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Final GTCC EIS _ Notation

NOTATION

(The following list of acronyms and abbreviations and units of measure is a duplication of the list
in the main portion of the GTCC EIS and is provided here for the convenience of the reader.)

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

ACHP
AEA
AEC
AIP
AIRFA
ALARA
AMC
AMWTP
ANOI
AQRV
ARP
ATR

bgs
BLM
BLS
BNSF
BRC
BSL
BWR

CAA
CAAA
CAP88-PC
CCDF
CEDE
CEQ
CERCLA
CFA
CFR
CGTO
cH
CRMD
CTUIR
CWA
CX

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Atomic Energy Act of 1954

U.S. Atomic Energy Commission
Agreement in Principle

American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978
as low as reasonably achievable

activated metal canister

Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Project
Advanced Notice of Intent
air-quality-related value

Actinide Removal Process

Advanced Test Reactor (INL)

below ground surface

Bureau of Land Management

Bureau of Labor Statistics

Burlington Northern Santa Fe

Blue Ribbon Commission on America’s Nuclear Future
Biosafety Level

boiling water reactor

Clean Air Act

Clean Air Act Amendments

Clean Air Act Assessment Package 1988-Personal Computer (code)
complementary cumulative distribution function

committed effective dose equivalent

Council on Environmental Quality

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
Central Facilities Area (INL)

Code of Federal Regulations

Consolidated Group of Tribes and Organizations

contact-handled

Cultural Resource Management Office

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

Clean Water Act

Categorical Exclusion
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DCF
DCG
DOE
DOE-EM
DOE-ID
DOE-NV
DOE-RL
DOI
DOT
DRZ
DTRA
DWPF

EAC
EDE
EDNA
EIS
EPA
ERDF
ESA
ESRP

FFTF
FGR
FONSI
FR
FTE
FY

GAO

GMS/OSRP

GSA
GTCC

HAP

HC
HEPA
HEU

HF

HFIR
HMS
HOSS
h-SAMC
HSW EIS

dose conversion factor

derived concentration guide

U.S. Department of Energy
DOE-Office of Environmental Management
DOE-Idaho Operations Office
DOE-Nevada Operations Office
DOE-Richland Operations Office
U.S. Department of the Interior
U.S. Department of Transportation
disturbed rock zone

Defense Threat Reduction Agency
Defense Waste Processing Facility

Early Action Area

effective dose equivalent

Environmental Designation for Noise Abatement
environmental impact statement

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Environmental Restoration Dispersal Facility
Endangered Species Act of 1973

Eastern Snake River Plain (INL)

Fast Flux Test Facility (Hanford)
Federal Guidance Report
Finding of No Significant Impact
Federal Register

full-time equivalent

fiscal year

U.S. Government Accountability (formerly General Accounting) Office
Office of Global Material Security/Off-Site Source Recovery Project
General Separations Area (SRS)

greater-than-Class C

hazardous air pollutant

Hazard Category

high-efficiency particulate air

highly enriched uranium

hydrogen fluoride

High Flux Isotope Reactor (ORNL)
Hanford Meteorology Station
hardened on-site storage
half-shielded activated metal canister
Final Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste Program
Environmental Impact Statement
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ICRP
DA
IDAPA
IDEQ
IDF
INL
INTEC
ISFSI

LANL

LCF

Ldn

Leq

LEU
LLRW
LLRWPAA
LMP

LWA

LWB

MCL
MCU
MDA
MOA
MOU
MOX
MPSSZ
MSL

NAAQS
NAGPRA
NASA
NCRP
NDA
NEPA
NERP
NESHAP
NHPA
NI PEIS
NLVF
NMAC
NMED
NMFS
NNHP
NNSA
NNSA/NSO

International Commission on Radiological Protection
intentional destructive act

Idaho Administrative Procedures Act

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality

Integrated Disposal Facility

Idaho National Laboratory

Idaho Nuclear Technology and Engineering Center (INL)
independent spent fuel storage installation

Los Alamos National Laboratory

latent cancer fatality

day-night sound level

equivalent-continuous sound level

low-enriched uranium

low-level radioactive waste

Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1985
Land Management Plan (WIPP)

Land Withdrawal Act (WIPP)

Land Withdrawal Boundary (WIPP)

maximum contaminant level

modular caustic side solvent extraction unit
material disposal area (LANL)
Memorandum of Agreement

Memorandum of Understanding

mixed oxides A

Middleton Place-Summerville Seismic Zone
mean sea level

National Ambient Air Quality Standard(s)

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990
National Aeronautics and Space Administration

National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements
NRC-licensed disposal area (West Valley Site)

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

National Environmental Research Park

National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants
National Historic Preservation Act

Nuclear Isotope PEIS

North Las Vegas Facility

New Mexico Administrative Code

New Mexico Environment Department

National Marine Fisheries Services

Nevada Natural Heritage Program

National Nuclear Security Administration (DOE)
NNSA/Nevada Site Office
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NNSS
NOAA
NOI
NPDES
NPS
NRC
NRHP
NTS SA
NTTR

ORNL
ORR

PA
PCB

-PCS

PEIS
P.L.
PM
PM2 .5
PMg
PPV
PSD
PSHA
PWR

R&D

RCRA

RDD

RH
RHLLW EA
RLWTF-UP
ROD

- ROI

ROW
RPS
RSL
RWMC
RWMS

SA
SAAQS
SALDS
SCDHEC
SCE&G
SDA

Nevada National Security Site (formerly Nevada Test Site or NTS)
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Notice of Intent

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

National Park Service

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

National Register of Historic Places

. Nevada Test Site Supplemental Analysis

Nevada Test and Training Range

Oak Ridge National Laboratory
Oak Ridge Reservation

programmatic agreement

polychlorinated biphenyl

primary constituent standard

programmatic environmental impact statement

Public Law

particulate matter

particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 pm or less
particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 pm or less

- Peak Particle Velocity

Prevention of Significant Deterioration
Probabilistic Seismic Hazards Assessment
pressurized water reactor

research and development

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

radiological dispersal device

remote-handled

Remote-Handled Low-Level Waste Environmental Assessment (INL)
Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility-Upgrade (LANL)
Record of Decision

region of influence

right-of-way

Radioisotopic Power Systems

Remote Sensing Laboratory

Radioactive Waste Management Complex (INL)

Radioactive Waste Management Site (NNSS)

Supplemental Analysis

State Ambient Air Quality Standards

State-Approved Land Disposal Site

South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control
South Carolina Electric Gas

state-licensed disposal area (West Valley Site)
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Notation

SDWA Safe Drinking Water Act

SHPO State Historic Preservation Office(r)

SNF spent nuclear fuel

SR State Route

SRS Savannah River Site

SWB standard waste box

SWEIS Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement
TA Technical Area (LANL)

TC&WM EIS Tank Closure and Waste Management EIS (Hanford)
TEDE total effective dose equivalent

TEDF Treated Effluent Disposal Facility

TEF Tritium Extraction Facility

TLD thermoluminescent dosimeter

TRU transuranic

TRUPACT-II Transuranic Package Transporter-II
TSCA Toxic Substances Control Act

TSP total suspended particulates

TTR Tonapah Test Range

TVA Tennessee Valley Authority

UsS United States

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

USC United States Code

USFS U.S. Forest Service

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS U.S. Geological Survey

VOC volatile organic compound

WAC waste acceptance criteria or Washington Administrative Code
WHB Waste Handling Building (WIPP)

WIPP Waste Isolation Pilot Plant

WSRC Westinghouse Savannah River Company
WTP Waste Treatment Plant (Hanford)

WVDP West Valley Demonstration Project

ix
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UNITS OF MEASURE

ac acre(s)
ac-ft  acre-foot (feet)

°C degree(s) Celsius

cfs cubic foot (feet) per second
Ci curie(s)
cm centimeter(s)

cms cubic meter(s) per second

d day(s)
dB decibel(s)
dBA  A-weighted decibel(s)

°F degree(s) Fahrenheit

ft foot (feet)

ft2 square foot (feet)

ft3 cubic foot (feet)

g gram(s) or acceleration
of gravity (9.8 m/s/s)

gal gallon(s)
gpd gallon(s) per day
gpm gallon(s) per minute

h hour(s)

ha hectare(s)
hp horsepower
in. inch(es)

kg kilogram(s)

km kilometer(s)

km2  square kilometer(s)
kph kilometer(s) per hour
kV kilovolt(s)

L liter(s)

1b pound(s)

m . meter(s)

m? square meter(s)

MCi
mg
mi
mi2
min
mL
mm
mph
mR
mrem
mSv
MW
MWh

nCi
oz
pCi

ppb
ppm

rad
rem

cubic meter(s)
megacurie(s)
milligram(s)
mile(s)

square mile(s)
minute(s)
milliliter(s)
millimeter(s)
mile(s) per hour
milliroentgen(s)
millirem
millisievert(s)
megawatt(s)
megawatt-hour(s)

nanocurie(s)

ounce(s)

picocurie(s)

part(s) per billion
part(s) per million
roentgen(s)

radiation absorbed dose
roentgen equivalent man
second(s)

metric ton(s)

vibration velocity decibel(s)

yard(s)

square yard(s)
cubic yard(s)
year(s)

microgram(s)
micrometer(s)
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Appendix J: Comment Response Document

J.3.3 CREDO Campaign Form Letter

Table J.3-3 tabulates all individuals who submitted comments via the CREDO Campaign
form letter along with the comment document identifiers assigned to each. One representative
letter (Barber, Kristen, Comment Document ID No. L213) was used to identify the comment.
The comment is identified in brackets on the left side of the page, and the corresponding
response is shown on the right side of the same page. All other comment letters resemble the
representative letter. The representative letter, comment identified in that letter, response, and all
the other comment documents received for this campaign are presented here in Section J.3.3 on
pages J-1767 through J-1827, as indicated in the table. It may be helpful for readers to review
Section J.2 for an overview of the 10 Topics of Interest of this CRD.

TABLE J.3-3 Individuals Who Submitted Comments via the

CREDO Campaign Form Letter

Last Name, First Name

Comment Starting

Document ID No.  Page No.

Barber, Kristin*
Bartholomew, Gabriele
Batts, Katherine
Bekker, Rhonda
Bering, Stacie
Borden, Phyllis
Boynton, Llory
Burns, Carl
Chastain, Jody
Chroman, J.

Davis, Galen
Dewell, Alice
Downing, Michelle
Fairchild, Jane
Frothingham, Dianne
Gray, Lee

Hansen, Heidi
Harkness, Linda
Hauer, Valerie
Herron, Andria
Hodapp, Paul
Houghton, Richard
Howard, Gary -
Howe, Cheri
Iverson, Luanna
Kee, Marion
Ketchum, Deann
Knutson, Maureen
Leyrer, Sarah
Lovett, Wendell
Magnuson, John
Mattson, Dana

L213 I-1767
L214 J-1768
L215 J-1769
L216 J-1770
L217 J-1771
L218 J-1772
L219 J-1773
L1220 J-1774
L221 J-1775
1222 J-1776
1223 J-1777
1224 J-1778
1225 J-1779
L226 J-1780
L227 J-1781
L228 J-1782
L1229 J-1783
L230 J-1784
L231 J-1785
L232 J-1786
L233 J-1787
L234 J-1788
1235 J-1789
L1236 J-1790
L237 J-1791
L238 J-1792
1239 J-1793
1240 J-1794
1241 J-1795
L1242 J-1796
1243 J-1797
L.244 J-1798
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Appendix J: Comment Response Document

TABLE J.3-3 (Cont.)

Comment Starting
Last Name, First Name Document ID No. Page No.
Mccracken, Philip L245 J-1799
Mckay, Barbara 1246 J-1800
Meinz, Vern 1.247 J-1801
Methe, Leslie L1248 J-1802
Mikkelsen, Susan L1249 J-1803
Morey, Barbara L250 J-1804
Morgan, Donald L251 J-1805
Parish, Dave L252 J-1806
Paul, Hollis 1253 J-1807
Pearson, Sharon 1254 J-1808
Rabinowitz, Alan L1255 J-1809
Ray, Beth L256 J-1810
Rosen, Susan 1257 J-1811
Rosenthal, Elizabeth 1.258 J-1812
Rozenbaum, Scott L259 - J-1813
Sanders, Aurelia L1260 J-1814
Seymore, Lee Roy L261 J-1815
Sheldon, Sue 1262 J-1816
Siverts, Linda 1263 J-1817
Swalla, Billie L264 J-1818
Todd, Therald 1265 J-1819
Trowbridge, Cynthia L266 J-1820
Twisdale, March 1267 J-1821
Verschuyl, Sharon L268 J-1822
Walsh, Terry L269 J-1823
Webster, Theresa L270 J-1824
Winsor, Robert L271 J-1825
Woods, Paul 1272 J-1826
Zeiler, Telle L273 J-1827

*  Barber, Kristin (Comment Document No. L.213) is the

representative letter.
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CREDQ Campaign

Barber, Kristin, Commenter ID No. 1.213

(Representative Letter)

%

oW I

g e
Boll inghow, WA 08226:2206 - crtlzen'l_etter

May 14, 2011

DOE Secretary Steven Chu
US Departnent of Energgw
1000 lIndepondence Ava
WashIngton, DC 20585

Pear DOE Secretsry Steven Chu,

The earthquake and tsunami In Japan -- and subsequent meltdown at
the Fukushima nuciear plant -- are a worrying reminder of the threat
posed by all nuclear facllltlea. . . L

One of the most dangerous in the U.S., Is Hanford, which a.-farmer
Henford englineer callad s ticking time bomb."

I'm writing to demand that You halt Dapt. of Energy plans to truck
mora nuclesr waste to Hanford, clean ug what's therae, and take action
to ensure the site does not threaten the Columbia Rlver and the people
who | fve nearby.

As you know, Hanford 15 the most contaminated nuclear site 'In the
Western henlsphere. It has 58 mlllion ?allons of radloactive sludge :
stored in leaky underground tanks within dangerous proximity of the
Cotumbla River. .

* The proalsed cleanup at Hanford has stil!l not begun In_sarunest end
yot your departmont proposes to dump even moro waste hore. The people
of Washington have had enough. ¢

Please fot me know how you Intond to sddress this Issve.

Sincerely,
Kristin Barber

CltizenLetters are a sérvice of CREDOT

nnan @ , Caon 20

. CREDO | mem—

L

213-1

L213-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

SI1H D01D puid

Juawno0o(J asuodsay juswuio) [ xipuasddy
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CREDO Campaign
Bartholomew, Gabriele, Commenter ID No. 1214

Gabrleto Bartholooew
741 Linden St
Everatt, WA 88201-1222

Way 14, 2041 - .

DOE Secretary Steven Chu
US' Department of Energgw
1000 Independenca Ave .
Washlngton.‘ DC 206 :
Dear DOE’ Secretary Steven Chu, * . i b .

The earthquake and tsunaml In Japan -- and subsequsnt meltdown at
the Fukushima nucloar plant -- are a worrylng resinder of the threat -
posed by all nuclear 1acl|ltlss. a4 I

One of the most dangerous In the U.S. ls Hanford. which a former
Honford onglnaer cdlled “a ticking time bomb .

I'm writing to demind that ¥ou halt Dept of Energy plans to triick

more nuclear wasto.to Hanford, clean up what's thera, and take actlon
to ensure ths sits: does not threaten the Columbia River and- the people §

» wha [ive- pearby. ® . 1
know, Hanford 1s tha most contaminated nuclear slte In the :

Westarn Keml ere. It has 58 milllon gallons of radioactive sludﬁe :
stored In Icaﬁy dnderground tanks within dangarnus proximity of tl I

Columbla River, .

The prom!sed -cleanup at Hanford has, still not begun In_sarnest and
yet your department proposes to dump even mors waste hore. The people
nf Nashlngtnn have had enough.

oS
Please let re knaw how you intend to address thls |ssus,

" - * Sinceraly,
Gabrlele Bartholomew

CREDO | s

CitizenLetters n;e a service of CREDO! -
“waom Qv . oY .~

J-1768 January 2016
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CREDO Campaign
- Batts, Katherine, Commenter ID No. 1215

. Katherlno Batts’
. 21815 State Routo 9 SE
WoodInviltle, WA 98072-9784 .

May 14, 2011

DOE Secretary Steven Chu =
US pepartmont of margg.‘

1000 Independence Ave SN *
WashlIngton, DC 20585

. boar ‘DOE Secretary Steven Chu, .

’ The earthquake and tsunanl In Japal
tho Fukushima nuclear plant -- are a wo
. posad by ali nuclear facllitlus.

One of the most dangsTous In the U.8. P
a ticking time.pomb.® . . ;

tianford englneer called

ean-u

[*m writing to demand that, ¥cu halt Ds|

. more nuclear waste to Hanford, ¢

to onsurs the élte doos not threaten tne €

who |live nearby. .

) As yo
“ Wastorn homtsphoere. )t has 58 mifiion
stored In leaky underground tanks with

Columbia Rlver.
The promised Cleanup st

et your departhent proposes to dump even more waste

¥
. of Washington have had anough.
Please (et 'me know how you Intend

Singersdly,
Katherine Batts

Citzmiletters are g service of CREDOT -

. SO0

BT

.

u know, Haafdrd [s the most contaminated nuclear 31t

Henford has still not bsguh In_earnest and

Sitizenlealter

n -- and subsequent meltdoin at
rrying remindar of: the threst

N

is Hanfora, which a formsr *

g . of Energy plans o “truck
what’s there, and take actlon A
olutbla Rlver end tho people . :

5 in tho

allans of radloactive slqdﬁe
n dangérous proximity of ‘tho

ora. The peaple . .

4o address thls issue,

CREDD | meee

J-1769

January 2016
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more nuclear wasts to Hanford,

. vtho Ilve nearby. o

CREDQO Campaign

Bekker, Rhonda, Commenter ID No, L.216 -

Rhonda Bekkor

B . “,. G A : . . ’
A 01205 Citizenletior

tay 14, 2011 ' .

DOE Secretary Stoven Chu .
US Departrent of Enel-ggl : . -
1000 Independonce Ave SV ' ’ -
Vashington, DC 20585 .

> a“
Dear DOE Setiotary Stoven Chu, " P

Tha ocarthquake and tsunasl 1n Japan -- and suboquent meltdown ot
tho Fukushlima nuclear plent .- aro a worrying reminder of the threat

" posed by all nuctear facllitles.

-Qna of tha mogt dangoro‘us In the U.S, [s Hanford, which a former .
Hanford engineor called “a tlcking timo bont,® o .
I'm writing to demand, that \/t;u ‘tialt Dept..of Energy plans to truck
clean up what's there, and take actjon =
to onsure tho site doos not threaten tho Columbla River and" the people

As you know, Hanford I the most contanlnated nucleer slte in the

Wostern hemlsphere. It has 58 million ?ul lons of radloactlive sludgo
stored In loaky underground tanks withlin' dangorous proxinlty of the -

Columbia Rilver. .
) The'promised clesnup at Hanford has still not begun In_earnest anc
yot your department proposes to dump oven’ more waste hore. The people .
of Washlugton-have had enough. . . '

'Plgase lot me know how you Intend to address thls Issue.

-

Sincerdly.
Rhonda Bekkor .
;
Chisanlatters are @ sarvico of CREDOT o CREDY | s
nmon enas : . .
J-1770

January 2016
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CREDO Campaign
Bering, Stacie, Commenter ID No. L.217

Stacla Berlng
421 W Shoshone Pl
Spokane, WA 98203-2050

May 14, 2011

DOE Secretary Steven Chu -

US Departmert of Energgv o Ty,
+ 1000 Independenca Ave SW

Washington, OC - 20585

Dear BOE Sccretary Steven Chu, : .

- The parthguske and tsunem| ln‘Japan .. and subsequent meltdom at ’
the Fukushima nuglear plant --‘aro a worrying remindor of the threat
.posed by all nuclear facflltles.

One of the most dangeraus In the U.S. .18 Hanford, which a former
Hanford engineer called “a tlcj(lng time bomb.™

{*m writIng to demand that’ yoju halt Dept. of Ene'rg‘); plans ta truck
« more nuclear waste to Hanford, olean ug what's there, and take actien | “
- +o.angure the sitg does not threaten the Colfumbla Rfver ond ‘the people
x

who llve nearby.., ) =
ou know, Hasford Ig:the most contannated nuclear s[te"lin‘the

‘As
Western hemisphere, 1t has 68 miliion gallons of radloactive s ge
stored in leaky underground tanks within dangerous proximity of the

Columbla Rivar. ; . .
The promlsed. cleanup at Banford has still pot begun In qarnestlahd

* yot your departmont proposes to dump cven more waste here. Ths people A
o . .

f '-'Jashln_gton have had enough.
-Ploass lot mo know how you Intend to address this fssde.
Sinceraly, = ’ ‘
Stacle Berlng ’ P

. S
Cltigasletters are a.sbrvice of CREDOT ™«

waeta e

J-1771

January 2016
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& K] » . ; .
* A you know, Hanford. Is ‘the most coritaminated nucloar sito’.dn the
" s Western-

CREDO Campaign
Borden, Phyllis, Commenter ID No. 1.218

i

* Phytiis Borden . . . .
W wae . Citisenletter
T |

ez

M. 17, 2013 w7

VOE: Sodratary G e

g n‘{ of lEnq;g'g‘
+ g mdencd -Ave 59

vash fngt 86 :

B ‘ N

5 - M 0 N
Bear DOE Secretary Steven Ct!_u.

The earthquake and tsunemi In Japan -- and subsequent meltdowy at}, i
. the Fukushima nuclear plant -- are a vworrying remindér of the threat !
gosed by all nuclear factiltles, .

Ono. of the most aangerous In the U.S. Is Hanford, which a former w S
Hanford englnesr called *a ticking time bomb,® : . :

5 1*m yriting to demand that you halt Dept. of Energy plans to truck P .
~ goré nuclagr waste to Hanford, cleen up what's there, ‘and take action o C
2o ensure tha sito-does not threaten the Columbla River and, the people i

who Live naarby. PP

emsghera. It has 68 miI!lon ?a‘llons of radloact{ve sludﬁa '
gtorad In_leaky underground.tanks within dangerous proximity of the .
Columbla Rlver, , *. R .

) The ’bromlsed ¢loanup at Hanford has stiif not bsgun In_earnost and
yat yolr department proposes to gump even more wasts ore. The people.
.Of Washlngton have had epough.

Pleaae let me know how you 'Intend to sddress th'Is Issue. , .. s
- Sincerely, . :
Phyllls Borden A
v E
[ P

, Clizenétters are a service of CREDO CREDO , P

Facm
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CREDO Campaign
Boynton, Liory. Commenter ID No. 1.219

Liory éoyntcn
73, Enchantment Way
Sequla, VA 98382-8038

May 14, 2011

DOE Secretary Steven Chu N ‘ '
. US bepartment of _Energgv M . ..
. 1600 Independencé Ava SW .= N
Washington, DC 20585

. . .

Doar DOE Socrotary -Steven:Chu, i ’ N
" the earthquake and tsuf\aml tn Japan -- and subsequeht naitdovm ab-

the Fukushima nuclear plant -- dre a vorrying reminder of the threat
posed by ail nuclear facllitles. o
. One of the most gangerous fn the U.S. ls Hantord, which .& former
Hanford englneer called b7 - -

> . {'n.writing to densnd that you halt Dopt. of Energy plans to truck

)

nors nuclear, waste to Hanford, oledn uﬁ whet's there, and take aciticn
to ensure ths slte does not threaten the Colunbla River and the pecpls

who | Ive nearby. . i
. [
'As you know, Hanford ls tho most contaminated nuclear site In the

Slastern hemlsphere. Jt has 58 mltiion sfa!lons of radioactive sl_udﬁa
stored in’lesky underground tanks within dangerous proxiaity of the

Colunbja River. ) R .
v . The pros{sed cleanup at Hanford has stlll not hegun [n ‘warnest and
" “yet your department proposes to dump even wore waste hera, The people
. of Viashington have had enough. . DR .

Pleasd let me know low you Intend to address this lasue.

a ticking time bom )

) L. slncarg_ly. -
., s Llory Hoynton
CHI#MLotlors ore a senvice Gf CREDOS CREDO JUA—
J-1773 January 2016
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CREDO Campaign
Burns, Carl, Commenter ID No. 1.220

* “car! Burns A Co .
213 ¥ 6TH St (I 8 m e : S —
Renton, WA 98057-3408 . : '@%E@ﬁ&@ﬁ%@?

" Yay 14, 2010 . ‘ : . L
. DOE Seoretary Steven Chy "
< Us De?artmant of Ehargg . . ¢ v
1000 Indepsndonce Ave SV -
_ Washiagton, DC Z0685° . R
i : - .

Daar 'DOE Secretary St:aven Chr,

e carthquake and teunaml In Japan -- and subsequent meltdown at :

Th
~the Fukushlma nuclear plant -- aro a worrylng reminder of the threat

o
2 posed by afl nuclear facllitles. . R
¢ Ono of the most dangerous in,the U.S. Is Hanford, vhigh a former

s

“ " Hanford englneer called ‘s ticking timo bomb.”
? v« 0 .. .

I'm writing to demand that ¥ou balt Dapt. of Energy plans to truck
more nuclear waste to Hanford, clean UK vhat’s there, and take actioh
.to ensure the site doss. not threaten the Columbla River and the people
who (lve nearby. : 4 LY

As you know, Hanford'ls the most contaminated nuclear site In the
Western hemiaphere. It has 58 million gallons of radioactive sludge
stored in leaky underground tanks withim dangerous proximity of the .

Cofumbla River. . )
,Tr{a promlse& cleamip at Manford has still not :begun In sarnsst ‘and
yet your dapartment proposes to dump even-mors waste here. The peeple

_of Washington have had enough. .
' "Pisase let me kncw how you Intend to address this issve.  °

T Sinceraly, ©

v

- > - Carl Burns ’
x;,
L
. IR f
Cltizestetters.are a service of CREDOT ; . CREDD | guetamereey
e« © oy e it e, G0 - &
J-1774 January 2016
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«

N yat vynur department proposes to dump even more waste
of Wa

CREDO Campaign
Chastain, Jody. Commenter ID No. 1.221

Jody Chastaln

PO Box 2994 . ' P
Longvlew, WA 98632-6971 Citi
) R
May 14, 2611
gOE Sgeratary Stevea Chu “ :

S Department of Energg
1000 Indepondence Ave SV

A .
Viashingtoa, 0. 20585 . . s s R

Dear DOE Secrotary Steven Chu,

Tha sarthquake and tsunami in Japan Z-.und subsequent meltdown at
the Fukushlms nuclear plant -- ars a worrylng reminder of the threat
posed by alf nuclear facliftles.: . %

One of the most.dangerous [n the U.S: s Hanford, which a forer
Hanford englnuer called a'tlcklng time bomb,” . s

I'm writing to demand that you halt Dopt. of Energy plana to_truck
more nuclear waste to Hanford, clean up:what®s thore, and take actfon
to engure the site does not threaten the: Calumbia River and the peopls”
vwho |lve nearby. = & .

As Kcu know, Hanford Is the most contaminated nuclear site In the
Western hemisphers. It has. 58 miilion ,?allons of vradfoactlvo«sludge
stored. in_J|eaky underground tapks within. dangerous proximity of the
Columbfa River’ g

The promised clemup at Hanford has still npt beEun Ini_:arnast'end
orp. The people

e I ; o

shlngt:on have had enough.
.Please lot me know how you Intend to address this lssite.

Sincarely,
P Jeody Chastain

%,

K -

Citzetitotters are 8 service of CREDOY -

Laem @ orsormo

CREDO | meems

J-1775
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CREDO Campaign
Chroman, J., Commenter ID No, 1.222

. Ablntra Welmesa Conter

J .
7114 STH Ave BE Unit 2 »
Seattle, WA 98115- 5423 Lo

3

May 14, 2011 o
DOE Secrotaty Stoven Chy -;‘

US Department of Enargg "

1000 independence Ave i T

Washington, DC 20 _ o . . . .

! ‘ .

. Daar DOE sgcratary Stoven Chi, P
8 -earthquske and tsunami In Japan -~ dnd subsaquant moltdown at

B " Cthe Fukushlmn nu?lear plent -- are a worrylng ramlndar of the threat v
posed by all puclear fac!lltlos. N
Ono of the; most: dangorous “In £the U.S 1s Hanford ‘wh(ch a former -
" Hanford englneer called “a ticking time bomb."
m wrltlng to demind that you halt Dept. of Ensrgy plans to truck
mors néclear waste to Hanford, clean up what's thero, and iske actlon

»%d ensure, the slte does not thrcatan the COlUﬂlbla RWor and the people

who Jlve nearby. . ” a4

As .you know. Hanford ls the .most contaminated-nuclear site In the
Westarn emlsg ers, it has 68 mi)1fon ?allons of radioactive 3ludg .
stored In_ieaky underground tarks within dangerous proximity of the
Columbfa River. -

.

The promlséd cleanup at Hanford has stlll not begun in earnost and
t your department proposes to dump aven mors wasts here. The people

«of Washi ngton pave had anough.
Plegse Let me know how ynu intond to mﬁdress thls Issue.

: St ,SIncerely..' ~
- :  Abintra Wellness Conter
J Chroman
CitwnL etters ofa a service.of CREDOT L CRED I pesgmamt
f o @rr esnomoo N , . )

J-1776
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Davis, Galen, Commenter ID No. L.223

A . @istuani ol
Seattle, WA 98115-2811 ) ﬁ%@@@@@a@%@

. . . . @Wﬁggﬁ i

“ .

May 14, 2011 - N "
“DOE Secretary.Stevén Chu- P
US Department of Enarggw . .

4000 Indepondence Ave
Washington, 8C 20585 . -

" pear DOE Sacrgtary Steven Chu, .
e “The earthqu‘a’f(e and tsunaml [n Jipan -- and subsaquent meltdown at
the Fukushima‘nuclear ‘plant -- are a worrying: reminder of the throat
« posed by alf nuclear facllltles. - 4 4

One of the most dangarou’s In the U.5:" Is Hanford, which n former '
Hanford englneer called "a ticking time boub." .
T 1'mwriting to depand that ‘mu halt Dept. of Energy plans to trueck
°

more nuclear waste to Hanford, clean ug what’s_there. and take actlon
to ensuré thc slte does not threaten & 1o -Columbla River and the people

who live nearby. = . .
-AS gou kngw, Hanford s the rost -contaninated nuclear site In the

Western emls&hem; It has 58 mil|lon ?ailons of radigactive sludgg
stored In leaky underground tanks within dangorous prox !!nlty.-of the

Columbig River, . .
The promlsed clesnup at Hanford has st111 not begun In_earnest end
yet your:department proposes to dump even fiore waste here. The pevple
of Washington have had encugh. . , . .
: Please let mo know how you (ntend to address this Issue'.v
= . v <

v

. M Sincerely, ’

Balen Davls

Cttizerlottars are @ samvice of CREDGY . .. % . °-
Lemacumo T

nqa T Bo:

J-1777
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CREDQ Campaign

Dewell, Alice, Commenter ID No. 1.224

Allce- Dewall
. 2425 33RD Ave W Unlt 402
Seattle, WA 98199-3259

tay 14, 2011

DOE Secretary Steven Chu - ’ K
US Department of Energg .
4000 lodepandance Ava SW . n
Washington, DC 205885 “ »

1oy

Dear DOE Secr:atary Stoven Chu,

The oarthquoke and tsunainl In Japa

the Fukushima nuclear p
posed by all nuclear facliitles.

One of the nost dangerous In the .U,S. |
~ Henford englneer callsd “a ticking time bomb,

' I'niriting to depend that %ou halt D:gt. of Energy plans to. truck™; .
c at's there,' and-take*action K

t0.ensure tho site does not threaten the Cglumh_la River and-(t'l{te peopla

more nuclear waste to Hanford, cloan up wh

viho ||ve nearby. .

As you know, Hanford fs the most containated auolear site fn the
?al {ons of radloactlve sludga
hin dangerous proxinity of the .

Westorn em!aﬁhsre. It has 58 mi{|1lon
stored In_leaky underground tonks wit
'Columbla River, | v .

The promised cleznlfp -at Hanford has stfll n

our départment proposes to dump even more waste here. The pe

yet
of Washlagton have had enough.

Pleass let ma know how-you ‘Intend to addres

. Slnpcerely,
= 5 "~ Alice Dewsll

>

Clt‘lztfnl.etzefs gre a service of CREDOT '

orsemaa

Pom o1

-~ and subsequent meltdown at * o
iant -~ aro a worrylng reminder of the threat

s Hanford, which a’forner

. i

w2 gt

ot begun In ez;rnest and
ople .

£l

s this Issue.

~

| CREDO | sz

J-1778
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_posed by all nuclear facllitles.-

- more. nuc)ear waste to Hanford, clean U

CREDQO Campaign
Downing, Michelle, Commenter ID No. 1.225

Wicheile Downing
3103 NW Rlver Ln
Poulsto, WA 98370-7267

Hay 14, 2041.

DOE Secrstary Steven Chu - ¢
US Departeont of Enorgg

1000 Tndependence Ave SW
Washiagton, DC 20585

*

Dsar DOE Sccretary Steven Chu,

The_garthquake and. tsunaml In Japa'n_ -~ and subsequent meltdown at ..
the FukuShloa niclear plant -- are’ a worrying reminder of the threat .

R — "=, o VR
- One of the most dangerous in the U.S. Js Hanford, vhich a-former’
ﬂtfnford engineer called “a ticking time bomb."

1"m writlng to demand that you halt Dept. of Energy plans to truck
what's there, and take action -

to ensure the site does not threaten tha Columbla Rliver and the peoplo
who {ive nearby. . .
. As ydu know, Hanford is the most contaminated nucieat slte In the

Western hemisphere. It has 58 nllllon'?allons of radioactive 3ludge:
stored In Joaky undefground tanks withln dangerous proximlty of tho

Columbia River,

The promissd ¢leanup at Hanford has still not begun In oarnest and..
yot your department proposes to dump even more waste here. The psople -¢
of Washington have had enough. .

Please Jet me know how you Intend to. addrass this [ssue.

it

- ,Slncerely,
Michelle Downlng

Gﬂmtmexsareascrv[gc; of CREDO? ’ T _‘ . CREDO‘I pe s -

J-1779

January 2016
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Jane Falrchlld
9437 58TH Ave S
Soattle, WA 98118-5528

s

CREDO Campaign
Fairchild, Jane, Commenter ID No. 1.226

7

Fiay 14,2011 .« i . .

DOE Seéretar'{ Steven Chu T o ;

UUS Department of Energgv . - . .

1000 Indepsndenco Ave St . . !

Washngton, DC 20885 . . : e . T :

@ 4 : e

Doar DOE Sscrstary Steven Ghu; . .. . : . .

i The earthquake- and tsunami In Japap -- and subsequent meltdown at :

the Fukushima nuclear plant -< are a worrying reminder of the throat !

poacd by all nuclear facilltlvs. . '
One of ths most dange'rous fa the U.5. )s Hanford, which.a former | - :

Ranford englneer called "a ticking tme bomb.” i i
{*n writing to domand that you halt Dept. of Energy plans: to- truck

more nuglcar waste tq Henford, clean ug what's_there, and teke actloh

to ensure the site does not threaten the Columbfa RIver and the people

who |} iver nearby.

“w
Etored in loaky Ul

Y
o

CitiranLetters are 3 service of CREDO?
per 2] >

As you Kno.;. Hanfg;'d Is the most contaminated nuclear s(ts in the : :
emlsphere; It has 58 miiflon gallons of radiosctlive sludgo . ;
o .

astorn
nderground tanks within dangerous proxlmity of t

olumbia Rlver.
N . ¥ - N
The pronlsad clednup at Hanford has stl11l not begun In sarnest and © = ,

ot your dspartment proposes to dump evpn more waste hero. The people N *
. ” i

f Washington have had enough. . e
Plosse let me. know how you intend A.to address this 1sdus. g

Y ; oL Sincerely’.'

o ) " Jana Falrchild

CREDE | mamre

ORGSO

J-1780 January 2016
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) CREDO Campaign
Frothingham, Dianne, Commenter ID No. 1.227

' Dlaie Frohloshaa 9
Tacoma, WA $8403-1610 @9%5&@%%@%@@
. L BT AT

May 14, 2011 . .
- .

POE Secretary Steven Chu ' .
US Department of Eno‘rgg -

1000 Independenco Avo SW B B

Wash!ngton, DC 20585 -

pear DOE.Sscrotary Steven Chy, ’ ! o

The earthquakb and tsunami {0 Japan:-- and subsequent meltdown ‘at 3
lant -- are a worrylng reminder of- the throat .

the Fukushlma nuclear p

posed by all nucleer faclllties. : . " ) <
N One of the most dangerdus In the U.S. 1s Hanford, which a former

Hanfard enginesr called “a ticklng time bomd,” . . .

I'm writing to démand that’ you ‘halt Dept. .of Energy plans to froék - N
more nuciear wasts to Hanford, olaan up what's there, and take act{on *
to ensurs the slte doss not threaten the Columbla River and- the poople |
who [lve nearby. . . . . v
: As you know, Hanford Js ‘the most contaminated nuclesr-slte ‘In ths
Western hemisphere. |t has 58 mil]lon ?a.llona of radioactlve sludge -
gtored In_[ea underground tanks within dangerous proximlity of the 3
Columbla Rlver. o - - v
un In sarnust) and

y The prcn;lsed ¢cleanup at Hanford has st(f] not be
JCyet Pmur department proposes to dump even more waste‘here. The peaple
~. *5f Washington have. had enough. P
38 thls Jssue. 3

. Ploase let Mo know how you Intend to addres

‘Slhcerely. W .
Dianne Frothlinghan

CitimLetters are a scrvice of CREDOT . \ CREDD i it

coenearxr

e @B

J-1781 January 2016
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CREDO Campaign
Gray, Lee, Commenter ID No. 1.228

Lee
501 Pine gt Ag -
Seattle, WA 8101 1809 "

!Jay 14.'&20'11 . . L .

DOE Secrotary Steven Chu ‘ B

Us - Ds?artment of Energ Ei' S v . Y, E)

* 1000 ndapondence Avo 1 ” ’ . .
i‘lashlngton DC . * i : B
Dear DOE Secretary Steven chu. »

The carthguake and teunsmi In Jepan -- and subseguent moltdown at .
tha Fukushima nuclear plant --'ars a worryrng remlnder of the threat

. P
* posed by all nuclear faclllt!es. .- .

One. of the most dangsrnus inthe U.§. Is Hanfurd whleh a former
Hanford engineer called *a tlcking time bomb.

1'm writing to demand that ){ou haH: Dcpt. of Energy plens to truck
<mora nuclesr waste to Hanford, clean uﬁ what's there, and take actlon »

to ensure the slte dogs not threaten the COIumbla RIver and tha people o ‘

vho live nearby

Kou kno'v Hanford 13 the most contamlnated nuclear site’tn the

WBs-tern enlsphore. I+ has 58 milllon ?allons of radioactive sludge
gt?reg | lnR:ea y underground tenks wlthin dangsrous proximity. of ¢
olumbla River.

The' proml)sed cleanup .at Hanford has stHl not begun In. earnes.. and
yot your department proposes to dump even mora waste here. The people
of &\ashlngton have had onough.

Pleaso fet me know how you intend to addross thls lasue.

¥ " - .

" - -Sincerely,
Laa P G'r;iy - - ’
» ’ . : . l
Citistfiletters sre asepvice of CREDOT o @RE@@. , 3‘?-35&.""“‘
Bao @ £Hsee : . ’
J-1782
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.- 610 W Chur

CREDO Campaign
Hansen, Heidi, Commenter ID No. 1.229

Halgl! Hansen
Palouse, WA 99161 8761

May 14, 2041

DDE Secrotary Stovan Chi
?artment of Enargg

1000 ndopandagnce Avo W

Washlagton, DC 2058

- ) :

Opar -DOE Secreotary Stéven Chu, ?
“The earthquake and tsunomi {n Japan -- snd subssquent roeitdown at

tho Fukushima nuclear plant -- are a worryling remlnder of the threat ’

gnsgd_'by_all nuclear facilities. e T e
d;'Le of the most dangerous In the U $. 1s Hanford which a formar:

Hlanford enginesr called =a chlng tine bemb,”

1'm writing to demand that ou halt Do t. of Energy plans to truck
more nuelear waste to Menford,. cjean up what's there, and take action
1o ensura the site does not threaten t ] COlumbla River and the people

who 1lva nearby.

: Xou ‘know, Manford 15 the most contammated auclear sltu in the”
Wastern Bmlsﬁhere. it.has 58 altllan ?al lons of radivactivo sludge
gt?regllnmlea y underground tanks within dangerous proximlty of tha .

olumbia River. s

The promised (tleanup at Hunford has still not begun In_sarnest and
t your department proposes to dump even more wasta here, The people
of Viashington have had enough.

N Please let me know how you Intond 4 address thls Issua.

Slacersly,
> Heidl Bangen ~

Cinzgriletters area service of CREDQOT
mran & ARG .

J-1783
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CREDO Campaign
Harkness, Linda, Commenter ID No. 1.230

i e P P
CECexue

Linda Harkness
14903 Linden Ave N .
-Shoreline, WA 98133-6516,

" " B

nletler

May 14, 2011

DOE Secretary Stevens Chu’ .- .
+ US Departmont of-Energy
1000 Indopendence Ave SW ° . »
\‘fashlngton, 0C 20585 . VL .
* . . w
Dear .DOE Secrotary Steven Chu, | :

The egrthqueke end tsunami In Japan -~ and subsequent meltdown at
the Fukushima nuclear plant -- ate a worrylng reminder of the threat

posed by all nuclear facilitles. N
Ope of tha most dangerous In the U.S. ls Harford, which a former
Henford eng_!neer called “a ticking time bomb.® “x .
¥ I'n writing to demand that ¥ou halt ‘Dept. of Energy plans tottr;:ck
¢

*  more niclagr waste fo-Hanford, clean u what's there, and take action
« 10 ensure -the aite does got-thraaten t o,Colusbla River and the people-

vho 1lve nearby. - .
! As you know, Hanford]s the most contamlnaigid nuclear site in the

4 Westorn hemlsphera. It has 68 million ?allona of radloactive sludﬁe
 stared In loaky underground tanks within dangerous proxinity of the

Columbla River. .

The-promlsed cleanyp at Hanford has stlil not begun in_earnest and
yet your department proposes to gump evén more wasto hore, The people , .
of Washington have had eriough. "

P(ease ot me know how you Intend to address this lssue.
[}

« “

Sincerely,.
. Linda qukness, R .

CiizenLoness are a sorvice'6f GREDO *+ * ++ 7

wegm M ooy

.

J-1784

January 2016



Final GTCC EIS Appendix J: Comment Response Document

CREDO Campaign

Hauer, Valerie, Commenter ID No. 1,231

Valerle L Havar :
8900 S Mullen H1l1 Rd Lot 608 . ,ﬁ”%
Spokano, WA 00224-7402 UrBEHE

A
May 14, 2011

DOE Secretary Steven Chu .
US Department of Energy o

1000 {pdependence Ave SW * -
Wash Ington, DG 20585 -

’ Dear DOE Secratary Steven Chu,

The earthquake and tsungm) [ Japan -- and subsequent meltdown at
< the’' Fukushina nuclear piant -- are a worrylng reminder of the threat -
posed by all nuclear facl |t tes. !

One of the most dingerdus [n the U.S. Is Hanford, which a former
Hanford engiriger called “a ticking time bgmlz." : .

!'m.wrlting to demand that ¥ou halt D"f:gt. of ‘Encrgy plans to truck
more nuclear wasto to Hanford, clean up what’s there, and teke actlon
tb ensure the slte does not thraaten the Columbla River and the people

« Who lve nearby. . . K . .
T As gou know, Hanford Is tho-most contaminated nuclear site in the
Western em[sghora. 1t has. 58 ml11]on gaflons of -radloactive sludge
a gtﬁegllnggen y underground ‘tanks withln dangerous proximity of the
olumbia River, * N . .. :

- The pronlsed cleanup ‘s.at Hanford has stlll pot begun in .eérnastl and’
yet your dopartmernit proposes to dump even mors wastoe hers. The people
of Washington have had enough. <
] . N .
Please let me know how you Intend to address thls.issus. .

= .

Slnc'erely. * '
Yalerle L Hauer

 ClfzonLittrs ote  service of CREDOT, | : CREDO | —

Wmewns B ? wencnco

J-1785

January 2016
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CREDQO Campaign
Herron, Andria, Commenter ID No. 1.232

“Andria Herron

fonzomvar WA 08681-4110 @ﬁ%ﬁ@@m&@%@@
' T e

T

May 14, 2011 . o . “ A 1,
. DOE Sscretary Stoven Chu * . P : :
- US Department of I-Enc.rggqi st | i
1000 Independence Ave SW . R . ;

Washington, DC 20685

Dear DDE Secratary Steven Chu,

The earthquake and tsunamf Jn Japa
the Fukushima nuclear plant -- are a wol

n -~ snd subsequent -neitdown at
rrying remindér of the threat

posed by all nuclear facllltles. . . . H
ne of the moSt dangerous"l‘h the U.S. Is Hanford, which a forser i

[
Hanfqg'd onglneer called “a tfcking tima bomb,” -

1'm writing -to damand that ¥ou halt Dept. of Energy plans to truck
mors nuclesr waste to Nanford, cleah U what’s-therd, and take actlon
to ensure the site doss not threaten the Colfumbla Rivor and the peopia
who |ive nearby. ' . @ .
ou know, Herford Js the most sontaninated nuclear site In. thé
allons of raedloactive siud

As
Yiestern Vemisphore: It has sa-mllllon.? Ee
stored In leagy underground tanks withln dangerous prox!imity of tha

Columbia River. .
] The promlsed cleafup st Hanford has ‘stil not begun in_sarnest and
- yot wyour dopartment propeses to dump even mara waste here. Tha paople
of Washingtoh have had enough. i

Plaass lat me know how you fntsnd to addross this lssus.

Stncarely,  °
Andria Herron

y
YR
.

,ZE?ZEEE@ I N

© ClizsaLetefs ore aservice 6f CREDO?
| e Ay 20 A0
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CREDO Campaign
Hodapp, Paul, Commenter ID No. 1.233

L - 2

Paul V Kodap
9523 N ShiTeh minrs ct
Spokana, WA 99208~ 5815

Y My 14, 2011 - . ..

DOE Secretary Steven Chu * )
US Department "of Cnergg H X N
1000 ndepcndence Avo W -
Viashington, DC* -
Deér POE Secretary Stoven CNU, -

The earthquake and tsunaml tn Jepan -- and subsequent maltdo.vm at |
the Fukushima nuclear plant -- are a Worrying -‘reminder of the threat
g posed by all nuclear facllltles.

* of the most danqemus In the U.S, J& Hanford, whlch a former
Hanford onglneor called "a ticklng tlme boab.” &

I'm writing to demand that you halt Dg t. of Enorg/ plans to truck s

more puclear waste to Hanford, clean ug what’s thors, and take agtlon
. +o ensurs the site does not threaten tho Colurbla River and the psople of
S

" who *lIve nearby. L s

As yau know, Hanford 1s the most contamlnatad nuclear site in the

Western emlsKhera. It hag 58 mlillon ?allons of" rad Joact Ive*sludge
storéd In_ leaky, underground tanks within dangerous proximity of the

Columbia River.

