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PUBLIC COMMENT LOG - 10 CFR 960 RULL‘MAKING Page 1
No. |- Date Name & Address _ Title & Organization - Notes *
1 | 12/24/96 Bob Miller . ) Governor, ' o
' Capitol Complex State of Nevada
: | Carson City, NV 89710 - ' ’
2 1/14/97 | William C. Bianchi, PhD e Self e-mail
‘ 4375 San Simeon Creek Road S | ’
~Cambria, CA 93428 .
Villa Blanch1@worldnet att.net
3 | 1714/97 | Nancy Sanders ) Self
S HC60/Box CH210 S '
B Round Mountain, NV 89045
4 . [1/14/97 - | Margaret Quinn = President, . - xth/hrgs I
League of Women Voters - League of Women Voters of Nevada .- '
POBox 779 ‘ '
_ | Carson City, NV 89702
5 11/20/97 | Dr. Rosalie Bertell - _ President, : e-mail
: "~ 7| 103062.1200@compuserve.com ‘International Institute of Concem for ,
' Public Health. ;
16 1/21/97 | Mary Olson. Nuclear Information and Resource | xtn/hrgs -
Nuclear Information and Resource Service Service a8
1424 16th St. NW, Suite 404 - ‘ ~
Washington, DC 20036
E No@es: xtn/hrgs = comment reduested-extended comment period (xin) or additional hearings (hrgs). 31297
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| - PUBLIC COMMENT LOG - 10 CFR 960 RULEMAKING Page 2
| No. | Date Name & Address Title & Organization Notes'
{7 | 1/2397 | Frankie Sue Del Papa Attorney General,
-1 Capitol Complex State of Nevada
-  Carson City, NV 89710
8 1/27/97 | Fred Dexter, Jr. A Conservation Committee Member
Sierra Club - Toiyabe Chapter -Sierra Club - Toiyabe Chapter
Sounthern Nevada Group - Southern Nevada Group
PO Box 19777, Las Vegas, NV 89132 '
9 |1/29/97 | TeriHale . . . Self
159 Ortiz Court -
Las Vegas, NV 89110 ,
10 {1/29/97 | Barbara Hanson - Self
‘ " | 159 Ortiz Court 1 -
Las Vegas, NV 89110 | _
11 |2/3/97 * | Dr. Robert Bass Self Fax (5 pages total);
Innoventech, Inc. : Confidential information -
POBox 1238 | request ‘
_ .| Pahrump, NV 89041-1238 ,
12 | 2/3/97 | Mrs. Ruth Niswander- Self See also Comment #17;
- 622 Barbara Place : Letter also sent to
Davis, CA 95616-0409 -. Secretary '

' Notes: xtn/hrgs = comment requested extended comment period (xtn) or additional hearings (hrgs). -
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PUBLIC'COMMENT LOG - 10 CFR 960 RULEMAKING

Page 3

s

.,

Roslyn Heights, NY 11577

No. | - Date _ Name & Address _ Title & Organization Notes !
13 | 2/4/97. | Richard H. Bryan U.S. Senator (D-NV) | xtn/hrgs
. ~ ‘| United States Senate : 1 .
364 Russell Senate Office Bldg
. Washington, DC 20010- 2804 ‘ .
14 |2/5/97 Marty Grey : Women Speak Qut for Peace and
-~ | Women’s Intematlonal League for Peace and * | Justice branch of Women’s
i Freedom- : International League for Peace and
P.O. Box 18138 o Freedom
| Cleveland, OH 89193-8608 _ »
15 | 2/6/97 - | Charles Margulis Co-Chair, Westchester People’s Action xtn/hrgs '
L WESPAC . Coalition, Inc. (WESPAC) '
255 Grove Street, Box 488 : T
. ;- ‘White Plains, NY 10602 _ . o
16 | 2/6/97 Marilyn Elie | Indian Point Project Phone: (914) 739-6164;
| Adrian Court xtn/hrgs ‘ '
-Cortlandt Manor, NY 10566 | _
17 | 2/6/97 Ruth Niswander Self see also Comment #12
‘ 622 Barbara PI. ' f )
Davis, CA 95616
18 | 2/8/97 Russell Todd Self e-mail; ,
-~ 115 Orchard Ct. K Letter also sent to

| Secretary

russtodd@juno.com -

I Notes: xtn/hrgs = comment requested extended comment period (xtn) or additional hearings (hrgs).
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Page 4 “

2121197 -

Office of the Secretary, PEP/MS 2340

- | U.S. Department of the Interior

Policy and Compliance
Office of the Secretary,

" PUBLIC COMMENT LOG -10 CFR 960’,RULEMA‘KI_NG
No. | - Date BRI Name & Address Title & Organization -’ _ ‘Notes !
19 |[214r97 Cathy Rosenfield =~ Self - - e-mail
. " [ Tworosesdu@aol.com ' - . S
20 |2/17/97 | Michael Borok | Self e-mail;
: ~ | 378 Barway Drivve ' | also: borok@aol.com
Yorktown Heights, NY 10598 S
. | mborok@pepsi.com [Private_User@pepsi.com]. o o _
21 | 2/19/97 | Arch H. McCulloch Jr. | 1Self, o ' o | Phone: (702) 453-4757
- ‘ Strathclyde Associates Chief Engineer S : - R §
5395 Summertime Drive Strathclyde Associates
RN § Las Vegas, NV 89122 _— -
22 | 2/19/97 | George Crocker | Self xtn
S R 5093 Keats Ave. No. . . 3 8
Lake Elmo, MN 55042 ' :
23 | 2/19/97. | Mark Frederickson | Self
' 900 17th Ave NE . :
Rochester, MN 55906
24 Willie R. Taylor Director, Office of Environmental Also contact: Dr. Vijai

N. Rai, (202) 208-6661

| Washington, DC 20240

U.S. Department of the Interior

! Notes: xtn/hrgé = comment requested extended comment period (xtn) or additional hearings (hirgs).
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PUBLIC COMMENT LOG - 10 CFR 960 RULEMAKING

: 'PhgeS ‘

No. | Date o Name & Address Title & Organization Notes'
25 |2/21/97 | Stephen Dwyer | - Chairman, Southwest Mineral Phone: (714) 731-1335
| smd@wdc.net- Research Foundation Letter not sent as e-mail;
_ no other address given
26 | 221/97 | Mr, Jerry N. Manlove : Self; o
‘ 1500 Park Ave., Apt. 106. Member, Greenpeace
_ Minneapolis, MN 55404-1637 _ : '

27 | 2/26/97 | John Schraufnagel. Self
1506 N. 19th St.
Superior, WI 54880 |

28 |2/26/97 | Loya Marie Wells Self

' P.0.B.21255 -
_ _ .| Santa Barbara, CA 93121 _
{29 |3/3/97 | Jennifer Sundance ’ Self Original sent to
- 726 Vernon Ave., #1 Secretary;

Madison, W1 53714 - | dated 2/2/97

30 [3/397 |LindaEwald Self ‘Original sent to Secretary

-~ 1949 PonderRd. - ) : :
Ny Knoxville, TN 37923
‘ 31| 3/3/97 Joan O. King , Self Original sentto
304 Manor Drive 'OCRWM Director;
Sautee, GA 30571 xtn
"Notévs: xtn/hrg‘s = comment requested extended comment period (xtn) or additiqhal hearings (hrgs). | - IN297
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4550 W. Oakey Blvd., Suite 111
Las Vegas, NV 89102 '

PUBLIC COMMENT LOG - 10 CFR 960 RULEMAKING Page6
| No.. Date - . Name & Address Title & Organization Notes !
32 [3/3/97 | Paul Goettlich 1 Self- e-mail
-+ | Granger, IL 7 B
. gottlich@sbt.infi.net
33 |3/4/97 | Mr. Robert MikesJr, ; Self
. 3080 Carruth St. ' ‘ *
) Las Vegas, NV 89121 |
134 |3/4/97 L. Cheryl Runyon and James B. Reed Project Manager(s) - Energy, Science
National Conference of State Legislatures and Natural Resources Program,
1560 Broadway, Suite.700 . National Conference of State
Denver, CO 80202 Legislatures and its High-Level ,
: I Radioactive Waste Interim Storage and |-
\ o Transportation Working Group ‘ |
35 3/5/97‘ Dan and April Self | o | e-mail; nio other address |
P Danl.html _ : given; html link to Dan
_ dano@accessnv.com and April’s homepage. .
| 36 | 3/5/97 Bob Breslof , | Self ‘e-mail; ;10 other address
|-~ | bobb@vegas.infi.net given.
37 | 3/10/97 | Judy Treichel - : Executive Director, )
c Nevada Nuclear Waste Task Force, Inc. Nevada Nuclear Waste Task Force, "

Inc. : : '

' Notes: xtn/hrgs = comment requested extended comment period (xtn) or additional hearings (hrgs).
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PUBLIC COMMENT LOG - 10 CFR 960 RULEMAKING

- Pége'7 \

~ !'Notes: xtn/hrgs = comment requested extended comment period (xtn) or additional hearings (hrgs).

