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Response to Comment:

A. Transportation impacts are discussed and summarized in Chapter 3, Sections 3.8.4 and 3.8.5. 
Transportation impacts in absolute terms are provided in Tables 3.8 and 3.9.  Further information
on transportation is provided in Chapter 7.  Relative impacts, expressed as percentages of the
total cumulative impacts which are due to naval spent nuclear fuel and special case waste, are
also included to provide a convenient perspective.  In Section 7.3.7 estimated cumulative impacts
for transportation of all spent nuclear fuel to a geologic repository are described and naval spent
nuclear fuel shipments to a geologic repository make up from one to four percent of the total
impact of all shipments to a repository or centralized interim storage site.  These impacts are
further described in the Department of Energy Programmatic Spent Nuclear Fuel and Idaho
National Engineering Laboratory Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Final
Environmental Impact Statement of April 1995 in Appendix I of Volume 1.  

The DOE’s Notice of Intent for Preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic
Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca
Mountain, Nye County, Nevada (60 FR 40164), states that “The potential impacts associated with
national and regional shipments of spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste from
reactor sites and DOE facilities will be assessed.  Regional transportation issues include: 
(a) technical feasibility, (b) socioeconomic impacts, (c) land use and access impacts, and
(d) impacts of constructing and operating a rail spur, a heavy haul route, and/or a transfer
facility...”.  The Navy will work with the Department of Energy to ensure naval spent nuclear fuel
is properly addressed in the Repository EIS analyses.

Additional discussion to clarify these points has been added to the EIS in Chapter 7, Sections 7.1
and Appendix B, B.1.

B. While the Navy appreciates this concern, the cost to ratepayers and taxpayers would be
substantially affected if the Navy and private sectors attempted to coordinate the selection of
container systems.  Chapter 1, Section 1.0 of the EIS states that the Navy was participating in the
Department of Energy's Multi-Purpose Canister System EIS when the Department of Energy
suddenly ceased preparation of the EIS.  However, the Navy must move forward to meet its
commitments made in the agreement with the state of Idaho, including removal of fuel from water
pool storage.  Therefore, a container system must be selected for the management of naval
spent nuclear fuel.  Moreover, once a system is selected, the Navy must comply with federal
acquisition requirements obliging competitive bidding which would make it difficult or impossible
to coordinate procurement of such containers for naval use with separate procurements for other
uses.  The Navy is participating with the Department of Energy in finalizing waste acceptance
criteria and disposal requirements such that naval spent nuclear fuel will not require different
equipment at either a centralized interim storage facility or a geologic repository.  It is noted in the
Executive Summary Section S.8.1 of the EIS that the number of containers needed for naval
spent nuclear fuel represent about 1 to 4 percent of the total number of containers needed for
both naval and civilian spent nuclear fuel which would be shipped to a repository or centralized
interim storage site.

C. Recycling and management of end-of-life equipment is discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5.2 of
the EIS.  It is expected that all container system components not disposed of with the naval spent
nuclear fuel, including the storage and transportation containers, overpacks or casks and dual-
purpose canister would be reused and, at the end of their useful life, recycled.  Some pieces of
equipment may need to be decontaminated prior to recycling.
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D. In the selection of an alternative in the Record of Decision several factors will be considered
including protection of human health and the environment, as stated in the Executive Summary,
Sections S.1 and Chapter 3, Section 3.9 of the EIS.  The normal transportation risks and the
accidents risks for transportation are described in Appendix B, Tables B.10 and B.12.  In all
cases the risks are very small.

The extremely rugged design of naval spent nuclear fuel and the design and testing of shipping
containers, which fully meet Department of Transportation and Nuclear Regulatory Commission
requirements, makes it unnecessary for emergency response to maintain an extraordinary alert
for shipments.  The risks for these shipments are small.  Every shipment is accompanied at all
times by escorts who can immediately contact the emergency control center and Naval Nuclear
Propulsion Program experts, if necessary.  Federal or local emergency response personnel will
be reached immediately, if necessary, in the event of a problem.  When notified, emergency
response personnel would utilize existing emergency response plans and capabilities, as needed.

The risks associated with the complete range of accidents which might occur during these
shipments are analyzed in detail and discussed in the Department of Energy Programmatic Spent
Nuclear Fuel and Idaho National Engineering Laboratory Environmental Restoration and Waste
Management Final Environmental Impact Statement  of April 1995 in Attachment A of Appendix D
to Volume 1 and were shown to be small.

E. The Navy agrees that worker and public radiation exposure must be minimized.  The results of an
evaluation of occupational safety and health over a 40-year period are presented in Chapter 5,
Section 5.3.2.1 of the EIS.  These results conclude that no latent cancer fatalities are expected to
occur in the worker populaton involved in naval spent nuclear fuel operations.

The Navy has safely managed and shipped spent nuclear fuel since 1957.  Chapter 2, Sections
2.5 and 2.6 of the EIS describe naval spent nuclear fuel operations and facilities at Idaho National
Engineering Laboratory.  The design of the loading facility and container system will incorporate
this experience to minimize worker and public exposure as low as reasonably achievable.

F. Section 2.4 of the EIS, Regulatory Framework, addresses this comment.  Consistent with long-
standing practice by the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program, any container system selected for
post-examination naval spent nuclear fuel transportation will receive Nuclear Regulatory
Commission review and will be certified for transport by the Department of Energy in full
compliance with all applicable federal regulations.

G. Section 2.3 of the EIS, Characteristics of Naval Nuclear Fuel, addresses the results of decay heat
calculations for naval spent nuclear fuel.  As discussed in the EIS, the design of the selected
container system will meet the technical requirements of 10 CFR Part 72 and 10 CFR Part 71 for
storage and transportation, respectively.  The thermal performance of naval spent nuclear fuel
will be addressed as part of the process of obtaining a Certificate of Compliance for
transportation once the container system is selected.


