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July 6, 1984

Mr. Charles R. Head, Acting Director
Operations Division
office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
U.S. Department of Energy, RW-13
Forrestal Building
10,30 Independence Avenue
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Mr. Head:

Enclosed please find specific comments from the State of
Nevada, including those of this office, the Nevada Legislature, .
and affectedlo :al igovernmental entities onihe draft Mission ,-

>'~~~~'

~4Z~ inadequte It tt-7,e'aPC i~ e~ ln o apnninggud
and doesn't meetf the intenth& Section 301 of the Nuclear Waste
Policy Actof 1982. Thi zdocument is a mere compilation of
various actions, activities, and alternatives without any attempt
to integrate systems, processes, or events. In fact, the -"Plane:.
is riddled with numerous inconsistencies, conflilting dates and
schedules, and inaccuracies. For example, in numerous places the,
dates for certain events to occur change from section to section, --
the description of the same events are different in different .-
locations, and n many instances, these discrepancies directly E
conflict with other sections. The schedule, with alternatives, -'

are totally-unrealistic - all directed at meeting the 1998 date-.-
for commencing repository operation at all costs. In statements`-
throughout the document, and in statements made by DOE off icials, + 
the commitment has' been made that the schedule will not
compromise the technical program or theAn stitutional process>.i--
However, tis document' clearly comp-ouies both In the -

Department's zeal for the 1998 date.e- i

Specifically, the State of Nevada believes that the 60-day
review time on the draft environmental assessment is totally
inadequate, believing that a minimum of 90 to 120 days is
necessary. We have written to DOE on this issue previously, with
no response. We also believe that the site recommendation
decision should be opened to allow state and public review of the
methodology to make that decision and to allow review of the



decision itself prior to its finalization and submission to the
Secretary. We have written to DOE about this issue as well, with
no DOE response.

Finally, due to the number of issues, events and concepts
contained in this "Plan", the State of Nevada reserves the right
to provide additional comment to DOE on these matters at such
future time as the opportunity is present to do so.

It is obvious and unfortunate that the Department of Energy
has elected not to utilize te Mission Plan as a tool to promote
the needed confidence of the public on the ability of the Federal
government to carry out this most critical program. This
document, in fact, adds to the concerns of an already skeptical
public that the Department has no better idea about how to
proceed with this program now than they did ten years ago.
Another opportunity for the Department to demonstrate its
commitment to technical excellence and meaningful involvement in
the institutional process has been missed.

Should you have any questions regarding these comments or
other issues, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

-~~~ ~~~ Dir~~~ector .

. . ..~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~.... .

- ' - 0 < ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~, W i, '",X 

. ~~~~~~~~~2:
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STATE OF NEVADA SPECIFIC COMMENTS

MISSION PLAN
VOLUME 1

PAGE 1-1 The second program objective is not a true objective.
The Nuclear Waste Policy Act indicates that if a determination of
need is made, then a proposal for development of a monitored
retrievable storage facility is to be submitted to Congress. If
Congress authorizes the development, then DOE will site, license,
construct and operate the facility.

In addition, the State believes another program objective must be
'to promote public confidence in the safety of disposal of
radioactive waste".

Page 1-2, last paragraph The Mission Plan in and of itself
cannot demonstrate conformance to the requirements of the Act.
The Mission Plan should show how conformance will be
demonstrated.

Page 2-1 First paragraph needs further clarification as to the
storage of waste in the event of a delay in the repository
schedule. Will" the storage be interim storage at the reactor,
monitored retrievable storage, or lag storage at the repository

Page -2 X2 Tab -u eno *ram f
.,a c ce p ta ne le Wen orsite'iapL

concept forf { bIesc';okoate& Inl

the second repose e a e. i

Page 2-3 In the discussion of defense radioactive waste, no
mention is madeof' the'impact of defense waste on transportation,.'
waste handlinq Ao r processin ad the safety implication of
additional waste. There must be-sorne impacts since it is stated
that commercial acceptance schedules will not be changed for
acceptance of defense wastes. How does the additional 10,000 MTU .-
of defense wastCe'impact the limit of 70,000 MTU per repository'
as specified in the Act? - X X ; . -

age -4, las a arara h` DOE schedule for site -*

characterization for the second repository is unrealistic,
Congress cannot approve'the second repository in the "early
1990s because- ;- - -

1. Selection of the'first repository- is. scheduled for 1990,
therefore alternative's cannot be considered for'--second repository' -
prior to 1990. uZA ,p1g
2. Recommendation of s on reost ysites for X-
characterization will not occur before 1989, to be followed by
years of characterization, EIS preparation and review; therefore,
selecting the second repository site in mid-to-late 1990s, not
early 1990s.

Mission Plan, Vol. 1 Comments, -1-



Page 2-5 paragraph I Last sentence states that planning and
analysis of additional repositories will be periodically
undertaken. The Act does not specifically cover this activity.
Who will be responsible for the costs?

Pag 2-5 The Mission Plan fails to adequately define conditions
whIch will trigger the construction of an MRS facility. Page 2-5
lists two conditions, but additional caveats found on page 2-9
lead to the conclusion DOE has no real criteria at all. It
appears DOE has the leeway to do whatever it considers most
expedient with respect to an MRS at any particular time.

Page 2-6, first paragraph Text gives the erroneous impression
that DOE proposed hearings on the guidelines. All guidelines
hearings were a direct result of concern by the states, affected
tribes, and interested groups that their comments on the
guidelines were not being addressed by DOE. Even proposed public
hearings on the draft environmental assessments are a direct
result of State demands for public input. It is likely these
demands for public hearings will increase as the program
intensifies.

Our request for additional hearings partially stems from what we
view as a DOE-contrived plan to minimize substantive comment by
scheduling public* -review of major decision documents as short as.
possible- we ve9'-pressedand. .continuetforo

wforo120 days for_Ij. ^ 7^ ''g Xre'vl'e;%& 3 o~gxiam' .!>>;jV 'k'r~aft'^"enromrental S iUr
Am'' re'i';b _ _bf ra tOen ro ~.asssme.' Tb d aj r6 -s-announ~ced

aCCe6bl i -o es -no,6tsupo&'th' 
'<' 'put- forh6' t~t n Tb$Spu rt tpblcnvuvmet2s

Page 2-6 Par'a'ph.3 discusses site characterization activites..
Since there could be five years, according to the reference
schedule, betweei- CP hearings and DEIS hearings, we request DOE +
commit in the Plan to'yea'rly hearings to inform the public' ozi '--
plans and progress of site characterization and receive comments.:-

Page 2-6 Paragraph 4 does not address the State impact analysis'-
called out in -tlfe Act and how thisianalysis will impact the DOE
EIS process.

Page 2-8 Under item d, who determines what-is full-participation
and what financlalassistance will be provided?

Page .2-8 The Mission Plan state's the''Test .and Evalua'ti'on-.- 
Facilty (TEF) w'i l be 'directed at verif.ing th.repository.final ;
des gni§' and confirming site performanc&. This is distressing "
since rocks under consideration may not be homogeneous over'large
distances. Fdor'this reason, it is not desirable to conduct all
performance confirmation in the TEF. It would be preferable to
perform most of the confirmation work at various locations in the
actual repository itself as well as in the TEF. A comparison of
results could then be conducted and a confidence level assigned

Mission Plan, Vol. 1 Comments, -2-
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to results from the TEF.

page 2-12 Under the section on federal interim storage, the Plan
states that DOE will discuss potential sites with states and
affected Indian tribes. What is the process here? Will states
and affected tribes have input prior to identification of sites?