No. __l_)ate | S .- ~ Name & Address “Title & Organization ‘Notes !
38. |3/11/97 | Nancy & Thomas Wall | Self e-mail .
: | Carson City, NV 89703-4951 ‘

Snow Flower@compuserve.com

39 |3/11/97 | Mr. Katreen Romanoff - -. Self post card

' - | 9813 Kemville Dr. ' B
Las Vegas, NV 89134-7876} |

40 |3/12/97 | Les Bradshaw o County Manager e-mail; signed original to .

- 'MalMurphy@aol com Nye County, Nevada follow _

41 |3/1297 |Diana Salisbury Sycamore Valley Environmental : Phone (513) 446-3135
7019 Ashbridge Amhelm Road Awareness Group - :
Sard;ma, OH 45171 o A _ ‘

42 {31217 . | Hal Rodgers . Co-Chair, The Study Committee . | Phone (702) 246-5994;

T - | 129 Empire Road Northern Nevada Activities Original by fax 3/12/97
‘Dayton, NV 89403-8076 ' : ‘ . :

43 | 3/12/97 | David Patterson : Self Phone (702) 256-4079;
2816 Darby Falls Drive - Enclosure

, _ Las Vegas, NV 89134-7646 i '
44 |3/12/97 | Mrs. Ethyl Hess Brian Self Enclosures - .
' 5800 Shawnee Ave. '
Las Vegas, NV 89107-2600
327
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PUBL!C COMMENT LOG = 10 CFR 960 RULEMAKING

)

Page 8

No. |

pate: | -

. Name & Addr‘ess

45

312/97

Ralph and Benita Cruz (& 1 1 other s;gners)
248 Helmsdale Dr.
Las Vegas, NV 89014

Title &'Oi'ganizion

Notes !

Sgives

Petition w/ 13 signers;
Enclosures\

46

3/12/97

Becky Gurka | S o

‘1 5303 Stampa Ave.

| Self

" |Las Vegas, NV 89102 -

! Notes: xtn/hrgs = comment requested extended comment period (xtn) or additional hearings (hrgs).’
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April Gil - - i S

‘%#33 ’EJ%E!M
. 7 :
Mr. Robert Mikee‘Jr.

3080 Carruth St.
Las Vegas, NV 89121

February 20, 1997

U. S. Dept. of Energy

-0ffice of Radioactive Waste ugt.
- Yucca Mountain Site Characterzzat1on Offzce

Docket #RW-RM-96-100
P.O. Box 98608

- Las Vegas, NV 89193 8608

Dear Aprxl

Thank you for the extensxon of the comment per1od thus
affording me this opportunxty. :

My wife and I have lived in Nevada for cloee to 22 yeais. - We

) have come to love Nevada and the wide open spaces and

pristine beauty of our state. We have been following the
proposal to reduce our state to the level of a nuclear dump
for the rest of the nation and are severely opposed to it. We
have no nuclear generating facilities in the entire state and
receive no benefit from low cost power and resent being
subjected to the risks of transporting nuclear waste through

our state and ‘'storing 1t therein. -

Yucca mountain is proaect that was ill conc;eved ‘many years
ago and perpetuated through governmental inability to admit
the original error. Yucca mountain project should be
abandoned at its present position and monies that are
forthcoming for Yucca mountain should be directed to research
that would lead to the safe and enVironmentally'proper
storage of nuclear waste. Once that is accomplished, there

'will be no need for Yucca mountain and each state can be

responsxble £or their own waste as it should be.

' You have an excellent opportun1ty w;th this comment perzod to

step up and do the right thing for Nevada and, for that
matter, the entire country because it is a better solution
for all concerned. Thanks again for thxs opportunxty

81ncere1y..

‘&2522/5%2355

Robertfuikes



D

mm 239 347/57

NaTioNaL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES

. ISWIBROADWAY  SUMETO  DENVER.COLORADO 802
February?.s 1997 038303000 FAX: MONHOMM0Y _
: - - www.neslorg _info@ncsl.«irg _ C MICHAEL E. BOX ’
C ‘ ' HOUSE MAJORITY CHAIRMAN
ALABAMA , -
‘PRESIDENT, NCSL

Apnl V.Gil

U.S. Department of Energy
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
Yucca Mountain Site Characterization Office

.. P.O.Box 98608 ' RUSSELL T. LARSON
* Las Vegas, Nevada 89193-8608 CONTROLLER GENERAL
.‘ : S : DELAWARE
Dear Ms. Gll S s | ' STAFF CHAIR. NCSL

The following comments have been submxtted by staff on behalf of the National Conference of StatewiLiran POUND
Legislatures’ and its ngh-Level Radioactive Waste Interim Storage and Transportanon Working Circ;«u;zm.\E DIRECTOR

Staff is concerned that the Department of Energy is proceeding with the development of final guldclmcs
for evaluating the suitability Yucca Mountain, Nevada, as a potential host for a deep geologic repository :
when the health and safety standards required under the Energy Policy Act of 1992 have not been
formally proposed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. It would seem unwise to proceed to
final guidelines for site suitability without a complete understandmg of the health and safety standards
that a repository will be expected to meet and could cause additional delay in the future in order to alter
the suitability guidelines to meet the health and safety standards. Staff understands that the EPA
standards have been submitted to the Office of Management and Budget and have been awaiting approval
by that agency for a substantial period of time. Staff recommends that Secretary of Energy-designate
Federico Pena communicate with the OMB director to determine how much longer the final guidelines
must be kept in abeyance in order to increase the likelihood that these regulatrons will coordmate and
protect publrc health and safety. :

In addition, staff has questions conccmmg the wclght or credxt that the Department plans to ascribe to the
use of engineered barriers in a deep geologic repository to prevent radionuclides from reaching the
biosphere. It is staff’s understanding from the language in the Nuclear Waste Pohcy Act of 1982 that
certain dxsqualeymg factors (volcanism, seismicity, groundwater travel time) would preclude a site from:

© servingasa reposltory host, despite the use of engineered barriers. Is the Department proposing that it

can provide such secure engineered barriers that any site can prove suitable to host a reposntory and that
the presence of these factors no longer will disqualify a site?

