UHA meets TREB

Introduction

1 am Bob Rohisoca....

Uin hehal ¥ of the 10 Uestern states participating in the UIPP
fransport Uorkgroup, I went to thank you for the inuvitstion to meet
with your board. UWe are hoth flattered and honored that our work has

caught your attention.

Before proceeding with some short introductory comments, I want to

introduce My colleaguess

Bob Halstead, the Co-chair of the Task force and representing
the State of Hevadsa. Bob®s work has lately focused on issues
relating to transport of HLU 1o the proposed Yucca Mtn.
repository. He is on ypour agenda later today to speak from
that perspective. But he agreed to help us with this
presentation by being available to answer any real difficult
guestions. . -
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Chris Uient?, with the state of Hew Mexico. Chris represents
Gouernor2% WIPE task force and is an active member of our
Uestern state LUIPP transport uorkgroup. Chris will describe
aur work, as outlined in the Repord te Congress we submitted in

1989.

Ron Ross, with the UGAR. BRon is a policy analyst and manages
many of the multi-state regional aspects of our project. Ren
will describe what lessons we have iderntified as having learned
sty far. He will also discuss the organization of our

workgroup, as we believe it may be useful for other regions..



I will take just a few minutes now to tell vou generally of our

workgroups mission and how we got to where we are today.

Uestern states and your Board share a common interest in the safe
transport of nuclear wastes. If our national plan for nuclear uwaste
continues on its present course, western states will hear the major
effects of waste transport. Uestern states will see likely 211 the
nations shipments. The west is where the majority of road miles will

be logged-in.

For the=ze reason, we appreciate vionr Board®s interest in our work.,

We think that interesi is appropriate.

Our BGovernors have given our workgroup a broad assignment. In a
resaolution passed in July, 1988 the Gouernors directed us to

", ..secure the commitrents necessary te reach a high lauel of public
confidence that nuclear waste can be transported in a safe and

uneventful manner.™

Qur first step has been to deuelop complesentary state-federal safely
procedures for the shiprents to WIFPP. We recognize clearly that our
Governors also expect us to pave the way for safe transport of HLU

that will hegin sometime later.

Our work will affect HLU shipments in at least three ways:
T :
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1. Ue are developing safety procedures that will he in place when
HLU begins to move. UWe will continuously fine-tune those
procedures during the WIPP shipping campaign. Some of these
pracedures are specific to transport by truck -~ such as the
exchange of information and the controls we have established
with USDOE to keep trucks off the road in unsafe weather. But
other procedures will be applicable to HLW even if it is hauled
exglusively by rail ~- such as the satellite and computer
system to be used for aduanced notice of shipments and to track

R

the shipments.



2. Ue intend to document the lessons learned from the UIPP
shipments to help design the HLUW transport program. Hgain, ocur
firgst job has been to get ready for UWIPP. UWe will next

evaluate our offorts and document the lessans to bhe learned.

We look fTorwvard to working with other greoups —- such as vyour
Board —— ip this area.
3. Ue recognize that elected officials and the general public will

be lonking carefully at the UIPP shipments. This is the
nations firzt underground nuclear waste disposal site. And .
these are the first shiprents to such a si1te. Publice
confidence in the ability to safely mouve nuclear wastes will be

affected by our work.

Liestern Siates began to work with USDOE on the UIPP shipments in
about 1986. This eparly work was through the help of the WIER., LUe
hai some success in those early discussions. As I recall, those
early WIEB-sponsored meetings were the Torum where USIHHE agreed with
the states to train emergency respenders. This was also uhere we

began to definz the content of that training.

But we hit a major roadblock in ouw early mectings. Uestern states
agreed that because these are federal shipments, and becauvse the
wastes result from national defense, that the finanrial costs o

states for our safety werk should be borne by the federal government.

@

Said more sinply, we asked for money. But we were told by USOOE

ranagers that Congress had not given them the authority to prowvide us
. {
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So, we States went to Congress. 1In 1989 the e appropriated $1

rmillion to the US 007 to help the seu atatet affented by shipments
to UWIPP from Hanford, INEL, and Rocky/ Flats./ Those funds were
channeled thraugh the UBGAH.
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These funds allowed the Uestern states to draw the blueprint for the
states® rale in safety. That blusprint became our "Report To

Congress..." that Chris will describe in more detail. Our Governors
handed that blusprint to Secretary of Energy Uatking in the summer of
1388, Secretary Uatkins endorsed our vepaort as “"hitting the mark”™,
and raversed his Department®s position on state funding. He directed

his staff to help us turn our blueprint into a real safety program.