Page 3-A-3 The Mission Plan states "in evaluating the
suitability of sites, engineered barrier systems will be
considered to the extent necessary to meet the performance
requirement specified by the NRC and the EPA...but will not be
relied on to compensate for significant uncertainties in the
natural system". While it is true the multibarrier approach
allows performance standards to be developed for both the
releases from the waste package and the repository itself, DOE's
statement that engineered barriers will not compensate for site
uncertainties is incorrect. 10 CFR 60 states in the July 1983
version that "An engineered barrier is required to compensate for
uncertainties in predicting the performance of the geologic
setting, especially during the period of high radioactivity.
Similarly, because the performance of the engineered barrier
system is also subject to considerable uncertainty, the geologic
setting must be able to contribute significantly to isolation".
What DOE should be saying is that engineered barriers will not be
used to compensate for site deficiencies. The wording on this
page should be changed to reflect the truepurpose of engineered
barriers -

1'.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~.z fa-;. ~~~Y~$< Paqe'3-A5 is t's6nt enc sC~ o ud be.- 'revised1 ' as,,' f1llows:~~ 
"By Januay 49 85'- -the Secreta r4,s t0o.recommen'd-: ith-Staeo

-affected be ntr ' e thetnmiated's'ites 'to th
President for characteriza '"''''''''

The discussion on Page' 3-A-5 relative-to site characterization is
incomplete. In addition-'' to -the development of site

* characterization plans, plans should also be developed and- 1 0
provided for public review on environmental, socioeconomic, and
transportation 'issues. The description of activities in -
paragraph 3 should include proposed environmental, socioeconomics--1
and transportation activities.'a`

Page 3-A--5 Paragraph 4 states that the President is to recommend y

the first repository site to Congress.by March- 31, 1987. The''.
reference repository schedule shows this' action taking place in:.
June, 1990. -X -

Page 3-A-9 In section (a).Siting, how do the two basic questions -
on site suitability relate to DOEs prelimin ydeterminationof<
site suitability? Will the preliminary determination r
these questions?

Page 3-A-9 Under the sectn on site-screening, the Plan states
that the second screening approach .was to evaluate lands
dedicated to nuclear activities and owned by DOE and in that
context reviewed Hanford and Nevada Test Site. Why were other

Mission Plan, Vol. 1 Comments, -3-



DOE-owned sites dedicated to nuclear activities (Idaho and
Savannah River) not evaluated?

Page 3-A-15 In the section on Systems, define the term
parmetric sensitivity analysis" in layman's terms.

DOE proposes to establish a national peer review panel to review

aspects of performance assessments. Describe this panel in more
detail: who are the members, what is the panel's charter, how

will their input affect the program and this Plan?

Under the section on Systems, the Plan states that DOE is

currently conducting preliminary performance assessments based on

pre-site characterization data. The May 14, 1984, revisions to

the DOE siting guidelines would suggest that prior to

characterization there will not be sufficient technical data to

perform a reasonable performance assessment. The quantity and

quality of data before characterization varies widely among
sites, making valid comparisons among sites based upon

performance attributes inappropriate at best.

Page 3-A-16 First paragraph states "Conceptual design studies

for surface and subsurface facilities in tuff at Yucca Mountain

will begin in 1984". This statement prejudges the site
characterization' decision by implying that Yucca Mountain has
been selected fbY characterization and repository design has been
initiated 'v .

page 3-A-7 ICe section of nthe ecs t t

e__ ___ cand Evaluationipoesi eysip.acilSehsitin'v-y.......................................... ''

the.. rosle of the as envisiinedbe the jstated..
The role of thi'TEF is to ca -in'th geologicF ';

disposal of atradSate ct site hrateiation 

begi folowig' ite wpr l eo. sit cactrization <'R''

activities' a'l'lrytesnigo h xlrto hf'-;-:--..

Page 3-A-20 Escription of t recmmendation for s it e
characterizatiob rocess is very skimpy. What will be the siting %1 '
criteria and mhi'dology used in the process? What will be the -
degree of publiC-involvement?

Last paragraph ,tates that site characterization activities w ll
begin following site approval-.: 'No site characterization
activities, partiularly the sinking of the exploration shaf t,
can begin priovr ~t development of a site characterization plan,
review by the public, and acceptance by-the NRC.

Page 3-A-21 Excdavation of a a r`6~d ia m et e second shaft ~is not-:,,,_,~
supprtedby halthand safety concerns., Mine safety'~asd o

support this position. The only logical' reason .:.for., a, ~arge2
diameter second shaft is to shorten the repository construction
schedule. This 'is an obvious attempt to bypass NRC regulatory
review.

In the last paragraph, the Plan states that preliminary (Title 1);,
designs will support preparation of the site selection report,
the EIS, and the construction authorization application. This is

Mission Plan, Vol. 1 Comments, -4-



unacceptable. Final (Title II) designs must be presented with
the construction authorization application so a full and complete
review can be performed. Complete technical information must
also be presented in the site selection report and the EIS so
meaningful, informed decisions can be made.

Page 3-A-22 Paragraph three states that a memorandum of
understanding with the NRC on the co-located test and evaluation
facility will be' prepared and signed. What is the State
involvement in this process?

Page 3-A-22 and 3-A-23 In the section on Licensing it appears
DOE has not one its homework relative to the NRC licensing
process. From our understanding of NRC licensing and the history
of NRC licensing decisions, NRC will not grant site construction
approval based upon preliminary designs. We believe NRC will
require the submittal of final designs prior to a detail review
of any construction authorization application.

Separately, we have safety concerns in the repository operational
area with the simultaneous underground excavation of waste
emplacement rooms with handling and emplacement of waste in
previously excavated rooms. It appears little thinking has gone
into how this can be accomplished safely.

Page 3-A-26 `'Under the section on Consultation and Cooperation,.-
specific p lan'Thc1 eclyi cm nsultatiAonjonthe decision7*process 
for-- recoimmnendino fta-ifed Iiarac erlzatioqi Neda X
ag re es'a -fjsit-fph.,fonm'- 'th6,de clo'l1 agrees a~nd sd isu l

persorne a a r.?' i&a~d~tcs~t oy.pro'cesf~~~~~ o t.etis? eviscsiony> by'DOE 

officials indid .thdr 11'i b ation with' states Xn.a
the decision pFro'essi .This 'conflict needs to be resolved. .

Page 3-A-27 -tastt parbgraph'-statesthat DOE will incorporate
comments as appropriate . In the mindsof the public affected by
repository siting, all comments are appropriate. It is suggested--' .
that DOE plan"'to"siumnarize these--.comments and include this
summary as an 'appendix to.,the EAs_

- '. a -A-2B , ll-A-I should2include -thel I owing '
.milestones:7.-l) State/tribe/pubIi&m n'teraction points;: 2)
Congressional approval of sitefor:.development; 3)NRC licensing
of sites 'to 'a'ccept waste. Two-_points.::-Notice. of site
disapproval by states o'r t ribesr s and JCong r'es vr-4
disapproval, are based OEjudgment of the procesB only. Site
disapproval is an option'-,-ranted to -thestates and may or may not
be exercised.:Tab'l-.gives the impression the noticeof
disapproval is m d.6. -'. _

Page 3-A-29 In Table III-A-2 (Alternatves forCompletion of
First Repository), there are many other 1`alternatives which could
be considered. How were these alternatives selected?-.The Plan
is silent. What is the most reasonable and realistic alternative
given the various testing and delay scenarios described in the

Mission Plan, Vol. 1 Comments, -5-



Plan? The Plan is again silent.

