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MR. GERTZ: Good afternoon.

On behalf of the Yucca Mountain Project in
Las Vegas and the Department of Energy I'd like to
welcome you here this afternoon.

My name is Carl Gertz. I'm manager of the
Yucca Mountain Project office. I will be Department of
Energy's presiding officer fpr this afternoon's hearing
on the Yucca Mountain Site Characterization Plan for
characterizing Yucca Mountain, Nevada to determine its
suitability for a nuclear waste repository.

For the record, this hearing is convened
at approximately 2:00 p.m. on March 23rd at the Reno
Hilton Hotel in the City of Reno, Nevada.

This hearing was noticed in the Federal
Register on Friday, December 30th, as well as being
advertised widely in local newspapers. In addition,
notices were sent to public mailing lists and the news
media were also notified.

We are here this afternoon to receive your

comments on the Site Characterization Plan. Department

* . *BONANZA RFEPORTTNG*.*



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

of Energy has prepared this document as a plan to guide
detailed scientific studies which will be conducted at
Yucca Mountain during the next five to seven years.

The SCP or Site Characterization Plan is a
living document. It will be updated and modified as
more is learned about the geologic, hydrologic and
climatological conditions at the site. These changes
will be compiled into SCP project reports which will be
issued semiannually to the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, NRC, to the State of Nevada and to the
public. The first SCP progress report is due to be
published this summer.

In addition to the comments that you make
this afternoon, written comments on DOE's Site
Characterization Plan may be.made at any time during
the site characterization process which is expected to
last the next five to seven years. These comments may
be sent to Yucca Mountain Project Office, U.S.
Department of Energy, Post Office Box 98518, Las Vegas,
Nevada, 89193-8518.

Both oral and written comments will
receive the same consideration. At about the same time
the SCP progress reports are issued, DOE will issue
comment response packages. These will contain

responses to the comments on the SCP that you make this
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afternoon and any written SCP comments that are
submitted to us. This includes comments made by the
public, the State of Nevada, the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission and other interested parties.

Originally April 15th was the deadline set
for the close of the initial SCP comment period. At
the request of Governor Miller the deadline has now
been extended to June 1lst. Let me emphasize, however,
that comments on DOE site characterization studies or
activities received after June 1lst will be considered
by DOE and receive responses at a later date.

Last month DOE held a series of project
update meetings. These meetings were designed to
provide to the public information about the project and
information that the public told us that they wanted to
hear. Those meetings were intended to furnish you with
information. This afternoon we are looking for
information from you.

Notice of both the project update meetings
and the SCP hearings was widelyvadvertised in local
newspapers, printed in the Federal Register, and, in
addition, public mailing lists were used as well as
media contacts.

In a few moments I will introduce the

moderator of this afternoon's hearing. The moderator
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is an individual with experience in sharing public
proceedings. He is not a DOE employee. He will
conduct the hearing, calling on speakers and closely
following the presentations. He also will certify the
record in this hearing.

Also here tonight is a technical expert
who will also listen to the presentations and who,
along with myself, may ask clarifying questioné in
order to make sure that the record fully reflects your
comments.

All comments made here today are being
recorded by a professional court reporter and will be
transcribed. The transcript from the hearings will be
made available in local libraries as soon as possible
after it's prepared. A list of these libraries is
available at the door. Anyone wishing to purchase a
copy of the transcript can make arrangements with the
hearing reporter during breaks or after the hearing.

Now I would like to introduce the
technical representative on the panel this afternoon.
Oon my right is Jean Younker, the Yucca Mountain Project
geologist who had a major role in development of the
Site Characterization Plan. She worked with about 300
scientists and engineers in developing plans to obtain

data to assess the suitability of Yucca Mountain for a

* . *BONANZA REPORTTNG*.*




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

high level waste repository. She's a former university
professor and has a doctorate degree in geology.

At this point I would like to introduce
today's moderator. Lamond Mills is a former U.S.
attorney in southern Nevada. He's now in private
practice in Las Vegas. He has experience in conducting
public proceedings.

As I said earlier, he is here to conduct
the meeting, call on the speakers and follow the
presentations. I will now turn the hearing over to
him.

MR. MILLS: Thank you, Carl.

Let me just take a moment and review the
procedures we're going to be following. As you know,
those of you who have signed up will be given ten
minutes to speak, and we urge any of you who are in the
audience who wish to address this panel to go back to
the back of the table that's set out in the hall and
sign up and we will give you that opportunity.

At the end of eight minutes I will hold up
two fingers. That indicates the amount of time that
you have left. At the end of the time, your time, I
will hold up a closed hand t@lindicate that your time
is through. We would appreciate that if at that point

you would finish your thought and conclude your remarks
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10
as there's a number of people who want to address this
audience.

Some of you, I've noticed in the past
hearings, will bring written documents in which you'll
read from. We would appreciate it if you would give
those documents to the court reporter. If you want to
keep a copy of the same, we're provided a copy machine
out in the hall and we'll make a copy for you, but it's
important that we have those documents as part of our
record and they will be attached to the record when
it's finally concluded.

As we have mentioned several times, the
court reporter is taking down your remarks. For that
reason it's important as you come forward that you give
your name clearly. And I will mispronounce several of
your names, I know from experience, and I apologize
now, but if you'll just state your name clearly as you
start, that will help alleviate that problem.

Finally, we will take you in the order in
which you have signed up. Occasionally because a
number of the speakers will take less than ten minutes
in our experience, as we get ahead of our schedule I
will take those of you who are on the walk-in status
and begin to call on you and fuse those into my list.

Finally, this is not a place of argument.
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11
It's a place for this panel to hear you and there will
be no gquestions answered by them. Occasionally as they
mentioned they may ask a question. 1It's strictly for
clarification, if perhaps to find out the source of the
document you referred to or something like that which
will help them in their research of this site.

We're pleased to have today as our first
speaker, Nevada's attorney general and we will start
with our Attorney General Brian McKay.

MR. McKAY: Thank you very much.

For the record my name is Brian McKay.

I'm the -- Thanks folks.

I'm the attorney general of the state and
I obviously have the basic responsibilities of
enforcing our laws and also the laws of the federal
government when they are appropriate to fall within our
jurisdiction.

As you know I presented to this panel a
prepared written testimony in Las Vegas on Tuesday. I
utilized my full ten minutes. I think because I have
done that once there is no need to read that into the
record again and I will dispense with most of that.

I think in summary my major concern was
the past track record of the Department of Energy in

managing the hazardous waste stream and flow from its
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facilities throughout the United States for the past 30
years and, therefore, I expressed significant
skepticism that the DOE was prepared to handle the same
problem at the Yucca Mountain site unless they go
through the process of seeking all of the required
state permits, all of the required licenses, that they
recognize the sovereignty of the State of Nevada and
that they recognize that the process itself today has,
in my opinion and that of many of the people of this
state, been unfair.

In my remarks at that hearing in Las Vegas
on Tuesday I painted a fairly.grim picture of the
Department of Energy's performance over the years in
dealing with hazardous waste, radioactive waste and
toxic waste accumulating from its programs and those of
its predecessors.

For those of you, and there are some
obviously that think I'm being too hard on the
Department of Energy, let me assure you that I'm in
good company and varied company. The interesting fact
is that people closest to DOE's activities are often
the most critical. !

Recently confirmed Energy Secretary
Admiral James D. Watkins charged during the Senate

confirmation hearings that managers of the Department's
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weapons, plants and facilities too often sacrificed
public safety in an effort to protect secrecy and meet
production goals.

Department of Energy Deputy Secretary
Joseph Salgado, and I can tell you he is no friend of
the states based upon my past dealings with Joe, has
stated, "There are some legitimate concerns about the
agency's capability to plan and execute technically
sophisticated projects."

The United States general accounting
office has documented ground water contamination from
radioactive and hazardous waste at over 90 percent of
the 127 DOE nuclear facilities across this country.

As to DOE's program at Yucca Mountain,
Hugh Thompson of the NRC has said that Department of
Energy and their contractors at Yucca Mountain have not
been doing well and the DOE was planning to collect
only data that would prove its case for site
suitability and not data that might show flaws that
would preclude the site's use.

The U.S. Geological Survey scientists in
an August 17, 1988 letter charged that "DOE has
attempted to prevent the discovery of problems that
would probably doom the repository."

DOE officials in Nevada have conceded that
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what little work has been done at Yucca Mountain was
done so sloppily that it cannot be used to justify
opening a repository. Dr. Carl Stahlkop of the
Electric Power Research Institute says, "We're not
making much progress out there. If you look at it from
a milestone standpoint, we may have gone backward
rather than forward."

The director of the Utility Waste
Management Group which reviews DOE's program has said
that "The nuclear industry has just about had it with
DOE's program at Yucca Mountain."

So I think it's fair to say that
considering what others have had to say, that my
comments could be considered to be somewhat charitable.
And I'm not saying that DOE cannot do it right. I'm
saying that if DOE is going to do it at all that it
should and it ought to do itlfight.

Much of my testimony which I referred to
before has been read into the record in Las Vegas and
it dealt with a terrible record that the Department of
Energy and its predecessors had had. Much of this has
just been coming to light in Congress and in the states
over the last few years.

The record has been uncontrovertibly

terrible and it's one that we don't want to see
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continue in the State of Nevada, if ultimately Yucca
Mountain is chosen as the site. We are very concerned
just like everybody else with our environment. We are
very concerned with our water and our air and our soils
and the rest and we would just want to let you know
that I, in my capacity as attorney general and my
office are going to do our very best to make sure that
you comply with all of the laws and regulations and
that it's done with a thorough and methodical manner
and that we not take any shortcuts or make any
compromises.

Thank you very much. I appreciate it.

MR. MILLS: Thank you, General McKay.

-o000-
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MR. MILLS: Our. next speaker will be Bob
Loux.

MR. LOUX: Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, I am Bob Loux, director of
the Agency for Nuclear Projects for the State of
Nevada.

The Nevada Agency for Nuclear Projects,
the Nuclear Waste Project Office, is a state agency
assigned by the Nevada statute to oversee U.S.
Department of Energy's high-level management and
disposal program.

The professional staff of the agency and
its technical contractors, including elements of the
University of Nevada System private-sector firms, are
now in the process of carrying out a technical review
of DOE's Site Characterization Plan for the Yucca
Moqntain candidate nuclear waste repository site.

The Agency for Nuclear Projects has been
instructed by Nevada Governor Bob Miller to take the
time necessary in its review to assure its thoroughness
and technical rigor, notwithétanding the schedule
constraints imposed on the SCP review by the Department
of Energy. This is similar to the direction of the

chairman of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to
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the NRC staff regarding its required review of the same
document. The agency expects to submit its technical
review to the DOE on behalf of the State of Nevada by
September 1st, 1989, at which time it will also be
released for public distribution.

We have made a preliminary analysis of the
available elements of DOE's overall program of studies
and evaluations proposed to be carried out during the
site characterization period. Our conclusion is that
the comprehensive program remains conceptually
incomplete in that the supporting and associated
documents necessary even to begin site characterization
are either incomplete, nonexistent or lacking in
sufficient detail to determine what work will actually
be proposed and how various work elements interface
with each other.

Without a clearly articulated
comprehensive plan of activities and proposed specific
studies in all the necessary environmental plans and
activities, it's not possible to evaluate the true
merit of the plans that have been presented for review.

Of particular note in light of DOE's
stated intention to begin Exploratory Shaft Facility
construction in 1989 of November, it is the lack of

sufficient and acceptable ESF location rationale and
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study plans to support initiating this potentially
irreversible action we're concerned about.

The DOE has scheduled the initiation of
Exploratory Shaft site preparation for May 1989. The
State of Nevada objects to this activity being
undertaken as scheduled and strongly recommends that
the ESF site preparation be deferred until the
following concerns are resolved:

The DOE expects the ESF site preparation
to result in the application of 6.7 million gallons of
water to the site for surface pad construction. Also
some fraction of the 43 million gallons of water
allocated to dust control at the Exploratory Shaft
Facility will also be applied to the pad. This is
roughly equivalent to dumping an additional full years'
annual rainfall directly on the ESF site in a very
short period of a few months.

It's important to recognize this because
studies planned at the ESF site include hydrologic
analysis of the unsaturated zone while the underground
ESF is being constructed. The data collected are
intended to be used ultimately in determining the
site's suitability, and the artificial addition of a
significant amount of water to the unsaturated

hydrologic system will bring the validity of these data
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into serious question.

Knowing of this concern, it's reasonable
to conclude that the ESF site preparation is, in the
terminology of the NRC, "important to safety" in
repository licensing considerations. This being the
case, the ESF site preparation should not proceed until
the following two matters are adequately addressed:

First, the potential effects of this
addition of water to the hydrologic system must be
studied sufficiently in ordef'to resolve the data
validity question.

Second, the resolution of the data
validity question and the actual application of the
water to the site must be subject to controls of an
approved quality assurance program and procedures,
which at this time are not fully in place in the
Department of Energy's program, nor is it expected that
they will be in place by May of 1989.

I would now like to repeat the essence of
some of our earlier findings regarding the draft Site
Characterization Plan released earlier last year for
our informal review and comment. These comments bear
repeating since we have not discovered that they were
heeded in DOE's preparation of the statutory-requiréd

SCP plan which is the subject of the hearing today.
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We believe the DOE's conceptual approach
to site characterization at Yucca Mountain should be
reexamined and the SCP significantly revised before it
can be viewed for a credible basis for evaluating the
suitability of the site for safe nuclear waste
isolation for the thousands of years required. It
should come as no surprise that Nevada's expectations
are that any repository site determined to be suitable
must first be the best understood piece of geology on
earth.

To meet this requirement nothing less than
the most rigorous, objective.scientific investigation
will be acceptable. And this must precede the emphasis
on engineering a repository at Yucca Mountain, which is
obviously the focus of DOE's current Site
Characterization Plan.

This misdirected emphasis on DOE's part
results from its apparent but unproven assumption that
the site is suitable for a repository. This assumption
seems to prevail in spite of the fact that the key
standard for determining site suitability for the
long-term nuclear waste isolation has yet to be
established by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency. And it's not expected to be finally adopted

into regulations for another two to three years since
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the initial EPA standard was overturned in federal
court and returned to the agency for additional
consideration.

Site Characterization Plan also does not
but should reflect a high priority on first carrying
out the prerequisite geologic and geohydrologic studies
that address the conditions most likely to lea& to
early disqualification of the site. These include such
issues as faulting and earthquake potential, volcanisn,
the significance of fracture flow in both the
unsaturated and saturated zones and the mineral
resource potential at the site.

The conceptual approach of the Site
Characterization Plan puts unjustly early emphasis on
construction of the Exploratory Shaft Facility when
critical surface-based geologic and hydrologic studies
should have the highest priority in the initiation of
site characterization activities.