.. The promlsed cleanup ot Hanford has sti}] not- begun In aai:h'est and :
..yet your department proposes to dump even more- waste ora. The people
‘of Washlngton have had enough. v

Pleaso let me know how you lntond to address this [ssua.,

v

Slncerely‘
Paul W Hodapp .

Ciizeiletters ore @ servlce of CREDO? . . - CRED@ | TR

—~—am rnesnn

'

J-1787

January 2016
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Houghton, Richard, Commenter ID No. 1.234

posed by all nuciear facilities. _ - " — e %

Richard Houghton P Sd ; .
1530 uemes, s 30 Moo ~ CitizenLetter

) . ’ *An Grgant messagd it h congeined clyjzeft

May 17, 2011

DOE Secrctary Steven Chu
us De?artmcnt of Energg
1000 Indopendance Ave SW :
Washington, DC 20585 ‘ ;

D;ar DOE Secretary Steven Chu,

The earthquske and tsunami In Japsn -- and sub:etiuent meltdown at
the Fukushima nuclear plant -- are a worrying reminder of tho threat

4 I
[P

._One of the most damgerous In the U.S. Is Hanford, which a former
Hanford enginser called “a ticking time boxb,* . i -

= 1'm writlng to demand that you halt Dept. of Energy pians to truck .
more nuclear waste to Hapford, clean up what’s there, ard take actlon

“to ansure the sito doos not threaten the Columbla River and the people i,
who 1lve nearby. - : s d
- As you know, Hanford 1s the most: contaminated nuclear sito In the
Western hemisphore. It has 58 m{lilon ?al lons of radioact]ve sjudge
gt?regl lnageaky underground tanks within dangercus proxlalty of the

olumbla River, . .

The promised cloanup at Hanford has still not begun fn_earnest and 3
yat;ﬂyour department proposes to dump even mora waste here. The people 4
of Washington have had anough.

Plaase let me know how you Intend to, eddiress this issue.

Blncerely, 4
Rlchard ngghton

CimenLetters are a sefvlce of CREDOT

e N

CREDOQ | mamy—

naan

J-1788 January 2016
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Howard, Gary, Commenter ID No. 1.235

© AN et s e ket B et ERSED

Gary-R Howard .
512" N Bowdoin £i
Seattle, \'JA 981Q3-7704 .

DDE_Secrotary Steven Chu . -
US Department of .Energ . .

. 1000 Independance Aye SH | :
Viashington, DC 20585 ’

May 14, 2014 L AL : s

- 13

"Dear DdE‘f'SGcr-etary Steven Chu, Lt . .

The earthquake and tsunam! In Japan -- ,and subgequent weltdown at
the Fukushlma nuglear-pladt -- are a wor| tng reminder of tho threst
posed by all nuclear facillitles. . :
Ono of tho most dang rous In the U.S. Is' Hanford, which a former <
Hanford englnger called "a ticking time bomb.® o e,
. _ 1'm writlng to demand, that 1|/ou halt Dapt. of Energy plans tg truck
mora nuclear vwaste to Hanford, ¢liean ug what's thers, and taoke action
+5 ensure the s)te doss not threaten the Columbla River and the paople

who. ) lve nearby. » .
As Xou Kknéw, Hanford Is the most contaminsted nuclear site In the

. Western hemisphere, It has 58 mi{lllon ?allons of radloactiva sIudEo,
.gtored (a leaﬁy underground tanks withiin dangerous proximity of the

_ Columbla River,

The 'proinlsc'd cleanup at H’a;-xford has. st l‘l not begun In_earnest and
yot. your department proposes to dump sven nore waste hors. The people
of Washington have had enough. Lo

Please let me know how you Intend to address thls Issue.

Sincerely,
Gary R Howard

cll!z%vLenersaréasé‘;v;‘cq‘noffcnééb;‘.'-‘- LT s éREDO-ImM N

smaan porsedsaew OTMEHOA

J-1789

January 2016
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Howe, Cheri, Commenter ID No. 1.236

Char.l Howe D ’ ) ' E
300 - ter Rd SE # C76 *us ] .
00 caent e o ~ CitizenLetter

i At messege frpar'a e ,'r}la‘d.‘élllxe?l%

Uay 14, 2011 . .

DDE Secretary Steven Chu .

US Department of Energgw .
1000 |ndecpendence Ave .

Vfashington, DC 20585 .

Dear DOE Secretary Steven Chu,

The earthquake and tsupsml in Jopan -« and subscquent melitdown at
the Fukushlms nuclear plast .- are a worrying reminder of ths threat
posed by all nuclear f.actj I_tles. .

. One of the most danger:aus 1n the U.S. is Hanford, which s former
lanford engineor called “a ticking time bomb.Y - .

I‘mwx:ltlng to demand that .you halt D_ep’t. of Energy plans to truck
more nuclear waste to Hanford, clean uﬁ what 's there, and take action
to' enguro the site does not threaten the Columblid River-and thd people

who |ive nearby.

As you know, Hanforg Is the most contaminated nuclear site in the
al lons af radfoactive siudge

. Wostorn hemisphare. It has 58 miilion ? 3
hin dangerous proximity of the

stored In jeaky underground tanks wit
Columbla Rlver.

- The promised cleanup at-Hanford has stll} not begun. In_earnest and”
yot your department proposes to dump even-more waste hers. The people
of Washlngton have had enough. . - »

Please Ié_t me know how you Intend to addrjgssv tﬁls Issue.

Slincérely, '
Chorl Howe'

“

CliirosL etters are a service of CREDO? T - CREDO l e

J-1790

January 2016
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Iverson, Luanna, Commenter ID No. 1.237

ganon dwerson, | e .
Horcer Island, WA 98040-3343 . crnzenLetter

Al

May 14, 2011 . : . toL

DOE Secretary Steven Chu
US Depsrtment of Energgw -
1000 iIndependeonce Ava - . -
Wash {ngtonr, DC -20585 ~ . "

¢

Dear DOE SecFetéw Steven Chuf.

The esrthquako and tsunem) in Jap;n_,'-— and subsequent maltdown at | 3 ;
the Fukushima nuclear plant -~ are a woriylng remlndor of the thraat -
posed by all nuclesr faclilties. .o - 5 : :

Gne of the mast dangorous In the U.S. Is Henford, which a former -,
Henford englneer called “a. ticking time bomb.” = . . J

t'm writing to demand that you halt Degt. of 'Energy plans to truck . :
more nuclear waste to Hanford, clean up what's therc, and take actlon 4
to ansure tha sfte dues not threaten ths Columbla River and the people

who |lve nearby. ’
+ - H

As you know, Hanford Is the most contaminated nuclear slite in the
Western hemlsphere. 1t _hias 58 mlllion gallons of radloact]ve sludge
gtored In_leaky underground tanks within dangerous proximity of the
Columbla River. e

The promised cleanup at Hanford has still not beguh In earnést and o
yet your department proposes to dump even more wasto herg. The people : :
of Washington have had enough. K . ’ .

Pleaso let me know how you Intond to address this lIssue.

= PR EE

. Sincerely,
. Luanria Iverson R

CiumLeu.exs are a service of CREDO - ’ ’ CREDO- ] oy

e — eradreny

J-1791 January 2016
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CREDO Campaign
Kee, Marion, Commenter ID No. 1.238

Harlon R Kee
Reddond, WA 98052 5217

2.
g
. N
M.
=
0
i
U
D
q

May 34,2014
DOE :Secratary ‘Stoven Chi »
0S_Dapartment :of Enorg o s,
1000, Independentd Avo W
Washlngton. oc 205 85, . 1
- = H

* wo; oy g

Dear DOE Sccretary Steven Chu, N

The earthquake and tsunanl Jn Japan -- and subsequant moltdown at
the Fukushlma nuclear plant -- are a worrying reminder of the threat
. [posed by al} nuclear facllltles.

- s 4 —

Onc of the most dangerous In the U. s. is Hanford, whrch a former
Henford onglneer callcd a tlcklng tIms bomb.

1" writing to demand that you halt Dopt. of Energy plans to truck i
more huclear waste to Hanford, clean up what's therg, and.tske action . :
to- gnsure the slte daes not threaten the Calumbla River and’ tho paople i
who llve nearby :

As you- know. Hanford )& 'tho most cuntamlnated nuclear site In the
Western hemisphere. It has 58 miilion ?allons of radloact(ve sludge
stored ln_leaky Underground tanks within dangerous proxlmlty of tg
Calumbla River, i i

_The promised cleanup at Hanford has stlll not begun ln garnost and E
yet your department proposos te dump even rore waste erg, The people i
of Washington have had enough.

Plegse let mo know how you intond to address this Tgsus. . ' .

; Slflcsraly.
Marion R Kee

J-1792 January 2016
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Ketchum, Deann, Commenter ID No, 1.239

- 908 ';(?tch""m E A ‘202 o o
C Gl Bl _ , @E@ g@m&,@%@g‘ :
. - 2 ’;IZ £V, z ‘ e

Moy 14, 201, : T -

DOE Sscrotary Steven Chy - " . ;.
us De?artment of Enargg
1060 indopendance-Ave 8% . :
Washlngton, DC 20685

Dear DOE Secrotary Steven Chu,

The sarthquake and tsunaml in Japan -- and subsequent msltdovmn at
the Fukushima nuclear plant -- arc' a worrylng remlndar of ths threat
posed by all.aucidar facllltles. .

Ono of the most dangarou.. In the U. S. ls Hanford whlch a former .
Hanford englneer calied ®a tleking tlme

" I'm writing to demand that you halt Do t. of Energy plans to truck
more nuclear waste to'Hanford, clean uﬁ what's there, and take action
to-ensure the slte doas not threaten the Coluibla RIver and the peopla
who live nearby.

As you kno\v. Hanford Js the,most contaminated nuolear slte in the -

< ¥Yostorn hemisphere. It has 58 mil|fon ?allons of radloactive siudge !
stored [n leaky underground tanks Wl-th n dengerous proximity of ,the
Columbla Rlver,

The promised cleanup at, Hanford has stlll not begun In_earnest and
yet your dcpartment proposes to dump even more wasts here. The people
of Washlington have had enough. .

Ploase let mo know how you Intend to address this lssue.‘

' Sincerely,
Deann Ketchum

' P
L . (3}

CluzenLenersare.asenglceofc;'zr;oo:' . .E, ' i CREQ@I%“;&"M

e © wrEme

J-1793

January 2016
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Knutson, Maureen, Commenter ID No. 1.240

Mauresn ; Knutaon

o Cegter,sv];".\ S48629.2869 - crtlzenl.etter

May 14, 2011 ’ .

DDE Socretary Steven Chu

US Department of Enar . N .
1000 [ndependance Ave
Viashington, DC 20685 -

*  Dear DOE Secretary Steven Chu, ’ . L

The earthquake and tsunaml in Japan -- and subaaquent meltdown dt
the Fukushirza nuclear plant -- e a worfying rcalndar of the threat
posed hy all nucloar faullitlos - .

One of the most dangerous in tho 4.8, Is Hanf’ord. whlch a former
Hanford engineer called "a ticking time bomb.*® 5

I'm writing to demand that yodu-halt De) t. of -Energy plany 10 truck
more nuclear-waste toc Hanford, clean “ﬂ what's therg, and take action
1o ensure the site does not threaten tha Columbla River and tha people

. who lve nearby. .
ou know, Hanford Is the most contaminated nuclear site {n the

Westorn Kemlsghare. 1t has 58 mlllion ?allons of radloactive siudge
stored In leaky undsrground tanks wlth n dangerous prux!mlty of tge

Lolumbla RIver.

The promlsad cleanup at Hanford has.stil! not begun In_earnest and
yet your department proposes to dump sven more waste here. Tho pesople
of Washington have had enuugh

Please Jot no know how you Intend to addross thls issue.

Sinceraly,
" Maureen F Knutson

CIIIMLeuers aea servlce of CREDOT - . o " CREDO l remmmevat

J-1794

January 2016
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Leyrer, Sarah, Commenter ID No. 1.241

Sarah Leyrer

&2233@1‘2.’;‘.’“‘%&“ ‘35839“%023 ) C|t|zenl.etter

May 14) 2041 |

'DOE Sscretary Steven Chu
US Department of Energgw
4000 (ndapendence Ava
fashington, DC

v

Dear DOE Segcretary Steven Chu,

N The earthquake and €sunami In Japan -- and subSequent moltdown at
‘the Fukush{ma nuclear plant -- are a worrylng remlnder of the threat
~posed by all nuelear facliitles. a — Iy

Ons of the most dangerous in tha U §. I8 Hanford, which 2 former
Hanford englnegr called ¥a tlcslng tive beomb.® .

i'm writing to démand that you hait Pept. of Energy plans tgt 'ltruck

more nuclear waste to Hanford, clesn up-what's thera, and take .
to snsure the sito dogs not threaten the Columbla River and the peopls * -

who [ive nearby, .
. Kou know, Hanford Is the most contam!nated nuclear site .in tho
Vestern hemizphorc, it has 68 mitilon gallons of radloactive siudge
storad- In_ Ieaky underground tanks within dangarous proximity of the
Columbia River,-

‘. The promised cleanup at Hanford has still not be un In_earnest and
yat your-department proposes to dump even more waste here. The pesople
of Washlngton have had enough.

Please fot me ‘know hovt you Intcnd to address this lssuo,

Slneersly,
Sarab Layrer

C(ilmnl.ettersareaservlce orCREDo‘ . L CREDO'! e

meom @ canncnzo

J-1795

January 2016
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Lovett, Wendell, Commenter ID No. 1.242

Wende |l H Lovett
420 34TH Ave
Sosttle, WA BB122-6408

3t -

May i, 12071 L R j
DOE: Séeretary. Stoven Chu . i . oF
. « 1US:Departpont -of Enarg . . .
* 3000 {ndepanderce Ave: SW . sy, . : . 4
¢ Washington, DL 20585, . ' t ; S I
. . 4 . . H
Dear ‘DOE Scorstary Steven pf\u. L .
The earthquake and tsunaril'|n Japen -- and -subsoquent -meltdown at . f
- the Fukushima nuclear plant -- are-a worrying reminder of the threat " §
] posed by all nuclear’ aciiities.” . . L. : ¢

* one of the most dangarous (n the u.s. e Hanford, which a forner

Hanford qqglnenr cailed “a ticking tizo bomb,”

) .

. }'m writing to demand that you halt Dept. of Energy plans to truck
more nuciear waste to Hanford. ¢lean ug what's there, and take action Y
to ensure the site does not threaten the Coluwbla Rlver and .the peopls N
who [lve nearby, . .

As you know, Hanford 1s tho most contamlnated nuclear sjte In the P ,
Western bemisphere. |t has 68 mfl1lion ?allons of radioactlve sl.udgo o
stored In leaky underground tahks withln dangerous proximity of the -~ PR
Cotumbia Rilver. . I

]

~

= ¥ “The promised cleanup at .Hanfard has-st111 hot begun Tn_carnest and .
yet your depariment proposes to dump even mors waste hera, The people N
of Washington have had enough. - v o

Ploase let md know how you Intend to eddress this Issue.

- g
¢ - . e . & . ¢

Slacerely, . s
B Wendal! H Lovett - *
"
Clizeinitetters ure a service of CREDOT ) CREDT ‘ TR
s wre R sacerny . N

J-1796 January 2016
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Magnuson, John, Commenter ID No. 1.243

ggﬁgz"ﬁgnggéﬂ St Jy t-187~ .o' ® v. o
- WA 98062, 4533 s . @E‘%ﬁﬂ@ﬁ&@ﬁ@@?
. ' ‘ . . s s . “"r‘ . o

* May 14, 201

5; DOE Secretary Stever Chu
US Departrment of Energg
4000 Independance Ave SW

v

Wiashington, DG 20585 t .
Dear DOE Secretary Steven‘(:hu.. . .
& The earthquake. and. tsunazl In Japan -- and subseguent meltdown at

the Fukushima nuclear plant -- are a worrying reminder of -the threat
posed by all nuclear faciiltles. . .

One of the most dangerous fn the U.5, Is Hanford; which a-former :
Hanforg enginesr cz_alled a ticklng time bomb.” i . ot
I'm writlng to demand that you hait Dept. of ‘Energy plans to truck
more nuclear waste to Hanford; clean ug vhat's there, and take action ®
1o onsurs the sito does not throaten the Columbia River and thg people
+  who, ]1ve nearby. - . ;
As you know, Hanford (s the nost conteminated nuclear gltg in the
Wostern omlsﬁhere. 1t has 58 milllon ?allnns of riddloactive sludge
stored In |eaky undorground tanks: within dangercus proximity of the

. -’ Columbla Rlver.
“ . Yhe promised cloanup at Hanford has stll!l not beﬂun In earnest and
yot your dopartmont proposes to dump evop more vaste hera. The people
of Washington have had enough, = =+ ‘

Please‘ jot me know how you Intend to ad,drt;ss thls Issue. s

17 L. "
,

Slnceraly.

. i

.

r

John Magnuson

1 " CitiegLetters eve a serice of CREDO? . ’

Radennd exmemre

| CREDO | mme—

HE

J-1797

January 2016
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CREDO Campaign
Mattson, Dana, Commenter ID No. L244

Dana L Mattson ~
£0 Box 4031 - .
Belllnghan, WA ©8227-4031

DOE Secretary Steven Chu
US Department of EnarggiI X
1000 | ndependonca Ava SW
Washfngton, DC 20585 .

Dear DOE Secretary Steven Chu,

. ", The earthquake and tsunam} In Japan -- and subsequent meltdown at
thd Fukushima nuclear plant -- are a worrying reminder of the threat

p
posed by all nuclear facllities. .
One of the most dangerous in the U.S. !s Hanford, which a forper . :
#a ticking time bomb,” P

Hanford englnger called

. 1'm writing to demand that you halt
more nuclear waste to Hanford, ¢igan ug
to ensure tho site doss not thraaten t
wllo 1ive nearby. .

Dept.” of Energy plans to truck
what's there, and teke actlon
e Columbla Rlyer and the people

* As you'knew, Hanford Is the most 'cantdninated .nuclear sito In the ~ -
Wastern hemisphera. It has 68 mfllion gallons of radloactive sludgs s
stored In lesky underground tanks within dangerous proximity of.the

Columbia River. ) .

Tho promlsed oleanup at Hanford has stlll not begun In_earnest and
yet your department proposes to dump even more wastg here. The people i
of Washlngton have had enough. .. .

Please lot me know how you Intend to address thls Issuas

n

Sincorely, PN

pana L Mettson ’ .o

.m 3 <. . it ~CRED©; ‘.w;';m

Clizentetters sre u service of CREDOT

GiAKiDe

R T ]

J-1798

January 2016
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- Meccracken, Philip, Commenter ID No. 1.245

Phillp Mocracken

feleslints  © CitizenLetter

296 fiom a.doncatne

:!.’cjl)éb'ﬁﬁ

May 14, 2014 . ) o

DOE Secrstary Steven Chu ’ .
US Departront of Enorg: : 1
1000 independence Ave §W : :
Wash fngton, DC 20585

P

- Dear DOE Secratary: Stgven Chu, ’ P .
The earthquake and tsunaml In Japan -- and subsequent, molitdown at

the Fukushima nuclear plant -- are 3 worrylng reminder of the threat
. posed by ali nuclear facliltles. . . :

One of the most dangerous [n the U.S. ts Hanford, which a formor
Hanford engineer called “a ticking time bomb." ’

I'm writlng to demand that you hait Dept. of Energy plans t9 truck
more nuclear waste to Hanford, ¢lean ,ug vhat's there, and taks actlon
to ensure the slite does not threaten the Columbla River and' the people
who llve nearby. - . “

. As Kou know, Hanford Is the most contumlnated nuclear site In the
Western homisphere. )t has 58 mit!fon gdllons of radloactive sludgu A
storéd In |eaky underground tanks within dangeroua proximity of the

Columbla Rlver. . 3

The promlsed cleanup at Hanford has stil] not begun In_earnest and :
yet your department proposes ta dump even more waste hore. The people | .
of Washingtoh have had enough. . .

Please 16t mo know how you Intend to address this issue.

¥

Sincerely, ’
Phtilp Mcoracken “

CillzenLetters are a service of CREDO: - . CREDO i reaesss s

J-1799 January 2016



Final GTCC EIS

Appendix J: Comment Response Document

CREDO Campaign
Meckay, Barbara, Commenter ID No. 1.246 -

2521 VW Summit Blvd - - .

Barbara J licka o . . e
Spokape, WA 99201-2873

May 14, 2011 . - g

DDE Secretary Steven Chu S
US Department.of Energg‘ . .
4000 1ndependgnce Avo SW :
Vashington, DC 20585

Daar DOE Secretary Staven Chu : :

- The o'art’hqt.zaku and tsunami In Japan -- and subgequent meltdown st .
the Fukushlma nuclear plant -- are, a worrying remindor of the threst
posed by all nuclear Facilities. : »

- _ One of the most dengerous in the V.S. Is Hanfard, whichk a former
Hanford englnser called "3 ticking tlime bomb." * v

" r v oa ) »
1'm writing to depand that you halt Dept. of Eneray plans to truck

more nucleer woste to Hanford, clean uﬁ what's thera, and taske action
.to ensurd the site does not threaten the Columbla’Rlver and theé pecpla C
who 1lve nearby. - : . ’ ; )

As Xou knoi, }ls.rifprd is tho most conteninated nuclear.sitg Ih the
Western hemisphere, it has 5B mitllon ?allons of radloactive 5 udge .
ét?reg| lnR:e;a y underground tanks within dangerous proximity of the
olumblia River. . . .

The promlséd oleanup at Hanford has stil! not beg'ur; in earnest ond
yat your department proposes to dump even mere waste hero. The peopls
of Washington have had enough. « N

" . Please let oo know haw you, Intend to address this lssue.

' Sinceroly,
Barbara J Mckay

. ClizesLetters are 8 service of CREDDT

o Gma v

. CREDG | meur

J-1800

January 2016
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* DOE.Secrstary Steven Chu N . : 1.

“ Hanford.englneer called

CREDQO Campaign
Meinz, Vern, Commenter ID No, 1.247

Vern Heinz ' S . -
21,0 . § o

g?%p}gﬂ"m'\vgeg‘;'z-s1os ' @E‘%E@E’ﬁ &@%‘a@?
.

s i

Yay 14, 2011 . . f

us De?artment-of Energ'év
1000 Indepandence Ave SU . .
ashington, DC 20586 e

Dear DOE-Secretary Steven Chu, LT

: The earthquake and tsunaml In Japan --.gnd subssquant mejtdown at d
thio Fukushima nuclear plant --.are a wotrying reminder of the threat i
posed by all nuclear facllltles. ) DA . ]

Gne of the most dangarous In the U.S. 1s.Hanford, which a former )
a tleking time bomb. " . . “

. I'm»wrltlng to.damand that you halt Dept. of Enorgy plens to truck p
more nuglear waste to Hanford, clean ug what’'s there, and take actlon .
to epsire the slte does not threaten the Columbla. River and the people - ;

who live nearby. . . N
As 'K‘uu know, Hanford Is the most -contaminated nuctear site In the”

wgs:tern emlephera. It has 58 m]l'1ion ?ablons- of redloactive sludgo
storsd In leaﬁy underground tanks within dangerous proximity of the

Cofumbia River. = . R

The promised cleanup: at Hanford has stifl not bcgun in_earnest and ;
yet your department proposes to dutp even more waste heére. The people :
of Wastiington have had enough. . - v

Please Iet me know how you Intend to address this lssue.

' .. Slacerely, .
. :

Vern Neinz

. - l’- . A L
Citfeanletters ore p séivice of CREDOL. e "= W0 W%

e O swuoio

J-1801 January 2016
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Methe, Leslie, Commenter ID No. 1.248

B 8 e Gt g e b 8 g e i o s

' Lesl!;z A Mothe
1600 121ST St SE.Apt H103
Everatt, WA 98208- 1907

CItlzenLetter

A urGentmissgh S tiom'a conteingd

Ay 14, B -,

;00 ‘Sacrotary: Ste\mn Chu .
U S:Departmont. of Ennrgg

10007 { ndependence Avo SW- -
Washlngtom PC 20685 .

Doar DOE Secrotary Stoven Chu, "ok : ’ .

The earthquake and tsunaml {n Japan --.and subseguent meitdown at
the Fukushima nuclear piant -+ are 3 worrying reminder of the throat
posed by al} nuciear facrlltles .

One of tho most dangorous In the U. s. Is Hanfcrd. whlch a‘fnrmer
»Honford englneer called “a tlcking time bombd.™

“U'm writing to demand that 3{00 halt Dopt “of Enetgy plans to truck
more nuclear waste to Hanford, clean up-what’s there, and take action’
to ensure the sito doos not thresten the Columbla RIver and the pcuyle

» Who llva nearby. .

A9 you know, Hanford Is the most ccntamlnated nuclear sito In the
Western hemisphora. It has §8 mllllon galléns of radlosctiva siudg
stored [n leaky underground tanks within dangerous. proximity of the
COIumbla River.'

The promised cleanup at Hanford has stlil not.begun In earnest and "
yet your dopartment praposes to dump aven more waste here, The poople-
of Washington have had enough.

Please Jet me know how you Intend to addresé this Issue.

s

x Singerely,
Lesile A Meths .
CittmamLetters areasewlceof crepos e oL CREDGI o

O T T e e

“

J-1802

January 2016
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Mikkelsen, Susan, Commenter ID No. 1,249

- . e et e g Cere e e P b s

Susan Mlkkelsen
4710 Burke Ave N -
. Seattle, WA 98103-6820 -~

sMay 14, 2011 S

DOE Secretary Steven Chu . s )

S Department of Energy .
1000 Independence Ave SW .
Washington, DC 20585 *

Doar DOE -Secretaty Steven Chu, . - T e o,
¢ The earthquake and tsunaml In Japan --‘and subsequent meltdown at”

‘the Fukushima nuclear plant -- are a worrying remfndar of the threat
posed by all nucfear facillitles. -

. - One of tho most dangarous In the U.S. s Hanford, which a formar
. Hanford englnesr called "a tlgklng time bomb,* .

I'm writing to demi;nd that you halt Dapt. of Energy plans to ?ruck ..

more nuclear waste to Hanfurd, cloan, ug ‘vhat's there, and take actlon
. to ensuro the sfte does not threatsn ‘the Columbia Rlver and the ‘people R

. who Hyo nearby. » . .
u'know, Hanford }s the most ‘contaminatbd nuclear slte in the

" As yo
Western Xemls here. [t has 5B miillon gallons of radioactive s)udgc
storsd.ln jeeky underground tanks wiihin dangerous proximity of t e

Columbla River, .
The promised oleanup at ﬁnpfor‘d has st11l not bagun in_earnest and .
yet your department proposes to dump even more waste hero. The people -
of Washlngton have had snough. -
Ploase let ma know how you lIntend to address this lssue. . .
" Sinceraly, * - . T
Susan Hikkelsen ' R

“

Cilzesietters are o servica of CREDOT

Btaeom @ eztaceno

J-1803

January 2016
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Morey, Barbara, Commenter ID No. L1250

Bdrbara E lorey
707 0 St
Port Townsend, WA 98368-4111

| CitizenLetter

: “An tigeAt masaage froft 4 concerndd diitzen. B

IS

Nay 14, 2011

DQE Secretary“Steven Chu | .
us Dayiaarment of Enorg§
. 1000 independenco Ave SW

‘ Washington, DC 20585

Dear DOE‘.Seéretary Stovéln’Chu. R .

The earthquake and tsynaml In Japar -- and subssquent meltdawn at
tho Fukushima nuclear plant -- are a worrying reminder -of the ‘threat
posed by all nuclear facllitles, ‘ . “

NorTong v .- — tm, ) . “ 1 ALY sewmeems cem - oy

- One of the most dengorous in the U.S. is Hanford, which a fai'mar
. Yaaford englinger called *a tlg:!_(lng tlee bomb.* y v

I'm writing to-demand that ')‘ou halt Dept. of Energy plans to truck
more nucleor waste ta Hanford, clean up what‘s there, and take actien
to ensure the site doss not threaten the Columbla River and. the people
who 1lve neerby. .

N As you know, Hanford Is the most contamldated nuclear sita In the
Western emlsEhere. it has 58 mllllon ?ellons of radloactive siudge
stored In Jeaky underground tanks within dangsrous proximity of the
Columbla River. . . : . :

. M
The ‘pronised c¢leanup at Hanford has stli! not. begun In_sarnest and
yot your department proposes to dump even more waste hero. The poople
of Washlngton have had enough.

Please lot mo know how you Intend to address this lssue.

Slincerely,
Barbara E Morey '

Citieenl.ettersare a sérvice of: ; EDOT ‘ T - CREDO' l :n'nwn-nm

J-1804

January 2016
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- yet
of Vashington have had enocugh. .

CREDO Campaign
Morgan, Donald. Commenter ID No. L.251

Donald A r.!o’rgan
3008 N Hogen St N
Spokane, WA §9207-4728

Hay 17, 2011 )

DOE Secrétary Steven Chu ‘ -

US Department of Energgv PR -
1000 indspendonce Ave SW
Washrington, DC 20685 °

Dear.DOE Secrstary Staven “Chu,” . .

. The 6arthqu'ake and’tsunam! In Japan -- and subseguent 2eltdown at
the Fukushima nuclear fplaht -- are a worrying reminder of the throst
posed by al) nuclear facilities.- . -

. s . C
One ‘of the most daxigerous In the U.S. Is Hanford, which a former
Hanford engineer called “a tlcking timo bomb.” K i

.- I'm.writing to.demand that you halt Dept. of Energy.plans to truck .
more nuclsar waste to Hanford,: elesn up what’s there, and take action
to ensure the site doss not threaten the Cojumbia River and the peopie
whe [lve nearby. - . - L .
As you know, Herford s the most contemlnated nuclear slte In the -
wWestern hemlsphere. It has 6B mi!llon ?al_lpns of radicactive sludgc
stored In leaky uvndorground tanks withln dangercos proximlty of the
Columbla River. : p .

The promised cleanui;' at Hanford has still not’ b.egun In_earnest end
your department proposes to dump even nmore waste hers. The people

- « v

Please let mo know how you intond to eddress thls jgsue:

’,

Sincerely. T
" Dopald A Morgan”

Citizentettars ore a service of CREbQ:' . @@ﬁ@@‘] T

J-1805

January 2016
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.-

~ of Washington have had engugh. .

CREDO Campaign
Parish, Dave, Commenter ID No. 1.252

Dave Parl sh

2403 N 75TH St
SOattle. WA 58103-4959

May 14, 2011 .
DOE Sscretary Steven chu T »

*us De?artment of Energy. ) " R - 1
1000 |ndependence l\vo W - . s e
Washington, OC 2058 . V' . o

6ear DDE Soeretary Stoven Chu,

The earthquake and tsynami In Japan -- and subsequo

nt geltdovm at_
the ‘Fukushima nuclear plant -~ aro a worrylng reminder of-t :

e throat * -

“iposed by . all nuclear facHltle .
One of the most dangerous In the U.S. ls Hanford. wihich, a former
Hanford englnaer called "a tlcklng time bomb . .
- I'm wrltlng to demand thdt ou halt Dept. of Enorgy plans to tiuck YLbe
nore ‘nuciear waste tb Hanford, clean ug what's -thers, and take actlog, N
to ensure tho slta does not throaten the Colunbla River and the people A
who [lve fieerby. 3 vk = {

" As you knuw, Hanford Is the nost contamlnated nuclear, site in the
VWosterp hemlisphere. It has 58 m[ltion ?ullons of radloactive. siudge
gstored In loai undorground tanku within-dangarous proximity of the

Columbia Rfver. . 3
@ +

The promfsed cleanup at Hmlford has still not Bégun in_éarnest and
yet your department proposes to dump even more wasto hore. The peop!e
s

Please let me know how you Intend to addross thie lssue,

S I ncere Iy .
‘Dave Parish -

CklmLeners‘area"servicé'or.&:éiip'w o '-'5:‘.4 ‘ @RE@V‘}IM"WMM

J-1806 January 2016
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Hollis, Paul, Commenter ID No. 1.253

Hollis Paul
5112 8BTH St SW
Hukilteo, WA 08275-3415

Hay 14, 2011, . .

BOE Sa¢retary Steven Chu “
Ws Defartmen'z of Enarggw v
4 3000 Independance -Ave . “
shington, DC 20585 . (- s

Dear DOE Secretary Stevan Chﬁ,

. The earthquake and tsunami .ln Japan -2 and‘subseq;fént maltdown at "~
the Fukushima nuciear pliant =~ ara a worrying reminder of the threat
posed by all nuclear fac!i[tles. ) et o 7

. One of the mosi’dangeraus in tho U.S. Is Honford, which 2 former
«  Hanford englneer calted “a ticklng tlze bomb.® .~ - = -

4'm writing to.demand that you halt Dept. of Energy pisns to truck

. more nuclear waste to. Hanford, clgan ~ug what*s there, and taks action
to ensure the slte does .qot threaten the Cofumbia River -and the people -
who llve nearby:.

. As Kau know, Hanford 15 the most contanifated nuclear site in the.
Western ,eml'sahara. It has 58 milllon ?al jons of radloactive.sludgs .
stored in {eaky underground tanks within dangeroits froximity of the
Columbla River, . -

The promised cieanup at Hanford has still not begun (n egarnast and
yet your departmant proposes to dump evén, more waste fere. The peopls
of Washington hava had enough.

Please lot me know how you Iptend to sddress this Issua.

M

Sincerely,
- * " haltis paur

.

Chtizenletters are a service of CREDO?

J-1807

January 2016
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CREDO Campaign
Pearson, Sharon, Commenter ID No. 1.254

o ofmemmmEn L e .
Arlinigton, WA -86223-1157 , ' crtlzenl.etter

At

N DTS  TY T
fuan maseadt fomingonterndd cizéniy]

Yay 14, 011"

DOE Secretary Steven.Chu . . N
US Dapartment of Energgw . =
1000 ‘Independenca Ave
Washington; DC 20585

. * i - kY
Dear DOE Soaretary Stevem Chi,

The sarthquake and tsunam! In Jepan -- and subsequont msitdown at
the. Fukushira nuclear plant -« are a viorrying reminder of tho threst
posed by all quclear facillitles. - -

One gf tho most dan;;urous In the U.S. Is Hanford, which & formor
Hanford enginesr callod "a tlcking tlmo bomb.”

I'm writing to- demand that you halt Dept. of Energy plans to trugk *
more nuclear waste.to Hanford, clean uglwha,t’s there, end take, actlon
+ to ensure ths site does not throaten the Columbla River and the people
who .| lve nearby. ’ : - “ .

As you know, Hanford [s the most-contaminated nuclear site In the
Western emisﬁhers. tt’'has 68 m[11lon gallons of radloact{ve sludge
stored In loaky underground tanks within dangercus proxlmity of the
Columbia River. B u R

The promised cleanup at Henford has stll} not bag\:ﬁ in_earnest and
yet wyour department proposes to dump even more waste here. The people’
of Washington hava had enough. -

Plgase let.me Know how you intend to address this issve.
" ) x

«

Sincerely,
Sharon Pearson <

ChizenLattets are a service of CREDOT . CREDO l et

2059 ram e .

J-1808

January 2016
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Rabinowitz, Alan, Commenter ID No. 1255

LY

Alan Reblrowltz -
+ 3400 E Laurelihurst Or NE
Seattle, WA 98105-5337 - A

uay. 14, 2001 : . 4 S
. DOE Secrotary Steven Chu ' ;
+US Do .nntmgnt.,of(_ﬁnergg. , ‘
1000 Indepehdoncéd. Ave Si : -
washington, DC’-:20586 :
Dear DOE Secretary SteWen Chu, . -
The eairth'quaka and tsunani in Japan -- end subsequent meltdown at
the Fukushima nuglear plant. -- ore a worrying reminder of the thredt
\*-pqsed_.by all nuclear faglilities. .

£ o, - . < .

Ong of the most dangerous: in the U.S.. ‘Js Hanford, which a former.
Hanford enginger cailed “a ticking %ime: bomb.™ N -

- s + . b -
7 I'm welting to demand that you halt Dopt. of Energy plans %o truck
, Tore nuclear wista.to Hianford, cloan up what's there, and teke action . |
4 o ensure the slta doas not threaterw the Columblia River and the peopls
. who dive noarby . . . . .

As you know, Hanford ls éhe most contamlinated nuclear site In tho
Viestorn hemisphare, It has 68 milllon ?aHons of radloactive sludga .
stored in leaky underground tatks-withln dangerous proximity of the
Columbia River. , : L . .

The premised cleanup at Hanford has.etlll. not begun,}ln garnest snd
yat your- department proposes to dump oven more waste hore. Tho peopls
of Washington havo had enough.’ . -

Pleaso let me kndw.how you Intend to addross this issue.

STneeraly,
JAlan’ Rab! ncfvg Itz

N ’ . - N . LT
c'iuzcnl_.e}térs ate 0 servies of CRED)

o CREBO | mee

e PR et o e e e

J-1809

January 2016
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Ray, Beth, Commenter ID No. 1.256

D T Tt

. Beth LRay :
 Eattaroy, Wk “Secsscensn ‘ C|t|zen|_etter 1

May 14,. 2011 .

DOE Secretary Steven Chu . . ™ .
artaent of Energg\ . 1 .

1000 ?ndependence Ava v i

Washlington,-DC 20585 } o i

Ooar DOE Secratary stsven ‘Chu,

The earthquake and tsunaml in Japan -- and subsequent mattdown at .
the Fukushlma nuclear plant -- are a worrylng romlnder of tha threat .. §
pcsad by al} nuclear facllltles '

e ——er s s

One of the most dangerous [n the U s. ls» Hanford, which a fomer
Hanford anglneer called “a ticking time bo

.I'm wrlting to demand that you halt Dept of Enargy plens to truck .
more nuclear waste to Hanford, clean up what's there, and take actlon
to sngure the gitse doos not threaten the Columbia Rlver and the people - .
who [[ve nearby.

- ou knuw. Hanford ls the mnst contamlnated nuclear site In the
Weétern emls ere. It has 58 milllon ?al lons of radloactive sludgo
gt?regl naioaﬁy underground tanks within dangerous proximity of the .

olumbia Rlver. -

E The promised cleanup at Hanford has still not. beﬁun [n_earnest end :
yet your department praposes to dump even more waste here. The poople o
of Wash{ngton have had enough.. B

Please let me know how you Intend to addrasa thls Issue.

Sinceroly,

d Bet!__! L Ray _
ye .
+ ’ or e . .. -~ .
CltizonLetters are 2 "ervlce oYCREDO' - - CREDO' ‘ ;-'-m--m-?
T . " c3noMo0 v -, .

J-1810 January 2016
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Rosen, Susan, Commenter ID No. 1257

Susan Rosen )
3912 Martin Way € Ste B
Olympla, WA 88506-5220 *

May.14, 2011 .

BOE Secrotary Steven Chu

US Department of Encrggw -
. 1000 Independence Ava

Washington, PC 20885

. Dear BOE Socretdry Steven Chu,

. . _The carthquaske and tsynani
tho Fukushlma nuclear plant -- are a
posed by ail nuclesr facllltles.

of the most dangerous In tho U.S. Is
e ga ticking time bomb.
‘

0 ;
Hanford engineer called

s

JHanford, whleli a former

b ks i o s A i S o S e

nletter

.0 coRcemed d

fn Jopan ~- and subsequent me_‘l{dnwn at
worrying reminder of the threat ' -

€ %8
e ma—— o . s

I'm writing to demand that Vou halt Dept. of Emorgy plans to truck |
- more nuclear waste to Hanford, clean ug wh
to enguro the slte does not threaten the C

who 1lve nearby.

. A§ zou Kknow, -Hanford 1s the most contaminated -nuclear 3lte in the
It miillon gellons 6f radjcact]ve sludgs
dangercus proximity of the

~Western
stored in lea
Cofumbla River.

m!eﬁhera. It has &8

y underground tanks within

at's there, and take actian

ojumb

1a Rlver and tho people

The promised cleanup at' Hanford has st{i{ not begim In_sarnest and

yeE your department proposes to dump even.morp waste
of \‘lashlngtgn. have hgd ggough.

ere. The peoplo

Please lot me know how you [ntend to addréss this [ssue.

x

Slacarely,
Susan Rosen

J-1811

January 2016
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CREDO Campaign
Rosenthal, Elizabeth, Commenter ID No. 1.258

K Ellzabeth ‘E Rosenthal
18808 Ashworth Ave N
S‘horoﬂl [ne, VA" 9813340@@

’

way 14, 20001 - . . o e
DOE Secretary Steven Chu s o ’
w US Department of Enorggl N N
4000 Independence Avo 7 .
_ Washlington, DC 20685 2 « . . 8 N N
> « g

Dear DOE' Secretary Steven Chu. . . . )
* The earthquaké and tsumaml {pJapan ~- and subsequant maltdown at 5 -

the Fukushima nuclear plant ~--are a worrylng reminder of tha threat i

posed by all nuclear factiitles, W :
Ono of the most dengsrays In the U.S. Js Hanford. “whioh o formor s

Hanford engineer called “a ticking tims box , .

1"m writing to demand that 3{00 halt Dapt. of Energy p]ans to truuk
‘more’ nuclear waste to Hanford, cloan up what's thers, and teke sctlon .
‘to énsure the site does not threaten ths 00|umb{a Rlvar and the people 2
who, Iive naarby .- .

As’ you know. Hanford Is the most contamlnated nuc!ear slta in the '
‘:‘!astern emisphere. It has 58°nmitilon gailons of radloact ve sludg
stored In_ lgaky underground tanks within dangerous proxlmlty of the

COIumbl a Rlver. e

B The pronlscd cleanup at Hanford has stlit not bagur} In_earnest and
yot your department proposes to dump oven more wasto ore, Tha poople
of Washington have had enough. i

Please It mo know how you Intend to.address -tfis I,ssua.

“

v

* i Sinceraty,
£11zabeth E Rosenthal

vy -

Citleenletters areascrvtce of CREDOT‘ . .~ ' e a C@E@@

LR U4 B herervic
arovimet

J-1812 January 2016
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CREDO Campaign
Rozenbaum, Scott, Commenter ID No. 1.259

" Washington, DC 20585

.* _posed by all puclear facllitles. .

<Scott J Rozenbaum
PO Box 238
Lopez (sland, WA 98261-0238

May. 14, 2011

DDE Secretary Steven Chu - L -
US Department of Enorgxw i .
1600 Independenco Avo §

‘Doa_rNDOE Socretary Steven Ch;.

Tho earthquake and tsunaml In Japan -- and subsequent meitdown at §
the Fukushima nuclear plant -- are a worrylng realndgr of the threat -

——— — &, e .Y St 3 8

One of the most dangerous In the-U.8. llisullanfcrd. which a former .

Hanford enginger called ®a tlcking time bomb."

1'm writing- to demand that you halt Degt. of Energy plans to truck . .
more nuclear waste to lanford, ciecan ug what's thera, and take actlon p
to ensure the site does not‘tﬁreatsn the Columbia River and the people
who 1lye nearby. . 4

. As yol know, Hanford 1s the most contaminated nuclear site {n the
Wostern homlsphere. It has 58 milllon ?allcns-of radloactive sludge
stored In Ioaﬁy ynderground tanks within dangerous proximity of tha
Columbla Rlver:. .

The promised cleatup at Hanford has still not 65 un In_earnest and’
yst your department proposes to dump even more waste fiere. The psople
of Washington have had enough:¢ .

Please let me know how you' lnta};d to address this Issue.

_ Sincorely, i
Scott J Rozenbaum

rure Coranstowic
preyttoy

GizenLetters ate s sérvice of CREDO® e CREDO-

imeoan oot

J-1813

January 2016
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“ the Fukushima nuglear plant -- -are a-worrying remlinder of the threat,
posed by all huclear facilltles. . < : .
Ono of the sost dangerous In the'U.8. s Hanford, which & former

CREDO Campaign
Sanders, Aurelia, Commenter ID No. 1.260

B e e ey faesie et S e e

Aurella Sandars ,

et 1o i o8103-5603 : @Q@g@ﬁ a‘,@%ﬁ@g’c ' -

ey, 44, 2011

DOE Secratary Steven Chu  * ° N ’ i
US Department of Enca'gg\J L . . . . .
1000 Independence Ave SW A , ¢
Washington, DC 20585

. w b .

pear DOE Secrotary Steven Chu, = - .
" The earthquake and tsunani ‘In Japan -- and subsequent’ meltdown at

Hanford engineer calléd “a tlcking time bomb,” - .

v w B i
. !'m writing to demand. that ¥ou hait Dopt, of Energy plans to truck
cle

more nuclear waste to Hanford an up what’s therg, and take actlon |
to ensure the slto does .not tﬁreatep £he Columbia River. and tho people

who 1}ve ncarby. L Cos
ou know, Hanford ls the most contaminated nuciear site In tho s

. As
Vlostern Kemls here. 1t has 58 mll)ion gallons ‘of radloactive sludge o
stored 1n_[eaky underground tanks within dangerous proximity of the .

Columble River. L.

The ‘pronised ¢leanup af Henford has st)il not begun In_earnest and
yot your department prdposes to dump even more wagte hére. The people
of WashlIngton have had ¢nough. - . Lo

* Please Jet me know how you Iatend to addross this issue.

Slncerely, -
’ . Aurella Sanders

,

e éRéD;d]w:mm

Clitzenletiers are 3 servicé of CREDOE - * -

vl e e ey v s MR

J-1814 January 2016
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CREDQO Campaign
Seymore, Lee Roy, Commenter ID No. L.261

Lée Roy Seymore
Box 1 . .
Ellensburg, WA 98926-1911

r
HauX

Hay 14, 2011

Dg'%,@éd""thﬁ iStavan -Chy '
ug o;':artmcn ‘of Enorqgw . ’ !

2x1000 opendence Ave
,&Vas‘

on, DC 20585
» te - N

" pear DOE Socratary Steven Chu, s

The esrthquake and tsunam] In Japan ~- and subsequent meltdown at

the Fukushima nuclear plant --"are a vorrying reminder of the threat - |
pnse’d by all auclear facilltles,

One of the most &angerous fa the U.S. ls Hanford, vhich a farmer
Hanford eaglneor called "a ticking time bomb.” .

I'm writlag to demand that you halt Dept. of Energy plans to truck . :
more nuclear waste to Hanford, clean up what's there, and take actlon,
to ensure the slte does not throaten the Columbia River and the people
who |lve nearby, - .

As you knaw, Manford Is the most contaminated nuciear site In the tb
Western hemisphers, 1t has 58 million ?al,!cn,s of redloact({ve sludge - ¢
gt:l:regllnRgaa y underground tenks withln dangerous proximlty of the - ’
olumbla Rlver.-

Ver e i e

- The promlised tlzleanup ‘at Hanford has stll{ not begun In earnest and H
yot your departwment proposes to dump aven more waste here. The people -
of Washlngton have had enough. . :

Please let me know how you Intend to address this Issue. g

- Sincorely, ~

Capemee

Lge Roy Seymore

o

I St Lol P et
ClizenLetters are a servics of CREDOT  * : - CREDOW:‘;&"&"J."“"" )

J-1815 January 2016
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. who Ilve nearby. .

CREDO Campaign
Sheldon, Sue, Commenter ID No. L1262

Suo Sheldon o .

oiexn %a ‘sesss-coms . @ﬁ%ﬁﬂ@ﬁ&@

%@@5’
SE T

K]

May 14, 2011 . . L

DOE- Secretary Steven Chu, : . . .
US Departnent-of Enorgg : ; .
1000 Independence Ave W < .