" Finally, by focusmg the gmdelmes strictly to the Yucca Mountain site and not to 2 generic site, staff
" wonders whether the guidelines would require further revision should Yucca Mountain prove not to be
suitable to host the repository? Or, in the alternative, will the guidelines be so site specific that new o
guidelines will have to be developed to determine the suxtabxlxty of a site for a sccond geologlc - o -
- reposntory, when such a facxhty is required? o

Respectfully subrmtted ' e o
L. Cheryl Runyon . JamesB.Reed =

* . Project Manager ‘ . Project Manager ‘ ‘
Energy, Sc1ence and Natural Resources Program Energy, Science and Natural Resources Program

-

s WASHINGTON OFFICE: -~ 444 NORTH CAPITOL STREET.N.W.  SUITESIS -WASHINGTON.D.C. 20001 202-624-5400  FAX: 202.737-1069

.-



To: - 10CFRE60 . N Y 2y

cc: - -dano @ accessnv.com at pmdfpo@YMPGATE
From: ~ dano @ accessnv.com at pmdfpo@YMPGATE
Date: ~ 03/04/97 08:57:00 PM

Subject: We are all against the Yucca Mountam Nudear Dump i

&w Text Item: FILE.TXT o

Myself, my wife, are two kids, and all my relatives and friends are all against
the proposed Yucca Mountain Project! '

If you would like more information about how much we do not want the
dump, check out this link. ~ . , . '

- DANTHTML



: OURFAMILY . . Page 1 of2

DAN'S DQMAI_N B

*HERE IS DAN 'S TOP TEN LIST*

#1 TI—_I;E YUCCA MOUNTAIN PROJECT

COMING SOON TOA NEIGHBORHOOD NEAR Youl

HIGH LEVEL NUCLEAR WASTE -
DON'T LET THEM ROLL IT THROUGH YOUR TOWN !

IF YOU AGREE WITH ME, LET CONGRESS KNOW WITH SOME E-MAIL

- ﬁzLocAL TV & RADIO LINKS'

'YOU CAN LET THE LOCAL MEDIA KNOW ABOUT ASTORY, OR JUST GIVE THEM SOME FEEDBACK. -

#3 THE LOCAL WEATHER

IF YOou EVER NEED TO KNOW WHAT THE RELATIVE HUMIDITY IS RIGHT Nowu

 #4 GALLERY OF THE GROTESK

NOTF OR THE WEAK HEARTED

o ';._..... WARNINO" THERE IS SOME SICK STUFF IN HERE!! §

#5 DAN'S FAVORITE TV SHOWS

THIS IS WHAT I WATCH WHEN I AM NOT ON THE NET )
LOTS OF GRAPHICS, IF YOU HAVE A SLOW MODEM, FORGET IT it

#6 WEB SHAREWARE SITE

YOU WILL FIND 23,288 SHAREWARE PROGRAMS HERE

_.3/5/97 A o N . '  3:1422PM



OURFAMILY = o o . Page20f2

#7 HOTDOG PRO WEB EDITOR

IF YOU WANT TO MAKE A COOL WEB PAGE USE THE SAME HTML EDITOR I USED

8 NEWSLINK

* YOU CAN SPEND A FEWS HOURS HERE AND NEVER GET BORED
THROW AWAY YOUR OLD PAPER MAPS AND COME ON IN1!!
#10 TRIP PLANNER
YOU WILL NEVER GET LOST AGAIN WITH THIS LINK

'BACK

30597 S -  3:14:23PM



+Dan & Aprils Home page

305197 I :

‘V Page 1 of2

WELCOME TO DAN & APRIL'S

LAS VEGAS
. HOME PAGE

Who Are We, and Why The Heck Do We Have A Hdme page?

* CLICK HERE TO LEARN ABOUT OUR FAMILY

3:15:38 PM



Dan'& Apnls Homepage =~ . - - : Page 2 of 2

Free Speech Online

: S Bioe Ribbon Campalgn; .
- JOIN THE FIG E CENSORSHIP

- CLICKHERE
OU DON'T WANT A CLEAR ACCIDENT YOUR HOME TOWN '

e MM_SEL_AGES

B E-MAIL US! IF YOU ARE REALLY BORED ) .

3731

; TIMES OUR SITE HAS BEEN VISITED ‘<& \ =3
SINCE 1/1/96 |

YOU CAN SEE THE LAST 30 USERS

s/ o .. 3I539PM
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To: . 10CFReO o Eﬁ% ;/]f;??' l

cc:

From: bobb @ vegas infi.net at pmdfpo@YMPGATE
Date: . 03/05/97 12:27:00 PM -

Subject: siings -’

New w_Text t Item; FILE.TXT

To whom it may concern:

I don't think you people understand that we here in Nevada do not want ‘this

‘poison in our state. Also, the American people do not want this poison traveling

by truck, rail or barge or however you transport it, through our cities and
towns. I know money is the influencing factor in getting it

~buried in Yucca Mtn,

but I think what is going on in Washington. D c , that is soon to change. We do
not want it buried at the Test Site because when you say "“interim" you mean
forever. Admit it, you work for the powers that be in the Nuclear Energy
business. They have "bought® our elected and appointed officials. And they have
probably *bought®™ you. It is the worst poison on earth and Nevada is not this
country's cesspodl.

-Now we .are bombarded with claptrap from nonother than the Dr. Goebels of the
' Nevada Nuclear Waste Study Committee, Mr. Hal Rogers. He spreads his manure as

though he is. speaking for a group of citizens’ that want the dump when 'in reality
he works for the Nuclear Energy Industry. We should accept just compensation for
the' dump, he- expouses We may be a lot of things but one thing about the people

of Nevada, we are not prostitutes. I guess it takes one to know one.

’bobb@vegas infi.net

Bob Breslof .



'NEVADA NUCLEAR WASTE TASK FORCE, INCORPORATED -
Alamo Plaza l !

© 4550.W. Oakey Blvd. : o
Suite 111 March 3, 1997

Las Vegas, NV 89102~ - ~ | L . , ,
702-248-1127 ST ) _ |
FAX 702-248-1128 . . : | - rompoay

800-227-9809 ~

April V. Gil:
U.S. Department of Energy -
- Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
Yucca Mountain Site Characterization Office
P. O. Box 98608
Las Vegas, NV 89193-8608

'Re: Comments on General Guidelines for the Recommendatlon of Sites for Nuclear Waste
Reposntorles 10 CI‘R Part 960; Proposed Rulemaking

_ The proposed rulemakmg publushed in the_Federal Register December 16, 1996 is not an -
amendment of the Department of Energy’s (DOE) siting guidelines (10 CFR Part 960), as is _
stated, but is rather a recommendation by the DOE that the current guidelines be eliminated. If,
as proposed, the guidelines are replaced by a total system assessment of the performance of a

. proposed site-specific repository at Yucca Mountain, tlie assurances given to the publicofa
thorough and scientiﬁcally sound site characterization plan will be nullified. -

4
’I‘he basns for DOE‘s argument in favor of the proposed action is that there are no longer

other proposed sites for comparison. However, the existing. guidelines can and should be used for
any site under consideration for development as a repository. The comparison, in the case of
Yucca Mountain, would be between the required qualifying and disqualifying natural conditions

‘and the site itself. It has been the understanding of the public that if Yucca Mountaindid not. =~ ¢
meet the requirements of the guidelines, the site would be abandoned. This was not a confused '
assumption. It was clearly stated by project officials at countless public meetings --"if it (the
Yucca Mountain site) can’t meet the regulations (the current guidelines and also the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) requirements and Enwronmental Protection Agency (EPA)
standards that existed at the time), we walk away.” These statements were made for many years
when Yucca Mountain was the sole candidate site. And, in fact, when questions were raised from
the public audience about whether or not the regulations would ever change to fit the site, the -
answer from DOE was always an unequwoca! NO ‘- -

Aside from being a breach of trust with the general publlc the suggested amendment is
also a direct violation of the Nuclear Waste Pohcy Act and the 1987 Amendments Act. Section
112. (a) states that the Secretary shall issue issue general guidelines for the refcommendation of
sites for reposnones “Such gmdelmes shall spemfy detanled geologic considerations that shall be
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pnmggu;meua for the selectlon of sités in various geolognc medla Such guldelmes shall mm!x
mmmmmummmmmmmmm This section

of the law also provides that, “[t]he Secretary may revise such guidelines from time to time,

consistent with the provisions of this subsection. The revision being consndered is not consistant,

. and does not conform with the law

The proposal before us, the chenge from siting guidelines to a total system perfonnance
assessment (TSPA), is in effect, an attempt to change an apple to an orange. TSPA-1997, the’
cornerstone of the Viability Assessment for Yucca Mountain, stacks layers of considerations and