Finally in closing, I have introduced in
your hearing in Las Vegas last Tuesday for the record,
three videotapes which contain the entire February
23rd, 1989 technical presentation of my agency to the
NRC's Advisory Committee on Nuclear Waste. This
presentation outlines in considerable detail many of

Nevada's technical concerns that relate to the geology,
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geohydrology of the site. The content of these tapes
is intended to constitute additional comments of Nevada
on the DOE Site Characterization Plan.
Thank you.
MR. MILLS: Thank you, Bob.
Could you leave a transcript of that?

-000-
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MR. MILLS: Our next speaker is Ann

Peirce.

MS. PEIRCE: Thank you.

My name is Ann Peirce. My family and I
are residents here in Reno, Nevada. I appear before

you today, however, as a commissioner of the Nevada
Commission on Nuclear Projects. This Commission on
Nuclear Projects was created by the 1985 Nevada
Legislature to study and to be kept informed on all
matters relevant to the high-level radioactive waste
repository program and to report to, advise and make
recommendations to the governor and the legislature on
the policy of the state involving this disposal of
radioactive waste.

But when it established the Commission on
Nuclear Projects, the legislature did much more than
simply create another state oversight body. It sent a
clear message to the federal government that Nevada
intends to exercise its full rights and
reéponsibilities to assure that the health and safety
of present and future Nevadans and our state's unique
environment and economy are adequately protected in the
face of continuing federal attempts to locate the

repository in Nevada.
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I am very sorry to advise that in these
last several years of studying this matter as a
commissioner I have found no such assurances for the
people of our state. 1Indeed, the commission has found
that there remains grave cause for concern about the
way in which Congress and the United States Department
of Energy have approached repository site selection and
site evaluation.

Numerous characteristics of the Yucca
Mountain geohydrologic setting continue to cast doubt
over the ability of the proposed site to safely isolate
radioactive materials for the extremely long period of
time required. 1In addition, questions remain as to the
ability of DOE's proposed site characterization program
as presently designed to resolve these key site
suitability issues.

This commission has now issued two reports
to the governor and to the Nevada Legislature. One in
1986 and the other in late 1988. Former Governor Grant
Sawyer serves as commission chairman. I am submitting
these two reports to you today for your review and your
response. However, I would like to summarize at this
time a few of the commissioné* recommendations.

The commission strongly recommended in its

1988 report that the 1989 Nevada Legislature advise the
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United States Department of Energy and the United
States Congress by proper and formal resolution that it
will not approve the withdrawal of any land at or near
Yucca Mountain for the purpose of characterizing,
building or operating a repository.

Further, the commission recommended that
the 1989 legislature indicate clearly that the 1989
Nevada Legislature is opposed to the location of a
repository at Yucca Mountain.

We are extremely pleased and appreciative
that just such strong resolutions have passed the State
Assembly by an overwhelming majority. We have every
reason to believe that our State Senate will follow
suit. The commission also recommended that the 1989
legislature support the efforts of the attorney general
to vigorously pursue litigation designed to affirm
Nevada's rights with regard to the nuclear waste issue
recognizing that the essential principles involved
relate directly to the overriding issue of
federal/state relationships in a constitutional context
and to the definition and legitimate meaning of
federalism.

The commission also recommended that the
Nevada Legislature, the governor and our congressional

delegation send a clear and forceful message to
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Congress and the President that planning must be done
and done expeditiously to cover the eventuality that
Yucca Mountain be found to be unsuitable as a
repository location.

Such planning must include alternatives to
deep geologic disposal of nuclear waste és well as the
definition of the process by which alternatives to the
Yucca Mountain site are to bg identified should Yucca
Mountain prove to be technicaily unacceptable.

In closing, I would like to say that after
serving as a commissioner for the last three-and-a-half
years, how gratifying it is to see this united front in
firm opposition to the repository from our governor,
legislature, attorney general and our congressional
delegation. They are to be commended for the strong
opposition on behalf of the health and safety of the
citizens of Nevada. We owe nothing less to our state.

MR. MILLS: Thank you.
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MR. MILLS: Mr. Harold Rogers will be our
next speaker.

MR. ROGERS: Good afternoon.

My name is Hal Rogers. I'm the northern
Nevada liaison for the Nevada Section of the American
Nuclear Society. Our membership consists of some
15,000 scientists, engineers, doctors and others in the
nuclear community here and abroad.

All of the major countries of the world
have nuclear programs. Several are now or soon will be
satisfying their electrical needs primarily from
nuclear plants. France is now operating at about 70
percent of their needs from nuclear plants and Japan is
expanding their capability very rapidly. All of these
countries, including our neighbor Canada, plan for
geologic disposal of waste.

For example, Sweden has completed a major
series of studies and has found such disposal
"completely safe." This is the same method of proposal
proposed for under Yucca Mountain provided the
characterization investigation finds that the site
meets safety criteria.

The American Nuclear Society has studied

the DOE plan as now presented and supports this plan
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for characterization of Yucca Mountain. Questions
raised by the NRC and Nevada have been addressed in the
revised plan, and between the DOE and Nevada the finest
scientific and engineering talent available will be
performing these studies.

When these people reach a consensus, and
it may not be unanimous, then we'll know whether or not
Yucca Mountain is a safe site for disposal of nuclear
waste. Until then we'll have nothing but speculation,
unfounded claims and misunderstandings and much
political posturing. And a recent example of that is
our senators' strongly worded reaction to a survey
published back east showing 69 percent of Nevadans want
negotiations for financial coﬁpensation if Yucca
Mountain is used.

Our senators ignored a hometown University
of Nevada study, both in Reno and Las Vegas, which
showed 89 percent of Nevadans favor such negotiations.
Some outside of the nuclear community propose solutions
that display a lack of understanding. For example,
some who oppose geologic disposal have suggested
nuclear fuel reprocessing as a solution to the waste
problem. Reprocessing will recover about 98 percent of
the spent fuel material for reuse in new fuel. This

process still leaves a residue of high-level waste for
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disposal. A disposal site would still be required, but
for only a thousand years or so.

Some propose that a new process for
transmutation of nuclear waste is the answer. This
isn't a new idea but was recently raised again as part
of a design competition between Westinghouse and the
General Electric Company for the design of a new
generation of modular inherently safe breeder reactor
power plants. Without such a breeder program plus
reprocessing as is done in France, transmutation of
waste has proven unfeasible.

Because of the worldwide activity in
nuclear waste transportation, many thousand tons have
been transported safely by both land and sea in foreign
experience in nuclear waste disposal. We request the
Yucca Mountain study include.appropriate consideration
of foreign knowledge in these matters.

For example, an ongoing study, a
long-term, ongoing study in Canada of uncontained
nuclear waste immersed in flowing water has shown
especially interesting results, very low leach rates,
even under such extreme conditions. This ongoing study
might possibly reduce the need for the extensive
hydrological investigation described in DOE's

characterization plan.
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In conclusion, the society has not taken a
position on Yucca Mountain as a technically acceptable
disposal site. This must await the results of site
characterization. A plan for characterization has been
presented by DOE. The plan has been revised to reflect
NRC and Nevada concerns. This plan is flexible. It
allows for changes in the plan as experience dictates.
The law requires that the Department of Energy perform
a characterization study of Yucca Mountain for use as a
high-level waste disposal site. A comprehensive
flexible plan for this activity is in existence. Let's
get on with it.

Thank you.

MR. MILLS: Thank you.

I want to comment very briefly. I notice
that there was a verbal response to something the last
speaker said. It is understood that not all of us will
agree with everything that is said, but, please, we
have a lot of people and we héve a goal of listening to
everyone fairly and objectively. If we could refrain
from that it would be appreciated.
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MR. MILLS: Our next speaker is Philip
Oldani.

Oh, sir, could we have your notes, please
for the court reporter?

MR. ROGERS: I will send those in along
with those Canadian reports.

MR. MILLS: Appreciate it. Thank you.

MR. OLDANI: My name is Philip Oldani.

Ladies and gentlemen, we are gathered
together in this room to help solve a serious and
pressing problem that threatens the health and safety
of us, or is it the health and safety of the U.S., or
does this particular problem potentially separate us
from the rest of the U.S. I hope not.

Let us look at the facts. Currently,
large masses of lethal high-level nuclear waste is
accumulating at nuclear power plants and armament
factories located east of the Mississippi, California
and the State of Washington. This nuclear waste has
got to be dealt with because when these power plants
and armament factories were being planned, the people
who lived around the proposed sites were assured that
they would be safe and harmless to the lives and

societies they were intended to benefit. And in fact
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these societies did benefit from the electricity the
power plants generated.

The benefits from the armament factories
can be debated at another time, but the fact is some
people are getting nervous because the men who promised
safety have now retired or have admitted to some
miscalculations or have passed the responsibility on to
others.

Now, the answer ﬁo this pressing problem
seems to be package it up and ship it to another place,
and throughout this whole land called the U.S., the
only place the current decision makers believe to be
safe for this nuclear garbage is among us here in
Nevada.

Now, it is true there are fewer of us here
in Nevada compared to the other states in the U.S. who
receive the direct benefits from the power that
generated this waste, so I guess what I'm actually
driving at is the U.S. doesn't really consider us all
that important or the nuclear waste in question would
be considered safe where it is now, among the people
and societies who receive the direct benefits of its
production.

In my final analysis it all boils down to

just who are you going to believe? I choose to believe
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Nevada Governor Bob Miller when he says "The health and
safety of the Nevada citizens can't be bought at any
price." I don't want a nuclear waste dump site in
Nevada and I appreciate this opportunity of going on
record to say as much.

I also have nine questions that I would
like answers from, but I realize they will not be
answered so I'm going to submit them now as rhetorical
and hopefully later I'll receive an answer from the
Department of Energy.

The first question is what is the
viability of permanent on-site storage of the
high-level nuclear waste in question?

Second question: What was the original
plan for disposing of nuclear waste in question when
the nuclear generators and munitions factories were in
their planning stages?

Third question: How long would any part
of any transportation route be contaminated if a
shipping cask were to rupture en route to the proposed
dump site at Yucca Mountain and what would be the total
estimated damage if the worst-case accident scenario
were to ever happen?

Four: Would not the development of

nuclear waste dump only promote the development of
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nuclear power and does not the development of nuclear
power create more high-level nuclear waste which in
turn would create our state's own unique, incurable
disease?

If Nevada Power were -- If nuclear power
were developed to decrease our dependence on petroleun,
would not the fact the vehicles that transport the
waste are petroleum-powered, create the ultimate
dependence on petroleum?

How much data has the Department of Energy
compiled on the nuclear waste stigma?

Seven: Has anyone in the Department of
Energy ever heard or used the term "screw Nevada" at
any time in the decision-making process of finding a
high-level nuclear waste dump?

Question eight: Exactly how many Nevada
citizens will have to go on record in opposition to
locating a nuclear dump site within our borders to
actually keep it from happening?

And the final question: 1In your honest
opinion, what is the best and most effective avenue for
myself and other concerned Nevada citizens to pursue to
keep a high-level nuclear waste dump from ever becoming
a reality at Yucca Mountain or anywhere within our

borders for that matter.
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MR. MILLS: Thank you.
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MR. MILLS: Our next speaker will be Phil
Caterino.

Our next speaker will be Gwen S. Shook.

Our next speaker will be John Mycelli.

Is Mr. Charles Watson present?

Will you come forward to the mike, please.
You'll be our next speaker. |

Either one, sir.

MR. WATSON: This one is more my height.

MR. MILLS: Okay.

MR. WATSON: Mr. Gertz, members of the
Department of Energy, my name is Charles S. Watson, Jr.
I am the director of the Nevada Outdoor Recreation
Association in Carson City, Nevada.

Very briefly, we are widely regarded as
the nation's oldest U.S. Bureau of Land Management
environmental advocacy and we had a pioneering role to
play over the last 30 years iﬁ the 1976 enactment of
the Federal Lands Policy and Management Act also known
as FLPMA.

We have some very serious concerns with
the depository overview that's been presented outside
and we've had the following comments to make:

Sixty-nine, 69,000 acres of the 73,000
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acres constitute - proposed for the site
characterization constitutes'an illegal attempt by the
agency, Department of Energy, which is engaged in
the -- in military testing, in other words, has
military standing as a -- or quasi-military standing as
an agency, to circumvent the 1958 Engle Act.

The Department of Energy cannot be allowed
to proceed with the collateral effort to create a
loophole in the Federal Land Policy and Management Act
by designating this 69,000 acres as a right-of-way that
is in fact -- which is in fact an agency transfer.

This whole enterprise must include an
area-wide solution including such things as the nearby
Beatty nuclear dump which has been cited as one of the
worst violations of nuclear storage in the nation. A
full environmental impact statement is required to
analyze the impact on an area -- on the area-wide
wildlife, rare fish and wholly endemic species that are
known to exist in the area.

The Department of Energy is becoming a
master at using such words as "minimize" and
"mitigation." We are appalled to see a half page in
this overview that we have seen today, sharing a half
page on the environmental impact with socioeconomic

impacts. The overview contains no mention at all of
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wildlife fisheries and flora.

The Nevada Outdoor Recreation Association
has prepared an inventory and atlas over the past 30
years citing ten endemic species in the nearby Amargosa
Desert. We have asked the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service repeatedly to start analyzing these species in
order to determine whether or not they should be added
to the endangered species list.

The Department of Energy cannot ignore
without an EIS an area-wide analysis of impacts, not
just the site -- the waste scenario in its own right,
but developments associated with the project. I'm
talking about roads and towns and all these other
appurtenances that will come with it that could be
enormously destructive in this fragile area of the
Amargosa Desert.

Oour organization, for instance, has
submitted two Section 1613 "areas of critical
environmental concern," also known in the BLM under
FLPMA language as ACECs, to the Nevada BLM state
director as required and mandated by the Federal Lands
Policy and Management Act. These sites are in the
direct area of the site of the -- I'm sorry, of the
nuclear repository to the west.

One is the Amargosa River, site of endemic
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pupfish known as Cyprinodont Amargosae subspecies
Amargosae.

Number two, a major dune system Kknown as
Big Dune known to contain nine endemic species, and so
far there is no mention of this in any of the
Department of Energy's work simply because it's
directly outside =-- it's not on the 63,000 acres -- I'm
sorry, the 73,000 acres mentioned in the site
characterization.

My organization is not opposing the Yucca
Mountain repository simply on the well-worn
not-in-our-backyard concept. We have seen Nevada's
wasteland image seized upon for sole site selection.
Nevada.on the contrary has a unique and spectacular and
highly scenic as well as fragile landscape.

Again, we urge the Department of Energy to
inspect our 30-year-old inventory known as the Nevada
Outdoor Recreation Resources Index and Survey. The
sites and areas involved in this inventory cannot be
ignored in any EIS process, which I think the whole
process must have.