F\oshlngton. DC ‘20585 . B !

Dear DOE Sacratary Stoven Chu, S .
The earthqunks and tsuram! In Japan -- and subsequent maltdown at’
the Fukushima nuclear plant -- are & worrylhg ‘reminder of tha thraat.
posgd by all nucfear facl | ities.
One of the most dangarous [n tha U.S, ls Hanford. whlch a-formar
Hanford englnsor called

I'm writlng to damand that. you halt Degta of Energy plans to truck

mof'o nuclear waste-to Hanford, clean up what's there, and -take action
to-ensura tho slte daes not t reaten the Columbla River and the peupla

ou know, Hanford s the most contamlnated nuclear slte fn the
Vlostern emisphere. 1t has 58 mlllion ?al lons of radloactive sludge
stored in |oaky underground tnnks within dangerous proximity of t

Columbla Rl.ver. "

- The promlsed clesnup at Hanford has stlll fiot begun -In_earpest and
yot your dapartment proposes to dump even more waste hera, The peopie
of Washington have had uncugh. R

Pleaso ‘lst me know hO.l you Intend _té' address thls issue.

@ ticking time bcm . . “

i b et s e b

. Slncars ly.
A Suo Sheldon ’ .
CitizéiLetters are a service of CREDO‘ . . ‘ CRE@@ | :‘3:'-."';‘:.”‘"“
J-1816 January 2016
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CREDO Campaign
Siverts, Linda, Commenter ID No. 1.263

Linda SlvertJS
€804 N Post St
Spokana, WA 99208-4138

Yo 14,. 2001 ) :

-DOE ‘Secrotary -Staven :Chu

1S bepartmont ‘of vEnorgg# .
-1000. .Independency Ave SV
Hashington, OC 20685

Dear DOE Secrstary Steven Chu,

One of the most dang
Hanford englneer calied "a ticking time bomb.”

. |'m wiiting to demand that.you halt Dept.

more nuclear waste, to Hanford, clean ug wga}'ab}:he‘xi?\.' ?ngnsetgeact;g?e :
o Columbia Rive 1 .pe

to ensure the site doss not threaten &

“viw |lve nearby.

Viastern mlaﬁhera. It has 68 milllon gal
stoved. fn_ieaky underground tauks wi
+ Cotumpla.Rlver.. :

Tha ‘promised ¢leshup at Hanford has st!ll

2 yet your department.proposes to dump even more wasto

‘of Washington have had enough.

Please  lat mo krow how you Intend te address thls lasve.

Sinceraly,
tInda Siverts

. The earthquake and tsunaml (n Japaon «- and subsequent meltydun at
the Fukushima nuclear plant -- are a WOFryling reminder of.the threat
posed by all nuclear facillitios. > ¢

erous |n the U.S. Is Hanford, which a Former < : {

©As you know, Henford Is the most aon%an’llﬁated nucloar site In.the
el ons of radloagtive siudge

+nin dangerous proximity .of the

ER

of Eneroy phans to truck 1,

not beﬁun in_earnest and
aTo. The people

£

J-1817
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CREDO Campaign
Swalla, Billie, Commenter ID No. 1.264

Bijessmits, . -

* *
Friday Narbor. WA 98250-9299 nLetter
fam; 2jmied Gitlzan, |

N

Moy 14, 2011 -~ o _ . i

DOE Socrstary Steven Chu
» US Dopartmont of Energz

1000 Independence Avo SW < 4 ®

Washlngton, DC 208585 .

Dear DDE Sccretar; Steven Chu,
N .

The earthqueks and tsunaml In Jepan.-~ and subsaquent meltdown at
the Fukushlma nuclear plent -- aro a worrying reminder of the threat
posed by all .nuclear facinyg_s. I T )

. One of the méat"dangeroué in the U.S. is Hanford, which a forner
Haufp_rd engineer called "a ticking timo bomb." ' .

i b

* {"n writing to demand that {o_u halt Dept. of Energy pians to truck
more nuclear waste to Hanford, clean yp vhat’s there, and take action .
tp engure the site does not threaten the Columbla River and the people
who | lve nearby. 2 . : *

. Ag you know, Hanfard. 13 the. most contaminated nuclear slte [a the
Wastern hemlsphere. It has §8 mlilien ?aJIo_ns of redicactiva sludﬁe
storad In leaky undsrground tanks withla dangerous proximity of tiia
Columbia River. [ N .

. The pronised cleanup at Hanford has stii} not begun in_earnest and

. yat wyour dspartment proposes to dump.sven more waste hore. The-people

of Washlngton havg had enough. :

Please l'et me know how you Intend to dddress this fssve.

*
oMo g a

Sinceraly,
Bilile J Swalla

‘ - A
CiusELetters sre a service of CREDOS Do * CREDO| ez

oxnoTe

Dern M,

J-1818
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posed by a1l nuclear faciiitles. P yo, ewr wmp e
LA dhe SLILIELL S

CREDO Campaign
Todd, Therald, Commenter ID No. 1.265

Therald Todd

. i B ov @ v' - . .
Fome Holoomn ot 08366-2120 . CI‘tlzenLEt‘lel‘

- A uignt mioEan(6,fiom Bicoiiceric
May 17, 201 - : Sl
DOE_Secretary Steven Chu
US Department of E_ﬂet--géw o
1000 Independonce Avo .
Washington, DG 20585 | -
» T . S "

Dear DOE Secretary Steven Chu,

The earthquake and tsunaml In Japan --'and subsequent meltdown at
the Fukushima nuclear plant -- are a worrying reminder of the threat

Ona of the most dangerous Inr:'tha U.8. Is Hanford, which a formor
Hanford ongineer called “a ticking time bomb." PN

'm writing, to demand' that you hait Dapt. of Energy plans to truck
rore nyclear wasto to Hanford, clean ‘ug what's there, and toke action
to ensurc the. site;daes nét threaten the Columbla River end the pooplg
who J[Iva nearby. .

As’ Kou kpow, Hanford Is the most contaminated pucledr site |n tho
Western emlsﬁkj‘ere. It has 58 milllcn ?anans'of radfoact lva aludge
stored In_leaky underground tanks with 0
Columbla River, .

The profi{sed cleanup at Hanford has still not begun In_earnest and
yat_your departmont proposes to dump even mors waste here. The peaple
of WashlIngton have had enough. - * A

Ploase let me know how you Intend to address thls lssuve.

Sinceroly.
. Therald Todd

n- dengerous proximity of %

Cit#bnLetters are a service of CREDOT CREDO l pmmun—.

J-1819
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CREDO Campaign
Trowbridge, Cynthia, Commenter ID No. 1.266 —

FE B N P SOOUE S9r  AR SER O S S B8

Cynthia Powall Trowbrldge
3537 Gylany Way .
Greenbank, WA ©8253-9758 ¢

A" < v

Hay 14, 2011

DOE Secretary Steven Chu : '

us De%:artment of Energ “i
- 1000 'Indepandenca Ava EW
ffashington, DC 20585 - .

- Dear OOE:Secretory Steven Chu, . - A

The earthguake and tsunam] In Japan -+ and subsequant maltdown at
the Fikushica nuclear plapt -~ ars a worrylng rominder of .the threat
posed by all nuclear faclllities. B " -

- . W . e e 2

One of the rnus.t“dan srous |a the U.S. s Han
Hanford enginesr.called “a ticking time" bomb."

“ i'm wrilting to demand that ¥ou hait Dept, of Energy plans to truck
more nuclear waste -to Hanford, ciean up what's there, and take actlon
‘to ensure the siteé doas not thresten the Columbla River and the people
who [lve nearby. . B e

As Kou know, Hanford' is the most corftamlnated nuclear site In the
Wostern | emlsﬁhere. 1t has 58 mll1I¢n gallons of radloactive siudge
(s:g?reglingfen y underground tanks within dangerous proximity of the

umbla.Rfver, . . :

The promised. éleanup at Hanford has stil)l not begun In_earnest and
yet your depariment proposes to dump even more waste here. The people
of Washington have had enough. . .. -

Please iet me know how you Intend to address this jssue,

Sy Y W

ford, which a forml;r

_ Sincerely,: ' .
* Cynthia Powell Trowbridge . )

Citizizalotters are’a service of CrEDO:
wian @ v cuncbo

| CREDO| sz

= SN e o

vann

J-1820
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CREDQO Campaign
Twisdale, March, Commenter ID No. 1.267

* Margh Twisdal® N . .
11933 o Cova Rd
Vashon,. WA 950]0-4008

May 18, 2041

DOE Secretary Steyen Chu . PR %
US Deopartment of Energy =~ 7 :
1000 (ndepsndence Ave * N T,
Washington, DC ‘20585 h

N ?

Dear DDE Seoretary Steven Chu, s " '

- * The darthquake and tsunaml In Jepan -- and subgequent meltdown at |
the Fukushima nuclear plent -- are a Wory, Ing remlnder of the threat
posed by all auclear faclilitles.’ . T

: one of the most dangerous In the U.S. Is Hanford, which a formet
Hanford englaeer called "a tickIng tine [o e St .
N wr'ltln'g to demand that you hait Dept. of Energy plans to truck
what's thers, and take action

more nuclear waste to Hanford, clean ug
4o epsura the slte doss not threatén the Columhla River and the psople.

who {lve nearby, ..
As you khow, Hanford |s tho most contaminated nuclear site In the

Viestern hemlispheire, It has §8 mililon gallons of radloactlive sludga
stored [n jeaky Cndarground tanks within dangorous proximity of tho
Columbla River. X ’ -

" - The promlised clesnup at Hanford has stlll not ,begu‘n fn_earnast and
yet your departmont proposes t6 dump even more waste ners. The' paopio
of Washington have had enough. . LT

Please let me knw)_hwi you_ Intend to sddresa this issue:
E . “ .

o

-

ot

sincersly, :
sarch Twisdale

* ChizowLelters are a service of CREDOY . . CREDT } o

J-1821

January 2016



Final GTCC EIS

Appendix J: Comment Response Document

CREDO Campaign
Verschuyl, Sharon, Commenter ID No. 1.268

i s s e " IS

_ uf Washington have had enouph.

Sharon- Verschuy!
2604 Capltol Way §
Olympla WA 98501 3327

Way 14, 2011 s
DOE Secratary Steven Chu . ’ . . N

US Department: of Em)rggw . . N . PR
1000 Independente Ave * . 1
Washfngton. DC 2058 . . ' 41

Dear COE Secratary éteven Chu, . '
The earthquoke and tsunaml In Japan =« and subsequent meltdown at j

the Fukushizna nuclear plant --.are a worrying reminder’ of tho threat,
posed by al[ nuclcar facllltles. — - e

RPN

% s 8 o,

af tha most dangerous tn the U.S. s Hanford, which a former
Hanford enginger called *a ticking time, bonb.” L

I'm writlng to demand that wou halt Dept, of Enargy plaps to truck
moro nuclear waste to-Hanford, clean up what's, there, and take actlon 4
to onsura the site does pot throaten the Colunbla River and tha peopie Y
who five’ nearby

a

As you kmw. Hanford 1s the most contaminated, nuclear sh‘.e in tha
Westorn hemisphora, It hos 58 milllon gallons of radicactive sludge P
stored In_leaky undsrground tanks within dangerous proxlmlty of the
Columbla River.

The pramised cleanup st Hanford has stll] not hcgun, 1ri- eainest ond §o
yet your department proposes to dump gven more waste here."The people

[ PR

. Please lot me know how you Intend to address this Issue. -

Sincerely, =~ *
Sharop Verschuyl

CmmLett'ersmea‘servléevofGRAED:O: e < - . CREDO"] ';;,,1‘:,:;,',._"":"-

i ean O enentao
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CREDO Campaign
Walsh, Terry, Commenter ID No. 1.269 -

. . St e i g g AL e g s 3 S 05

‘ "terrn H){man Yalsh P
348 W 142TH St
Soattie, WA 95177-6841

Uay 14, 2011 L.

DOE Secretary Steven Chu . p B i)
us De?artmant of Energ . ) . i
1000 Independance Aye SW. R .

Woshington, DC 20685  ~ - .

«

Baar DOE Sesretary S'{'“even‘Chu, L .
The earthgbake end ‘tsunami’ in Japen -- and subsoguent me I tdown at
. tha Fukushima nuclear plant -- are a worrylng renlnder of the throst
- % posed'by all nuclear facilltles. .
One of the most darige',rous In the U.S, 1s Hanford, whlch a former
Hanford englineer calied “a ticking time bomb.” . . M :
+ . I'mwriting to denand th'atvyou halt Dept. of Energy plans to touck © i

‘more nuclear waste to Hanford, clean u what's there, and take actlion "
the slte doos Aot threaten the Columbla Rlver and’the pesple

to ensure
who 1lve nearby.- .

. As you knpw, Hanford 1g the.most contamipated nuclear sits [n the ) i
Western hemispheve, 1t has 58 milliocn ?allons of radioactive sludge i
gtored in leaky underground tanks within dangeravs proximity of the ;

Columbia River,

- The promised cleanup at Hanford has stlll not beguh in earnest and
yet your department proposgs to dump even. more wasté hore. The pecpie 3¢
of Washlngton have had enough. .o i

Please lat me know how you Intend to address this 8sues.

' ' Sincerely,
S Torry Hyman ¥alsh

ax

Ciggalettars afe 3 sorvics of CREDO? : W - @RE@@‘I -;;-.;gmp;cf«

1o QAo
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. Wastitnpton,:

»

CREDO Campaign

Webster, Theresa, Commenter ID No. 1.270

Ther;:sa P Webstor
6503 47TH Ave E
Tacoma, WA  98443-2521

A
Bay 14,2081 :x
DOE Seeratary” Stoyvon ‘Chu.

US; pepartient of En
4000 * | ndependet
2088

3
Dear DOE Secretary Steven

N The earthguake and tounami In Ja;;an += @n
the Fukushina nuclear-plant -- are a worrying r
ppsed by afl nuciear facilit]es. R

One of the most dangorous In the U
a ticking time bomb." . .

Hanford englinser callod

K+
34

Chy, 5
d subsoquent meltdoun at
em|nder of the threat

.S, lI)s Hanford, which a forger .

S itm writing to demand thet ¥ou halt ‘Dept. of'Enargy plans tgtfruck'- .
cle:

an up what's there, and take action °

more nuclear waste to Hanford,
niot thraaten the Colunbie River and the people

to ensure the site does
who llve nearby. »

As you know, Hanford

’

Is the nost contaninatad nixglear sito In the

Viestorn hemlisphore. It has 58 mililon gallons of radléective s%ugge »
o

gtored In lea
Columbia Rlver.

the promlsed cleaip,

uqderground tenks within dengsrous prox ity of

a

at Hanford: has stil} not begun In'earhest and

-yet your department proposes to dump even mors waste here. The poople
of Was,hingtgn have had enough. o 3

Pleass lot me know how you Inten'd ‘E_o EddI:SSS this Jssus.

.C(Ui!!mettels‘arq‘a.s‘er:liceAafCRéDOT: L > e, CREB@

v

Sincersly,
Theresa P Webster.

o Pasesatrzin
enoanett,

amene |

2008 o
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CREDQO Campaign
Winsor, Robert, Commenter ID No. 1271

5 N o s o e St 5 i e n W e vk S e+ e S roiasrin s o oot

obert s
R sam%“?%m_ L @l‘%@%@@m@iﬁ%@ﬁ’

Hay 14, 2011,

DDE Sserotary Steven chu .
US Department of Energ N
1000 Independence Ave W .

Washington, DC 2058

Degr UOE Secretary Steven Chu, . K .
The earthquaka and tsunaml in Japan -- and subsequent meltdown at
. the Fukushlnma nuclear plant -- are a worrying remlnder of the threat
posod by all nusioar. facllltles. .

Ong of the most dangerous In the U.S. Is Hanfcrd. whlch a former
Hanford engineer called a ticking time bomb. .,

I'm writing to demand thdt yob halt De gt of Energy plans o0 ‘truck
more nuclear waste to Hanford, clean uﬁ what’s there, and taks actlon
+o ensure the site does not tﬁraaten tha Columbla River and the peopw

L who Hve nearby. -

" Kou know, Hanfnrd s the most “contaninated, nuclear site In the

h'cstor‘n emlsphere. |t has 58 miblion ?allons of radloactive slud ge
stored In_leaky underground tanks swith dangerous proxlml’cy of t
Catumbia River. .

~. ‘The promised cleanup at Hanford has still not bcgun in_earncst and”
t your department proposes to dump even more waste here. The people .
of Wash Ingten have had enough.

. Please let ms know how you Intend to -address this_ lssue. . G

 Sincarely.
Robert Wingor

» CitisonLetters are a sarvice of CREQDY . - .. CREB@"; b e

oo ¥ cumenon

J-1825
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CREDO Campaign
Woods, Paul, Commenter ID No. 1.272

[ - JY VU Aor SV SN S SDP RS VU AOPUG: S-S E St S et

Paul Woods

© P O oy ’ "y g
Chanam, WA seaas.0007 . Cltlzen etter |
. M A iirgent mBsa: g

day 14, 2010 oo

3 B ‘
DOE Secretary Steven Chu .
us Degartmen of Ener
1000 Independence Ave SHl ror 8
Washington, BC 20585 ,

. « .t

Dear DOE Secratary Steven Chu, . . ‘ . ’

‘The parthquake and tsunaml In Jaban -+ gnd subsdquent ﬁaltdosm at
the Fukushlme snuclear plent -- ars & vworrylng reminder of the threat”
posed:by all nuclsar faclifties. s N P -

One bf.the most dangerous fn the U.S. Is Hanford, whlch a former ’
Hanford englneer cafled “a tlicking timo bomb.*

' wrlting to demand that you halt Dept, of Enorgy plans to truck

4 more nuclear waste to Hanford, clean ug what's there, and take: actfon
to'ensure the site does not threaten the Cojumbia River and the people °

who |lve nearby.: )
As vou know, Hanford is the most contaminatoed nucledr glite in the

Western hemlsphere. It has S8 mll,llon.?al fons of radioactive sludge

stored In leaky-underground tanks within dangerous proxinity of the

Columbla River. ‘ <

: The promised cleanup at Hanford has sti}! not 'l;e un In_earnest end
yot. your department proposes to dump even smore waste hore. ‘The peaple
of Washington havs had enough. .

4
Please let ms know how you Intend to address this issuo.

Sinceraly,
Paul Woods,

ClivorLatters are a sanvic of CREDOT . CREDOQ | =

&

e
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e

¥

CREDQO Campaign
Zeiler, Telle, Commenter ID No. 1273

Telle Zaller
214 13TH Ave E Apt @
‘Seattle, WA 98102 -5891

«

Way 14,2014 - . . .

0OE Socretary Stoven Chu L
Us De?artment of Energg -
1000 |ndapendence Ave W
Vashlngton, DC 2058,

Dear DOE Secretary'Ste'\ién chu, .

The earthquake end tsunaml In Japan -- and aubsequent maltdnwn at ¢
the Fukushima nuglear plant -- sre a wort‘y!ng reminder of ‘the throat
posed by all nuclear facllltles. .«

One of the most danqerous JIn the U.S. Is Hanford, whlch a’ former
Hanford englineer cal Ied a ticklng time bomh.

- V'powriting- to dnmand that yau Hait. D& t. of Energy plans to truck
more nuclear waste to Hanford, c ganh ug what'g thers, ond take actlon ..
to ensvre the site does not threaten the Columbla: River and the peop!e

who.ilve nearby. - a W
ou know, Hanford ls the most contaninated nuclear site In thu

\'Iestern enisphere. |t has 58 midllion ?al lons of radloact(ve sludge.
stored iIn leaﬁy underground tanks within dangcrous proxim[ty of the
Columbla Rlvar. -

The prom)sed c!canup at Hanford has stlll nat begun I'n_earnest and
yet your department proposes to- dump avon more wasto hera. The pasople’
of 9h!ngton have had esough. .

"Please let ms know how yeu Intend to address this lssus.
.

. Sincerely,
Telle Zeller '

Cnmanptte:s are.a servlceof CREDO‘ T DA
N!l‘m o .

mea O

J-1827
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J.3.4 Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign Form Letter

Table J.3-4 tabulates all individuals who submitted comments via the Concerned Citizens
for Nuclear Safety Campaign form letter along with the comment document identifiers assigned
to each. One representative letter (Abrahamsen, Chris, Comment Document ID No. L.13) was
used to identify the comments. The comments are identified in brackets on the left side of the
page, and the corresponding responses are shown on the right side of the same page. All other
comment letters resemble the representative letter. The representative letter, comments identified
in that letter, responses, and all other comment documents received for this campaign are
presented here in Section J.3.4 on pages J-1831 through J-1887, as indicated in the table.

TABLE J.3-4 Individuals Who Submitted Written
Comments via the Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
Campaign Form Letter

Comment Starting
Last Name, First Name Document ID No.  Page No.
Abrahamsen, Chris* L13 J-1831
Allen, Sabrina L14 J-1832
Bliven, Rachel L26 J-1833
Boyer, Jan L40 J-1834
Brenden, Robert L88 J-1835
Buono, Gail L29 J-1837
Cate, Mary Ray 123 J-1838
Chiltan, Maria L10 J-1839
Conway, Patty L25 J-1840
Corliss, Roy L1l J-1841
Donahue, Lisa L47 J-1842
Dryden, Robert 127 J-1843
Duggan, Jaime L33 J-1844
Fair, Linda L206 J-1845
Fairmont, Lorraine L42 J-1846
Finney, Dee L88 J-1847
Giles, Gail L41 J-1849
Gregory, Michael L36 J-1850
Hayden, Hallie L88 J-1851
Hayden, Kimberly 188 J-1853
Hemprling, Joe L16 J-1855
Humason, Scott L43 J-1856
Johnson, Jan L38 J-1857
Kennedy, Bridgette L39 J-1858
Keppel, Roberta L21 J-1859
Klukkort, Jim L15 J-1860
Koffman, Arkee L12 J-1861
Koponen, Emmy L45 J-1862
Kotowski, Sheri E97 J-1863
Krysl, Marilyn L44 J-1864
Lapalwe, Monica L49 . J-1865

J-1829
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TABLE J.3-4 (Cont.)

Comment Starting
Last Name, First Name Document ID No.  Page No.
Lawless, Jessica . L32 J-1866
Martin, Bruce E40 J-1867
Murphy, Pat L48 J-1868
Orozco, Martha L20 J-1869
Paulette, Robert L88 J-1870
Phillip, Sheridan L28 J-1872
Quintana, Marlene L57 J-1873
Redondo, Petry L31 J-1874
Robinson, Windell L22 J-1875
Romero-Oak, Judy L18 J-1876
Ruark, Ramona 124 J-1877
Scarbrough, Jarrod L19 J-1878
Seaton, Paula L88 J-1879
Sinha, Barbara : L9 J-1881
Stangarone, Richard L35 J-1882
Suellentrop, Ann L46 J-1883
Unknown, Unknown L30 J-1884
Unknown, Unknown L321 J-1885
Unknown, Ed L17 J-1886
Wilson, Marguerite L.37 J-1887

*  Abrahamsen, Chris (Comment Document ID No. L13) is the
representative letter.
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Abrahamsen, Chris, Commenter ID No. L.13

(Representative Letter)

Mr. Amold M. Edclman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Indcpendcncc Ave, 8.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

160,000,000 cxvies of conmercial GTCC waste, There are not suitable sites in New Mcxxco for

.clisposal of this waste. . Nor is there any-need for New.Mexico sites to be considered because the ... .o oo

wastes should be stored and disposed at sitcs at or near the commercial reactors that produce
approximately 98 percent of the radioactivity in G1CC waste.

The people of New Mexico were promised on numerous occasions (hat the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibilts any commercial waste at WIPP. Any sitc at or near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totatly inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
wasle from uranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more
than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

L13-1

I believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issue 2 final environmental impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
altematives and instcad should examine alternative commercial sites. The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Sitc Storage as a long-term storage option until there are suitable dlsposal
sites,

L13-2

Thagk you for your consideration of my comments.

Yours truly,

4 Name: 1(\ \;\Q ) k&)\ ‘\\v\ AwLE N

pates I\ W . MW S0 010D
LA NRANC )

Email:

L13-1

L13-2

DOE acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal
at the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended
by P.L. 240) and that legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than TRU
waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new facility
within the land withdrawal area. However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing and
evaluating alternatives that are currently authorized. The Agreement for Consultation and
Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides provisions
to modify the agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this Agreement
recognize that future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g., Public Law
[P.L.] 96-164) may make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to modify this
Agreement. Either party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and conditions.”

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 240) and in the Agreement for Consultation and
Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero
because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. In
addition to legislative changes, DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require and site-specific NEPA reviews, including
further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat loads), as well as the
proposed packaging for disposal.

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations given in Parts 1500—1508 of Title 40 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of
disposal methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole,
and above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS,
and WIPP Vicinity for which two reference locations, one within and one outside the WIPP
Land Withdrawal Boundary, were considered). DOE has determined that it was reasonable to
analyze only these six sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository.
Although some commenters stated that this range of disposal sites is too narrow, they did not
offer specific locations for analysis. It would not be reasonable to analyze in detail an
essentially unlimited number of additional non-DOE or nonfederal sites. Nevertheless, DOE
also conducted a generic evaluation of commercial disposal facilities on nonfederal lands in the
EIS to order to provide, to the extent possible, information regarding the potential long-term
performance of other (nonfederal) locations for siting a GTCC waste land disposal facility.

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act 0f 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Allen, Sabrina, Commenter ID No. 1.14

qa){}‘w ,2011

Mr. Arnold M. Edelman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

GICCEIS

Cloverieaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washingten, D.C. 20585

RE: Cc on the Draft Eavi ! lmpact Stat t for the Digposal of Greater-Than-

Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr, Edelman:

LIstrongly oppose consideration of any site in New Mexico for the disposal of any of the

160.008.G00 curies of commercial GTCC waste. There are not suitable sites in New Mexico for

- -disposal-of this waste. Noris-there any.need.for New Mexico.sites.to. be.considered because thee o - oo o

that

P

wastes sfiould be stored und disposed at sites at or ncar the

* approximatcly 98 percent of the radicactivity in GTCC waste.

‘The people of New Mexico were promiscd on ions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commereial, waste. The WIPP Laod Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or ncar WIPP also js inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circurnvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Lzboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more
thian our share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

1 believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issuc a final environmental impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mcexico as reasonable
alternatives and instead should examine altemative commercial sites. The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Site Storage as a long-term storage option until there are suitable disposal
sites. !

Thank you for your ideration of my

Yours truly,

e Batdiitrir 7 e

s (590U O 50 /er%,
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Appendix J: Comment Response Document

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Bliven, Rachel, Commenter ID No. 126

Juml.?ﬁ
Wy ,2011

Mr. Amold M., Edelman, EIS Document Menager
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1060 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Bnvirc tal Impact St for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

Istrongly oppose consideration of any site in New Mexice for the disposal of any of the
160,000,008 curies of commercial GTCC waste. There are not suitable sites in New Mexico for

disposal.of this waste... Nor is there any.niced for New Mexico sites.to be considered because the oo e . .

wasles should be stored winl disposcd at sites at or ncar the commercial reactors that produce
approximatcly 98 pereent of the mdioactivity in GTCC waste.

The people of New Mexico were promised on ions that the Waste Jsolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawa! Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP, Any site at or near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for dispesal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more
than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste,

1 believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final environmental impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider sny sites in New Mexico as reasonable
alternatives and instezd should examire alternative ciat sites. The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Site Storage as a long-term storage option vati there are suitable disposal
sites.

“Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Yours truly,

 Names /»;)/rf é@/ ’Pﬁ Ly

= e s
Address: (202 g ede e iia p A f',_”mr)-f/‘n /c /M F750.05
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Name:

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign

Boyer, Jan, Commenter ID No. 1.40

May 25 ,2011

Mr. Amold M. Edelman, EIS D ¢ Manag
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCC EIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: C 15 on

the Draf Envi I Impact S for the Disp

{ of Greater-Than-

Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

60,000,000 cur(n at l.'ommeraal (‘TCC waste. ’l‘hen: are not

- ~disposal of this-waste.-Not is there any need for New. Mexico sitci to. be.considered because the . ... .. ...

itable sites in New Mexi for

wastes should be stored and disposed et sites at or near the commercinl reactors that produce

approximately 98 p
The people of New

ercent of tho radioactivity in GTCC waste. '

Mexico were promised on

that the Waste Isolation Pilot

Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act

prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or near WIPP also is inappropriate because

it would bc an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millious of tons of
waste from uranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more
than our share of the nation’s nux.lbnr waslc.

i | belxeve ‘that you should stop thns ﬂawed proccss and not issue a I‘ nal environmental impact

statementt (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in Ncw Mexico as reasonable
alternatives and instead should examine altemative commercial sites, The new EIS also should

consider Handened On-Site Storage as a long-term storage aption until there are suitable disposal

sites.

Thank you for your ideration of my ««
Yowstrdy, Gana. A9 B

e
Ao Dove

Address:

i i B
1S 70 Ui

Sfe WM g1)d]

Email:
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Appendix J: Comment Response Document

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Brenden, Robert, Commenter ID No. 1.88

May 27,2011

Mr. Amold M, Edclman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Departiment of Energy

GTCC EIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., 8.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RR: Comments o the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/E|S-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

I strangly oppose consideration of any site in New Mexice for the disposal of any of the
160,000,000 curies of commercial GTCC waste. Thexe ase not suitable sites in New Mexico for
disposal of this waste. Nor is there any need for New Mexico sites to be considered because the
wastes should be stored and disposed at sites at or near the commnerciat reactors that produce
approximately 98 pereent of the radionetivity in GTCC waste.

The people of New Mexico were promiscd on numerous oceasions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPF) would be for defense, not commercial, wastc. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to ciccumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
hasthibusands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleancd up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans arc already burdened with more
than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste,

I helieve that you should stop this flawed process and not issue 2 final envitonmental impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
altematives and instead should examine altemative commercial sites. The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Sito Stornge as a long-term storage option until there are suitable disposal
sites,

Thank you foryo/‘:f’ ideration of my co f o S
Yours truly, % / u{ib E gj 2 “;{ fo\' "’JN\L\[)&.
Name: LIRS ﬂ/

efn /Qotae,w}- L Paw}e'H‘»g_

Address: : /30 }3(0)( / L/L/ (Smw\c\,
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7N\3‘{e 8\%7\}& ud 0\}{’(‘%

J-1835

January 2016



Final GTCC EIS

Appendix J: Comment Response Document

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Brenden, Robert, Commenter ID No. L.88 (cont’d)
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Buoeno, Gail, Commenter ID No. 1.29

M55 2011

Mr, Arnold M. Edelman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Envi ! Impact § for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr, Edelman:

Lstronply appose consideration af any site in New Mexico_for the disposal of any of the

160.000,600 curies of commercial GTCC waste. There are not suitable sites in New Mexico for

- -disposul of this waste...Nor is there-any.need for.New Mexico sites to be.considered because the.. . ... ...
wastes should be stored and disposed at sites at or ncar the commercial reactors that produce
approximately 98 percent of the radioactivity in GTCC waste.

The people of New Mexico were promised on numerous occasions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from vranium mining and milling, Thus, New Mexicans are already burdencd with more
than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

1 believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final environmental impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should nat consider any sites in New Mcxico a3 reasonuble’
alternatives and instead should examire altemative commercial sites. The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Sitc Stornge as a long-term storage option vatil there are suitable disposal

sites.

Thank you for your consideration of my

Youss truly,

‘Namc: &AL ':-f')”bw/\/é')

Address: /1,{? {‘W/\ 7}'/
Sdy A 89508

Email;
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--.disposal of this-waste.- Nor is there.any nced for New.) sites.to be

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign

Cate, Mary Ray, Commenter ID No. L23

quj_){ ,2011

Mr. Amold M, Edelman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Encrgy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave,, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Eavi ] Impact Stat t for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr, Bdelman:

any site in New Mexico for the dispesal of any of the

Lstrongly o

LAY ll 0,
160,000,000 curies. o[commemal GTCC waste. Thm are not suitable sites in New Mexico for
i idered b the ..

wastes should be stored and disposed at sites et or near the commercial reactors that produce
approximately 98 percent of the radioactivity in GTCC waste,

The people of New Mexico were promiscd on numerous occasions that the Waste Isolation Filot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or near WIPP also is insppropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prokibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriatc to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from i ining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more

than ovur share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

I belicve that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final environmental impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
altematives and instead should cxaminc altemative commercial sites, The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Site Storage as a long-term storage option until there are suitable disposal

sites.

Thank you for your considcration of my comments.

-Yours truly,

.Name: : ljm‘ift‘/%%/(d’;@-

Address: /é')UfMUMd?d
Saula Yo JUM_F15)/

Email:
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Chiltan, Maria, Commenter ID No. 1.10

St
Meg 2011

Mr. Amold M, Edelman, EfS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Buitding, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Envi { Impuct Stat ¢ for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Wastc and GTCC-Like Waste (DOR/RIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

S ] S site §) 1w Mexd S pas 2
160,000,000 curies at commercial GTCC waste, Thm are not suitable sites in New Mexico for

- - disposal-of this-waste, - Nor is there any need for New. Mexico sites.to be.considered becanse the. . oo o e

wastes should be stored und disposed at sites at or near the commereial reactora that produce
approximately 98 peecent of the radioactivity in GTCC waste.

‘The people of New Mexico were promiscd on numerous occasions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste, The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial wastc at WIPP. Any site at or near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of Wwaste that must be clcaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranivm mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans arc already burdened with more
thon our share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

I believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issué a final environmental impact
statement (EIS). The new BIS should not consnder any sites in New Mexico as reasonable

afternatives and instead should { ive ial sites, The new EIS also should
consider Hardeaed On-Site Storage as a fon[,-luml storage option until there are suitable disposal
sites.

Thank you for your consideration of my ¢

Yours truly, .
" M €09
Name: p; A N,

Address: o & oxX  FVA

Do Al iR
Email: W\w.(\ o CLK, ’\lré\" ot &’W-l WA ] LRI
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign

Conway, Patty, Commenter ID No. 1.25 -

May }:L 2011

M. Amold M, Edclman, EIS Document Manager
U.8. Department of Energy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: C on the Drafl Envi tal Impact St t for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

70, . ’ .
60,000,000 curfes ot cammercml GTCC waele There are not suxlable s:ks in New Mexico for

-+ «-disposal-of this waste. -Nor is-there.any need for New: Mcxico.sites to be considered because the ..
wastes should be stored and disposed at sitcs at or ncar the commercial reactors that produce
approximatcly 98 percent of the radionctivity in GTCC waste.

The people of New Mexico were promised on ions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any sitc at or near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexi are already burdened with more
than our share of the nation’s auclear waste.

I betieve that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final environmental impact
statement (E1S), The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
alternatives and instead should examine alterative commercial sitcs. The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Site Stotage as a long-term storage option until there are suitable disposal

sites.

Thank you for your consideration of my ¢

Youts truly, :Pq COV.)L \J d
Address: lZOJ SQV\dbOQ A}ig
Sonle- R BISVS
Email: {oN (/\)Cl.(7 — !’)qu& (e 5&[/160‘ (v
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Corliss, Roy, Commenter ID No. L11

bt 25
ﬁa?b 2011

M, Arnold M. Bdelman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleat' Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Daft Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Wastc and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

Istrongly oppose consideratinn of any site in New Mexico for the disposal of any of the

160,000,000 curies of conymercial GTCC waste, There are not suitable sites in New Mexico for

- disposal.of this waste. . Nor is-thete.any need for New Mexico sites to be considered because the, ... oeee ...

wastes should be storcd and disposed at sites at or near the commercial reactors that produce
approximately 98 percent of the radioactivity in GTCC waste. .

The people of New Mexico were promised on numerous occasions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for dcfense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdmwal Act
prohibits any commescial waste at WIPP. Any site at or near WIPP also is inappropriate becausc
it would be an atlempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratary (LANL)
has thousands of cubjc meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste t6 LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more
than our share of the nation®s nuclear waste.

Tbelieve that you should stop this flawed pracess and not issue a final environmental impact
staternent (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in Now Mexico as reasonable
alternatives and instead should examine alternative commercial sites. The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Site Storage as a long-tean storage option unti! there are suitable disposal
sites.

Thank you for your consideration of my

Yours truly, ﬁ) /) /de
Name: ! \ 647 nSfezz

Address: /'5“70VC£/L:\0 GCoR Do

Email: rwv'mw/zrs ¢ Yalrpo - Lo
T . /

J-1841

January 2016



Final GTCC EIS Appendix J: Comment Response Document

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Donahue, Lisa, Commenter ID No. 1.47

Junr 25
May 2011

Mr. Amold M. Edelman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCC EIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Indcpendence Ave., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: C ts on the Draft Envi | Impact Stat t for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

K ration of any site in New Mexiga for the disnosal of any of the
60,000, 000 curies o[commcrcn’al GTCCwaste. There are not suitable sites in New Mexico for
.. disposal.of this waste..Nor is therc any-need for New. Mexico sites to be.considered becausethe. ... ... - e -
wastes should be stored and disposed at sites at or near the commercial reactors that produce
approximatcly 98 percent of the fadioactivity in GTCC waste.

The people of New Mexico were promised on numerous occasions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
bas thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from wranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more

than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste,

I believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final environmental impact

statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable

nltematives and jnstead should examine alternative commercial sites. The new EIS also should
ider Hardened On-Site Storage as a long-term storage option until there are suitable disposal

sitcs.

Thank you for your consideration of my
Yours truly,
’ Nome: / (24 T\‘Z))‘\ C'\—(A €
Address: B2 CU\/{{‘ \\
“anky o, AW G155

Email:
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Dryden, Robert, Commenter ID No. 1.27 ~

My 242011

Mr, Amold M. Edel EIS Dy t Manag
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCC EIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Drat Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-That-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelnan:

1 strongly oppose ¢

160,000,000 cuyics a{ mmmercml GICC was‘t There are not suntable snes in New Mexico for

- disposal.of this waste.-Nor.is there any need for. New. Mexico sites to be.considered because the. ... ... ...
wastes should be stored and disposed at sitcs at or ncar the commercial reactors that produce
approximately 98 percent of the radioactivity in GTCC waste,

The people of New Mexico were promised on aumerous occasions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site st or near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to ci that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory {LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranium mining and milling. ‘Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more
than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

1 believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issuc a final environmental unpaét
statement (EIS). The ncw EIS should not consxdcr any sites in New Mexico as reasonable

alternatives and instead should i tive ciul sites. The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Site Storage as a long-term storage option until there are suitable disposal
sites.

‘Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Yours truly,

' Name: RO(yer‘T‘ Devden
Address: ¢ Alalde ’KH
Eatr fe N 89598

Emsail; Z,'\ d;tj b;/ X / 0/ OO /\/,4 Z; 80 .COM
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign

Duggan, Jaime, Commenter ID No. 1.33

Mr. Amold M. Edetman, ELS Document Manager
U.8. Department of Energy

GTCC EIS

Cloverleaf Building, E‘vi-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Bnvironmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

Istrongly oppase eonsideration of any site in

166,000,000 curtes of cammercial GTCC wastz. There are not smkable sxm in New Mexico for

» - disposal of this waste. -Nor.is.there any.need.for New Mexico sites to be considered because the...

wastes should be stored and disposed at sitcs at or ncar the commercial reactors that produce
approximately 98 percent of the radioactivity in GTCC waste, .

The people of New Mexico were p d on 1 fans that the Waste Isolation Pifot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste, The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an pt to ¢i nt that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions oftons of
waste from uranium mining and milling, Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more

than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

1 believe that you should stop this flawed process and rot issue a fina) environmental impact
statement (RiS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
altematives and instead should cxamine altemative commercial sites. The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Site Sforage as a long-term storage option until there aro suitable disposal
sites.

“Thank you for your idcration of my corr

Yours truly,

, P
Name: e .7—)1,4%/??‘\}

Address: 34{40 ( %)‘f;ﬁ/} Mrﬁ/
g%)njdmf, {d <§'2630£/

Email:
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Fair, Linda, Cqmmenter ID No. 1206

JUR -9 i

May D , 2011 ;
Mr. Arnold M. Edelman, EIS Document Manager W

U.S. Department of Energy
GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43
1000 Independence Ave., S.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments 6n the Draft Envirc tal Impact St t for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radicactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

1 stronely eppose consideration of any site i New Mexico for the disposal of any of the
160,000,000 curies of cammercial GTCC waste. There ure not suitable sites in New Mexico for
disposal of this waste. Nor is there any need for New Mexico sites to be considered because the
wastes should be stored and dispdsed at sites at or near the commercial reactors that produce
approximately 98 percent of the radioactivity in GTCC waste.

The people of New Mexico were promised on numesous occasions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plznt (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site ator near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be 2h attempt to circumvent that prohibition, Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of wast: that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate 10
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of

waste from wenium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened sith ior

than our share of the nation”s nuclenr waste.

I believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a fina) environmenta) impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any Sites in New Mexico as reasonable
alternatives and instead should examine alternative commercial sites. The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Site Storage as a long-tern storage option until there are suitable disposal
sites,

Thenk you for your ideration of my
Yours truly,
Name: {nda M. @l C?G!.r)
Address: PO Bes (S
£ rado W R182%]

Email:
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safetv Campaign

Fairmont, Lorraine, Commenter ID No. 1.42

lﬂ&&%ﬁjﬁe’

Jong
May (2,201 L

Mr. Amold M. Edclman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Indcpendence Ave., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low.Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dcar Mr. Edelman:

Istrongly appose consideration of any site in New Mexico for the dispoxal of any of the

268,000,000 curies of commercial GTCC waste. There are not svitable sites in New Mexico for

disposal.of this-waste. - Noris there.any-need for New Mexico sites to be considered because the.ne coran o
wastes should be stored and disposed at sites at or ncar the commereial reactors that produce
approximatcly 98 pereent of the radionctivity in GTCC waste,

The people of New Mexico were ised on ions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP, Any site at or near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition, Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more

than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

I believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final environmental impact
statement (BIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico 2s reasonuble
alternatives and instead should examine alternative commercial sites, The new EIS also should
consider Hordened On-Site Storage as a long-term storage option wntil there are suitable disposal

sites.

Thank you for your ideration of my c

Yours truly,

" Names Laweine B, Tajymont

Address: 2115 CPA‘PIOU\ Jae,
Bealdor__Co Fw3oY

" Email:
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Finney, Dee, Commenter ID No. L.88

May ,‘az, 2011

Mr. Amold M. Edelman, BIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCCEIS )
Cloverlcaf Building, EM-43 ‘
1000 Independence Ave,, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

1 strangly oppose cousideration of any site in New Mexico for the disposal of any of the
160,000,000 curies of eommercial GTCC waste, There are not suitablo sites in New Mexico for
disposal of this waste. Nor is there any need for New Mexico sites to be considered because the
wastes should be stored and disposed at sites at or near the commercial rcactors that produec
approximately 98 pereent of the radionctivity in GTCC waste.

The people of New Mexico were promiscd on mumerous occasions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or near WIPP also Is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
hastibusands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleancd up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial wiste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has miltions of tons of
waste from uranivm mining ind milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more
than our share of the nation’s miclear waste.

1 believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final environmental impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
alternatives and instead should examine alternative commercial sites. The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Sito Storge as a Jong-term storage option until there are suitable disposat
sites,

I

Thank you for your ¢
Yours truly, { {/fV

tion of my 570 £ .
L, 1 A N2 AT

i ]/Qo\/mw}‘ L Pﬂu}&‘H‘L

Name: /1A

Addess: . PO B IHY {fSo\W\e\’ '
Fmbeds N 5153/

Ewmail: ‘ {D‘ryfa. Stafn $6© s?mai/ Loy
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Finney, Dee, Commenter ID No. 1.88 (cont’d)

. 2 { *
(ﬂf"f““’l }(0 Dontin i, // S

@B b ©

Driw— . $752%

N\Actm CA e th (Q‘goh

Do, A
’f‘iov;gﬂf : %;j“w VK@(/%WQ“Y‘/

DYfon, N 5]

s
Toe J-;z’u”ff’v‘)/

P o s 20y
L [ it-A 227

o ixon, nm Y w7
.(PZE“EC ‘f?}»’f ppevndiey
Hellic K @?« loi.
‘6)@ H 53R
Sogen, N § 7527
(HQHJ@ H@/de/{‘

)Zamggzhf M. Houpllnd
Doigcon): 5;\?)%/( Y757

January 2016

J-1848



Final GTCC EIS

Appendix J: Comment Response Document

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Giles, Gail, Commenter ID No, 141

w?efyw“zs,zon

M. Amold M. Bdelman, EIS Document Manager
U.8. Department of Energy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave,, S.W,

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Rudioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

Lstrongly oppose constderation of any site in New Mexico for the disposal of any of the
160,008,000 curies of commercial GTCC waste. There are not suitable sites in New Mexico for

-dispasal of this waste,.Nor is there any.nced for New: Mexica sites to be considered because the . ........

wastes should be stored and disposed al sites at or near the commercial reactors that produce
approximately 98 prreent of the mdioactivity in GTCC waste.

The people of New Mexico were promised on numerous occasions that the Waste Jsolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste, The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial wastc at WIPP, Any site at or near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumveat that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any eommercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranium mining and mitling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more
than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

1 betieve that you should stop this (lawed process and not issue a final cavironmental impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider nny sites in New Mexico as reasonable
alternatives and instead should ine alternative cial sites. The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Site Storage as a long-term storage option until there are suitable disposal

sites.

‘Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Yours truly,

' Name: 6“(\?((_/ (’:?CE'\Q
Addess: SO Ch le Contessa

TE IO

Email; o}f les c)o? | @ = oy olhal, nof}
Lo 23 p:
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Gregory, Michael, Commenter ID No. L36

5

TR

Mxé» ,2011

Mr. Amold M, Edelman, EIS De Manag;
U.S. Department of Encrgy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W,

‘Washington, D.C, 20585

RE: Commients on the Draft Envir tal Impact Stat for the Disposal of Gicatcr—’man-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radionctive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EFS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

I stronply oppose consideration 6f any site in New Mexico for the dispoyal of any of the
160,000,000 euries of commercial GTCC waste, There are not suitable sites in New Mexico for

. disposal-of this wastc. . Nor.is.there any.need for-New Mexico sites to be.considered because thewe.. oo

wostes should be stored and disposed at sites at or neac the i that produc
npproximately 98 percent of the radivactivity in GTCC waste.
The people of New Mexico were promised on ions that the Waste Isolation Pilot

Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any sitc at or near WIPP dlso is inoppropriate because
it would be an attempt to circunvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexica also has millions of tons of
waste from uranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexi are already burdened with more

than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

1 belicve that you should stop this flawed process and nat issue & final environinental impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
alternatives and instead should exarine altemative comumercial sites. The new BIS also should

consider Hardencd On-Site Storage as a long-tenn storage option until there are suitable disposal

sites,

Thank you for your consideration of my o

Yours truly,
MName: Michie] Greacs
Address: g V/rheg L)}' ;2 o
S¢ MM 81508
Email:
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Hayden, Hallie, Commenter ID No. L.88

May A7, 2011

Mr. Amold M. Edelman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1600 Independence Ave,, S.W.

. Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Envirc ital Impact St for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

strangly oppose consideratian of any site in New Mexico for the disposal of any of the

160,000,808 curies of commercial GTCC waste, Theze are not suitable sites in New Mexico for

disposal of this waste. Nor is there any need for New Mexico sites to be considered becanse the
wastes should be stored and disposed at sites at or near the commercial reactors that produce
approximately 93 pereent of the radionctivity in GTCC waste.

‘The people of New Mexico were promised on ions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant {(WIPP) would be for defense, not commerceial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or ncar WIPP also is inappropriate beeause
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has:thausands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
‘waste from uranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more
than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

I believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issuc a final eavironmental impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
alternatives and jnstead should examine alternative commercial sites. The new EIS also should
consider Hardencd On-Site Storage as a long-tenm storage option until there are suitable disposat
sites.

Thank you for your ideration of my ¢ o ) N
7 g i g
i, (- M U Vol

L /Qolnmrv}- L Pcw}eﬂ‘.g

Yours truly, ( 4

Name: __»/[{/

Addresss . 20 Box 1Y fjo\w\e\) '
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Hayden, Hallie, Commenter ID No. L.88 (cont’d)
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign

Hayden, Kimberly, Commenter ID No. 1.88

May 27,2011

Mr. Amold M. Edelman, BIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave,, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Grealer-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/E1S-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

1 strongly oppase coustderation of any site in New Mexico for the disposal of any of the

160,000,000 curies of commercial GTCC waste. There are not suitable sites in New Mexico for

disposal of this waste. Nor is there any need for New Mexico sites to bc considered because the
wastes should be stored and disposed at sites at or near the thatp
approximately 98 pereent of the radioactivity in GTCC waste.

The people of New Mexico were promiscd on ions that the Waste fsolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste, The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or near WIPP also is inappropriate beeause
it would bo an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
hagthiousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, snd it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranivm mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are alrcady burdened with more
than our share of the nation’s miclear wasle.

I'believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final enviconmental impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
alternatives and instead should examine alternative commercial sites. The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Site Stornge as a fong-term storage option until there are suitable disposal
sites.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments,
Yours trul !/;/: by t‘ M L '\u L AL
Ys % /{V ) ,}}/ AA AP,

Name: " ule St 'Qolm?v'}' L Pavlefte
Address: . 20 Bex 1Y [5awx<\l
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Hayden, Kimberly, Commenter ID No. .88 (cont’d)
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« »disposal of this waste,.Noz.is.there anyneed.for New M sites.to be

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Hemprling, Joe, Commenter ID No. L16

P
M__, 2011

Mr. Arnold M. Edelman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Departinent of Encrgy

GTCCEIS

Clovetleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Envirc I Impact Stat for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radicactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

Lstronply appose consideration of any site in New Mexice for the disposal o

160,000,000 curies of commereinl GTCC waste. There arc not suitable sites in New Mexu:o for
: idered b

wisles should be stored and disposed at sites at or near the ial reactors that prod
approximately 98 percent of the radioactivity in GTCC waste.

The people of New Mexico wetc’ promised on mt « ions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste, The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste al WIPP. Any sitc at or near WIPP also is inappropriate because

it would be an attempt fo circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) \\

has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of 1ons of
waste from wranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more
thzn our share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

I believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final environmental impact

statement (EiS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable

alternatives and instead should examine alternative commercial sites, The new EIS also should
ider Hardened On-Site Storage as a long-tenm storage option until there are suitable disposal

sites,

- Thaok you for your consideration of my comments.

Yours tady, :
' Name: (\Q‘é l’\eivxg\z [
Address: 152 1\ O
SHX D fe, P~
Email: c)d Sepin l’\' e ‘A'\[P F‘L-\.,7. 9 [ SCan

the v
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Humason, Scott, Commenter ID No. 1.43

Juas | @calyed

LU»W«L,,)
May ,2011 BT
Mr. Arnold M. Edelman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy
GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43
1000 Independence Ave., S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Envi tal Impact St for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Cluss-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman: -

ble sites in New Mexico for

60,000,000 curies ot commercial GTCC waste. Thcrc are oot sui

wustes should be stured and disposed at sites at or near the o jal reactors that produc
approximately 98 percent of the radioactivity in GTCC waste.

The pcuple of New Mexico were promised on numerous occasions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or ncac WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circurnvent that prohibition, Los Alamos National Labomtory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commezeial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more
than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

1 believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final environmental impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
altematives and instead should examine alternative commercial sites. The new EIS also should
consider Hardencd On-Site Storage as a long-term storage option until there are suitable disposal

sites.

Thank you for your consideration of my

Yours truly,

 Name: G A Humodon |

Address: Q,O gb/\ 5Y G4

St Ee , MM 87502
Email: 7”46(/\4 NS @ ({/jﬂ\ u:’- Lo
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Johnson, Jan, Commenter ID No. L.38

Jw\tl‘i
ey 2011

Mr. Amold M. Edelman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Envirc tal Impact St for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Law-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Bdelman:

1 strongly appuse consider,

fion sdte b i, .
160,000,000 curies of cammerclal GTCC waste, There are not sunable snes in New Mexico for

disposal-of this waste. -Nor is-there any.peed. for New Mexico sites to. be considered becansethe....... .. .. ..

wusles should be storud aml digposed at sites at or near the 1y that prod
approximately 98 percent of the radioactivity in GTCC waste.

The people of New Mexico were promised on C ions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any sitc at or ncar WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranivm mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are alteady burdened with more
than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste,

I believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final environmental impact
statement (EIS). The new BIS should rot consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable

alternatives and instead should [t ive cial sites. The new EIS also should
ider Hardened On-Site Storage as a long-term storage option until there are suitable disposal
sites,
Thaok you for your consideration of my ¢«
Yours truly,
Name: { / A /\LLMM QQM""\-’
Address: o _Box 3 ll@ Y
Sade. Te Y 87574
Email: hill sister 54C® (cj gt com
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Kennedy, Bridgette, Commenter ID No. L39

Muy 25,2011

Mr. Amold M. Edclman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCC EIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1600 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Envirc I Impact Stat t for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Deat Mr, Edelman:

I stronply oppese consideration of any site in New Mexica for the disposa of any of the
160,000,000 curies of commercial GTCC waste. There are not suitable sites in New Mexico for

. . disposal of this waste.- Nor is.there anyneed for New.Mexico sites to be considered because the...
wastcs should be stored and disposcd of sites at or near the commercinl renctors that produce
imately 98 1 of the radinactivity in GTCC waste.

¥t

The people of New Mexico were promised on jons that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP, Any site at or near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it woutd be an atiempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be clcaned up, and it is tatally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranivm mining and milling. Thus, New M are already burdened with more
than our share of the nations nuclear waste.

- Ibelieve that you should stop this flawed process and not issuc a final eavironmental impact -
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in Now Mexico a5 reasonable
alternatives and instead should cxaminc altemative commercial sites. The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Site Storage as a long-term storage option until there are suitable disposal

sites.
Thank you for your consideration of my comments.
Yours truly, i
‘Neme: 5 fe"f‘—ij/ﬂ: Feenicaty
Address: IS flesao fraverD
Senta Fe NA R/’;‘f;f)/

Enmail:
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
- Keppel, Roberta, Commenter ID No. 1.21

quw ,2011

Mr. Arold M. Edelman, EIS Document Manager
U.8. Depariment of Encrgy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greatee-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. BEdelman:

Istronsly eppose consideration of any site in New Mexico for the dispasel of any of the

160,000,000 curies of commerclal GTCC waste. There are rot suitable sites in New Mexico for

. . .disposal of this waste.. Nor-is there any need for New Mexico sites to be considered becavse the.. - v .
wastes should b stored and disposed at sites ot or near the commercial reactors that produce
approximately 98 percent of the radioactivity in GTCC waste. ’

The people of New Mexico were promised on ions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste, The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commerefal waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from wrenium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more
than aur share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

1belicve that you shouid step this flawed process and not issue a final environmental impact
statement (BIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
alternatives and instead should examine alternative commercial sites. ‘The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Site Storage as a long-term storage option until there are soitable disposal
sites.

1

Thank you for your co of iny

Youws truly, )

‘ Name: Pa m M 4t

Address: 8z7 ¢/ Kﬂ%/f//ﬁ/wﬁ/ Nor
Sawedy o MY €737/

Email: bokeppel 0 efreto , ey
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Klukkort, Jim, Commenter ID No. 1.15

ﬁv}'v’v
3 , 201

Mr. Amold M. Edel EIS D« Manag
U.8. Department of Energy
GICCEIS

Cloverteaf Building, EM-43
1000 Independence Ave., 3.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Bnvironmentat Impact Statement for the Disposat of Greater-Than~
Class-C {(GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

I strougly oppose consideration of any site in New Mexico for the disposal of any of the
160,000,000 curies of commercial GTCC waste, There are not suitable sites in New Mexico for
.. -gisposal-of this waste, - Nor is there-any.nced for New. Mexico sites to.be.considered because the..... ... . . ...
wastes should be stored and disposcd at sites at or ncar the commercial reactors that produce
approximotely 98 percent of the mdioactivity in GTCC waste.

The people of New Mexico were promised on jons that the Waste Isolation Pitot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawa] Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or ncar WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from urasium iining and milling. Thos, New Mexi are already burdened with more
than our share of the'nation's nuclear waste.

1 believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issuc a final environmental impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
altemnatives and instead should examine attemative commercial sites. The new EIS also shovld
consider Hardened On-Site Storage as a lorg-term storage option until there are suitable disposal

sites.

Thank you for your isideration of my t

EO AT {ébu M i Voicons
Address: k ) . bk ot 201N
Y s
! \.
Email: fuohoves B, f/.ﬁ!~ Lo

Yours truly,
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safetv Campaign

Koffman, Arkee, Commenter ID No. .12

Mr. Amold M. Edelman, BIS D Manags
1J.8. Department of Energy

GTCCRIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Waghington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draf Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-Thaa-
Class-C {GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr, Bdelman:

Lstrongly oppose consideration of any site in New Mexico for the disposal of any of the

wastes should be stored and disposed at sites at or near the that p
approximately 98 percent of the radioactivity in GTCC waste.

The people of New Mexico were promised on 1 occasions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition, Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranium mining and milling, Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more
than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

I believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final environmental impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
alteratives and instead should cxamine alternative commercind sites. The new EIS also should

der Hardened On-Site Storage as a long-term storage option until there are suitable disposal

sites.

Tiank you for your consideration of my cc
Yours truly,

e AV W\(\/\W

Address: ij \/L— m‘& (—)5\‘(«?} ((}
C,ANQ“\ L wue B 505

Email;

[t
160,000,800 curies of commercial GTCC waste. There arc not suitable sites in New Mexico for-

disposal-of this waste..Not.is.there any need for New Mexico sites. to bc considered because the . .. ...
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Koponen, Emmy, Commenter ID No. 1.45

6’3\".; © @ Y
Py 9 7 onr

May_ " 2011

Mr. Amold M. Edclman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Envirc tal Impact Stat t for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Clags-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radjoactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

1 strangly appose consideration of any site in New Mexico for the disposal of any of the

160,000,000 curics of commercial GTCC waste. There are not suitable sites in New Mexico for

disposal of this waste. Nor is there any need for New Mexico sites to be considered because the
wastes should be stored and disposed at sites 98 or near the cormurcial reactors that produce
approximately 98 peecent of the radioaetivity in GTCC waste,

The people of New Mexico were promised on ions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or near WIPP also ig inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleancd up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranium mining and milling, Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more
than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

T believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final environmental fmpact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
alternatives and instead should examine sltemative commercial sites. The new EIS also should

ider Hardened On-Site Storage as a long-term storage option until there are suitable disposal
sites.

ideration of my ot

Thank you for your ct

Yours truly, . .
L s -

Name: Ciay Kopsren

paess Do P 950 Divew MM 2997

Email: bl Lopensn @ o | o
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign

Kotowski, Sheri, Commenter ID No. E97

June 27, 2011

Mr. Arnold M. Edelman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCC EIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM=43

1600 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 2058% .

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Disposal of Greater-Than-Class~C (GTCC} Low-lLevel Radicactive Waste
and GTCC~Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

I_strongly oppose congideration of any gitae in Naw Moxico for the
disposal of any of the 160,000,000 curies of commercial GICC waste.
There are not guitable sites in New Mexico for dispogal of this
waste. Nor in therxce any need for New Mezico gites to be considered
because the wastes shonld he stored and disposed at sites at or near
the cemmercial reactors that produce approximately 98 percent of the
radicactivity in GICC waste.

The people of New Mexico were promised on numerous occasions that
the Waste Isolation Pilot.Plant (WIPP)} would be for defense, not
commercial, waste., The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act prohibits any
commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or near WIPP also is
inappropriate kecanse it would be an attempt to clrcoumvent that
prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory {(LANL) has thousands of
cubic meters of waste that must be cleancd up, and it is totally
inappropriate to bring any commercial waste to LABL Ffor disposal.
New Mexico also has miliions of tons of waste frem uranium mining
and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more than
our share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

I believe -that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a
final environmental impact statement {EIS). The new BEIS should not
consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable alternatives and
instead should examine altexnative commercial sites. The new EIS
also should consider Hardened Cn-Site Storage as a long-term storage
option until there are suvitable disposal sites.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments,
Yours truly,
Sheri Kotowski

BO Box 291
Dixon, New Mexico 87527

J-1863

January 2016



Final GTCC EIS Appendix J: Comment Response Document

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Krysl, Marilyn, Commenter ID No, 144

May 25,2011 M

Mr. Amold M. Edelman, EIS Dc Manag
U.S. Department of Encrgy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington, D.C, 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edclman:

Lstrongly oppose eonsideration of any site in New Mexico for the disposal of any afthe

160,000,000 curles of commercial GTCC waste. There are not suitable sites in New Mexico for

. -disposal of-this waste. Nor is there.any.nced-for New Mexico sites to.be considered because the...n o .ooe
wastes should be stored and disposcd at sites al or near the ial that prods
approximately 98 percent of the radinactivity in GTCC waste.

The people of New Mexico were promised on numerous occasions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste, The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercisl waste at WIPP, Any site at or near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratery (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate (o
bring any commercial wasto to LANL for dispasal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of

- waste from uranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans arc already burdened with more
than our share of the nation's nuclear waste.

1 believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final enviropmental impact

statement (EIS), The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable

alteratives and instead should cxamine altemative commercial sites, The new EIS also should
nsider Hardened On-Site Storage as a long-term storage option until there are suitable disposal

sites,

‘Thank you for your consideration of my

Yours truly,

) Name: MARILYY K /5L
Address: Q003 MESA DR, ’H“L( :BI&"] o)

Email:
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Lapalwe, Monica, Commenter ID No. 1.49

Ah4, .
W52 aeeiued
ayee % -
Mr. Amnold M. Edelman, BIS Document Manager e
15.S. Department of Bnergy
GTCCEIS
Cloverleaf Building, EM-43
1000 Independence Ave., S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

160,000,000 curics ot cammcrclal GTCC waste. There are not sultable Sm:s in New Mexico for

.. disposal of this waste, .Nor is.there.any need for New.Mexico sites to be considered because the.. . o e s ¢

wasles should be stored ond disposed at sites at or near the commercial reactors that produce
approximately 98 percent of the radioactivity in GTCC waste.

The people of New Mexico were promised on numerous accasions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste, The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP, Any site at or near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totaily inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more
than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

Thbelieve that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final environmental impact
statement (EJS). The new EIS shovld not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonshle
altematives and instead should examine alternative commercial sites. The new EIS also should
consider Hardencd On-Site Storage as a Jong-term storage option until there are snitable disposal
sites.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Yaurs truly,

 Name: /M//)u(m L IOQ/OMKZ-

Address: Q?g( '/l‘? C& //( %() (ij.QQ Q‘/{.
Canda Fe WM K750S

Email:
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Lawless, Jessica, Commenter ID No. L.32

M 2011

Mr. Amold M. Edelman, EIS D¢ t Manag
U.S. Department of Encrgy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Bnvi 1 Impact Stat at for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Clags-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)
Dear Mr. Bdelman:
Istrongly oppose constderation of any site in New Mexico for the disposal of any of the
160,000,000 caries of commercial GTCC waste, There arc not svitable sites in New Mexico for
» disposal of this waste. Nor is there any nced for New. Mexico sites.to be.considered.because the .. ... .. ...

wastes should be storcd and disposed at sites ot or near the commercial reactors that produce
approximately 98 percent of the radinactivity in GTCC waste.

The people of New Mexico were p don occasions that the Waste {solation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not comrercial, waste. The WIFP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any sitc at or neac WIPP also is inapprapriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totafly inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has mitlions of tons of
waste from uranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more
than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste. ,

Ibelicve that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final environmental impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
alternatives and instead should examine alternative commereial sites. The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Sitc Storage as 2 long-term storage option until there are suitable disposal
sites.

Thank you for your consideration of my ¢« L
Yours truly,

.Namc: wheggren  {p desS
Address: J Mo .Adf;’\m X0 S\r* .

e i
Sonbe e e 808

Email:
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Martin, Bruce, Commenter ID No. E40

June 27, 201)

Mr. Amold M, Edal EIS D M
(LS. Department of Basrgy

GTCCEIS

Cloverteaf Building, EM-43

1006 Independesiee Ave., S.W.
Washington, D.C. 205835

RE: Comments on the Dralt Envir tal Impact S for the Dispf;sal of Greater-Than-
Class-C {GTCC) Low=Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375.D)

Dear Mr. Edetman:

Lsirongly oppose considerntion of any, site in New Mexico for ihe disposol of any of the 160,000,008 enries of
commercil GTCC waste, There are not suitable sites in New Mexice for disposal of this waste. Nor is there any
need for New Mexico sites to be considered beeause the wastes should be stored and disposed at sites at or near the
commerclal reactors that produce approximately 98 percent of the radioactivity in GTCC waste.

Ths people of New Mexico were promised on i tons that the Waste fsofation Pilot Plant (WIEP)
would be for defense, not commercial, wasts, The WIPP Land Withd: i Act prohibits sny iis] wasle ut
WIPP. Auy site at o noar WIPP also is incppropriate because it would be an attempt to circumyvent that prohibition.
Los Alamos Nationat Labaratory (LANL) has thovsands of cubic meters of wasts that rust be cleaned op, and itls
totally inappropriste 1o bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also s millions of tons of
waste feom vranium mining and milling. ‘Fhus, Now Mexicans pre already burdened with more than our share of the

pation’s niclear waste.

I bekicve that you shoutd step this finwed process and not isste a final environmental impact statement (R1S). The
new BIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico ns reasonable alternatives aad instead should cxomine
altzsnative conunencial sites. The new BIS also should consider Haydened On-Site Stormpe as a fong-term storage
option until therc are suitable disposal sites,

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

You.zs truly,

Name: .....Bruce Martin

Address: __408 Taylor Ranch Road .
__Alamogordo, New Mexico 88310

Emait: __dbmartin@zianet.com,

J-1867
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
~ Murphy, Pat, Commenter ID No. 1.48

"‘\,&M@.?-g
Map___,201)

Mr. Arnold M. Edeclman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

‘Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Leve! Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr., Edelman:

Istrongl i3 the -

160,000,000 curi?.r of cermmercial GTCC m' ste. There are not suitable sites in New Mexico for

.. disposal of this- waste.- Nor is there.any.necd for New: Mexico sites to be considered because the ... -ceo - oov ’

wastes should be stored and disposed at sitcs at or ncar the commercial reactars that produce
imately 98 p of the radieactivity in GTCC waste.

{43

The people of New Mexico were promised on numerous occasions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that préhibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
brinig any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of fons of
waste from uranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more
than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

1 believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final environmental impact
statement (BIS), The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonuble
alternatives and instead should examing alternative commercial sites, The new EIS also shoutd
consider Hardened On-Site Storage as a long-term storage option until there are suitable disposal

sites.

‘Thank you for your ideration of my ¢
Yours truly,
Nome: bt Mueory

Address: e Lro L/157A {?LC
5 f5 Mol
Email: Sisfe 4 f/f[74{ﬁ@ﬁﬂ0f)f Lo,
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Orozco, Martha, Commenter ID No. 1.20

May 25,2011

Mr. Amold M. Edclman, EIS Document Manager
U.8. Depariment of Energy

GTCCEIS

Clovetleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave,, 5. W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Intpact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr, Edelman:
Lstrongly oppose eonsideration of any site in New 2 is;
160.000,600 curies of commoercial GFCC waste. There are not sui:able snes in New Mexico for .
- disposal-of this waste.- Moz is-there any need. for New Mexico sites lo bc considered becansethe .. ... ...
wastes should be stored and disposcd at sites at or near the that prod

approximately 98 percent of the radioactivity in GTCC waste.

The people of New Mexica were promised on numerous occasions that the Waste Isolation I'ilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commcreial, waste. The WIPP Land Witlidrawal Act
prohibits any commercial wasto at WIPP. Any sitc at or near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thougands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans arc already burdened with more
than our share of the nation®s nuclear waste,

I believe that you should stop this flawed process antd not issue 8 final environmental impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
alternatives and instead shauld ine alternative ial sites, The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Site Storage as a long-term storage option uatil there are suitable disposal
sites,

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Yours truly,

Name: ALt ﬂﬂ?(”?

Address: VP Z‘)() S-S /) ;.// 7
r"q Az o e - Ll cﬁ\’ A I
Email: LeP D L g a? 2EDE e L

J-1869
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Paulette, Robert, Commenter ID No. 1.88

May g 7, 2011

Mr. Amold M. Edclman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCC EIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washingten, D.C, 20585

RE: C on the Draft Envi) tal Impact Stat for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Law-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

I strongly oppose consideration of any site in New Mexico for the disppsal of any of the

160,000,000 curies of commercial GTCC waste, There are not suitable sites in New Mexico for

disposal of this waste. Nor is there any need for New Mexico sites to be considered because the
wastes should be stored and disposed at sites at or near the cial that prad
approximately 98 pezeent of the radioactivity in GTCC waste,

The people of New Mexico were promiscd on us ¢ jons that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or ncar WIPP also is inappropriatc because
it would be an atfempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has-thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inzppropriate to
bring any commercial wiste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has miltions of tons of
waste from uranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with morc
than our share of the nalion's nuclear waste.

1 believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issue « final environmental impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
alternatives and instead should examine alternative commercial sites. The new BIS also should
consider Hardened On-Site Storage as a Jong-ter storage option until there are suituble disposal
sites.

Thank you for your consideration of my

it %Jﬁ U \ STl

Name; - L it ,/Qa\new}- (_ ! c;\v) e HL

ks D0 Box 105 (o)
Frmbuds NU._8753/

Eruail / I/')iv/zv. seatp 6@ gmaé/ Loy

‘N}m S\g‘aﬁwm Ve =>

: -
Yours truly, (

o.
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Paulette, Robert, Commenter ID No. 1.88 (cont’d)
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Phillip, Sheridan, Commenter ID No. 1.28

Mr. Amold M. Edciman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCC EIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Envirc 1 Impact Stat for the Disposal of Greater-Than-

Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edclman;

I strongly oppase consideration of any site in New Mexico for the disposal

160,000,000 curies of commercial GTCC waste. There arc not suitable sites in New Mexico for

. - disposal.of this waste.. Nor is there.any need for New Mexico sites to be.considered because the....

wastcs should be stored and disposcd at sites at or near the 1 that prod
appmximately 98 percent of the mdiaactivity in GTCC waste,

The people of New Mezxico were promised on r ions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste, The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercinl wastc at WIPP., Any site at or ncar WIPP also js inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic melers of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercia] waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexi are alteady burdened with more
than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

1 believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final environmeatal impact

statement (EIS). The new EIS should not conxidcr any sites m I\«,w Mexico as reasonable

alternatives and instead should ine al ve 1 sites. The new EIS also should

consider Hardened On-Site Storage as n long-term storage option until there aro suitable disposal
sites.

Thank you for your considcration of my

Yours lnuly,

} , .
. Name: TS, /’me‘ J1¢ fw\@[%‘eﬂ?f’\

Address: 3224 ﬁr{%d ‘.p.mc‘(:’nmz/m
Shoda s AN LISCE

Email:
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Quintana, Marlene, Commenter ID No. L57 -

June 20, 200

Mer. Amold M, Edelman, EIS D t M
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43
1000 Independence Ave., S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Envi | Impact St t for the Disposal of Greater~Than-
Clags-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Bdelman:

4 stronply ppase consideration of auy site in New Mexico for the disppsal of any of the
160,000,000 curies of commerciul GTCC swaste. Thete are not suitable sites in New Mexico for
disposal of this waste. Nor is there any need for New Mexico sites 1o be considered because the
wastes should be stored and disposed at sites at or near the commercial reactors that produce
approximately 98 percent of the radioactivity jn GTCC waste,

The people of New Mexico were promised on ¢ ions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Ptant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prehibits any commercial waste al WIPP, Any site at or near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
‘waste from uranjum mining and mitling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more
than our share of the nation's nuclear waste.

1 believe that you should stop this flawed process und not issue a final environmentat impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonablc

aiternatives and instead should in¢ altemative fal sites. The new BIS also should
consider Hardened On-Site Storage ns a long-term storage option until there are suitable disposal
sites.

‘Thank you for your consideration of my

Yours truly,

e Daclent Quindera,
Address: &) O Q‘M\O \’\e ~_Ane, gst .
i (NRNAR L@oard nm. ore e

J-1873 January 2016



Final GTCC EIS

Appendix J: Comment Response Document

Yours truly,

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign

Redondo, Petry, Commenter ID No. 131

e s

: ,2011 LAl ]

Mr. Amold M. Edelman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCC EIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave,, S.W.

Washington, D.C, 20585

: ts on the Draft Envi tal Impact Stat for the Di { of Greater-Than-
Clnss-C {GTCC) Low-Level Radicactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOFJEIS 0375-D)

Deor Mr., Edelmim:

afany site in New

gro,ooo,/wo curies o[commemal GTCC waste. ’I“lu:n: are not smtable sms in New Mexico for

-« disposal.of this waste.- Nor is there any.need for New Mexico sites to be considered becanse the... ... |
wastes should be stored and disposcd ot sites at or near the commercial reactors that produce

approximntely 98 percent of the mdinactivity in GTCC waste.

The people of New Mexico were promised on 1 ions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be clcaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans arc already burdened with more
than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste,

I believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final environmental impact

statement (EIS). Thenew EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable

altematives and instead should examine altemative commercial sites. The new BIS atso should
ider Hardened On-Site Storage a5 a long-term storage option until there are suitable disposal

sites,

Thunk you for your consideration of my comments,

/me L Kporedo
Address: /2 A /f IKD DL
TES ol il K75 74
Emait: %:“;é/(;x/'/ L7 14l D0 @O At - Co

J-1874
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Robinson, Windell, Commenter ID No. 1.22

May 22,2011 “?‘g?ﬁﬁf‘%

Mr. Amold M. Edefman, EIS Docurnent Manager
U.S. Department of Encrgy

GTCC EIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W,

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Cemmuents on the Draft Bavi al Impact Stat t for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GYCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOR/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

Istrongly oppose consideration of any site in New Mexico for the disposal of any of the

160,000,000 curies of commercial GTCC waste, There are not suitable sites in New Mexica for

- - disposal-of this waste. - Noris there.any need for New Mexico sites to be considered becanse thie .

wastcs should be stored and disposed at sites at or ncar the commercial yeactors that produce
approximately 98 percent of the radiactivity in GTCGC waste,

The people of New Mexico were promiscd on numerous occasions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commetcial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
probibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or near WIPP also js inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic metezs of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranivm mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans arc already burdened with more
than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

1believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final eavironmental impact

statement (BIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable

alternatives and instead should examine afternative commercial sites. The new EIS also should
ider Hardened On-Site Storage as a long-term storage option until there are suitable disposal

sites.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Yours truly,

. Name: w 1 ndd l [ Q‘b NRiny

addess 5926 ' Alvae L1 24 SE
fare, N 81166 %21

Email:
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign

Romero-Oak, Judy, Commenter ID No. L.18

a2
May= 2011

Mr. Amold M. Edelman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Depastment of Energy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington, D.C, 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Envi | Impact St for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Leve] Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS.0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

Lstrongly appose consideration of any site fn New Mexico for the disposal of any of the
160,060,000 curies of commercial GTCC waste. There are not suitable sites in New Mexico for

disposal of this wastc. Ner is.there any.nced for New Mexico.sitesto.be.considered because the . ... ovversee -

ial that prod

wastes should be stored and disposed at sites ot or ncar the
approximately 98 percent of the radioactivity in GTCC waste.

The people of New Mexico were promised on jons that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste, The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial wastc at WIPP. Any site at or near WIPP atso is inapproptiate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleancd up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranism mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more
than our share of the nation's nuclear waste.

I'believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final environmental impact

statement (EIS). The new EIS should not eonsider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable

alternatives and instead should ine al ve jal sites, The new EIS also should
ider Hardened On-Site Storage as a long-term storage option until there are svitable disposal

sites.

Thank you for your ideration of my e

Yours truly, - .
Name: {1&)(» L/Z ol Kt = (D],
Address: L9 & A Syl
ALL. gz
Emait: vod poch © ol con
Sy s
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Yoaurs truly,

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Ruark, Ramona, Commenter ID No. 1.24

May 12‘ ,2011

Mr. Amold M. Edelman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W,

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edclman:

Istrongly eppose consideration of any site in New Mexico for the disposal of eny of the

160,000,000 curies of commercial GTCC waste. There are not suitable sites in New Mexico for

- disposal-of this waste.. Nor is there.any need for New Mexico.sites 10. bwonsxdered because the... e . oo e

wastes should be stored and disposcd at sites at or near the that p
approximately 98 percent of the mdioactivity in GTCC waste.

The people of New Mexico were promised on fons that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Ay site ot or near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uraniute mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicang are already burdened with more
than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

[ believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final eavironmental impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
altematives and instead should ine alternative iat sites. The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Site Storage as a long-term storage option until there are suitable disposal
sites,

:

Thank you for your tion of my

Name: KQMMQ Quﬂ \/k
Address: ﬂ Jg r'gv),(‘ 3 2 3 %V
Soufe 17 M E15Y

Email:

J-1877
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign

Scarbrough, Jarrod, Commenter ID No, L19

May 2b 2011

Mr. Amold M. Edclman, EIS Documment Manager
U.S. Department of Encrgy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave,, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: G ts on the Draft Envirc I Impact Stat for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman;

160,020,000 curies o( commemal (’TCC waste, Thcrc are not svitabl s:tes in New Mexico for

- disposal of this waste, -Nor js-there any.nced for New Mexico sites to.be considered because the .. oo+ cov e

wastes should be stored and disposed at sitcs at or near the commercial reactors that produce
approximately 98 peecent of the radioactivity in GTCC waste.

The people of New Mexico were promised on numerous accasions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or near WIPP also is inappropriato because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranium mining and milling, Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more
than our share of the nation’s nuclcar waste.

T belicve that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final environmental impact
statement (BIS). The new EIS should not congider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
alternatives and instead should examine alternative commercial sites. The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Site Storage as a long-term storage option until there are suitable disposal
sites,

‘Thank you for your considcration of my comments.

Yours truly,

Name: Jarrd S carbrowgh

Address: 35 Aghe Plume R4
Los Lungs, M K03/

Eznail: Ve iyt 2 P:) Laal, o
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Seaton, Paula, Commenter ID No. L.88

May 27,2011

Mr. Amold M, Edciman, IS D Muanag
U.S. Department of Energy
GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43
1000 Independence Ave,, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmentat Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr, Edelman:

L strangly pppase consideration of any site in New Mexico for the dispasal of any of the

160,000,000 curies of commercial GTCC waste. There arc not suitable sites in New Mexico for

disposal of this waste. Nor is there any need for New Mexico sites to be considered because the
wastes should be stored and disposed at sites at or ncar the commercial reactors that produce
approximately 98 pereent of the radioactivity in GTCC waste.

The peaple of New Mexico were promised on numcrous occasions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commereial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any conunercial waste at WIPP. Aay site at or near WIPP also Is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumnvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thbusands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is {otally inappropriate to
bring any commercial wiste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranium miving and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more
than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

I believe that you should stop this flawed pracess and not issue a final cnvitonmental impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
alternatives and instead should cxamine altemnative commercial sites. The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Sits Storage as a long-term storage option until there are suitable digposal
sites.

‘Thank you for your consideration of my

S
Yours truly, (

Name: Sule. St /Qo\neva" L Fhvle e

Address: . 0 Box 1Y (.‘ScsW\c\I
Fnbuds N 8253/

llimnil: 7 (/)777’2? . S@(l/?)ﬂ %@ Zf wiac] Coy '

fove Sgdhons OV ™
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign

Seaton, Paula, Commenter ID No. L88 (cont’d) -
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-disposal of this waste.- Nor is there.any need.for New M

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Sinha, Barbara, Commenter ID No. L9

&“"‘”’ 2011

Mr. Ameld M. Edel EISD Manag
U.S. Depattment of Energy
GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43
1000 Independence Ave., S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Envisonmental Impact Statement for the Disposat of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edclman:

Istrongly pppose consideration o

180,000,000 curies of comnercial GTéC waste. ] There arce not suuable s:tes in New Mexico for
. b

siteg to be
wasles should be stored and disposcd at sites at or near the commercial reactors that produce
approximately 98 percent of the radinactivity in GTCC waste.

‘The people of New Mexico were promised on jons that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commicrcinl, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial wastc at WIPP, Any site at or near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal, New Mexico also bas millions of tons of
waste from uranivm mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more
than our share of the nation®s nuclear waste.

1believs that you should stop this flawed pracess and not issus a final cavironmental impact
statement (EIS). The new EJS should not consider any sites in New Mexico a5 reasonable

altematives and instead should inc alternative ciaf sites, ‘The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Site Storage as a long-t ge option until there are suitable disposal
sites,

Thunk you for your consideration of my ¢

Yours truly,
‘ Name: 5 ochora 5 I l\a
Address: 122 Camine Loz fAbueles
Santy  Fo nm__ 27508
Email: -

the. v e

J-1881
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign

Stangarone, Richard, Commenter ID No. 1.35

.m‘sww,zon E@*@: 28,

Mr. Amald M. Edelman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Deparlment of Energy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington, D.C, 20585

RE: Comments on tho Draft Envi tal Impact S t for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Bdelman:

1 strongly oppose consideration of any site in New Mexico for the disposal of any of the

160,000,000 curies of commerclal GTCC waste. Thete are not suitable sites in New Mexico for

disposal.of this waste.. Nor is there any-necd for New Mexico sites to be considered because the...o... . ..
wastes should be stored and disposed ot sites at or near the commercial reactors that praduce
approximately 98 percent of the radinactivity in GTCC waste.

The people of New Mexico were promised on numerous occasions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not conunercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibils any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or near WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumyent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleancd up, and it is totally inappropriatc to
bring any commuereial waste to LANL for disposal, New Mexico also has millions of fons of
waste from vranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans arc afready burdened with more

than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

1 believes that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final envitconmental impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
altematives and instead should examine altemative commercial sites, The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Sito Storage as a long-term storage option until there are suitable disposal

sites.

Thank you for your ideration of my

Yours truly, )

v Name: Q ~‘aL\_Gf L SA\‘Q N QArON

 Address: 102 Paceo Dl Penon
é)ctl\')r’;( lﬁa t }\SM «75@8

Email:

J-1882 January 2016



Final GTCC EIS

Appendix J: Comment Response Document

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Suellentrop, Ann, Commenter ID No. L46

arad
@f@amu A »-‘g;'a

Mr. Amold M, Edelman, EIS D t Manag
U.S. Department of Encrgy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Bujlding, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-Than.
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOR/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

Lstrongly appase consideration of any site in New Mevico for the disposal of any of the
160,000,000 curies of commercial GTCC waste, There are not suitable sites in New Mexico for .
- -disposal-of this waste.. Nor.is there any.need for Now Mexico sites to be considered because the ..o o v
wastes should be stored and disposed at sites at or near the commercial reactors that produce
approximately 98 | aof the radioactivity in GTCC waste,

The people of New Mexico were promised on numerous oceasions that the Waste Isofation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not coramercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial wastc at WIPP. Any site at or ncar WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleancd up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal, New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans arc already burdened with more
than oue share of the pation’s nuclear waste.

1 belicve that you should stop this flawed prodess and not issuc 2 final environmental impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
alternatives and instead should cxamine alternative commercial sites. The new E1S also should
consider Hardened On-Sitc Storage as a loag-tern: storage option until there are suitable disposal
sites,

Thank you for your consideration of my commeats.

Yours truly, :
( Name: ,A W gb\(’} &lfm ’t_{ 8—@
Addsess: 1365 3. @gpl‘ez
¥evs whio3 |
Emil; qnn Speilen@a1a, [.0Em.
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Unknown, Unknown, Commenter ID No. L30

MJLE 2011

Mr. Amold M. Edelman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Encrgy

GTCC EIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave,, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Envi | Impact Stat t for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Bdelman:

I strongly oppase conyideration of any site in New Mevica for the disposel of any of the
160,000,000 curies of commercial GTCC waste. There arc not suitable sites in New Mexico for
ico sl idered b [L T R—

ecnie v - disposal-of this.waste, . Nor is therc.any.need. for New M sites fo.be.cc
wastes should be stored and disposcd at sites at or near the commercial reactors that produce

approximately 98 percent of the radioactivity in GTCC waste,

The people of New Mexico were promised on ions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commierciol, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or ncar WIPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleanced up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for dispesal, New Mexica also has inillions of tons of
waste from uranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mecxicans arc already burdened with more
than our shate of the nation’s nuclear wagte,

1 believe that you should stop this flawed proccss and not issue a final eavironmental impact
statement (EIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in Mew Mexico a5 reasonable
alternatives and instead should cxaming altemative commercial sites. The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Site Storage s a long-term storage option uatil there are suitable disposal
sites,

Thank you for your ideration of my e

Yours truly,
Name: WM M

Address: /04/ 41»‘(/7/// /‘/r’ %AJ(‘U( )
TaoS WM %757/

Email: ,/ﬁ/{g‘/( 9@}/4 1062, .0 g
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign

Unknown, Unknown, Commenter ID No. L1321

Yave 25

Say. 2011

Mr. Amold M. Edelman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCCEIS

Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1600 Independence Ave,, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Envit 1 fmpact S for the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edelman:

Lstrongly oppose cenyideration o) p site int New Mevieo for the disposal of any of the

160,000,008 curics af commercial GICC waste, Therte are not svitable sites in New Mexico for

wastes shonld be stored and disposed at sites at or ncar the commercial rcnclom that produce
approximately 98 percent of the radioactivity in GTCC waste,

The people of New Mexico were promised on numerous occasions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site ot or near WiPP also is inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratery (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be clcaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranium mining and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened wnh more
than our share of the nation’s nuclear wastc.

I believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issuc a final environmental jmpact
statement (EIS). The new-EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
altematives and instead should ine alternative | sites. The new EIS also should
consider Hardened On-Site Storage as a long-term storage option until there arc suitable disposal
sites,

Thank you for your consideration of my comments,

Yours truly,

ENamc: ( S C/((‘ S

Address: Hte Bbiw o4 .

Bon e B Oume KT 50!

Binail:

- disposal of this waste. . Nor is there.any need.for New Mexico sites to.be.considered because the...... ...
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign

Unknown, Ed, Commenter ID No. 1.17

25
I
MegZ 2011
Mr. Amold M. Edelman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy
GTCCEIS
Cloverleaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.
‘Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Communts on the Draft Envir tal Impact S t f(;r the Disposal of Greater-Than-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Levet Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Dear Mr. Edciman:

Istrongly oppose consideration of any site in New Mexico for the disposal of any of the
160,000,000 curies of commercial GTCC waste. There are not suitable sites in New Mexico for

. disposal-of.this waste..Nor ia there.any necd for New Mexico.sites to be considered because the, v oo
wustes shoul be stored and disposed at sites at or near the commercial reactors that produce
) ly 98 p t of the radioactivity in GTCC waste. ~

%

The people of New Mexico were promised on numerous accasions that the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prohibits any commercial waste at WIPP, Any site at or near WIPP also i3 inappropriate because
it would be an attempt to circumvent that prohibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totaily inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of lons of
waste from uranium miniog and milling. Thus, New Mexicans are already burdened with more .
than our share of the nation’s nuclear waste.

Ibelieve that you should stop this flawed process and not issuc a final environmental impact
statement (ES). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable
altematives and instead should examine zlternative commercial sites. The new EIS also should
consider Hardcned On-Site Storage as a long-term storape option until there are suitable disposal

sites.

Thank you for your ideration of my

] Yours truly, < :7 (,,J

Name: /L"'/::-. 7

Address: Jos” (?/‘751"5: Z-é‘}%"’ Af b
SR L. 27 oy

Email:
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Appendix J: Comment Response Document

Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign
Wilson, Marguerite, Commenter ID No. 137

Sune15 [ﬁ

Mey~___, 2011

Mr. Arnold M. Edelman, EIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy

GTCCEIS

Cloverfeaf Building, EM-43

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20585

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-Thao-
Class-C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375.D)

Dear Mr, Bdelman:

Lstrongly oppaxe consideration of any site in New Mexico for the disposal of any of the
160,000 000 curics of commercial GTCC waste. There are not suitable sites in New Mexico for

- - disposal.of this waste. . Nor is-there-any need-for New Mexico sites to be considered becanse the. ... .. ...

wastes should be stored and disposed at sites at or near the commercinl reactors that produce
approximately 98 pereent of the radionctivity in GTCC waste.

The people of New Mexico were promised on numezous accasions that the Waste Isofation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) would be for defense, not commercial, waste. The WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
prokibits any commercial waste at WIPP. Any site at or near WIPP also js inappropriate beeause
it would be an pt to cir that préhibition. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)
has thousands of cubic meters of waste that must be cleaned up, and it is totally inappropriate to
bring any commercial waste to LANL for disposal. New Mexico also has millions of tons of
waste from uranium mining and milling. ‘Thus, New Mexi are already burdened with more
than our share of the nation's nuclear waste,

1 believe that you should stop this flawed process and not issue a final environmental impact
statemnent (BIS). The new EIS should not consider any sites in New Mexico as reasonable

altematives and instead should examine altemative commercial sites. The new EIS also should

consider Hardened On-Site Storage as  long-term storage option until there are suitable disposal
sites.

Thank you fos your consideration of my cc

Yours truly,

. Name: ﬂa(aw/ﬂ'k l,{)‘f ‘Sm

Ny
Address: G kido Lf}lrw i

Email: Maragwe F'r(i’ Q Culndhmesq - Gt
N ~J
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Final GTCC EIS

Appendix J: Comment Response Document

J.3.5 Snake River Alliance Campaign Form Letters

Table J.3-5 tabulates all individuals who submitted comments via the Snake River
Alliance Campaign form letter along with the comment document identifiers assigned to each.
There were two versions of the form letter, identified as version “a” and version “b”. One
representative of each version of the letter (Allen, John, Comment Document ID No. 1176 for
version a; Aiegel, Jennifer, Comment Document ID No. L130 for version b) was used to identify
the comments. The comments are identified in brackets on the left side of the page, and the
corresponding response is shown on the right side of the same page. All other comment letters
“b” letter. The representative letters, comments
identified in the letters, responses, and all other comment documents received for this campaign
are presented here in Section J.3.5 on pages J-1892 through J-1953, as indicated in the table.

resemble the representative version

TABLE J.3-5 Individuals Who Submitted Letters via the

(174

a’ or

Snake River Alliance Campaign Form Letters

Version Comment Starting

Last Name, First Name of Letter = Document ID No.  Page No.
Adams, Miranda a L123 J-1892
Aiegel, Jennifer* b L130 J-1893
Allen, John* a L176 J-1892
Ames, Peggy a L103 J-1894
Anderson, Vivian a L119 J-1893
Avitua, Camille a L177 J-1894
Baltes, Julie a L165 J-1895
Baltes, Mark a L181 J-1895
Barker, Ken b L112 J-1896
Bogle, Andrea b L192 J-1896
Bolin, Celeste a L142 J-1897
Bracht, Edward a L114 J-1897
Briggs, E. a L139 J-1898
Bryan, Clifford a L169 J-1898

Carroll, Susan a L111 J-1899-
Carter, Richard a L122 J-1899
Childers, Dee a L196 J-1900
Collins, Bill a L146 J-1900
Coney, David a L199% J-1901
Costello, Jenne a L175 J-1901
Crisp, Travis a L148 J-1502
Crisp, Travis a L163 J-1902
Crowley, Stephen a L200 J-1903
Dadalay, John a L137 J-1903
Daley, Katherine a L64 J-1904
Davis, Bill a L174 J-1904
Davis, Michelle a L113 J-1905
Donnelly, Jack b L190 J-1905
Emerson, Gen a L121 J-1906
Emerson, Steve a L197 J-1906
Enno, Christina a L183 J-1907
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TABLE J.3-5 (Cont.)

Version Comment Starting
Last Name, First Name of Letter Document ID No.  Page No.
Evans, Scott a L154 J-1907
Everett, Victoria b L188 J-1908
Farmers, Scott and Linda a L107 J-1908
Forrest, Robert a L71 J-1909
Franklin, James a L157 J-1909
Franklin, Joanne a L193 J-1910
Greco, Nancy a L135 J-1910
Greenwell, Neesa a L178 J-1911
Greer, Dalyn a L168 J-1911
Haga, Keith a L138 J-1912
Haga, Martha a L149 J-1912
Hall, Roy b L108 J-1913
Heoethriizzer, Wietebe a L109 J-1913
Hesp, Joan a L117 J-1914
Hillam, Devin a 1.102 J-1915
Hueftle, Keene a L167 J-1915
Hyatt, Larry a L126 J-1916
Jacob, Margaret a L172 J-1916
Jenks, Vyonne a L65 -J-1917
Jolly, Linda a L134 J-1917
Jones, Diane a L195 J-1918
Jones, Kenneth a L69 J-1918
Jull, Paula a L155 J-1919
Keener, Edwin b L129 J-1920
Keener, Martha a L201 J-1919
Kelly, Tim a L156 J-1920
Kirkpatrick, Unknown b L133 J-1921
Landry, Louis a L144 J-1921
Leffel, Craig a L164 J-1922
Lovell, Brenda a L116 J-1922
Maack, Share a L110 J-1923
Marshall, Judy b L66 J-1923
Masak, Regina b L72 J-1924
Maschaer, Kate a L101 J-1925
Matthew, Ellen a L205 J-1924
McFadden, Marques a L1203 _ J-1926
Miller, Ken a 1147 J-1926
Miller, Samuel a L182 J-1927
Miller, Virginia b L141 J-1927
P., Amn a L106 J-1925
Paquette, Holly b L140 J-1928
Parker, George a L67 J-1928
Patterson, Kathy a L62 J-1929
Patterson, William a L73 J-1929
Pollard, Leslie b 1.186 J-1930
Pollard, Stan a L162 J-1930
Proksa, Margo and Dennis a L170 J-1931
Proksa, Sanni b L151 J-1931
Puckett, Bob a 1179 J-1932
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TABLE J.3-5 (Cont.)