Ue like t think that part of Secretary Uatkins decision to woark with
us may have been based on the straightforusrd nature of our Report.
Ue spoke in plain-english about what we could do to enhence truck
saferty. Ue avoided the sometines arcasne language of risk asseszsment

antd public policy analysis.

But we alsn recognize that our request for federal funds was also
guite reasonable. UWe estimated then that the first seven states
could do the job for 1.5 Myyr for the first wears. UWUe have liued
within that budget. Ue are about to include 3 other states for a
marginal incrsase in costs., B1.5 M i3 not an extraordinary cost for
gseven states, especially when compared to the projected national

costs of managing commercial and defense nuclear wastes.
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Senretary Uatkins® decision was & major turning point. 11 addressed

our concern about who pays. But just as inportantly, it recognrized
the states as having ar i1mportant rale in safety. {le appreciate the

Secretary’s decision teo do so.

But we still do not hauve a clear message from Congress that USDOE
must cantinue to recognizes states” needs for ongoing funds. Our
Governors”® hauve recommended that Congress send this message to USDOE

in a Congressional Land Uithdrawal Bill, or othar Legislation.

1
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Perhaps this guestion of funding is a lesson from the HLW program to
be applied to the UIPP shipments: Stales want clear recogrition that
they are to be pariners to design and implement the safety program.
States want clear assurance of ongoing funds that will enable them to

remain partners for the full length of the shipping campaign.

Before turning the discussion ouer to Ron and then Chris, there is
ane “lesson to be learned” that 1 wish to speak to. That has to do
with the constantly changing schedule and planned number of

shiprents.

Four years agu I told Oreqgonians that bv today seuveral TRU shipments
would be on the road each manth from Hanford, through our state,
bound to New Mexico. That was the national plan. So Oregon began to
get ready four years age. T have had to revise that schedule
constantly., How Oregon is being told that shipments are still a feuw

YEara away.

This constantly changing schedule and shipment plan creates a very
difficult enuvironment for state and local planning. In some states,
emergency responders were trained too early. The time is near for
retraining, but no shipments have yet occurred. Many of these
responders will wonder if it is really worth their time to sit
through more training, when all they see 13 constantlu delayed

shipping campaign.

Here is another example: last June T met with local safety officials
to discuss parking areas. That very same week I learned that Hanford
shipments uere delayed by at least fwo years. HRuailable parking
areas will likely change a lot in two years. so in Oregon we haue
decided this level of detail will he addressed within the last year

or 18 months before shipping.

Constantly changing the date and plan for shipmrents makes it
difficult +o schedule and plan work. It also undermines the

credibility of the professicnals responsible for that work.,

<
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I 20 not sure what can be done about fixing a date for UIFP
shipments. I arm also not pointing fingers at any person or group as
responsible for the constant delays. Indeed, many of the delays have
provided important new information and important time. Decisions
about nuclear uwaste disposal should rict be nade in haste, or for the
convenience of transportation safety planners. RAfter all, these are

decisions that will be around for the next 10,000 years.

But 1if there is some way the nation can fix a date certain for HLU
shipments it would greatly help those of us responsible for state and
Yocal safety programs. I recommend fixing a date certaein, and then

allou states time for detailed operational readiness.

//fUith that, T will turn the time ocuver to Ron, and then Chris. Uhen

they ore done 1 would like to commaent on work being done in Oregon on

public inunluement, public information and confidence.
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OREGON'S HANFORD ADVISORY COMMITTEE
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ON THE TRANSPORT OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS WASTES THROUGH OREGON
BACKGROUND

The U.S. Department of Energy (US DOE) Hanford facilities oroduce plutonium
for nuclear weapons. In that process some industrial materials are tainted
with small amounts of plutonium and other radiocactive contaminants. This
material is called transuranic wastes or TRU.

US DOE now is ready to begin cleanup of Hanford's nuclear weagons wastes.

JS DOE will truck some TRU wastes to a repository near Carisbad. ‘isw Mexice.
That t-ansport campaign 15 now scheduled to start in Marcn 1330, 1% will last
23 years or more.

The route through Oregon will be Interstates 82 and 84 East. [t crosses

portions of the Umatilla Indian Reservation and Umatilla, Union. 3aker, and
Malheur Counties.