Finally, we must protest for the record
the Department of Energy's recent use of the U.S.
Geological Survey to illegally violate the Kawich WSa,

wilderness study area number Nevada 060019. The BLM
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was not informed of this incident at the time. It was
an intrusion within -- it was a water site monitoring
facility built inside, about a mile inside of the WSA
in which the BLM was not even informed it was done.
Only later was it learned by -- learned that this was
done in connection with Yucca Mountain. This incident
violated Section 603 of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act. We demand that the record disclose the
purpose of this water monitoring facility in the
college wilderness study area and a full explanation as
to why it was done.

Thank you very much.

MR. MILLS: Thank you.

sir? Sir, if you have written notes we
wish that you would give them to the court reporter.

Thank you.
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MR. MILLS: 1Is Marjorie Sill present?

Thank you. Please come forward.

MS. SILL: My name is Marjorie Sill. I am
conservation chair for the Toiyabe chapter of the
Sierra Club. The Toiyabe chapter has approximately
2200 members in the State of Nevada. We have long been
concerned about the problem of nuclear waste disposal.
In fact, we have been concerned about the nuclear
energy program because we knew that there was not a
good mechanism set up for the waste disposal, and as
early as the middle 1970s, rgpresentations were made
that the program was flawed partly because of the
disposal problem.

We could -- We did, we did anticipate the
problem that has arisen and we feel that the process
has been flawed. First of all, in -- on page 11 of the
document I received from you, and thank you for sending
me all of these documents, it says, "The screening
process that led to the selection of Yucca Mountain for
characterization started in 1977 when the U.S.
Government decided to investigate the possibility of
siting a repository at the Nevada Test Site. It was
selected for this investigation because it was used for

nuclear operations. Its land was withdrawn from public
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use and the land was committed to long-term
institutional control."

We submit that is not a good reason for
selecting Yucca Mountain as a candidate site. Later on
the three sites were selected. We again were concerned
that only three sites were selected, all of them west
of the Mississippi River, and we were particularly
concerned when Congress saw fit to pick the Nevada --
to pick Yucca Mountain at the edge of the Nevada Test
Site as its candidate site.

I say the process is flawed because if you
pick a site, one site to study, and the study is to be
done by the Department of Energy, you immediately
thwart the scientific process, what I know of as
scientific research.

You have to have.a hypothesis in doing a
scientific study. Perhaps the null hypothesis where
you would say that you have -- the site is not
suitable, you could say the site was suitable, but
there must be a hypothesis present and then the
scientific investigator must go ahead and develop a
program of analyzing or collecting, analyzing the data
and coming to some conclusion that can be defended.

To have the DOE do this when the DOE has

so much stake in seeing, it seems to me from my
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perception, that Yucca Mountain is a suitable site, is
flawed. 1It's the wrong way of going about doing the
process. And I'm not totally faulting DOE for this, I
am faulting also Congress and the leaders who saw fit
to put all of their eggs in the basket of nuclear
energy without knowing what they were going to do with
the nuclear waste. '

I am not advocating sending this nuclear
waste to any other particular site, but I am saying
that right now we're in a position where we're going to
have to come up with some solution that makes sense.

The other part of the process that seems
to me to be flawed is you're investigating a site
without investigating what seems to me the biggest
problem of‘ali and that's the transportation of the
nuclear waste. Eighty percent of the nuclear waste is
generated east of the Mississippi River according to
the figures I have seen. Nothing in the material I
have received from DOE has addressed the issue of
transportation. I think you have put the cart before
the horse and I would say that transportation is
perhaps the biggest problem that you face, and if you
do not address that problem, then you have =-- you

cannot say that a Site Characterization Plan has any

validity at all.
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I would suggest that -- and I don't know
whether it's the position of the DOE, I don't know
whose position it is, but someone must look into some
kind of alternative storage. Dry cask storage on-site
has been mentioned as a viable alternative. What we're
going to do that way, of course, is to buy time until
something is worked out so that we can have a good
method of getting rid of this nuclear waste.
Until that time we also call for a

moratorium on the production of nuclear waste and

. putting our energy efforts, and particularly our money,

into the development of alternative energy sources, not
relying on petroleum but going to things like solar
power where there is no waste.

Thank you.

MR. MILLS: Thank you.
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MR. MILLS: Is Phil Caterino here?

Is Tom Stille here?

Thank you.

MR. STILLE: Hello, my name is Tom Stille.
I have been around Nevada for about 21 years. I have a
family here. We like Nevada and we plan on staying
around here.

I'm a landscape architect. I own my own
business. I'm a member of the conservation district,
and when I knew that, I wanted to make what little
ideas that I have known. I went around and talked to
all of my friends and relatives and at my church, I
talked to people about this issue and I didn't find
anybody that seemed to think that this was a
particularly good idea.

And I think the main problem that I see
with having nuclear waste in the west is that most of
it is generated in the East and the transportation is
the major issue that I see a problem with. Bringing so
much of that nuclear waste from the East across
thousands and thousands of miles and roads and trains
seems like a tremendous potential for an awful lot of
problems with an awful lot of people.

Secondly, I think that there's some major
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questions whether Yucca Mountain is really safe or not.
As I understand it there's a water table problem. It!'s
near a volcano. We're in an earthquake zone. It seems
obvious that there certainly could be problems with how
real safe the Yucca Mountain is.

In the past I've been a solar advocate and

for years and years I've been concerned about nuclear

energy and where -- what do we do with the waste? And
it just seems like that there are other -- a lot of
alternatives. I know that the Department of Energy

some years ago decided that they weren't going to
support solar energy. During that time when there was
support there was a flourishing industry of solar
energy. I have some collectors on my roof. I have
passive solar. It's a kind of energy that we can, each
individual person can take advantage of and it just
seems like there should be more emphasis on this kind
of a situation.

And lastly, it seems like as an
alternative would be to continue to store these
materials in the places where they're made. These
people are supposedly getting the advantages of nuclear
energy. Why not let them store these wastes on-site
perhaps until there's some other value for these

materials. Maybe they can be turned around and used in
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two or 300 years.
Thank you.
MR. MILLS: Thank you.
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MR. MILLS: Is Delna Campbell here?

Is Eric Davis here -- Oh, here comes
Delna, excuse me.

MRS. CAMPBELL: Mr. Moderator, I am
pleased to come and speak before you today and I come
as a private citizen with not any particular expertise
in many of the topics that have been discussed today.

My name is Delna Campbell and I live just
west of Interstate 80 and the Transcontinental Railroad
in Verdi, Nevada. I do not believe that a remote site
éhould be made available for storage of hazardous
nuclear waste in the State of Nevada or in any other
state or possession of the United States of America.

Provision for the storage of waste
generated from nuclear projects must be made in the
same locality in wﬁich it is produced.

It is unreasonable for our government to
risk the lives of citizens along the transportation
route or at the destination of hazardous nuclear waste
for storage that has been produced in other parts of
the country. Accidents have already occurred and
faulty shipping containers identified per the September
1988 General Accounting Office Report.

I am one of those citizens living adjacent
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to interstate transportation routes and I am a citizen
of the State of Nevada. I believe that if the
responsibility for storage is placed upon the industry
in the locality in which it is produced, we will have a
nuclear industry that is truly responsive to the needs
of all the citizens of this country.

I recommend that a thorough study be made
of on-site dry cask storage referenced to in the
September 1988 report to Congress by the United States
General Accounting Office, Appendix II, pages 53 to 56,
titled "Commercial Waste Storage at Nuclear Plants."

Thank you.

MR. MILLS: Thank you.
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MR. MILLS: Is Eric Davis present?

Is Corbin Harney present, H-a-r-n-e-y?

MR. HARNEY: My name is Corbin Harney.

I'm a western Shoshone Indian from this State of Nevada
I guess. I've lived here all my life. My people have
lived here for thousands and thousands of years before
you people ever came into this part of the country.

What I'm going to say about the Yucca
Mountain, Yucca Mountain, some of the people that's
talking about bringing in the nuclear waste here, it's
going to affect all of us, not only the people here.
It's going to affect all the living things on this
mother earth as I call it.

It's very important for us as a people to
get this waste out of here. Wherever they come from,
that's where they should store the stuff because we
don't want it here as the Shoshone, the native of this
land, we don't want that stuff because it's going to
wipe us all out. It's going.to bring in sickness, it's
already been happening.

We all know it's very important for us to
unite together and say we don't want it here. We want
clean air, we want clean water. The nuclear waste that

they are going to stick into the ground, it's going to
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get into the water level down in the earth. We really
don't know, nobody knows what's going to take place if
an earthquake takes place hefé, what that nuclear waste
is going to be happening underneath the earth. We're
not God, as I call, a creator in my language. We
really don't know what's going to take place within few
years down the road.

If it ever erupts, what's going to take
place here? 1It's going to kill us all off or are we
going to have some kind of sickness? TIf those nuclear
things, that ever happened here in this part of the
continent, where are we going? Us redskins, we cannot
leave this country. This is our home, our homeland.

Some of you people that came across a
pond, you might say, "I'm going to go home, leave this
waste here for them to live with." Those are the
things that we have to worry about, all of us, not just
me or my people. All the living things on this earth
today is looking at us to keep the mother earth clean
so we can continue to live on, live from our earth. If
we don't clean this mother earth up, where are we
going? What food are we going to be eating? What kind
of water are we going to be drinking? What kind of air
are we going to be breathing? We cannot manufacture

air. We cannot manufacture water. Those are the very
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important parts that my people are concerned with.

Our young, very young, unborn is going to
be born sickly. We don't want that to be happening.
We're all together here on this earth. We should keep
it clean so we can continue to live on. 1It's very
important for of all of us to be very, very sensible
way that we can really look at this earth that we're
living on. We have to keep it in nice, clean earth in
order to plant our seed on it so we can continue to
eat.

Right now as I see it all the living
things on this earth today is created with some kind of
sickness, some kind of chemical. I don't think people
here want that. I don't think -- we all don't want it.
We want something really good for us so that we can
enjoy our life until the end, whenever the end comes,
but we shouldn't end it this way. We shouldn't end it
with chemical or this nuclear thing. We should never
end it that way. We should always say this is -- what
we want is clean life, clean health. We don't want to
be sickness on this mother earth. We don't want to be
wandering out here with no arms, no legs or whatever.
That's not right. The creator didn't put this mother
earth like this for us to destroy. The mother earth

has been put here for us to take care of. That's the
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reason why my forefathers, everything they done they
prayed to everything that they gathered on this earth,
they put the seed back into it and those are the
reasons why our forefather had kept it clean, they had
a clean life and so forth.

Although we didn't have no doctors, we
didn't have such thing as a miracle doctors that we got
today, all these pills and whatnot. Thousands of years
ago my people survived becausé they had a clean world
to live in, clean air, clean water that they drink.
Today those things are not clean at all. I wish you
people would think about those things and send those
chemicals, all this nuclear waste back to where they
come from.

Right now we're looking at dollars,
millions of dollars. I think this is where the dollar
twisted in our minds. The dollar have twisted our
minds so bad today we're just looking at that dollar in
our eyes. We're not looking at our health, we're not
looking at the earth, we're not looking at the --
anything else but that dollar. If we can make a
dollar, put few dollars into your pocket, leave here,
leave the rest to us. That's not the way it should be‘
cause it should be that we all live healthy life. 1It's

very important for all of us.
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I think you people today is doing
something here to hear part of us. I might not make
sense to you, but that's the way I look at my world.
My world, my forefather's world and today it looks sad
to me looking at it out there. I'm a young man yet.
I'm very young to some of you people older than I anm,
but I don't know too much, I'm not an educated person.
What I'm saying here is really something important to
all of us.

Thank you.

MR. MILLS: Thapk you.
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MR. MILLS: Is Lew Maine here? M-a-i-n-e.

MR. MAINE: Okay. My name is Lew Maine.

I did not prepare no speech. I just came down with
Corbin Harney. But my viewpoint is about the same as
he did. It seems like the people here are just getting
greedy on everything they are getting. There's just no
stop to it.

I feel that this here United States is a
good world to live in. Why should we all here and go
and destroy it. For one thing we're talking about
peace there, but what I see in Yucca Mountain, to me
it -- we're only gearing up for another war. Is that
going to help our state? Absolutely not, it's going to
destroy it.

Now, I don't have too much more to say
than what Corbin already told you. We believe strongly
in our wildlife and our game that we live on. When we
go out to hunt we pray on our forefathers to give us a
good hunting season. Not greed, not to go out there
like the white man go and look for trophy bucks to hang
on the wall. We go out there to kill meat for the
table and that's the sole purpose of the Indian nation.

And that's all that we're in for is, you

know, live equal and live a decent life, cleanly. With
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this nuclear waste going on and all the stuff going
into the ground, it's got to come out somewhere's. You
cannot put something in the ground and expect it to
stay down there. It's going to come up. Whatever you
throw up is going to have to some day come down too.

And that's the way it is here and that's
the way we feel about the nuclear war. If I had my
say-so we'd close it down tomorrow, but I don't have a
say-so, I can just say a voice in it.

And that's about all I got to say.

MR. MILLS: Thank you.
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MR. MILLS: J. R. Wilkinson.

MR. WILKINSON: Good afternoon.

My name is J. R. Wilkinson and I'm a land
surveyor by trade and I have chosen Reno as my new
home.

I'm no stranger to hearings held by DOE.
In the past we have discussed Hanford site
characterization plans, Hanford health studies, weapons
production and ground water supplies and, fundamentally
more important, the right of democracy to shine its
light into the dark crevices of nuclear policy decision
making.

Yes, we have drawn arms before where
secrecy and deceit battled right-to-know, a common
theme for DOE. The Atomic Energy Act lending its cloak
and dagger power to a beleaguered organization, a
powerful temptation for abuse when commingling civilian
and military wastes. I believe in our Constitution
where the rights of the individual are not to be
sacrificed for a paper tiger called national security
or even the excuse of lost papers.

You plead for scientific analysis of your
thesis at Yucca Mountain, yet when criticized by

reputable outsiders, such as the United States Geologic
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Service and the General Accounting Office and the State
of Nevada, you whip a frenzy of bureaucratic dust into
the air to fool all but the uneducated. I have seen
this secrecy ploy before and a new day is dawning where
your precious nuclear priesthood, held aloof from
recall, is questioned even in Nevada.

I read the draft Hanford Site
Characterization Plan from cover to cover. The real
issue here is not whether Yucca is the best site, but
the fact that you, DOE, will make Yucca work by
sacrificing independent scientific rigors just as you
did at Hanford. Public acceptance and confidence in
this program was lost long ago. The Nuclear Waste
Policy Act needs to be revamped at square one.

Even you recognize the need to isolate
from our biosphere this highly lethal material. And
this is the real goal, safe isolation where seconds are
counted as centuries. We must be absolutely sure of
the direction we take. There is no room for your own
version of ill-designed O-rings.

In addition to my complaints of poor or
hidden science, the guestion additionally boils down to
the rights of the state and individual to question the
bribery-extortion technique employed by DOE to

manipulate the people of Nevada into its will. DOE has
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tried this technique elsewhere, a carrot and stick
approach if you will, with varying degrees of success.
Politics and expediency has divested good science.