Version Comment Starting
Last Name, First Name of Letter  Document ID No.  Page No.
. Puckett, Su a L166 J-1932
Puopolo, Mia a L158 J-1933
. Pursley, Ben a L136 J-1933
; Reid, Heidi a L127 J-1934
| Reneay, Nava a L105 J-1934
! Reynolds, Anne a L160 J-1935
! Ritter, Stephen b L153 J-1935
’ Robinson, Pat a L145 J-1936
Rodie, Jan b L70 J-1937
Rule, Andrea a L191 J-1936
Rush, Irene a L132 J-1937
Russell, Brennan a L1115 J-1938
Rydakh, Amanda b L60 J-1938
Schmidt, Eliza a 1198 J-1939
Scott, Gale Dawn a L74 J-1939
Scott, Linda a L173 J-1940
Seward, Michelle b L68 J-1941
Seward, Peggy a L75 J-1940
Seymour, Jan b L61 J-1941
Shipley, Andrea a L143 J-1942
Smith, E. a L189 J-1942
Smith, Gary a L171 J-1943
Stewart, Mark a L131 J-1943
Swain, Merle b L159 J-1944
Swinford, Joseph b L187 J-1945
Tate, Karen a L128 J-1944
Thompson, Pennee b L185 J-1945
Tyson, Andy a L118 J-1946
Unknown, John a L152 J-1946
Unknown, Ray b L120 J-1947
Von, Lori b Le3 J-1947
Wallace, Eric a L125 J-1948
Wattens, Ron b L180 J-1949
Weatherly, Joe a L124 J-1948
Weatherman, T. a L194 J-1949
Weber, John a L202 J-1950
Webs, Lori a L104 J-1950
Weeq, Susan b L76 J-1951
Weston, Andrew a L204 J-1951
White, Crystal a L150 J-1952
Yeatts, Carole a L161 J-1953
i Yoshida, Takayaki a L184 J-1952
*  Allen, John (Comment Document ID No. L176) is representative letter
version a; Aiegel, Jennifer (Comment Document ID No. L130) is
representative letter version b.
1
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Snake River Alliance Campaign

Adams, Miranda, Commenter 1D No. L123.

lien. John, Commenter ID No. 1,176 (Representative Letter version a)

—A——’-—-—’———"—

L176-1

9107 Lanuvf

To: Document Manager .
Re: Drafl HIS on Greater-than-Cluss-C radioactive waste disposal

The DOE is considering how 1o dig i

! s . pose of 160 million euries

than-Class-C ((:TCS)) sadioactive waste. Nearly all this \vas:: i‘;ﬁﬁiﬂ
a1 N

cutrent aud proj

study docs 510t even try to prove they ate

_ d . But the six sites !
in this draft EIS all belong to the federal govemient, amf !hccoln)stj)dg:d

best for GTCC disposat based

o1 objective criteria. OF all the'nrid sites, the tduho National Laboratory

would have the highest potential fong-term human health impacts be-
i . That is not ac~

cause of exposure th

=4 o d
ecptable. The DOE shonld write a new-draft BIS that includes hardened

~on-sil-storage at commercial reactor sites,

Fromy:
4

2 o /2/(/{”"'

R ‘!‘3 { O (.‘ ( \?.AL;&_,\{L‘ 5

Pecgbelle e wroes

AU LG, l\‘ltﬂl%ﬂgﬂl‘

Re: Dralt KIS on Greater-than.

The Department of Ene i i

of 160 million curicﬁz;r(g}y Conis et
waste. Nearly alf this wa
mercial sources, Bup the
draft EIS arc all controll

ven atterpt to assert that th,

all th.e arid DOE sites,
the highest potentia) long-terin
exposure through Tadiqactively
, 18 nof aveeptable, The DOE sho
cludes can cansideration of hy

was it
ste at the commercial reactor sites where jt is produced

From; ﬂ{ / }’4/(&{?(_, /4&(’%/7{8

MicandaadamSOhotmail. oom

Class-C radioactive waste disposal

how to dis
teater-than-Class-C (GTCO) mdioi‘;tsieve
ste is {rom current and projected com-
SIX sites specifically considered jn this

led by the federal government, and the

the Idaho National Laboratory would have
human }.:ea!th impacts beeaus,
contau‘unm&d groundwater. Thgt
wid write o new dragt EIS that in-
edened on-site storage of GTCC

e of

L176-2

Li%-

L1762

Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods
(i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade
vaulf) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, WIPP, and the
WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE determined that it was
reasonable to analyze the federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste
disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic

repository.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve
further NEPA review as appropriate and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations
and would incfude Tocal stakeholder and tribal government involvement.

The use of BOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to compfete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.

SIH DOLD 1vuld
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
Aiegel, Jennifer, Commenter ID No. 1130 (Representative Letter version b
Anderson, Vivian, Commenter ID No. 1.119

10 LASUUILIEIIL (VEIRIZOT . ) . .
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioaetive waste disposal

The Department of Envrgy (DOE) Is considering ho\:{ to dispose of 160'millﬂion
curfes of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactiv Waste. Nearly aft this wistc

 is from current and projectsd commerciat sources. The only deep geologic rer
pository the DOE analyzes WIPP in New Mexico. Hut WIPP was opened with
a promise to the people of New Mexico that it wounld be used selely for ms}e;
from nustear weapons produetion. € il waste is specifically prohibited.
The federsl government can’t now tell New Mexicans:You took the nose,
now fake the camel.™T'o do 36 would show every ottier commudnity asked to
Tost & permanest repository n the fiture that they might welf get more than
they burgained for and meke repository siting more diffieult, The I?OE should
write 2 new draft E1S that includ {deration of hardened on-site storage of
GTCC waste at the commercial reavtor sites where it is produced and docs not

idder logaily bamred disposat

Froms:

P
ooz Vi Tart? sk
Foise, |, gz ez

To: Document Manager T
Iiﬁg I)raﬁ EIS on Greater-than-Clasi-C radioactive waste disposal

‘The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste, Nearly all this wastc is from current and projected com-
mereial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft BIS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study does not attempt to assert that these sites are the best
choiees for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. The DOR
should write a new draft EIS that includes consideration of hard-
ened onssite storage of GTCC waste at the commercial reactor
sites where it is produced. The Nuclear Regulatory Conunission
has already sakd that spent reactor fuel can be stored sufely at re-
actor sites for 100 years, AR

Vitiad Aupetson
From: 2¢ 6:5‘ el L

M'T) N g »

5k o, Tontl

L130:

L130

L130-1

L130-2

DOE acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal
at the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended
by P.L. 240) and that legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than TRU
waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new facility
within the land withdrawal area. However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing and
evaluating alternatives that are currently authorized. The Agreement for Consultation and
Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides provisions
to modify the agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this Agreement
recognize that future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g., Public Law
[P.L.] 96-164) may make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to modify this
Agreement. Either party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and conditions.”

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 240) and in the Agreement for Consultation and
Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (L.CF) risk would be zero
because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. In
addition to legislative changes, DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require and site-specific NEPA reviews, including
further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat loads), as well as the
proposed packaging for disposal.

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
A.mes, Peggy, Commenter ID No. 1103
Avitua, Camille, Commenter ID No. 1.177

To: Decument Munager §
Re: Drall EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radivactive waste disposal .. -

The DOE is considering bow o dispose of 160 million curics of Greater
A Class-C (GTGE) radivactive waste, Nearly all this waste is from
current snd projected commencial soutces. But the six sites specifically
considored in this draft E18 are a1l controlled by the federal governs
. ment, and the DOE’s study, doos not attempt to assert that these sites arc
the best ¢choices for GTCE disposal based on objective criteria, The )
DOE should write 8 aew-dralt BIS ihat includes hardened-on-site- d
i gtorage of GTCC waste nt Whe commercial beactor sites where itis pro-
dueed. The Nuclear Regulatory Commissibn has already gaid that speat .
* fued can he stored safely ut reactor sites for 100 years. :

-

Fronk:
2. M bosen

PO 2

3 M i
2 dotl Konss, Da

=

BTG TANY T sRZed TR

e ——

S

To: Document Monager
Re: Deaft B1S on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Encrgy (DOE) is considering how to dispose of 160
willion curies of Greater-than-Class-C ((GICC) radioactive waste.
Nearly all this waste is from commercial sousees, Curreit o projected.
But the DOE is looking only at DOE sites in New Mexico, Washington, H
Nevada, South Carolina and Jdaho, These sites pre alrendy sedously ;
contarainated, and bringing in more rdieactive weaste will only make
their probleras worse, The DOE chonld instead write 3 new draft EIS
thas inciud ideration of hardened ‘on-site storage of GTCC waste
at the commercial teactor sites where it is‘produced.

From:
(onfie Ailud

WA N8 e ;’?\\i‘t’ -

B msdrain L 149, Y RIS
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Snake River Alliance Campaign

Baltes, Julie, Commenter ID No. L165
Baltes, Mark, Commenter ID No. 1.181

< To: Document Manager

. Re:Draft BIS on Greater-than-Class-C ridioactive waste disposal

The Depaﬂ.men( of Energy (DOE) is considering kow to dispose
of 160 million curics of Greater-than-Class-C {OTCC) radivactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from curzent and projected come
mercal sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
drafl EIS are all controlled by the faderal goverpment, and the
DOE's study does not attempt to assert that these sites ape th1e best
chaices for GTCC disposal bused on objéctive-eriteria, The DOR
should wr_itc anew deafl EIS that includes consideration of hyrd.
ened onesite storape of GTCC waste at the commercial reactor

has already said that spent reactor fuel can be stored safely at re.
#ctor sites for 100 years.

From:  AfZ/ SBAcrEs
B S
SBme b 3070 7

Te: Desument Manager ot
Re: Draft BIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal
The Departinent of Energy (DOE) is copsidering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radivactive
waste, Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mescial sources, But the six sites specifically considered in this
droft EIS are all controlled by the federal govestment, and the
DOE’s study doss not even attempt to assert that these sites are
the best choices for GTOC disposal based on objective criterin. OF
all the arid DOE sites, the Idaho National Laboratory would have
the highest potential long-term humap health impacts becanse of
exposure through radioactively contaminated groundwater, That
s not acceptable, The DOE should write a new draft EIS that in-
cludes con consideration of hardened on-site storage of GTCC
waste at the comunercial reactor sites where it is produced,

20+ [Brt 7605
Rriic, LA §5767

From:
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Snake River Alliance Campaign

Barker, Ken, Commenter ID No. L.112
Bogle, Andrea, Commenter ID No. 1.192

W L msger

Re: DraR EIS on Groater-than-Class-C mmdioactive waste disposal

’I“hc Depurtment of Enerpy (DOE) is cengigdering how to dispose of 166 million
curies of Greator-than-Class-C (GTCC) sadivactive waste, Nearly all this waste
i ﬁ-,om current and projected commercial sources, The aenly doep geologic re~
pository the DOE analyzes WIPP in New Mexico. But WIPP was apened with
a pmmist: % the people of New Mexico that it would ks uscd selely for waste
from nuclear weapans production, C iat waste is specifically prokibited,
The federal government can’t now teli New Mexigens:*You took the stose,

now take the camel.”To do so would show every other conuntinify asked a:;
host 5 pctr?anenl epository in the feture that they might well get more than
lhu‘y d for and make repository siting mure difficult. The DOE should
wtite 8 new draft BIS that Inchudes consideration of hardened on-site storage of
GTCC waste 2t the: commersial reattor sites where  is produced and does nat
consider legally barred disposal,

bem: g B
249N Prepe fric. BE (D g3y

‘Ta: Dormment Manager K :5‘. .
R Pref EIS on Greater-thun-Class-C radiongtjve woste disposal

The Depatment of Exergy (DOE) is considesing how to dispose of 180 million
<uries of Greater-thar-Class-C (GTCC) radiozctive waste. Nearly alf this waste
is from current and projected commercial souzces. The only deep geologic tes
pository the DOE analyzes WIZP in Now Mexico, But WIPP was opened with
a promise (o the people of New Mexivo that it would be used solely for waste
from nuclear weapons production. C ial waste i3 specifically prohibited.
The federal govemment can't now 2l New Mexicazs:“You took the nose,
now take the camel."To do so would show every sther community asked o
hast 3 permanent repository in the futere thet they might well get more than
they bargained for and mike repository siting more difficult. The DOB showld
write 3 new draft EIS that inclodes considesation of herdened en-site storage of
GTCC waste at the commercial reactor sites where i {s produced and docs not
cansider logally barred disposal.

From: v
Hndroa zdfj/c/
Zé‘l w. [l ko 'D}"
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Bolin, Celeste, Commenter ID No. 1142

Bracht, Edward, Commenter ID No. I.114

S st

13 Jg0Cument Manager
aft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to disposs
of 160 million euries of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from commercial sources, current
or projected. But the DOE is looking only at DOE sites in New
Mexico, Washington, Nevada, Seuth Carolina and Idaho. These
sites are already seriously contaminated, and bringing in more
radicactive waste will only make.thel problems worse. The DOE
should instead write a new drat BJS that includes consideration
of hardened on-site storage of GEEC waste at the commercial
reactor sites where it is produced

From: [otace. Bolinn
Yoo . D™ o
ek 1. Qi

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS op Greatcr‘than-CIass-C radioactive waste disposal
The De, 3 i
b S?IX;:::‘:::) ﬁﬁl,nl?gy {DOE} is considering how 1o dispo
s, Mot u: [ Gmfxzcr-thmx-(:!as&c (GTCC) radi ety
st mutfc; {;ms Waste is from current angd brojected o
o R s ut the six sites Spectfically considered i::? i
PRk sy ccontm!lcd by the fedeysy governutent, and ¢ ?
the beat sy 46 1‘: rng!"%'cn Aempe to assert thar thcsé sites :xec
all e s \;‘tcs, C d:qusml {:uscd on objective crigg, i [¢)
the g pnte;x;‘l : ) the Tdaho Nationat Laboratory woufdr{;d. d
ot e} ial lvong-_wnn hustnan health impacts becayg o
‘ rougl x?dxoaclweiy contaminated oromxdwftzﬂu‘?%o{
ater. Thy

P24

wagte t
aste at the commgreiqf teactor sites where jt iy Produged,

Edwy nf BRAuT
KAcY?
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— Briggs, E., Commenter ID No. 1.139
Bryan, Clifford, Commenter ID No. 1169

10¢ Locument Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-ﬁmn Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 miltion curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radicactive
waste, Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft BIS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study does not even attemnpt to assert that these sites are
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on objective erileria. Of
all the arid DOE sites, the Idaho National Laboratory would have
the highest potential long-term human health impacts because of |
exposure through radicactively contaminated groundwater, That
is #ot aceeptable. The DOE should wxite anew draft EIS that in-

B cludes con consideration of hardened on-site storage of GTCC

’ waste at the commcr fal-re; g;r sites wh;re itis prcduwi

(-1’@ MVaA
From: gé'é@)j' ?5?0&

: ”lo Documem Mannger ’ R
Re Draft EI‘; o Grcnter t?nn—Class-C rad:oamvc waste dxspnsal

“The Dcp"ulm'.m of Ennrgg,v (DOF.) is cunsx g lww to th»pmc of160
willion curies of Greater-than-Class-C (G C(.) radiodetive waste,

- Nearly alb this waste is from commerciel soums, curteit or projected,
Bot the DOE &s leoking anly at DOE sites in New Mexico, Washington,
Nevada, South Carofina tm-.l Tdalio. These sites are, a!rr:nxly setionsly

e inated, and bringing in ware ralivacti “waste will onky muke
their pmbk:lm worsa “The DOE slmutd instead wmc 3 new draf LIS
that includ: deration of hardened on-site. s(omgc or g (,(»wﬂsu,

at the cmnmemml reacmr sites whgrc itis pmduwj -

From:
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Carroll, Susan, Commenter ID No. L111

Carter, Richard, Commenter ID No. 1.122

To: Document Manager oy .
Re: Draft E{S on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

artment of Energy (DOE) is considering how to di_spns? j
gﬁg)ﬁmion curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GT (;C) radioactive
waste, Nearly all this waste is from current and pt@]ecled.com_-
mercial sources, But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controiled by the federal govcmm§m, and the
DOE’s study does not attempt to assert that these sites are the best
chaices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. The DOE
should write a new draft EIS that includes consndeml.ion of hard-
ened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the comaercial reactor
sites where it is produced. The Nuclear Regutatory Commission
has already said that spent reactor fuel can be stored safely at re~

actor sites for 100 years.

W g 3% ST 230
rom S0 o0 576

v

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greator-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposat

‘The Depattgncnt of Energy (DOE) is considering how to disposz
of 160 milfion curies of Greater-fhan-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from commercial sources, cusrent

or projected. But the DOE is looking enly at DOE sites in New
Mexico, Washington, Nevada, South Carolina and Iiaho, These
sites are already serously contaminated, and bringing in more
radioactive waste will anly make their problems worse. The DOE
should instead write a siew draft EIS that includes consideration

of hardencd on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commereial
reactor sites where it is produced,

From: E!C,l"\mﬂ’ CQﬁ ey ’ W
2343 §. Ridge Porwl Way H1AG
Rosse  Lelahs $371
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Childers, Dee, Commenter ID No. 1.196 —
Collins, Bill, Commenter ID No. 1.146

P I SN SV

Rc Draft BIS on Greater- xhanvCIass-C radioactive waste disposal

The: Departmmt of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
wagte, Nearly all this waste is from commercral SomrCes, | cuzrent
or projected, But the DOE is looking only at DOE sites in New
Mexicn, Washington; Nevada, South Carolina and Idaho. These
sites are already serivusly contaminated, and bringing inmore
radivactive waste will onfy mike their problems worse. The DOE
showld instead write a new draft KIS that includes consideration
of hardened on-site storage of (FTCC waste at the commercial
reactor sites where it is produted.

Dz Ol 803-320- Y455
From: ze“?]“ E&\“‘g‘L
2l

g ok

=

To: Doctimer  Manager
Re: Draft BIS on Greater-than-Class-C rad)unct:ve waste disposal

Depariment of Encegy (DOE) is conS1d‘enng how to gispose -
.}s?igf&um curies of g@tcr-thm-(tiass-c (GTCC) riidioactive ;
Waste. \&.a‘r;lg all this waste is,from current mid projecicd co:}n— :
mercial so 'rccs But the six sites specifieally considered in this
deaft BIS ard all confrolled by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study does not attempt to assert that these sites are the best
chbices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. The DOE
should write a new draft IS fat includes consideration of haxd-
cned op-site storage of GTCC ’quste at l.'he commema\ ¥e2tor

s where itis produged The Nue)

::xssfdriad) suldithat sgent reactor fuel can 1 Ve stored safeiy} ptes

actor siles for 100 years,

F
)
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Coney, David, Commenter ID No. 1.199
Costello, Jenne, Commenter ID No. L.175

4
103 Logwmeit Manager . . . )
Re: Draft BIS on Greater-than-Class-C radicactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy {DOE) is,considering how tp_di:qusg
g‘:1 160 :Exilﬁon curies of Greater-than-Class-C (G1CC) radioactive
viaste. Nearly all this waste is from curcent and pz?Jccleci'onm:
mercial sources. But the six sites specifieally considered in this
draft EIS are all controlied by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study does nat attampt to assert that these sites are the best
choices for GTCC disposal baged on objective criteria. The DOE
should write a new draft BIS that includes consmcrafxon of hard-
cried onssite storage of GTCC waste at the commercial w:'xctf)r
sites where it is produced. The Nuclear Regulatory ComzntsASmn
has slready said that spent reactor fuel can be stored safely at re~
actor sites for 100 years.

From: Davi’al d-&ﬂ&;f- '
S s onrren Stleat
' %;‘;fé/ﬂ.‘83706' R

To: Document Manager
Re: Dsaf EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The DOE is considering liow to dispose of 160 million curics of Grester
<than-Class-C (GTCC) radivactive waste, Nearly all this waste is from
current and projected commercial sourees, But the six sites specifically
considered in this deaft EES are all controlied by the federal govern-
wment, and the DOE’s study does not ateimpt to assert tat these sites are
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. The
DOE showld write a new draft B1S that includes hardened:on-site-
starage of GTCC waste al the commurcial reactor sites where it is pro-
ducedl. The Nuclear Regulatory Comimission has aleeady said that spent
fuel can be stored safely at reactor sites for 100 yens,

e Lecklls
: Y g U Qe UL
Yé Céi}t’”@) 1D 82004

From:

J-1901 January 2016



Final GTCC EIS

Appendix J: Comment Response Document

Snake River Alliance Campaign

Crisp, Travis, Commenter ID No. 1.148
Crisp, Travis, Commenter ID No. 1.163

10 Locument Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) i3 considering Aow o dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
1ercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controfled by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study does not altempt to assert that these sites are the best
choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria, The DOE
should write a new draft EIS that inctudes consideration of hard-
encd on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial reactor
sites where it is produced.The Nuclear Regulatory Comtnission
has lready said that spent reactor fucf can be stored safely atre-
actor sites for 100 years,

i . %&\\)fs Cr‘\‘s
o AVE = e T
6o\ h: IRn s+ 2 e ran

148 LJOCUMENT d1anager
Re: _I)taﬁ EIS on Greater-than-Clags-C radioactive waste disposal

The Departiment of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste, Nearly all this waste is from eommercial sources, current
or projected. But the DOE is looking ondy at DOE sites in New
Mexico, Washington, Nevada, South Carolina and Idaho. These
sites arc already serjously contaminated, and hringing in more
radicactive waste will only make their problems worse. The DOE
should instead write a new draft EIS that includes consideration
of hardened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial
reactor sites where it is produced.

From: "’T}- 5\\/?7 C,(-;sP
W25 B covel i
Boise Ty [ €3704
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Crowley, Stephen, Commenter ID No. 1200
Dadalay, John, Commenter ID No. L.137

- b sty st

Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radionctive
waste, Nearly all this waste is from commercial sources, eurrent
or projected. But the DOB is leoking onfy at DOE sites in New
Mexico, Washington, Nevada, South Carolina and Idaho. These
sites are already serfously contaminated, and bringing in more
radioactive waste will only make theit problems worse, The DOE
should instead write a new draft EIS that includes consideration
of hardened on-site stormge of GTCC waste at the commercial
reactor sites whiese it is produced,

From: ”\\"rip[/\w\ CapwteN
g G, 5 8T (s
, ézm Ty, D, 3HY

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft BIS on Greater-than-Class-C radiosctive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C {(GTCC) radioactive
waste. Neurly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources. But the six sites specificatly considered in this
drafl EIS are all controlled by the federal goverrment, and the
DOE's study does not even attetpt to assert that these sites are
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on objective oriteria. Of
all the arid DOE sites, the 1daho National Luboratory would have
the highest potential long-term human health fmpacts because of
exposure through radioactively contaminated groundwater. That
is not acceptable. The DOE should write o new draft EIS that jn-
cludes con consideration of hardened on-site storage of GTCC
waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced.

~ Db é\ﬁcfa/ﬁm/
UG S bent
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Daley, Katherine, Commenter ID No. L.64
Davis, Bill, Commenter ID No. 1.174

Tor Document Manager N
Rez Draft BIS on Greater-tl "‘lass-C loactiv waste ",

The DOE s wusnd&rmg !um' te du.posc uf‘ 160 mlllmn cums of! Greater'
“than-Class-C (GTCC) radivactive wasté. Nearly all this waste ks fmm .
cursent and projected commercial sources, But the six sited specifi Ly
considered in this draﬂ EiSare all commlled by the fedefal  govér

‘the hcst elivices x‘or GTCC dzsposal based on objective eritéria, 'ﬂxe
DOE stioutd write a new.draft EIS’ that mclndcs Isardencdﬂn-sxle-
- slordge of GTCC wiste at the comitiersial reactor sitds whieré x( is
duced The Nuclcar Regu!amry Cominigsion bas nlre:tdy sn;d that 3

Te: Docutnent Manager

 Re: Droft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radionutive waste disposal

‘The DOE is considering how to dispose of 160 willion curics of Greater
«than-Class-C (GTCC) mdioactive waste, Nearly all this waste is from
cument and projected commereial sources, But the six sites specifically
cansidered jn this draft EIS are alf conirolled by the federal govem-
ment, and the DOE’s study does not atempt to assert that these sites are

s the best choices for GTCC disposal based on ebjective eritetia. The H
DOE shoutd write a new driff EIS (hat includes hardened-on-site-

H storage of GTCC waste 4t the commercial reactor sites where it is pro-

duced. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has already said that spent
fuel can be stored safely at rcactor sites for 100 years,

From: 2, . .
o // Lottt S
Stu f‘u’ ;i/,y Sy
’ in kil TTID w3/
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Davis, Michelle, Commenter ID No. 1.113

Donnelly, Jack, Commenter 1D No. 1.190

To: Docwment Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Clas$-C redioactive waste disposal

TFhe Department of Eaergy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curics of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) vadioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from commercial sources, current
ar projected. But the DOE is leoking ondy at DOE sites in New
Mexico, Washington, Nevada, South Carolina and Idaho. These
sites are already seriously contaminated, and bringing in more
radioactive waste will enly malke their problems worse, The DOR
should instead write 2 new draft EIS that includes consideration
of hardened on-site storage of GTCC wiaste at the commercial
reactor sites where it is produced. '

o Michelle D

%6 W, Shde S
l%m o 23703

10 LIGEREN: MAAgEr
Re: Drak EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive weste disposal

rons

The Degartment of Energy (DOF) is consideting how to dispose of 160 millien
curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radionctive waste, Nearly all this waste
is from ewsrent and projected commercial sources, The only deep geologic re-
pcmxory the DOE analyzes WIPP in Now Mexico, But WIPP was opencd with
apramise to the peaplo of Ncw Wxxco that i 11 would be used solely for waste
from nuclear weapens P 1 waste is specifically prohibited.
The federal govenment can’t now tcl% New Mexicans:" You took the nasz,
now take the cameL"Fa do s0 wonld show every other conununity esked te
host a permanent repository in the fotuea it they might well get moze than
they burgained for and make zepositery siting more Qifficult, The DOE shuuid
wirite n new draft BIS that inclades consideration of hardened oz-site storage of
GTOC waste 2t the commereial redotor sites where it is produced and dees not

consider fopally barsed digposal.
From: ‘2‘0 / g@ ﬂ& )
6512 Kfﬂ Cdd:“‘-ﬂ S, Bo"éz’, ?3%?
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Emerson, Gen, Commenter ID No. L121

Emerson, Steve, Commenter ID No. L.197

‘o Document Manager

ey

Re: Deaft BIS on me!cr-tlmn~€l=§ss-c radioactive waste dispuml‘: '

The Department of Encrgy (DOE) is considering hovr to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radivactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlied by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study does not attempt to assert that these sites are the bost
choices for GICC disposal based on ohjective eriteria, The DOE
should write & new draft EIS that includes consideration of hard-
ened on-site storage of GTCC waste ot the commercial reactor
sties where it is produced. The Nuclear Regulztery Commission
bas alrcady safd that spent reactor fiel can be stored safely at re-

actor sites for 109 years, ]
Glen Banerson

Tropi: 19715 WiLMmINGToY Of.

BosE, 1p 1{370‘{

gy
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE} is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C {GTCC) radionctive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from commercial sourees, current
or projected. But the DOE is looking only at DOE sites in New
Mexico, Washington, Nevada, South Caroling and Jdaho. These
sites are aleeady seriously contmminated, and bringing in more
radivactive waste will only make their problems worse. The DOE
shauld instead write a new draft BIS that includes consideration
of hardened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commerciaf

reactor sites where it is produced,
Fobeve T Siver o
" From:
Pose , B2
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Enno, Christina, Commenter ID No. L.183
Evans, Scott, Commenter ID No. L.154

* Nevada, South Ghrol

s
X

To: Document Manager
Re: Drafl EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radionctive waste disposal

The Department of Encrgy (DOE) is considering how ta dispose of 160
million cusies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radiozctive waste.
Nearly all this waste is from commeretal sources, curcent or projecied.
But the DOE is looking onlp at DOE sites in New Mexico, Washington,
Nevada, South Cavoling and Idsho, These sites are alseady seriously
contaminated, and bringing in niore mdioactive waste will only make
their problems worse. The DOE should instend write 1 new draft EIS
that includes cousideration of hardencd on-site storage of GTCC waste
at the commescial reactor sites where it is produced.

Fron: X
s ¥hino L
X T V\I W AR TAAY b\} D ’(2’)

ROCAK AN TN . RIS i

e,

ousidering how 'to dispose.of 160
15-C(GTCC) radioactivee whste. . .

e rees, GsTent or projected.

iy atl i New Mexico, Washington,
and dalio] These sites e alréady serfousty
Wl Bringing i riore fadioactive woste.will anly make
#6rs6, The DOR, should insterd wiite améw draft EIS
ardénéd on“site sforag of GTCC Waste
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Everett, Victoria, Commenter ID No. I.188
Farmers, Scott and Linda, Commenter ID No. 1.107

To: Document Memager
Re: Draft BIS on Greater-than-Class-C radionetive waste disposal

| - e et .
The Deparement of Energy (DOE) 3 considering how to dispose of 160 million
cuties of Greater-than-Class-C {GTCC) radiooctive waste. Nearly ai this waste
is feom current and projected commersiat sources. The only deep geologie ro-
pusitory the DOE analyzes WIPP in New Mexico, But WIPT was opencd with
agromise to the peopls of New Mexico that it would be used sofefy for wasio
from nuclear weapens production. C fal waste is specitically prohibited.
The federat govesnment €an't now tell Mew Mexicans:Yon took the nose,
now take the camel.?To do o would siow every other comumunity asked to
hosta permancnt repositety in the futee that they might well get more than
shey bargained for and make repository siting moe difficsit. The DOE should
wiite 2 néw draft BIS thot nctudes considuration of lurdened on-sile storoge of
GTCC waste at the commercial Teetor sites where it is produced and docs ot
consider lapatly barred dispasal.

: ‘ Frow: M .é){,‘ct Elé‘fﬂf‘
kg
i ’ :*(—}aka[d‘lﬁvc‘ff/ ¢ 3?‘57/1{' Bt

LUI LJOCINENT Manager
Re: Deaft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radicactive waste disposai

‘The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how 1o dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from commercial sourses, current
or projected. But the DOE is fooking only at DOE sites in New,
Mexico, Washington, Nevada, South Carolina and Idaho. These
sites ave alveady seriously contaminazed, and bringing in more
radioactive waste will only make their problems worse. The DOE
should instead write a now draft E1S that includes consideration
of hurdened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial
reactor sites where it is produced.

From: _ﬁ,,,l 7 Aot Jltrss
By CAEE s A

SRR 7w P
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Forrest, Robert, Commenter ID No. L.71

Franklin, James, Commenter ID No. L157

To: Docurment Manager
Re: Praft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radicactive waste disposal

The DOE is considering bow to dispose of 160 million curics of Greater
«than-Class-C (GTCC) radigactive waste, Neasly all this waste is from
current and projected commercial sonrces. But the six sites considered
in this draft BIS ali belong to the federal government, and the DOE’s
study daes not even bey 1o prove they are best for OTCC disposal based
an ebjective eriteria, Of all the arid sites, the Idalho National Laboratory
would have the highest potential: !ung-zcrm human health impacts be~

cause of exg through di Thatis,not ac-

ccprablc ‘l‘hc DOE should wmc a new draft EIS that includes hardencd
2¢ 2t 1 reactor sites.

From:

/’C:A)r% £ F /"‘(."5/

GO ot o]
focalfelle , oD I3

10: Liocument ivianager

. Rez Draft IS on Grt.atctvllmn -Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Baergy (DOE) is constdering how to dispose
of 169 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radiouctive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from curzent and projected com-
merxcial sonrces, But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlled by the federa} government, and the
DOFE’s study docs not attempt to assert that these sites are the best
choices for GTCC disposal based on objective eriteria. The DOE
should wiite a new dzaft EIS that includes consideration of hard-
ened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial reactor
sites where it is produced. The Nuctear Regulatory Commission
has already said that speat zeactor fuel can be stored safely at re-
actor sites for 100 years, -

Tawes K~ &/wku,\/
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Franklin, Joanne, Commenter ID No. 1.193

Greco, Nancy, Commenter ID No. 1.135

LU, LIUCURLISIL IV

Re: Draft EI$ on Greater-than-Class-C radioaclive waste disposal

‘e Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million ceries of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste, Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered int (his
draft EIS ¢re al} controlled by the federl government, and the
DOR’s study does not even attempt $o,assert that these sies are -
the best choices for GTCC dispogal based on objective criteria. OF
all the arid DOE sites, the Idaho National Laboratory would bave
the highest potential long-term human health impacts becanse of
expostre through radionctively inated groundwater. That
is not acceptable, The DOE should write a new draft EIS that in-
cludes con consideration of handened on-site storage of GTCC
swaste at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced.

Jpanpne Frawkline ..
From: 2 50 47 . Twirn berrg'way |
foridian, Td - $3¢44

‘To; Document Manager :
Re: Draft BIS on Greaterthan-Clags-C v waste disposal

*The Deparntinent of Enérgjr {DOB).is w;sidc;'ing how to dispose of 160

million curics of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radicactive waste.
Nearly all this waste Is from commeraial sources, cursent or projected
!{ut the DOE is looking only at DOE sités ip New Mexico, \Vﬂﬁhiuglu'n
Nevada, Smlth Carolina and Idaho, These sites are alrendy seriously ’

1 and bringing In.more rdinactive waste will only make
!hc;rv problems worse. The DOE should instead write 2 new deaft 1S
that inelud ideration of hardenced pn-site storage of GTCC waste
at lhe cial reactor sites:where it is produeed
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
Greenwell, Neesa, Commenter ID No. L178

) Greer, Dalyn, Commenter ID No. L168

Tao: Document Manager
Re: Dralt EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose of 160
million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radicactive waste.
Nearly all this waste is (rom commercial sources, current or projected,

. But the DOE is looking only at DOE sites in New Mexico, Washington,
Nevada, South Carolina and Idaho. These sites are already seriously
contaminated, and bringing in more radioactive waste will only make
their problems worse. The DOE should instead write a rew draft EIS
that inciud ideration of hardened on-site storage of GTCC waste
at the commercial reactor sites whete it is produced.

" Neesn Greawell
16h % JenSoin St
Pocatdles  WAth @H20]

To: Decument Manager
Rg: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

"The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste, Nearly all this waste is from commercial sources, current
or projected, But the DOE is looking only at DOE sites in New
Mexico, Washington, Nevada, South Carolina and Idaho. These
sites are already seriously contaminated, and bringing in more
radioactive waste will only make their problems worse. The DOE
should instead write a new draft EIS that includes consideration
of hardened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial
reactor sites where it is produced.

From: baL n Coreer
4445
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Appendix J: Comment Response Document

Snake River Alliance Campaign
Haga, Keith, Commenter ID No. L138
Haga, Martha, Commenter ID No. 1.149

1o: Uocument Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources, But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study does ot even attempt to assert that these sites are
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. Of
all the arid DOE sites, the Idaho National Laboratory would have
the highest potential long-term human health impacts because of
exposure through radicactively contaminated groundwater. That
is not acceptable. The DOE should write a new draft EIS that in-
cludes con consideration of hardened on-site storage of GTCC
waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced.

’ffm%\ % a. l&@l‘{/v‘&’}uo’(s
e by g Ol 0y

~ 10: Document Manager

—Re: Dn? EIS on Gmmepthm-@%mdxomve waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) uem&cmghowmmspm
of 160 million curics of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study does not attempt to assert that these sites are the best
choices for GTCC disposal bascd on objective criteria. The DOE
should write a new draft EIS that includes consideration of hard-
ened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial reactor
sites where it is produced. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
has already said that spent reactor fuel can be stored safely at re-
actor sites for 100 years,
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Snake River Alliance Campaign

Hall, Roy, Commenter ID No. L.108
Heoethriizzer, Wietebe, Commenter ID No. L.109

PRVRR B

viaager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose of 160 million
curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste. Nearly all this waste
is from current and projected commercial sources. The onjy.d eologic re-
pository the DOE analyzes WIPP in New Mexico. But WIPP was bpened with
apronmetothepeopkofNewszicothamwouldbeusedsolelyforwasu
from nuclear weapons production. Commercial waste is specifically prohibited.
The federal government can’t now tell New Mexicans:“You took the nose,
now take the camel.”To do so would show every other community asked to
host a permanent repository in the future that they might well get more than *

they bargained for and make repository siting more difficuit. The DOE should
wnwancw&aﬁalsmatmmmsxd«nmofhmimedon-m stomgcof
GTCCwamadmeomm«cmlmormesw}wenmmduwdmddmnm
consider legally barred disposal.

rom Loy (L]

P55 Suly N “\smm;b 75%0Y

e e A A & F A AN gy

Re: Draft EIS on Greaher-tthlass—C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from commercial sources, current
or projected. But the DOE is looking only at DOE sites in New
Mexico, Washington, Nevada, South Carolina and Idaho. These
sites are already seriously contaminated, and bringing in more
radioactive waste will only make their problems worse. The DOE
should instead write a new draft EIS that includes consideration
of hardened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial
reactor sites where it is produced.
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
Hesp, Joan, Commenter ID No. L117

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Encrgy (DOE) is considering how to dispose

- of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive

waste. Nearly all this waste is from commercial sources, current
or projected. But the DOE is looking only at DOE sites in New i
Mexico, Washington, Nevada, South Carolina and Idaho, These i
sites are already seriously contami d, and bringing in more
radioactive waste will only make their problems worse, The DOE
should instead write a new draft EIS that includes consideration
of hardened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial
reactor sites where it is produced.
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
Hillam, Devin, Commenter ID No. 1102

Hueftle, Keene, Commenter ID No. L167

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The DOE is considering how to dispose of 160 million curies of Greater
-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste. Nearly afl this waste is from
current and projected commercial sources. But the six sites considered
in this draft EIS all belong to the federal government, and the DOE's
study does not even try to prove they arc best for GTCC disposal based
on objective criteria. Of ail the arid sites, the Idaho National Laboratory
mﬂmmhi@a{mﬂdmmmmlmmmw
That is not ac-
oepub%e TheDOle\ouldwﬂtcxuwmﬂEISlencmdzshmhmd
ite-storage at | reactor sites,

From:
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e S Aw A

FBodeve D 3320

To: Document
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The DOE is considering how to dispose of 160 million curies of Greater
-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste, Nearly all this waste is from
current and projected commercial sources, But the six sites considered
in this draft EIS all belong to the federal government, and the DOK's
study does notevcnuympwvcﬂwymbmterTCdepml based
on objective criteria. OF all the arid sites, the Idaho National Laboratory
wouldhavenx)ug}mtpmmm Ions mmhmmhulmmpmub&

cause of exp hrough g . That is nof ac-

ccytablc. The DOE should wme a new draft EIS that includes hardencd
torage at | reactor sites.
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
Hyatt, Larry, Commenter ID No. L.126
Jacob, Margaret, Commenter ID No. 1172

1O pocument Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Gmmr-ﬁmn Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from commercial sources, current
or projected. But the DOE is looking only at DOE sites in New
Mexico, Washington, Nevada, South Carolina and Idaho. These
sites are already seriously contaminated, and bringing in more
radioactive waste will only make their problems worse. The DOE
should instead write a new draft EIS that includes consideration
of hardened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial
reactor sites where it is produced.

i W

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

‘l"bcl)epanmem of Encrgy (DOE) is considering how to dispose of 160
million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste,
Nearty ail dusmmufmmcomvialwmcmlummwd
But the DOE is looking only at DOE sites in New Mexico, Washington,
chndu Smnhlemaundlduho These sitcs are already seriously

i, and b g in more radioactive waste witl only make
ﬁawpmblcmswom mmﬁmwmmmm‘mm
that includ of hardencd on-site storage of GTOC waste

athccomamnlmchtﬂmwhucuupmhced.
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
Jenks, Vyonne, Commenter ID No. L65
Jolly, Linda, Commenter ID No. L.134

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The DOE is considering how to dispose of 160 million curies of Greater
~than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste, Nearly all this waste is from
current and projected commercial sources. But the six sites specifically
considered in this draft EIS are all controlled by the federal govern-
ment, and the DOE’s study does not attempt to assert that these sites are
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteris, The
DOE should write a new draft EIS that includes hardencd-on-site-
WofGTOmenmemmculmmﬂmwmnum
duced. The Nuclear R ission has already said that spent
Mmbeaomdufelynmnmt‘oﬂ&ym

From: 8
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To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Dcpartmmtoancrgy (DOE) is considering how to disposc

“of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste, Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources, But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are al} controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE’:w»dydocsno(atmmtomthmthescsnesmthebcst
choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. The DOE
should write a new draft EIS that includes consideration of hard-
ened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial teacmr
sites where it is produced.The Nuclear Regulatory C
hasalmdysmdthatspcmmorfmlcmbcsmedmfclymm-
actor sites for 100 years.
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Snake River Alliance Campaign

Jones, Diane, Commenter ID No. 1195
Jones, Kenneth, Commenter ID No. L69

To: Document Manager L .
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to disposc’ -,
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from commercial sources, current

or projected. But the DOE ig looking only at DOE sites in New
Mexico, Washington, Nevada, South Carolina and Idaho. These
sites are already seriously contaminated, and bringing in more
radioactive waste will only make their problems worse. The DOE
should instead write a new draft EIS that includes consideration

of hardened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial
reactor sites where it is produced,

From: p/W /él 'Té”d
Borst, Makd §37

iT;: Document Manager
-Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOFE) is considering how to dispose of 160
million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive wasie.
Nearly all this waste is from commercial sources, current or projected.
But the DOE is looking only at DOE sites in New Mexico, Washington,
Nevads, South Carolina and Idako. These sites are already seriously

" d, and bringing in more rad ive waste will only make
ﬂmrﬁw?bWw«sc.le)EMMudmcamwM&S
that d ideration of hardened on-site storage of GTCC waste

at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced,
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
Jull, Paula, Commenter ID No. L155

Keener, Martha, Commenter ID No. 1.201

To: Document Mana;
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering spose
millemo(GWmc(GmC)rxmm:”w
N«ﬂynlltluswmm&ommmxklms.wmumm.
ManOExslookmganbuDOBmsmNcwaco,Wad\inyon
Mmmmc«osmmxmnmntumwmw y
¢ radi waste will only make
mrmmmmmmummawctgams
hasdened on-site storage rG’l‘CCwm
anhcemnmmm!mwsmﬂmﬂhpmdoeed -

5
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' .10: Document Manager i
TRei Draﬁ EIS on Gm-&han-ClawC iaédxoacuve waste disposal
The Departmenl of Ehetgy (DOB) is eoxmdznng how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources, But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlled by thic federal government, and the
DOE’s study does not even attempt to assert that these sites are
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. Of
all the arid DOE sites, the Idaho National Laboratory svould have
the hxghwt polcnnal k)ng-tcnn human hcalm mxpacu because of !
vely . That |
is not acccpmblc The DOE should wme anew dxaﬂ EIS that in- |
cludes con ideration of hardened on-site storage of GTCC
waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced.

3423 N 39
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Appendix J: Comment Response Document

Snake River Alliance Campaign
Keener, Edwin, Commenter ID No. L.129

Kelly, Tim, Commenter ID No. L156

1L LAUSHIICIL VIBIAgE! i
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose of 160 million
caries of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive weste. Nearly all this waste
is from cuzrent and projected commercial sources. The only deep geologic re-
wmmmmlyuawmhﬂwmm.mwmmmedwﬁh
a promise to the people of New Mexico fhat i would be used sofely for waste
from nuclear weapons production. C ial waste is specificatly prohibited.
The federal govermment can't now tefl New Mexicans:*You took the nose,

now take the camel.”To do so would show every other community asked to

m:mmhmmmmmmlmmw

mwfwmmwsmmamumwmw
write 3 new draft BIS that includes considerstion of hardened on-site storage of
GTCC waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced and does not

consider legally barred disposal.
- ? J¥23 M 34
' W Boie ID

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Bnergy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curics of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study does not even attempt to assert that these sites are
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. Of
all the arid DOE sites, the Idaho National Laboratory would have
the highest potential long-term human health impacts because of

P heough radicactively inated groundwater, That
is not acceptable. The DOE should write a new draft EIS that in-
cludes con consideration of hardened on-site storage of GTCC
waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced.

s
3
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
Kirkpatrick, Unknown, Commenter ID No. L133
Landry, Louis, Commenter ID No. 1.144

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

“The Department of Energy (OE) is considering how to dispase of 160 million
curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste, Nearly all this waste
is from cussent and projected commercial sources. The only deep geologic re-
p«M%DOBmtymWWPiaMMmBmMPPmWM
a promise 1o the people of New Mexico that it would be used sofely for wuste
from nuclear weapons production. C ial waste is specifically prokibited.
‘The federal govermment can’t now tell New Mexicans:“You took the uose,
now take the camel.”To do so would show every other community asked to
host & penmancat repository in the future that they might well get more than
they bargained for and make repository siting more difficult. DOE should
write a sew draft EIS that includes consideration of hardened SIOTAgRE

GTCC waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is and does not
gonsiter logally barred disposal.

S

(Bor 3292 ol

30 LJUNGEIITLIL SVLGIIL

Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE's study does not even attempt to assert that these sites are
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. Of
all the arid DOE sites, the Idaho National Laboratory would have
the highest potential long-term human hezlth impacts because of

P mm“gh At 'vvl] 3ot iocd gr o That
is not acceptable. The DOE should write a new draft EIS that in-
cludes con ideration of hardened on-site storage of GTCC
waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced.
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Snake River Alliance Campaign

Leffel, Craig, Commenter ID No. 1.164

Lovell, Brenda, Commenter ID No. L116

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study does not attempt to assert that these sites are the best
choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. The DOE
should write a new draft EIS that includes consideration of hard-
ened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial reactor
sites where it is produced. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
has already said that spent reactor fuel can be stored safely at re-
actor sites for 100 years,

Cﬁwa LeFFee
From: 5,0 € 455,
Gaposa Gy, I 6374

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

¥

The Department of Bnergy (DOE) js‘considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from commercial sources, current
or projected. But the DOE is Jooking only at DOE sites in New
Mexico, Washington, Nevada, South Carolina and Idaho. These
sites are already seriously contaminated, and bringing in more
radioactive waste will only make their problems worse, The DOE
should instead write a new draft EIS that includes consideration
of hardened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial
reactor sites where it is produced.
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
Maack, Share, Commenter ID No. L110 -
Marshall, Judy, Commenter ID No. L66

ﬂ

10: Uocument Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
dralt EIS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study docs not even attempt to assert that these sites are
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on objective eriteria, OF
all the arid DOE sites, the Idaho National Laboratory would have
the highest potential long-term human health impacts because of
exposure through radioactively contaminated groundwater. That
is not acceptable. The DOE should write a new draft EIS that in-
cludes con ideration of hardened on-site storage of GTCC
waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is proguced.

i
From: . /goa;b/\;'y%‘{/

boie 83772

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The DOE is considering how to dispose of 160 million curies of Greater
~than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste. Nearly all this waste is from
current and projected commercial sources. The only deep geologic re-
pository the DOE analyzes is WIPP in New Mexico. But the people of
New Mexico were promised that WIPP would be used solely for waste
from nuelear weapons production. The federal go can’t pow
tell New Mexicans: “You took the nose, now take the camel.” To do so
would show every other comaunity asked to host a permanent reposi-
tory in the future that they might well get more than they bargained for
and make repository siting more difficult, The DOE should write a new
draft EIS that includ ideration of hardened on-site storage of
GTCC waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced.
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
Masak, Regina, Commenter ID No. L.72
Matthew, Ellen, Commenter ID No. L.205

To: Document Manager
< Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

+..The DOE is considering how to dispose of 160 million curies of Greater

© -than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste. Nearly all this waste is from
current and projected commercial sources. The only deep geologic re-
pository the DOE analyzes is WIPP in New Mexico. But the people of
New Mexico were promised thal WIPP would be used solefy for waste
from nuclear weapons production. The federal government can't now
tell New Mexicans: “You took the nose, now take the camel.” To do so
would show every other community asked to host a permanent repasi-
fory in the future that they might well get more than they bargained for

and make repository siting more difficult. The DOE should write a new
draft EIS that includ ideration of hardencd on-site storage of
GTCC at the il reactor sites where it is produced.

