in the skies by cvery country including 3rd world countnes, we are a target for
any madman/anti american maniac while in transit, let alone actually targeting the site.
I'm not totally convinced the waste will be contained within the confines of the site, who
knows what may lcak into our ground and water in decades to come What about traffic
accidents along our highways which will spill contents and endanger our over-populated
area? What about all the extra truck traffic that will overcrowd our ighways and damage
our roads? Why not send 1t to Wyoming, South Dakota, or No Dakota, these are all states
with cities smaller than Las Vegas and or even a total population per state, smaller than
ours. The last option is for each state to continue to store their own waste especially in
light of the fact that many states have made no effort to curtail waste management even
for environmental improvement. Why are we the garbage disposal for the whole country.
1 don't care how many tax breaks we get, nothing is worth another 3 mile incident of
mega contamination, I for one will leave Las Vegas before the 1st truck rolls

Everyone knows that Yucca Mountain is not the safest place to store nuclear waste. Why
don't you put it somewhere, that 1f the barrels, or whatever you keep it 1n, should leak it
won't get info a water table and make mullions of people sick? I know the people making
these decisions to put 1t here, don't live here, s0 what do they care? I say let the states that
make it in the first place, make an on-site storage place for it. Then 1t docsn't have to
moved across the whole country, where 1t has a chance to be hit by terrorists, or have
some kind of smillage causing a major disaster. Better yet, let each congress rep/senator
who votes for this, have some buricd m their backyard and see how they like it.

Why can't we come up with a plan, to safely re-use it? That way it doesn't have to be
buried, to cause horrible problems down the road for our children.

Thank-You Valerie Stewart - Las Vegas resident for 41 years

* With all the solar and wind power available in the western states, including Nevada,
why not use 1t?7? It's wasteful--shameful--NOT to use it efficiently.



Nevada doesn't create nuclear power, so why should Nevada have to slom
!

1 have studied the possibilities for many years. | am iotallagainst al} nuc!elar power,
including the waste, and especially against transporting it from all over the US 1o

Yucca Mountain. There are many reasons:

Constantly, for MANY YEARS, all that waste would have to be transported all across the
US through towns, main roads and freeways, and railways through towns, land across
neighborhoods like yours and mine! And who among us has never seen or heard of a road
or rail accident?!! That would PERMANENTLY CONTAMINATE the no matter
what the "officials” want us to believe. That would ruin neighborhoods, towns, cities,
communities and the local, state and national Economy. (Even themﬂ_of all that
super-tox:c waste comung through your neighbarhood constantly would mnke you move
in a hurry, I'm sure! Talk about a housing market slump-—-you haven't seen anything

yﬂlll)

Since 9/11, it's all too obvious that even the most lazy criminal mmnd would find far too
many opportunities all across the US to sabotage any (or many) of the shipments that
would be going across the US towards Nevada. And once 1t would be in shipment mode
or get to Yucca Mountan, it would be a serious tempation for nefarious minds to figure
out how to get some of 1t for for profit or just cause havoc with threats, We've all seen it
too many times!! Just turn on the news. Do we want to INVITE them to that super-
toxic nuclear waste?? Do we really want to HELP them by making it so easy??!! Where
would it be used next?? On you?? On me?? i

In & previous Nevada hearing, at least one scientist said he wasn't for or aglu.inst cither
side of the debate, be just wanted to testify--he wanted everyone to know--that the

storage casks WILL LEAK-it's just a matter of when,

Did you ever consider the economic impact to the whole US of any potential spill or
secpage??!

* My fricnds in Ventura County, CA, explained to me how hard it was and how long it
took to gain the trust of Japanese, for example, when they wanted to export their
avocados, lemons & oranges to Japan during the "Fruit Fly outbreak”. For Many Years,
Japan absolutely refused to let anything come into their country that they thought could
contaminatc them. Imagine what would happen iffwhen they got word of even a possible
contamination from water from Nevada which would be contaminated with radioactive
nucicar waste! ! (Remember, the scientists are sure that the waste would leak from here
and go into the water, or possibly the wind ) If it were by wind, all it would take would
be one Santa Ana Wind for the plants and crops in California to be permanently
contaminated (and, of course, the people) If it were by water seepage, as with Colorado
River water or ground (well) water, the same would apply. Once the water were
contaminted, 1t would permanently contaminate the plants and their crops.



