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INTRODUCTION
Background

This volume of the Yucca Mountain Repository Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(Repository SEIS) consists of responses to comments the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE, or the
Department) received on the Draft Repository SEIS. DOE prepared this SEIS consistent with the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act, as amended (NWPA; 42 U.S.C. 10101 et seq.), the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) regulations that implement the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (40 CFR Parts 1500 to
1508), and the Department’s procedures for implementation of NEPA (10 CFR Part 1021), as applicable.

The following paragraphs describe the public comment and related processes.

DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

DOE issued the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the
Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County,
Nevada (DOE/EIS-0250F-S1D) in October 2007 for public comment. The Department announced the
availability of the Draft Repository SEIS for public review and comment in the Federal Register on
October 12, 2007 (72 FR 58071); this announcement began a 90-day comment period, which ended on
January 10, 2008. At the same time, DOE issued the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive
Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada — Nevada Rail Transportation Corridor (DOE/EIST]
0250F-S2D; the Nevada Rail Corridor SEIS) and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Construction and Operation of a Railroad in Nevada to a Geologic Repository at Yucca Mountain, Nye
County, Nevada (DOE/EIS-0369D; the Rail Alignment EIS).

The Repository SEIS evaluates the potential preclosure and postclosure impacts of constructing and
operating the Yucca Mountain repository, and the environmental impacts of national transportation of
spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste.

The Nevada Rail Corridor SEIS and Rail Alignment EIS evaluate the potential environmental impacts of
constructing and operating a railroad for shipments of spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste
from an existing rail line in Nevada to the repository at Yucca Mountain to help the Department decide
whether to construct and operate a railroad, and if so, within which corridor and along which alignment.

This Comment-Response Document is associated with this Repository SEIS. Each of the other NEPA
analyses has its own Comment-Response Document. DOE received some comments that apply to more
than one of the analyses. The Department repeated such comments and the DOE responses in each
applicable Comment-Response Document.

The October 12, 2007, DOE Notice of Availability (72 FR 58071) invited commenters to submit their
comments on the three NEPA analyses by regular mail, facsimile transmission (faxes), electronic mail (e-
mail), and at public hearings at eight locations:

e Hawthorne, Nevada — November 13, 2007

e (aliente, Nevada — November 15, 2007

e Reno/Sparks, Nevada — November 19, 2007

e Amargosa Valley, Nevada — November 26, 2007

CR-1
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e Goldfield, Nevada — November 27, 2007

e Lone Pine, California — November 29, 2007
e Las Vegas, Nevada — December 3, 2007

e Washington, D.C. — December 5, 2007

In addition, on November 27, 2007, DOE held a meeting with representatives of American Indian tribes
and organizations to solicit their comments.

DOE received more than 3,900 comments on the NEPA documents from federal agencies; state, local,
and tribal governments; public and private organizations; and individuals. These comments were in
statements transcribed by a court reporter at the American Indian meeting and at the public hearings (the
statement of each speaker is a separate comment document), or in written documents submitted at those
hearings or sent to DOE by regular mail, e-mail, and fax.

Although the closing date of the public comment period was January 10, 2008, DOE was able to process
all comments that it received and to prepare responses for inclusion in the three Comment-Response
Documents.

As part of this Final Repository SEIS, DOE has included compact disks that contain electronic images of
the certified transcripts of the American Indian meeting and all public hearings held during the public
comment period on the Draft SEIS. These compact disks also contain electronic images of all comment
documents (including transcripts for each commenter at the public hearings) that DOE received on the
Draft Repository SEIS; these images include brackets that identify the comments to which DOE has
responded in this Comment-Response Document. In addition, DOE has placed this material on the
Internet site for the proposed Yucca Mountain Repository (www.ymp.gov). Tables CR-1 and CR-2 (at
the end of this Introduction) provide pointers to all comments received from organizations and
individuals, respectively. These tables point to the locations in this Comment-Response Document where
the reader can find particular comments and the DOE responses. On several occasions, speakers at public
hearings represented other individuals. In such cases, the tables list the person who spoke at the hearing.
Table CR-3 is a cross-reference from the comments and responses back to the commenter(s); it identifies
who made each comment and, for summary comments, the group of commenters.