As a response to this threat in 1985, 13
activists from Mississippi, Texas, California,
Washington State and Washington, D. C., New Mexico,
Minnesota, Utah and the host state Nevada (Citizen
Alert) met near Carson City to discuss the repository
issue. I was there representing eastern Washington.

At that time we compared notes and
established common themes. From this we plotted
strategies and created the Statement of Principles, a
document framed by unity. From that grew the National
Nuclear Waste Task Force and the National Nuclear Waste
Transportation Task Force.

All totaled now, there are approximately
65,000 people represented by their organization's
participation in the Statement of Principles, and I'd
like to read it into the record. However, remember
that this represents the issues in 1985. Ask yourself,
have we moved forward with this important task
scientifically and democratically with the thought of
our future generation in mind?

I think not. The program was flawed in

185 and it is now further adulterated. Get your necks
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out of the noose and join us in telling Energy
Secretary Watkins, and Congress, that this ramrod waste
program is not working. We need good independently
verifiable science working towards defining the proper
host rock, then find the site. Let good science and
judgment precede site identification.

Now the Statement of Principles: Remember
this is 1985.

"Current Department of Energy

Repository Program.

"The United States Department
of Energy repository site selection
process has been and continues to be
based on political considerations and
expediency rather than sound
technical, socioeconomic and
environmental considerations.

"In order to expedite the
program to meet arbitrary deadlines,
scientific rigor and public
credibility in the site selection
process have been sacrificed.

"DOE's undue haste has
resulted in the arbitrary exclusion

of potentially suitable geologic
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media from consideration and in the
premature identification of nine
first-repository sites.
"Recommendations.

"1. Dates in the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act should be viewed as
flexible, not as hard and fast
deadlines to be met at the expense of
public health and a technically
defensible repository site selection
program. h

"2, We oppose any move by DOE
to amend its coﬁtracts with the
nuclear utilities in order to
obligate the federal government to
meet the 1998 deadline for waste
acceptance.

LR In order to ensure an
equitable site selection process that
is politically and scientifically
credible, no site selection should
occur until the federal government
has first undertaken a nationwide

screening of all suitable geologic

media. Furthermore, site screening
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should be based on objective and
technically conservative site
selection guidelines. Until this
occurs there is no rational basis for
the identification of the best
possible sites.

"The investigation of sites
currently under consideration and the
environmental assessment process as
it applies to those nine sites should
be suspended immediately.

"Category II. Waste Storage and
Transportation.

"We oppose federal centralized
storage of nuclgar waste in monitored
retrievable storége facilities. We
support on-site dry cask storage of
waste at the source of generation in
order to allow adequate time for the
development of safe nuclear waste
disposal facilities, eliminate
unnecessary shipments of waste across
our nation's highways and railways
and eliminate the risks posed by the

siting of additional federal interim
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"Because of the potential for
catastrophic accidents posed by waste
transportation, we support federal
legislation such as that introduced
by Senator Hart (s.1162) which is
intended to provide states with the
financial and technical assistance
needed to protect public health and
the environment in the event of
transportation accidents. We support
Congressional initiatives which would
force DOE to fully consider and
mitigate transportation effects on
corridor states.

"Price-Anderson Act.

"We oppose the limits on
liability for damages caused by
nuclear accidents established in
Price-Anderson.

"We support unlimited
liability coverage for the costs of
damages resulting from military and
civilian nuclear programs, including

all aspects of nuclear waste

63
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management such as site
characterizatioh, transportation,
repository operation and
decommissioning.

"If an accident is caused by
contractor negligence, the federal
government should compensate all
losses and then seek full recovery
from the contractor in order to help
assure high-quality, high-integrity
work.

"Preliminary Determination of Site
Suitability.

"We oppose DOE's premature
determination that sites are suitable
for repository development. Without
the benefit of detailed information
about site characteristics, DOE has
no adequate basis for making such a
determination.

"In order to comply with the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act and reduce
the risk that technically inadegate
sites will be chosen for repository

development, a preliminary
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determination of suitability should
not be made until after site
characterization.

"Health studies.

"We oppose DOE control of
radiological health studies. DOE has
an abyssmal record both in studying
the effects of radiation on human
health, in handling nuclear
materials, as well as an inherent
conflict of interest due to its
conflicting mandate to both promote
nuclear development and promote -- or
protect public health.

"We support legislative
efforts which would transfer
authority for radiation health
studies and research from DOE to the
U.S. Department of Health and Human

Services."

65

Down below here, I'll skip a few sections,

to read the independent peer review.
"We oppose the obstruction of
independent State and Indian tribe

review of the nuclear waste program
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and their ability to conduct

confirmatory research as illustrated

most clearly by DOE's refusal to fund

Nevada's geologic testing program.

"And we support federal

funding for independent peer review

of the entire nuclear waste program

open to full participation by all

affected and interested parties.”

There's quite a bit more here left in this
document so I'll go ahead and have that into the
record, but the problem was in '85 recognized that the
program was flawed and you Jjust need to go back to base
one. You haven't started out with the identification
of what we're looking for and then look for it, you've
started out with either Hanford, Deaf Smith or Yucca
Mountain saying "We're going to make this baby fit."
That's wrong, it's bad science.

MR. MILLS: Thank you.

Ladies and gentlemen, we have been going
now about an hour-and-a-half. In order to give us a
break, particularly our faithfull court reporter, we
will break for the next ten minutes and reconvene at
approximately 3:30. Thank you.

(A recess was taken.)
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MR. MILLS: Craig Johnson.

Keith Burgstrom, B-u-r-g-s-t-r-o-m.

Is Dianna Filkins here?

Please come forward. And if the rest of
us could take our seats we'll begin the meeting.

MS. FILKIN: My name is Dianna Filkin and
I live in Douglas County and I appear here today simply
as a concerned citizen.

I have been reading all of this
information that the Department of Energy has been
sending me. I'm appreciative that our government makes
so much information part of the public domain. It's a
marvelous system that we have.

However, like several other people I have
chosen to focus on the problem of transportation as
something that I see as most difficult to deal with.
Probably that's because I'm not a technical person and
I don't understand all of the involvements of going
underground. So I'm most interested in finding out --
I brought with me the document that has been sent to us
regarding the General Accounting Office Nuclear Waste
Fourth Annual Report, which I'm sure you have all read
exhaustively, and it seems to me that we are -- have

identified dry cask storage as a simpler technology to
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use, and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission is making
statements that this is a far more convenient way of
storing material for a short period of time or at least
the length that -- the time that the plant is in
existence and possibly 30 years thereafter.

And consequently it seems to me, I would
like to go on public record indicating that I am not in
favor of transporting any nuclear, high-level nuclear
waste across the United States until it has been proven
that there is absolutely no other way of doing that,
and I would appreciate an informal response knowing
what the Department of Energy is doing to find other
viable alternatives of storing the product at the site
of manufacture and never having to deal with a
repository and transportation to a repository, and I

would like exhaustive information on what the

alternatives are that are being entertained.

Thank you very much.
MR. MILLS: Thank you.
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MR. MILLS: Is Karl Beahm here?

MR. BEAHM: Afternoon folks.

I would like to open my statement by going
on public record as opposing the proposed nuclear waste
dump in Yucca Mountain, Nevada.

The Yucca Mountain area is unstable
without the problem of the neighboring test site
exacerbating the possibility of an earthquake
disrupting the storage. An area with 32 faults and
eight major earthquakes since 1857 seems like a foolish
place to store waste lasting 10,000 years.

As a Nevadan growing up in Las Vegas I'm
well aware of the bomb testing situation at the Nevada
Test Site and the DOE's dubious record concerning
nuclear problems and information to the public.

With blasts up to 150 kilotons registering
up to 5.5 on the Richter scale less than 30 miles away,
your own geologists say a valid seismic study of the
future of the mountain may be invalid.

Into this area you want to mine 112 miles
of tunnels in an already unstable mountain. The idea
just does not make sense to me.

A typical 20 to 150 kiloton blast such as

the Inga blast of a few weeks ago was cause for a
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high-rise warning in Las Vegas 85 miles away and was
responsible for considerable ground motion. Miners are
also cautioned to leave their mine shafts during these
blasts. There have been occurrences such as the
collapse of 9,000 feet of desert floor in 1984
following a nuclear blast.

Growing up in Las Vegas I have felt the
ground motion from these blasts, and that's 85 miles
away. The current testing is within 30 miles of the
proposed site and I understand that future testing will
take place to the northwest and western edge of the
test site bringing these blasts, these man-made
earthquakes even closer to Yucca Mountain.

It's the most important environmental
decision in history and we cannot afford a mistake.

As David Clayton Thomas sang:

"And when I die

"And when I'm gone

"There'll be one child born, in this world

"To carry on, to carry on."

And it's that child and a hundred
generations to follow to which we have an ultimate
responsibility to not make a mistake.

It's my belief the nuclear waste dump at

Yucca Mountain would be a tragic mistake.
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Thank you.

MR. MILLS: Thank you.

Mr. Beahm, as we mentioned before, if you
have notes or anything written, if we could have a copy
of it to give it to the court reporter. TIf you want to
keep it, we have a copy machine outside to make you a
copy, but we would like that to be atﬁached to the
minutes of today's meeting, if you could bring them
over to her.

MR. BEAHM: 1I'd like to make a copy first.

MR. MILLS: Thank you. It's right
outside.

-000-
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MR. MILLS: Is Mr. Pete Anderson present?

MR. ANDERSON: Yes.

MR. MILLS: Thahk you.

MR. ANDERSON: Good afternoon.

My name is Pete Anderson and I'm a
national resource consultant and a licensed landscape
contractor in the State of Nevada.

Having lived in Nevada for 19 years I have
come to respect the many people and wealth of natural
resources this state possesses. I am deeply concerned
with the past events that have led us to this hearing
today regarding DOE Site Characterization Plan.

DOE's disregard for state, federal and
local land use planning laws and principles, the
National Environmental Policy Act and plain old common
sense continues to occur.

Holding only three public hearings on the
Site Characterization Plan virtually eliminates the
opportunity for public comment from Nevada's rural
county residents. This is a travesty of our basic
constitutional rights as citizens of this country.

Associated impacts of site
characterization and the proposed repository affect the

entire State of Nevada and its residents. Give
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Nevadans a fair opportunity to be heard.

The usurping of the National Environmental
Policy Act by Congress and to the benefit of DOE and
the nuclear power industry is unforgivable. Without an
adequate and comprehensive alternative site analysis,
this Site Characterization Plan is totally inadegate.
Every major project proposed for federal land, from
mining to livestock grazing, follows the need for
process as dictated by federal law. Why not DOE?

I have many concerns regarding the Site
Characterization Plan, but I would like to address
those most critical to me at this time.

Transportation.

The total avoidance of waste
transportation issues and analysis within the Site
Characterization Plan is not only unscientific and
totally unprofessional, it borders on the ludicrous.
DOE continues to maintain that waste transportation
does not affect the siting of the repository or its
final location.

How can a highly scientific trained agency
make such statements? Pure common sense, not to
mention the multitude of hazards associated with moving
thousands of metric tons of high-level nuclear waste

across the country must be considered in site
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characterization activities.

To perpetuate the fallacy that waste
transportation does not affect repository siting
analysis is a travesty of uncomparable dimensions.
Site characterization must include transportation
issues and analysis.

Environmental impact analysis.

As a companion document to the Site
Characterization Plan, the DOE has also released the
Environmental Monitoring and Mitigation Plan for site
characterization. This plan is grossly inadegate both
in scope and concept. The EMMP fails to define the
threshold for impact analysis regarding an initiating
condition and a priority condition.

Specific initiating conditions listed
under the broad category of terrestrial ecosystems are
strictly limited in the EMMP to solely include the
presence of desert tortoise or active kit fox dens.
This narrow scope of the EMMP unnecessarily limits
opportunities to avoid or minimize adverse impacts on
other affected resources such as vegetation, wildlife
habitat, soils, aesthetics, recreation, cultural
resources and so forth.

If it is indeed DOE's goal to minimize

adverse environmental impacts on affected resources
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during site characterization as stated in the Site
Characterization Plan, then there is no reason for the
EMMP to be limited to only those impacts that have been
identified in the EA as possibly being significant.

Because of this obvious major inadeqacy,
the EMMP and the S -- or the Site Characterization Plan
need to be greatly expanded to incorporate all the
resources of the Yucca Mountain site for purposes of
developing a comprehensive environmental management
program. Such a program must utilize a holistic
approach where all resources are considered to avoid
bias.

As an example, selection of disturbance
areas just based on the perspective of site reclamation
planning may very well bias the location of these
disturbances into desert tortoise habitat. Without a
comprehensive environmental management program, site
characterization should not proceed.

Reclamation.

As directed by the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act and as established in the DOE Mission Plan in 1987,
the overall DOE objective for decontamination,
decommissioning and mitigation activities is to return
areas disturbed by site characterization activities to

their original condition to the maximum extent
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practical.

To meet these objectives, DOE states in
the Site Characterization Plan that impacts would be
minimized or avoided by the adoption of standard
operating procedures and good engineering practices.
The Site Characterization Plan further stipulates that
a Reclamation Program Plan, a Reclamation
Implementation Plan and a Reclamation Feasibility Plan
would be prepared.

To date none of these plans have yet to be
released. The brief general engineering practices
referred to the -- referred to in the Site
Characterization Plan that might be utilized in
post-disturbance reclamation lacks sufficient
information to base a determination that DOE's
environmental program will meet the objectives of the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

For example, both the Site
Characterization Plan and the 1986 EA assume that
successful reclamation can be widely implemented on
disturbed lands within the project site. This
assumption is a fundamental basis for DOE concluding
that no significant adverse environmental impacts will
result from site characterization activities.

The fact is that threshold parameters for
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successful reclamation have yet to be defined. By
citing the need for a Reclamation Feasibility Plan in
the Site Characterization Plan, the DOE has
inadvertently admitted that proven technology is not
currently available to guarantee successful reclamation
of disturbed lands within the Yucca Mountain site.

At this time no studies have been
conducted to test reclamation materials or practices to
the site-specific conditions found at Yucca Mountain.
Without this critical data and information, site

characterization activities should not be allowed to

proceed.

Thank you.

MR. MILLS: Thank you.

Sir, could we have --

MR. ANDERSON: yes, I'll run a copy for
you.

MR. MILLS: Very good. Thank you.

Let me take a minute because I know some
of you have come in after we started. You have ten

minutes to speak if you have signed up to talk. And if
anyone wishes to, the sign-up list is outside.

At the end of eight minutes I'll hold up
the two fingers indicating that's how much time you

have left. At the end of ten minutes, then I'll put up
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the closed hand indicating that your time is up.

As we have asked several, if you have
documents we would like to make those a copy of the
record, and as we have indicated we have a copy machine
outside if you want to keep your own copy for your own
personal use.

-000-
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MR. MILLS: With that I'd ask if Judy Cook

is present.
MS. COOK: She is.