* Imagine the economic devastation! ! I know, you're thinking, "So what? That's
Californsa, not Nevada." But think about the past--as the economy goes in California, so
goes the economy of the rest of the US§!! (Not to mention that all of the produce, dairy
products, etc , produced in California could not leave California--not even to come to
Nevada. There would be shortages! Prices of food would soar! Cancer rates would

soar! Medicaid would be negatively impacied-—-taxes would have to rise!) It would effect
All of the US, Not just Nevada.

Reports and US Senators have said that the waste is contained and at least relatively safe
where it is for about the next 100 years!! It is TOTALLY IRRESPONSIBLE to even
consider transporting that nuclear waste anywhere! ! Leave it where it is! ! With
technology advancing as fast as it is, most likely before that 100 year mark, scientists
will have figured out how to reliably convert that super-toxic waste into something
relatively harmless. Why naot [et them trv?? What do we have to lose? Dependence on
*Big Oil" and the Nuclear Industry??

As was in an article in 11/27/07 RJ, "I think America needs to rethink this entire issue"!

* As & resident of Nevada I am OPPOSED to the Yucca Mountain site! Please do not
bring this here,

Thanks, Dennise Brunner concerned citzen and mother 4362 E.Lake Mead

#32

Las Vegas, NV 89115

(702)438-0511

* The government hes been shipping the nuclear waste created by our Nuclear subs and
Aircraft Carriers for decades to Idaho. They are shipped via trucks and rail and I have
never heard of an incident with these shipments. When will Nevada figure out that the
repasitory would be a CASH cow for our state, We could charge the govemnment 25
million dollars a year to store the material at Yucca Mountain. That money could be used
to build and repair our schools for decades Get smart Nevada, the repository is going to
be built one way or another.

Matt Henderson, NV

* | am opposed to any additional nuclear wastes in Nevada. It 15 already a dangerous
situation with the event of leakage into the ground water in a state where water is
paramount to its existence not only for drinking but for farming. In addition, transporting
this dangerous material through largely populated areas does not take into account "what
if’ situations where accidents would be irreversible and threaten the lives of residents,
industrialists and visitors



* As a Clark County resident I find it totally inconsistent that the County would be
thanking the rodeo for an cconomic impact of $47M for a one time event while at the
same time opposing Yucca Mountain which has the potential for a [ong term
economic 1mpact of $58.9M during construction and $98.7M during operations.

It appears from the summary of the environmental impact studies that the adverse
impacts from Yucca Mountain are minimal to non-existent when compared with the
impacts of City Center or any of the other mega resorts being constructed in Las Vegas.
Clark County and Las Vegas should be supporting Yucca Mountain as & solution to this

nations efforts to reduce carbon emissions by providing a solution to the nuclear waste
issue and thus allowing the expansion of a clean energy source.

If [ have a criticism of the impact statements, it would be that they do not take full credit
for their potential positive impact on the reduction in greenhouse gas emissions

Dan Hulbert
* To whom it may concern:

For the public comment period on the draft Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) on
the Yucca Mountain repository and transportation of high-level nuclear waste, I am one

Nevada resident that supports the project

Sincerely,
Arthur Throckmorton 3120 Clamdigger Lane

Las Vegas, NV 89 1 | 7-2425
(702)228-9135 arthugt@cox.net

* Gentlemen:

I have read the two supplemental DEIS regarding Yucca Mountain and I am submitting

the following comments:

1. Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository
for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at
Yucca Mountain, Nye County, NV (DOE/EIS-0250FS1D) According 10 Agency

for Nuclear Projects Nuclear Waste Project Office, Yucca Mountain is located in



My greatest concern 18 that we have a water crisis now, why would we want to possibly
contaminate our water supply in the near foture No guarantees on leakage, no yucca
mountain.

