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Response to Comment:

A. In Chapter 3, Section 3.8, Comparison of Alternatives, the EIS states that the impacts for most
categories are small or nonexistent for all alternatives.  Since 1957, the Navy has safely shipped
over 660 containers of spent nuclear fuel from the shipyards and prototype sites to the Naval
Reactors Facility.  All of the shipments were made safely by rail and without release of
radioactivity.  Since any container alternative selected for dry storage and transportation (either
by rail, heavy-haul truck, or a combination of both) must meet the requirements of 10 CFR Part
71, Packaging and Transportation of Radioactive Material, and 10 CFR Part 72, Licensing
Requirements for the Independent Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Waste, other
containers can also be used safely and reliably.

B. The location of a geological repository or centralized interim storage facility is beyond the scope
of this EIS.

C. The Navy evaluated these two areas in an attempt to identify a technically feasible location for
dry storage of spent nuclear fuel at the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory,  which would not
be above the Snake River Plain Aquifer, as required in the agreement with the state of Idaho.  A
complete discussion of this evaluation is presented in Appendix F of the EIS. This EIS shows
that there is no technically feasible area at Idaho National Engineering Laboratory which does
not contribute water to the Snake River Plain Aquifer.  The preferred alternative would not make
use of the Lemhi Range or Birch Creek areas.