T

From: hand A;M
N
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Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

TheDepanmmtofEnctxy(DOE)iscousideringhawmdispom
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
m.NMydlmism:isﬁom,eummdpmjecud.com:
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study does not even attempt to assert that these sites are
the best chaices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. of
all the arid DOE sites, the Idaho National Laberatory would have
thehigbcstpomthlbngmhxmhcaubhnmmof
expowedmx@lmdioaﬂivelyeomanﬁnﬁedmmdww,m
isnolwwpmble.’l‘thOEshoukdwriwamdnﬁﬂsmatm- .
cludes con consideration of hardened on-site storage of GTCC
waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced.
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
Maschaer, Kate, Commenter ID No. L.101
P., Ann, Commenter ID No. L.106

To: Document Manager
Re; Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Encrgy (DOE) is cansidering how to dispose of 160
miltion curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radicactive waste.
Nearly all this waste is from commercial sources, current or projected.
But the DOF is laoking anly at DOE sites in New Mexico, Washington,
Nevada, South Carolina and Idaho. These sites arc already seriously
contaminated, and bringing in more radioactive waste will only make
their problems worse. The DOE should instead write a new drafi EIS
that includ ideration of hardened on-site storage of GTCC waste
at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced.

mel:!/‘{fi Q‘:{A v., lz .’)(Kpr’ v
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To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radivactive
waste, Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE's study does not even attempt to assert that these sites arc
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. Of
all the arid DOE sites, the Idaho National Laboratory would have
the highest potential long-term human health impacts because of
exposure through radioactively contaminated groundwater. That
is not acceptable. The DOE should write a new draft EIS that in-
cludes con consideration of hardened on-site storage of GTCC
waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced.
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Snake River Alliance Campaign

McFadden, Marques, Commenter ID No. 1.203

Miller, Ken, Commenter 1D No. 1.147

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study does not attempt to assert that these sites are the best
choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. The DOE
should write a new draft EIS that includes consideration of hard-
ened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial reactor
sites where it is produced. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
has already said that spent reactor fuel can be stored safely at re-
actor sites for 100 years.

/\44 ey M“F e,
From: = ¢ smellia fAve
o Kan EO 3364

A

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study does not even attempt to assert that these sites are
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. OF
all the arid DOE sites, the Idaho National Laboratory would have
the highest potential long-term human health impacts because of
exposure through radioactively contaminated groundwater. That
is not acceptable. The DOE should write a new draft EIS that in-
cludes con consideration of hardened on-site storage of GTCC
waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced.
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Miller, Samuel, Commenter ID No. L.182

Miller, Virginia, Commenter ID No. 1.141

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE'’s study does not attempt to assert that these sites are the besi
choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. The DOE |
should write a new draft EIS that includes consideration of hard- |
ened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial reactor i
sites where it is produced. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
has already said that spent reactor fuel can be stored safely at re-

actor sites for 100 years.

From: {W{% W

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose of 160 million
curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radivactive waste, Nearly all this waste
is from current and projected commercial sources. The only deep geologic re-
pository the DOE analyzes WIPP in New Mexico, But WIPP was opened with
a promise to the people of New Mexico that it would be used solely for waste
from nuclear weapons production. Commercial waste is specifically prohibited,
The federal government can't now tefl New Mexicans:“You took the nose,
now take the camel."To do 30 would show every other community asked to
fost a permanent repository in the future that they might well get more than
they bargained for and make repository siting more difficult. The DOE should
write & new drafl EIS that inclodes consideration of hardened on-site storage of
GTCC waste at the commercial reactor sites where il is produced and does not
consider legaily barred disposal.

From: \j )V\«/;W W}"-Q%}.\,
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Paquette, Holly, Commenter ID No. 1.140

Parker, George, Commenter ID No. L67

10! LJoCument manager
Re: Draft E18 on Greater-than-Class-C radicactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose of 160 million
curies of Greater-than-Class-C {GTCC) radioactive waste, Nearly ali this waste
is from current and projected commercial sources. The only deep geologic re-
pository the DOE anatyzes WIPP in New Mexico. But WIPP was opened with
a promise to the people of New Mexico that it would be used soledy for waste
from nuclear weapons production. C fal waste is specifically prohibited
The federal government can’t now tell New Mexicans:"You took the nose,
now take the camel.”To do so would show every other communily asked to
host & permanent repository in the future that they might well get mere than
they bargained for and make repository siting more difficult. The DOE should
write a new draft EIS that includes consideration of hardened on-site storage of
GTCC waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced and does not
consider legally barred disposal.

Fom: Lo s TRQUETTE
eOF EESERVE ST.
BOISE, IDAKS &3 FHZ

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The DOE is considering how to dispose of 160 million curies of Greater
-than-Class-C (GTCC) radicactive waste, Nearly all this waste is from
carrent and projected connmercial sources. But the six sites specifically
considered in this draf! EIS arc all controlled by the federal govern-
ment, and the DOE's study does not attempt to assert that these sites are
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. The
DOE should write a new draft EIS that includes hardened-on-site-
storage of GTCC waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is pro-
duced. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has already said that spent
fuel can be stored safely at reactor sites for 100 years.

~
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Patterson, Kathy, Commenter ID No. L.62

Patterson, William, Commenter ID No. L73

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Departinent of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose of 160
miltion curies of Grealer-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste.
Nearly all this waste is from commercial sources, current or projected.
But the DOE is looking only at DOE sites in New Mexico, Washington,
Nevada, South Carolina and Idaho. These sites arc already seriously
contaminated, and bringing in more radioactive waste will only make
their problems worse. The DOE should instcad write a new draft BIS
that includ ion of hardened on-site storage of GTCC waste
at the commercial reactor sites where it is preduced.

From b

“\") ANy \’a ‘\\\*C oL
S06k-W - OL0 My U
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To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The DOE is considering how to dispose of 160 million curies of Greater
-than-Class-C (GTLC) mdwncuvc waste, Nearty all this waste is from
current and proj But the six sites specifically
considered in this draft EIS are all controlled by the federal govern-
ment, and the DOE’s study does not attempt 1o assert that these sites are
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria, The
DOE should write a new draft EIS that includes hardened-on-site-
storage of GTCC waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is pro-
duced, The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has already said that spent
fuel can be stored safely at reactor sites for 100 years.
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
Pollard, Leslie, Commenter ID No. L.186

Pollard, Stan, Commenter ID No. L.162

To: Document Manager
Re: Draf EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose of 160 million
curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste. Nealy all this waste
Is from current and projected commercial sources. The only deep geologic re-

mwwzmmmmm.mwwme
a promise to the people of New Mexico that it would be used solely for waste

from nuclear weapons production. Commercial waste is specifically prohibited.
The federal government can’t now tell New Mexicans:*You took the nose,
now take the camel.*To do o wonld show every other community asked to
host & permanent repository in the thture that they might well get more than
they bargained for and make répository siting mere difficult. The DOE should
m-uwmmmmmmmawmwof

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Encrgy (DOE) E) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nmﬂydlduswwewﬁnmmmmcialmwomn
orpro;ected BmtbeDOEuloohngszyalDOEmmNew

N , South Carolina and Idaho. These
sﬂmm‘ ‘, ly inated, and bringing in more
wdlmcnvcwmwﬂlmlymmirmblmwmc The DOE
should instead write a new draft EIS that includes consideration
of hardened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial
reactor sites where it is produced.

*
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Proksa, Margo and Dennis, Commenter ID No. L.170
Proksa, Sanni, Commenter ID No. L151

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The DOE is considering how to dispose of 160 million curies of Greater
-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste, Nearly all this waste is from
current and projected comniercial sources. But the six sites specifically
considered in this draft EIS are all controlled by the federal govern-
ment, and the DOE’s study does not attempt to assert that these sites are
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on ebjective eriteria. The
DOE should write a new draft EIS that includes hardened-on-site-
storage of GTCC waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is pro-
dueed, The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has already said that spent
Mmbemcdsafetynmdmf«lwym /'
i

From: 3 ",/) o
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To: Document Manager :
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radiosetive waste di 1

The DOE is considering how to dispose of 160 million curies of Greater
Ahan-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste, Nearly all this waste is from
current and projected commercial sources, The only deep geologic re-
pository the DOE analyzes is WIPP in New Mexico. But the peaple of
New Mexico were promised that WIPP would be used solely for waste
from nuclear weapons production. The federal government can’t now
tell New Mexicans: “You took the nose, now take the camel.” To do s0
would show every other community asked to host 4 permancut reposi-
tory in the future that lhcy might well get more than they bargmncd for
and make repository siting more dsﬂ'wuk. The DOE should write a new
draft EIS that includ of hardened on-site storage of
G’l'CCwasleauhccommmL eagtor s it i

J-1931 January 2016




Final GTCC EIS Appendix J: Comment Response Document

Snake River Alliance Campaign
Puckett, Bob, Commenter ID No. L179

Puckett, Su, Commenter ID No. L.166

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Encrgy (DOE) is considering how to dispose of 160
miltion curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste.
Nearly all this wastc is from commercial sources, current or projected.
But the DOE is looking only at DOE sites in New Mexico, Washington,
Nevada, South Carolina and Idaho. These sites arc already seriously
contaminated, and bringing in more radicactive waste will only make
their problems worse. The DOE should instead write a new draft EIS
that includ, ideration of hardened on-site storage of GTCC waste
at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced.

From: L e
‘oo De\eeEs
5025 Do buoudle,
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To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The DOE is considering how to dispose of 160 million curies of Greater
~than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste. Nearly all this waste is from
current and projected commercial sources. But the six sites specifically
considered in this draft ETS are all controlled by the federal govern-
ment, and the DOE’s study daes not attempt to assert that these sites are
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. The
DOE should write a new draft EIS that includes hardened-on-site-
storage of GTCC wastc at the commercial reactor sites where it is pro-
duced. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has already said that spent
fuel can be stored safcly at reactor sites for 100 years,
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
Puopolo, Mia, Commenter ID No. L.158
Pursley, Ben, Commenter ID No. L.136

To: Documnent Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to disposc
of 160 milion curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study does not even attempt to assert that these sites are
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. Of
all the arid DOE sites, the Idaho National Laboratory would have
the highest potential long-term human health impacts because of
exposure through radioactively contaminated groundwater, That
is not acceptable. The DOE should write a new draft EIS that in-
cludes con ideration of hardened on-site storage of GTCC
waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced.

S M% &@m HIA

* Boise, 1D gat02

To: Pocument Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Encrgy (DOE) is considering how to dispase
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste, Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlted by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study does not attempt to asscrt that these sites are the best

 choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. The DOE

should write a new draft EIS that includes consiceration of hard-
ened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial reactor
sites where it is produced. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
has already said that spent reactor fuel can be stored safely at re-
actor sites for 100 years.

geﬂ Pu\.('S‘eyr
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Snake River Alliance Campaign

Reid, Heidi, Commenter ID No. L127

Reneay, Nava, Commenter ID No. L.105

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Encrgy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste, Nearly all this waste is from commercial sources, current
or projected. But the DOE is looking only at DOE sites in New
Mexico, Washington, Nevada, South Carolina and Idaho. These
sites arc already seriously contaminated, and bringing in more
radioactive waste will only make their problems worse. The DOE
should instead write a new draft EIS that includes consideration
of hardened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial
reactor sites where it is produced.

om: LY ea i Re7A_
) 5534 éy\\ _J,Wwwe .
Bowe, ID €37906

To: Document Manager
Re: Drat EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radivactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose of 160
million curies of Greater-than-Class-C {GTCC) radioactive waste.
Nearly all this waste is from commercial sources, current or projected,

But the DOE is looking ealy at DOF sites in New Mexico, Washington,

Nevada, Sonth Carolina and Idaho. These sites are already seriously
contuminated, and bringing in more radioactive waste will only make
their problems worse, The DOE should instead write a new draft EIS
that includes consideration of bardencd on-site storage of GTCC waste
at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced.

From: ‘
_ Nava Keneay
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
Reynolds, Anne, Commenter ID No. L160
Ritter, Stephen, Commenter ID No. L153

- et ae e msanvany bt amnsaagy!

Re: Draft EIS on Gtc?;g-lharg;Ci:aZs-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from commercial sources, current
or projected. But the DOE is looking only at DOE sites in New
Mexico, Washington, Nevada, South Carolina and Idaho. These
sites are already seriously contaminated, and bringing in more
radioactive waste will only make their problems worse. The DOE
should instead write a new draft EIS that includes consideration
of hardencd on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial
reactor sites where it is produced.

From: /‘l‘h-% M
252 &L Fapr 44, # Got
Baiee,

¥570A

“Tor Document Mannger . .
Re: Drafl EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal
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from nuclear weapons production. C {al waste is specificaily prohit
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permanent repository in the fisture that they might well get more ¢

:::ugwfmmmmmmmgmaimmmmamm
write & new deaft IS that includes consideration of hardened on-site storage of
GTCCmeathcmmc&lmsimmkhm&mdmddonm
consider jegally barved disposal.
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
Robinson, Pat, Commenter ID No. L.145
Rule, Andrea, Commenter ID No. 1191

‘To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste, Nearly all this waste is from commercial sotirces, current
or projected. But the DOE is looking only at DOE sites in New
Mexico, Washington, Nevada, South Carolina and Idaho. These
sites are already seriously contaminated, and bringing in more
radioactive waste will only make their problems worse. The DOE
should instead write a new draft EIS that includes consideration
of hatdened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial

el 7 Lowst Slerty gl
Mecidian, Tielshe
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To: Document Manager o ~
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

" The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTC_IC) radioactive
waste.Ncariynllthixwaswisfrmc\nmnaudpmjecwd.oomf
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlled by the foderal government, and the
DOE's study does not even attempt fo assert that these sites are
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on objecti criteria. Of
allﬁnm‘idDOEsites,theIdahnNaﬁon;;[‘gbomorywmddhav;
i ial long-term human imy because of
ot i g g'..:, i =gw"§°;.?m‘m
i not acceptable, The DOE should write a new draft EIS that in-
cludes con ideration of hardened on-site age of GTCC

waste at ial -3: si re it is produced.
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
Rodie, Jan, Commenter ID No. L.70
Rush, Irene, Commenter ID No. L.132

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radicactive waste disposal

The DOE is considering how to dispose of 160 million curies of Greater
-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste. Nearly all this waste is from
current and projected commercial sources. The only deep geologic re-
pasitory the DOE analyzes is WIPP in New Mexico. But the people of
New Mexico were promised that WIPP would be used solely for waste
from nuclear weapons production, The federal government can’t now
tell New Mexicans: “You took the nose, now take the camel.” To do so
would show every other community asked 1o host a permanent reposi-
tory in the future that they might well get more than they bargained for
and make repository siting more difficult, The DOE should write a new
draft EIS that includi ideration of hardencd on-site storage of

GTCC waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced.

From:_ AN KL
2428 Ve la 1205 Jr

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is cafisidering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly alt this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study does not attempt to assert that these sites are the best
choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. The DOE
should write 2 new draft EIS that includes considerati -

o at the commercial reactor
Mﬁ%ﬁéﬂul@u@ OmMission
has already said spent reactor fuel can be stored safely at re-
actor sites for 100 years.
Prewe s
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
- Russell, Brennan, Commenter ID No. L.115
Rydakh, Amanda, Commenter ID No. L60

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nw:{yalltlﬁsmstcisfromcmemmdprojemdcom-
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study does not attempt to assert that these sites are the best
choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. The DOE
should write a new draft EIS that includes consideration of hard-
ened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the cormnercial reactor

sites where it is produced. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
hasalreadysaidﬂmspmtremorﬁndmbcwcds&felyam
actor sites for 100 yoars.

Froms @ iepman RUsHel]
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To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radionctive waste disposal

The DOE is considering how 1o dispose of 160 million curies of Greater
~than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste. Nearly all this waste is from
current and projected commercial sources. The only deep geologic re-
pository the DOE analyzes is WIPP in New Mexico. But the people of
New Mexico were promised that WIPP would be used solely for waste
from nuclear weapons production. The foderal government can't now
tlewMukw:“Ywmkﬂnmmukclheme”Todoso
would show every other community asked to host a permanent reposi
mmmmmmm@zwtmmmmmwmu«
and make nposaorymmgmdxffmlt The DOE should write a new
draft EIS that includ: ion of hardened on-site storage of
GTCCwuteatmewmmualmmmmwmspmdwcd
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Snake River Alliance Campaign

Schmidt, Eliza, Commenter ID No. L198
Scott, Gale Dawn, Commenter ID No. 1.74

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EiS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The DOE is considering how to dispose of 160 million curies of Greater
~than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste. Nearly all this waste is from
current and projected commercial sources. But the six sites considered
in this draft EIS all belong to the federal government, and the DOE’s
study does not even try to prove they are best for GTCC disposal based
on objective criteria. Of all the arid sites, the Idaho National Laboratory
would have the highest potential long-term human health impacts be-
cause of exp throu: inated ground 'ﬁmismlac-"’
ceptable. The DOE should write a new draft EIS that includes hardened
~on-site-storage at commercial reactor sites. *

From: VETS L oy
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To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose of 160
miltion curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radivactive waste.
Nearly all this waste is from commercial sources, current or projected,
But the DOE is loaking only at DOE siles in New Mexico, Washington,
Nevada, South Carolina and Idabo. These sites are already seriously

d, and bringing in more radioactive waste will only make
their problems worse. The DOE should instead write a new draft EIS
that includ ideration of hardencd on-site storage of GTCC waste

at the commereial reactor sites where it is produced,
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Scott, Linda, Commenter ID No. L173

Seward, Peggy, Commenter ID No. L.75

M

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The DOE is considering how to dispose of 160 milliou curies of Greater
=than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste. Nearly all this waste is from
current and projected commercial sources. But the six sites specifically
considered in this draft EIS are all controlled by the federal govern-
ment, and the DOE’s study does not attemnpt to assert that these sites are
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria, The
DOE should write a new draft EIS that includes hardened-on-site-
Wafcmmnhmlmummuuw
cduced, The Nuclear R ission has alrcady said that spent
Mmhcamuda&lyumumkxlwym
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: To: Document Manager
* Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The DOE is considering how to dispose of 160 million curies of Gmla
-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste. Nearly all this waste is from
cummuﬂpmpqndmmmulmm. But the six sites specifically
considered in this draft EIS are all controlled by the federal govern-
ment, and the DOE's study does not attempt to assert that these sites are
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on objective eriteria. The
DOE should write a new draft EIS that includes hardened-ou-site-
storage of GTCC waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is pro-
duced. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has already said that spent
fucl can be stored safely at reactor sites for 100 years.

January 2016




Final GTCC EIS

Appendix J: Comment Response Document

Snake River Alliance Campaign

Seward, Michelle, Commenter ID No. L68
Seymour, Jan, Commenter ID No. L61

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The DOE is considering how to dispose of 160 million curies of Greater
~than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste. Nearly all this waste is from
current and projected commercial sources. The only deep geologic re-
pository the DOE analyzes is WIPP in New Mexico, But the people of
New Mexico were promised that WIPP would be used solely for waste
from nuclear weapons production, The federal government can’t now
tell New Mexicans: “You took the nose, now take the camel.” To do so
would show every other community asked to host a permanent reposi-
tory in the future that they might well get more than they bargained for
and make repository siting moee difficult. The DOl" should write a new
draft EIS that includ ion of hardened on-site storage of
GTCC waste at the commercial reactor sites where il is produced,

From: r"‘f()\ﬂ ” &J&Oﬁ’ (,L .
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To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste-disposal

The DOE is considering how to dispose of 160 million curies of Greater
-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste. Nearly all this waste is from
current and projected commercial sources. The only deep geologic re-
pository the DOE analyzes is WIPP in New Mexico. But the people of
New Mexico were promised that WIPP would be used solefy for waste
from nuclear weapons production. The federal government can’t now
tell New Mexicans: “You took the nose, now take the camel,” To do so
would show every other community asked to host a penmanent reposi-
tory in the future that they might well get more than they bargained for
and make repository siting morc difficult. The DOI‘ should write a new
draft EIS that includ: ion of hardened on-site storage of
GTCC waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced.

From: \_{ﬁ,{/\,jgl ;/V).B(]sﬁ
%D(aq VIl hooo
“Paa el
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
Shipley, Andrea, Commenter ID No. L.143

Smith, E. , Commenter ID No. L.189

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose

of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from commercial sources, current

or projected. But the DOE is looking only at DOL sites in New
Mexico, Washington, Nevada, South Carolina and Idaho. These
sites are already seriously contaminated, and bringing in more
radioactive waste will only make their problems worse. The DOE
should instead write a new drafl EIS that includes consideration

of hardened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial
reactor sites where it is produoe‘t

A?drect Sﬁ{g‘%

Buise, 1D 8878

10! Lacument 1
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study does not even aitempt to assert that these sites are
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. Of
all the arid DOE sites, the Idaho National Laboratory would have
the highest potential lmgmhmmbeahhmmmof

through radi inated ground: . That
wnotmptable. TheDOE shm\ld wmcamwdmﬁEISdmt in-
cludes con ideration of hardened on-site ge of GTCC

waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced.

B W
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
Smith, Gary, Commenter ID No. L171
Stewart, Mark, Commenter ID No. L131

To: Document Manager
Re: Drafl EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The DCE is considering how to dispose of 160 million curics of Greater
-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste, Nearly all this waste is from

current and projected commercial sources, But the six sites considered
in this draft EIS all belong fo the federal government, and the DOE's

study docs not cven try to prove they are best for GTCC disposal based
on ohjective eriteria. Of all the arid sites, the Idabo National Laboratory

would have the highest potential long-ferm human health impacts be-

cause of exp rougt gr , That is not ac-
ceptable. The DOE should write anew draft EIS that includes hardened

-on-site-storage at commercial reactor sites.

From:
4?:5»\4/ Spitt

265K i sf-

Loeatelfe T 8320

To: Document Manager :
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DO_B'ssmdy(immtammm!ommt)mﬁme sites are the best
choices fo}* GTCC disposal based on objective eriteria. The DOE
should write a new drafi EIS that includes consideration of hard-
cfwd on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial reactor
sites where it is produced. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
has already said that spent reactor fuel can be stored safely at re-
actor sites for 100 years.

From: N g e WART

X
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
Swain, Merle, Commenter ID No. 1.159

Tate, Karen, Commenter ID No. L.128

AW LAUCHIIGH (VAR RTT
Re: Draft EI8 on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispese of 160 million
curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radicactive waste. Nearly all this waste
is (rom cusrent and projected commercial sources. The only deep geologic re-
pository the DOE analyzes WIPP in New Mexico. But WIPP was opened with
a promise to the people of New Mexico that it would be used solely for waste
from nuclear weapons production. Commercial waste is specifically prohibited.
Ths federal government can’t now tell New Mexicans:“You took the nose,
row take the camel.”To do so would show every other community asked to
host a permanent repository in the future that they might well get more than
they bargained for and make repository siting mere difficult. The DOE should
write a new draft EIS that includes consideration of hardened on-site storage of
GTCC waste 2t the commercial reactor sites where it is produced and does not
consider legally barred disposal. '

- leSway
o ;"“‘;‘fi =) ,4@2744!0

355 0 832)/0

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose of 160
million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste.
Nearly all this waste is from commerciakources, current or projected.
But the DOE is looking only at DOE sites in New Mexico, Washington,
Nevada, South Carolina and Idaho, These sites are already seriously
contaminated, and bringing in more radioactive waste will only make
their problems worse. The DOE should instead write a new draft EIS
that includ ideration of hardencd on-site storage of GTCC waste
at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced.

gzl e

From:
//é‘/a t %’;//é/rcf Tz
TESS 2/¢ bz, b2 22
7oca fllo L B Bza¥
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
Swinford, Joseph, Commenter ID No. 1.187

Thompson, Pennee, Commenter ID No. L1185

e

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose of 160 million
curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste. Nearly all this waste
is from current and projected commercial sources. The only deep geologic re-
pository the DOE analyzes WIPP in New Mexico. But WIPP was opened with
& promisc to the people of New Mexico that it would be used solely for waste
from nuclear weapons production. C ial waste is specifically prohibited,
The federal government can't now tell New Mexicans:*You took the nose,
now take the camel.”T'o do so would show every other community asked t©
host & permanent repository in the-future that they might well get more than

they bargained for and make repository siting more difficult. The DOE should
write a new draft EIS that includes ¥ ion of hardened on-site storage of !
GTCC waste at the commercial reactor sites whers it is produced and does not
consider legally barred disposal.
P il 4
From; \')O.ﬁﬁpf‘f Sw,ﬂ;g?fﬁ’
o7 K U157 Z~

7 Cate, Zo. 5363 g

To; Decument Manager
Re: Drafl EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radicactive waste disposal

‘The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how te dispose of 160 million
curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radicactive waste. Nearly all this waste
is from current and projected commercial sources. The only decp geologic re-
pository the DOE analyzes WIPP in New Mexico. But WIPP was opened with
a promise to the people of New Mexico that it would be used selely for waste
from nuclear we: production. C ial waste is sp 1y prohibited.
The federal governzment can't now 1ell New Mexicans: Y ou took the nose,
now take the camet."To do 50 would show every ofher community asked to
Host a permanent repository in the future that they might well get more thin
they bargained for and make repository siting more difficult. The DOE should
write a pew draft E1S that includes consideration of hardencd on-site storage of
GTCC waste at the commercial reactor sites whers it is produced and does not
consider legally barred disposal.

From: —

- %/w ve [homson
y29¢ W WP s fze

Bode, Jd S3N7T
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:,’f'i"o: Document Manager. . Aol e
- Re: Draft EIS on Greater-th "lm-c dionctive waste disposal

Snake River Alliance Campaign
Tyson, Andy, Commenter ID No. L.118
Unknown, John, Commenter ID No. 1,152

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
mte.Neaﬂyallﬁnswastens{mmmmmrdal sources, current
or projected. But the DOE is looking only at DOE sites in New
Mexico, WnshmstmNevada,Sotharohmmdldabo These
sites are alread: inated, and bringing in more
udxoacuvcwasmwﬂlonlymkzﬂmrpmblmnsm.mmﬁ
should instead write a new draft EIS that includes consideration
of hardened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial
reactor sites where it is produced.

From: A~47 V‘ §‘p,\__
2F7 2 5 580 o
Vie¥s— ID Zli4¢ss

€

“<The DOE »wmﬂainghwmdupomuf!@m‘ibmwnunf@m

~than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste. Nearly all this waste is from
current and projected commercial sources, But the six sites specifically
considered in this draft EIS are all controlled by the federal govern-
ment, and the DOE's study does not attempt to assert that these sites are
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. The
DOE should write a'new draft EIS that includes hardened-on-site-
storage of GTCC wyaste at the commercial reactor sites where it is pro-
duced. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has already said t!ukspeat
fuel can be stored safely at reactor sites for 100 years.

From:

Gt Lok, T

o8¢ /4@@/{ ﬁmzh
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
Unknown, Ray, Commenter ID No. 1120

Von, Lori, Commenter ID No. 163

10 JJOCUMENT Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose of 160 miilion
curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste. Nearly all this waste
is from current and projected commercial sources. The only decp geologic re-
pository the DOE analyzes WIPP in New Mexico. But WIPP was opened with
2 promise to the people of New Mexico that it would be used solely for waste
from nuclear weapons production. Commercial waste is specifically prohibited,
The federal government can't now tell New Mexicans:You took the nose,
now take the camel."To do so would show every other community asked to
host a permanent repository in the future that they might well get more than
they bargained for and make repesitory siting more difficult. The DOE should
write & new draft EIS that includes consideration of hardened om-site storage of
GTCC waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced and does not

consider legaljbarred disposal.
From: 7} Qg;, /

Tou Document Manager
“Ré¢ Draft FIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste dispossl

The DOE is considering how to dispose of 160 million curies of Greater
-than-Class-C {GTCC) radioactive waste. Nearly all this waste is from

current and projected commercial sources. The only decp geologic re-

pository the DOE analyzes is WIPP in New Mexico. But the people of i
New Mexico were promised that WIPP would be used solely for waste
from nuclear weapons production. The federal government can’t now

tell New Mexicans: *You took the nose, now take the camel.” To do so

would show every other communily asked 10 host a permanent reposi- i
tory in the future that they might well get more than they bargained for

and make repository siting more difficult. The DOE should write a new

draft EIS that includes sideration of hardened on-site storage of

GTCC waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced.

rom_fne Y Ve 4
S R L e

%
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
Wallace, Eric, Commenter ID No. L.125
Weatherly, Joe, Commenter ID No. L.124

10: PJocument ivianager ; . o
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class/C radicactive waste disposal

3 7) i ideri dispose
The Department of Encrgy (DOE) is considering how to dispost :
of 160 axx’uillion curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from current and prgjectc(i‘com'-
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlled by the federal govemnment, and the
DOE’s study does not attempt to assert !hal'thcsc. sites are the bc‘st
choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. The DOE
should write a new draft EIS that includes consxdcmt.xon of hard-
ened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial reactor
sites where it is produced. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
has already said that spent reactor fuel can be stored safely at re-
actor sites for 100 years.

CRIC LoRlupe

From: 3t W T st
LoKE, Xb B3

1U. LUCUILICHL IYIALIERET

Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study does not ¢ven attempt to assert that these sites are
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. Of
all the arid DOE sites, the Idaho National Laboratory would have
the highest potential long-terin human health impacts because of
exposure through radioactively contaminated groundwater. That
is not acceptable. The DOE should write a new draft EIS that in-
cludes con consideration of hardened on-site storage of GTCC
waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced.

/ \ .
From: /c@‘ UO*Q%%
¥
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
Wattens, Ron, Commenter ID No. L.180

Weatherman, T., Commenter ID No. 1194

To: Document Manager :
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The DOE is considering how to dispose of 160 million curies of Greater
than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste. Nearly all this waste is from
current and projected commercial sources, The only deep geolagic re-
pository the DOE analyzes is WIPP in New Mexico, But the people of
New Mexico were promised that WIPP would be used sofely for waste
from nucicar duction. The federal g <an't now
el New Mcxrcanx “Ywmokt}wnm,nowtukn the camel.” To do so
would show every other community asked to host a permanent reposi-
tory inthe future that thcy might well get more than they. barwned for
and make repository smugﬁwrc dum;:u[L The DOB should write 2 ncw
drafl EIS that includ of harde on-sm: tmgc of -
is produced.

From:

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curics of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study does not even attempt to assert that these sites are
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on objective eriteria. Of
all the arid DOE sites, the Idaho National Labora:ory would have
the hxgium pommul Iong—tc:m human health impacts because of
d That

ﬁﬂmcpmblc mmgshmldwntaa new draft EIS that in-

udes con consideration of hardened on-site storage of GTCC
waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is produced.

From?

m;ﬁ ) &m‘ cenn
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w

Snake River Alliance Campaign

eber, John, Commenter ID No. 1.202

Webs, Lori, Commenter ID No. L.104

10} pocument Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Grealer-than-Class-C (GTCC) radivsctive
waste, Nearly all this waste is from cwrrent and projected com-
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft £IS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study does not attempt to assert that these sites are the best
choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. The DOE
should write a new draft EIS that inciudes consideration of hard-
ened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial reactor
sites where it is produced. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
has already said that spent reactor fuel can be stored safely at re-
actor sites for 100 years.

!

From: \ N
by

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft E1S on Greater-than-Class-C radiouctive waste disposal

The DOE is considering how 1o dispose of 160 million curies of Greater
~than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive waste. Nearly all this waste is from
current and projected commnercial sources. But the six sites considercd
in this draft EIS all belong to the federal government, and the DOE’s
study does not cven try to prove they are best for GTCC disposal based
an objective criteria. OF all the arid sites, the Idaho National Laboratory
wonld have the highest potential long- lcr'n huiman health impacts be-
cause of exposure through I T, That is not ac-
ceptable. The DOE should write a new dmﬁ EIS that includes hardened
-an-site-storage at commercial reactor sites,

From: // '”'//, . /A
r)"‘(”'/{t( 7/5 /L((B
_A734 Ammers 1
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Snake River Alliance Campaign

Weeq, Susan, Commenter ID No. L76
Weston, Andrew, Commenter ID No. 1.204

To: Document Manager -
Re: Draft £1S on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The DOE is consideril i
L ing how to dispose of 160 milli jos of
o W 10 s¢ of million curies of G
cumn(!,:::'s: {t;: Iéﬁ'[;ff) radioactive waste. Nearly all this waste is ;:::’:C!
yeeted cormmercial sources. The onl: i
i ! ’ i . 4 ly deep geologic re-
?q‘:::,“f{y |hx. DOE mmlyl_cs is WIPP in New Mexico. l}u: lﬁc p‘c’fb’ul f‘ f
i 3 L’,’;IUQ were promised that WIPP would be used saolely for l:v(' (:
i V::::c ;:r Yv‘cnpe)ﬁs production, The federal govemmcnt' can't n::zc
wm;!d g exicans: “You took the nose, now take the camel,” To do so
s mf\;uzl:wr)‘rhumclr community asked to host a permanent eposi
¢ future that they might well get more thy i 4
¢ th v an they barga
3;::! {;r;:alksc';c;:qmory siting more diffienlt The DOE dm{nd ﬁi::;?n?\rv
18 it Feael, © ik x i ¥
. of hardened on-site stora, g
GTCC waste at the commercial reactor sites where it is prmhu:gccdm

FWTE__iLu..’m, wllsec
_SIe S [tk Aye
Locate e TH 9350

To: Locument Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal

The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how o dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C {GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources, But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft BIS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study does not attempt 1o assert that these sites are the best
choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. The DOL
should write a new draft EIS that includes consideration of hard-
ened on-site storage of G'TCC waste at the commercial reactor
sites where it is produved. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
has already said that spent reactor fuel can be stored safely at re-
actor sites for 100 years.

From: ‘A'W 2 s -
- Unulr C\{?’w\i{iﬁ\)"' i ill—

Boe , Fd B3T3 .
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Snake River Alliance Campaign
White, Crystal, Commenter ID No. L.150

Yoshida, Takayaki, Commenter ID No. L.184

10 ocument Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C radioactive waste disposal
A

The Department of Encrgy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources. But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE's study does not attempt to assert that these sites are the best
choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. The DOE
should write a new draft EIS that includes consideration of hard-
ened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial reactor
sites where it is produced. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
has already said that spent reactor fuel can be stored safely at re-
actor sites for 100 years.

From: C}(‘:}{) } C\Q Wi ke
15 ‘/3 Beanek BOISE, IO.

‘T'o: Uocument Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Grca:epﬂuyttClas&C radioactive waste disposal

‘The Department of Energy (DOE) is considering how to dispose
of 160 million curies of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive
waste. Nearly all this waste is from current and projected com-
mercial sources, But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft BIS are all controlled by the federal government, and the
DOE’s study does not attempt to assert that these sites are the best
choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. The DOE
should wiite a new draft EIS that includes consideration of hard-
ened on-site storage of GTCC waste at the commercial reactor
sites where it is produced.The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
has already said that spent reactor fuel can be stored safely at re-
actor sites for 100 years.

S S Tonils Brd tn Bosga B)S3Y
Taltoysl: Yoshida

From:
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Snake River Alliance Campaign

Yeatts, Carole, Commenter ID No. 1.161

To: Document Manager
Re: Draft EIS on Greater-than-Class-C rudionctive waste disposat

‘The Department of Energy. (DOE) is considering how to dispose

" . of 160 million curics of Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) radioactive

waste. Nearly all this waste is fiom curzent and projected com.
mercial sources, But the six sites specifically considered in this
draft EIS are all conlrolled by the federal government, and the
DOE's study does not even attempt to assert that these sites are
the best choices for GTCC disposal based on objective criteria. Of
all the arid DOY sited; the Idaho Mationa] Laboratory would have
the highest potential long-term hwman health impacts because of
exposure through radioactively contaminated groundwater. That
is not aceepteble. The DOE should write a new draft EIS that in-
clides con consideration of hardened on-site storage of GTCC
waste at the comumercial reactor sites where it is produced.

From: Cam(p,c‘ ‘24“—'&5 L
1674 W3 Hal Rl # /0 Bowse, b

7 Fa7 o2
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J.3.6 Nuclear Watch Campaign Form Letters

Table J.3-6 tabulates all individuals who submitted comments via the Nuclear Watch
Campaign form letter along with the comment document identifiers assigned to each. There were
three versions of the form letter, identified as version “a”, version “b”, and version “c”. One
representative of each version of the letter (Anderson, Mary Lou, Comment Document ID
No. E65 for version a; Mills, Lorene, Comment Document ID No. E56 for version b; and
Gordon, Susan, Comment Document ID No. E95 for version c) was used to identify the

comments. The comments are identified in brackets on the left side of the page, and the

[Ty
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TABLE J.3-6 Individuals Who Submitted Comments via the

corresponding responses are shown on the right side of the page. All other comment letters
resemble the representative version “a”, “b”, or “c” letter. The representative letters, comments
identified in the letters, responses, and all other comment documents received for this campaign
are presented here in Section J.3.6 on pages J-1957 through J-2073, as indicated in the table.

Nuclear Watch Campaign Form Letters

Version of Comment Starting
Last Name, First Name Letter Document ID No.  Page No.
Anderson, Mary Lou* a E65 J-1957
Baley, Patricia McRae b E75 J-1965
Brown, John a El7 J-1968
Busch, Dorothy a E30 J-1970
Cardwell, Stephanie a E18 J-1972
Childers, Dee a E25 J-1974
Cole, Corrine a E13 J-1976
Colip, Carol a El6 J-1978
Crawford, Teresa a E91 J-1980
Cronin, Thomas a E88 J-1982
Drucker, Linda a E98 J-1984
Fanning, Don a E86 J-1986
Ford, Peter a E78 J-1988
Gordon, Susan* c E95 J-1963
Haber, Ruth a E79 J-1990
Hall, Frederica b E38 J-1992
Halsey-Hoover, Sharon a E99 J-1995
Hartsough, David a E24 J-1997
Hoffiman, Jim a E44 J-1999
Intino, Mario a E87 J-2001
Jones, Barbara a E62 J-2003
Jones, Jeremiah a E42 J-2005
Knutsen, Reinard a ES8l1 J-2007
Kovac, Scott c E101 J-2009
Lai, R a ES83 J-2011
Larson, David a E22 J-2013
Levee, Penny a E104 J-2015
Levine, Julie a E49 J-2017
_Louis, Cynthia b _EI® 32019
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TABLE J.3-6 (Cont.)

Version of Comment Starting
Last Name, First Name Letter Document ID No.  Page No.
Lynn, Michele a E63 J-2022
Mills, Lorene* b ES6 J-1960
Model, Betsy b E6 J-2024
Moon, Otter C. a E74 J-2027
Mullin, Charles a El4 J-2029
Pringle, Mark a E66 1-2031
Rankin, Douglass b E31 J-2033
Rice, Megan a E64 J-2036
Riegle, Rosalie a E82 J-2038
Rockefeller, Terry Kay a E89 J-2040
Schmidt, Laurel Lambert a ES55 J-2042
Shiroky, Cynthia a E20 J-2044
Simon, Madeline a Es7 J-2046
Sorgen, Phoebe a E77 J-2048
Tatro-Medlin, April a E37 J-2050
Thawley, Bob a ES8 J-2052
Thomas, Ellen a E36 J-2054
Turk, Lawrence a E9 J-2056
Ventura, Maxina a ES J-2058
Wale, Lisa b ES52 J-2061
Welsh, Anne a E85 J-2064
Welsh, Myron a E67 J-2066
Yoshida, Takayuki a E39 J-2068
Young, Lisa a E54 J-2070
Ziglar, Randy a E80 J-2072

*  Anderson, Mary Lou (Comment Document ID No. E65) is representative
letter version a; Mills, Lorene (Comment Document ID No. E56) is
representative letter version b; and Gordon, Susan (Comment Document ID
No. E95) is representative letter version c.
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Nuclear Watch Campaign, Commenter
Anderson, Mary Lou, ID No. E65

(Representative Letter version a)

From: mlavegas@yahoo.com

Sent: Wednesday, fune 08, 2011 1:23 FM

To: glecels@anlgov

Subject: Coriments Re: GTCC LLRW Waste DEIS (DOE/E1S-0375-D)

Importance; High

Document Manager Arnold Edelinan,

Please consider the following points concerning the Druft Envi ! Tripact § for the Disposal of
Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D). 1
hope that if any c¢ are considered ide the scape of the EIS, they will still be taken into account. T}}c
public hus repeatedly raised some issues that have been excluded from the DEIS, They need to be spoken 10, for
the record, in the hopes that enough such comnents will point to a flaw in the process that can't be ignored,
leading to a suspension of this effort until these additional and broader points are dealt with,

Thers are both large issues and some apecific options not included in the DEIS, { therefore must recommend the
*No Action" altemative, The DEIS specifically excludes the option that | and many others advocated for at
DOB's GTCC scoping meetings in 2007 and at current public meetings about the DEIS. That afterative is
""Hardened On-Site Storage” (HOSS) in which GTCC waste and irradiated spent fuel would remain at
commercial nuclear power plants in long-term Storage so that they can be monitored and are protected from .
aircrafl crashes ov terrorist attacks, eliminating both the threats of transport and disposal. Keeping the waste iti
HOSS would reduce the risk of accidents or a terrorist attack during transpact. White HOSS is not & permanent
solution, it would be more protective of human health and the environaient than any of DOE's current dumping
practices and the altesmatives presented in the DEIS, HOSS would be a safe way of storing wastes until
scientifically sound, publicly acceptable solution is found.

Part of that future solution, of course, should be drastically minimizing or climinating the generation of those
wastes. DOE's stated reason for rejecting HOSS is that it is not a "permanent disposal facility” but just a "long-
term storage option.” But the DEIS also does not include consideration of any geologic disposal facility, except
the WIPP site in New Muxico, even though for almost 30 years fuderal Iaw (Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982)
has required developinent of one or more other repositories. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has .
determined that spent nuclear fuel can stay at commercia! reactors for up to 100 years, GTCC could also remain
at those sites for at least that time period. The DOE should not proceed with a final GTCC EIS, but instead
should develop a new DEIS which includes HOSS facilities as the best solution for GTCC wastes for decades to
come, and for new geelogic disposal site(s} to dispose of GTCC waste.

‘Table 8-4 in the DEIS Summary purporss to compare "Estimated Potential Maximum Human Health Long-
Term Impaets® for the five alternatives being cansidered. The DEIS also purports not to recammend ane
alternative over the others. This chart and its refated graph make “No Action” aod "Vault Method® appear inuch
more toxic than the other options. The problem stems from the inability to extrapolate impucts fron: future
actions that will nced to be discussed and taken, reducing long«term toxicity. "No action” alternative doesnt
meain no action ever, just none of the ones being reviewed. As it exists currently, the DOE's presentation of the
DEIS appears biased.

“The entire NNSS proposed location is Jocated within the Western Shoshone Nation established by the Treaty of
Ruby Valley in 1863, According to the DEIS, consultation with the Tribal nations ncar the NNSS has been
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E65-5

E65-1

E65-2

E65-3

E65-4

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the
selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.

The Secretary of Energy determined that a permanent repository for high-level waste and spent
nuclear fuel at Yucca Mountain, Nevada, is not a workable option and will not be developed.
Therefore, DOE concluded that co-disposal at a Yucca Mountain repository is not a reasonable
alternative and has eliminated it from evaluation in this EIS, as described in Section 2.6 of the
EIS. DOE did not evaluate developing a repository exclusively for disposal of GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like wastes because DOE determined that such an alternative is unreasonable due to
the time and cost associated with siting another deep geologic repository and the relatively
small volume of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste identified in the GTCC EIS. DOE
believes that the results presented in this EIS for the WIPP geologic repository alternative are
indicative of the high degree of waste isolation that would be provided by the use of this
disposal method.

DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for disposal of GTCC waste would require federal
legislation to modify the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 240). In
addition, it may be necessary to revise the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation
between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant, the WIPP compliance certification with the EPA, and the WIPP Hazardous Waste
Facility Permit.

The No Action Alternative is evaluated in Chapter 3 of the EIS, and under this alternative,
current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste would continue. These
practices are described in Sections 3.2 (GTCC LLRW) and 3.3 (GTCC-like wastes) in the
Final EIS. It was necessary to make a number of simplifying assumptions to address the long-
term impacts of this alternative, and these are described in Section 3.5. As part of this
assessment, it was assumed that these wastes would remain in long-term storage indefinitely,
and that no maintenance of either the storage facility or waste packages would occur after
100 years. These results indicate that very high radiation doses and cancer risks could occur
under this alternative in the long term.

The No Action Alternative is evaluated in sufficient detail in the EIS as required by NEPA.
Comparatively high potential radiation doses and cancer risks could occur should this
alternative be selected. While a more detailed analysis could reduce the uncertainties
associated with estimating these doses and risks, the conclusion of comparatively high impacts
would not change for this alternative.
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condusted through the “Consofidated Group of Tribes and Organizations (CGTOY)", which includes
"representatives™ from 16 Painte and Shoshone Tribes, While the CGTO sounds inclusive, it is not clear that its
members actually have standing to speak for their tribes, t's strongly recominended that the DOE officially

page the indi peoples whose land will be directly affccted by the proposed disposal sites, prior to the
conclusion of the timeline for response to the dratt EIS.

1 also want to underscors a point made by Joseph Surolin, Acting Executive Director, State of Nevada Agency
for Nuclear Projects: "The draft EIS fails to recognize that any fucility chosen for disposal of GTCC waste maust
be licensed and regulated by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission....[N]either NNSS nor any of the specific
focutions identified for potential GTCC waste disposal has a NRC [i 4 disposal fucility."

Thete is the problem of transportation of the waste to Nevada, since there is 1o rail to the site, and routing
would need to go through Las Vepas if the NNSS is chosen as the site,

Finally, this EIS process is prematurc, since the vast majority of the waste will not exist for at lcast_ 20 years,
and the Blue Ribbon Commission will not have p d its rect ! on the disposal of high lsvel
nuclear waste and GTCC waste.

Please re-group and begin conducting 2 thorough assessment of the most urgent matters at hand. Fifmlly, .
suspend the cwrrent EIS study review, until such time that the most prevaiting matters of short and intermediate
storage are adequately addressed.

Sincerely,

Mary Lou Anderson

4584 CASA MIA CIR

LAS VEGAS, NV 891213407
T025727249

E65-5
(Cont.)

E65-6

E65-7

E65-8

E65-5

E65-6

E65-7

E65-8

The No Action Alternative is evaluated in the EIS to provide a baseline for comparison with
the action alternatives. This evaluation confirmed the risks posed by these wastes and the need
to develop appropriate disposal capability. The potential radiation doses for the No Action
Alternative covered a time period of 10,000 years in a manner comparable to that done for the
action alternatives. Relatively high impacts could occur shortly after the 100-year institutional
contro] period under this alternative.

