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Re: draft Repository SETS and draft NV R~\i1 Corridor SEtS and draft fu~il A!ignm::=nt EIS

Dear DOE officials.

On behalf oftbe 5,500+ members of the Toiyabe Chapter of the Sierra Club in Nevada and the eastern
Sierm. t am submitting comments on the 3 docwnents concerning dIe proposed Yucca Mountain
Nuclear Repository currently Ollt for public review.-I I found the documcnts to be vcry difficult to review. Thcy appear to be supplements to previous

"'""aOcuments. separate but related proposals, or changed proposals. H's diflicult to keep score on what
has been previously proposed and analyzed, previously rejected, not analyzed before or only partiallyI analyzed, which of om' scoping comments or comments on draft EISs apply to which of the current
documents or previous documents and why a transportation alternative which has been rejected by the
Walker River Paiute Tribe is still analyzed. While we can appreciate the intention to $..'\\'C money
and/or time by combining documents and hearings, we believe the DOE has thoroughly muddled the
NEPA process on both the Yucca Repository and the transportation options and made it nearly
impossible for the public which is not intimately familiar with DOE actions to be able to provide
detailed constructive comments in this incomprehensible procesiJ

~urpose and Need: The proposed alternatives fail to provide for pennanent storage of nuclear waste in
a manner which will protect the public health and safety and the environment. A new system of

Z containers for waste is not described in adequate detail, is not compatible with current waste packaging
at nuclear facilities. and would require risky handling at points of origin. in transport. and for some
non·containerized waste (how is a "waste storage pool" safe?) at the Yucca facility. -nlcse risks.
including securily needs, are not adequately described or addressed in the documentsJ

[2tCnlativcs: For the draft Repository SEIS, the only alternative whjch meets public health, safety, and
environmental needs is the No Action Alternative. The altemative using TADs is flawed, since the
DOE failed to take a hard look at why previous canister proposals were rejected 15 years ago, provided

3
only sketchy design infommtion on the construction. maintenance and durability ofTADs. including
basic infonnation such as what material will be used jor the canisters. how quality assurance will be
adequate. and did not fully analyze all potential impacts of lheir use. including the effects of terrorists'
attacks or even human error in the packaging. transportation, and handling of Tr-'\Ds at the Yucca
facility. The document failed to provide infomlation on how DOE would "retrieve" TADs for the fifty
year required period.

GREAT BASIN GROUP
PO 80x8096
Reno, NV 89507

RANGE OF LIGHT GROUP
PO Box 1973

Mammoltl Lokes, CA 9354€­

I'rinled on recycled 1XlI)e<.

SOUTHERN NEVADA GROUP
POBox 197n

Las Vegas. NV 89119



'[or the dra.ft NV Rail.Corridor SEI.S ~nd dr~ft Rail alignment EIS, we were greatly disappointed that
the DOE dId not provide adequate mtormauon (even detailed maps) on proposed nuclear waste railway

~ routes in 45 states across the county, nor transfer stations, nor types of transport (including rail, road, .
waterway or some combination), nor provide opportunities for h~arings on these routes from locallv
affected citizens put at special riskill}Ye also do not understand why tJle DOE retained. the Mina fo·ute
in the docum,ffilafter the fribaJ council formally objected to the transport of nuclear waSle within its

b reservatio!i1~e were astounded to find out that DOE is considering allO\·ving commercial shipping on
b the nuclear railways. - an amazingly bad ideD~were also disappointed to find little to no
7 information on the past safety records of railway shipment ofnuclear wastiJ

~vironmentalImpacts Analysis: the documents fail to analyze the full range of potential impacts of
t? the use ofTADs and other "new" components of the handling., transportation and storage of nuclear
o waste, as described in our comments above. The pollyanna findings of "no risks. no impacts, no

problems" not only does not provide any credible assurance as to the safety or even feasibility of the
proposed actions. but fails to meet NEPA requirements for taking a hard look at all potential impact9

q CG. conclusion. we urge DOE to adopt the No Action Alternatives in these EISs.J

s~
Rose Strickland, Chair
Public Lands Committee