HOW DOE CONSIDERED PUBLIC COMMENTS

DOE assessed and considered public comments on the Draft Repository SEIS, both individually and
collectively. Some comments led to SEIS modifications; others resulted in a response to explain DOE
policy, to refer readers to information in the SEIS (or to the Nevada Rail Corridor SEIS or Rail Alignment
EIS), to answer technical questions, to explain technical issues, to correct reader misinterpretations, or to
provide clarification.

A number of comments provided valuable suggestions on improving the Repository SEIS. As applicable,
the responses in this volume identify changes that DOE made to the SEIS as a result of comments.

Methodology

Because of the large number of submittals (letters, e-mails, faxes, comment forms, public hearing
transcripts) that DOE received on the Draft Repository SEIS, the Department elected to extract and
categorize comments and, as appropriate, group the same or similar comments for response. This
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approach enabled the Department to consider, individually and collectively, all comments it received on
the Draft SEIS in an efficient manner, and to respond to those comments.

The following list highlights key aspects of the DOE approach to capturing, tracking, and responding to
public comments on the Draft Repository SEIS:

DOE read all comment documents and their attachments to identify and extract comments.
As a part of this process, DOE reviewed technical attachments (for example, reports) for
potential applicability to the SEIS. After comment identification, DOE grouped individual
comments by categories and assigned each comment to an expert in the appropriate
discipline to prepare a response. Senior-level experts reviewed each response to ensure
technical and scientific accuracy, clarity, and consistency, and to ensure that the response
addressed the comment.

Frequently, more than one commenter submitted identical or similar comments. In such
cases, DOE grouped the comments and prepared a single summary response for each group.
Summarizing comments was appropriate because of the large number of similar comments
received.

To the extent practicable, DOE presented the comments in this document by topic. Each
comment-response pair, individual or summary, consists of three parts: (1) information on
the source of the comment, including the number of the submitted comment document and
the comment number, or for summary comments, the number of comments summarized, (2)
the individual or summary comment, and (3) the response.

To the extent practicable, this Comment-Response Document presents the comments
extracted from comment documents as stated by the commenters (see next bullet). In some
cases, however, DOE paraphrased individual comments to capture their meaning if they were
general in nature (for example, for or against an activity or action), if they indicated
something was incomplete or insufficient but did not provide specific examples (for example,
“cumulative impacts are inadequate”), or if they indicated something was not safe (for
example, transportation of spent nuclear fuel) but provided no specific information.
Comments grouped and summarized for response are, of necessity, paraphrased, but DOE
made every effort to capture the essence of every comment included in a comment summary.

DOE did not modify certified transcripts of public hearings. However, some transcripts (and
letters, e-mails, and faxes) contained obvious errors (for example, misspelled names or
words). For this Comment-Response Document, DOE corrected such errors in the extracted
comments. Similarly, DOE deleted extraneous material (such as repeated words) from
extracted comments whenever such a deletion would not alter the meaning of the comment.
The compact disk included with this Final EIS contains an image of the text of each hearing
transcript as certified by the court reporter.

If the meaning of a comment was not clear, DOE made a reasonable attempt to interpret the
comment and respond based on that interpretation.
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e Some commenters incorporated comments by reference to other documents. DOE handled
such comments in one of three ways: (1) For a comment submitted under a separate process
that was complete, which includes scoping for the three NEPA documents under
consideration, DOE did not provide a response because it had already considered the matter.
(2) For a comment submitted under a separate process that was not complete (for example, an
environmental assessment on repository infrastructure), DOE considered changed
circumstances and responded by discussing in general what it had done. (3) For comments
submitted previously and submitted again under the current process with additional
information, DOE responded to the current comment and reevaluated the earlier submittal.

e Due to their overarching interest, DOE determined that it would repeat some comments in
the Comment-Response Documents for two or all three of the EISs it issued for public
review. In addition, DOE determined that some comments it received for one of the EISs
were more suited for response in another document (for example, some comments on the rail
corridor or alignment fit better in the Repository SEIS); in these cases, the Department
provided its response in the appropriate Comment-Response Document and repeated it in the
Comment-Response Document for the EIS to which the commenter originally referred.