MR. MILLS: Thank you.

MS. COOK: For the record, my name is Judy

Cook and I live in Douglas County.

First, I'd like to thank the

representatives of the Department of Energy here today

for allowing me to state my concerns as they relate to

the Site Characterization Plan for Yucca Mountain.

Like many others here today my concern is

transportation. My intent is to impress upon you the
need to broaden this plan to include a study of the
transportation risks involved.

The plan as it stands now is incomplete
because it doesn't include a study of transportation.
By virtue‘of the fact that the Yucca Mountain site is
several thousand miles from most of the points of
origin of the waste which would be stored there, the
transportation issue is a vital concern at this stage
of site evaluation and not something which can be
postponed.

There are two primary concerns regarding

transportation which should be evaluated at this point
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in time. The first and most compelling of which is the
probability of accidents.

It's estimated that some 28,000 truck and
10,000 rail shipments would transport the deadliest
waste ever produced by man to this site. Most of the
waste will originate in the East, traveling thousands
of miles across the country.

Given the standard truck accident rate of
four-and-a-half accidents for every million miles
traveled, 50 accidents per year may occur, some of
which will unquestionably be severe resulting in the
release of high levels of radiation. If just one
percent of the contents of one shipping container was
released in such an accident, a 40 square mile area
wouid be contaminated. If such an accident were to
occur in a densely populated area, thousands of cancer
deaths would result.

By virtue of the fact that Yucca Mountain
is a tremendous distance from the waste which would be
stored there, an intensive study of the probability of
accidents is a necessary part of a broadend plan for
site evaluation.

The second matter involving transportation
which should be evaluated now is the logistical

concerns in hauling the waste. Only five states will
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not be affected by waste transportation if the Yucca
Mountain site is selected.

It's inevitable that with the various
federal agencies, those of 45 different states aﬁd
countless local authorities being involved, a
bureaucratic nightmare will take place in choosing the
routes taken, determining the times of day traveled
through each locality and registration and permitting
of each shipment. What's of even greater concern is
the likelihood of error and confusion in responding to
accidents.

Considering the involvement of so many
different agencies in transportation of this waste and
the site's western location, logistical concerns are
paramount and another important part of a broadend
study of the site.

The Site Characterization Plan as it
stands now completely overlooks the transportation
issue. I think it's vital that the transportation
risks be studied at this stage of site evaluation
because the issue is intrinsic to site location. Let's
face it, if the site being studied was in New Jersey a
study of transportation may not be relevant at this
stage of evaluation, but in this case it is. The

distance involved is a part of the site itself.
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MR. MILLS: Thank you.
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MR. MILLS: Is Eric Davis present?

MR. DAVIS: I am.

MR. MILLS: Please come forward, sir.

MR. DAVIS: My name is Eric Davis. I have
a speech impediment so I appreciate your patience on
that. I don't want your patience on anything else I
will say.

The Atomic Energy Commission and you
people have handled the whole thing wrong. Savanna was
screwed up. Oak Ridge was screwed up because I was
there. I know Oak Ridge was screwed up. TVA was
screwed up. Then we go to Clinton, Illinois, that was
screwed up. Then Bikini where they blew the house off
the (unintelligible) and the wind shifted.

Then there was always Plowshare. That was
a nice one. Idaho Falls in 1960, a reactor blew up and

killed three technicians and they had to bury them in

‘lead-lined coffins. And I can argument that if you

want because the AEC has always said that not a single
person has ever had a fatal accident.

Then there's also Three Mile, of course,
and then Quomo purchased a reactor for a dollar so he
could lock it up. Now that brings us into the '80s.

Then there's Rocky Flats, that's screwed up. There's

* . *BONANZA RFEPORTTNG*. *




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

84

Hanford, that's screwed up. There's Diablo was screwed
up, Rancho Seco is screwed up and now we just find out
that our fine California university, UDC, has hid
information on their own screw-ups at Lawrence
Livermore. We just found that out last week.

Now, you people are coming to us and
saying "Nevermind this track record. We're going to do
this one right," aren't you? And that doesn't make any
sense. You didn't do any of these right and it makes
me suspicious that you are -- Do you realize how
dangerous nuclear energy is? Do you have any idea? I
don't think so.

I thought last night how I was going to
present this and I recall that when I was in high
school and college I worked my way through school as a
florist. I thought that the proper analogy, I just
flashed on it, for you people is that you're handling
nuclear power as if you are wholesale growers of
azaleas in greenhouses. That's how you are handling
it. And it's not azaleas and you think it is.
Seriously.

So the only answer there is is to have
you, I don't know, have you realize that how much
plutonium can destroy human being, have you go to

Hanford. Have you gone to Yucca? Any of you?
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MR. GERTZ: Sure.

MR. DAVIS: You have. Have you, Mr.

Mills?

MR. MILLS: Sir, we're not here to
respond. I'm the moderator. I am not with the
Department of Energy. I'm an independent attorney. My

purpose is merely to conduct the proceedings.

MR. DAVIS: Who's paying your bill?

MR. MILLS: The government pays me simply
to make sure that this is fair and impartial and
everyone has an opportunity to speak. I have no
position as to what you are stating.

MR. DAVIS: All right. So you are
supposedly impartial.

So have any of you ever driven out to
Austin? Either of you?

MR. MILLS: Sirf let me go over the format
again. This -- The purpose is not for us to respond to
questions as we mentioned at the first, and probably I
should have mentioned that again for those who came in.

MR. DAVIS: All right, and I'll just close
with this:

Everyone you have hired is incompetent,
all right, and as long as the people you have hired are

incompetent that means you are incompetent. And if you
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don't understand the breadth.of nuclear energy you
ought to be fired and, and let me see -- I had, I had
to look up in my old college psych book IQ and I call
it nuclear IQ, all right. And it's profound, severe,
moderate or mild.

And at first I thought you were severe as
an IQ between 20 and 35 because you don't understand
the problem. And then I went to a friend and he said,
"No, they're moderate IQ," between 36 and 52 and I'll
read you that definition:

"Capable of maintaining

himself in unskilled or semiskilled

occupations. Needs supervision or

guidance when under mild, social or
economic stress.

Now, that's where I think your whole
agency is on nuclear energy.

MR. MILLS: Thank you.

Again for the benefit of any of you who
may have come in after the initial introduction, the
purpose of the panel members to my right is to glean
information from you. They're not here to respond to
gquestions, they're not here to argue with anyone.

The only questions that may be asked is

they may ask a question of a specific speaker about a

%, *BONANZA RFEPORTTING#*.*

* . *BONANZA RFEPORTTNG*.*

* . *BONANZA REPORTTNG*. *




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

87

specific piece of information in order to determine the

source of that to help in their evaluation of the site.

-o00o-
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Janet Gilbert.

88

MS. GILBERT: My name is Jan Gilbert and I

will be very brief in my concerns about the suitability

of the Yucca Mountain as a site for a high-level
nuclear waste repository. I hope you will be able to
put in people who just come and aren't able to sign up
beforehand.

First, how can this site be selected when
it has been been proven that there are geological
faults in this area? Any chance of an earthquake
should be enough of a deterrent to cancel Yucca
Mountain as the only site being considered. Also the
below-ground tests nearby at the test site should be a
major consideration of the earth's movement.

Another concern I have is the unnecessary
transportation of nuclear waste through 45 states of
our United States. The aspect of a majority of the
waste being produced in the eastern part of the United
States should determine a closer repository in the
East. Why are we jeopardizing these 45 states?

Political power should not be a
determining factor for where the waste is dumped. We

may be a small state in population, but that does not
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mean that our safety, health and environment should be
endangered because of our lack of political clout.

Finally, I would like to know why this
hearing is being held in a place that is difficuit for
people to get to, to park, away from the living center
of Reno, Nevada, and I hope next time some
consideration would be taken to this issue.

Thank you.

MR. MILLS: Thank you.
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MR. MILLS: Is James Mathis present?

Please come forward, sir.

MR. MATHIS: Hello, my name is James
Mathis. I'm a -- I have my MS in mining engineering
from the University of Nevada-Reno. I have a Ph.D. in
rock mechanics from the University of Lulea, Sweden.
As such I feel that I'm gualified to comment on the
technical grounds for the repository.

The first thing I'd like to issue is
rebuttal for the -- of the statement that the one
proponent of the nuclear repository had during these
talks today. He said that the Swedish government
issued a statement that nuclear energy, the storage of

nuclear waste in underground repositories was totally

safe.

Because I have worked on some of the
repositories over there. I can say this is definitely
not true. The silo in the Forschmark repository, which

is to contain low- and medium-level nuclear waste, has
still not been approved by SKE or SKE, the.Swedish -
the equivalent of the NRC in the U.S.

It appears that SKB or the equivalent of
the DOE has come forward with the statement that

nuclear storage -- nuclear waste storage underground is
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safe. Most of the citizens in Sweden do not want to
store nuclear waste underground.

Now, to go forward with the rest of my
statement. One of the few -- This is one of the‘few,

if not the only nation that I know of that is going --

~that is studying the storage of nuclear waste in

extrusive volcanic rocks. The region in question,
which is Yucca Mountain, is both seismically and
volcanically active, both in a geological and relative
sense.

Canada, which is our neighbor to the north
and in my opinion is slightly more advanced in the
field of rock mechanics, is studying storage in
intrusive rocks in the Canadian shield. These rocks
are approximately 2.6 billion years old. Yucca
Mountain on the other hand is in rocks which are
approximately, in my estimation, around 25 million
years. That's 1/100 of the age of the Canadian shield.
Why are we putting something in rocks that are so young
on the geological time scale?

I have a couple of rhetorical questions
here, apparently, since there will be nothing answered
from this panel.

In terms of the proposed repository of

Yucca Mountain, storage is to be in the unsaturated
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zone. Now, 1f the unsaturated zone is a zone which is
not totally saturated by water, hydrology knows very
little about flow in an unsaturated zone. We cannot
even make predictions about flow in a saturated Zone
which are valid over long time periods. How can we
make flow in an unsaturated zone over a period of

10,000 years?

Question number two: Ground water flow as
far as I know 1is assumed to be matrix flow. This is
flow through the intact rock. I, in my experience,

have never seen flow through intact rock, at least not
on a large scale. Even observers from down there at
Yucca Mountain have seen water flowing over the
surface, over the rock in sheets during a cloud burst
and running down discontinuities or joints. This
contradicts the study which says it is matrix flow.

It is most likely then through the ground
flow, water flow is going to be through fractures.
That takes me to number three. If flow is through
naturally occurring fractures, which even if it is not
in the unsaturated zone will be in the surrounding host
rocks, how would you predict flow in a fractured media?

Because I have my Ph.D. in rock mechanics
and my dissertation was based on a three-dimensional

model for rock discontinuities. I can state that we do
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not know enough about three-dimensional flow or rock
networks, fracture networks in order to state what the
flow will be around that repository, especially if the
ground flow regime changes within the next few years or
in the next 10,000 years.

Rock mechanics or the field of science
which I am most familiar with is yet -- is in its
infancy. We're dealing with a science that can't
predict a simple rock burst or instantaneous explosion
or disintegration of rock underground due to
overstressing. Nor can we predict if a specific block
of rock is going to fail, whether it be in a pit wall
or underground.

If that rock fails, we don't know what day
it's going to fail or how it will fail. How then can
we predict, if we cannot predict from one day to the
next, if a simple rock block will fail? How can we
predict what will happen in a nuclear repository 10,000
years from now? This is 47 times longer than the USA
has been a country.

People have buried toxic waste before.
Take a look at Love -- the Love Canal. They have also
done a lot of stuff which is politically expedient. We
only have to go to Nazi Germany to look at the

Holocaust for that.
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scientist is a farce at Yucca Mountain. If the
politicians and scientists and engineers desire to bury
nuclear waste, let it be in their own backyards Qhere
it is produced. If the process is as safe as they say,
in their own opinions, they will certainly not complain

nor should the generations that follow them.
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MR. MILLS: Thank you.
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MR. MILLS: Is Sheila Leslie present?

MS. LESLIE: Good afternoon.

I'm Sheila Leslie. I barely got here in
time because I had to take time off work to come down
here.

I applaud your efforts to finally hold
some public hearings about this issue in our state and
I'm glad you are holding them tonight. Next time I
hope you get a place that has more parking and is
easier for those of us with children to get here, but
it's great that you are here.

I've lived in Nevada 12 years. My
daughter is a sixth-generation Nevadan. I also happen
to be the director of a children's advocacy
organization here in town, but I want to make it clear
I'm here today on my own behalf and my daughter's
behalf and certainly -- I didn't know she was here.
This is Emma -- and certainly all the other members of
my family who live here in Nevada.

Today I want to focus mostly on the
transportation issue.

She grew up on the campaign trail. She's
used to this stuff. You can go sit down.

The monumental task of site

95

* . *BONANZA REPORTTNG*. *




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

926
characterization has apparently left DOE little time to
consider how to bring 70,000 metric tons of waste from
eastern nuclear power plants to Nevada. The choice
between rail or road transportation has not been made
and estimates of the number of shipments of either mode
fluctuate.

DOE will be unable to acquire
rights-of-way let alone desigﬁate a preferred route for
the rail access spur prior to the publication of the
draft EIS statement scheduled for 1993. In fact, while
DOE assumes it will be ready to accept waste at Yucca
Mountain by 2003, acquiring rail access could take
between 12 to 20 years.

DOE's lack of attention to the
transportation issue belies the fact that it is the
weakest link in the chain of events leading to waste
disposal at Yucca Mountain. The half-ton fuel
assemblies contain ten times the amount of long-lived
radioactive materials as the Hiroshima bomb and 140,000
fuel assemblies will be moved to Yucca Mountain.

DOE proudly points to its track record of
no radioactive releases and accidents involving the
transportation of high-level nuclear waste. Whether
this is due to luck or careful precautions is

debatable. But the fact is, there has never been

* . *BONANZA RFEPORTTING*. *




10

L

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

97

large-scale transportation of high-level waste. The
majority of radioactive shipments that have taken place
consist of materials from hospitals, universities and
industrial sources.

During the 1l4-year period there were over
6,000 accidents, over 60 of which released
radioactivity. This corresponds to the standard rate
for heavy interstate trucks or about 4.5 per million
miles traveled. Assuming 70,000 metric tons of
high-level waste were moved by truck, at the standard
accident rate there would be 1500 accidents over a
30-year period or 50 per year. The number of severe
accidents or those involving fatalities and/or the
release of radioactivity would be three per year.

Because most of the highway miles are in
Nevada, most of the accidents would be in Nevada. DOE
and its supporters say the cask will be virtually
indestructible. Of the 11 casks in use for high-level
waste transportation today, all 11 have had to be
recalled for defects.

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
originally wanted all high-level waste shipments
escorted by security vehicles predicting the threat of
terrorists threatening to hijack a truck into a river

or drinking water source. But that recommendation was

* . *BONANZA RFEPORTTNG*.*




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

98
shelved in light of the excessive labor and money
required for its implementation.