Page 3-A-30 Alternative case 1-A identifies six months from
Tssuanceof final guidelines to the recommendation of three sites
for characterization to the President. Such a schedule would
require that a site reccomendation report for three sites be
prepared prior to finalization of the environmental assessments
for nomination of five sites. Given that schedule, what effect
will public comment on the environmental assessments have on the
siting decision process? This schedule suggests very little.

Page 3-A-31 Phase 2 states that DOE will complete the process of
obtaining applicable state and/or local permits after issuing
site characterization plans. It is unlikely that the states
and/or local government will issue any permits prior to
acceptance of the site characterization plan by te NRC.

Page 3-A-32 Case 2-A is niot realistic. It assumes 1) DOE can
obtain variances from all state and/or local government permits,
and 2) there will be no comments on site characterization plan.
Also, it is unlikely that any state and/or local governments will
grant any permit variances prior to approval of the SCP by NRC.

page 3-A-37 Under Reference Schedule - First Repository the Plan
states the reference schedule was selected from the alternatives
presented in -.the Plan. This statement Is false and msleading.,--.;.
In fact, I ~pasterfrnce. schedu ;was develope y~

~~~, ~ ~ ~ ~ i DOE to'meth

:<~Page~ 3-A-39~ Tere, appears to bea co lctndte. lnY--
- ':. cates presidentwill'approve the recommended sites by- March: ,,- ' 

:' 1985, however, the' next > aragraph indicates a site
characterization plan 'will be issued for basalt in January 1985.
Separately from the issue of prejudging that a basalt site will
be recommended and approved for characterization, the Plan
indicates that"66' basalt SCP will be issued prior. to Presidential.'. -..
approval. This'violates the letter and spirit of the Nuclear.' -
Waste Policy Adt' (sec. 112(f)).

Also on the same page the duration of testing to support the- :e"..-.
environmental impact statement (more correctly - site
characterization) is identified. However, what is not stated is,.-.
whether these durations consider the impact of excavation of -. :'.
second^-shaf.t or 'if the durations are based on. a single shaft- ' '-
concepts < - ' , ' -

Page 3-A-40 DOE believes that it is not necessary to have three
suitable sites at the end'of site characterization. The State of
Nevada believes that three suitable sites are required at the end
of characterization. We believe the Act and NEPA Regulations
support our position. We also contend the NRC will be unable to
adopt the DOE EIS because of the lack of three viable alternative
sites. Delays are inevitable on this issue..,:

Mission Plan, Vol. 1 Comments, -6-



Page 3-A-41 Case 4-A does not identify the process to be
utilized -to resolve potential licensing issues. Also, the
discussion does not consider intervenor action in the licensing
process. History has shown intervention of interested groups has
occured in practically all nuclear licensing proceedings; waste
proceedings will be no different. Such intervention will cause
further delay.

Page 3-B-l,2 As currently worded, the DOE will offer a proposal
to Congress on the MRS at generic sites, and if approved by
Congress, site selection activities would take place. This
suggests states would not have the oportunity to conduct a
technical review of the proposal prior to Congressional approval
nor to participate in formulating the site selection criteria.
The states should be able to review the MRS proposal at the same
time the EPA and NRC reviews take place; prior to Congressional
authorization.

page 3-B-9 In Section C. Environmental Assessment, DOE will
prepare a draft environmental impact statement, not a final.

Page 3-C-1 In the section on Transportation, the last two
bullets provide for definition of technical requirements, working
with.industry, and establishes the management structure and
~proceduresfor operation of the transportation"system. When will
le~-eI- i IE of' hese act i iiocu? WilI'%.speci'fic6 plasb' 

~. Page.~;3-C-3 UText staesth o~St eff~e'ei~odlmx o
~~~comm n sl upo fatr wib'ms 
-. ; 7 continually' addr :eveiSie etej-ral yerrya This includes.

carrier deregulatgepository desig and location, on-going
tdies-on nd% risk impacts, and the development of-.-

--.'' new techn o og~eequipment such as transportable' storage''f^
casks.. What.is the reference for these statements Implicit to >i

* this 'statement"is that DOE has used some assumptions inq
transportation planning-to date. What are these assumptions?.- 

:Second paragraph -discusses prenotification 'of' nuclear waste -;'k
''sh pments and-`'identl'f.:es a joint :DOE/DOT' study of4-
prenotification. What is--the schedule for :that- study? A 
comprehensive study sho'uld include'nput from'-states and local : ;*
governments. "It, is' Nevadas 'position that prenotification is a
:state prerogative, ard not ca decision by thefederal government.-- ;'':

age 3-C-4 Under Federartevel Coordination, what Is the . -
schedule for developing procedural agreements with other''Federa

',agencies? - ' -

Section on State, Local and Tribal-Coordination is extremely
weak. What are the plans for coordinating transportation issues
with states, tribes, and local governments?

Mission Plan, Vol. 1 Comments, -7-



Page 3-C-5 A major issue identified in the previous draft of

tle Mission Plan was whether or not there would be a sufficient

supply of transportable casks. In the current draft, however,

only the type of cask to be used is discussed. Does this mean

DOE no longer considers the supply of casks to 
be an issue?

Page 3-C-6 UnerSection c Long Term Requirements, DOE's

preliminary draft of the Defense Waste Plaan does not discuss how

defense waste will be shipped. How does transportation of

defense waste interact with the civilian transportation program?

What is the plan to integrate the two?

Page 3-C-7 Text indicates first draft of transportation business

plan will be available for public review in the spring of 1984.

The State of Nevada has not seen this document.

Page 3-C-8 What is the "well established" transportation

operational management system? The State requests a review of

that system, plus any future plans.

Page 3-D-4 Pertaining to the section on Dry Cask Storage, the

following comments require resolution:

1. Why are dry'cask storage tests on Federal sites unlicensed?

2. Successful"-execution of this demonstration program assumes

initialk consultation> witb-.the af-`cted state,, as envisioned b

;pcons dered f m'w-thts ram.e 'c,,,s

~~~~S o u rc 6~Td
4~~~vada is on ecorda ben sd",to this demontrat

program within"T s bord'i n '~ 

Page 3-E-1 Section E.is titledSystems Integration; therefore'

the, section shou-ld tie:'all the-loose, nebulous items of the

C ' Civilian Radioafc'tive Waste Management Program 
together. It'

f ails. -. ,. _'.'!''

Pa'ge 3-E-6 What are the plans- f6r'-completing the Systems Design'iY >-

S ' -Description document?.-. What is the.schedule? Will the document .

- b reviewable byt ? ,teL sKae>.

Last paragraph' makes-,reference to 'additional supplementary

studies which may be,2conducted; provide examples of 
some of these'

supplementary st,.d-'es'

Page ''3-E-7 Threes'ystems'integratio activities are identified ::'-

Program Research' and'Devel opmef nouncement, Supplementary

Studies, and System Design Desci r What are the documents

connected with these activities? <Are. they reviewable 
by the'-

states? 

Page 4-2 The Civilian Radioactive Waste Program has been 
in

existence for 18 months since the passage of the Nuclear Waste

Policy Act in 1982. It is difficult for the State to believe

Mission Plan, Vol. 1 Comments, -8-
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that during this period 1) no program-wide planning and control
system is implemented and 2) no fund management system is

implemented. What was the program planning guidance and system
control for the last 18 months? The lack of planning at DOE/HQ
is exemplified by the lateness of the Mission Plan and the

inability to finalize siting guidelines within 180 days after
passage of the Act. This-section gives little confidence future

planning will be different than previous "planning".

The second paragraph identifies the Mission Plan as the

foundation for integrated planning and control. However, the

third paragraph indicates that project control mechanisms that

existed before passage of the Act will be incorporated into the
control system. This contradicts the intent of te Nuclear Waste

Policy Act.

Last sentence indicates that a single, integrated control system
will be employed with the field offices. When will this be

accomplished? Is it reviewable?

Page 4-9 Text states AMFM Panel meetings are open. However, the
states and affected Indian tribes are not provided meeting

minutes or other documents on the progress of the Panel. Draft
of the Panel's report and the Secretary's response should be

provided to interested organizations for review and comment.

Appendix A, Pae 'A-i, I2 he time schedule xepresented on these,
figures indicateglowtle-h I* f ' itr 1 not;be l.&o

morp Ietr-elu"i t latr cntut atlon hasbeen%,e e ved
~~ ~~~tti~~~re olluf E W- he a-m

However, ~it is %9Ubur deedfath.r
design to be substantialycompl ete- before any applications arI
submitted for constructonauthorizati6n -in order to have

sufficient. information to make an informed decision. How will-.
-thisconflict be resolved, and what effect-- will this' have on the,;,-
time schedule? > >,

i ~ ~~ - tW ',,-4700 / a.; . A 

W -
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STATE OF NEVADA SPECIFIC COMMENTS

MISSION PLAN
VOLUME II

PAGE 1-4 The DOE states the boundaries of the engineered barrier
systems cannot be accurately defined until after site
characterization. In this case, what boundaries does DOE intend
to use for the performance assessments which must take place
prior to site characterization? How much validity will these
initial boundaries have, especially since the performance
assessments will be used in the decision to nominate sites?

Page 1-9 Issue 1.5 does not consider the prediction of higher
ground water levels in the future at unsaturated zone sites.

Page 1-11 Issue 1.7 considers future igneous activity or
tectonic processes. However, the discussion ignores igneous
activity completely and centers on tectonic processes.

Page 1-12 Issue 1.8 fails to consider future value of natural
resources.

Page 1-18 Issue 3.2 fails to identify transportation routes
which conflict with other critical uses and avoids population,"

.Y -

~7~K~Instit ion VcIitie~ landacisiton' t. facilitesi
,:-,:.,program management. financial assistance) are treated in less-

detail (see Section 2.7) because they are not directly aimed at,'^-
the resolution of outstanding scientific or engineering issues Ai;-
We believe the other activities (tasks): are justas important- i n:

a:- repository siting as scientific or engineering activities andt
should be treated. with the same depth.

~-^W . Page 2-2 In the geologic and hydrologic studies described In-
Section 2.2 Site Investigatio'ns (pages 2-2 .to 2-16) we haven'
identified 10 major studies which are planned to be completed inI
FY 84, FY 85, 6-rFY 86. In our, view, this number is unrealistic A-
given the accuracy, thoroughness, and comp -e teness that the Ad
studies must achieve. n.

Pag 2-3 Site investigationfs do no t coti~iezjtranp in-
studies as a major element,~ ui.ovt~frasportation- isue
are as critical to site characterization' a gogic, h-,ydrologc
*environmental, or socioeconomic"'studies. ~~-- -"

Page 2-3 The statement is made The plans for geologic and
hydrologic studies at the salt sites are based on the assumption
that only one of the three sites recommended for. detailed
characterization (January 1985) will be a site in salt". What is
the basis for assuming only one characterized site will be in

Mission Plan, Vol. II Comments, -1-
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salt? Is DOE prejudicing the siting process?
for the statement is required.

A justification

Page 2-5 Figure 2-1 Integrated Logic Diagram suggests that final
testing results will not be presented in EIS but will be
presented in CAA. In our view, all testing must be completed
and all results analyzed before a viable site can be recommended
to the President for repository development, well before
submittal of CAA to NRC.

On the same figure (2-1) Performance Assessment Input is
identified in four places. Which will be the final input? We
view that the final performance assessment must be included in
the EIS.

Page 2-7 In the section on Tuff the Plan states that there are
many active faults in the region and postulates that other
faults could become active in the future. How will this future
fault activity affect repository integrity? What will be the
criteria used to identify future activity on faults? Faults are
known to occur at the proposed site. What is known about their
activity? The text gives the impression that a site in a
geologically and tectonically complex area with numerous active
faults and seismicity is suitable and viable. We view this

,impression with much skepticism. .

TP e22-Io and -Sect' n- rosioan;Paeolimatolog
detf ~-hat A.~ ' t tncUSio 

Piag62 -12 Th e fi.t zcsenec 'egrig- previouis epoainad~
'-mineral potential in.tuff 'is miiseading . The absence of previous y
exploratio'n in and oforatseli'-' ot 4ndicative of-a lack of 
minerals or other energy resources. Irhs' same statement could e
said,,about most sites at'one timor another . There are many 
reasons that previous exploration could .be 1-im, as access
robems and more attractive areas elsewerei Ias dd oss

-;.: .ement is made. regarding effects of inadvertentuwildcat~~ at~~ion. The i ' -'m part of 
'-'.p'. bran . ht erm w'rcat re-erto a specific 
.etroleum exploration; it s.notapplicabtleo-.mneral.resource
e ipotion. -' -

Page> 2 -1 2 Text states potable'groindtwaptr.-exists;.benneath the6-
tuff site but extensive. 'developmentA j'ik-e y-.'becas f rugged4
terrain and poor soIi The s cusson--- is i ea ngan

'"' t prejudges the conclusionh f teu - d ingt e Vad :a
. anarid environment~,-potable-,w ate~rt~n~-in high -demand'-&t-h'iow andenvironmel' ot bl"Vi~teir 'o'
in Inthe future. Many plans -toAncrae -. thewaterresources will

be researched, analyzed, and fdevel6e inthefut . Direct
water transfer is a viable scheme.' e 10,000-
year hazard-life' of the repository ,-Pnsumptive'us f potable
ground water in the vicinity of the tuff site is likely.
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Page 2-15 A preliminary model of flow in the tuff unsaturated
zone is proposed to be developed in Y 89. Section 2.3.3 on
Exploratory Shaft Testing indicates testing will be complete by
mid-FY 89. This overlap of dates suggests a preliminary model
and a final model will be developed in the same time period; not
a technically-sound procedure.

Page 2-16 Description of the environmental studies for tuff is
extremely general. Text' indicates environmental studies were
initiated in 1980. Surely more data has been developed than
suggested in this brief discussion.

Page 2-16 and 2-17 Section on Exploratory Shafts does not
consider the period required to review, comment and resolve
issues on the site characterization plan. We expect that no
exploratory shaft activities will begin until all issues are
resolved and NRC has approved the Plan.

Page 2-19 Will the plan for excavation of exploratory shafts and
tunnels a d test plan be submitted to Federal OSHA and State Mine
Inspector for their review?

Page 2-20 Last paragraph of Section 2.3.2 Construction
conflicts with Section 2.3. Section 2.3 indicates two shafts
will be excavated' at- al1"s ites selected for characterization, but'

eaon2.3.2't a eed 4 forr'a'e cond 'shaft in tuff 

nS ct j -+^'-d a '-etd'te'Wi1' eco dli's'tftt4ne trff be

are mad& for this g W
'problemthe m^gmeniAtif 'these~ parameters could be incorrect-

There appears to be;aT><iscrepancy insthe -construction an& testing g4)!J
schedules prese~dheretnd'the EI& schiedule -presented elsewhere @t

22'~~~~~w In
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-~ 'fo2 ti ff.4In order~t m -h~ o t tIljb' Secessary to$.-
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arrange both the'temporaihand pati cpsemet f ertain tests
to ens'ure there -will ~be--no cross interference. The time allotted.'' 
may'not be sufficient to do this. "-';-^- '-' 
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Page '2-26 Text indicates Title II design will begin in FY 90 to
support constructiontstartup. It is our understanding NRC will
require Title II design -for review prior to approval of the-
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construction authorization. Therefore, Title II design must be
completed by FY 90, according to the reference schedule in the
Plan.

There is extensive discussion of engineering tradeoffs and cost-
effectiveness of the repository design. How will safety
influence design tradeoffs and cost effectiveness?

Pa e 2-35 Why is copper. being evaluated as an alternative
can ster material? It is an inappropriate material for a