Key Issues Raised in Comments

The purpose of this Repository SEIS is to assess potential impacts from the Proposed Action — to
construct, operate, monitor, and eventually close a geologic repository at Yucca Mountain — to provide
the necessary background, data, and analyses to help decisionmakers and the public understand the
potential environmental impacts.

This section provides summaries of a variety of key issues raised by commenters (presented in italics)
during the public comment process for the Draft Repository SEIS. It also provides DOE responses to
those key issues. DOE identified the issues as “key” based on factors such as:

e The extent to which an issue concerned fundamental aspects of the Proposed Action
e The nature of the comments as characterized by the commenters
e The extent to which DOE changed the SEIS in response to the issue

The main body of this Comment-Response Document contains all the comments DOE received on the
Draft Repository SEIS, and the DOE responses to those comments. DOE encourages readers to review
the specific comments and DOE responses for particular areas of interest.

l. REPOSITORY DESIGN AND OPERATIONAL DETAILS

The design and operational details of the Proposed Action in the Repository SEIS are insufficient
to allow an adequate and meaningful NEPA evaluation.

The suggestion that DOE must await the availability of additional, more detailed design and
operational details is not consistent with the requirements of NEPA and CEQ regulations. DOE
has used the best available information in this Repository SEIS to provide an analysis of the
potential reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts of the Proposed Action. The policies and
procedures of DOE and the CEQ that implement the requirements of NEPA call for
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environmental impact analyses early in the process of development of a proposed federal project.
In particular, CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1500.5, 1501.2, 1502.5, and 1508.23) stress the need to
prepare an EIS early in the process. In addition, there are processes for determining if there is a
need for additional NEPA analyses if an agency proposes substantial changes to a proposed
action, or there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.

This information is sufficient to perform an adequate and meaningful evaluation of the proposed
project.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY AND NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION FINAL REGULATIONS

DOE should not issue the Final Repository SEILS until both the EPA regulation and the
conforming NRC licensing regulation are in final form concerning the individual radiation

protection standard for the post-10,000-year period at Yucca Mountain. DOE should then
redraft the SELS to comply with these regulations once they are finalized. The Final SEIS must
use the same Total System Performance Assessment (TSPA) model to calculate long-term
repository performance as that used for the License Application in order for the NRC to be able
to adopt the Final Repository SEIS. The DOE TSPA for the Draft Repository SEIS is markedly
different from that used in the 2002 Yucca Mountain FELS, and DOE is continuing to modify it
for use in its license application to the NRC.

The Repository SEIS analyzes repository performance in the context of the proposed EPA and
NRC regulations to provide a perspective on the potential radiological impacts of the repository
during the period of geologic stability (as long as 1 million years). If the Repository SEIS
postclosure analysis is inconsistent with any requirement of the final EPA or NRC regulation, the
Department would perform any required additional analysis.

DOE has continued to refine the TSPA model since it completed the 2002 Yucca Mountain FEIS.
The differences in the results of the TSPA analyses in the Final Repository SEIS and the FEIS are
largely attributable to the proposed EPA and NRC regulations, which were issued after 2002.

The proposed regulations set forth requirements on how to calculate repository performance
during the period of geologic stability, and requirements concerning the use of health physics
information that is more current than that required in the 2001 NRC rule (see Chapter 5 of the
SEIS). The version of the TSPA model that DOE used in this Repository SEIS to estimate
potential postclosure radiological impacts is the same version used in DOE’s application for
construction authorization.

WATER APPROPRIATIONS

The State of Nevada has been resistant to issuing water permits for the Yucca Mountain Project.