Knowing the casks were not safe hasn't
stopped DOE from using them in the past. A September
1988 GAO report found that DOE sent at least 13
shipments of highly radioactive materials across the
country using a shipping container that it had been
warned might not survive an accident.

The definitive health effects study by the
federal government state that thousands of latent
cancer fatalities could result if only one percent of
the contents of spent fuel casks were to be released in
a respirable form in a densely populated area.

DOE waste project representatives have
stated in public meetings in Nevada that the chances of
that kind of an accident are "extremely remote just as
the chances of getting hit by a meteorite are extremely
remote." This kind of placating to our citizens will
no longer do.

And aside from this prepared statement I
want to say that we have to use a common-sense
approach. Just like the gentleman before said, if it's
so safe why aren't they keeping it back in the East.
Let's get real about the political realities here and

the fact that Nevada has hardly any population and is
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politically weak should not mean that we need to bring
this stuff to Nevada.

It's the same as the argument of sending
it to Long Beach and shipping it off to the Marshall
Islands. It's absurd. Anybody with some common sense
can see that this is not a solution to this problemn.

And finally, my last comment would be that
the people of the state love the State. It isn't a
wasteland and we want to preserve our state.

Thank you.

MR. MILLS: Thank you.

Ma'am? Sheila, could we have you give a
copy of that prepared statement to the court reporter?

MS.‘LESLIE: I will.

MR. MILLS: Thank you very much.
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MR. MILLS: Is Ed Cowan present?

Thank you?

MR. COWAN: Hi. My name is Ed Cowan.

At this moment America has four nuclear
wars waiting to happen. That is, the high-level
nuclear waste at each of our four reprocessing plants,
West Valley, New York; Savannah River, Georgia; Idaho
Falls, Idaho and Hanford, Washington each is the
equivalent of a decent-sized nuclear war. Listen to
Amery and Hunter Lubbins on the subject "In Brittle
Power."

The inventories of long-lived isotopes at
several of these sites, including West Valley (upwind
of most of the cities in the Northeast), are measured
in billions of curies, the largest concentrations of
radioactivity on earth. Dispersing a substantial
fraction of such an inventory could make an area the
size of Europe or the United States uninhabitable for
centuries.

And this isn't hokum by one writer.
"Forever More," "Too Hot to Handle," and other sources
support this statement. What Lubbins is saying here,
make no mistake, is the terrorists using a rented

Cessna and a stolen Honest John of 20 kilotons could
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leave most of America uninhabitable by dropping the
bottom bomb while a major winter storm were passing
through Hanford or Idaho Falls, Idaho, as a couple of
winter storms this winter passed through the northwest
quadrant and on across the rest of the U.S.

And my fellow Americans, to allow these

. nuclear cesspools to just sit there, sitting ducks for

nuclear terrorists, that's extremely stupid. But now
the Department of Energy wants to take those four
nuclear wars waiting to happen and put them in one
location in the western U.S. The Department of Energy
wants to create a supernuclear war at Yucca Mountain.
So the terrorists can trigger a supernuclear war to
spread across our continent and the world.

How could they do so, you might ask?
Well, if they have several fission weapons they can
mortar the men, and incidentally there's 50,000 around
the world to steel them from, several locations around
the world. They could literally dig a hole with, say,
three Hiroshima-size nuclear weapons or they could
steal the fusion weapon, an ﬁébomb, if they could, and
simply drop it from an airplane and let it rip at
ground zero. But that's the hard way. Why not do it
the easy way?

Terrorists with a nuclear weapon and a
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timer need only place the weapon in a 55-gallon drum
and place it with hundreds of thousands of other such
drums at various locations around America. That's the
easy way because we deliver it for them as we bring all
those wastes that exist at other locations to one
location.

Okay, so much for the problem. What do I
propose as an alternative? First, that we recognize
that the problem belongs to all of us. And because the
problem belongs to all of us, all of us should share
the responsibility. So I would like to see the waste
go underground, that's for sure, but in a dozen
locations spread around America for two reasons: By
sharing the problem regionally, we are more inclined to
make it politically viable at a given location and we
disperse the damage should the material ever be
dispersed by whatever means.

So I suggest renovated mines 2,000 or more
feet underground. They should be equipped and manned
so as to continuously monitor the waste and always.
should be a retrieval. And obviously we must
henceforth place a premium on safety, carefully
screening all material going into such underground
safes, and that's what they are of course.

The waste exists. I say it is time to
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talk about safely and seriously managing nuclear wars
waiting to happen.

And I've got copies of the Lubbin
statement, and I'm sorry to be so emotional, but.it's
just crazy, it's stupid to leave them where they are
now, even more stupid to put them where terrorists
could literally have a supernuclear war to spread
around the world. That's insane, that's crazy. As she
said, none of this makes any sense. It all violates
common sense.

MR. MILLS: All right thank you.

MR. COWAN: Thank you.
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MR. MILLS: Is Peter Mastin present?

MR. MASTIN: My name is Pete Mastin. I'm
a registered professional engineer in the State of
Nevada. I appreciate the opportunity to speak here and
express my concerns over the Site Characterization
Plan.

First I'd like to say, as a Nevadan I'm
going on record as opposing £he repository at Yucca
Mountain. I also oppose the strategy of geologic
burial of commercial, high-level nuclear waste.

Before hitting the plan itself I'd like to
talk about some of the topics, some of the other topics
that are pertinent to the issue.

The selection of Yucca Mountain as the
only site to be characterized for the repository was a
political, not technical decision designed to hide the
high-level waste problem by burying it in the State of
Nevada, a state which does not produce commercial
radioactive waste, and on land which rightfully belongs
to the Western Shoshone Indians.

I'd like to talk about deep geologic
disposal. I don't think it's an appropriate solution
to high-level waste management. In 1984 the NRC in the

waste confidence rule-making concluded that there are
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no impediments to the use of dry storage technology at
nuclear plant sites and that utilities can safely store
their wastes at plant sites for 30 years after their
plants are retired. This gives us plenty of timé to
kick back and study this issue further before we bury
it underground.

One alternative was outlined in a report
prepared for the DOE by Westinghouse Hanford Company
and Batelle Pacific Northwest Laboratories. The report
proposes a Clean Use of Reactor Energy (CURE) program
whereby the partitioning and transmutation of
commercial spent fuel provides uranium and plutonium
for energy generation and a number of other elements
that can be used to generate beneficial materials for
commercial use.

I believe France and Canada have, or at
least France has a process called Curex. This =-- As I
read the report this takes it a few steps further and
gets more elements out of the waste.

The report also states that the current
concept to spent nuclear fuel disposal in a geologic
repository results in discarding a wide range of
valuable national energy resources. Why bury these
resources? Shouldn't the DOE be directing its

resources toward developing this and other alternatives
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rather than spending $450 million a year to justify the
feasibility of a geologic repository site which is both
technically and economically unfeasible?

Now I'll talk about the Site
Characterization Plan. It states that its purpose is
to summarize the information collected about geologic
conditions at the site to describe the conceptual
designs for the repository and the waste package and to
present the plans for obtaining the geologic
information necessary to demonstrate the suitability of
the site for a repository.

Where's the question about evaluating the
data? You know, it seems to me that what you are doing
is -- well, what it indicateg'is that the siting of the
repository, at least in youf mind, is a foregone
conclusion, the siting of that repository at Yucca
Mountain. You know, where's the validity of a
characterization plan that is biased towards gathering
evidence in support of a predetermined conclusion?

The Yucca Mountain project is a commercial
high-level waste management system and as such must be
characterized using a methodology which will provide a
complete analysis of every component in the system and
its effect on the total system concept. The plan has

to be flexible enough to recognize a wide range of
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alternative system models. And the trouble is there's
a limited data base and what you have to be able to do
is recognize alternative models based on this limited
data base and not design the plant to support a
preconceived model, a preferred model.

The SCP fails to meet this objective by
both ignoring some of the critical system components
and failing to adequately characterize others. Among
the specific items of concern in this area are:

Transportation. Transportation has been
covered pretty well here tonight. I won't go into that
except to say that it should be considered as an
integral factor in determining the suitability of the
site.

Also, you know, I read as much as I could
of the SCP and it's pretty impressive the tests you
want to do and the studies and it's going to be
conducted by a large body of scientists, but if you
consider the projected lifetime, and we had an expert
up here, a geologist, if you consider the lifetime of
the site, it's more than likely that these studies will
prove inconclusive, yet the SCP does not make clear the
course of action to be taken in this event. What are
you going to do with inconclusive results?

QA, Quality Assurance. Design of a QA
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program to meet the needs of a 10,000-year repository
is a difficult if not impossible task. The SCP QA plan
is modeled after the nuclear power industries reactor
facilities program. This biases the program towérds a
design which provides no facility for genuine research,
innovation or creativity.

In March the NRC complained that it did
not have confidence in the quality assurance program at
the DOE and said it was concerned about the
Department's management ability including overreliance
on sloppy contractors. Earlier work done by the DOE in
collecting data on Yucca Mountain was done so sloppily
that it cannot be used in justifying the opening of the
repository. A prime example is the core samples taken
by geologists which cannot be documented as to which
hole they came from or from what depth.

In light of these facts, how can the
public be assured.that any QA plan proposed by the DOE
will verify the quality of déSign and construction of
the repository?

The waste package hasn't been touched on
yet. What I got from the SCP is their -- a description
of a borosilicate package as a possibility for waste
containment, but the DOE doesn't have any experience in

operating a glassification plant for alkaline wastes,
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even on a pilot basis.

I looked at somé of the other containers
that were going to be studied and they all seem to have
a problem with corrosion because of the complex éeology
of the site, and if you consider that geology, the
pressures involved, the extreme heat generated by the
high-level radioactive waste, you know, how can you
guarantee a waste package design which will meet EPA
standards or the EPA requirement of a thousand-year
containment?

Topographically Induced Air Flow.
Preliminarily studies indicate the topographically
induced air circulation through Yucca Mountain may
shorten the residence time of gaseous radionuclides in
the unsaturated zone before being discharged into the
atmosphere. How are you going to model this
circulation?

Other concerns. It was a big document. I
didn't have time to go through the whole thing, but
aside from the issues I have already cited there are a
lot of others that need to be‘addressed. These
include:

The protection of the repository from
accidents and ground movement associated with the

Nevada Test Site.
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The effect of volcanic activity and
earthquakes on the repository.

The impact the repository will have on the
fragile desert environment, endangered species and
protected critical habitat in the area.

The possibility that drilling during site
characterization will provide routes for future release
of radioactive materials.

And a hydrologic model that can accurately
determine water migration given the steep hydraulic
gradient of the water table in the area.

In conclusion, I would like to state that
the Yucca Mountain repository is a project of such
magnitude and longevity that is beyond the technical
comprehension and capabilities of the DOE. Therefore,
I urge that this project be abandoned and that the
efforts of the DOE be channeled towards more productive
efforts in commercial waste management, energy
efficiency and alternative energy sources.

Thank you.

MR. MILLS: Thank you.

-o0o-
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-o0o-

MR. MILLS: Is Shaun Griffin present?

MR. GRIFFIN: Yes, I am.

MR. MILLS: Please come forward, sir.

MR. GRIFFIN: Hello, my name is Shaun
Griffin. I'm a poet, counselor and a disability
advocate. I live in Virginia City, Nevada and I'm sure
you are going to be overwhelmed with scientific and
environmental reasons pro and con today, so I think
I -- the only way I can respond as an artist is to
write about it and do some sculpture.

On Christmas morning my son received some
paints and the two of us sat down and tried to paint
what Nevada might look like in the future and it's
hopeful and it's positive and I want you to see it and
I'd like to read the poem. 1It's not very scientific.

He wanted me to tell you that his picture
is the one down in the middle. He'd be here but he's
sick and tired of sitting through three-hour meetings
with me.

The poem is entitled "Yucca Mountain," and
that's really what I do best. I'm a hack painter. I
quote at the top of the poem from an article in
"Harpers," October '88 by William Kitridge, and it

says, "This is a case in which the public has to trust
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the scientists." And the quote is from Tony Buono who

is a USGS hydrologist at the Nevada Test Site.

Nevada is never on the map, not now"
not ever.

If only
I could finger a word
for the few who live

by the sun,
what would it béﬁ itinerant
sparse, dragon people

who fly
in the.sand and spin before the books
that name a cactus to clothe

the loins of uranium down deep

No, it would not be harsh; rather
we are here.
We raise family, split wood

shovel snow and read of our absence.

Nevada 1is never on the map
not now, not ever
save the day

a green lung percolates death
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from two miles down below volcanic tuff --
then you will recognize us

as the place that kills

or was killed, but for now

I cannot find a way down Alternate 95 --
not scholarly, not radical, not

known. And still, faces cling

to the towns

of Beatty, Tonopah and Yerington.

Where do I go with this desert flower?
California?

no, it is many things but quiet.
Oregon, no, it is wet and

dry there, so I remain

my home

with states before and aft

coming like insects

to the test site, coming

with something to read.

Today, I tell my son
of a moon with no name. He remarks
"Why?" I do not know -- Nevada

is never on the map, not now
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Thank you.

“MR. MILLS:

Thank you.
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-00o0-

MR. MILLS: Is Gail Chud present?

Please come forward.

MS. CHUD: I'm Gail cChud representiﬁg
myself as a citizen, taxpayer, a lover of the earth.

There's not much else to be said besides
what everybody else has already said. I think most of
the facts have already been presented. There is --
There exists psychologically a nuclear mountain
repository band wagon which politicians and citizens
get on, and the reason they get on it is because of
greed and because of lack of information because if
those citizens and politicians were here at this
meeting, I'm sure that they would be convinced that the
repository and the transportation of waste to the
repository is unsafe, and the liklihood of a nuclear
accident, disaster or contamination of a large area is
as likely as the liklihood, possibility of American
teenagers having sex.

So I submit in summary the four points of
the reasons for keeping the nuclear waste out of
Nevada. This is a summary of what everybody has said,
and everything that has been submitted is that it is
unsafe, it is unsuitable, it is unstudied, and this

means as far as DOE considering the unsuitability of
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the site as well as the suitability which they
consider. And finally it is totally and absolutely
unnecessary.
Thank you.

MR. MILLS: Thank you.

-000-
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-00o-

MR. MILLS: Is John Fenski present?

Is Eric McClary'present?

Please come forward, sir.

MR. McCLARY: Hello. My name is Eric
McClary and I am chairman of the board of Foresta
Institute for ocean and mountain studies located in
Washoe Valley, Nevada.

Foresta is a nonprofit organization that
specializes in environmental research and education.
We've been active in Nevada for over a quarter century
during which time we have seen great strides in the
environmental consciousness of Nevadans and of other
Americans as well. Through its educational endeavors
Foresta is proud to have participated in developing
that awareness.