The 1987 Oregon Legislature created the Hanford Waste Board and the Hanford
Advisory Committee (HAC). The Boara is to recommend poiicy to tne Governor
and Legislature on Hanford waste issues. The HAC is to advise the Board on
hcw these policies should evoive through active grassroots action.

Gov. Goldschmidt named 18 persons to the HAC. Twelve are from the four route
counties and the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Resersation (The
Tribes). The other six represent special interests, industry, ana
environmental groups. The Governor charged HAC to "advise the HantTord Waste
Board on grassroots opinions, attitudes, and ideas about nuclear weapons waste
transport." He told HAC to give the Board "candid, credible, and
straightforward transport safety recommendations."
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“n May 1988 the HAC toured Hanfora. HAC met in Pendleton for a ruil'-2av
-ublic session on TRU waste ana transport issues. In June., the AAC 71et 313a'n
for a full day in LaGrande. Members deait with transport ing accicent
orevention issues.

In July local HAC members and staff from the Oregon Department of tnergy
(ODOE) and US DOE hosted eight meetings in route counties. The meetings were
to gather public comments and concerns. Briefings for local officials were in
~he afternoons:; information meetings with the public were in the evenings.
These were in Pendleton, LaGrande, Baker, and Ontario. About 200 people toOK
cart. There was broad newspaper and broadcast media coverage oefore and after
the meetings.

In August, the HAC worked on draft accident prevention recommengations at a
iay-long public meeting in Baker. In September, the HAC met in Ontario =2
1iscuss and draft emergency response recommendations. The HAC al<o 2300ted
these finaings, conclusions, and recommendations. |

Nearly all of the HAC members took part in a1l of the HAC work sessions. 7wo
dozen local persons spoke to the HAC about their concerns. The news meaia
~overed 311 of the HAC meetings.

F INDINGS
The HAC finds:

1. Public support for Hanford cleanup is broad, although cleanuo reauires
some waste transport through Oregon.

2. US DOE and Oregon agencies have taken reasonable actions to ensure tne
safe transport of radiocactive waste. They intend to insure tnat future
TRU waste transport will have a high level of safety ana minimai ~¥s<s.
US DOE and Oregon agencies know the importance of pupiic contigen:2

transport safety.



3. There is a good deal of skepticism in the route communities that -n2
shipments are sufficiently safe.

4. Emergency coverage for critical first response functions is not compiete
in many parts of the transport route. In other areas, the coverage is
inadequate.

CONCLUSIONS

The HAC concludes:

V. The risks of TRU waste transport are far less severe t=an 1tne rizrs of

leaving these wastes in temporary storage at Hanrord.

2. TRU waste transport througn Oregon can be done with a righ level of sarety

and at minimal risk. An accident-free program cannot ce guaranteed.

3. Public perceptions about TRU waste transport safety are valid; some are
realistic and some are not. Both types of concerns shouid be aadr2ssed o
safety improvements or public education.

3. Ffunding is needed for a regional hazardous materials response ftzam to
complete emergency response coveradge along the transport route.

5. US DOE and Oregon agencies should take further reascnacle actions o
enhance transport safety and public confidence in the safety of these
shipments.



GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS

tong-Term Safety ang Public Conridence

TRU waste transport sarety standards, systems, and programs must remain
effective throughout the entire snipping campaign. The HAC recommends:

i, UJS DOE, Oregon agencies, the Tribes, and local governments shouid develop
and maintain quality assurance programs for ail aspects o7 accident
prevention ang emergency preparedness programs. Sdcn acTioing wiii ensure

these programs remain effective throughout the <ransoort Zampaicn.

Pl

2. S DOE, Oregon agencies. -ne Tribes, ang 'oca. 3overnments :Incu:¢ contirue
iggressive education and oublic involvement programs throughout tne
transport campaign.

Costs

“he risks of TRU waste accidents are being imposed on locai. :tate, and Tribai
gqovernments by US DOE. Thererore, the costs of accident prevention, emergency
arepiredness ang rasponse ana oublic information must 2o corne owv € OB, T-s
HAC recommends that Oregon request federal funding for 211 ‘ocal. t+tate, and
Tribal costs relatea to these shipments. Where the costs are part 2T proader

orograms, JS OOE sncouid pay i1ts fair share.