As with any major construction project, the building and operation of the repository would
require an adequate supply of water. This water would be necessary for construction materials
such as concrete, for control of dust, and for emergency use such as fire suppression. DOE
submitted its application for the necessary water to the State of Nevada in 1997. The state denied
the application in 2000 on the basis of state law, and the matter is currently the subject of
litigation pending in the Federal District Court in Nevada. The Department will continue to

CR-5



Comment-Response Document

pursue the litigation, which the District Court has stayed, and to work with the state to obtain the
water necessary to support the repository program.

SABOTAGE AND TERRORISM

The consideration of terrorist attacks is incomplete and requires additional analysis.

Whether acts of sabotage or terrorism would occur, and the exact nature and location of such
events or the magnitude of the consequences of such acts if they were to occur, is inherently
uncertain—the possibilities are infinite. Nevertheless, DOE took a hard look at the consequences
of potential acts of sabotage or terrorism at the repository and during the transport of spent
nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste by evaluating two fundamentally different
scenarios: one involving aircraft and one involving a weapon or device that struck a
transportation cask loaded with commercial spent nuclear fuel. DOE estimated the consequences
of these scenarios without regard to their probability of occurrence; that is, DOE assumed the
scenarios would occur and under conditions that would reasonably maximize the consequences.

As with any aspect of environmental impact analysis, it is always possible to postulate scenarios
that could produce higher consequences than previous estimates. In eliminating the requirement
that agencies conduct a worst-case analysis, the CEQ has pointed out that “one can always
conjure up a worse ‘worst case’” by adding more variables to a hypothetical event, and that
“‘worst case analysis’ is an unproductive and ineffective method ... one which can breed endless
hypothesis and speculation.” As indicated in the CEQ regulations that implement NEPA, an
agency has a responsibility to address reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects. The
evaluation of impacts is subject to a “rule of reason” ensuring analysis based on credible
scientific evidence useful to the decisionmaking process. In applying the rule of reason, an
agency does not need to address remote and highly speculative consequences in its EIS.

Since the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, the NRC has issued safeguards advisories and
orders to enhance the security of spent nuclear fuel transportation and shipments of large
quantities of radioactive material. Enhancements include more preplanning and coordination
with affected states, additional advance notification of shipments, additional control and
monitoring, trustworthiness checks for individuals who have access to a shipment or information
about a shipment, and more stringent security measures for shipment routes and schedules. In
addition, the NRC issued orders that require enhanced security measures for spent nuclear fuel
shipments from reactors.

Crash of a commercial jetliner into surface facilities is not a substitute for a thorough review of
the potential impacts of sabotage or terrorism.

The Repository SEIS presents the potential impacts for a scenario that would approximate the
consequences of a major sabotage event, in which a large commercial aircraft filled with jet fuel
would crash into and penetrate the repository facility with the largest inventory of radioactive
material vulnerable to damage from such an event.

As discussed in the Repository SEIS, DOE has analyzed plausible threat scenarios, required
enhanced security measures to protect against these threats, and developed emergency planning
requirements that would mitigate potential consequences. Further, the safeguards applied to the
proposed repository should involve a dynamic process of enhancement to meet threats, which
could change over time. Repository planning activities will include a continuing effort to identify
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safeguards and security measures that would further protect fixed facilities from terrorist attack
and other forms intentional destructive acts.

Failure to address the potential for a nuclear criticality during a terrorist attack.

The presence of water could increase the likelihood of criticality. Therefore, spent nuclear fuel
shipping casks are specifically designed to remain subcritical, even when filled with water. It is
highly unlikely that a terrorist event would cause the contents of a shipping cask to achieve a
nuclear criticality, even if the event disrupted the contents of the cask.

V. GLOBAL NUCLEAR ENERGY PARTNERSHIP INVENTORY

Explain the relationship between the proposed repository and the Department’s Global Energy
Partnership (GNEP) program.

Since the issuance of the Draft Repository SEIS, DOE has been engaged in further defining the
programmatic and project-specific alternatives that the Department will evaluate in the Global
Nuclear Energy Partnership Programmatic EIS. The purpose of GNEP, which is a domestic and
international program, is to support worldwide expansion of nuclear energy production while
advancing nonproliferation goals and reducing the impacts of spent nuclear fuel disposal.

