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Comment on the Department of Energy’s
Yuccea Mountain Draft Environmental Impact Statement

ECEIVED
‘I;?;ee with the following statements which [ haye checked: MAR 09 00
1 The No Action Alternatives are not reasonzble. The EIS should have a reasonable na action alternative.
2 i,i The BIS fs inadequate because it uses cutdated 1990 census data rather than current population data for Nevada.
3 _The analysis of transportation impacts in Nevada is insufficient for making modal, corridor and route decisions.
4 & The.floodplain analysis is insufficient for corridor and route selection
5 li; The impact of stigma on tourism, recreation and agriculture based economies in Nevada should be analyzed.
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The Department of Energy’s Yucca Mountain Draft Eny ironmental Impaer Statement includes an option to

construct a rail line from Beowawe to Yucca Mountain through Crescent Valley (o transport nuclear waste to
Yueca Mountain.  DOE is required to consider all comments submiifed regarding the impacts of building and

operating a repository including transportation. My comments for the record are:
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