"~ insufficient data into controversial computer models, adds whatever expert judgement is

necessary, and produces a prediction of long-range performance. The existing guidelines put
specific natural conditions to a pass/fail test. In the past, TSPAs were used as fools for project
directors to determine what scientific and technical work was stnll needed to be done They were
never intended to be a site suxtablhty product

Since the passage of the 1987 amendments to the 1982 Nuclear Waste Poli-cy Actthe
public has placed its confidence for proper determination of site suitability on the ability of Yucca

~ Mountain to comply with the existing guidelines. This part of the law is easily understandableto |
Nevadans and provides a transparent means for the site to be shown either capable or possibly -

unable to isolate high-level nuclear wiste for the time period necessary to assure public safety.
During the last few years, well before this proposal for elimination of the guidelines, the Yucca
Mountain project has had a continuing series of program changes. These changes have been

prompted by Congressional budget decisions, Congressional attitudes and the several generations

of DOE leadership and the vastly different philosophies of each. It is the opinion of the Nevada
Nuclear Waste Task Force that the proposal to eliminate the guidelines is dues to either a greater
emphasis on meeting schedules and budgets, or fear that the natural system at Yucca Mountain

- will not be able to meet the exlstmg regulatlons

As more is learried about the natural attnbutes of the site, more emphaéis has been
devoted to the waste package and supplemental manmade barriers. The Federal Register notice
refers to “the progress made in the evaluation and understanding of the Yucca Mountain site” and .

- “the technical understanding gained from characterization work performed at Yucca Mountain.”

One of the things that has been learned is that water will move through the repository much faster "
than was expected. Probably at a rate that would violate the guideline for ground water travel
time. By eliminating that rule and replacing it with TSPA where now manmade channels can

~ divert the water, site suitability can survive. The public was told that a major reason for the

selection of Yucca Mountain as a candidate site for a repository was that it was dry, waste could
be placed in the unsaturated zone, and ground water would not contact the waste, or if it did, the
travel time to the accessible environment was so slow that no release standards would be violated.

~ In addition, DOE has now begun to promote the theory that dilution is a positive attribute of the
total Yucca Mountain repository system. Dilution is a form of pollution - to what level, is

. debatable. The public understands that dilution does not reduce health effects. It only makes

them more difficult to find and attribute to the.facility. If the scientific investigators working at



o)

the site are merely gathermg data that is then given to engineers to deterrmne how to prowde fixes
for problems discovered in the natural system, then the proposal clearly shows the public that they -

- were deceived when they were told that regulations would never change to fit the site.

- Another phenomenon due to reltance on TSPA rather than gutdelme compliance, is that
the analysns of Yucca Mountain is beginning to resemble the over medication of a patient. As -
more is learned about the proposed repository’s negative characteristics, more creative
engineering is mcorporated into the system. Expected heat will require ventilation, expected
water will require channeling, chemistry problems require waste package modification, etc. By -
abolishing the guidelines, the project will be allowed to turn 180 degrees from the original intent
of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act and science will evolve from site characterization to an
engineering challenge focused on overcommg the site’s madequactes and possibly dlsquahfymg

- conditions.

_ As was stated earlier, the public clearly understands and accepts the site characterization
plan requiring Yucca Mountain to meet the existing guidelines. The statement in the Federal

_ Register Notice that TSPA “would enhance the ability of the DOE to provide the public a more -

understandable conclusion about the suitability of the Yucca Mountain site for development as a.

repository” is simply untrue. By its nature a TSPA is subject to many interpretations and

- conclusions. Its only real value is as a too! to determine what leve! of uncertainty exists and what
‘additional scientific work is necessary to lessen or eliminate it. TSPA has been and should

. continuetobe a publtcly avatlable dooument that shows the current state of knowledge about the
site.

If, as the Federal Register notice states “the DOE is proposing these ‘amendments to -
clanfy and focus the guidelines to be used in evaluating the suitability of the Yucca Mountain site
in Nevada for development as a repository,” the Nevada Nuclear Waste Task Force believes that
the change should be very different. We propose that DOE keep the existing guidelines and '
additionally examine the characteristics of this site which were said to have led to the decision
making Yucca Mountain the sole candidate repository location. Items such as dry climate, low

~ population, location near another DOE facility (NTS) for example should be evaluated. Gather as

much data as can be obtained, and determine if in fact, in addition to meeting current regulations
it will, over the long term be a good repository site when local characteristics are also considered.

i

If and when the proposed Yucca Mountam s1te complies with the ex:stmg gundelmes

- DOE shauld begin assessing how specific design concepts will work within the natural system,

and compare the results of these assessments to the applicable regulatory standards. Discrete,

_ mdependent ﬁndmgs on 1nd1v1dual techmcal factors should already have been made.

The proposed amendments were not a Congressxonal directive. They were mcluded in
DOE’s 1996 Program Plan that the Congress funded. -Also within that Program Plan it states,
“[t]he Congress directed, and the reduced funding level in Fiscal Year 1996 has required, that

repository licensing activities be deferred. The goal of submitting a successful license



appltcatzon to'the Nuclear Regulatozy Conmusszon, Lowever, remains central to the
Program’s mission.” This statement, we believe, is the basis for the proposed change. Rather
than pursue careful and complete site characterization in line with public expectations, DOE has
- chosen to minimize this responsibility and accelerate the schedule toward licensing. This
B disregards the need for public trust and conﬁdence and violates the intent of the law. -

The Nevada Nuclear Waste Task Forceis a pubhc interest organlzatlon workmg to assist
the peoplc to effectively participate in the federal government’s high level nuclear waste program.:
We are in daily contact with citizens requesting information and expressing their views, ideas and
concerns regarding all aspects of this issue. The opinions that we receive through interactions and '
conversations are reflected when we participate informally or make requested presentations in
meetings and technical exchanges held by DOE, NRC, EPA, the Nuclear Waste Technical Review
" Board and others. It is well known that the people of Nevada and elsewhere have doubted, smce '
the passage of the 1987 Amendments Act, that the Yucca Mountain project was an objective
 scientific effort. When DOE officials claimed that the project would be considered a success
whether the site was found suitable or not, they were not believed. The public feared that the
Yucca Mountain project was aimed at “making a repository work.” That fear was instrumental in
a former Secretary of Energy s decision to assemble a task force to examine and make
recommendations concerning public trust and confidence in the DOE. Other strategies have also
- been employed during the course of this program to lessen public opposition. If adopted, the
proposed amendments to the guidelines will convince citizens that their disbelief in the sincerity of
DOE officials was well founded and that efforts to create public trust and confidence in the
- Department and thxs program were meamngless exerclses

L ~ Submitted by:

%Dyvﬁa /éé/ﬁ

Judy Treichel
Executive Dlrector
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To: '1'0cfr960.' S : o e ‘#38 39«/;7?{ '

cc: :
From: . SnowFlower @ compuserve.com at pmdfpo@YMPGATE
Date: 03/11/97 10:21:00 AM -

Subject: Yucca Mountain

New Text Item: FILE.TXT
Dear Ms. Gil, =~ - » ' - -

e think changing the guidelines for Yucca Mt. 'is NOT in the best interests of
the' people of the State of Nevada.

We are opposed to changing the 1984 guidelines
Nancy & Thomas Wall .

Carson City NV 89703-4951
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To: 10CFR960 : ' ’ .

cc: ) StellaNick @ aol.com at pmdfpo@YMPGATE PNegd: @ aol com at
L pmdfpo@YMPGATE, LeswB @ aol.com at pmdfpo@YMPGATE

From: ' MalMurphy @ aol.com at pmdfpo@YMPGATE

Date: - - 0311/97 09:55:.00 PM

Subject: Revised 960 Comments

New Text Item: FILE.TXT

'Here are the revised, and final, Nye comments. As I indicated on the phone,

please discard the earlier version I sent on March 9.