T. A. Vick Pahrump, Nevada

Not only should a greater facility be rejected, the whole project should be stopped! More
routes to Yucca means more opportunities for disaster,

Nevada does not generate nuclear waste; we should not be forced to store it. The states
that generate waste should take care of its disposal.

‘Thanks much!
Amy Thomason
(702) 736-0954

* We strongly protest the attempt by the DOE to continue to deposit nuclear waste at
Yucca Mountain when the DOE 1s well aware of the unsuitability of Yucca Mountain as
a repository for spent nuclear fuel as demonstrated by numerous Geologists from the
University of Nevada, Las Vegas as well as other Geologists across America. The DOE
has continuously ignored the factual data that have demonstrated the unsuitability of
Yucca Mountain and persists in changing the criteria that the DOE has itsclf accepted to
determine suitability when additional facts have demonstrated that those previously set
criteria have been demonstrated to be unattainable.

To Whom [t May Concem:

I would like to express my views on the Yucca Mountain 1ssue. I now that
cveryone has environmental concerns about that project and [ have some of the same.
Overal], | think that Nevada could benefit tremendously from the storage of the countries
nuclear waste. Let me explain. Nevada should embrace the idea of this project, but do so
with conditions. First of all we should demand certain benefits from the federal
government, such as funding for statc projects This funding could be for schools, roads,
and water projects. Nevada should look at the economic possibilities that could be
associated with this project Think of all the jobs this project would bring to Nevada and
we could require that prevailing wage be 2 mummum requirement to be paid for atl
employees. We could also demand that at least 50% of all the jobs be slated for people
that live in Nevada. Our state could demand a ot of federal fonding to help facilitate the
many projects we currently cannot finance with our state budget. Thank for your time
and consideration on this matter

Dan Osborne

Assistant Training Coordinator Local 525 Las Vegas, NV



an area that the US Geological Survey classifies as very prone to earthquakes.
Also, 1t has been recently discovered that there are 10 carthquake faults within 20
miles of Yucca Mountain. One fault, The Solitario Canyon, just west of the
planned repository is capable of producing a 6.5 magnitude carthquake. How
damaging can a seismic event, such as this be? What other types of studies are

being done to make sure the repositones are safe?

2. Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic
Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive
Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada—Nevada Rail Transportation
Corridor (DOE/EIS-0250F-S2D) It has been recently reported that The Yucca
Mountain Project will need up to three times it's current funding, or the 2017
opermung date will have to be delayed. Can you tell me the plans to cut the budget
without spanng the expense of Amenca's safety? As a Nevada resident, [ am
concerned that cutting budgets will also cut the quality of securing

the facility and railway construction, which in turn can and will affect the project

in the future. How can you assure me that will not happen?

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Anna Tieri
* What I heard on TV was all about money!!!!! That has become the root of all

evil in our country. If you've read the story of Erin Brocovitch, or saw the

film, you can see how expensive this project can be ycars down the road because of the
health consequences. When will our great US government get
that?

How can we spend billions touting environmental improvement and still make
such uresponsible decisions? Shame on govemment and big business. Do you



REALLY care about your citizens' health or is it more profitable to have
them sick and inflate the pockets of big drug and insurance companies? 1
hope you can all sleep at night after making such poor choices

Concemned, Judi Rosenthal Henderson, NV

* Las Vegans and Southem Nevada resident do not want the waste sent to our state
There is no way 1t can be safe for our residents. There will be accidents etc.

Why should other states send their waste here??? Let them store 1t in there own states
who gain the benefits from the Power Plants. Nevada has no Nucleur Power Plants and
shouldn't have to bear the burden of storing the waste.

