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18 November 2015

To: Cindy Bladey, Chief, Rules, Announcements, and Directives Branch (RADB), Division of
Administrative Services, Office of Administration, Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555-0001.

From: Dennis A. Bechtel, 319 Encima Court, Henderson, NV 89014-5122

Subj: Docket ID: NRC-2015-0051: Comments on the Supplement to the Department of Energy's
Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic, Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and
High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada, Draft Report for Comment
(NUREG-2184)

Dear Chief Bladey:

The following are comments submitted for the record to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's (NRC)
Draft Supplement to the Department of Energy (DOE) Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic

Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain,

Nye County, Nevada (NUREG-2184).

The NRC supplement purports "to evaluate the potential radiological and non-radiological impacts--

over a one million year period--on the aquifer environment, soils, ecology, and public health, as well as
the potential for disproportionate impacts on minority or low-income populations. In addition, this

supplement assesses the potential for cumulative impacts associated with other past, present, or
reasonably foreseeable future actions." The NRC staff then concludes, somewhat amazingly, "that all of

the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on the resources evaluated in this supplement

would be SMALL."

Given the complexity of the geology at the Yucca Mountain and adjacent sites, the many negative
attributes of the area in which the repository is to be sited (e.g. Seismic Zone 2, evidence of past
volcanism), the unrealistic time frame being assessed (one million years), itis difficult to believe that the
NRC could conclude at this point in time that the impacts to groundwater resources would be SMALL
(the emphasis provided in the report so noted).

Yucca Mountain as you're well aware is located in a relatively active seismic zone (not to mention that

the area has experienced volcanism in the past). Likewise, the canisters are proposed to be deposited in

"welded tuff," which as studies have demonstrated, is friable and a proven avenue for unsaturated zone
water flow. The lesson, therefore, is that a seismic/volcanic event could result in the breech of a

canister well in advance of the time when the radioactivity has reached a benign level of impact to the
public and environment.

The conclusion reached by the NRC that impacts are SMALL, as you maybe aware, has political

implications. It will undoubtedly be employed by a largely uninformed political class to falsely conclude
that there would be no risk to the public from opening Yucca Mountain. It would be more accurate to
refer to certain potential impacts not as "SMALL" but rather as "INDETERMINATE," or "UNCERTAIN."
Since "SMALL" is a somewhat subjective term, the NRC needs to better describe what it means by the
term SMALL, which will be interpreted more rigorously by the affected public. [By the way, why is
"SMALL" placed in capital letters?]
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Despite the great uncertainty of future activities, climate, etc.; however, the document is replete with
statements that the impacts will be SMALL from releases of radioactivity to the accessible environment.
We obviously don't know, however, what the actual impacts will be in the future. As noted t may,
therefore, be more accurate to refer to the potential impacts not as "small" but rather as
"indeterminate," or "uncertain." I mention this in part because some in Congress, as noted above, may
consider the conclusions reached by NRC in the SEIS as an affirmation that Yucca Mountain is a more
than adequate site for a repository, a conclusion that is premature.

The objective in developing EIS/SEIS's is to determine what impacts could occur given that the waste
canisters would be placed in a certain environment in which many things could happen: environment

and others. Recent events at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) in Carlsbad, New Mexico provides a
useful example. WlPP, of course, was touted as a repository that would isolate transuranic waste from
the accessible environment for centuries, given the unique characteristics of the salt in which the
canisters were disposed, and other attributes. What was not factored into the final disposal equation,

was that something happened (currently undetermined) that resulted in the release of radioactivity
which negatively affected worker health and safety. Numerous other examples such as Love Canal,
Fukushimna could be cited to remind us that the best assumptions often go awry.

The other uncertainty that needs to be considered is who would be impacted in the future. The NRC, I
believe, correctly concludes that "Unsupportable assumptions about human activities far in the future
would result in correspondingly unsupportable conclusions about the potential impacts." (Page xx of the
SEIS). Over the last 10,000 years, for example, the climate in Southern Nevada has swung from the
current low-precipitation desert conditions to moderate weather complete with ample surface water
storage thousands of years ago (well portrayed at the Interpretive Center at Death Valley National
Monument.) Today's population, which is concentrated in the Las Vegas Metropolitan area, under more
moderate, humid conditions would provide the potential for a far denser population throughout
Southern Nevada and a larger population potentially impacted.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Limited review resources:

Affected government resources:

The NRC concluded, appropriately, that an SEIS was needed to better evaluate impacts to
evaluate groundwater resources.' It is unfortunate, however, that those parties recognized in

the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (as amended) as being affected by Yucca Mountain activities have
not been afforded resources by which to better participate in the review. If there is some
impression that any potential impacts are too far in the future, and of no concern to local
residents one needs only consider the impacts that are currently taking place at the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant (WlPP) in Carlsbad, New Mexico, cited previously.

Resources available to the NRC for review:

During the D.C. Appeal's Court required the NRC to complete review of the license application
the NRC indicated that it had limited resources with which to undertake the review. Given this
acknowledgement to the Court, it is unclear whether sufficient resources were available to
adequatelycomplete the groundwater analyses. If the resources available were inadequate to
complete the analysis, the NRC should note areas where additional funding could result in a
more comprehensive analysis.

2



Supplements to the SEIS Needed

The NRC needs to take into consideration in the final SF1S that there are recent developments that
may serve to change the Program significantly and create a need to revisit the EIS/SEIS. Examples:

*Based on recommendations from Energy Secretary Moniz in January 2015, the President
authorized the development of a "sole" repository for the disposal of high-level radioactive
waste resulting from atomic energy defense activities. Subsequently, Moniz indicated that DOE
would begin identifying and vetting a defense-waste repository and separate sites for one or
more interim facilities for spent fuel from shuttered reactors. (This, of course, would require
congressional approval to build the facilities.) The construction of an independent defense-
waste repository could change the character of a permanent repository. The EIS and SEIS would

then no longer reflect the current state of the nuclear program.

* Not related to the groundwater, but the recent creation of the Great Basin National Monument
in eastern Nevada may result in the need to consider other transportation options. This could
alter the configuration of a repository and related activities.
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