RECOMMENDATIONS

ON_ACCIDENT PREVENTION

Shipping Casks

The shipping casks for TRU wastes must withstand reaiistic transoort accidents
without releasing their contents. The HAC believes that a design certified by
the Nuclear Reguiatory Commission (NRC) can achieve this objective. However.
the HAC recommends:

1. If flaws are found in the cask design, the design sncuid bhe cnanged and
tested again or analyzed again.

2. The results of the full-scale tests should be extrapoiated tz the Failure
points to determine the margin to failure.

3. The public must be confident that casks will withstand potential transport
accidents. The design standards, tests, and test resuits should be told
in terms that are easy to understand.

4. All TRU waste casks shouid be puilt under NRC's stringent gquality
assurance program for spent nuclear fuel casks. This wiil ensure that TRU
casks meet design requirements.

S. Before each shipment, US DOE should use all appropriate non-destructive
testing techniques to inspect cask features that prevent releases (such as
the seals). Casks should be inspected for compiiance with design
requirements. Features that do not comply should be repiaced.

Placarding

These shipments must be placarded to meet U.S. Department of Transportation
(USDOT) requirements. Further, the HAC recommends:

1. The placards should be retro-reflective.



. The piacards and the orinting on them shcuid be fire resistant.

Truck Safety/Inspections

The trucks that carry the wastes must be in good running order to enhance
safety. The HAC recommends:

A1l shipments should te thoroughly inspected before ieaving Hanfcrg.
These inspections should cover all safety features and aspects of the
truck, driver, and the cargo. The HAC endorses the Pacific St

tes

[$Y)

Agreement to work toward a thorough inspection program.

L

Tregon agencies snoulg monitor the inspection orogram <3 ensurs - i:

tnorcugh and aggressive.

Lo

There should be pgeriodic and thorough safety audits of <he carr-er s wacste
tfransport operation.

4. The carrier should have a "satisfactory" safety fitness rating from USDOT.
Driver:

Orivers must have a proven record of safe driving. further, they must show a
strong commitment to transporting these wastes safeiy.  The HAC reccmmenas:

1. Orivers should have not less than 300,000 miles of preventable
accident-free commercial driving on their records. This experience shouid
ce #ith large trucxks (Class A or eguivaient). Some e¢perience -=2ulg ce
cn mountain roads and in bad weather.

2

The arivers' personal and professional records should show commitments to

coey motor vehicle traffic laws. Further, special efforts snouid be taken
to ensure the speed limit is obeyed. This may include paving tre driver:

ov Tre nour to remove any incentive for speeding. It mav incluze speec

jovernors or electronic monitors in the trucks. [f the latter 2re usea.

—+

ne results should be evaluated arter each trip. Records shouid ne xegt

1

Zr caveral years.



3. The drivers shouid be tested for substance use that would impair <tneir
driving abilities. Testing shouid be before hiring ang randcmiy during
employment. Evaluations of drivers for drug or alcohol impairment snoula
be made before eacn shipment.

4. Drivers should be thoroughly acquainted with the route before their first
run. Cregon agencies should identify hazardous areas aiong the route.

Weather and Road Restrictions

These shipments must not be made when severe weather or rcad conditions
“hreaten a safe trip. The HAC reccmmends:

Shipments should not leave Hanford when weather or rcaag cenditions 3-e
severe or are expected to be hazardous.

2. Shipments should stop or turn back when local weather or road conditicns
are severe or are expected to be hazardous.

(U9 ]

Safe parking areas should be designated for use if weather or road
conditions have made or will make waste transport unsafe.

4. Criteria should be developed for safe parking elsewhere along the routs
designated areas cannot be usea.

Schedules

Shipment scneduies must be set with safety as the prime concern. The HAC
recommends :

1. MWinter travel poses the greatest travel hazards. US DOE should evaluate

wnether the shipping schedules can be adjusted to avoid likely times cf
severe wWinter weather.

2. S DOE <hould evaluate whether shipments can be made in tandem or in zma:’

convoys to increase safety. This also would reduce the burden on state,
Tribal and local governments.



nipment Notice/Information

.regon State Police (OSP) and other appropriate state agencies. and local
cfficiais must have ready access tO advance notice or status information -on
zhipments. Such notice should be required to arrange inspections, ‘mpose
Aeather or road restrictions, or heighten emergency preparedness. The HAC
recommends:

US DOE should set up an advance notice and current information system with
the State (GSP and other appropriate state agencies’.

