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Clark County's Comments on NUREG 1768

Hello,

Here are Clark County's comments on NUREG 1768. You will receive signed hard copy of these
comments shortly. Please send me an email confirming receipt.
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May 29, 2003

Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop T-6-D-59
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Clark County Comments on United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission Package
Performance Study Test Protocols, NUREG-1768: Draft Report for Comment

Dear Sir:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Package Performance Study (PPS)
Draft Test Protocols, NUREG-1768. This letter supplements our comments made during the PPS
Rockville, MD, Las Vegas, NV, Pahrump, NV, and Chicago, IL public meetings. Our
expectation is that the verbal comments made during those meetings will receive the same
consideration as these written comments.

It is important to express our appreciation for the invitation NRC extended to Clark County
representatives to attend all four of the workshops and to be able to provide extended comment
throughout the process. This example of the NRC's enhanced rulemaking process is extremely
desirable because it gives stakeholders the ability to fully participate in these proceedings. It is
also important to recognize the efforts made by William Brach, Dr. Andrew Murphy and Francis
Cameron of the NRC staff. Throughout the workshops, they effectively incorporated stakeholder
perspectives, approached the serious issues raised about NUREG 1768 with care, and made it
clear that the NRC was serious in its desire to receive public input. Clark County commends
their efforts.

These comments are Clark County's response to NUREG 1768 Package Performance Study Test
Protocols (Draft Report for Comment) February 2003. As you are aware, Clark County has
consistently taken an active role throughout this process. Clark County is extremely concerned
about shipments of high-level radioactive waste because the overwhelming majority of the
possible shipments that will occur in the United States in the next 50 years will be shipments of
waste to Yucca Mountain. If these waste shipments travel by truck (there is no rail access to
Yucca Mountain) and use the routes prescribed by the US Congress (the Interstate Highway
System), all of the waste shipments to Yucca Mountain will pass through Clark County.
Depending on shipping scenario Clark County will experience between six to eleven trucks a day
for a period between 24-38 years. The robustness of the package containing the waste is
critically important to Clark County. Even if attempts are made to avoid urbanized areas, Clark
County will still be affected.

Clark County has carefully reviewed NUREG-1768 and considered the information provided
during the public workshops by NRC staff and contractors. Based on this review, we conclude
that the testing protocols are not acceptable to Clark County, Nevada. While Clark County
strongly supports the principle of full scale cask-testing, the NUREG -1768 testing proposal is
not an adequate substitute for full-scale regulatory testing. Clark County requests the NRC
completely reexamine the reasons for full-scale cask testing, and to reissue new draft test
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protocols for public comment.

The reason presented in NUREG-1768 for conducting the extra-regulatory tests is to instill
public confidence in the durability of the casks that will be used to transport high-level
radioactive waste. The presumption is that obtaining new films of these tests will form the basis
for public confidence. An additional purpose is said to be improving the calibration of the
computer codes used to model the performance of the casks. However, the testing program will
not meet these goals in any meaningful way.

First, while obtaining new video footage of full-scale tests may be desirable, that footage will
still not display the casks undergoing the entire range of regulatory tests. After the expense and
time devoted to performing these tests, it will still be impossible to definitively say that the tested
casks can withstand regulatory tests. Opponents of the high-level waste shipments will be able to
say that NRC's decision not to test to regulatory standards confirms that the casks cannot
successfully meet those standards. Second, while the objective of benchmarking computer
models may be desirable, it is not a substitute for full-scale regulatory testing. However, the
proposed tests will attempt to measure cask deformations so small, they may not be measurable.
From the description in NUREG-1768, it is impossible to determine whether or not any useful
data will result from the testing.

The extra-regulatory tests proposed in NUREG-1768 seem to be excessively expensive for very
little return. The testing program for two casks will cost more than $20 million, but will not
determine if the two casks meet the accident performance standards set forth in the NRC
regulations. Neither will it identify the failure thresholds of the two casks tested. The state of the
art testing program proposed by State of Nevada, will cost twice the PPS tests, but will confirm
cask regulatory compliance. It seems reasonable to prefer the State of Nevada proposal despite
the additional expense.

Clark County understands that the issue of testing to failure is a complex one that is not easily
reconciled with other testing objectives, whether regulatory or the extra-regulatory tests proposed
in NUREG 1768. Therefore the issue of testing to failure deserves significant discussion in the
final testing protocols. It may be desirable to perform one of the regulatory tests to failure (e.g.
the fire test) and use that test to define the failure threshold for the type of accident most likely to
cause cask or seal failure. Another similar issue is that of conducting multiple tests. Throughout
the PPS workshops, it was clear that individuals experienced in actual cask testing believe that
the ability to conduct multiple tests is necessary for a full-scale testing program. The issue of
how many tests will be conducted is unresolved by NUREG 1768. Indeed, the current proposal
calls for two extremely expensive and inconclusive tests.

Full-scale regulatory testing of production casks should be conducted to determine whether or
not the casks meet regulatory standards. The current PPS proposals should be withdrawn and
replaced with a proposal that will implement full-scale regulatory testing. It is unlikely that the
current testing proposals will increase public confidence. Indeed, the current proposals will
likely only reduce that confidence. The best statement advocating full-scale testing can be found
in a report prepared by Sandia National Laboratory in 1993. According to the report (A
Description of Technical Issues Relative to Testing of the Cask Systems Development Proram
(CSDP) Radioactive Materials Package Designs, TTC#1265,May 14, 1993) Full-scale package
testing has several advantages:

1. For packages tested in full scale, a single test article can be subjected to all normal and
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hypothetical accident conditions defined by the regulations. The data from these tests can
directly demonstrate the compliance of a design with the radiological acceptance criteria
of 10 CFR 71.