repository in tuff. The unsaturated zone is an oxidizing
environment.

Page 2-38 Section 2.5.4 discusses in-situ testing of waste
packages. The discussion is brief. Is such testing state-of-
the-art" or experimental? How will two years of testing obtain
sufficient data to assess the containment capability of the waste
package for 300-1000 years?

Page 2-39 In Section 2.6.1 tradeoff studies need further
definition. How will safety influence tradeoff studies?

Page 2-39 Text indicates performance assessment input for the
EIS and the PSAR will be based upon preliminary data and designs.
In our view,' the Nucjear: Waste Policy, Act requires a_
determination of -site subia lity after characterization The
assessmentof rf s.,-1` althat' utb~t~
determ-nts i -1a~

prel mnn e

with theow
unacceRtab e Th
performance ftb11 tite.nc udedO
determination' of;sites aility ccan be
confidence that"the- repo
upon sound te'h nicaal' 7a'
preliminary' rsuied da or a 

Page 2-42' n . -43;Text ha n+extensive
code .- The riei no 
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regulatory.jand iv<i Ad

from 198ot 
process Wil1'nev~t~o r~~
permit Is issued. f o
issuance of an operating e or
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of the repository. -
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Page 3-1 First paragraph states that DOE is in the process of
formulating plans for the resolution of potential financial,
political, legal, and institutional problems. Section 301(a) of
the Act requires these plans to be formulated and completed at
the time of submittal of the Mission Plan.

Page 3-4 Section 3.2.2 indicates DOE will adjust document review
schedules to address state "start-up time delays". Published EA
public draft review schedules now in circulation conflict with
DOE's proposed commitment. The State of Nevada, as well as other
states and interested groups, have repeatedly requested 90 - 120
days to properly review the EA, but DOE has steadfastly stated
that 60 days is sufficient time. These kind of statements give
little confidence that DOE intends to cooperate and interact in
the reasonable fashion envisioned by the Act.

Page 3-6 In Section 3.4.2 on Plans for Resolution of State and
Local Permit Requirements, it is unrealistic to assume that state
and local perifkit problems can be resolved through the
consultation and cooperation agreement process.

Page 3-7 The statement is made that two states have enacted
legislation which adversely affects the geologic repository

states have. -. statutestht.r6 lglad'program. Many, - ht r lglnk
., constitutiona1-',,an-'td::'-mus't be'- hee to~ which$t~bbuld.~adversely
affect.therepost 4 6r1prtvraoe ntm ast
iesncon Eli h oMCC - ie eav h

res.ora mewor)~ft

-;confidene-Vad c lp
Y+ governments e~fsle i 

PageX3-9 Te ate Dp aprgr
Tiformation pla".77; evada equesshe o review a
draft of the planir

Pae 3-1 Section 3'.10.2 s te--T irst component. fths 
~effort is to vad oiiilf~-:a"eh l

'o m n n cen i cal
'thorough and.,gm r r ally c
-decisif i t s veasund'an-e T b w
A--? the BOr siting t C.o itnfgdence-:'
that site seletsui-n decisions- e e

~ basis.- -gAccordip -tos ng e s ons e'lat ve to'
selection of pot nt ateItI6i-bTest Ntes 

:S ~~recomme ft e n c e ~ Z da t ioI. f r; ar z fo It b ased ,On i11
X/'~ findings madefn actor. hint -r& uir5c ct erization

(ie. site owe p ' ' , on en 5i ~ ~ Iti s
and, environ rs, qalfy.requi
characteriztion befor .imt W -Xtechnicaltfac org
disqualification can be waded gthersitin4ss will be
narrowed to three sites before technical data-can affect siting
decisions. This is hardly a technically sound, defensible'sitingX
process. -a
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Page 3-12 Waste will be transported through a number of states.
Th is will create additional financial demands on those states.
Decisions must be made concerning mode, routes, financial
implication, time of travel, notification, escorts, emergency
response, liability and financial assistance. Institutional
problems may arise from complexity of coordinating all Federal,
State and local agencies that are concerned with the issues. All
these items need discussion.

Paje 3-13 We agree with DOE that a major first-of-a-kind
national program could generate delays through changing licensing
criteria and modifications of designs or systems. It also means
that the NRC is not likely to look favorably towards any type of
expedited authorization or licensing process and, in fact,
should require extra time to ensure the safety of this first-of-
a-kind facility.

Page 3-16 Statement is made "there is uncertainty regarding
adequate levels of funding to ensure full participation of
states and affected Indian tribes". What is certain is that as
the process grows more complex and delays occur, grants to states
must increase many fold.

page 5-1 Chapter 5 discusses the significant results and the
implication of" research. and development programs on the'
repository programm.e-6It'fais t 7dl'scuss''any.technical problems

f: I~~~~~~~~~~T. 
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\ references to back up the technical iscussion in the Plan. AreA'r
these discussions based upon facts or."conservative assumptions?::tA

Page 5-14 In the first paraigraphthe' statement is made-t at'n' ~
-a caldera may I;'edirec tly~ benea t hEeroposed reposItory;.'This. '

s .a bold statement withou Urt' -expanation. * hat is'the .
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optimistic statementthatiina'trough 'the fractur ons -. s t'i
a serious obstacle. It appears Mittle daIa ha developedE-
which might support such a statement.' If. a fault- ispresent, it
may be a ground water barrier. It i our understanding water.
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table levels are substantially higher to the north.

Page 5-16 The second paragraph discusses the potential for
repository disruption by volcanism. What is the probability for
eruption in Long valley and subsequent blanketing of the area by
thick layers of volcanic ash? In view of the USGS warning that
such an eruption Is probable, has the impact on health and safety
during construction and operation been considered?

Paragraph three states that the estimated effect of underground
nuclear weapons testing are of less consequence than the effects
from probable natural earthquakes. What are the consequences of
nuclear weapons testing? Are they significant? Given the high
likelihood of occurrence, will these effects be considered in the
repository design? How will they be handled during operation?
What is the potential of future nuclear weapons testing areas
moving closer to Yucca Mountain? Given the proximity of Yucca
Mountain to NTS and Nellis Air Force Bombing Range, should the
effect of a potential surface nuclear blast resulting from enemy
attack or potential missile or plane impact be considered?

Paragraph four states that a fault zone that bounds the west edge
of the site contains a small unfractured basalt dike dated as 10
million years old and another part contains unbroken mineral
filling dated as more than 20,000 years old. It also states that
the existence of a basalt dike at one point along a fault zone
does not preclude- ciltl--,,o-~tnI-prt -o tesame fal'zone 
The" xif 70 14* ne r :n tethanor
20,00yas-oa os o~ R~.r~~~2~ \00
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radionuclides?

Page 5-40 Section 5.4.3 on Geochemistry of Ground Water
contains-little detail, especia-llyinview of the key site
suitability issues on ground water. It appears based on the
Mission Plan that the site will be recommended for
characterization with little or no information on unsaturated
zone hydro-geochemistry. Project appears to be at some risk in
proceeding in this 'fashion.

Page 5-57 Section 5.7 is a summary of the advantages and
disadvantages of potential host rocks for the first repository.
The first sentence states "Each potential host rock has certain
intrinsic advantages and disadvantages". The discussion which
follows for each host rock emphasizes only the advantages and
minimizes the disadvantages, almost to the point of no mention.
Table 5-4 on page 5-62 does not appear to relate to the text
discussion. It is important that the Plan give a clear, honest
picture of the suitability of the selected host rocks to contain
and isolate the waste.

Page 5-58 Discussions adapted from the National Research Council
(1983) are misleading and self-serving. The information that is
contained in the 1983 report came from DOE and its contractors.
The fact that this nformation is included in a National Research --
Council report does' not necessarily va accuracy o r br,,
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possibility two of the sites will not be recommended for
development. Utilizing DOE's cost figures for exploratory shafts
(page 10-4), the program could save $275-300 million. Also,
there is no basis to suggest that a large second shaft will be
required to conduct tests perceived necessary for NRC licensing.
NRC's review may not necessitate additional testing and surely a
large second shaft is not mandatory to conduct the tests.

Page 7-14 The last paragraph concerning the need for in-situ
testing to meet perceived NRC requirments is pure speculation
designed to argue for a large diameter second shaft. The premise
is false that NRC will require tests for performance confirmation
design parameter verification, and mining feasibility. If DOE
performs a comprehensive and quality technical characterization
program, then the requirement for such may be negated. Given
that the tests will be required, there is no justification for a
large diameter second shaft to support that testing.

Page 7-16 Section 7.3 discusses plans for onsite testing with
radioactive materials. The use of radioactive materials for
testing purposes will require NRC approval prior to use.

Paje 7-17 Under Section 7.6 there is no discussion of
restoratiion of sites not recommended for characterization. That
could be as many as six sites for the first repository program....-,_',,

Z

:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~U---E in' a 
Page 10-1 0DOE stanompeteCost

afte~~~~~r 1.'.zfa icnln^ l.l cotinE.''Jthogh

estimates-.os ur t gs g

pretentd to :&Im .atnpt~ul in 'e. o'rocess'anviYdmn~ t^:

5 ON ~ 

funding. Also we independent monitoringesofethe a -

environment during 'cnt'uton,-'°p'a and cl'osure'and~wl wi11g .

the> reasons oo srep=. tRe osry e

povrteta p ~iP' i meia
esti dasis41bef6rsI eMess i

In our view, the oat ion c pabilitesof asal1b'uiust~e clean

* ~superior to- juaefth Une~7ed co's" ^.h'e .re'po;if-o.:<- I

soci oeconomic issues which ne~d' ~ ~~onsidereesns cul n

The discussion also failshgto considerrpacts fromu creening '.
or characterization activities. Tere appears to Blithe jresence stat
of these impacts in Nevada already.' o an w 1 --

Mission Plan, Vol. II Co Bents, -9-