Ahen shipments are iafrequent, the State snourd norify rthe county

D

s and
“he Tribes ot each s3nipment.

1. dAhen shipments beccme routine, the State shouid provide the counties ang
the Tribes with siv month updates of shipping schedules.

1. The counties and the Tribes should relay this information to their local
emergency response groups.

(@A)

“he State should provide current information on shioments <2 the -ountie:
ang the Tribes upon request.

Security

These shipments are not likely to be a target for rterrorists. 3Zut. US DOE

must ensure that prudent security measures are taken.

The HAC recommends that US DOE consider ways to asoid or 'imit the threat of
criminal disruptions. These may include management systems Or gnyvsical
orotective features. Measures also could include driver training or iaw

-

enforcement monitoring or escort cf early shipments.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

FOR EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS AND RESPONSE

Plans and Procedures

An emergency plan for handling TRU waste accidents must be in place before the
shipments begin. The plan must show that accident response can reduce public
risks without undue risks for emergency responders.

The HAC finds that emergency coverage for critica: first response functions i3

not complete in many parts of the transport route. In other areas, the
coverage is not adequate.

The HAC recommends:

1. The Governor should propose legislation to provide for Regional Response
Teams for all hazardous materials to ensure compiete coverage.

The legislation shouid address: (1) special training and equipment needs
for response to TRU waste transport mishaps; (2) the need for at least one
centrally located team along the route of TRU wasza shipments. “3: at
least two members of that team are to be fullv funded positicns in
addition to those already funded by local government: and (4) the funding
for training and maintaining the team and the two positions zhall be
provided for the full term of the transport program.

The Hanford Waste Board should support the legisiation.

2. The roles and duties of all parties should be clearly defined in the
emergency plan and coordinated for each segment of the route. This should
include statements of responsibility for and to all individual
participants. At any point along the route, the nian should provide for
access control, rescue, emergency medical treatment, fire suppression,
initial stabilization, and public information.
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State agencies, local governments, and the Tribes snall worx with US CCE
10 ensure complete coverage of the route before transport begins. .S LOE
shouid state its commitment, or its contractors: commitment, to assume a
iiapility for emergency response. Also, US DOE shouid state it:
commitment., or its contractors’' commitment, to reimburse emergency
response groups that respond to an accident.

2. The plan should provide for rapid and ongoing technical aid to tne
incident commander. At the outset, the state advisors :hould be able to
talk with the commancger. Within about one hour, iocal technicai experts
should reach the scene. Within a few hours, staGe.or federal experts
shouid be on scene.

$a

Clear procedures snouid be waritten ror every key response positizn. “he
procedures snouid expiain what eacn position must achieve. Sroczaures

P TS

should provide gquidance on how tasks should be performed.

Squipment

All emergency response groups must have access to gear needed to respond tO &
TRU wasze accident. The HAC recommends:

1. Rugged radiation detection gear that is easy to use snould be cn the wasrte
transport trucks. First response groups shouid have access to similar
gear.

e

Local, state, Tripail, and federal technical response groups shouid have
access to more sensitive radiation cetection gear.

(9]

All radiation detection gear should be kept in good working crder; al:
gear should be easy for responders to obtain.
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4. HWaste transport trucks chould carry gear that can be used t» ccntro!
spiiled wastes (for example, tarps).

5. Other needed gear shoula be provided to emergency response groups.

Training

Key local, state, Tribal, ano federail responders must be trained to handle TRU
waste mishaps. The HAC recommends:

1. Training should be offered to all local, state, Tribal. and fadgeral 3rcoucs
that may respond to a mishap. Training should be <pecific t2 the rcles
and duties of each trainee group. It should bte offered at times and
places and in a format that will enhance participation.

2. Training should be offered again when any group no longer has enough
trained responders.

3. Re-training should be offered from time to time.

4. Ongoing training of first responders along the route snould 22 g /en Cy

the hazardous materials response team when it is operational.

5. Funds for training shall bte provided for, the full term of the transport
program.

Driils
Short of an accident, drills are the best way to evaluate and imorove

readiness. Drills that involve all likely response groups must be conducted.
The HAC recommends:

1. Before the shipments vbegin, a drill that involves all likely response
groups (as participants cr observers) should be done in eacn county.
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2. Zach year, at least one drill for a TRU waste mishap shouid pe -onductegd
ilgng the route in Oregon. Key emergency responders in The cther caunt e3
should be asked %o observe and critique the drill.

3D:nd
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