There was a time when Nevada willingly
shouldered the tremendous burden of acting as proving
ground and as trash receptacle to the atomic age.
Nevadans were performing a patriotic service for their
country, and there was also the promise of economic
opportunity. They were largely innocent of the dangers
posed by atomic radiation, partly because it was a new
science, but as we now know, partly due to their being

intentionally misled by U.S. government agencies. At
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that time there was also little understanding among
Nevadans of the true value and of the economic
fragility of our lands.

Today all of this is changed, as you may
have noticed. For good reason, Nevadans now cast a
skeptical eye on any government proposal to utilize
their public lands. We've been victimized repeatedly
over the years by military and DOE abuses of tﬁeir
rights to land use in Nevada. Veterans and civilians
exposed to high levels of radioactivity during the
early days of testing will testify to the futility of
obtaining redress from the government for its errors.
So will Shoshone Indians whose legal land rights
continue to be denied.

Nevadans are tired of paying the price for
the U.S. government's insistence on pursuing a dirty
technology. Nevadans don't trust the 6,000-page site
study any farther than they can throw it. They have
seen how the DOE manipulates scientific evidence to
support its own surprisingly Machiavellian ends. And
in fact many of us feel that assigning the development
of a Site Characterization Plan to the Department of

Energy is like sending the fox to guard the chicken

.coop.

Nevadans today know more about the land on
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which they live. They know it's a hotbed of seismic
activity which has yielded benefits in the form of
geothermal energy. But it could also breach the
integrity of buried nuclear waste deposits and create
pipelines for the diffusion of radioactivity. To which
end there are other witnesses who can testify better
than I.

They know that their capricious weather
patterns would quickly disperse any escaped
radioactivity to distant, more populated regions.
Independent researchers have compiled a body of
evidence to support these concerns.

Nevadans have made a crucial step in
entering the new age of environmental consciousness.

We refuse to accept a nuclear waste dump in Nevada,
period. By continuing to hide its dirty laundry and to
abuse its, in the process, its own precious natural
resources, our country is living on borrowed time which
is quickly running out. Instead of persisting in its
cynical exploitation of the Nevada populous, we urge
the Department of Energy to join us in pursuing cleaner
and safer forms of energy such as geothermal, solar and
energy recycling.

Thank you.

MR. MILLS: Thank you, and could you leave
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MR. MILLS: 1Is Paul Vohl present?

MR. VOHL: Good afternoon. My name is
Paul Vohl. I'm a private citizen of Nevada and I'd
like to address a point made by several previous
speakers from another angle.

On the order of 400 years ago a fellow
named Roger Bacon enunciated what has since become
known as the scientific method. Since then that
principal has evolved into an almost universally
accepted way of proceeding in scientific or
technological investigations.

Today essentially the method involves

121

starting out with an idea or a theory of what it is you

are looking for. 1In this case it would be a model of
the ideal nuclear safe repository, if there is such a
thing, or any other storage methods. The model would
address those questions to determine the most ideal,
suitable criteria of the safe repository. Factors of
geology, geo-engineering, hydrology, climate,
transportation, earthquake potential would all be

addressed.

In this case that must be done first, not

last, so as to avoid becoming a self-fulfilling

prophecy. When the model is derived, the next step
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would be to seek the site or sites which in total most
nearly fits the ideal safe and suitable site. That's a
valid method of determining a site or sites.

Now next I would like to quote a sentence
from the introduction to the Site Characterization Plan
Overview document. "In May 1986, the DOE recommended
and the President approved the Yucca Mountain site as
one of three candidate sites for detailed study. In
December 1987, in the Nuclear Waste Policy Amended Act,
the Yucca Mountain site was designated by the -- by
Congress for characterization as the single candidate
site for the geologic repository."

So the one candidate site is to be
evaluated against the so-called ideal criteria. Does
it fit? 1Is it the best site? What is it compared to?
What other option is there? .Is this a valid method to
determine the safest, most suitable site?

Finally, if I ever become contaminated
with radio -- from radioactivity, I won't go to a DOE
doctor because I doubt he'd ever recommend a second
opinion.

-00o0-
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MR. MILLS: Is Joseph Robertson present?

He is here? Okay.

MR. ROBERTSON: Mr. Mills, Mr. Gertz, Ms.
Younker, I thank you for this opportunity to express an
opinion.

My name is Joe Robertson. My Ph.D. was
earned at the University of Nebraska in 1939 in plant
and animal ecology. From 1925 to 1971 I was teaching
and/or doing ecological research in Nebraska, Idaho,
Wisconsin, Oregon, and finally the University of
Nevada-Reno where I was granted emeritus status in
1971.

I have done contract assignments in Kenya
and Iran, Nevada and California in the area of applied
ecology. I am a member of Planetary Citizens, World
Federalists, Sierra Club, and I'm a charter member of
the Society for Range Management. I have seen the last
two appearances of Haley's comet, and I am not speaking
for any of those organizations.

One of my heros is Thomas Jefferson. He
said, I quote, "The care of human life and happiness,
and not their destruction, is the first and only
legitimate object of good government."

We all have our heros and villains in
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history. The emperor Nero, who reigned in Rome from 54
to 68 A.D., considered himself to be a God. He lived
for the sensuous pleasure and instant gratification.
Finally seized by fear and possibly by gquilt, he'
committed suicide when the jig was up. Legend has it
that he was something of a musician. I find this
incredible in a person who violated all the laws of
nature and who murdered his mother.

It seems appropriate to draw an analogy
here. We are all familiar and comfortable with the
expression "mother earth." Despite our research, our
communication skills, our technology and our education,
we are violating the integrity of our mother earth. It
is not ours in the immediate sense. We are here now
only temporary tenants. We are apparently torn between
desire for high living on one hand and concern for our
posterity on the other. Our failure to take seriously
the laws of ecology is responsible for the problems we
are facing. First, we must realize that everything is
related to everything else.

Now, this means that all I have to say
this afternoon is relevant to the nuclear waste
repository. Take for example fear. President Franklin
D. Roosevelt warned America. He told us, "The only

thing we have to fear is fear itself."
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Professor Einstein cautioned us to change
our way of thinking. Fear is the engine of the chain
reaction or domino effect that produced the cold war,
the nuclear follies, the Natibnal Security Act of 1947,
the CIA, the national debt of $2.3 trillion, the
industrial military monster and the Iran/Contra-gate
affair.

The equal and opposite reaction has been
social neglect, radioactive pollution of air, soil and
water. On down that road lie the dangerous dragons of
political repression, terrorism, revolution,
dictatorship and war.

Moving on, the second law says everything
has to go somewhere. Ready examples are DOE reports
and DOD contracts. This is our dilemma. High-level
and transuranic wastes have eventually to go somewhere
once they have been produced. I contend that they
should be kept where they are until no longer produced.
Let's break the nuclear chain. Once all production has
stopped and the reactors have mothballed, attention can
be returned back to going somewhere with the many
stockpiles. Research may change the picture by that
time.

The plan to have 250 reactors on line by

the end of this century is frightening, especially
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since it is not known how to decommission or safely
junk a reactor, nor the cost, nor the length of the
period of surveillance.

It is the third law that is hardest to
accept, but it expresses bluntly the route of our
danger. Those zealots who have been harping on it are
finally seen as sane. They sa&, "Nature knows best."
Mankind evolved in an environment without plutonium,

tritium, nickel 59, or other deadly artificial

contaminants. If we are fit to fit in we will back
off. About half the dangerous nuclear waste are for
 DOD. This can stop. More warheads and testing will

only add to the fear and more irrational behavior.
Resources saved could be used to help close nuclear
reactors and develop safe renewable energy sources.
In his farewell address President George
Washington warned us, and I quote:
"Nothing is more essential
than that permanent, inveterate
antipathies against particular
nations and passionate attachments to
others should be excluded, and that,
in place of them, just and amicable
feelings toward all should be

cultivated. Antipathy in one nation
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against another disposes each more

readily to offer insult and injury,

to lay hold of slight causes of

umbrage, and to be haughty and

intractable when accidental or

trifling occasions of dispute occur.

Hence, frequent collisions;

obstinate, envenomed and bloody

contests."

Our wealth of resources, our extravagant
life-style and our government have allowed us to act as
if there is a free lunch when we should know better.
The fourth law is emphatic: There is no free lunch.
Recall the tradition of sending the freeloader to the
kitchen to wash the dishes. Both guns and margarine?
No way. In plain words, we have been living too high
on the hog for the last 40 years.

In a recent book titled "Beyond Our Means"
by Malabre of the Wall Street Journal exposes this
condition. We must change course. We mustlreconsider
priorities. Will we continue on the reckless nuclear
path or try to regain our former status in research,
technology, education, care of the elderly, care of the
handicapped, care of our war veterans, child care and

social justice on earth. These are the choices

|
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Americans want. We are hocking our birthright to be
number one in nuclear tests, nuclear warheads and bombs
and nuclear reactors. All this is a result of fear,
much of it orchestrated for profit by the military-
industrial complex of which we were clearly warned by
President Eisenhower.

We dare not continue to proliferate
nuclear reactors. We cannot afford the Yucca Mountain
or other repository, the MRS, and especially the long,
heavy transportation costs and continued production of
deadly nuclear waste. There_is no free lunch. The
Piper will be paid, if not by us, if not in coin, then
by our children and all posterity.

In summary, everything is related, so let
us remove fear by making friends of the Soviet Union
and strengthening the United Nations. We must
accelerate international cultural exchange.

Every poison has to go somewhere and
always will unless we stop production. Opening a
repository at Yucca Mountain would unplug the pipeline
and betray all persons who fear the long-term continued
production of plutonium and its ilk. It is wiser to
keep the stopper on production until technology and
social conscience catch up.

No free lunch. We have had our fling. It
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is now time to halt production of unnatural poisons,
begin cleaning up and paying our national debt. The
alternative to this is also frightening to contemplate.
L

Thank you.

MR. MILLS: Thank you.

MR. ROBERTSON: I have given the recorder
a copy.

MR. MILLS: Please.

-000-
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MR. MILLS: Is Thelma Bosowski here?

MR. GUNN: I think I am speaking in her
place.

MR. MILLS: Fine. Would you come forward
Mr. Gunn?

MR. GUNN: My name 1is Dennis Gunn. Thank
you for my chance to address the issues.

I am not a scientist, but I am gratified
to be able to respond to what I have learned from them
and other committees that have made information
available to me as a private citizen.

I grew up in Fallon and Reno. I went to
school here, I own land here, I pay taxes here, I
raised a family here, I vote in the elections for local
officials and issues.

Nevada history is unique. It became a
state during the Civil War at which time gold and
silver reserves were largely used to finance the
northern causes. It was much later that the State
legally met the criterion set forth for territories to
be granted the rights and privileges of statehood,
essentially, population per square mile, but there was
a war on. Most of the rest of the profits from the

mines went to California. We still have the holes and
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the digs.

Since 1951 over 690 annéunced nuclear
weapons tests have been conducted in Nevada. What are
the results of these tests? Who is really benefitting
from these tests? Do you know? I don't know. They
don't tell me. When will they get it right and not
need to detonate an explosion once a month on the
average? Well, they're splitting my atoms in my state
on my earth. What 1is a recompense? Nevada, which has
no nuclear energy plant within its boundaries, has done
its part for defense purposes.

Presently the DOE intends to build a
nuclear dump site on Yucca Mountain. Who is the DOE?
Are they Nevadans? Will the profit from the venture be
Nevada's profit? I don't know. I hesitate to believe
that, especially when you consider what has happened in
New Mexico when they waived their rights and allowed
the military nuclear dump site. They have still to
receive any money, though they were promised millions.

The citizens of Nevada do not need the
jobs this site would provide. My guess is the
contractors, like the DOE, would be imported anyway.

As a matter of record, the University of Nevada at Las
Vegas conducted a national survey to determine the

impact of a waste repository on tourism. Gross
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revenues in Nevada from gaming and tourism in 1987 were
slightly higher than $6 billion with 70 percent of the
revenue coming from Clark County. The survey response
indicated over a 30 percent market chill against coming
to Las Vegas was induced by a nuclear waste dump at
Yucca Mountain.

Assume 30 percent is too high. Apply only
a five percent drop in tourists coming to Las Vegas.
Nevada would lose 210 million in gaming taxes alone.
Unlike assemblyman Ernie Adlers' comment that "If it
were safe and money was involved, it wouldn't be coming
to Nevada."

No amount of money is worth the risk the
scientists are now warning us against, the
hydrologists, the geologists, who, with good reason,
also fear, and I quote one of Mr. Gertz's U.S.
Geological Survey Team letters, that the work on the
repository may have already moved away from the
objective site characterization and into site
construction. The 17 scientists and engineers stated
that, and I quote, "in subjugating the technical
program to satisfy Departmenfbof Energy political
objectives, we may succeed in making the program comply
with regulations while being scientifically

indefensible." This is frightening. This angers me a
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great deal.

There is only one solution to the problem
of nuclear waste, and we all know that. Admit, as the
scientists suggest, we don't’know what we are doing,
clean up the mess we made in Idaho, Nevada, Bikini
Islands and all the other nuclear energy plants that
are falling into dangerous disrepair, recycle what is
left remaining of atomic fuel until it's gone, and get
about the business of saving what precious little is
left to us in nature instead of selling our future to
the big business of nuclear energy and their political
cohorts who will not be around to atone later for their
present miscalculations.

I don't want this dump in Nevada or any
other state or island.‘ The nuclear industry should be
made now to pay for the fecycling of their own waste.
Stop producing new fuel, pull down their carpetbagger
tents and leave my state. I believe a true statesman,
and I address this to our legislators, who put the
common good before personal, political or economic gain
would not compromise on this issue in legislature, but
take the first step, and now, relating to a complete
cessation of the use of nuclear power By acknowledging
clear, relevant data, public concern and safety and

thereby illustrate the priority of human ethics over
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legalization.

reporter.

Thank you.
MR. MILLS: Thank you.

Would you make that available to the court

We'll take a short five-minute break.
(A recess was taken.)

-00o0-
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MR. MILLS: If we could start moving back
in, we'd like to begin again. We'll reconvene.

Is Karen Tanner present? Would you come
forward, please, ma'am?

MS. TANNER: I'm Karen Tanner and I'm
speaking just as me, a citizen and school teacher and
mother and all the average citizen sorts of things.

While I'm glad to have the opportunity to
speak, I'm nervous. It's very difficult not to have
something to grab onto up here, but maybe this will do.

I don't have much to say because I just
kind of wrote this out in the last five minutes, but
with the full realization that this may be the only
time I'll get to say anything I thought I had better
say anything.

There's been a lot of great scientific
testimony with a lot of good information and pertinent
questions, so there's nothing I can add to that.

Speaking as a mere generalist, the
question to me is something very simple and basic, it's
a matter of people taking responsibility for what they
create.

The people who benefit from the nuclear
energy, where it is created must be the ones to bear

the responsibility for the waste that it creates. As
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long as easy solutions are provided for dirty problens,
the main issue will never be confronted, and that is
developing other energy alternatives.