' Nick w:.ll provide you a signed hard copy, as well as a disk if you need one. The

comment:s thenselves are in Wordperfect '€.1
Thanks and best to all.
Mal

D - 960COM~1.D0C
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March 11, 1997

. April 'V Gil -
.. U.S. Department of Energy -
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management

Yucca Mountain Site Characterization Office

- P.O. Box 98608

Las Vegas, NV 89193 8608

Re: General Guldelmes NOPR Docket Number RW-RM-96-100

" Dear Ms Grl ,

We apprecrate the opportumty to subrmt these comments on the Department 3 proposed

amendments’ to the repository siting guxdelmes

As you are ‘well aware ‘Nye County, as the situs jurisdiction, has long been actwe in 1ts

- exercise of its oversight of the Yucca Mountain Project, under the authority delegated to it by

the U.S. Congress under the NWPA, as amended. Among the activities in which the Nye
County Nuclear Waste Repository Project Office (NWRPO) has been engaged has been the
Department's sometimes fitful efforts to determine whether, and how, to amend its siting
guidelines. That process has been controversial and contentious. The proposal on which the

. Department seeks public comment promises to continue that tradition. Some background is in

order, therefore, before we set out Nye's substantive reaction to the Department’s proposal
Background ‘

The Yucca Mountam Pro_|ect has been repeatedly redirected, begmmng w1th the single focus on

. Yucca Mountain in the Nuclear Waste policy amendments Act of 1987. ‘'We have previously

reviewed and commented upon several attempts by the Department to formulate a policy with
respect to the repository siting guidelines developed in response to the changing program
directions. Our comments have been offered either formally in writing, or informally at

‘various mteracnons such as DOE/NRC Management Meetings.

In May of 1994, for example, in response to DOE's proposed “Scenario A” Nye, declined to

-actively participate in developing any proposed changes to 10 CFR 960, and took the ‘position
- that its pre-decisional role should be limited to responding to OCRWM's proposed changes, if

any. Nye also, at that time, did not feel that justification had yet been made, given that site



“

characterization was in its early stages, for wholesale changes in the siting gutdelmes :
The County also opposed developing site-specific guidelines, and felt that adopting the NRC's *
Subpart E of 10 CFR 60 would mask the fundamental distinction between site suitability and
licensability. Finally, we have consistently spoken out against the potential that “institutional

- momentum"” would simply ensure that Yucca Mountain is licensed regardless of site conditions.

An example of this concern is the direction by Congress to ratify the Department’s Revised
Program Plan, to amend the siting guidelines * to make them specific to the Yucca Mountain
srte This was done of course, at DOE’s request and desptte our active opposmon

These concerns remain, even though we acknowledge that the provisions of 10 CFR 960

contemplated perrodtc revision in response to new information becoming avallable More is
known about Yucca Mountain now than was known in 1984; indeed more is known today than
just three years ago, when real site characterization began. New knowledge and understanding
of the key natural processes operating at the site, and the engineered barriers likely to be
employed to enhance waste isolation, has been developed Nye County’s own Independent
Scientific Investtgattons Program has contributed data and analyses to the understandmz of
Yucca Mountain.

The Current Proposal

DOE now proposes that an overall system performance approach, based ona total system .

- performance assessment, provide the basis for determining site suitability. ‘This approach is
‘proposed to be used instead of the alternative of writing “site specific” guidelines, such as

adapting the groundwater travel time dlsquahfymg condition of 10 CFR 960.4-2-1 to what is

- the known or suspected actual groundwater travel time at the stte

- While we would still prefer. that DOE, as it indicated was its mtent in 1994, first applied the

guidelines in their present form, Nye County finds the currently proposed approach far
preferable to a “site specific” revision of the guidelines. Evaluating Yucca Mountain's
suitability on the basis of an assessment of the overall system’s ability to isolate waste for the
required period of time provides a more meaningful test than artificial guidelines written to fit

~ the specific conditions and processes the Department feels can be demonstrated at Yucca
‘Mountain. Nye County remains opposed to such a contrtved approach.

The Department’s proposal however, appears to focus on the site's overall abtltty to protect
the public and safety, and the environment, from the hazards posed by nuclear waste and still -
will subject the site to the standards established by the EPA (or the Congress) and the licensing
regulations of the NRC. In this light, and in light of the reservations we have noted above, - -
Nye County does not oppose the current proposal. We also support the Department’s decision
to revise only those portions of the guidelines necessary to make them consistent with the new
subpart calling for the overall system evaluation. Provisions applicable to screening and

- comparison among sites should remain intact for future use should Yucca Mountain fail the
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ultimate test, and should the nation face up tn the unavoidable need for a second repository.

: An Open Reposxtory Concept

We have one major reservation with, or perhaps question concerning, the effect of the
proposed amendments. That has to do with the ability of the Department to consider an open,
namrally ventilated repository, in the de51gn that will be the subject of the final total system
performance -assessment,.

Data gathered and analyzed in Nye County’s Independent Scientific Investigations Program
strongly suggest that an open, naturally ventilated repository will remain dry for at least
10,000 years, with the temperature of the host rock staying below 30 degrees C. These
conditions would essentially eliminate the primary mechanism for transport of radionuclides

. away from the repository to the accessible environment, by keeping water from coming into

contact with the waste in the first place. The statutory and regulatory framework under which
the repository program has been conducted has always contemplated a closed repository.

If these new data and analyses are confirmed by further analysis and calculations, a closed

repository may not offer the optimum isolation as would a natirally ventilated repository, even
though suitable under the guidelines, and licensable under the NRC regulations. Accordingly,
Nye County strongly urges DOE, in amending its guidelines, not to preclude by regulatory
language the consideration of a final design allowing for an open, ventilated repository at
Yucca Mountain, and thereby preclude the opportumty for greater protectlon of the public’s
health, safety and the environment.

.We recogmze that the determmatton of Yucca Mountain’s suitability under the guidelines is .
" merely the first step, and that a design could be submitted to the NRC, or a licensing condition-

imposed by it, which is not necessanly included within the clear language of 10 CFR 960.
Nevertheless, we believe that maximum flexibility in this design possibility is desirable, and
that the Department should ensure that such ﬂexxblltty is built into the language of the .
guldeltnes themselves.

This can be accomplished in one of two ways. First, by revising the definition of “Closure” in’
§960.2 so that the term would not necessarily imply sealing the repository immediately after
the operational and performance confirmation periods.- Alternatively, that term could be
defined in a way which clearly encompassed the possibly of the reposnory remaining open and
naturally venulated for an extended penod such as:

'Closure means the ﬁnal closmg of the remaining open, operational areas of the
underground facility and boreholes after termination of waste emplacement
operatxons performance confirmation, and any extended period of natural ventllatton



‘ Detailed ‘Comments

. The last sentenee of the first paragraph of “B. Proposed Revisions”, at page 20 of the"
- Supplementary Information, 61 FR 66161, should be revised by addmg the language and for
use in smng addmonal reposrtorles when needed in the future. '

The discussion under “Secuon 960.2 Definitions” at page of the Supplementary Information, 61
FR 61663, should be changed to reflect the recommendation explained above to include the
potential for an open, ventilated reposrtory fora extended penod of time, perhaps as long as
10,000 years. §

' The reviews under both Executive Order 12612 and Executive Order 12866 a're inadequate.
‘Neither of the EO's refer only to federal mandates, in the sense of actual legal requirements
_enforceable against the states or local governments under statutes or authorxzed regulations.
Both do, however require the following of federal agencres v :

In the case of EO 12612, the effect on states (mcludmg local governments) the relatlonshxp
between the federal govemment and the states, or the distribution of power and
responsrblhty among vanous levels of government are to be consndered

Under EO 12866, an assessment is to be made of the effects of federal regulatlons on state
local and tribal govemment including specifically the availability of resources to carry out
any mandates, or seek to minimize any burdens that umquely or srgmﬁcantly affect such
governmental entrtres

-EO 12866 further addresses “significant regulatory action”, which it defines as any action

- which may adversely effect the economy, competition, jobs, productivity, the environment,
public health or safety, or state , local or tribal governments. - It is beyond argument that the

. Yucca Mountain program affects Nye County in a significant way. The economy, jobs, the
environment, public health and safety all may well be affected, not only by the ultimate
placement.of nuclear waste in Yucca Mountain, but by-the very activity of ¢haracterizing, and
developing the site. Congress clearly recognized those affects, and burdens, by authorizing and
funding, per the NWPA, as amended Nye County to exercise monitoring and oversight

- responsibilities. : .