~~~~~~~~- -. -.,\.-'-4 ........ . .

- ; u f X pr- ' X e f



Clark
R EL

Department, of
Comprehensive Planning

RICHARD M. HOLMES
*.. " xDIRECTOR

I . .2 -. JV 9=

UL.06 1984

JAMS L. LEY
ABSISTANT DIRECTOR

CLARK COUNTY BRIDGER BUILDING
225 ERIDGER AVENUE. SEVENTH FLOOR

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 8915
(7021 388-4161NUCLEAR WASTE PROJECT OFFICE

July 5, 1984

Charles R. Head, Acting Director
Operations Division
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
U.S. Department of Energy, RW-13
Forrestal Building
1000 Independence Avenue
Washington, D.C. 20585

RADIOACTIVE WASTE PROGRAM

rel atlo ns a d'- ive rsearroy .of~isoci peconomi cd-qus

le ransportat on _-.

-Perhaps the most"significantlssue to'thecitizens of'Clark County is. .

- the transportation of nuclear waste. "Given the present transportation
- network and the routing scenarios'being'employed by DOE subcontractors, : t -

.c it 'is conceivable that.-spent-fuel -.shipments could traverse the Las Vegas.-
-cP 't metropolitan.area''en route to the'proposed Yucca'.Mountain facility,'a-

potentially significant impact to the commuunity. ' Because of. the poten- 
* - 'tial influence of-the project,'therefore, from alocal';perspective, it \

. is felt that the'Draft Mission Plan only superficially treats or ignores
a number of.substantive, transportation -issues.':.It also almost totally.

''disreards-a role' 41 ocal governments- n 9the p

-''.-.d rr:<^ -'e:( ). l a

.. I. i ai 1~.:s

Joseph C';'w



. .;n . .1 .

V - , . .- , I

I 

Charles R.. Head -2- July 5, 1984 Ir

(a) Routing: As noted in 49CFR177-H.M.164, states have the flexibility
to designate routes for the shipment of waste. Because of the fact that

local communities will ultimately bear the brunt of transportation deci-

sions, however, it is imperative that they be afforded a role in the

route-selection process. Local government can more adequately identify
local areas of sensitivity, such as areas of high traffic volume or

accident potential, density of population, and environmental sensitiv-

ity, simply because they are closer to the problems. Likewise local
government is closer to the concerns of the affected public. Early

involvement of local government in the process can potentially reduce

future problems and minimize disruption to residents.

(b) Mode of Trans ort: The federal government has selected rail or road
as being the "prudent" transport mode options to be considered in the
program. We question why air transport, which has a lower accident rate

per vehicle mile than truck or rail and could potentially avoid some

ground transportation issues, was not also selected. The most efficient

modal mix should not solely be an economic question, as alluded to in

the mission plan, but should weigh heavily environmental impacts and
community impacts as well as public attitude..issues, the latter, often-
d'l< dff4 i-lult-t~+n ~ Thn' #Ttho/n~fit The-niih 1?awnji unlhd hr 1 tzfnr-ai
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':.Despite'assurances-s'u h --athis by DOE; the mannerin which the public

perceives nuclear wastel.ssues'-notably transport;'however,as evidenced -

_in part.by testimony-at.'the March, 1983 public hearing in Las Vegas;--'

indicates that-a sense-.`of'distrust still exists.:.- The potential disrup-
-.-- f -. -tion to Las Vegas'main 'Industry, tourism, which could be the result of. -

- .'large-scale shipments of. nuclear wasteis another issue not totally -

--: i satisfied by.-films of trucks being driven into walls and demolished. To

'allay public suspicion-and . fears. concerning potential accidents'-there- '. '1

'fore, t is conceivable that additional steps may have to be taken by ''

so 4- a- the federal government -in' conjunction with local authorities.' Such-.--"

steps should include agreements with states and locals on matters such
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Charles R. Head -3- July 5, 1984

An excellent agreement of this type was negotiated between the State of
Ohio and a utility in Wisconsin in 1983. Although it is interesting to
note that a federal analysis of this agreement viewed it as a
complication", we feel that a comprehensive regulatory system such as

this is the only way to reduce public fears, as well as to responsibly
deal with a potentially serious problem. We would rather have a
complication" than to trust a system with a potential for breakdown (as

has already been demonstrated with the transport of other hazardous
waste, notwithstanding comprehensive regulations) or one in which local
government and the public have been totally unaware of shipments (as has
been the case in Nevada where shipments of high-level spent fuel have
been transported in recent years without the full knowledge of the
'public and local government).