When you place -- excuse me -- whenlyou
raise a child, as a mother I at least know this much,
if you always solve the problems for him, you're not
going to develop a full, responsible child able to make
mature decisions for themselves.

The easy way out is to sweep the nuclear
dirt under the carpet of Yucca Mountain, but the harder
more mature step is to say that it's time to stop.

It's time to put our money and our scientific knowledge
to work at developing viable alternatives, renewable
energy resources. Local communities should be able to
make a true choice and then accept responsibility for
the ramifications of that choice.

Beyond all that,rwe need as a people, as
earth people to return to a land ethic, to think
globally. What we do as a people -- what do we, as a
people, have to offer to the world, to the health of
the planet? We have land.

Nevada among all the lower forty-eight
states is rich in land, in public land that belongs to
all of us. The land is a resource in itself, a symbol

to us and even to the world of what this country is all
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about. The strength of the U.S. is in large part in
it's wildness, a wilderness that is fast disappearing.

It's time to say stop. We want large wild
land preserves to be living remainders of our roots,
our connection to the earth, our strength and our
freedom. Let's keep Yucca Mountain wild for us and the
Yuccas.

MR. MILLS: Thank you.

* * *

* . *BONANZA RFEPORTTNG*.*




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

138

MR. MILLS: Is Katherine Hale present?

MS. HALE: I'm Katherine Gardener Hale, a
twenty-six year resident of ﬁéno and a founding mother
of Citizen Alert with Susan Ore in 1975, so I have
followed this issue for fifteen years.

My first testimony was given in Salt Lake
City before the then Atomic Energy Commission, December
1984. At that time I was interested in the subject
because as a Reno housewife I saw how clearly this
issue would affect me and the people of the State of
Nevada, and I am fascinated by the fact that I'm still
hearing identical testimony that I have heard over the
fifteen years.

There are very few new bits of information
that have come to light. One of them that has
intrigued me now for a couple of years is that in '74

Nevada would have had to keep the waste for two hundred

. fifty thousand years. That time has now been dropped

to ten thouéand years and no one has ever explained to
me how that decision was made, but that's all right.
Another change, a second change that I
have noticed is that in those days there were a great
many more reactors that were on order and we've dropped
a great many those orders, and also we are moving much

closer to the time when some of the older reactors,
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which were originally only designed to last thirty-five
years are reaching the age of decommission.

And my view at this point, knowing that
Hanford was contaminated before -- Hanford was néver
really considered as a viable dump site and neither was
Deaf Smith, Texas, because we had aquifers there that
were too valuable to the Texas agricultural.

Nevada was chosen for low population and
that is still a fact, that has not changed. 1In the
fifteen years that I have been active in this
particular subject, following this subject, our geology
has not become more stable.

The East Coast geology is still the most
stable, sensible place to keep the waste, particularly
since you're claiming that the ability to store has
reached a high-tech level that will not need a low
population for it to be a safe repository for as long
as we need.

One of the other changes that I've noticed
is that in 1974 a little over eight percent of what was
then the Atomic Energy Commission, the solar energy
budget was -- of the overall energy research budget,
was devoted to solar. Now, under the Department of
Energy, it's less than that's devoted to solar.

I don't like to see that kind of ration

* . *BONANZA REPORTTNG*. *




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

140

change. I would have hoped that in fifteen years we
would have seen far less subsidation going toward the
nuclear fission industry at it's various little
offshoots and far more going to what I call priméry
energy sources.

I note that in most of these hearings
solar is called an alternative energy source and I find
that be an incorrect use of fnglish. To me, solar is a
primary energy source and things like nuclear fission
are very much secondary and have been manufactured
basically out of wishes and dreams, and if not for
their having been fed -- being really a welfare
industry, being fed by our tax dollars and not making
their own profits for all these years, we wouldn't have
a lot of the problems that we have now.

I do thank you, as always, for coming here
and listening. I'm surprised that this was held in
Reno during Easter for the University because of a lot
of very bright people went to Ft. Lauderdale or
whatever they did. You might have had more testimony.

The last point I would like to make is
that in the years that I've been hearing testimonies
and giving testimonies, all the information that I
heard today, although I did get here late, is on file

with you. I in fact personally am the one that took
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the information to our local legislature in '75 telling
them about the calderas that were present under the
Nevada Test Site which was the indication of potential
earthquake problems and that information has beeﬁ there
for years.

My recommendation to you, if you do get
any time off over Easter week, is to go back through
your files and read some of the profoundly moving,
scientifically accurate, fascinating testimony because
this business of just having it repeated while in terms
of -- supposedly something has to be repeated
twenty-one times for people to remember it.

Now, I presume that just the repetition
factor alone is going to have some benefit and that
each time a few more people will hear the facts, which
was, of course, why I started Citizen Alert in the
first place, was to get the facts to the people that
they be better able to make a decision.

But I do find it ridiculous for it to be
just the same process. When are some of these things
going to begin to be addressed? There are real valid
problems and we've been talking about them for fifteen
years. I thank you for your time.

MR. MILLS: Thank you.

* * *
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MR. MILLS: Is Chris Salmon in the crowd?

MS. SALMON: Members of the Department of
Energy planning the Yucca Mountain Site, my name is
Chris Salmon and I am representing myself.

I oppose the plan to place a radioactive
waste dump in Yucca Mountain, Nevada. In no sense do I
feel that it is a hopeless fight to be opposed to
location of a radioactive waste dump from all states of
the U.S. in one single state, Nevada.

Rather, I believe that Congress thought
that Nevadans would not stand up for themselves when
they played "not in my backyard" by designating Nevada
for the dump. I would feel the same if they had chosen
Arkansas, Missouri or any single state for the other
forty-nine states to transport radiocactive waste to.

In the rush to designate Nevada, Senator
Johnston apparently forgot to mention to other states
that the nuclear waste would be passed through their
states in order to get to Nevada.

I believe that eventually each of the
fifty states will end up with it's own dump and stop
tossing around the waste problem to others, except by
mutual agreement between two or more nearby states,
especially when the Congress hears objections from

citizens of states through which the waste will be
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transported and those citizens become aware of railroad
accidents such as happened in the Dakotas.

I am decidedly not against nuclear power
plants and peaceful uses of nuclear power. I took my
degree in physical chemistry and had thermodynamics,
energy transfers, atomic structure, etcetera, and
graduate work in probability.

I want nuclear power done in as sane a
fashion as possible. That is, small plants
repetitively using the same blueprints and thereby
costing about half what we now spend and taking about
half the time to build.

I know our country is far behind other
industrial nations in generation of nuclear power,
despite the pollution benefits and the cost benefits of
repetitive plans that are poésible. We can and should
look look at at Sweden, France and Japan, etcetera, for
methods of dealing with waste and they happen to be
small countries who cannot transport waste all around
their countries.

However, I am against a single dump of
radioactive waste for all fifty states in Nevada. This

has been a political rather than a scientific solution

by the Congress led by Senator Johnston of Lousiana in

a very mistaken belief about the weak character of the
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people of Nevada.

I understand that before the radioactive
waste question came up, the Federal Government observed
on other questions getting prior consent of the Nevada
legislature and following Chapter 328 of the Nevada
Revised Statutes.

Only on the question of locating a nuclear
waste dump in Nevada has it omitted what it usually did
when it desired use of land it has in Nevada, thereby
acting in an unreasonable manner to the people of the
state over a use they do not approve of.

The people of Nevada remain united behind
their own state legislature and governor in opposing
location of a radioactive waste dump from all fifty
states in Yucca Mountain, Nevada.

Our main industry is tourism and it has
been carefully built since 1931 when Nevada was the
very poorest state in per capita income in the entire
U.S.A. It rose to be first in per capita income in the
U.S.A. during the 1960's. That was quite an
achievement that the people were careful to protect,
remembering the drastically poor times they had
experienced.

To locate a radioactive waste dump from

all fifty states within that number of miles from one
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of our major tourist centers. is to overlook the
behaviors and prejudices of the tourists who come to
Nevada from all other states and countries, including
Japan. If the tourist industry is destroyed, thé heart
of dependent commerce will also have been cut out of
Nevada.

I thank you the Department of Energy and
Carl Gertz, the project manager, and his staff for the
opportunity to speak.

MR. MILLS: Thank you, ma'am. If you'd
leave -- Ma'am, we'd like a copy of those remarks.

THE WITNESS: I gave one to the secretary.

MR. MILLS: I appreciate that. Thank you.

* * *
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MR. MILLS: Is Glenn Shook -- Gwen Shook
present?

(No response.)

MR. MILLS: Is John Macelli present?

(No response.)

MR. MILLS: Is John Fenske present?

MR. FENSKE: I am John Fenske. Thank you,
sir. I don't have any copies.

MR. MILLS: We have a machine if you'll
take it out in the hall after your comments after
you're through.

MR. FENSKE: My name is John Fenske. I'm
a Master's candidate in Geological Engineering at the
University of Nevada- Reno.

I would first like to state all of you,
Mr. Gertz especially, seems like a decent man and I'm
sure he sincerely believes that the Yucca Mountain Site
would probably be reasonably pretty safe.

However, my objection is not with Mr.
Gertz but rather with the whole process which chose
Yucca Mountain as the sole site to be considered.

As you know, the original sites
arbitrarily selected for study under the guide of the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 were Nevada, Texas,

Washington, Lousiana, Mississippi and Utah. No
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adequate record exists for how these sites were
initially chosen or why consideration of other
potentially suitable sites were abandoned.

These sites were narrowed to Texas,
Washington and Nevada in 1986, and in 1987 the U.S.
Congress bowed to political pressure and, in effect,
named Yucca Mountain as the éole site for the nuclear
waste repository.

If the objective was to find the safest
site in the United States for long-term storage, why
then weren't the Granitic Domes of New Hampshire and
other parts of the Appalachian region -- which
incidentally is much older and more geologically stable
than the Great Basin region =-- given and consideration?

Clearly, from a scientific viewpoint, the
process of site selection was incomplete and
inadequate, to say the least. Any logically thinking
person has to conclude that the selection of Nevada as
the site of the neculear waste repository was based on
the fact that ours is a state with a large land area,
but little political strength in Washington.

In other words, the inescapable conclusion
I have is the site selection process was political and
not scientific.

Given that fact, along with the fact that
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at least seventy-five percent of Nevadans oppose the
dump, this becomes a political and constitutional
issue. All Nevadans should be offended by the lack of
respect given us by the Federal Government and the
contempt with which the Federal Government has treated
our Constitution with regard to the issue of state's
rights.

Nevada is a sovereign state. This great
country of ours was created as a union of the
individual states with individual powers of
self-government. Allowing Nevada to be sacrificed
would only set a precedent for further abuses by
centralized power. And, as we are all aware, the more
centralized this power becomes, the less responsive and
democratic the government becomes, indeed the greater
the risk to all our freedoms.

Thank you.

MR. MILLS: Thank you.

* * *
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MR. MILLS: June Wisniewski?

MS. WISNIEWKSI: My name is June
Wisniewski and I'm a marketing consultant in Nevada for
the Visitor's Center. I do freelance projects.

Hearing some of the people speak earlier
about the visitor studies, I am wrapping up a study
this week and a lot of people don't know where Lake
Tahoe and Reno are. They think Reno is five hundred
miles away from Tahoe and Tahoe is closer to Las Vegas;
therefore, the tourism rate will not only be affected

in Las Vegas, it's also going to be affected at Lake

Tahoe.

In fact, this summer we should probably
add a question to our visitor survey saying, "Do you
oppose a nuclear dump in Nevada," and "Would you still

visit the state?"

I moved here from New Jersey eight and
half years ago to get away from pollution, traffic and
an ﬁnsafe environment. Since most of the nuclear waste
is produced on the East Coast, I feél that a site there
would be more feasible and also because it would be on
more stable and suitable ground.

In 1978 I served on the Board of Directors
for two environmental groups, the Friends of Earth

Foundation and the Youth Environmental Society. Here
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we supported New Jersey Sunday, which was Solar Energy
Day, and they advocated solar energy and all alternate
energy sources.

This was well received in the state of New
Jersey but did not result in much long-term follow-up.
Ralph Nader, Amy Levins debated energy leaders from the
power company in New Jersey. Also during this time,
Mr. Schlesinger from the Department of Energy sent a
spy from Washington, D. C. to check out our
environmental group to see what we were really up to.

Let's concentrate on less nuclear power
and more alternative energy means. Let's keep the dump
out of Nevada. Thank you.

MR. MILLS: Thank you.

* * *
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MR. MILLS: @ Abby Johnson?

MS. JOHNSON Hi, my name is Abby Johnson.
I live in Carson City, Nevada. 1I'm president of the
League of Women Voters of Nevada. The League has the
following comments regarding citizen participation:

For the average citizen, the Site
Characterization Plan is overwhelming, over sixty-three
hundred pages of information about how the Yucca
Mountain site will be studied.

The Department of Energy should be
commended for extending the comment period for the
public to June 1lst to allow us more time to review the
document. However, at the same time it is frustrating
that this extension was announced only four days before
the hearings began and that additional hearings were
not scheduled to receive comments closer to the review
deadline.

Hearings should be scheduled in rural
Nevada to receive comments from those citizens who are
as affected by this project as residents of Reno, Las
Vegas and Amargosa Valley.

After today, according to the DOE's
schedule, the public will not be allowed to make formal
comments at a hearing at least until 1992 when the

scoping for the Environmental Impact Statement is
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scheduled.

The League urges the Department of Energy
to upgrade the progress report meetings planned for
six-month intervals to public meeting status so that
members of the public can go on record regarding
aspects of the project and so the Department of Energy
will have a formal mechanism to record public comments
as part of the site characterization process.

The following comments are my own rather
than the Leagque's:

The public has witnessed over the past
decade that the search for the nation's first
high-level radioactive waste repository has been
grounded in pure science -- pure political science.

In this respect, the site characterization
process is a charade. Now that site has been selected
for study based on politics, we are expected to believe
that the Department of Energy can prove that Yucca
Mountain will be able to contain the waste safely for
thousands of years.

Whether or not the site can be proven to
be safe depends on the DOE having a quality assurance
plan that is approved by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission. According to the GAO -- according to the

General Accounting Office, the NRC has serious concerns
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about the DOE's quality assurance program.

In order to demonstrate that they are
serious about quality assurance, the DOE must must do
more than have a plan on paper. They must show the
Congress, the NRC, the State of Nevada and the public
that they are committed to a scientific analysis of the
site and the checks and balances necessary to validate
the data that they collect.

A recent announcement in the Federal
Register for February 8, 1989, brings into question the
DOE's sincerity in this regard. The DOE announced that
they propose to construct facilities at Yucca Mountain
to support site characterization and that they will
begin some of this construction in the flood plain in
May of 1989.

They plan to reroute dry washes and
install other mitigation measures to avoid the adverse
effects of being in a flood plain. It is premature for
DOE to start altering the fragile de<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>