" The County is currently without such financial assistance, with the exception of a small amount
" to carry out a minimal, and not adequate, on-site data gathering and monitoring program. No
funding is available to participate in the process of commenting on these very guideline

“amendments, for example, despite the fact that their adoption could have a significant effect on
the conduct of the Department's suitability determination at Yucca Mountain. The fact that the

N )
N
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lack of funding is the result of restnctxons 1mposed by Congress in the appropriation process,
nevertheless does not obvxate the reality of the burden 1mposed on Nye County

" The Project’s affects are clearly present and therefore must be acknowledged and fully

analyzed per the cited Executive Orders. . Indeed, a strong argument exists that the EO's
impose an affirmative obligation to provide funding necessary to enable Nye County to carry
out a meaningful oversight program as called for in the NWPA — to the extent any funds are
available to the Department from any source that not encumbered by the restncnons
estabhshed by Congress , :

Agam we appreciate the opportumty to submit these views. We look forward to contmumg to

 participate as this process goes forward, to the extent that we are able glven the current

fundmg constraints.

: Very truly ’yours,
‘NYE COUNTY, NEVADA

sl
Les W. Bradshaw County Manager
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'Apru V. Gl
U.S. Department of Energy. OCRWM .
‘Yucca Mountain Site Characterization Office’

F.0. 98608
Las Vegas._Nevada 89193-8608

AMarch 8, 1997

Deltvered by the u. S Postal Servlce Regular Mall Posnage

' Prepald

‘Re: Proposed Revlslon of the General Guidelines for tne '

Recommendation of Sites for Nucjear Repositories

" Dear Ms. Gll:

Proposed site locations for the disposal and
disposition of high-level, low-level, mixed. and interim
storage of nuclear waste would certainly appear to have
similar experiences and simllar complaints. In spite of
numerous public meetings, compllance documents. and
supposedly technical studles based upon objective science.
the directly affected public at the Yucca Mountaln site and .
elsewhere volce slmllar complalnts.

1. Guldellnes and Rules Change as the proJect
continually moves forward to site selectlon and

constructlon.

2. In spite of sincere efforts by the publlc to be
updated and informed on project changes as they arise, -
critical Informatlon 1s presented In a series of documents

~ that appear to confllict and contradlct one another, ana

sclentiflc data is presented In such a fashlon as to be

_lncomprehenslble,‘therefore. irrefutable.’

3. The adversely affected publlc feels deceived ana
manlpulated and suspects another agency *double-cross® as

‘the proJect contlnually moves toward construction.

The State of Nevada and the communitles In the viclinity
of the Yucca Mountain proposed repository were orlglnaily
promised that 1f the site did'not meet sclentiflic strict
sclentlflc criterlia, 1t would not be feaslble as a disposal
slte for high-level nuclear waste. However, it certainly
appears that guldellnes can be changed to allow completion
of the project. DOE has continually indicated that strict
guldel ines would be followed. Unfortunately, the public did

not ask which guidelines would ultlimately be applied. .

Revislon of guidellines and exemptlon from standards that
deslgned to protect the public health and the environment do
not inspire publlic trust and_cqnfldenee. :

In Nuclear VWaste Pollcy Act of 1982, the Congress



-established federal responsibllity for the permanent
disposal of highly radioactive waste generated at

- civillan nuclear power plants and created the Offlce
~of Clvilian Radloactive Waste Management COCRWM)
within the Department of Energy (DOE) to manage
the disposal program. The centerplece of the disposal
program is the Yucca Mountaln Slite Characterization
Project, whose purpose is to investigate Yucca
Mountain, Nevada, to determine if that site is
sultable for permanent disposal of highly radiocactive
waste. (GAO/0SI-96-2, DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, UHETHICAL
CONDUCT AT DOE’S YUCCA MOUNTAIN REPOSITORY. September
1996 page 1.0 o

‘ Although Nuclear Waste Pollcy Act of 1982 dxrected DOE
to ldentify and recommend three sites for detailed
lnvestlgatlon as a potential permanent teposltory, the act -
was amended in 1987 to direct 'DOE to investigate only the
- Yucca Mountain site. Glven thls historic and signitficant:
change In the rules, no wonder the public suspects turther
rule revisions and fear that the TSPA will be misused in the
tuture as a 31te sultablllty document.

- Executive Order 12674 contains the Princlples ot
- Ethical Conduct for federal employees and directs those
employees to avold any actions that create the appearance of
loss of impartlally. DOE regulatlions specifically qirect
agency employees to avold any actlons which mignt result 1n
or create the appearance of loss of independence or )
impartiality, decision-making outside official channels, or -

- adversely affect the confldence of the public in the

Integrity of government. (10 C.F.R. 1010.101»

Assumptions on the sultabillity of the Yucca Mountain
Site appear to be conttnually changing to make the site
sujtable based upon utility lndustry need for a repository.

. The public can logically have little trust and contidence in
a process wherein the rules are constantly being revised and
exemptions from standards ‘grantéd in order to allow tne

~project to proceed. :

Respectfully submitted.

" Dlana Salls§:ry

" SYCAMORE VALLEY ENVIRONME AL AWARENESS GROUP
7019 Ashridge Arnheim Roa
Sardinlia, Ohlo 45171

- (513) 446~ 3135 ’

cc? Nevada Nuclear Waste Task Force, Incorporated
Prairle Island Coalltlon \
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commlttee

Worthers Nevada Activities
129 Empire Road, Dayton, Mevada 89403-3074
. ‘Phone (702) 246-3994 * Pax (702) 246-5998

‘March 11, 1997

Ms Apcil Gil '

US Department of Energy
- 0office of Civilian Radicactive WasLe Mauagement
Yucca Mountain Character;zatxon Office

Docket Ko. RW-RM-96-100 '

P.0. Box 98608, Las Vegaa. NV 89193-8608

Deat Ms. Gil:

l. The Study Committee is a 15,000 member Nevada citizens organization that

. has been monitoring the Yucca Mountsim project activities to assure ourselves
that project decisions are based on scxence ‘and good enginecering practice.
Consequently, we are concerned about the DOE proposal to modify the exxstxng
regulatlon. 10CFR960, applicable to the selection and characterization of
sites to be considcred for high level nuclear waste disposal facilities, under
provtstons of The: Nbclear Haste Polxcy Act and Amendments (the aAct).

. 2. Provision for revision of the guldpl1nes (10CFR960) is clearly ﬁrovxded
in Section 112(8) of the Act. We have no questxons cegarding this aspect of
the matter. - . .

3. The regulatxon was intended for use in the evaluation of multxple srroa,
to select those suitable for characterization (e.g., see the regulation.
Subpart A, §960.1% there are many other examples) This is further reinforced
by the Act, especially Section 112.(a), and in Section 113 (b),(1),(A)(iv).
"where criteria. to be ‘used to determine the suitability of a selected candidate
site shall be developed in accordance with section 112 (a), xndxcat;ng that
new criter;a would be necessary. Further.‘at (B) and (C), the major
engineering aspects of the proposed repository must be provided, but are not

- provided under the current IOCFR960, w:ll these be provzded under the proposcd

sub-part E ?

4, He;bave been assured by the DOE that the only parts of I10CFR960 to be
discarded are thoce voided by the 1987 revision of the Act. Otherwise, current
provisions of the regulation will be retained so it can be used again for
evaluation of multiple sites. Some parts of the regulatxon will be editorially
changed to accommodate the addition of sub-part E. This is cons;stenr wath
good engineering practice and is a«ceptable to us.