(d) Carriers: The Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 indicates intended
reliance on commercial carriers to transport nuclear waste. From state
and local experience in the transport of other hazardous wastes (which
has resulted in numerous cases of accidents and other indiscretions), we
feel that it is incumbent. on DOE to implement the procedures cited in .
the previous section'- t Itemasinspection wilensure that the
regulatihrns are..beinfol1 Jd

~i~?~isson~p an 1b'd-imot exp a an",_ hw~tinede
,J~~~~ht i rsiu ns sir on- etmetsuc a

~~~~~tr itii " l dgb dsuses d
em i" ~½g~of s ri vers~an enfoccemen rt reglta

With the potential complexities of attempting to coordinate a-number-ofgt.:
commercial firms, it may'b less-complicated for the-federal government 

to develop its own capabi wasteshipment.YA--.

(e) Liability-: One issue that has-been totally ignored in the Mission

Plan is the question of transportation-related liability. While t is' -.

t : ..understood that Congress is currently addressing'this issue in the-'>.>; I--

Price-Anderson Act, this is "obviously an important question to state and

local government and deserves more comprehensive'treatment'in the Plan 

2. Mitigation Payment -
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Charles R. Head -4- July 5, 1984 Ir

Aside from the brief mention of mitigation funding as an issue (Volume 2
- Pages 3-11, 12), however, there is almost no substantive discussion in
the Mission Plan of such local concerns as the types of mitigation/com-
pensation funding available to a state/community (for example, eligibil-
ity for economic impact assistance) and the process(es) by which a
locale would initiate requests for funding. Also, in discussions with
DOE it has indicated that there is currently no authorization by
Congress to enable a government agency to negotiate with a local unit of
government for mitigation funding. This ssue deserves clarification as
well in the Plan.

3. Institutional Arrangements

While we are fortunate in Nevada in the sense that state government is
sensitive to the need for interaction with affected communities in all
aspects of the program, we still don't see this sensitivity reflected in
the Mission Plan. Our briefing meeting in Washington, D.C. seemed to
reinforce our feeling that the federal government considers local
governments as minor actors in the total program. By not considering
local government-,as :an.integralelement in. the planning and -implemen-

.tati9Rn pharal Si nheprtheam, edek
~jf Incompil etely -d '1 sutnveises

.~oio0ecnicT mnact

~~~ then M-,-'So i-Issione-Ait, I -pertunc
.:'-.' 'itory at best' hi s a r r rehensiver
-n-ent of various aspects-ofVthee ni vestigationprocess-to which
the majority of the volume--sYdevoted f the publicAistruly tohave
confidence in the process by which the*repository is selected, issues
related to the potential impact on the populace in the vicinity of the '.
repository must be addressed in substance.',

The socioeconomic discussion as it presently exists is unacceptable. -
Chapter 11 of Volume-2 of-the Mission Plan, for example, is'merely a
-six-page compendium of potential impacts.- While this is useful in the <2tV
context of understanding the problems involved in siting a repository,.
-the discussion'is 'incomplete without an analysis of how the federal .
government intends'on mitigating these potential impacts-. This link-
'between problem and solution is 'important-to local government and can *+Y, ;

.have an important.nfluence on comunnty attitudes towards .the reposi->
A'..-- -:.- A.suggestliould be .;tfex aeach'endvi du alosecton.,(Economic

' Impacts,'I'!or example)by stti ,tt i` oe n the inni nd thena
~~zc-$~~ p rovi di ngtaan aalys isdf 6f!timnner n -whi ch-:the d a v Imeti 11

f fect " so;uti :,., r4-., A_ *. G
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Charles R. Head -5- July 5, 1984

To summarize, the Mission Plan while in general providing a comprehensive
analysis of on-site issues related to the repository, is, nevertheless,
deficient in those off-site questions important to the public and local
government. This may ultimately have great bearing on the acceptance of a
repository. While there appears to be a sensitivity on the part of DOE
officials in Nevada on the need to interact more closely with local govern-
ments and consider their Interests, on the Washington level, and as
reflected in the Draft Mission Plan, local issues seem to remain a minor
concern, subsidiary to detailed technical issues.

Specific comments referenced to pages of the Draft Mission Plan are
attached.

Should you have questions regarding our comments, please contact Dennis
Bechtel of my staff at (702) 386-4181.

Sincerely,

DEPRTMNTOF COMPREHENSIVE.-PLANNING ~ 

Ric ar§.Ho~e

-,Atta hmen

cc. Robert ou-

*, ..' .,,-: .- . s - 4-;- ---
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CLARK COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING

SPECIFIC MISSION PLAN COMMENTS

Volume I

General

1. Page 2-3 The volume of defense-related waste, its timing, etc.,

at the Yucca Mountain site could influence the magnitude of ship-

ments of nuclear waste and thus be an important transportation

issue.

Would the "full cost allocated to permanent disposal of defense

wastes..." apply to mitigation monies as well for potential impact.

up and above tha&resting from commecas

J " 9 sistent with that on page 2-5. If 70,000 MTU will handle all com-

mercial waste what about defense-related waste?

3. Page 2-6- (top) Where were the public hearings held on the siting

guidelines? Why weren't they held at the potential repository
sites?

4. Page 2-6 (top) Will draft assessments be done (released) for

those sites not amongst the five selected? If not, will all nine

be evaluated in some manner that will permit an understanding of

the selection ..rejection roes a ...... ,. 

, -, ,.5 Page 2-7 How much'time is permitted for a disapproval notice to', --

'be filed?
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6. Page 2-7 (last paragraph, Page 2-8 (first paragraph) Does public

participation in the onsultation and cooperation phase include

interaction with local governments (substantive interaction and

not merely listening to briefs)? If not, why not?

Also needed to be clarified is the details on how mitigation and

"in-lieu-of" monies are to be distributed (timing, etc.)

Test and Evaluation Facility

7. Page 2-8 What sort of testing will be performed at a repository

site to ensure compliance, etc., if a TEF is not required.

8 n Page OiOn or-mo
,,' -2;9 -:o' m ore

9. Page 2-10 Possible permanent solution if deep geologic repository

concept doesn't work out?

Transportation

10. Page 2-10, 2-12. private industry and hauling? I have some

problems with that. Given the present difficulties occurring from

private haulers transporting hazardous waste it would seem that a

more acceptable scheme would be to-have DOE totally responsible

-for shipping the waste e .It'would be easier to control one carrier---

.-am tud pr vate.carriersar to be used, y

however, a strong-statement-should be made stating -the means byT

which DOE will regulate shipments.(including monitoring).' A more

comprehensive statement is also needed as to how the federal

government intends on Interacting with local and state government
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to "resolve institutional questions in order to gain full public

and intergovernmental'support (Page 2-11 first paragraph)." needed

to be discussed are questions of routing, notification, escort and

liability which are of particular concern to local and state

governments.