The programmatic alternatives DOE will consider in the GNEP Programmatic EIS vary by
reactor and fuel type, and by whether they would incorporate recycling of commercial spent
nuclear fuel to recover usable materials for reuse in reactor fuels. Depending on the
programmatic alternative, the resultant radiological materials requiring geologic disposal could
range from only high-level radioactive waste from the recycling of spent nuclear fuel to only
spent nuclear fuel (in varying amounts, depending on the reactor type alternative and the nuclear
power growth scenario). The estimates of spent nuclear fuel vary widely among the alternatives.

Some of the proposed GNEP programmatic alternatives assume the recycling of commercial
spent nuclear fuel. By 2010, commercial reactors will have discharged 63,000 MTHM of spent
nuclear fuel, the same as the amount in the Repository SEIS Proposed Action inventory.
Although many uncertainties are associated with implementation of the GNEP program, it is
possible that commercial spent nuclear fuel in excess of the Proposed Action could be recycled
using one of the technologies considered by GNEP. The high-level radioactive waste that would
result from this recycling, rather than the spent nuclear fuel, would require geologic disposal. As
a result, DOE has modified the Repository SEIS evaluation of the additional inventory modules
to assess the potential environmental impacts associated with various GNEP alternatives under
consideration.

In addition to the above, DOE received comments on a number of other key issues — Environmental
Justice, Mitigation Measures and Compensation, No-Action Alternative, the Mina Corridor, the
appropriate lead agency, and others — that apply to the Nevada Rail Corridor SEIS or the Rail Alignment
EIS. The Comment-Response Documents for those EISs discuss these issues and include the DOE
responses.

Organization of the Comment-Response Document

This Comment-Response Document contains the comments received on the Draft Repository SEIS and
the DOE responses to them. DOE extracted the individual comments from comment documents and
categorized them according to the topical outline prepared for this Comment-Response Document.
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Because a number of comments were similar, the Department has combined and summarized them. The
chapters of this document contain every comment DOE received on this SEIS (either in summaries or
individually) and the DOE responses, as follows:

Chapter 1. Proposed Action

Chapter 2. National Environmental Policy Act Process
Chapter 3. Legal, Regulatory, and Policy Issues
Chapter 4. Alternatives

Chapter 5. Purpose and Need for Agency Action
Chapter 6. Repository Design and Performance
Chapter 7. Existing Environment and Environmental Consequences
Chapter 8. Preclosure Impacts

Chapter 9. Postclosure Impacts

Chapter 10. No-Action Alternative Impacts

Chapter 11. Cumulative Impacts

Chapter 12. Impact Mitigation and Compensation
Chapter 13. DOE Credibility

Chapter 14. SEIS Presentation

Chapter 15. General Participation

Chapter 16. Comments Submitted to the Process

Chapter 17 contains comments that DOE received that are outside the scope of this SEIS, and responses
to those comments as appropriate.

The compact disks that are part of this Final Repository SEIS contain electronically scanned images of the
transcripts of all the public hearings along with scanned images of all letters, e-mails, faxes, etc., for the
Draft Repository SEIS.

How To Use This Comment-Response Document

Tables CR-1 and CR-2 provide alphabetical guides to the location of comments by organizations and
individuals, respectively. Table CR-2 lists anonymous submittals as “Anonymous”; in addition, it lists as
“Illegible” submittals for which DOE could not read the signature. To find a comment and the DOE
response, locate the commenter’s name (by individual or organization) in the appropriate table and turn to
the index location listed. The identification number in parentheses after the index location identifies the
comment-response pair.

As an actual example, Alice Bartholomew submitted a letter (comment document RRR000529) that
contains 14 identified comments. To read the DOE responses to Ms. Bartholomew’s comments, first find
her name in Table CR-2. In addition to her name, the table includes the locations of her 14 comments and
the DOE responses to those comments.

Note that Ms. Bartholomew submitted comments on (or DOE interpreted her comments to apply to) all
three of the NEPA analyses. The Repository SEIS Comment-Response Document responds to comments
beginning with 1; the Nevada Rail Corridor SEIS Comment-Response Document responds to comments
beginning with 2; and the Rail Alignment EIS Comment-Response Document responds to comments
beginning with 3.