)

BO. Box 1540 . uchps NV8912'5 (702) 8701246
OEBP>n

.
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5. In summary, The Study Committee finds, with the exception of. enginearing
information required by the Act and requested above (1 3), the revised - e
.regulntioﬁ]IOCFR960 appears satisfactory. We look forward to your response to
the questions in 4. 3. Please call me if there are any. questions.

Iy

Sincerely, o ' ' . - :

Hal Rogers .
Co-chairman

[y ——— 4
~a——



April Gl o : - ‘March 07,1997
U. S. Department of Energy B IR B .
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste. Management
Yucca Mountain Site Characterization OfF ce

. P.0.Box 98608 S . ' -
~ Las Vegas, NV 89193-8608 = - R | 1443 3/2/2)

Dear April Gil:

. The proposed use of Yucca Mountain for storing High-Level Nuclear Waste needs to
be more thorough evaluated. Past reported "incidents” at Low-Level Nuclear waste -
dumps, one of which is delineated in the attached, should be enough to predicta
“colossal disaster” when 77, 000 tons of High- Level waste is amassed in a single

" location. . :

Fifteen earthquakes were recorded at Yucca Mountain from May 1995, through
October 1996. This type seismic activity is typical of past catastrophic incidents.
Envision, God forbid, Yucca Mountain erupting in 2025 with a magnitude Mt. St.
Helens experienced in 1980. Would the 77,000 tons of Nuclear Waste go critical
mass, or what? The 1986 Chemobyl disaster would be recorded in the history books

. asa "Tea Party.”

" -Isn'tit time the federal agencies responsible for this situation take the Billions, that
are supposedly in the trust fund, and distribute them to the Nuclear Powered
" Electrical Generating plants to expand their "on'site” storage facilities.

Nevada has no Nuclear Powered Electrical Generator plants; however, your plans
are for us to be the dumping ground for the radioactive waste from all states having °
them. A recent news article stated the U.S. is accepting Nuclear Waste from foreign
' Nations. Are we going to be the Raduoactive Waste Dump for the world?

it's. (nterestlng to follow the recent news artlcles on Germany s attempt to move 110
tons of Nuclear waste to the their Gorleben storage site. Wow! 30,000 police were
required One can only speculate on the numbers if77, 000 tons were involved. '

1 hope the potential contaminatlon prob!ems from transporting the Nuclear waste to
Yucca Mountain and Germany's problems will provide a "wake-up call” to all
responsible individuals in this matter. Don't create a bigger problem for tomorrow. _

 Ifeel the funding of "on Site'_' storage expansion for those activities generating the
- radioactive waste is the most realistic and economical approach to this problem.

: Davi Pdtterson

2816 Darby Falls Drive )

~ Las Vegas, NV 89134-7476 : - - . S
702-256-4079 —_— | o - -
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Waste.dump - %
cover-up. alleg_,_l_;d

.‘" ) lgv. rs bac,,a

Knlght-Rldder Newspapers o
SAN JOSE, Calif. — A ptofes-
- sional scientists’ group- has ac-
cused hxgh—rankm% federal offi-
. cials of covering up leaks at a low-
level nuclear waste dump in Ne-
vada to prevent - political
opposition to the development - of
another, sgimilar dump in

_CalTﬁomzas Mo;avghDesEart.l :
e group, Public Employees
for Eavironmental Responsibili-
, revealed internal communica-

Gordon Eaton and top colleagues
concealed évidence of radioactive

¢+ 16 months in 1994 and 1995 be-’
cause they were concerned that

block construction of the contro-
‘1. versial Ward Valley dump i in the
California desert. ..
ThelOOO—acreWarduteisthe
planned repository for low-level
radioactive trash from hos xtals,
biotechnology and power p

leakage has ed its approval.

. The Nevada leak is considered
. important because proponents
beheve the. similarities of the
desertldteBr:mn niade the 30-

r-0! atty dump a food
g:achmark for. Wa.nr Valley’s
safety, Like Beatty, low-level ra-
dioactive waste at Ward Valley

was to be stored m unlined
trenches.
. .The employee up. _PEER,

the Department.of Interior’s In-
' spector General to investigate al-

15" held evidénce of a leak from’a
Natiorial “Academy of Sciences

L ma e magye ame

“the informatiof with' the private
“contractor who,will operate Ward

Valléy: ‘and’ the’ California state

agency that will own the dunip::

,ronmentahsts seeking i 'to

Y ¢ dump.mu St T
*T’ni just this pawn who had in-

- forniation~ that- they* want to
stop,‘ veteran USGS hydrolo;

v Davxd Prudxc said. He 'noted: t

PEER’s comalsamt ‘calls” for . ban-

; mng the USGS from future work
“ on the *Ward Vallav nraisct

tions to sup its es that, W
U.s. Cz‘reologl:;.l}-t Survcg;:%xrecto :
leaks at a Beatty waste dump for;,

- environmentalists could use it to .

‘ply stating the truth. ',

F After ‘'an environmen ﬁul) ‘
u

ﬁled a complaint Dec. 19 asking-

leged misconduct, inclu accu- g1}
aa%xons that USGS oﬁg{at.lsg with- .

panel reviéwing. .Ward Valley:
‘" gafety” in1994-955, while- sharing *

The chief researchér named in-
.|:~.the complaint said he and ‘the
i |)-USGS are being targeted by envi-

! |¥“roadblock” the: ..Ward alley:

- -

becanse of alleged bies.
EER legally represents .
federal, state and local scientists

"and environmental professio _
defending - whistleblowers d
others whose :research l%s .

them ' in - political trouble

‘ -is “"defending - som )
E‘rgGg scientists: eﬁﬁﬁ
the. USGS used a massive 1995

layoff. to purge.-whistleblowets, -
including two researchers whﬂ‘é‘o-
autho a controversial- repbit- |
"that & radioactive %¢¥%k -
ard Valley could conts
nate water supplies from
orado River. ‘
+The group. " released. | .
mail to show that officials recog-- .
‘nized “the can of worms that'th:s _
(leak evidence) will ope
Eaton’s first memo to Intengf
partxnent superiors was an.

* ... that this discovery ma

used by opponents of the
posed new low-level radioatti

waste disposal facility at Warfl
Valley, Cahforma, to ai:t:exn;xl:arrl _

but controversf over . possxble ':.b1°°k construction.”

.. Defenders say Eaton was

forced USGS to make P
Beatty dump leak

1995, the disclosure eaused)i
Clintor. administration eaFli

”this year to halt transfer of fedex-

al land for the Ward Valley dbum
to the state of California. . "-- 9 .
The administration ordered ah
independent review of. th .
project. USGS first found mdxca- .
tions. of conta.zmnatxon m J
1994.
Survey oﬁicxals ﬂatly de
e:Iga ions of wrongdoing, sayi
ous, critics.;have -mistaken
eautmus, deliberate ‘researchr !
su?ressmn ..of_.evidence.
e” ourselves ! on : objectivity,” .
sa1d Wilham "Alley, “chief oﬁ ‘
surve roundwater.?

“The te ing. (the memos) out

~of contextiTp =it i oo 103

Alley gaid researchera wi

‘shocked - when: they. foun ’{%ﬁ;
dertice of radxoactwe levs -_; ,

football ﬁe

- Beéatty in 1994 they .
eoul beasamplmg

cted it
ptaeke, fallout’ from 19505’ nuélgﬁt‘.-

weapons testmg . ;‘l.l?k,al -

- It i them another” yeaﬂ:to
confirm the ¢ontamination dame .

‘from the dump and ‘another faur
months to report it to lntenorgpe :

nnﬂ'mnnf annarinra -
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‘Energy has” extended until’

submitted to April Gil .U.S..