DOE initiated consultation and communication with the 14 participating American Indian
tribes that have cultural or historical ties to the DOE sites analyzed in the EIS. These
interactions are summarized in Section 1.8 of the EIS, and they included several meetings,
workshops, and the development of tribal narratives that were included in the EIS. In addition
to including tribal narratives related to the four sites in the EIS, DOE inquired about tribal
interest with regard to the WIPP/WIPP Vicinity and SRS. No tribes came forward in response
to the inquiries regarding these two locations. It was not necessary to consult with American
Indian tribes with regard to the generic regional locations, since the specific locations of the
potential disposal facilities (and the affected tribes) were not known. i

The Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act (LLRWPAA, P.L. 99-240) assigns
DOE responsibility for the disposal of GTCC LLRW generated by NRC and Agreement State
licensees. The LLRWPAA (P.L. 99-240) does not limit DOE to using only non-DOE facilities
or sites for GTCC LLRW disposal.

The LLRWPAA (P.L. 99-240) specifies that GTCC LLRW is to be disposed of in an NRC-
licensed facility that has been determined to be adequate to protect public health and safety.
There are currently no NRC-licensed facilities that are authorized to dispose of GTCC LLRW.
Unless specifically provided by law, the NRC does not have authority to license and regulate
facilities operated by or on behalf of DOE. While DOE does not believe the LLRWPAA
(P.L. 99-240) requires DOE to only consider commercial disposal alternatives, DOE does
recognize that legislation may be needed to clarify whether a GTCC LLRW disposal facility
owned or operated by or on behalf of DOE must be licensed by the NRC, and if so, to
authorize the NRC to license such a facility.

DOE/NNSA analyzed various radioactive waste shipping routes through and around
metropolitan Las Vegas, Nevada, in the Draft NNSS SWEIS. DOE/NNSA continued
discussions with the State of Nevada on routing options throughout the preparation of the Final
NNSS SWEIS. After taking into consideration the comments and concerns expressed by State,
county, and local government officials and the public in general during the review and
comment period for the Draft NNSS SWEIS, DOE/NNSA decided to maintain the current
highway routing restrictions for shipments of low-level radioactive waste (LLW) and mixed-
low level radioactive waste (MLLW), as described in the Waste Acceptance Criteria (WAC)
for the site. DOE/NNSA explained this decision in the Final NNSS SWEIS. The unchanged
WAC restrictions are to avoid (1) crossing the Colorado River near Hoover Dam and (2) the
greater metropolitan Las Vegas interstate system. DOE/NNSA is not considering, nor is it
making, changes to the NNSS WAC with regard to routing.

The scope of this EIS is adequate to inform decision making for the disposal of GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like waste. Sufficient information is available to support the current decision-
making process to identify (an) appropriate site(s) and method(s) to dispose of the limited
amount of GTCC wastes identified in the EIS.

DOE believes that this EIS process is not premature and is in compliance with NEPA. On the
basis of an assumed starting date of 2019 for disposal operations, more than half (about
6,700 m’ [240,000 fi*] of the total GTCC waste inventory of 12,000 m® [420,000 £%]) is
projected to be available for disposal between 2019 and 2030. An additional 2,000 m*®
(71,000 £t*) would become available for disposal between 2031 and 2035. This information is
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presented in Figure 3.4.2-1. DOE believes this EIS is timely, especially given the length of
time necessary to select, design, and build a GTCC waste disposal facility.

DOE developed this EIS to support a decision on selecting a disposal facility or facilities for
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste, to address legislative requirements, to address national
security concerns (especially for sealed sources), and to protect public health and shfety. The

purpose and need for the proposed action, as discussed above, is stated in the EIS (Section 1.1).

The scope of the EIS is focused on addressing the need for developing a disposal capability for
the identified inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste. DOE plans a tiered decision-
making process in which DOE would conduct further site-specific NEPA reviews before
implementing an alternative ultimately selected on the basis of this EIS.
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From: Lorene Mills <LCarpMills@aol.com>
Seat: Monday, June 27, 2011 11:05 PM
To: Arncld Edelman

[« Lorene Mills

Subject: Greater than Class C Comments

June 27, 2011

PRY

Arnol Document DOE GTCC €IS, Cloverieaf Bid., EM-43, 1000

per,

independence Avenue, SW., Washington, DC 20585

Please do not send all that waste to WIPP, Wipp is only for Low Level waste! Thank you..

General Recommendations

. Do not send GTCC ta DOE sites. Nation-wide, DOE sites are still facing 160's of billions of dollars and decades
worth of cleanup from the Cold War.

. DOE should develop a national waste management strategy to address these waste types.
[} “GTCC-like” waste is not subject to the NRC requir ts for geologic disg |. DOE should issue a supplement

to its 1997 Final Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement to look at the reasonable aiternatives for “GTCC-
like" waste and other wastes for which long-term storage and dispasal is not determined.

[} Such a strategy Is needed to integrate the management of these wastes as opposed to the apparent piccemeal
approach that is currently being used by the Department.

[} Such a strategy, moreaver, should be d through a prog e and site-specific NEPA process that
addresses major federal actions that could significantly affect the quality of the human environment. This is pasticularly
important when considering the disposal of long-lived radicactive wastes, which are not suitable for shatlow fand burial.

. Current regulations say that GTCC wastes should be disposed in a geologic repository. Examine a second
repository. The legal requirement for another repository exists, yet the alternative of putting the GTCC waste Into that
repository is not even mentioned.

o Rather than an alternative repository, the EIS propases using near-surface trenches; bore holes, or vaults to
dispase of GTCC waste at DOE facilities. All those sites have large amounts of nuclear weapons waste, which will take
billions of dollars and decades to clean up, and should not be considered for GTCC waste.

1

ES56-1

E56-2

E56-1

E56-2

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2.

The EIS considered the range of reasonable alternatives for the disposal of the GTCC waste
inventory identified in the EIS. The Secretary of Energy determined that a permanent
repository for high-level waste and spent nuclear fuel at Yucca Mountain, Nevada, is not a
workable option and will not be developed. Therefore, DOE concluded that co-disposal at a
Yucca Mountain repository is not a reasonable alternative and has eliminated it from
evaluation in this EIS, as described in Section 2.6 of the EIS.

DOE did not evaluate developing a geologic repository exclusively for disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because DOE determined that such an alternative is
unreasonable due to the time and cost associated with siting another deep geologic repository
and the relatively small volume of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste identified in the GTCC
EIS. DOE believes that the results presented in this EIS for the WIPP geologic repository
alternative are indicative of the high degree of waste isolation that would be provided by the
use of this disposal method. '

DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for disposal of GTCC waste would require federal
legislation to modify the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 240). In
addition, it may be necessary to revise the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation
between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant, the WIPP compliance certification with the EPA, and the WIPP Hazardous Waste
Facility Permit.
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0 Priar to issuance of the GTCC 15, DOE has failed to comply with the requirement of the Nuclear Waste Palicy
Act of 1982, 42 U.5.C. §10101 et seq,, for development of ane or more other deep geologic repositories. The Yucca
Mountain site has failed as a deep geologlc repositary and Congress has not authorized a secand site ta be located,

o in addition ta ignoring regulatory requirements and public comment, the GTCC EIS afso disregards the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act, which requires DOE to site and aperate at least one geologic repository other than WIPP. Since 1987,
the only place considered is Yucca Mountain, Nev. That flawed site, always strongly opposed by Nevadans, has been
terminated by the Obama administration, and appropriately has been drapped from consideration in the GTCC £1S.

o The legal requirement for another repository still exists, yet the alternative of putting the GTCC waste into that
repository is not even mentioned.

. DOE should not proceed with a final GTCC E1S, but instead should develop a new DEIS that includes HOSS
facilities as the best solution for GTCC wastes for decades 10 come and for new geologic disposal site{s) to dispose of
GTCC waste,

WIPP Recommendations
. The Waste solation Pilot Project (WIPP) must not be considered for GTCC waste disposal.

. ‘The only repository altarnative considered is WIPP, even though federal and New Mexico laws clearly prohibit
commercial waste, including GTCC. By law, WIPP's mission is limited to 175,564 cubic meters of transuranic waste from
nuclear weapons. That's less than 5,000,000 curies of radioactivity. GTCC waste would be 30 times more radioactivity
than planned for WIPP and would eliminate the ban on commercial waste.

. Finish the original mission at WIPP,

o Safely operate WIPP to meet the “start clean, stay clean” standard

o Meet commitments to clean up about 20 DOE nuclear weapons sites

[ Safely close, des , and dec the WIPP site, beginning in about 2030 or earlier,

Los Alamos Recommendations

. The Las Alamos National Laboratory {(LANL) must not be considered for GTCC waste.

. LANL must focus on existing Consent Order cleanup and not bring any more waste, including Greater-than-Class
C{GTCC), to the Lab.

o Technical Area 54 (TA-54) is the specific location at LANL that the EIS propases borehele, trench or vault. This

very location is the subject of extensive remediation in Material Disposal Areas (MDAs) G, L and H and is scheduled for
completion in 2015 under an agreement with the New Mexico Environment Department.

[ This legally binding agreement requires DOE and LANL to investigate and clean up decades worth of
contamination actoss the lab's 40-square-mile property. Signed in 2005, the Consent Order lays out cleanup milestones
and requires the federal government to pay fines if LANL fails to meet them.

2

E56-2
(Cont.)

E56-3

E56-4

E56-5

E56-3

E56-4

E56-5

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.

DOE acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal
at the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended
by P.L. 240) and legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than TRU
waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new facility
within the land withdrawal area. However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing and
evaluating alternatives that are currently authorized. The Agreement for Consultation and
Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides provisions
to modify the agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this Agreement
recognize that future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g., Public Law
[P.L.] 96-164) may make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to modify this
Agreement. Either party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and conditions.”

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 240) and in the Agreement for Consultation and
Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero
because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. In
addition to legislative changes, DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require and site-specific NEPA reviews, including

further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat loads), as well as the
proposed packaging for disposal.

Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods
(i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade
vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, WIPP, and the
WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE determined that it was
reasonable to analyze the federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste
disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository.
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o The residents of Northern New Mexico expect no less from DOE and LANL than completion of the legacy waste
remediation on schedule,

o To reverse this policy and add new waste will severely jeopardize LANL relations with its nelghbors both near
and far and negate much of the progress accomplished.

. Heed the American Indian Text
[ Pueblo people believe that plant roots will eventually penetrate the GTCC facility.
[ There is a need for a cultural mineral assessment and study to identify the existence of minerals of cultural

significance and use.

Lorene Mills
87502

E56-5
(Cont.)

E56-6

E56-6

Text prepared by potentially affected American Indian tribes is included in this EIS. DOE
considered this text for Hanford, INL, LANL, and NNSS; however, DOE also needed to ensure
consistency in the EIS analyses between the various sites, so that an even comparison could be
made between alternatives as required by NEPA. Because of this, it was not possible to fully
utilize all of the information provided by the tribal governments in order to perform specific
analyses associated with exposure events unique to a given American Indian tribe (such as
greater intakes of fish, game, and plants; the use of sweat lodges; and the use of natural
pigment paints for traditional ceremonies). Once a decision is made on a specific site location
and method, site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed, including appropriate
analysis of exposure events unique to the impacted local American Indian tribes.

However, the information provided in these narratives was considered in the identification of
the preferred alternative presented in this EIS. The information provided in the narratives for
Hanford, INL, LANL, and NNSS was very useful, and DOE appreciates the time and effort
expended by the various tribes in supporting this EIS process.
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From: S\fsan Gordon <sgordon@ananuiclear.org> / oL

::r:l: ;n:::?g‘;udn;r;g;lmll 11:38 AM &!é;i {;{1 . 0

Ce: Susan Gordon

Subject: Greater than Class C Comments

June 10, 2011

Arnold Edelman, Document Manager, DOE GTCC £15, Claverleaf 8ld., EM-43, 1600

Independente Avenue, SW., Washington, DC 20585

General Recommendations

. Hardenod On-site Storage (HOSS) must be considered as an alternative.

4 GTCC waste and irradiated spent fuel would remain on-site at commercial nuclear power plants in long-term

storage so that they can he monitored and are protacted in hardened storage facilities from alrcraft crashes or terrorist
attacks, Keeping the waste in HOSS would reduce the risk of accidents or a terrorist attack during transport. While HOSS
is not a permanent solution, it would be more pratective of buman health and the environment than any of DOE'S
current dumping practices and the alternatives presented in the DEIS.

» The DOE refection of the HOSS alternative Is unacceptable because GTCCLLW at present and for decades in the
future will be In on-site storage, so the actual status Is not autside the scape of alternatives that should be considered
for an €IS,

Q The DEIS rejected the HOSS alternative that many people fram araund the cauntry advocated at DOE's GTCC
scoping meetings in 2007,

3 HOSS would be 3 safe way of staring wastes until 3 scientifically sound, publicly acceptable solution is found.
Part of that future solution, of course, should be drastically minimizing the generation of thase wastes,

o DOE’s reasan for rejecting HOSS is that it s “not a permanent disposal facility.” Yet, most of the GTCC waste will
not be generated far many decades.

o At Jeast 85 parcent of existing reactors and any new ones are expected to operate beyond 2030, which means
GTCC waste disposal could not begin for years after that.

tee. There Is time to learn from experience,

o i,

rniow abaut disposal sites and technalogies are pre

[ DOE must create a regulatory definition of HOSS.

E95-1

E95-1

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.

The development of a regulatory framework for the use of HOSS at commercial nuclear power
plants is outside the scope of the GTCC EIS. DOE does not have authority to regulate the
storage of radioactive wastes at commercial facilities, including nuclear power plants. Under
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 as amended (AEA) (see United States Code: 42 USC § 2011),
NRC is responsible for regulating storage of such wastes. Radioactive waste storage
requirements can be found in 10 CFR Part 30 (Rule of General Applicability to Domestic
Licensing of Byproduct Material), 10 CFR Part 70 (Domestic Licensing of Special Nuclear
Material), and 10 CFR Part 72 (Licensing Requirements for the Independent Storage of Spent
Nuclear Fuel, High-Level Radioactive Waste, and Reactor-Related Greater Than Class C
Waste). In addition, NRC has provided guidance for the storage of LLRW in SECY-94-198,
Review of Existing Guidance Concerning the Extended Storage of Low-Level Radioactive
Waste, which was issued on August 1, 1994,
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Gordon, Susan, Commenter ID No. E95 (cont’d)
(Representative Letter version c)

[ DOE must create a regulatary framewerk for HOSS. E95-1
(Cont.)
] HOSS Is not a “no action” alternative.
. Do not send GTCC to DOE sites. Nation-wide, DOE sites are still facing 100°s of billions of dollars and decades E95-2
worth of cleanup from the Cold War. .
WIFP Recormmendations
> The Waste Isclatlon Pilat Project {(WIFP) must not be considered for GTCC waste disposal.
. DOE is considering WIPP for GTCC dispasal only b WIPP s ¢ ly the only hole In the ground. DOE must
expand its horizons,
o Section 1.4.3 of the EIS states, “For deep geologic tisposal, WIPP in New Mexico was included for evatuation In E95-3
this £15 because of its ch istics as a geologic repository.”
. The oniy rep y alternative considered is WIPP, even though federal and New Mexico Jaws clearly prohibit
commercial waste, including GTCC, By law, WIPP's missicn is limited to 175,564 cubic meters of transuranic vaste from
nuclear weapons. That's tess than 5,000,000 curles of radioactivity. GTCC waste would be 30 times more radicactivity
than planned for WIPP and would eliminate the ban on commercial waste.
Las Alamos Recommendstions
. The Los Alamos National Laboratory {LASL) must not be considered far GTCC waste.
E95-4
. The location of LANL in o seismic fault zone between a rift valley and a dormant volcano is not the place for
radioactive waste that is dangerous for tens of thousands of years.

Susan Gordon

903 W Alameda St #740
Santa Fe, NM 87501
505-555-5555

E95-2

E95-3

E95-4

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site, INL, LANL,
NNSS, and SRS. The ongoing cleanup efforts at these sites will continue. A GTCC waste
disposal facility would be located in an area removed from ongoing cleanup activities, so
disposal of the GTCC wastes would not affect ongoing cleanup activities at these sites.

DOE acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal
at the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended
by P.L. 240) and legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than TRU
waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new facility
within the land withdrawal area. However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing and
evaluating alternatives that are currently authorized. The Agreement for Consultation and
Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides provisions
to modify the agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this Agreement
recognize that future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g., Public Law
[P.L.] 96-164) may make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to modify this
Agreement. Either party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and conditions.”

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 240) and in the Agreement for Consultation and
Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (I.CF) risk would be zero
because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. In
addition to legislative changes, DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require and site-specific NEPA reviews, including
further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat loads), as well as the
proposed packaging for disposal.

Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500—1508 of Title 40 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods
(i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade
vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, WIPP, and the
WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE determined that it was
reasonable to analyze the federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste
disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic
repository.
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Baley, Patricia McRae, Commenter ID No. E75

From: Patricia McRae Baley <patriclamcrae@unliv.edu>
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2011 257 PM

To: Arnold Edelman

Ce: Patricia McRae Baley

Subject: Greater than Class C Comments

6/24/11

Arnold Edelman, Document Manager, DOE GTCC EIS, Cloverleaf 8ld., EM-43, 1000

Independence Avenue, SW., Washington, DC 20585

General Recommendations

. Do not send GTCC to DOE sites. Mation-wide, DOE sites are still facing 100°s of billions of dollars and decades
worth of cleanup from the Cold ‘War.

. DOE should develop a national waste management strategy to address these waste types.
o "GTCC-like” waste Is not subject to the NRC requiraments for geslogic dispossl. DOE should issue a supplement
to its 1997 Final Waste 8 i | lmpact S 1o look at the reasonable alternatives for "GTCC-

tixe” waste and other wastes for which long-term storage and disposal is not determined.

] Such a strategy Is needed 10 integrate the management of these wastes as opposed to the apparent piecemeal
approach that is currently being used by the Departrsent.

[] Such a strategy, moreover, should be i through 3 progr and site-speciflc NEPA process that
addresses major federal actions that coufd significantly affect the quality of the human environment. This is particularly
Important when considering the disposal of long-lived radioactive wastes, which are not suitable for shallow fand tiurial,

b Current regulations say that GTCC wastes should be disposed in a geologic repository. Examine a second
P y. The legal requi 1t for another repository exists, yet the alternative of putting the GTCC waste into that
repository is not even mentioned.

r

° Rather than an alternative repository, the EIS proposes using near-surface trenches; bore holes, or vaults to
dispose of GTCC waste at DOE facilities, All those sites have large amounts of nuclear weapons waste, which will take
bitions of dollars and decades 1o clean up, and should not be considered for GTCC waste.
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Nuclear Watch Campaign
Baley, Patricia McRae, Commenter ID No. E7S (cont’d)

) Prior to issuance of the GTCC &S, DOE has failed to comply with the requirement of the Nuclear Waste Pelicy
Act of 1982, 42 U.5.C. §10101 et seq,, for development of one or more other deep gealogic repositcries. The Yucca
Mountain site has failed as a deep geologic repository and Congress hss not authorized a second site to be located.

-] in addition to ignoring regulatory requirements and public comment, the GTCC EIS also disregards the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act, which requires DOE to site and operate at feast one geologic repository other than WIPP, Since 1987,
the only place considerad Is Yucca Mountain, Nov. That flawed site, always gly opposed by Nevadans, has been
terminated by the Obama administration, and appropriately has been dropped from consideration In the GTCC EIS,

o The legal requi for b positary still exists, yet tha alternative of putting the GTCC waste into that
regository is not even mentioned.

. DOE should not proceed with a final GTCC EIS, but instead should develop a new DEIS that includes HOSS
facilities as the best solutlon for GTCC wastes for decades to come and for new geologic disposal site{s} to dispose of
GTCC waste.

WIPP Recommendations
. The Waste tsolation Pilot Project (WIPP) must not be considered for GTCC waste disposal.
. The only repaository al ive considered is WIPP, even though federal and New Mexico laws clearly prohibit

commerclal waste, including GTCC. By law, WIPP's mission is limited to 175,564 cubic meters of transuranic waste from
auclear weapons. That’s Jess than 5,000,000 curles of radioactivity. GTCC waste would be 30 times more radioactivity
than planned for WiPP and would eliminate the ban on commercial waste.

. Finish the original mission at WiPP,

] Safely operate WIPP to meet the “start clean, stay clean” standard

] Meet commitments to clean up about 20 DOE nuclear weapons sites

[ Safely close, dec j and det ission the WIPP site, beginning In about 2030 or earller,

Los Alamos Recommendations

. The Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) must not be considered for GTCC waste.
. LANL must focus on existing Consent Order eleanup and not bring any more waste, including Greater-than-Class
C{GTCC), to the Lab.

o Technical Arep 54 {TA-54} is the specific location at LANL that the EIS proposes hﬁrehole,'lrench or vauit. This
very locatlan is the subject of extensive remediation in Material Disposa! Areas (MDAs) G, Land H and is scheduled for
completion in 2015 under an agreement with the New Maxico Environment Department.

] This legally binding agreement requires DOE and LANL to investigate and clean up decades warth of
contamination across the Jab's 40-square-mile property. Signed in 2005, the Consent Order lays out cleanup milestones
and requires the federal government to pay fines if LANL falls to meet them.
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Nuclear Watch Campaign
Baley, Patricia McRae, Commenter ID No. E75 (cont’d)

o The residents of Northern New Mexico expect o less from DOE and LANL than completion of the legacy waste
remediation on schedule.

o To reverse this policy and add new waste vill severely Jeopardize LANL relations with its neigh both near
and far and negate much of the progress occomplished.

. Heed the Amerlcan Indian Text

o Pueblo people believe that plant roots will eventually penetrate the GTCC facility.

o There is 3 need for a cultural minera) assessment and study to identify the existence of minerals of cultural
significance and use.
Patricia McRae Baley
Las Vegas, NV 89121
3
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Nuclear Watch Campaign
- Brown, John, Commenter ID No. E17

From: compostjohn2@yahoo.com

Sent: Friday, June 24, 2011 4.02 PM

To: gteceis@anl.gov

Subject: Commants Re: GTCC LLRW Waste DEIS {DCE/EIS-0375-D}

Importance: High

D M Amold Edel

Please consider the following points conceming the Draft Envirc tal Impact Stat for the Disposal of

Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Wuste (DOL/EIS-0375-D). 1
hope that if any comments are considered outside the scope of the EIS, they will still be taken into account. The
pubfic hus repeatediy raised some issues that have been excluded from the DEIS. They need to be spoken to, for
the reeord, in the hopes that enough such conunents will point to a flaw In the process that can't be ignored,
leading to a suspension of this effort until these additional and broader points are dealt with,

There ase both large issues and some specific options not included in the DEIS. I therefore must recommend the
“No Action” altemative, The DEIS specifically excludes the option that T and many ethers advocated for at
DOE's GTCC scoping meetings in 2007 and at current public meetings about the DEIS. That altemative is
"Hardened On-Site Storage" (HOSS) in which GTCC waste and irradiated spent fuel would renain at
commercial nuclear power plants in long-term storage so that they can be monitored and are protected from
aircraft crashes or terrogist attacks, eliminating both the threats of transport and disposal. Keeping the waste in
HOSS would reducc the risk of accideats or a temorist attack during transport. While HOSS is not a permanent
solution, it would be more protective of human health and the environment than any of DOE's current dumping
practices and the alternatives presented in the DEIS. HOSS would be a safe way of storing wastes until a
scientifically sound, publicly acceptable solution is found.

Past of that future solution, of course, should be drastxcal!y minimizing or eliminating the generation of those
wastes. DOE's stated reason for rejecting HOSS i is thatitis nota “permanent drspoml facility"” but just a “long-
term storage op&wm“ But the DEIS also does not includ deration of any geologic disposal facility, except
the WIPP sfte in New Mexico, even though for almost 30 years federal law (Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982)
has required development of one or more other repositories. The Nuclear Regulatory Comimnission has
determined (hat spent nuclear fuel can stay at commercial reactors for up to 100 years, GTCC could also remain
at those sifes for at feast that time period. The DOE should not proceed with a final GTCC EIS, but instead
should develop a new DEIS which includes HOSS facilitics as the best sofution for GTCC wastes for decades to
comg, and for new geologic disposal site(s) to dispose of GTCC waste,

Table S-4 in the DEIS Summary purports to compare "Estimated Potential Maximum Human Health Long-
Term [mpacts” for the five alternatives being considered, The DEIS also purports not to recommend one
alternative over the others. This chart and its related graph make *No Action” and "Vault Method” appear much
more toxic than the otler options. The problem stems from the inability to extrapolate impacts from future

actions that will need to be di d and taken, red !ong-to,rm toxicity. "No action” alternative doesn’t
mean no action ever, just none of the ones hemg revncwad As it exists currently, the DOE's presentation of the
DEIS appears biased.

The entire NNSS proposed location is locuted within the Western Shoshone Nation established by the Treaty of
Ruby Valley in 1863, According to the DEIS, consultation with the Tribal nations near the NNSS has been
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Nuclear Watch Campaign
- Brown, John, Commenter ID No. E17 (cont’d)

conducted t} h the "Consolidated Group of Tribes and Organizations (CGTO)", which includes
rcpruscntauvca" from [6 Paiute and Shoshore Tribes. While the CGTO sounds inclusive, it is not clear that its
members actually have standing to speak for their tribes. It's strongly recommended that the DOE officially
the indi ples whose fand will be directly affected by the proposed disposal sites, prior to the
conclwou of the timline for response to the draft EIS,

I also want to underscore a point made by Joseph Srrolm, Acting Executive Director, State of Nevada Agency
for Nuclear Projects: *The draft BIS fails to recognize that any facility chosen for disposal of GTCC waste must
be licensed and regulated by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission....[N]either NNSS nor any of the specific
locations identified for potential GTCC waste disposal has a NRC licensed disposal facility.”

There is the problerm of transportation of the waste to Nevada, since there is no mil to the site, and routing
would nced fo go through Las Vegas if the NNSS is chosen as the site.

Finally, this EIS process is premature, since the vast majomy of the waste wnll not cxm for at least 20 years,
and the Blue Ribbon Commission will not have p dits dation on the disposal of high level
nuclear waste and GTCC waste.

Please re-group and begin conducting a thorough asscssment of the most urgent matiers at hand. Suspend the
current EIS study revicw, until such time that the most prevailing matters of short and intermediate storage sre
adequately addressed.

Sincercly,
John Brown

932 E Edgeware Rd
Laos Angeles, CA 90626-5781
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Nuclear Watch Campaign
Busch, Dorothy, Commenter ID No. E30

From: : dorothybusch@aolcom

Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 6:06 PM

To: gtecels@anlgov

Subject: Comments Re: GTCC LLRW Waste DEIS {DOE/ES-0375-D)
Importance: High

Document Manager Amold Edelman,

Pleasc consider the following points conceming the Deaft Envi | Impact S fot the Disposal of
Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D).
hope that if any comments are considered outside the scope of the EIS, they will sull be taken into account, The
public has repeatedly raised some issues that have been excluded {rom the DEIS. They nced to be spoken to, for
the record, in the hopes that enaugh such comments will paint to a Raw in the process that can't be ignored,
leading to a suspension of this effort until these additional and broader points arc dealt with.

There are both large issues and some specific options not included in the DEIS. ] therefore must recommend the
"™No Action” alternative, The DEIS specifically excludes the option that T and many others advocated for at
DOE's GTCC scoping meetings in 2007 and at cwrent public mectings about the DEIS. That alternative is
"Hardened On-Site Storage” (HOSS) in which GTCC waste and irradiated spent fuel would remain at
comrercial nuclear power plants in long-term storage so that they ean be monitored and are protected from
ajrcraft crashes or {errorist attacks, ¢liminating both the threats of transport and disposal, Kceping the waste in
HOSS would reduce the risk of accidents or a terorist attack during transport. While HOSS is not a permanent
solution, it would be more protective of human health and the environment than any of DOE's current dumping
practices and the alternatives presented in the DEIS. HOSS would be a safe way of storing wastes uatil a
scientifically sound, publicly acceptable solution is found.

Part of that future solution, of course, should be drastically minimizing or eliminating the g tion of those
wastes. DOFE’s stated reason for rejecting HOSS is that it is not a "permanent disposal facility” but just a "long-
term storage option.” But the DEIS also does not includ ideration of any geologic disposal facility, except

the WIPP site in New Mexico, even though for almost 30 years federal law (Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982)
has required development of one ot more otlier repositories, The Nuclear Regulutory Commission has
determined that spent nuelear fuel can stay at commercial reactors for up to 100 years. GTCC could also remain
at those sites for at least that time period. The DOE should not proceed with a final GTCC ELS, but instead
should develop a new DEIS which includes HOSS facilitics as (he best solution for GTCC wastes for decades to
come, and for new geolopic disposal site(s) to dispose of GTCC waste,

Table S-4 in the DEIS Summary purports to compare "Estimated Potential Maxiraum Human Health Long-
Term Impacts” for the five alternatives being considered. The DEIS also purports not to recommend one
alternative over the others. This chart and its related graph make “No Action” and "Vault Method" appear much
morc toxic than the other options. The problem stems from the inability to extrapolate impacts from future

actions that will need to be di d and taken, reducing long-term toxicity. "No action' altemative doesn't
mean o action ever, just none of the ones being reviewed. As it exists currently, the DOE's presentation of the
DEIS appears biused.

The entire NNSS proposed location is Tocated within the Western Shoshone Nation cstablished by the Treaty of
Ruby Valley in 1863. Acconding to the DEIS, cansultation with the Tribal nations near the NNSS has been
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Busch, Dorothy, Commenter ID No. E30 (cont’d)

conducted through the "Consolidated Group of Tribes and Organizations (CGTO)", which includes
"representatives” from 16 Paiute and Shoshone Tribes. While the CGTO sounds inclusive, it is not clear that its
members actually have standing 1o speak for their tribes. It's strongly recommended that the BOE officially

gage the indigenous peaples whose land will be dizectly affected by the proposed disposal sites, prior to the
conclusion of the timeline for response to the draft EIS,

1 also want to underscore a point made by Joscph Stralin, Acting Executive Director, State of Nevada Agency
for Nuclear Projects: "The draft EIS fuils to recognize that any facility chosen for disposal of GTCC waste must
be licensed and regulated by the U.S, Nuclear Regulatory Commission....[N]eithcr NNSS nor any of the specific
locations identified for potential GYCC waste disposal has a NRC licensed disposal facility.”

There is the problem of transportation of the waste to Nevada, since there is no il to the site, and routing
would need to go throuph Las Vegas if the NNSS is chosen as the site.

Finally, this EIS process is premature, since the vast majority of the waste will not exist for at least 20 years,
and the Blue Ribbon Commission will not have p dits r daticn on the disposal of high level
nuclear waste and GTCC waste.

Pleasc re-group and begin conducting a t} gt of the most urgent matters at hand. Suspend the
current EIS study review, until such timé that the most prevailing matters of short and intermediate storage are
adequately addressed.

Sincerely,

Darothy Busch
POB 16567
Missoula, MT 59808-6567
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Cardwell, Stephanie, Commenter ID No. E18

From: csicardwell@hotmailcon

Sent: Thursday, fune 18, 2011 5:20 PM

To: gleceis@anl.gov

Subject: Comments Re: GTCC LLRW Waste DEIS {DOE/EIS-0375-D)
Importance; High

Document Manager Amold Edelman,

Please consider the following points concerning the Drafi Envix 1 Impact St. for the Disposal of
Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) Low-Lcwl Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOF/EIS- 0375 -D). 1
hope that if sny id ide the scope of the EIS, they will still be taken into account, The
public has repea(edly mxsed some issues that have been excluded from the DEIS. They need to be spoken to, for
the record, in the hopes that enough such comments will point to a flaw in the process that can't be ignored,
leading to a suspension of this effort until these additional and broader points are dealt with,

‘There are both large issucs and some specific options not included in the DEIS. I therefore must recommend the
"No Action” alternative, The DEIS specifically excludes the option that I and many others advecated forat
DOE's GTCC scoping meetings in 2007 and at cument public meetings about the DEIS. That alternative is
"Hardened On-Site Storage” (HOSS) in which GTCC waste and iadiated spent fucl would remain at
commercial nuclear power plants in long-term storage so that they can be monitored and are proteeted from
aircraf} crashes ot terrorist attacks, eliminating both the threats of transport and disposal. Keeping the waste in
HOSS would reduce the risk of accidents or a terrorist attack during transport. While HOSS is not a permanent
solution, it would be more protective of human health and the environment than any of DOE's curent dumping
practices and the alternatives presented in the DEIS, HOSS would be a safe way of storing wastes until a
scientifically sound, publicly acceptable solution is found.

Part of that future solution, of course, should be drastically minimizing or eliminating the generation of those
wastes. DOE's stated reason for rejecting HOSS is that it is not a "permanent disposal facility” but just a "long-
term storage option.” But the DEIS also does not include consideration of any geologic disposal facility, except
the WIPP site in New Mexico, even though for almoxt 30 years federal law (Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982)
has required development of one or more other repositories, The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has
determtined that spent nuclear fuel can stay at commereial reactars for up to 100 years. GTCC could also remain
nt those sites for at least that time period. The DOE should not proceed with a final GTCC EIS, but instead
should develop a new DEIS which includes HOSS facilities as the best solution for GTCC wastes for decades to
come, and for new geologic disposal site(s) to dispose of GTCC waste.

Table $-4 in the DEIS Summary purports to compare "Estimated Potential Maximum Human Health Long-
Term Impacts” for the five altematives being considercd. The DEIS also purports not to recommend one
alternative over the others. This chart and its related graph make “No Action” and " Vault Method" appear much
more toxic than the other options. The problem stems from the inabilily to extrapolate impacts from future
actions that will need to be diseussed and saken, reducing long-term toxicity. "No action” altemative docsn't
mean no action ever, just none of the ones being reviewed. As it exists currently, the DOE's presentation of the
DEIS appears biased,

The entire NNSS proposed location is Jocated within the Western Shoshone Nation established by the Treaty of
Ruby Valley in 1863. According to the DEIS, consultation with the Tribal nations niear the NNSS has been
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Cardwell, Stephanie, Commenter ID No. E18 (cont’d) -

conducted through the "Consalidated Group of Tribes and Organizations (CGTO)", which inchedes
*representatives” fram 16 Paiute and Shoshone Tribes. While the CGTO sounds inclusive, it is not clear that its
members actually have standing to speak for their tribes. It's steongly recommended that the DOE officially
engage the indigenous peoples whose land will be directly affected by the proposed disposat sites, prior to the
conclusion of the timeline for response to the draft E1S.

1 also want 16 underscore a point made by Joseph Strolin, Acting Exceutive Director, Statc of Nevada Agency
for Nuelear Projects: “The draft EIS fails to recognize that any facility chosen for disposal of GTCC waste must
be livensed and regutated by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission....[N]either NNSS nor any of the specific
locutions identified for potential GTCC waste disposal has a NRC licensed disposal facility.”

There is the problem of transportation of (he waste to Nevada, since there is no rail to the site, and routing
would need to go through Las Vegas if the NNSS is chosen as the sile.

Finally, this EIS process is premature, since the vast majority of the waste will not exist for at least 20 years,
and the Bhue Ribbon Commission will not have p d its recc dation on the disposat of high level
nuclear waste and GTCC waste.

Please re-group and begin conducting a thorough assessment of the most urgent maiters at hand. Suspend the
current EIS study review, until such time that the most prevailing matters of short and intermediate storage are
adequately addressed.

Sincerely,
Stephanic Cardwell

4621 Merced St
Des moines, 1A 503102910
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Childers, Dee, Commenter ID No. E25

From: deechilders@msn.com

Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 11:32 AM

To: oteegis@anl.gov

Subject: Comments Re: GTCC LLRW Waste DEIS (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Importance: High

D Manager Amold Edel

Please consider the following points conceming the Draft Envir 1 Impact St for the Digposal of

Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D). 1
hope that if any comments are considered outside the scope of the EIS, they will still be taken info account. The
public has repeatedly raised some issues that have been excluded from the DEIS, They need to be spoken to, for
the record, in the hopes that cnough such comments will poine to a flaw in the process that ean't be ignored,
leading to a suspension of this effort until these additional and broader points are dealt with.

Therz are both large issues and some specific options not included in the DEIS. [ therefore must recommend the
"No Action” eltemative. The DEIS specifically excludes the option that § and many others advocated for at

. DOE's GTCC scoping meetings in 2007 and at current public meetings about the DEIS. That alternative is
"Hardened On-Site Storage” (HHOSS) in‘which GTCC waste and irradiated spent fue] would remain at
commercial nuclear power plants in long-term storage so that they can be monitored and are protected from
aircraft crashes or terrorist attacks, eliminating both the threats of transport and disposal. Keeping the waste in
HOSS would reduce the risk of accidents or a terrorist attack during transport. While HOSS is not a permanent
solution, it would be more protective of human health and the environment than any of DOE's current dumping
practices and the alternatives presented in the DEIS. 1HOSS would be a safe way of storing wastes untila
scientifically sound, publicly acceptable solution is found,

Part of that fusture selution, of course, should by drastically minimizing or eliminating the ion of those
wastes, DOE's stated reason for rejecting HOSS is that it is not a "permanent disposal faciiity™ but just a "long-
term storage option,” But the DEIS also does not include consideration of any geologic dispasal facility, except
the WIPP site in New Mexico, even though for almost 30 years federal law (Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982)
has required development of one or more other repositories. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has
determined that spent nuclear fuel can stay at commercial reactors for up 1o 100 years. GTCC could also remain
al those sites for ut least that time period. The DOE should not proceed with a final GTCC EIS, but instead
should develop a new DEIS which inclutdes HOSS facilities as the best solution for GTCC wastes for decades to
come, and for new geologic disposal site(s) to dispose of GTCC waste,

Table S-4 in the DEIS Sumntacy purposts to compate "Estimated Potential Maximum Human Health Long-
Term Jmpacts” for the five aliernatives being considered. The DEIS also purpons not to recommend ong
alternative over the others, This chart and its related graph make "No Action” and "Vault Method” appear much
more toxic than the other options. The problem stems from the inability to extrapolate impacts from future
actions that will nced to be discussed and taken, reducing long-term toxicity. *No action” alternative doesn't
mean no action ever, just none of the ones being reviewed. As it exists currently, the DOE's presentation of the
DEIS nppears biased.

The entire NNSS proposed Iocation is located within the Western Shoshone Nation established by the Treaty of
Ruby Valley in 1863, According to the DEIS, consultation with the Trihal nations near the NNSS has been
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Childers, Dee, Commenter ID No. E25 (cont’d)

conducted through the "Consolidated Group of Tribes and Organizations (CGTO)", which includes
"representatives” from 16 Paiute and Shoshone Tribes. While the CGTO sounds inclusive, it is not clear that its
members actually have standing to speak for their tribes. It's strongly recommended that the DOE officially
engage the indigenous peoples whose land will be directly affected by the proposed disposal sites, prior to the
conclusion of the imeline for response to the draft EIS,

1 also want to underscore a point made by Joseph Steolin, Acting Executive Director, State of Nevada Agency
for Nuclear Projects: "The draft EIS fails to recognize that any facility chosen for disposal of GTCC waste must
be licensed and regulated by the U.S, Nuclear Regulatory Commission....[N]either NNSS nor any of the specific
locations identified for potential GTCC waste disposal has a NRC licensed disposat facility.*

There is the problem of transportation of the waste to Nevada, since there is no rail to the site, and routing
would need to go through Las Vegas if the NNSS is chosen as the site.

Finally, this EIS process is premature, since the vast majority of the waste will not exist for at Icost 20 years,
and the Blue Ribbon Commission will not have pr d its rect dation on the disposal of high level
nuclear waste and GTCC waste.

Please re-group and begin conducting a thorough t of the most urgent matters at haud. Suspend the
current EIS study review, until such time that the most prevailing matters of short and intermediate storage are
adequately addressed.

Sincercly,

Dee Childers

671 N Harvey Ln
Ezgle, 1D 83616
2088304455
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Cole, Corrine, Commenter ID No. E13

From: caronkoreen@gmail.com

Sent: Friday, June 17, 2011 11:13 AM

To: gteceis@anl.gov

Subject: Comments Re: GTCC LLRW Waste DEIS (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Importance: High

D M Amold Ede}

Please consider the following points conceming the Draft Envi ] Impact St for the Disposal of
Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D). 1
hope that if any ts arc idered ide the scope of the EIS, they will still be taken into account. The

public has repeatedly raiscd some issues that have been excluded from the DEIS. They need to he spoken to, for
the record, in the hopes that enough such comments will point to a flaw in the process that can't be ignored,
leading to a suspension of this effort until these additional and broader points are dealt with,

There are both large issucs and some specific options not included in the DEIS. I therefore must recommend the
"No Action” altemative. The DEIS specifically excludes the option that | and many others advocated for at
DOE's GTCC scoping meetings in 2007 and at current public meetings about the DEIS. That alternative is
“Hardened On-Site Storage™ (110SS) in which GTCC waste and irradiated spent fuel would remain at
commercial nuclear power plants in long-term storage so that they can be monitored and are protected from
aircraft crashes or terrorist attacks, climinating both the threats of transport and disposal. Keeping the waste in
HOSS would reduce the risk of aceidents or a terrorist attack during transpost. While HOSS is not a permanent
solution, it would be more protective of human health and the environment than any of DOE's current dumping
practices and the 2lternatives presented in the DEIS. HOSS would be a safe way of stering wastes until a
scientifically sound, publicly acceptable’solution is found.

Part of that future solution, of course, should be drastically minimizing or eliminating the generation of those
wastes. DOE's stated reason for rejecting HOSS is that it is not a "permanent disposal facility” but just a *long-
term starage option.” But the DEIS also does not include consideration of any geologic disposal facility, except

the WIPP sitc in New Mexico, even though for almost 30 years federal law (Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982)
has required development of one or more other repositories. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has
determined that spent nuclear fuel can stay at commercial reactors for up to 100 years. GI'CC could also remain
at those sites for at least that time period. The DOE should not proceed swith a final GTCC EIS, but instead
should develop a new DEIS which includes HOSS facilities as the best solution for GTCC wastes for decudes to
come, and for new geologic disposal site(s) to dispose of GTCC waste.

Table 8-4 in the DEIS Summary purports to compare "Estimated Potential Maximum Human Health Long-
‘Tenn Impacts™ for the five alternatives being considered. The DEIS also purports not o recommend one
alternative over the others. This chart and its related graph make "No Action” and "Vault Method” appear much
more toxic than the other options. The problem stems from the inability to extrapolate impacts from future
actions that will need to be discussed and taken, reducing long-term toxicity. "No action™ altcrnative doesn't
mean no action ever, just none of the ones being reviewed. As it exists currently, the DOE’s presentation of the
DEIS appears biased.

The entire NIWSS proposed location is located within the Western Shoshone Nation established by the Treaty of
Ruby Valley in 1863. According to the DEIS, consultation with the Tribal nations ncar the NNSS hus been
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Cole, Corrine, Commenter ID No. E13 (cont’d)

{ucted through the *Consolidated Group of Tribes and Organizations (CGTO)", which includes
"representatives” from 16 Paivte and Skoshone Tribes, While the CGTO sounds inchusive, it is not clear that its
members actually have standing to spenk for their tribes. It's strongly recommended that the DOE ofﬁcially
engage the indigenous peoples whose Jend will be directly affected by the proposed disposal sites, prior to the

conclusion of the imeline for response to the draft EIS,

I also waut to underscore a point made by Joseph Strofin, Acting Executive Bircctor, State of Nevada Agency
for Nuclear Projects: “The draft E1S fails to recognize that any facility chosen for disposal of GTCC waste must
be licensed and regutated by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission....[N]either NNSS nor any of the specific
locations identificd for potential GTCC waste disposal has a NRC licensed disposal facility.”

There is the problem of transportation of the waste to Nevada, since there is no rail to (ke site, and routing
would need to go through Las Vegas if the NNSS is chosen as the site.

Finally, this EIS process is premature, since the vast majority of the waste will not exist for at least 20 years,
and the Blue Ribbon Commission will not have pr 3 its recc dation on the disposal of high level
nuclear waste and GTCC waste.

Please re-group and begin ing a th gh ¢ of the most urgent matters at hand. Suspend the
current EIS study revicw, until such time that the most prevailing matters of short and intermediate storage aze
adequately addressed.

Sincerely,

Corrine Cole
P.O. Box 476
Markleeville, CA 96120-0476
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— Colip, Carol, Commenter ID No. E16

From: colipso@charternet

Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2011 6:08 PM

To: : ateceis@anigov

Subject; Comments Re; GTCC LLRW Waste DEIS (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Importance: High

D M Amold Edel

Please consider the following points concemning the Draft Envi ! Impact St for the Disposal of
Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D). L
hope that if any are idered ide the scope of the I8, they will still be taken into account. The

public has repentedly raised some issues that have been excluded from the DETS. They need to be spoken to, for
the record, in the hopes that enough such comments will point to a flaw in the process that can't be ignored,
leading to a suspension of this effort until these additional and broader points are dealt with,

There are both large issues and some specific options not included in the DEIS. [ thercfore must recommend the
"No Action” alternative. The DEJS specifically excludes the option that { and many others advocated for at
DOE's GTCC scoping meetings in 2007 and at current public mectings about the DEIS. That alternative is
“Hardened On-Site Storage" (HOSS) in which GTCC waste and irradiated spent fuel would remain at
commereial nuclear power plants in long-term storage so that they can be monitored and are protected from
alreraft crashes or terrorist attacks, efiminating both the threats of transport and disposal. Keeping the waste in
HOSS would reduce the risk of accidents or a terrorist attack during transport. While HOSS is not a permanent
solution, it would be mote protective of human health and the environment than any of DOE's current dumping
practices and the alternatives prasented in the DEIS, HOSS wauld be a safe way of storing wastes until a
scientifically sound, publicly acceptable solution is found.

Part of that future solution, of course, should be drasti "y inimizing or eliminating the g tion of those
wastes. DOE's stated reason for rejecting HOSS i is that it is not a "permanent disposal famhty but just a "long-
term storage opt:on ‘" But the DEIS also does not include ideration of any geologic disposal facility, except

the WIPP site in New Mexico, even thongh for almost 30 years federal law (\Iuclcm- Waste Policy Act of 1982)
has required development of one or more other tepositories. The Nuclear Regalatory Commission has
determined thut spent nuclear fuel can stay at commiercial reactors for up to 100 years. GTCC could also remain
at those sites for at Jeast that time period, The DOE should not proceed with a final GTCC EIS, but instead
should develop a new DEIS which includes HOSS facilities as the best solution for GTCC wastes for deeades to
come, and for new geologic disposal site(s) to dispose of GTCC waste.

Table S-4 in the DEIS Summary purports to compare "Estimated Potential Maximum Human Health Long-
Term Impacts™ for the five alternatives being considered. The DEIS also purports nat to recommend one
aliernative over the othets. This chart and its related graph make "No Action” and "Vault Method" appear much
more toxic than the other options. The preblem stems from the inability to extrapolate impacts from future
actions that will need to be discussed and taken, reducing fong-term toxicity. "No action” altemative doesnt
mean no action ever, just none of the ones being reviewed. As it exists currently, the DOE's presentation of the
DEIS appears biased.