Please stop them from bringing it to Yucca

Moutain, We don't want it here, it is not safe

Thank you - Plcase voice my opinion as
NO. Barbara Volk

1 am opposed to any and all activity and testing at Yucca Mountain or any other nuclear
facility in or around Nevada.

1 am against storing waste &t Yucca

Mountain,

I am agemnst using any and all water resources at Yucca Mountain or eny other nuclear
test sight or storage sight

{ wish to voice my support for the Shoshone treaty and the Shoshone people and would
like to request that the land that was taken from them be returned to them as promised
and legally ncgotiated in the treaty.

Thank you for your

time.

* We are opposed to the location of nuclear a waste storage facility at Yucca

Mountain. I know we are being told it is a safe place for radioactive materialsby the
DOE. However, 50 years ago we were told by the DOE predecessors that the cmissions
from atomic bomb testing were safe for Nevada, Utah, etc. If the DOE does not think it
has been a problem, they should teke a look at the incidence of cancers of the people
down wind.

A better plan would be to store the materials on site where they have been
created. Nevada does not generate this waste product and should not have to
store it for the next 10,000 years or so.



Dennis and Theodora Law PO Box 60224
Boulder City, NV 89005

* 1 am sending this objection to storing this potentially hazardous waste anywhcre it has
10 be shipped across several states or stored anywhere in large amounts We recycled a
lot of waste these days -- why can't the scientists find a way to recycle this deadly
substance.

I remember when the tests were being conducted on the atomic bomb in the forties and
the sickness caused then and the people affected are still being treated for radiation
sickness -some have delayed effects and others have on going issues Do you reaily want
everyone in the US affected by this?

The shipping of this substance would be a good target for the terrorists in the world as
well as the containers will produce a chemical reaction to the natural elements over time
and contaminate the ground water in Nevada as well as other areas that will receive this

ground water

* PLEASE HALT THIS WASTE OF TIME, MONEY AND POTENTIAL
HEALTH [SSUES.

* There is real concern about transporting radio active waste through our city. It opens
Las Vcgas up to terronsm, poliution and health hazards. Why not keep storing the waste
where it is made? Have those states build & repository for their waste. Why do we need a
central location?

Once the waste is stored, there is concem of 1t leaking into the ground water
poiluting our precious water resources. Not enough research has been done to
address this concern adequately.

Roscann Gilmore
t gilmore(Qembarg mail.com
ALON: Why don't you folks consider a recycle plant for the radioactive waste? You

know,

* sooner or later that stuff is coming to Nevada. Have big busines, casinos and even the
government subsidize the building of the plant and give them tax breaks; except for the
government. Let the states pay Nevada to recycle their waste. France is doing it and
coming along real well with it MOVE FORWARd AND NOT BACKWARDS!!! It will
take time so put it on the table and kack it around a bit.

Thanks, Joe

* As a Nevada resident since 1990, I find myself in full support of the Yucca Mountain
Project, the current waste holding sites spread across America at this time are a larger
threat to the entire nation than this site will ever be to the residents of Nevada Hanford,
Washington-Denver, Colorado-Various Sites in Arkansas, Louisiana, New York, New



Jersey all involved in the food chamn of this nation (near rivers, ficlds, high population
areas).

As a nation we must put our private personal needs, wants, and desires aside for the
benefit of the entire nation, too much money has already been spent digging this hole 1n
the mddle of Nevada, lets put some stuff 1n 1t and charge the companies that created the
waste-the super fitnd 1s already in place-unless of course Harry "Lets Spend It All” Reid
has already dug in to that fund too

In short build it, open 1t run it-create good high paying jobs for legal citizens of the US
Thank You

* no no no no Nevada is not a dump -1 P11

* Dear DOE, Federal Govenment, General Public, Citizens of
Nevada,

I speak for my Famuly of four We do not support the Shipping and Storage of Nuclear
waste at Yucca Mountain For Years The rules have changed to meet your needs to make
it ok to store it 90 miles outside of a major tourist destination. The mountain is not safe,
the water table nses too high, Yucca Mountain is an inactive volcano on a fault zone in
the 2nd most active state for earth quakes The science is not sound. The shipping is too
dangerous when accidents occur and there are acceptable amounts of accidents according
to your studies there is a 26 mile contamination zone. Whose family is it ok to risk ? We
are not expendable we are Americans!! Lets do what's right for everyone store the waste
in place until science can find a way to continue 1o use the energy. The danger to the
reactor sites will always be there as long as the reactor is producing energy.