2. Through full-scale testing, a clear characterization can be developed of the behavior of a
package when subjected to normal conditions and accident environments. Through this
characterization, refinements can be explored which will lead to increased confidence
and reliability in the design.

3. Prototypic full-scale package closure and seal response can be directly measured.

4. The fabrication of full-scale prototypic hardware allows evaluation and monitoring of the
fabrication process before production and manufacturing of several packages. Problems
that might not be encountered during a scale-model fabrication can be identified and
resolved.

5. The full scale package could be used to perform operational testing of the system.
Engineers can evaluate loading and unloading operations and provide additional
information on package performance that can be integrated into the transportation cycle.

6. Data collected during testing, such as acceleration and surface deformations, are direct
measurements of the structural response. These direct measurements eliminate the need
for scaling relationships based on scale factors, time, or weight.

7. The visual impression of full-scale testing is significant. Photos and videos of full-scale
scenario testing of truck and rail systems that were taken for the DOE in the late 1970s
are a visual tool for understanding the response of transportation systems in severe
accidents.

An additional reason supporting full-scale testing is the problem of "model overconfidence," the
tendency for technical experts to rely too heavily on their carefully constructed models. There
have been two major full-scale testing efforts of operational radioactive waste casks-the "Smash-
Hit" series of tests performed in the UK and the tests performed on the TRU-PACT II containers
used for the WIPP shipments. In each case, modeling did not adequately represent the true
performance of the cask and full-scale testing resulted in a redesign of the cask. Ultimately,
comprehensive full-scale testing would not only demonstrate compliance with NRC performance
standards. It would improve the overall safety of the cask and vehicle system, and generally
enhance confidence in both qualitative and probabilistic risk analysis techniques.

The Sandia report cited cost as the only reason not to conduct full-scale cask testing. The cost of
full-scale cask testing is less than one percent of the overall cost of the Yucca Mountain
Program. The offsetting benefit of increased public confidence in both the casks and the
regulatory system should be considered.

Clark County supports the State of Nevada's five-part approach to full-scale testing:

(1) meaningful stakeholder participation in development of
testing protocols and selection of test facilities and personnel;
(2) full-scale physical testing (sequential drop, puncture, fire,
and immersion) prior to NRC certification; (3) additional
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computer simulations to determine performance in extra-
regulatory accidents and to determine failure thresholds; (4)
reevaluation of previous risk study findings, and if appropriate,
revision of NRC cask performance standards; and (5) evaluation
of costs and benefits of destructive testing of a randomly-
selected production model cask. The preferred approach to
assessing package performance should be a combination of
computer analyses and full-scale cask testing, supplemented by
scale-model testing, full-size component testing, and spent fuel
testing.

It is a false dichotomy to suggest that the choice is only between full-scale and scale model tests.
There is a need to use different analytical tools to determine regulatory compliance throughout
the duration of the shipping program. Any new NRC proposal for full-scale testing must address
some critical procedural issues that are not addressed in NUREG-1768. These issues are
described below.

Stakeholder Participation
The NRC must provide a meaningful and substantive role for stakeholders in specifying the
objectives of the tests, developing the testing protocols, selecting the testing contractors, and
overseeing the implementation of the test program.

Selection of Cask Testing Facilities
The NRC must fully consider all available alternative cask testing facilities. NRC should discuss
all relevant issues and options with stakeholders. The accessibility of the test facilities to
stakeholders, and the willingness of facility personnel to facilitate stakeholder participation in
testing, may be as important as technical testing capabilities and previous experience

Selection of Casks to Be Tested
The casks identified in the PPS testing protocols are not sufficient. Full-scale testing of all of the
models of casks used to transport waste to Yucca Mountain is necessary to demonstrate
regulatory compliance.

Selection of Test Scenarios
Clark County urges the NRC to give highest priority for any extra-regulatory testing to a long
duration fire. A credible, severe accident fire could cause massive failure of both the cask and its
contents, resulting in widespread dispersal of radioactive materials in a respirable form, followed
by deposition and long-lived contamination. The PPS background materials do not contain any
data that support the reasoning behind the proposed tests. While the tests proposed by the PPS
are certainly difficult tests to meet, they may not be the best extra-regulatory tests to conduct.
Additional study in this deserves to be made.

Funding for the PPS
The NRC has not yet discussed the availability of funding for the PPS testing program, or the
extent to which design of the PPS testing program will be constrained by cost. These are critical
issues that deserve resolution. The NRC must strive to provide the strongest possible casks that
meet regulatory requirements.

NUREG-1768 asks stakeholders to provide input on eleven specific technical questions related to
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the two extra-regulatory tests. Clark County will not provide detailed comments on those
questions because to do so would be to accept the flawed premise that the NUREG-1768 tests are
an adequate substitute for full-scale regulatory testing. The fundamental point to be made is that
in order for the NRC to fulfill its regulatory obligations a program of fabricating and testing
casks full-scale must be implemented.

We appreciate the ability to participate in this very important process and look forward to future
discussions about the issue of full-scale cask testing. Should you require additional clarification
of Clark County's position, please contact Fred Dilger of our Nuclear Waste Division at (702)
455-5194.

Sincerely,

Myrna Williams
Commissioner

Cc:
BCC Members
Irene Navis, Planning Manager
Fred Dilger, Principal Planner
State of Nevada Agency for Nuclear Projects
Affected Units of Local Government
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