The entire NNSS proposed location is located within the Western Shoshone Nation established by the Treaty of
Ruby Valley in 1863. According to the DEIS, consultation with the Tribal nations near the NNSS has been
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Colip, Carol, Commenter ID No. E16 (cont’d)

conducted through the *Consolidated Group of Tribes and Qrganizations (CGTO)", which includes

“representatives” from 16 Paiute and Shoshone Tribes, While the CGTO sounds inclusive, it is not clear that its

members actuatly have standing to speak for their tribes. I's strongly recommended that the DOE officially

engage the indigenous peoples whose land will be dircetly affected by the proposed disposal sites, prior to the
lusion of the timeline for resy to the draft EIS.

T also want to underscore a point made by Joseph Strolin, Acting Executive Director, State of Nevada Agency
for Nuclear Projects: "The draft EIS fails to recognize that any facility chosen for disposal of GTCC waste must
be licensed and regulated by the U.S. Nuelear Regulatory Conunission.... [N]either NNSS nor any of the specific
locations identified for potential GTCC waste disposal has a NRC licensed disposal facility.”

There is the problem of transportation of the waste to Nevada, since there is no rail to the site, and routing
would need to go through Las Vegas if the NNSS is chosen as the site.

Finally, this EIS process is premature, since the vast majority of the waste will not exist for at ieast 20 years,
and the Blue Ribbon Commission will not have p d its dation on the disposat of high level
nuclear waste and GTCC waste.

Please re-group and begin conducting a i gh t of the most urgent matters at hand. Suspend the
current EIS study review, until such time that the most prevailing matters of short and intermediate storage are
adequately addressed.

Sincerely,

Carol Colip
255 Drumm Lane
Fallon, NV 89406-7131
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Crawford, Teresa, Commenter ID-No. E91

From: . tailspinterry@hotmail.com

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 6:36 PM

To: gteceis@anlgov

Subject: Comments Re: GTCC LLRW Waste DEIS (COE/EIS-0375-D)

Importance: High

D M Armold Edel

Please consider the following points concerning the Draft Envi tal Impact Stat ¢ for the Disposal of

Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D). 1
hope that if any comments are considered outside the scope of the EIS, they will still be taken into account, The
public has repeatedly raised some issues that have been excluded from the DEIS, They need to be spoken to, for
the record, in the hopes that enough such comments will point to a flaw in the process that can't be ignored,
leading 10 a suspension of this cffort unti! these additional and broader points are dealt with.

There are both large issues and some specific options not included in the DEIS. I therefore must recommend the
"No Action" alternative. The DEIS specifically excludes the option that 1 and many ethers advocated for at
DOE’s GTCC scoping meetings in 2007 and at curcent public mectings ubout the DEIS. That altemative is
*Hardened On-Site Storage” (HOSS) in which GTCC waste and irradiated speat fuel would remain at
commercial auctear power plants in long-term storage so that they can be monitored and are protected from
aircraft crashes or terrorist attacks, eliminating both the threats of transpost and disposal. Keeping the waste in
HOSS wauld reduce the risk of aceidents or a terrorist attack during transport. While HOSS is not a permanent
solution, it would be more protective of human health and the environment than any of DOE's curcent dumping
practices and the altemnatives presented in the DEIS. HOSS would be a safe way of storing wastes until 2
scientifically sound, publicly accentable solution is found.

Part of that future solution, of course, should be drastically minimizing or eliminating the generation of those
wastes. DOR's stated reason for rejecting HOSS is that it is not a "permanent disposa! facility™ but just a "long-
term storage option.” But the DEIS also does not include consideration of any geologic disposal facility, except
the WIPP site in New Mexico, even though for almost 30 years federal law (Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982)
has required development of one or more other repositories. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has
determined that spent nuclear fue] can stay at commercial reactors for up to 100 years, GTCC could also remain
at those sites for at least that time period. The DOE should not proceed with a final GTCC E18, but instead
should develop a new DEIS which includes HOSS facilities as the best solution for GTCC wastes for decades to
come, and for new geologic disposal site(s) to dispuse of GTCC waste.

Table S-4 in the DEIS Summary purports to compare "Estimated Potential Maximum Human Health Long-
Term Impacts” for the five alternatives being considered. The DEIS also purports not to recommiend one
alternative over the others. This charl and its refated graph make "No Action™ and “Vault Method” appear much
more toxic than the other options. The problem stems from the inability 1o extrapolate impacts from future
actions that will need to be discussed and taken, reducing long-term toxicity, "No action” alternative docsn’t
mean no action ever, just none of the ones being reviewed. As it exists currently, the DOE's presentation of the
DEIS appears biased.

The entire NNSS propesed Jocation is located within the Western Shoshone Nation established by the Treaty of
Ruby Valley in 1863. According to the DEIS, consultation with the Tribal nations near the NNSS has been
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Crawford, Teresa, Commenter ID No. E91 (cont’d)

conducted through the "Consolidated Group of Tribes and Organizations (CGTO)", which includes
“representatives® from 16 Paiute and Shoshone Tribes. While the CGTO sounds inclusive, it is not clear that its
members actuatly have standing to speak for their tribes. It's strongly recommended that the DOE officially
¢engage the indigenous peoples whose Jand will be direetly affected by the proposed disposal sites, prior to the
conclusion of the timeline for response to the draft EIS.

Lalso want to underscore & point made by Joscph Strolin, Acting Executive Director, State of Nevada Agency
for Nuclear Projects: "The draft EIS fails to recognize that any facility chosen for disposal of GTCC waste must
be licensed and regulated by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission....[N]either NNSS nor any of the specific
lacations identified for potential GTCC waste disposal has a NRC licensed disposal facility.”

There is the problem of transportation of the waste to Nevada, since there is no rail to the sitc, and routing
would nred to go through Las Vegas if the NNSS is chosen as the site,

Finally, this EIS process is premature, since the vast majority of the waste will not exist for at least 20 years,

and the Blue Ribbon Commission will not have p dits dation on the disposal of high level
nuclear waste and GTCC waste.

Please re-group and bcgm conducti h h t of the most urgent matters at hand, Suspend the
current EIS study review, until such mne that the most prevailing matters of short and intermediate storage are
adequately addressed.

Sincerely,

Teresa Crawford
476 Hidden Garden Place
Hendoerson, NV 89012
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Cronin, Thomas, Commenter ID No. ES8

From: tompainecronin@comcast.net

Sent: Fricday, June 17, 201X 12:13 PM

To: gteceis@anlgov

Subject: Comments Re: GTCC LLRW Waste DEIS (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Importance: High

b Manager Amotd Edel

Pleasc consider the following points concerning the Draft Envi ! Impact St for the Disposal of

Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D). 1
liope that if any comments are considered outside the scope of the EIS, they wilt still be taken into account. The
public has repeatedly raised some issues that have been excluded from the DEIS. They need to be spoken to, for
the record, in the hopes that enough such comments will point to & faw in the process that can't be ignored,
leading to  suspension of this effort until these additional and broader points are dealt with.

‘There are both large issucs and some specific options not included in the DEIS, I therefore must recommend the
"No Action alternative, The DEIS specifically excludes the option that I and many others advocated for at
DOFE's GTCC scoping meetings in 2007 and at current public meetings about the DEIS. That altemative is
“Hardened On-Site Slorage” (HOSS) in which GTCC waste and irradiated spent fuel would remain at
commercial nuclear power plants in long-term storage so that they can be mopitored and are protected from
aircraft crashes or terrorist attacks, ¢liminating both the threats of transport and disposal. Keeping the waste in
HOSS would reduce the risk of accidents or a terrorist attack during transport. While HOSS is not a permanent
solution, it would be more protective of human health and the environment than any of DOE's current dumping
practices and the alternatives presented in the DEIS, HOSS would be a safe way of storing wastes until 2
scientifically sound, publicly acceptable solution is found.

Part of that future solution, of course, should be drastically minimizing ot eliminating the generation of those
wastes. DOE's stated reason for rejecting HOSS is that it is not a "permanent disposal facility” but just a "long-
term storage option.” But the DEIS also does not include consideration of any geologic disposal facility, except
the WIPP site in New Mexico, even though for almost 30 years federal law (Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982)
has required development of one or more other repositories. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has
determined that spent nuclear fuel can stay at commercial reactors for up to 100 years, GTCC could also remain
at those sites for at least that thme period. The DOE should not proceed with a final GTCC EIS, but instead
should develop a new DEIS which includes HOSS facilities as the best solution for GTCC wastes for decades to
come, and for new geologic disposal site(s) to dispose of GTCC waste,

Table $-4 in the DEIS Summary purports to compare "Estimated Potential Maxinium Human Health Loag-
Term Iinpacts” for the five altematives being considered. The DEIS also purporis not to recormend one
alternative over the others. This chart and its related graph make "No Action” and "Vault Method” appear much
more toxic than the other options, The problem stems from the inability to extrapulate impacts from future
actions that will need to be discussed and taken, reducing long-tenn toxicity. "No action” alternative doesn't
mean no action ever, just none of the ones being reviewed. As it exists currently, the DOE's presentation of the
DEIS appears biased.

The entire NNSS proposed location is located within the Western Shoshane Nation established by the Treaty of
Ruby Valley in 1863. According to the DEIS, consultation with the Tribal nations near the NNSS has been
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Cronin, Thomas, Commenter ID No. E88 (cont’d) -

conducted throvgh the "Consolidated Group of Tribes and Organizations (CGTO)", which includes
“representatives” from 16 Paiute and Shoshone Tribes. While the CGTO sounds inclusive, it is not clear that its
members actually have standing to speak for their tribes. It's strongly recommended that the DOE officially
engage the indigenous peoples whose Jand will be directly affeeted by the proposed disposal sites, prior to the
conclusion of the timeline for response to the draft EIS.

1 also want to underscore a point made by Joseph Strolin, Acting Exceutive Director, State of Nevada Agency
for Nuclear Projects: "The draft EIS fails to recognize that any facility chosen for disposal of GTCC waste must
be icensed and regulated by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission.... [Njeither NNSS nor any of the specific
locations identified for potential GTCC waste disposal has a NRC licensed disposal facility.”

There is the problem of transportation of the waste to Nevada, since there is no rail to the site, and routing
would need to go through Las Vegas if the NNSS is chosen as the site.

Finally, this EIS process is premature, since the vast majority of the waste will not exist for at least 20 years,
and the Blue Ribbon Commission will not have pr 1 its dation on the disposal of high level
nuclear waste and GTCC waste.

Please re-group and begin conducting a thorough 1t of the most urgent matters at band, Suspend the
current EIS study review, until such time that the most prevailing matters of short and intermediate storage are
adequately addressed.

Sincerely,

Thomas Cronin
100 Rochelle Ave.
Phila,, PA 19128
215.482-5531
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. 2

From; shantilin@cox.net

Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 5:03 PM

To: gteceis@anl.gov

Subject: Comments Re: GTCC LLRW Waste DEIS {DOE/ES-0375-D)

Imporstance: High

De Manager Amold Edel

Please consider the following points conceming the Draft Envire ! impact St for the Disposal of
Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) Low-Level Radieactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D), [
hope that if any are idered ide the scope of the EIS, they will still be taken into account, The

public has repeatedly raised some jssues that have been excluded from the DEIS, They need to be spoken to, for
the record, in the hopes that enough such comments will point to a flaw in the process that can't be ignored,
leading to a suspension of this effort until these additional and broader points are dealt with,

There are both Jarge issues and some specific options not included in the DEIS, I therefore must recommend the
"No Action” alternative. The DEIS specifically excludes the option that I and many others advocated for at
DOE's GTCC scoping meetings in 2007 and at current public meetings about the DEIS. That alternative is
“Hardened On-Site Storage” (HOSS) in which GTCC waste and irradiated spent fuel would remain at
commercial nuclear power plants in long-term storage so that they can be monitored and are protected from
aircraft crashes or terrorist attacks, eliminating both the threats of transport and disposal. Keeping the waste in
HOSS would reduce the risk of accidents or a terrorist attack during transport. While HOSS is not a permanent
solution, it would be more pratective of human health and the environment than any of DOE's current dumping
practices and the alternatives p d in the DEIS. HOSS would be a safe way of storing wastes until a
scientifically sound, publicly acceptable solution is found.

Part of that future solution, of course, should be drastically minimizing or eliminating the generation of those
wastes. DOE's stated reason for rejecting HOSS is that it is not a "permanent disposal facility” but just a "long-
term storage option.” But the DEIS also does not include consideration of any geologic disposal facility, except
the WIPP site in New Mexico, even though for almost 30 years federal law (Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982)
has required development of one or more other repositories. The Nuelear Regulatory Commission bas
determined that spent nuclear fuel can stay at commercial reactors for up to 100 years. GTCC could also remain
at those sites for at feast that time period. The DOE should not proceed with a final GTCC EIS, but instead
should develop a new DEIS which includes 1OSS facilitics as the best selution for GTCC wastes for decades to
comd, and for new geologic disposal site(s) to dispose of GTCC waste.

Table -4 in the DEIS Suramary purports to compare "Estimated Potential Maximum Human Health Long-
Term Iimpacts” for the five alternatives being considered. The DEIS also purpotts not to recommend one
alternative over the others. This chart and its refated graph make "No Action” and "Vault Method" appear much
more toxic than the other options. The problem stems from the inability to extrapolate jmyg from future
actions that will need to be discussed ond taken, reducing long-term toxicity. "No action” alternative doean’t
mean o action ever, just nonie of the ones being reviewed. As it exists cumently, the DOE's presentation of the
DEIS appears biased.

The entire NNSS proposed location is located within the Western Slioshone Nation established by the Treaty of
Ruby Valley in 1863. According to the DEILS, consultation with the Tribal nations niear the NNSS has been
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Drucker, Linda, Commenter ID No. E98 (cont’d)

condueted through the “Consolidated Group of Tribes and Organizations (CGTO)", which includes

"representatives” from 16 Paiute and Shoshone Tribes. While the CGTO sounds inclusive, it is not clear thatits

members actually have standing to speak for their tribes. It's strongly recommended that the DOE officially

engage the indigenous peoples whose land will be directly affected by the proposed disposal sites, prior to the
Jusion of the timeline for resp to the draft EIS,

1 also want to underscore a point made by Joseph Strolin, Acting Exccutive Director, State of Nevada Agency
for Nuclear Projects: "The draft EIS fails to recognize that any facility chosen for disposal of GTCC waste must
be licensed and regulated by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission....[NJeither NNSS nor any of the specific
locations identified for potentinl GTCC waste disposal has a NRC lieensed disposal facility.”

There is the prablem of transportation of the waste to Nevada, since there i3 no rail to the site, and routing
would need to go through Las Vegas if the NNSS is chosen as the site,

Finally, this EIS process is premature, since the vast majarity of the waste will not exist for at least 20 years,
and the Blue Ribbon Commission will not have p ted its dation on the disposal of high level
nuclear waste and GTCC waste.

Please re-group and begia conducting a thorough assessment of the most urgent matters at hand. Suspend the
current EIS study review, until such time that the most prevailing natters of short and intermediate storage are
adequately addressexd.

Sincercly,
Linda Drucker

2832 Summer Lake Dr,
Las Vegas, NV 89128-7706
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Fanning, Don, Commenter ID No. E86

From; uncledon@vwell.com

Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2021 8:05 PM

To: gteceis@anl.gov

Subject: Comments Re: STCC LLRW Waste DEIS (DOE/ELS-0375-D)

Importance: High

D 1t Mk Amold Edelman,

Please consider the follawing points conceming the Draft Envi [ Impact § for the Disposal of

Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOB/EIS-0375-D). 1
hope that if any comments are considered outside the scope of the EIS, they will still be taken into account. The
public has repeatedly raised some issues that have been excluded from the DEIS, They need to be spoken to, for
the record, in the hopes that enough such comments will point to a flaw in the process that can't be ignored,
leading to a suspension of this effort until these additional and broader points are dealt with,

There are both large issues and some specific options not included in the DEIS. T tierefore must re¢ommend the
“No Action" altermative. The DEIS specifically excludes the option that 1 and many others advogated for at
DOE's GTCC scoping meetings in 2007 and at current public meetings about the DEJS. That altemative is
"Hardened On-Site Storage” (HHOSS) in which GTCC waste and irradiated spent fuel would remain at
commiercial nuclear power plants in long-term storage so that they can be monitored and are protected from
ajreraft crashos or terrorist attacks, eliminating both the threats of transport and disposal. Keeping the waste in
HOSS would reduce the risk of accidents or a terrorist attack during transport. While HOSS Is not a permanent
solution, it would be more protective of human health and the environment than any of DOE's current dumping
practices and the alternatives presented in the DEIS. HOSS would be a safe way of storing wastes until a
scientifically sound, publicly acceptable solution is found,

Part of that future solution, of course, should be drastically minimizing or climinating the genceation of those
wastes, DOE's stated reason for rejecting HOSS is that it i not a "permanent disposal facility™ but just a “long-
term stosage option.” But the DEIS also docs not include consideration of any geologic disposal facility, except
the WIPP site in New Mexico, even though for almost 30 years federal law (Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982)
has required development of one or more other repositories, The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has
determined that spent nuclear fucl can stay at commercial reactors for up to 100 years. GTCC could also remain
at thosc sites for at least that time period. The DOE should not procced with a final GTCC EIS, but instead
should develop a new DEIS which includes HOSS facilities as the best solution for GTCC wastes for decades to
come, and for new geolagic disposal site(s) to dispose of GTCC waste.

Table S-4 in the DEIS S y purpotts to ¢ "Estimated Potential Maximum Human Heslth Long-

Term Impacts” for the five altermatives heing considered, The DEIS also purports not to recommend onc

alternative over the otlers, This chart and its related graph make "No Action” and “Vault Method” appear much

more toxic than the other options. The problem stems from the inability to extrapolate impacts from future

actions that will need 1o be discussed and taken, reducing long-term toxicity. "No action” altemative doesn’t

mean no action ever, just none of the ones being reviewed. As it exists currently, the DOE's presentation of the .
DEIS appears biased,

‘The entire NNSS propesed location is located within the Western Shoshone Nation established by the Treaty of
Ruby Valley in 1863. According to the DEIS, consultation with the Tribal nations near the NNSS has been
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Fanning, Don, Commenter ID No. E86 (cont’d)

conducted through the "Consolidated Group of Tribes and Organizations (CGTO)", which includes
"representatives” from 16 Paiute and Shoshone Tribes. While the CGTO sounds inclusive, it is not clear that its
members actually have standing to speak for their tribes, It's strongly recommended that the DOE officially
cengage the indigenous proples whose land will be directly affected by the proposed disposal sites, prior to the
conclusion of the timeline for response to the draft EIS,

T also want to underscore a point ntade by Joscph Strolin, Acting Executive Director, State of Nevada Agency
for Nugclear Projects: "The draft EIS fails to recognize that any facility chosen for disposal of GTCC waste must
be licensed and regulated by the U.S. Nuctear Regulatory Commission....[Njeither NNSS nor dny of the specific
loeations identilicd for poteatial GTCC waste disposal has a NRC licensed disposal facility.”

There is the problem of transportation of the waste to Nevada, since there is no il to the site, and routing
would need to go through Las Vegas if the NNSS is chosen as the site.

Finally, this EIS process is premature, since the vast majority of the waste will not exist for at Icast 20 years,
and the Bluc Ribbon Commission will not bave p dits r dation on the disposal of bigh level
nuelesr waste and GTCC waste.

Please re-group and bcgm ducti thorough of the most urgent matters at hand. Suspend the
current BIS study review, until such ume that the most prevailing matters of short and intermediate storage are
adequately addressed.

Sincercly,

Don Fanning
PO Box 128
Flagstaff, AZ 86002-0128
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- Ford, Peter, Commenter ID No. E78

From: quartermanjack@gmail.com

Sent: . Monday, June 27, 2011 3:17 PM

To: gieceis@anlgov

Subject; Comments Re: GTCC LLRW Waste DEIS (OOE/E1S-0375-D)
Importance: High

Document Manager Amold Edelnan,

Please consider the following points concerning the Draft Envil I Impact 8¢ { for the Disposal of
Greater-Than-Class C {(GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D). ]
hope that if any ts are idered outside the scope of the EIS, they will still be taken into account. The
public has repeatedly raised some issues that have been exctuded from the DEIS. They need to be spoken to, for
the record, in the hopes that enough such comments will point to a flaw in the process that can't be ignored,
leading to a suspension of this effort until these additional and broader points are dealt with.

‘There are both Jarge issues and some specific options not included in the DEIS. I therefore must recommend the
"No Action” alternative. The DEIS specificatly excludes the option that 1 and many others advocated for at
DOE's GTCC scoping meetings in 2007 and at current public meetings about the DEIS, That altemative is
“Hardened On-Site Storage” (HOSS) in which GTCC waste and irradiated spent fuel would remain at
commaercial nuclear power plants in long-term storage so that they can be monitored and are protected from
aircraft crashes or terrorist attacks, eliminating both the threats of transport and disposal, Keeping the waste in
HOSS would reduee the risk of accidents or a terrorist attack during transport. While HOSS is not a permarent
solution, it would be more protective of human health and the environment than any of DOE's current dumping
practices and the altematives presented in the DEIS, HOSS would be a safe way of storing wastes until a
seientifically sound, publicly acceptable solution js found.

Part of that future solution, of course, should be drastically minimizing or eliminating the g ion of those
wastes, DOE's stated reason for rejecting HOSS is that it is not & "permanent disposal facility” but just a "long-
tesm storage option,” But the DEIS also does not include idcration of any geologic disposal fucility, except
the WIPP site in New Mexico, even though for almost 30 years federal law (Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982)
has required development of one ar more other repositories. The Nuclear Regulatory Comntission has
determined that spent nuclear fuel can stay at commercial reactors for up to 100 years. GTCC could also remain
at those sites for at least that time period. The DOE should not proceed with a fina] GTCC EIS, but instead
should develop a new DEIS which includes HOSS facilitics as the best solution for GTCC wastes for decades to
come, and for new geologic disposal site(s) to dispose of GTCC waste.

Table S-4 in the DEIS Summary purports to compare "Estimated Potential Maximum Human Health Long-
Term Impacts” for the five alternatives being considered. The DEIS also putports not to recommend one
alternative aver the others. This chart and its related graph make "No Action” and "Vault Method” appear much
more toxic than the other options. The problem stems from the inability to extrapolate impacts from future
actions that will need to be discussed and taken, reducing long-term toxicity, “No action” altemative does't
mean no action cver, just none of the ones being reviewed, As it exists currently, the DOE's presentation of the
DEIS appears biased. )

The entire NNSS proposed location is located within the Western Shoshone Nation established by the Treaty of
Ruby Valley in 1863. According to the DEIS, consaltation with the Tribal nations near the NNSS has been
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Ford, Peter, Commenter ID No. E78 (cont’d)

conducted through the "Consolidated Group of Tribes and Organizations (CGTO)", which includes

“representatives” from 16 Paiute and Shoshone Tribes. While the CGTO sounds inciusive, it is not clear that its

members actually have standing to speak for their tribes. It's strongly recommended that the DOE officially

engage the indigenous peoples whose land will be directly affected by the proposed disposal sites, prior to the
lusion of the timeline for to the draft EIS.

)4

1 also want to underscore a point made by Joscph Strolin, Acting Executive Dircctor, State of Nevada Agency
for Nuclear Projects: "The draft EIS fails to recognize that any facility chosen for disposal of GTCC waste nust
be licensed and regulated by the U.S, Nuclear Regulatory Commission....[N]either NNSS nor any of the specific
locations identified for potential GTCC waste disposal has a NRC li d disposal facility.”

There is the problem of transportation of the waste to Nevads, since there is no rail to the site, and routing
would need to go through Las Vegas if the NNSS is chosen as the site.

Finally, this EIS process is premature, since the vast majority of the waste will not exist for at 1cast 20 years,
and the Blue Ribbon Commission will not have presented its rece Jation on the disposal of high level
nuclear waste and GTCC waste.

Please re-group and begin conducting a thorough of the most urgent matters at hand, Suspend the
current EJS study review, until such time that the mast prevailing matters of short and intermediate storage are
adequately addressed.

Sincerely,

Peter Ford

2021 Burma Road
Baker, NV 89311-0140
775-234-8808
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Haber, Ruth, Commenter ID No. E79

From: rhaber@sbcglobalnet

Sent: . Friday, June 24, 2011 3:36 FM

To: . gteceis@anl.gov

Subject: Comments Re: GTCC LLRW Waste DEIS (OOE/€1S-0375-D)

Importance; High

D Munager Amold Edel,

Please consider the following points concerning the Draft Envi [ Impact $ t for the Di | of
Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) Lowl.cvcl Radicactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS- 0375 -D). 1
hope that if any arc { outside the scope of the EIS, they will still be taken into account. The

public has repeatedly raiscd some issues that have been excluded from the DELS. They need to be spoken to, for
the record, in the hopes that cnough such comments will point to a flaw in the process that can't be ignored,
leading to a suspension of this effort until these additional and broader points are dealt with,

Theze are both large issues and some specific options not included in the DEIS, 1 therefore must recommend the
“No Action™ alternative. The DEIS specifically excludes the option that I and many others advocated for at
DOB's GTCC scoping mectings in 2007 and at current public meetings about the DEIS, That altemative is
“Hardened On-Site Storage” (HOSS) in which GTCC waste and irradiated spent fuel would remain at
commercial nuclear power plants in long-term storage so that they can be monitored and are protected from
aircrafl crashes or terrorist attacks, eliminating both the threats of transport and disposal. Keeping the waste in
HOSS would reduce the risk of accidents or a terrorist attack during transpert. While HOSS is not a permanent
solution, it would be more protective of human health and the environment than any of DOE's current dumping
practices and the alternatives presented in the DEIS, HOSS would be a safe way of storing wastes until a
scientifically sound, publicly acceptable solution is found.

Part of that futuce solution, of course, should be drastically minimizing or eliminating the generation of those
wastes. DOE's stated reason for rejecting HOSS is that it is niot a “permianent disposal facility” but just a "long-
term storage option.” But the DEIS also does not include consideration of any gevlogic disposal facility, except
the WIPP site in New Mexico, even though for almost 30 years federal law (Nuclear Waste PO]IC)’ Act of 1982)
has required development of one or more other repositories. The Nuclear Regulatory C: ission has
determined that spent nuclear fuel can stay at commercial reactors for up to 100 years. GTCC could also remain
at those sites for at least that time period. The DOE should not proceed with a final GTCC EIS, but instead
should develop a new DEIS which includes HOSS facilitics as the best solution for GTCC wastes for decades (o
come, and for new geologic disposal site(s) to dispose of GTCC waste,

Table S-4 in the DEIS Summary purports to compare “Estimated Potential Maximum Human Health Long-
Term Impacts® for the five alternatives being considered. The DEIS alsa purports not to recommend one
alternative over the others. This chart and its related graph make "No Action” and “Vault Methed"” appear much
more toxie than the other options. The problem: stems from the inability to extrapolate impacts from future
actions that will need to be discussed and taken, reducing long-term toxicity. "No action” alternative doesn't
mean 1o action ever, just none of the ones being reviewed. As it exists cuzrentty, the DOE's presentation of the
DEIS appcars biased.

The entirc NNSS proposed location is located within the Western Shoshone Nation cstablished by the Treaty of
Ruby Valley in 1863. According to the DEIS, consultation with the Tribal nations near the NNSS has been
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Haber, Ruth, Commenter ID No. E79 (cont’d)

conducted through the "Consolidated Group of Tribes and Organizations (CGTO)", which includes

"representatives” from 16 Paiute and Shoshone Tribes. While the CGTO sounds inclusive, it is not clear that its

members actually have standing to speak for their tribes. It's strongly recommended that the DOE officially

engage the indigenous peoples whose land will be directly affected by the proposed disposal sites, prior to the
lusion of the timeline for resp to the draft EIS.

1 also want to underscore a point made by Joseph Strolin, Acting Executive Director, State of Nevada Agency
for Nuclear Projects: "The draft EIS fails to recognize that any facility chosen for disposal of GTCC waste must
be licensed and regulated by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,...[N]either NNSS nor any of the specific
locations identified for potential GTCC waste disposal has a NRC licensed disposal facility.”

There Is the problem of transportation of the waste to Nevada, since there is no rail to the site, and routing
would need to go through Las Vegas if the NNSS is chosen as the site.

Finally, this EIS process is premature, since the vast mn;only of the waste will not emsc for at least 20 yoars,
and the Blue Ribbon Commission will not have p: d its lation on (he disposal of high Jevel
nuclear waste and GTCC waste.

Please re-group and begin conducting a thorough assessment of the most urgent matters at hand. Suspend the
cwirent EIS study review, until such time that the most prevaiting matters of short and intermediate storage are
adequately addressed.

Sincerely,
Ruth Haber

3040 Flora Couzt
Pleasanton, CA 94588-7706
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Hall, Frederica, Commenter ID No. E38 —

From: Frederica Hall <cik3@mindspring.com>

Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2011 2:59 PM

To: Arnold Edelman

Ce: Frederica Hall

Subject: Greater than Class C Comments

06/25/2011

Arnold Edelman, D ger, DOE GTCC EIS, Cloverleaf Bld., EM-43, 1000

independence Avenue, SW., Washington, DC 20588

General Recammendations

. Do not send GTCC to DOE sites. Nation-wide, DOE sites are still facing 100's of billions of doilars and cfecades
worth of cleanup from the Cold War.

. DOE should develop a national waste it strategy to address these waste types,

[} “GTCC-like” waste Is not suhject to the NRC requirements far geolapic disposal, DOE should issue a supplement
0 its 1997 Final Waste M: 1 impact S to look atther bie alternatives for “GTCC-
Tike” waste and other wastes for which fong-term sturage and disposal is not determined.

[} Such a strategy [s needed to integrate the management of these wastes as opposed to the app pi
approach that is currently being used by the Departrment.

[} Such a strategy, , should be 1 through a prog lc and site-specific NEPA protess that
addresses major federal actions that could significantly affect the quality of the human environment. This is particutarly
important when idering the disposal of long-lived radioactive wastes, which are not suitable for shallow land burial,

- Cutrent regulations say that GTCC wastes should he disy d in a geologi Examine a second
repository. The legal requirement for another repository exists, yet the altematwe of putting me GTCC waste into that
repository is not even mentioned.

] Rather than an alternative repository, the E1S proposes using near-surface trenches; bore holes, or vaults to
dispose of GTCC waste at DOE facilities. All those sites have large amounts of nuclear weapons waste, which will take
billions of dollars and decades to clean up, and should not be considered for GTCC waste.

] Prior to issuance of the GTCC EIS, COE has failed to comply with the requirement of the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act of 1982, 42 U.5.C. 510101 et seq., for development of one or more other deep gealogic repositaries. The Yucca
Moun3ain site has faifed as 2 deep geologic repasitory and Congress has not authorized a second site to be located.
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Hall, Frederica, Commenter ID No. E38 (cont’d) -

o tn addition to ignoring latory requi and public comment, the GTCC EIS also disregards the Nuclear
‘Waste Policy Act, which reguires DOE to site and operate at least one geologic repository other than WIPP. Since 1987,
the only place considered Is Yucca Mountain, Nev, That flawed site, always gly opposed by dans, has heen
terminated by the Obama administration, and appropriately has been dropped from consideration in the GTCC ESS,

[ The legal requirement for another repository still exists, yet the alternative cf putting the GTCC waste into that
repositary is not even mentioned,

. DOE shoutd not proceed wiith a final GTCC EIS, but Instead should develop a newv DEIS that includes HOSS
facifities as tha best solution for GTCC wastes for decades to come and for new geologic disposal site(s) to dispose of
GTCC waste.

WiPP Recommendations
. The Waste Isolation Pifot Project {W1PP) must not be considered for GTCC waste disposal,
. The only repositary aiternative considered is WIPP, even though federal and New Mexico laws clearly prohibit

commercial waste, including GTCC, By faw, WIPP’s mission is limited to 175,564 cubic meters of transuranic waste from
nuclear weapons. That's less than 5,000,000 curies of radioactivity. GTCC waste would be 30 times more radioactivity
than planned for WIPP and would eliminate the ban on commercial waste.

. Finish the original mission at WIPP,

[ Safely operate WIPP to meet the “start clean, stay clean” staﬁdard

o Meet commitments to clean up about 20 DOE nuclear weapons sites

[ Safely close, d inate, and a ission the WIPP site, beginning in about 2030 or earlier.

Los Alamos Recommendations
. The Les Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) must not be considered for GTCC waste.

. LANL must focus on existing Consent Order cleanup and not bring any more waste, including Greates-than-Class
C{GTCC), to the Lab,

(-] Technical Area 54 (TA-54} is the spccnf;c !ocation at LANL that the EIS propases borehole, trench or vault. This
very focation is the subject of i in Material Disposal Arcas (MDAs) G, L and H and is scheduled for
comgletion in 2015 urder an agreemem with the New Mexico Environment Department.

o This legally binding agreement requires DOE and LANL to investigate and clean up decades worth of
contamination across the lab's 40-square-mile property. Signed in 2005, the Consent Order lays out deanup mifestones
and requires the federal goverament to pay fines if LANL fails to meet them.

o The residents of Northern Mow hexico expect no less fram DOE and LANL than campletion of the legacy waste
remediation on schedule.
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Hall, Frederica, Commenter ID No. E38 (cont’d)

[ To reverse this policy and add new waste witl severely Jeopardize LANL relations with its neighbors bath near
and far and negate much of the progress accomplished.,

@ Heed the American Indfan Text
o Pueblo people believe that plant roots will eventually penetrate the GTCC facility.
[y There Is a need for a cultural mineral assessment and study to identify the existence of minerals of cultural

significance and use.

Lastly Do not continue development of new nuclear waste

Stop all new development of Nuclear power .

Frederica Hall
Flagstaff AZ 26002
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Halsey-Hoover, Sharon, Commenter ID No. E99

From: shalseyhoover@gmail.com

Sent: Saturday, June 25, 2011 6:13 PM

To: qteceis@antgov

Subject: Comments fie: GFCC LLRW Waste DEIS {COE/EIS-0375-D)

Importance: High

B Manager Ameld Ede

Please consider the following points concemning the Draft Envirc i Impact St t for the Dj [ of
Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) Low—Levcl Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOEIEIS-037S D). 1
hope that if any cc are d outside the scope of the EIS, they will still be taken into account, The

public bas repeatedly raised some issues that have been excluded from the DEIS. They need to be spoken to, for
the record, in the hopes that enough such comments will point to a flaw in the process that can't be ignored,
leading to a suspension of this effort until thesc additional and broader points are dealt with.

There are beth large issues and some specific options not included in the DEIS, I therefore must recommend the
“No Action” altemnative. The DEIS specificaily excludes the option that I and many others advocated for at
DOE's GTCC scoping meetings in 2007 and at current public meetings 2bout the DEIS. That altemnative is
"Hardened Op-Site Storage” (HOSS) in which GTCC waste and irradiated spent fuel would remain at
commercial nuclear power piants in long-term storage so that they can be monijtored and are protected fromt
sircrafl crashes or terrorist attacks, climinating both the threats of transport and disposal. chping the waste in
HOSS would reduce the risk of accidents or a terrorist attack during transport, While HOSS is ntot a permanent
sa]ullon, it would be more protective ol‘ humen health and the environment than any of DOE's cutzent dumping

and the al ives pr d in the DEIS. HOSS would be a safe way of storing wastes uutil a
scientifically sound, publicly acceptable solution is found.

Part of that future solution, of coursc, should be drastically minimizing or eliminating the generation of those
wastes. DOE's stated reason for rejecting HOSS is that it is not a "permanent disposal facility” but just a "long-
term sterage option.” But the DEIS also does not inelude consideration of any geologic disposal facility, except
the WIPP site in New Mexico, even though for almest 30 years federal law (Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982)
has required development of one or morce other tepositories, The Nuclear Regulatory Comumission has
determined that spent nuclear fuel can stay at commercial reactors for up to 100 years, GTCC could also remain
at thase sites for at least that time period. The DOE should nat proceed with a final GTCC EIS, but instead
should develop # new DEIS which includes HOSS facilities as the best solution for GTCC wastes for decades to
come, and for new geologic dispasal site(s) 10 dispose of GTCC waste.

Table §-4 in the DEIS Summary purports to compare "Estimated Potential Maximum Human Health Long-
Tuerm Impacts” for the five alternatives being considered. The DEIS also purports not to recommend one
alternative over the others, This chart and its related graph make “No Action" and "Vault Method" appear much
more foxic than the other aptions, The problem stems from the inabijity to extrapolate impacts from future
actions that will nced 10 be discussed and taken, reducing long-term toxicity. *No action” alteenative doesnt
mean no action ever, fust none of the ones being reviewed, As it exists currently, the DOE's presentation of the
DEIS gppears biased.

‘The entire NNSS proposed location is located within the Western Shoshone Nation estublished by the Treaty of
Ruby Valley in 1863. According to the DEIS, copsultation with the Tyibal nations near the NNSS has been
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Halsey-Hoover, Sharon, Commenter ID No. E99 (cont’d)

conducted through the "Consolidated Group of Tribes and Organizations (CGTO)", which includes
“"representatives” from 16 Pajute and Shoshone Tribes. While the CGTO sounds inclusive, it is not clear that its
members actually have standing to speak for their tribes. IUs strongly recommended that the DOE officially
engage the indigenous peoples whose Jand will be dircetly affected by the proposed disposal sites, prior to the
conclusion of the timeline for response to the draft EIS.

I also want to underseore a point made by Joseph Strolin, Acting Executive Director, State of Nevada Agency
for Nuclear Projects: "The drafl EIS tails to recognize that any Lrellity chosen for disposal of GTCC waste must
be licensed and regnlated by the ULS. Nuclear Regulatiry Co ission,...[N]either NNSS nor any of the specific
locations identified for potential GTCC waste disposal lias a NRC licensed disposal facility.”

There is the problem of transportation of the waste to Nevada, since there is no mil to the site, and youting
would need 1o go through Las Vegas if the NNSS is chosen ag the site,

Finally, this EIS pracess is premature, since the vast majority of the waste will not exist for at least 20 years,
and the Blue Ribbon Commission will not have p d its dation on the disposal of high level
nuglear waste and GTCC waste,

Please re-group and begin conducting a thorough assessaient of the most urgent matters ot hand. Suspend the
current EIS study review, until such time that the most prevailing matters of short and intermediate stotage ure

adeyuately addressed.
Sincerely,
Shason Halsey-Hoover

2209 Via Marioposa E
Laguna Woods, CA 92637
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Hartsough, David, Commenter ID No. E24

From: davidhartsough@ige.org

Sent: Friday, June 24, 2011 4:12 PM

To: : giccais@ani.gov

Subject: Comments Re; GTCC LLRW Waste DEIS (DOE/EIS-0375-D)

Importance: High

D M Arnold Edel

Plesse consider the following points ing the Draft Envil 1 Impact St for the Disposal of

Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D). 1
hope that if any comments are considered outside the scope of the EIS, they will still be taken into account, The
public has rep».nledly ratsed some issues that have been excluded from the DEIS. They need to be spoken to, for
the record, in the hopcs that enough such comments will point to a flawin the 1 that cant be ig

leading to a suspension of this effort until these additional and broader points m'e dealt with.

There are both large issues and some specific options not included in the DEIS. I thercfore must recommend the
*No Action” altermnative. The DEIS specifically excludes the option that T and many others advocated for at
DOE's GTCC scoping meetings in 2007-and at current public meetings about the DEIS. That alternative is
“"Hardened On-Site Storage" (10SS) in which GTCC waste and irradiated spent fuel would remain at
commercial nuclear power plants in long-term storage so that they can be monitored and are protected from
aireraft crashes or terrorist attecks, eliminating both the threats of transport and disposal, Keeping the waste in
HOSS would reduce the risk of accidents or a terrorist attack during transport. While HOSS is not a permanent
solution, it would be more protective of human health and the environment than any of DOE’s current dumping
practices and the alternatives presented in the DEIS. HOSS would be a safe way of storing wastes until a
scientifically sound, publicly acceptable solution is found.

Part of that future solution, of course, should be drastically minimizing or eliminating the geacration of those
wastes. DOE’s stated reason for rejecting HOSS is that it is not a "permanent disposal facility” but just a "long-
term storage option.” But the DEIS also does not include consideration of any geologic disposal facility, except
the WIPP site in New Mexico, even though for atmost 30 years federal law (Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982)
has required development of one or more other repositories, The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has
determined that spent nuclear fuel can stay at commercial reactors for up to 100 years, GTCC could also remain
at those sites for at least that time period. The DOE should not proceed with a final GTCC EIS, but instead
should develop a new DETS which includes HOSS facilities as the best solution for GTCC wastes for decades to
come, and for new geologic disposal site(s) to dispose of GTCC waste.

Tuble 8-4 in the DEIS Summary purports to compure "Estimated Potential Maximum Human Health Long-
Term Impacts™ for the five alternatives being considered. The DEIS also purports not to recommend one
altermative over the others. This chart and its related graph make “No Action" and "Vault Method” appear much
more toxic than the other options. The problem stems from the inability to extrapolate impacts from future
etions that will need to be discussed ani taken, reducing long-term toxicity, "No action™ slternative doesn't
mean no action ever, just none of the ones being reviewed. As it exists currently, the DOE's presentation of the
DEIS appears biascd,

The entire NNSS proposed location is located within the Western Shoshone Nation established by the Treaty of
Ruby Valley in 1863, According to the DEIS; consultation with the Tribal nations vear the NNSS has been
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- Hartsough, David, Commenter ID No. E24 (cont’d)

conducted through the "Consalidated Group of Tribes and Organizations (CGTO)”, which inctudes
"representatives” from 16 Paiute and Shoshone Tribes. While the CGTO sounds inclusive, it is not clear that its
members actoally have standing to speak for their tribes. It's strongly recommended that the DOE officially
engage the indigenous peoples whose Jand will be directly affected by the proposed disposal sites, prior to the
conelusion of the timeline for response to the draft EIS,

I also want ta underscore a point made by Joseph Strotin, Acting Executive Director, State of Nevada Agency
for Nuclear Projects: "The draft EIS fails to recognize that any facility chosen for disposal of GTCC waste must
be li d and regulated by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission....[N}either NNSS nor any of the specific
focations identified for potential GTCC waste disposal has a NRC i d disposal facility.”

There is the problem of iransportation of the waste to Nevada, since there is no rail to the site, and routing
would need to go through Las Vegas if the NNSS is chosen as the site.

Finally, this EIS process is premature, since the vast majority of the waste will not exist for at least 20 years,
and the Blue Ribbon Commission will not bave p d its recc dation on the disposal of high level
nuclear waste and GTCC waste,

Pleasc re-group and begin conducting a gh of the most urgent matters at hand, Suspend the

current EIS study review, until such time that the most prevailing matters of shost and intermediate storage are
adequately addressed. B ’

Sincerely,

David Hartsough
721 Shrader St,
San Francisco, CA 94117-2721
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Hoffman, Jim, Commenter ID No. E44

From: Jimofmhoffman@yahoe.com

Sent: Saturdzy, June 11, 2011 837 PM

Yo gteceis@anlgov

Subject: Comments Re: GTCC LLRW Waste DEIS (DOE/EIS-0375-D)
Importance: High

Dotument Manager Amold Edelman,

Please consider the following points concerning the Draft Envirc ] Impact St for the Disposal of
Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC) Low-Lavel Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste (DOE/EIS-0375-D). I
hope that if any comments are considered outside the scope of the EIS, they will still be taken into account. The
pubdlic has repeatedly raised some issues that have been excluded from the DEIS. They need to be spoken to, for
the record, in the hopes tbat enough such comments will point to a flaw in the process that can’t be ignored,
leading to a suspension of this effort until these additional and broader points are dealt with.

Thetc are both large issucs and some specific options not included in the DEIS. T therefors must recommend the
"No Action” alternative. The DEIS specifically excludes the option that I and many others advocated for at
DOE's GTCC scoping mectings in 2007 and at current public meetings about the DEIS. That alternative is
"Hardened On-Sitc Storage” (HOSS) in which GTCC waste and jrradiated spent fuel would remain at
comymercial nuclear power plants in long-term storage so that they can be monitored and are protected from
aircraft crashes or terrorist attacks, eliminating both the threats of transport and disposal. Kecping the waste in
HOSS would reduce the risk of accidents or a terrorist attack during transport. While HOSS is not a permanent
solution, it would be more protective of human health and the environment than any of DOE's current dumping
practices and the af ives p d in the DEIS. KOSS would be a safe way of storing wastes until a

scientifically sound, publicly acceptable solution is found,

Part of that future solution, of course, should be drastically minimizing or eliminating the gencration of these
wastes. DOE's stated renson for rejecting HOSS js that it is not a “permaonent disposal facility” but just o “long-
term storage option.™ But the DEIS also does not include consideration of any geologic disposal facility, except
the WIPP site in New Mexico, even though for atmost 30 years federal law (Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982}
has requiced development of ane ar more other repositorics. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has
determined that spent nuclear fuel can stay at commercial reactors for up to 100 years. GTCC could also remain
at those sites for at east that time period. The DOE should net proceed with a final GTCC EIS, but instead
should develop a new DEIS which includes HOSS facilitics as the best solution for GTCC wastes for decades to
come, and for new geologic disposal site(s) to dispose of GTCC waste,

Table 8-4 in the DEIS Summary purports to compace "Estimated Potential Maximum Human Health Long-
Tem Impacts” for the five alternatives being considered. The DEIS also purposts not to recommend one
alternutive over the others. This chart and its related graph make “No Action” and "Vault Method™ appear much
more toxic than the other options. The problem stems from the inability to extrapolate impacts from future
actions that wilt need to be discussed and taken, reducing long-term toxicity. "No action" alternative doesn't
mean no action ever, just none of the ones being reviewed. As it exists currently, the DOE's presentation of the
DEIS appaars biased.

The entire NNSS proposed location is Jocated within the Western Shoshone Nation established by the Treaty of
Ruby Valley in 1863. According to the DEIS, consultation with the Tribal nations near the NNSS has been
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conducted through the "Consolidated Group of Tribes and Organizations (CGTO), which includes
“representatives” from 16 Paiute and Shoshone Tribes. While the CGTO sounds inclusive, it is not clear that its
members actually have standing to speak for their trikes. It's strongly recommended that the DOE officially
en[,age the mdxgcnous peoples whose land will be directly affected by the proposed disposal sites, prior to the
I ion of the timeline for resy {o the draft EIS.

Ialso want to underscore a point made by Joseph Strolin, Acting Executive Director, State of Nevada Agency
for Nuclear Projects: *The draft EIS fails to recognize that any facility chosen for disposal of GTCC waste must
be ficensed and regulated by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission....[N]cither NNSS nor any of the specific
Jocationg identified for potential GTCC waste disposal has a NRC Ii d disposal facility.”

There is the problem of transportation of the waste to Nevada, since there is no rail to the site, and routing
would need to go through Las Vegas if the NNSS is chosen as the site.

Finally, this EIS process is premature, since the vast majority of the waste will not exist for at least 20 years,
and the Blue Ribbon Commission will not have presented its recommendation on the disposal of high level
nuclear waste and GTCC waste.

Please re-group and be[.,m ducti) j 1 t of the most urgent maiters at hand, Suspend the
eurrent EIS study review, until such hme tht the most prevailing matters of short and intermediate storage are
adequately addressed.

Sincerely,
Fr. Jim Hoffinan OFM

110 W. Madison St,
Chicago, IL 60602-4102
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