To read the response to Ms. Bartholomew’s first comment, turn to Section 1.1.3 of the Repository SEIS
Comment-Response Document, response number (15); to read the response to her twelfth comment, turn
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to Section 2.1.2 of the Nevada Rail Corridor SEIS Comment-Response Document, response number
(1418); and to read the response to her thirteenth comment, turn to section 3.2.4.2 of the Rail Alignment
EIS, response number (7).

To read Ms. Bartholomew’s comments in the context of her original letter, find comment document
RRR000529 on the compact disk included with this Comment-Response Document, on the Yucca
Mountain Project’s Internet web site (http://www.ymp.gov), or in the copy at the nearest DOE Reading
Room. Comment document RRR000529 is a scanned image of Ms. Bartholomew’s letter with brackets
around each identified comment.

Table CR-3 is a cross-reference from the comments and responses back to the commenter(s). This table
identifies who made each comment and, for summary comments, the group of commenters.
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Table CR-1. Index to comments by organizations.

Comment
Document Location of
Commenting Organization Number Comments/Responses
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability
Meyer, Alfred RRR000330  1.6.3 (73), 1.6.3.2 (176), 1.7.8 (268), 1.4.4 (29)
RRR000726  1.1.3 (15),1.9 (75), 1.3.2 (4167), 3.4.4 (36),
1.3.3 (4168), 1.6.3.2 (176), 1.6.2.5 (142), 1.11 (4193)
Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility
Becker, Rochelle RRRO00603 1.2 (9), 1.2.1 (55), 1.6.2 (62), 1.2.1 (156),
1.6.2.7 (3014), 1.6.2 (3015), 1.7.14 (4198),
1.6.2.1 (61), 1.3.3 (4168), 1.2 (13)
Weisman, David RRRO00089 1.2 (12), 1.2.1 (156), 1.6.2.7 (431), 1.6.2.5 (144)
RRR000120  1.2.1 (156), 1.6.2.7 (3014), 1.6.2 (3015)
Alphatech, Inc.
Curtis, Steven P. RRR000137  1.1.4 (16)
Beyond Nuclear
Kamps, Kevin J. RRR000237  1.6.2.1 (61)
RRR000325  1.2(9),1.11 (4191), 1.6.3.2 (1556), 1.6.3 (1557),
1.7.15 (1593), 1.13 (28), 1.3.2 (4167), 1.1.3 (15),
1.9 (1561)
RRR000357  1.6.2.1 (61)
RRR000241  1.2(9),1.11 (4191), 1.6.3.2 (2600), 1.6.3 (74),
1.3.2 (4167), 1.1.3 (15), 1.7.8 (2604), 1.2.6 (27),
1.6.2 (52)
RRR000260  1.4.6 (31)
Big Pine Paiute Tribe of the Owens
Valley
Moose, Virgil RRRO00675  1.7.18.2 (2725), 1.2 (9), 1.2 (13), 1.3.2 (4167),
1.7.3 (2804), 1.7.4 (2846), 1.7.4 (2850),
1.7.18.2 (2854), 1.7.18.1 (2855), 1.7.6 (4086),
1.7.6 (4179), 1.6.3.2 (175), 1.7.13 (171), 1.6.5 (58),
1.2 (111), 1.4.4 (29), 2.4.1 (41), 3.7.14.1 (4036),
2.7.7(2319), 3.7.6 (2479), 3.7.14.2 (2489),