Yucca comment deadline extended | -
' STAFF 6UN REPORTS

of Civilian RaYdloawve.\Wﬁ
ent, Yucca Moun

The U.S., Department - of ,s: % el SBM%%E&“% (‘)’mce,

March 17 the public, eomment N-Pyry oo

"NV '89193-8608. Internet users

period on its proposal to change .1 “cand electronic mail to

st
sx ng tag’xxdehnea for mﬁ?.: IOCFRQGO@notw yEPp-gov
-d:.sposmg of bgi vel nuclear

e a

~Wutten eomments maybe ‘

Dépe;tn}ent of erw,"‘fOﬁce

e

_ Fed beneﬁts wen't justlfy
puttmg nuke waste in state .

- I‘)iave Swallow‘% SUN letteé :{ ng 12 ]
made me angry. espeaks e benefits we " |
would derive from atonng nuclear waste in
Nevada. . S

This so-called "clean energy” he speaks )
' about_produoes waste go deadly no one wants |

* The builders of puclear power pla.nts have
. -invested millions of dollars in these projects,
- -with dxsregard as how to dispose of nuclear
. waste.
- Now, to protect their mvestments they are
lobbymg to dump their garbage someplace .-
.other than where it belongs, wbzch is where
+jt was manufactured. - .- A
. Swallow, it tifat:e same a;hllt).o you- ovén ﬂt:lot
more acreage your neighbors and they:
~ band together and decide to dmnp then‘ M J ,
garbage in your dcreage. i’
_ j' - Even if they compe, nsatgiyou, you probably
e : wonld not beitoo pleased ijw ;

: ogedmasyegns e yﬂ'fomd { .
to.what it is fo 'iict happy, 1 R
y'what Bas happened to If; but that's

gr -L “.f ::
But plea;%: don't bring yzgur nuclear R §
garbagemthyou. edon’tneed:t.ab/ j ;;‘

l
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To: Members of Congress

: We, the undersigned; oppose the use of Nevada as a national waste site. We urge

you to oppose efforts to place all commercial and D.O.E. nuclear waste at the Nevada
Test Site (NTS).  We urge you to strengthen the environmental, health and safety
regulations regarding the handling and disposal of nuclear waste. We oppose the
transportation of nuclear waste across this nation, and we are concemed about the ,
risk of accidents in the oommunrhes along the routes. ‘

The Yuoca Mountain site should be abandoned due to Qeologlcal and transportation .
risks. The discovery of additional earthquake faults, the elevated groundwater and the
escape of radioactive Carbon-14 gas are all reasons to abandon this site. Since over -

 80% of all commercial reactors are east of the Mississippi, Yucca Mountain poses

great transportation risks. The Nuclear Waste Policy Act should not be: weakened but
_should be modified to all for on-stte storage of nuclear waste 4

NAME ~ ADDRESS . . ZB  PHONE
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“State senator says Nevada could

By Ed Vogel

" Donrey Capital Bureau

CARSON CITY — Senators*
voted unanimously Wednesday to
allow voters to decide the fate of
a clause in the state constitution
under which Nevada gave up its
rights to federally controlled

" lands.

Unless residents remove the
clause, Sen. Dean Rhoads, R-
Tuscarora, said Nevada will be-
come the
America.”

“*Nevada is going to become the

candidate for everyﬂung other
. states don't want,” he said.

Sen. Dina Titus, D-Las Vegas,

said the federal government sev-
eral timés has mentioned the
clause in litigation involving the
state’s move to block a”high-level
nuclear waste dump at Yucca

- Mountain.

The Senate passed Senate

“garbage - dump of-

Joint Resolution 27, which calls
for citizens to vote in November
1996 on the “disclaimer clause”
in . the constitution ratified in

1864. The Assembly also must
"approve the resolution before the

mattér goes on next year s gener-
al election ballots. -
As a condition for statehood,
Congress required the res:dents
to pass a clause under which
they permanently gave up their
rights to unappropnated lands in
Nevada.
Senators contended this dis-

claimer was unconstitutional be- -

cause it was required of only 15
of the 50 states, and all states
constitutionally are supposed to

enter the union on an equal'

footing.

Now about 86.7 percent of the
land in Nevada is managed by
federal government agencies. .

.While supporting the

S

become garbage dump of America’

resolut:on Sen. Joe Neal, D-

North Las Vegas, questloned .

.whether Congress will respond to

the proposal.

“Aren’t we just spinning our

wheels?” he said. “Congress will
just look at it and trash it.”

Neal pointed out that Nevada's
approval for the disclaimer
clause was in effect a contract
with America. He. added that
North Las Vegas and other Neva-

da communities already can ac- -

quire more land from the federal

government for expansion.

But Sen. Ernie Adler, D-
Carson City, said Nevada has
lost 3.7 million acres to federal
control since 1964.

“This has a lot to do with the

sovereignty of Nevada,” he said.

Neal said his reading of history
shows that Indians kre entitled
to control much of Nevada under
old disregarded treatxes
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" March 7, 1997

2 g6 Bfef5F

ApilGI .

U.S. Department of Energy :
Office of Civilian Radmactwe Waste
Management

" Yucca Mountaimn Site Charactenzatxon

Office
Docket No. RW-RM-96-100
P. O. Box 98608
Las Vegas, NV 89193-8608

Dear Ms Gil.

I would like to take this opportumty to submit comments on “General Guidelines for the

- Recommendation of Sites for Nuclear Waste Repositories, 10 CFR, Part 960 Part V,

’ December 16, 1996

I would. like to state that [ am opposed to the proposed rule change. I do not beheve the

-proposed rule change would serve the pubhc interest. The present law, 10 CFR, Part 960, .
. Part II, December 6, 1984, in my opinion, is adequate. The basxs for my comments on the mle ‘
change are presented below

This rule change would eﬁ‘ectrvely drlute the Nuclear Regulatory Commlssxons (NRC) ability

- to keep their autonomy. The philosophy, content, and intent of Department of Energy (DOE)

regulations are aimed toward rule-making. The NRC regulations are aimed toward licensing. It

" . appears to me DOE is taking its concept of regulations and trying to apply them to NRC -
- regulations. It this rule change takes place then DOE would not have to met strict NRC hcensmg

requirements and give DOE weaker rules w1th which they would have to adhere

‘The National Research Council pubhcatlon “Techmcal Basis for Yucca Mountam Standards

| (1995) outlines their concept for using risk to a “critical group” for their basis as a technical
* health based standard. When dealing with risk uncertainty, risk assessment is used. When risk
- assessment is used on true uncertainty (unknown probabilities) then theory collapses to

guesswork. Changing the current process would subsume the consequences (health effects) of
risk and this important aspect of law would be lost. The burden of whether somethmg is harmﬁxl

. -should remam on the entxty which will create the risk/harm and not on the public.



‘G

Developing assumptions are extremely important to the development of any model. - ‘
Regulators develop models, however, the public should have the opportunity to choose whether -
or not the chosen assumptions are acceptable. I beheve the public should participate in the
formulatron of the assumptrons to be used. : :

Validation of 2 model is inherent in the use of models. Validation requires reproducible resultsb

independent of the model being validated. I do not believe modeling with scarce on-site
lcnowledge will produce a vahd model.

‘With tlus mle change there would beno way for the pubhc to compare our system with other .

- countries. The public would be dependent on information conceived by DOE and no mdependent

means of con.ﬁrmatron would be possible. .

In conclusion, I am opposed to thxs rule change The present law has worked well and I see
no reason why it should be changed. Blurring the delineation between NRC and DOE would not
benefit the public. Basing standards on never-before-used risk assessment (ie. Critical group),

-would abrogate the responsibility of the entity creating harm to protect the public from harm.

Validation of 2- model of the type proposed to be used would be difficult because of lack of site-

" specific knowledge. Without pubic participation in the formulation of assumptions for the model
-denies the public the opportunity to define' and understand the model A model of the type

proposed would not enable the public to mdependently confirm the results.

Thank you for taking the time to read my comments. |

Respectfully submitted,

Becky Gurka -
5303 Stampa Ave.

L LasVegas NV89102 _ B



