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Ms. Wendy K. Dixon -
EIS Project Manager, M/S 010 RECEIVED

11.S Department of Fnergy E15000929

PO Box 30307 q
North Las Vegas, NV §9036-0307 JAN 21 2000

Below is a copy of an email I sent to Norma Conway. She suggested I send it to you.
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Subject: NOT IN MY BACKYARD.........

Date:  1/15/00 7:31:03 PM Pacific Standard Time
From: V BIANCHII

To: jrmarble@sprynet.com, bradshaw@lvem.com
To: StellaNick, Garciakl, V BIANCHI1

Below is a copy of a letter sent to me by a friend. It is observations and opinions about the Yuca Mountain
1 project. Iam of the same opinion about the project. [MY FAMILY IS TOO IMPORTANT TO ME TO BE
THAT CLOSE TO NUCLEAR WAIST!!! The letter is direct and to the point. NO WASTE IN

NEVADAI!! |
A CONCERENED FATHER ..o
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'T am disturbed that there are only two options evaluated: approving the repository (action) and
status quo storage at existing sites {no action). The amount of money having been spent thus far in the
process (DOE eslimales $3 billion, yel I've seen other estimales exceeding $7 billion) should have
accounted for alternative actions, such as ending production of the waste altogether, especielly the waste
produced by commercial nuciear power plants. Nuciear power plants account for only 209 of our nation’s
energy supply. Surely we can increase efficiency and/or find aliernative sources to make up for this
proposed loss. I understand that the potential development of new technologies and alternatives to disposal

1s highly speculative, but so are the impacts and consequences discussed i the remainder of the Draft EIS.

Our community has been subjected to underground nuclear testing in the recent past. Proponents
argue that this type of testing is potentially more damaging to the environment than the risk of transporting
and storing the radioactive waste, thus, we should welcome the latter. 1 find this reasoning horrifying and

fatalistic. We cannot stop the one. so we resign ourselves to the other? Can we not learn from our mistakes?

The Draft EIS states, "There 1s scientific uncertainty about the exact locations of the groundwater
flow boundaries.” In the next paragraph, it states, "The depth to groundwater and the arid environment [of
the Yucca Mountain site] would combine to reduca the potential for meaningful contaminant migration "
I'm not following this logic: "We really don't know where the groundwater is going, but we're sure 1t won't
he contaminated . . . much " Tn addition, the Nye County Depariment of Natural Resources indicates that
radioactivity from the US Ecology commercial low-level waste disposal facility has been detected off-site.
If this 18 happening at a low-level waste facility, how can we be assured it will not happen at the Yucca
Mountain site?

Transportation is a big issue, obviously not just for Nevadans. Proponents indicate that the
accident-free past history of radioactive shipments should be a testament to the safety of future
transportation. However, the amount of proposed waste shipped to the site in the first vear alone will
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From: VINCE BIAMCHI

Fap: 772-645.9886 Voice: 702.645.0790

EIS000929

excead the total amount shipped in the past thirty years. Shipments from over 70 sites across the country
will trevel through 43 states, fraquently near highly populated urban areas. The Draft EIS indicates that
hetween 13,400 and 49,500 shinments wou'd oceur over the 24-year transportation period. 'm no
mathematician, but these numbers are staggering when one considers that an average ! to 6 shipments will
be occurring each day, some traveling ali the way from the east coast. Past history cannot adequately

predict the safety of these shipments in the future.

in the off-the-record, question-and-answer period DOE representatives indicated that the storage
casks would be able to withstand severe accidents and fire without compromising their contenis. Upon
further questioning, however, DOE representatives admitted that the casks had not even been built yet,
much less tested! Ons need not be a logician to determine that the first assertion should not be made

without even testing said casks.

In closing, T would like to ask the DOE to focus their resources on finding alternative energy
sources, finding alternative uses for existing radioactive waste products, and to abandon the Yucca
Mountain site. The short-term economic impacts of this course of action are much smailer than the

immeasurable economic, environmental, and exposure consequences in the leng run.”
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