Federal Interim Storage

12. Page 2-12 Can a site being considered as a repository be also

considered for Federal Interim Storage?

Regulatory Requirements for Licensed Repositories

13..Page 3-A-6 (paragraph 2) How-are the:EPAs. standardsO'limits on-
. A;'-Dip'' -'~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~- ,;:7.' . - '; -, Itm

< ' ^ ?.^--. r~fffURY ~, ': radiatio xposures,-in the-.genera1denvironment outs~de-the~boun-S'fl~~~~aiaibn" xou re' d. '. e, oun-

daris of ocations-underthecontro ofjpersonspossessing or -

using radioactive material" defined? Would the standards also

extend to the transportation of waste?

14. Page.3-A-7(C) What are the definitions of "disturbed zone" and

"accessible environment?"

Missiion and Objective

15. (d) Institutional relations (last paragraph page 3-A-17). If this

is truly important to the federal government then mention should

be made of needed interaction with 1ocal governments, notably

those in the vicinity of-the repository.wh h would be in the F:-

vicinity of transportation routesand 'bear the brunt of the

transportation of nuclear waste it .i. .-..- X

fl- .;i-'} '."-

' X ' -, m '

, - 1

il
-S-v.
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The determination of "valid concerns" (last line page 3-A-17),

should be mutually agreed upon between federal, state and local

governments.

16. (1) Consultation and Cooperation (page 3-A-18) While there has

been some "information dissemination" in Nevada over the past

several years, the "exchange" of information (if that is what the

statement refers to) has been virtually non-existent until the

past several months. Briefings are not exchanges of information.

17. Monitored Retrievable Storage (MRS) (page 3-B-1) Given the pro-

bable unpopularity of a permanent, geologic repository anywhere,

the MRS looms as a potential permanent solution to nuclear waste 

disposal. Because terear ewer physical constraints-to the

developeto an MR'S,;7ifeei ; t' gO"he dependence on nierd

bae!ersinsiuna cnstr~aints wouldapa~ob~hol
C checks to siting a faclit anywhere in the country. -t -is,

therefore, imperative that local governments be involved with the

states and federal government in all aspects of the MRS siting and

implementation issue. This does not mean reviewing information,

etc., produced by others but rather being a part of decision-

making activities from start to finish.

* I - -*-

.2 ~ ..1N 2 A41
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Volume II

Chapter 3 - Potential Financial, Political, Legal and Institutional Problems

1. 3.1 (Failure to Reach or Implement a Consultation-and-Cooperation

(C and C) Agreement) - Page 3-2 - One way to assist in the resolu-

tion of issues is to include local affected governments in the

C and C process.

Page 3-3 (Last Paragraph) - This sounds ominously like the bottom

line is, notwithstanding legitimate concerns by local/state

governments, the federal government has the option of forging

ahead unimpeded. 

2 3.7 (Public Apprehension and Resultant Public-Opposition) 

Page 3-8 --To reiterate our concern noted in other sections-of the '

program: while provision of information is helpful, interaction

with the public and local governments will lead to the resolution

of concerns.

3. 3.10 (State or Tribal Notice of Disapproval)

Page 3-10 - To reiterate our concern noted in other sections of

the program: while provision of information is helpful, interac-

tion with the public and local governments will lead to the reso-

lution of concerns.

. I ; . I �� I. aide
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4. 3.11 (Timing of Impact-Mitigation Grants)

This Issue should be expanded to include procedural questions such

as definition of mitigation/compensation needs and the process by

which local/state governments can obtain funding.

5. 3.12 (Impediments to the Transportation of Waste)

To reiterate our concern noted in other sections of the program:

while provision of information is helpful, interaction with the

public and local governments will lead to the resolution of con-

cerns.

6. Other issues that should be addressed in Chapter 3:

(a) The Role of Local Governments in the Site-Selection and

Implemetto 

(b) Failure of a deep geologic repository to be implemented

resulting in the placement of a long-term MRS in a community

(problems and resolution).
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COMMENTS TO THE DOE DRAFT MISSION PLAN FOR THE CIVILIAN
RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

Submitted Jointly by
Lincoln County and the City of Caliente, Nevada

Page 1-1

Page 1-2

Under Program Objectives #1, text should be changed
to read, "To site, license, construct, and operate
geologic repositories which allow for safe and envi-
ronmentally acceptable means for transporting and
disposing of radioactive waste".

Under Program Objectives - an additional objective
#6 should be added to read, "To involve affected
states and local governments fully in the siting
process".

Page 2-10 through 2-12. The section on transportation does not
mention the extent to which alternate transporta-
tion modes will be analyzed to determine their rela-
tive environmental, social-health risk, and economic
costs or benefits. The text also does not indicate
that air transport will be considered when perhaps
it offers the fewest negative attributes when com-
pared to transport by truck, rail, or barge.

Page 3-A-9 Site Screening -The Plan should describe -a detailed
- -=<: .'' f approach-to evaluating transportation. mode and cor-kS

rido r 'alternatives as'-l-a major factor 1 in' evaluating'
the "suitability of alternate sites'.

Page 3-A-18 Socioeconomic Impacts - This portion of the plan
describes what has been done but leaves no clues as
to how DOE proposes to assess socioeconomic impacts
associated with each site. An approach to evaluat-
ing the full range of socioeconomic impacts should
be presented in the text. Specifically, DOE needs
to document the extent to which the mere proposal of
a repository in an area may reduce investments in
affected areas thereby impairing efforts to bring
about economic diversification.

Page 3-A-20 Fourth full paragraph - While the text indicates
that narrowing of 9 sites to 5 will be based largely
upon Environmental Assessments, no basis for a deci-
sion to narrow sites from 5 to 3 is offered. The
Plan -should clearly' discuss the basis by which 3
sites "-,will ultimately be chosen from the 5 nomi-_
nated.-'

Page 1 of 2



Page 3-A-25

Page 3-C-1

Page 3-C-2

Institutional Strateqy - The text indicates that the
institutional strategy must be flexible enough so
that these issues can be addressed in a comprehen-
sive and timely fashion. A comprehensive review of
each of the minimum five environmental assessments
(as necessary to draw comparative analysis conclu-
sions) can not be accomplished in the 60-day period
presently anticipated by DOE. The Mission Plan
should recognize that a 120-day review period is
imperative.

Transportation - The Plan seems to concentrate upon
waste packaging and handling. Evaluation of alter-
nate transportation modes and corridors is also
critical.

Current Issues - The last sentence of the first
paragraph should be changed to read, "Specific envi-
ronmental analyses will be conducted to assess the
impacts of alternate transportation modes and cor-
ridors. Findgings of these analyses will be incor-
porated into Environmental Assessments, Site Charac-
terization, and Environmental Impact Statements.

In addition, Lincoln County and the City of
Caliente,. as re other local governments, have im-
plemented ambitious programs to bring about local
economic development. The County and City are con--i
cerned that'the.mere possibility that frequent-.-ship.:
ments:of'o.nuclear' waste through the area mayoccurW
is- and will continue to act as a psycholcgical'
deterent to investment in the County/City area.

The Mission Plan should recognize that this type of
preconstruction impact may occur and are a current
issue.

Page 3-C-4

Page 3-E-1

Plans to Address Institutional Issues - The Mission
Plan does not indicate at what point these plans
would be prepared. It is suggested that they be
available prior to nomination of sites for charac-
terization to ensure that all appropriate factors
are considered in the site narrowing process.

Objectives - First paragraph, third sentence should
include air as a possible mode of transportation.

-t -
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