Bella Yourgules-Scholes

* ] do not want Nevada to become the dumping ground for nuclear waste from other
states and countnes

Mr. Bush promised Nevadans that he wouldn't make a decision on this until the scientific
information was in to confirm or deny Yucca Mountain as a suilable storage facility.
However, since the scientific evidence has shown Yucea Mountain 15 unsafe for this
storagc, it appears our government agencies are changing the rules and lowering safety
standards to accommodate the storage.

If the storage boxes the government plans on transporting the waste in is as safe as they
claim, then why don't the nuclear plants store them on site until our government can
figure out a safe way to dispose of it or recycle it?

Using trains and major huighways to transport this lethal garbage 1s very dangerous
because there will be accidents. You will put many towns and people 1n danger.



Why in the world do you want 1o build more nuclear plants, when you don't even know
. 'what to do with the waste from the existing ones?

Nevada doesn't reap any benefits from the plants, so why should we be burdencd with the
waste? It will devalue our property and devastate our tourism.

Keep your garbage out of Nevada.
Gerirude Carison 235 Winona Dnive Henderson, NV 89015

* NO YUCCA MOUNTAIN!' [ don't want nuclear waste transported though our
beautiful city it is a concem for the reason that las vegas 15 a growing city. Nuclear waste
does not need to be transported through our freeways that have thousands of accidents
cach year. what 1s going to happen if a vehicle transporting nuclear waste gets nto a
severe accident? how will the scene get cleaned up? how will nuclear waste effect our
environment, air, cildren and families? There are many concems especially for those
who have grew up here in Nevada and want to raise their family in Nevada. PLEASE
LET THIS BE HEARD!

Comments from long-time residents of Clark County concerning Yucca
Mountain:

We have lived 1n Clark County since the early 1960's. We are very concemned about the
U.S. Government's attempis to use southern Nevada as a nuclear repository for nuclear
waste gathered from all over the U.S . Following are reasons why we are 100% against
having the waste stored in Nevada:

Secpage into our ground water, This would be a health disaster which would last for

decades. Earthquake activity. Nevada is the state with the third lnghest rate of
earthquakes. Once again, the radioactivity could find its way into our groundwater or
into the atmosphere.

Transportation accidents, Transportation of nuclear waste by truck or railway is always
open to accidents. Southem Nevada recently kad an incident where a railway car started
rolling down the rails and had traveled quite a distance before anyone realized what was
happening There are truck accidents every day. Why does anyone think there won't be
accidents while transporting nuclear waste?

Terrorist activity. Yucca Mountain would be a prime target for

terrorists.

Is all this worth 1t? There are other ways to store the waste that does not involve
transpaorting it hundreds and thousands of miles to Nevada.

Nevada is not a wasteland. It's time the rest of the United States realized that. It is home
to millions of U.S. citizens. Do other states want to store the rest of the country's nuclear
waste? Of course not, and neither do we.



Phil and Kathryn Rothermel 2164 Marstons Mills Ct. Henderson, NV 89044

* Why don't you but on the site a targe Nuclear Power Plant and a Nuclear Waste
Recycling Plant. Then give the people of Nevada free electnicity and a Pcrmanent Fund
Dividend like

Thanks Robert Wetzel
Henderson, Nevada

* DO NOT DUMP NUCLEAR WASTE AT YUCCA
MOUNTAIN ]

WHAT KIND OF NUT CASE VOTES TO DUMP NUCLEAR WASTE 90 MILES
FROM A PLACE WHERE 44 MILLION PEOPLE GATHER ANNUALLY?
WHAT KIND OF SOCIOPATH POLITICIAN WOULD DO