1.6.2.7 (2490), 3.7.14.2 (2492), 3.4.7 (2565),
1.1.3 (15), 1.6.3.2 (176)
CSG Midwest
Beetem, Jane RRR000655  1.2.3(25),1.6.2.5 (155), 1.6.3.2 (176), 1.7.14.1 (3008),
1.7.14.1 (2962), 1.7.14.1 (2961), 1.3.3 (2960),
1.6.2.5 (2907), 1.6.2 (2906), 1.3.1 (2905),
1.6.2.5 (141), 1.6.2.2 (2837), 1.6.2.5 (2836),
1.6.2.5 (2835)
Caliente BLM Field Office
Clementsen, Ron RRRO0O00017  3.2.4.1(629)
California Energy Commission
Boyd, James D. RRR000642  1.2.1 (156), 1.2 (12), 1.4.1 (49), 1.7.14.1 (3348),
1.7.14.1 (3615), 1.7.14 (3616), 1.7.14 (3661),
1.7.14 (3662), 1.12.1 (3663), 1.6.2 (51), 1.11 (3703),
1.6.3.2 (176), 1.7.14.1 (37006), 1.7.14.1 (3744),
1.7.14.1 (3746), 1.7.14.1 (3747), 1.7.4 (3749),
1.12.1 (84), 1.6.3 (73), 1.6.3 (74), 1.3.3 (4168),
1.7.7 (4230)
California Valley Miwok Tribe
Burley, Silvia RRRO00751  1.1.3 (15), 1.3.2 (4167)
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Comment
Document Location of
Commenting Organization Number Comments/Responses
Californians for Safe, Clean, Efficient
Nuclear Power
Walker, Daniel RRR0O00176  1.1.4 (16),2.1.4 (71), 3.4 (3589), 1.12.1 (4105),
3.4.3 (1), 1.7.7 (3590), 3.6 (120), 1.4.5 (30)
Center for Disease Control and
Prevention, Dept. of Health and
Human Services
Dannenberg, Andrew L RRR000452  3.7.8 (830)
RRR0O00453  2.7.8 (936)
RRR000454  1.7.8 (942)
Center for Safe Energy
Macy, Francis U. RRR000696  1.1.3 (15)
Churchill County Commissioners
Washburn, Gwen RRR000523  1.2.1 (72), 1.2 (60), 3.12 (139), 3.7.7 (81), 3.11 (4170),
1.7.14 (4192), 3.4.6 (99), 1.7.14.1 (2773),
1.6.2.2 (2772), 2.4.1 (1995), 2.4.2 (145), 2.6 (1946),
2.4.1(151),2.7.1 (1841), 2.7.1 (1839), 2.7.4 (2699),
2.7.4 (54),2.7.4 (2697), 2.7.4 (2696), 2.7.4 (2695),
2.7.4 (2694), 2.7.6 (2693), 2.7.8 (2692), 2.7.7 (4175),
2.2.5(2690), 2.7.7 (2689), 2.7.7 (4173), 2.7.7 (4164),
2.11 (1701), 2.7.4 (2623), 2.7.5 (2622), 3.2.1 (47),
3.3.2(161),3.7.1 (116), 3.7.11 (2617), 3.7.7 (63),
3.11 (2614),3.7.7 (2613), 3.2.5 (2612), 3.11 (1528),
3.11 (1526), 3.11 (1525), 3.11 (1523), 3.11 (4171),
2.2 (1980), 2.7.1 (1724), 2.7.7 (4164), 2.11 (4182),
2.15 (147), 1.7.14 (1986), 3.15 (1985), 3.1.2 (2),
3.4.5(1983),3.6.4 (1982), 2.4.1 (151), 2.4.6 (1913),
3.4.3(1912),2.7.1 (1720), 2.7.1 (1910), 2.7.4 (1908),
2.15 (1879)
City of Caliente
Acklin, Tom RRRO00115  3.4.1(23),3.4.1(22),3.4.1(38),3.12(139),
3.4.1(602), 1.1.4 (16)
Larson, Keith RRRO00016  3.12(139),3.12 (4186)
Moore, Ashley RRRO00118  1.1.4 (16), 3.4.1 (23),3.3.1 (169), 3.4.1 (22),
3.4.1(38),3.12 (139)
Phillips, Kevin RRRO00012  1.1.4 (16), 1.4.6 (31),3.4.3 (1), 3.4.1 (23), 3.3.1(169),
3.4.1(3395),3.4.1 (22),3.4.1(38),3.12(139)
RRRO00116  1.1.4(16