* Does the government have a reputation of telling lies???? Forget it !I'

* This email 1s to serve as my voice in an attempt to convince upper powers that WE IN
NEVADA DO NOT WANT THE WASTE OF THE WORLD IN OUR BACKYARD.
It's ludicrls.. let everyone keep- thier own crap. We don't want our water tables poisoned,

mrdowewmmsubjectourmnumtlestothennpendmgdmgmﬁnmhmporung
poisons accross our country and especially into outr homes here in Southern Nevada.

PLEASE NO NO NOQ.... WE DONT WANT IT!!
Debi Ballou

* | don't feel the US govemment has handled the Yucca M. project honestly or
effectively. Cost overruns, bad science, and too long a timeframe and delays are
common.

A bad project schedule which didn't include a rail line layout to the site early in the
process resulted in most of the nation not realizing transporting nuclear waste was an
1ssue for them. Faulty planning and execution of a poor plan didn't properly cvaluate and
handle longterm safety.

Stop this project - don't expand it. Don't recommend further nuclear sites. We haven't
figured out how to handle the waste from the many nuclear contaminated sites we afready
have.



* This has been as badly handled as the Gasification Project at Hanford where they
started building the facility before they knew what was going to be put inside. Then they
found more earthquake faults and had to redesign the project. The US government can't
handle big projects hike this. The contractors are the only ones that benefit - not the
taxpayers. They can reorganize and call themselves by different names - but that doesn't
change the process.

The bad science 1s evident from more than just the ieaked e-mauls. Earthquake faults and
water studies, for example, have been proven to be incomplete.

Stop this project in Nevada.

Sandra Reuther Boulder City, NV
* Storing low level nuclear waste at Yucca Mountain was and is a great idea for Nevada,
1t will bring prosperity to the state for decades to come. As to the topic of safety; Yucca
Mountain will provide the safest possible storage and much safer than the tcmporary
storage sites scattered all over the U. S.

Thank You,
Dave

* As a resident and voter of Las Vegas [ am appalled that anyone could even consider the
shipment of toxic, deadly nuclear waste on our rails and roads. This waste is being stored
somewhere currently why risk the citizens of this country by moving it? If states are
going to create this waste it is their respondsiblitiy to dispose of it! We are not the trash
dump for the nation! I wall do what | can with my votes to ensure the nation does not
destroy what we have in this state. We want clean safe water and soil and air. Do not
think you can risk our natural resourses without paying the consequences.

Sue Miller

* ] am writing this to support the proposcd Yucca Mountain Repository project. As many
people do not seem to undersatand, DOE promised to collect and dispose of the spent
nuclear fuel from all U S. nuclear power plants when the plants were origmally licensed.
In 1985, when the Yucca Mountain site was selected for detailed study, there was no
public outcry against the site. For 22 years, hundreds of top scientists from government
and consulting companies haved moved into this area, supported the economy, and raised
their children Local politicians certainly did not complain about that, Now, when the
final stage of this work is ready for authonzation, there is a swell of opposition. It 1s an
unforgiveable hypocrisy capable only of politicians They can complain all they want but
the bottom line is the repository 1s a federal project on federal land run by a federal
agency. Their whining is for no purpose except to get themselves reelected by members
of the public who do don't know the facts.

Carol Sweet

Registered Democrat

and

Las Vegas Resident for 12.5

years



* Transporting Nuclear waste for storage in Yucca Mountain defies common sense
Nuclear waste needs to be stored in the areas where 1t is used. Government decisions
need to be based on common sense not political agendas. Which government official is
willing to take "personal” responsibility for any accidents due to transporting of the
nuclear waste, as well as any problems resulting from its storage at Yucca Mountain — a
proven unsuitable site.

Michele Winsten
10229 Quaint Tree St.
Las Vegas, NV 89183
(702) 303-5578



