Nevada Recommendations
Comprehensive Risk Management

Comprehensive risk assessment (CRA) should cover all
transportation system phases, events, and :
consequences (Golding and White, 1990)

CRA calculates probabilities only where existing data,
theories, and models are sufficient to support use of
rigorous quantitative methods, and uses sensitivity
analysis to illustrate impact of differing assumptions and
variations in quality of data :

CRA should be used as working risk management tool
throughout life of project, with ongoing public
participation

CRA should be basis of risk communication throughout
life of the project

Nevada Recommendations
Preferred Transportation System

Dual purpose casks for at-reactor storage and transport
Ship oldest fuel first (at least 20 years at-reactor
cooling)

Maximum use of rail (mode of choice)

Mandatory use of dedicated trains, special safety
protocols, and special car designs as recommended by
AAR » '

Early DOE and carrier identification of preferred cross-
country mainline routes in consultation with stakeholders
Early involvement of corridor states and Indian Tribes,
including ﬂnancial.assistanc'e under Section 180(c)




Nevada Recommendations

Full-Scale Physical Testing of Casks

Meaningful stakeholder role in development of testing
protacols & selection of test facilities and personnel
Full-scale physical testing (sequential drop, puncture,
fire, and immersion) prior to NRC certification

Additional testing (casks, components, models) and
computer simulations to determine performarice in extra-
regulatory accidents and to determine failure thresholds
Reevaluate Modal Study findings , and if appropriate,
revise NRC cask performance standards

Evaluate costs and benefits of destructive testing of a
randomly-selected production model cask

Nevada Recommendations
Accident Prevention & Emergency Response

Maximize use of regional organizations such as Western
Governors Association (WGA) and Westem Interstate
Energy Board (WIEB) for planning, implementation, and
program evaluation

Coordinate with Indian Tribes and local governments

Develop comprehensive safety program modeled after
WGA-State-DOE WIPP Transportation Program

Adopt WIEB Sept.,1994 proposal for evaluation and final
designation of preferred shipping routes

Impleément Section 180(c) Financial Assistance to State,
local, & tribal govemments through rulemaking

Revise DOE Plan for Privatization of Transportation
Services to emphasize safety and public acceptance




Yucca Mountain Transportation Issues

No Rail Access. At present, there is no railroad access to Yucca Mountain. Construction of a new
rail spur would cost more than $1 billion. Even the shortest of the five spur options (99 to 344
miles in length) would be the largest new rail construction project in the United States since
World War 1. Environmental approvals, right-of-way acquisition, and litigation could delay rail
construction for 10 years or morc. The altcrnative to rail spur construction, delivery of thousands
of large rail casks by 220-foot-long heavy haul trucks (HHT') over distances of 112 to 330 miles
on Nevada public highways, is probably not feasible. Even if DOE is able to develop rail access
to Yucca Mountain, one-third of the reactor sites cannot ship directly by rail.

Mostly Truck Scenario. The DOE "mostly legal-weight truck scenario” is the only national
transportation sccnario that is currently feasible. All 72 power plant sites and all 5 DOE sites can
ship by legal-weight truck. DOE would need 53,000 shipments over 24 years to move 70,000
metric tons of spent nuclear fucl (SNF) and high-level radioactive waste (HLW) to the repository.
If all projected SNF and HLW were shipped to Yucca Mountam there would be almost 109,000
shlpments over 38 ycars.

Mostly Rail Scenario. DOE's "mostly rail" national scenario would result in fewer cross-country
shipments. However, the barge and heavy haul truck shipments from 24 reactor sites that lack rail
access, and the heavy haul truck shipments required in Nevada if there is no rail spur to Yucca
Mountain, must be added to get a true picturc of DOE's "preferred option." When the barge and
HHT shipments are included, DOE's "mostly rail" total would be 22,500 shipments over 24 years,
and 45,000 over 38 years.

Past & Future Shipments. DOE shipments to Yucca Mountain would greatly exceed past U.S. .
shipments of SNF. Between 1964 and 2001, about 2,457 metric tons of commercial SNF was
shipped in 2,722 shipments, an average of 65 metric tons and 72 shipments per year. DOE
proposes to ship 2,900 metric tons to Yucca Mountain cvery year for 24 years, requiring 935 to
2,200 shipments per year. Over 38 years, DOE could ship 3,100 metric tons per year, requiring
1,100 to 2,900 shipments per year. Between 1971 and 2001, SNF shipments traveled about 1.6
million miles by truck and 120,000 miles by rail, and there were four accidents involving loaded
casks. If future DOE shipments have the same accident rate as past shipments, there would be
160-190 accidents over 38 years, plus 850-2,400 regulatory violations.

Transportation Routes. After concealing potential routes in the Draft EIS, DOE published maps
of "representative routes” in the Final EIS. The DOE maps géncrally agree with the routes
identified in previous studies by DOE and Nevada contractors. DOE's primary truck route would
be I-80 from Cleveland to Salt Lake City. DOE's primary rail route would be the Union Pacific
from Chicago to Salt Lake City. With a few exceptions, DOE has identified the most likely
highway and rail routes to Nevada. The routes identified by DOE could affect 45 statcs and the
District of Columbia. More than 123 million people currently live in the 703 counties traversed
by DOE's highway routes, and 106 million live in counties along DOE's rail routes. DOE predicts
that between 10.4 and 16. 4 million people wﬂl llve W1thm one-half mile of a transportatlon route
in 203S. SRR

Spent Nuclear Fuel SNF from commercial power reactors would comprise about 90 percent of
the wastes shipped to the repository. Fission products, especially Strontium-90 (half-life 28 ycars)
and Cesium-137 (half-life 30 years), account for most of the radioactivity in SNF for the first
hundred years after removal from reactors, and are a major source of intensc gamma and ncutron
radiation. After one-year in a water-filled storage pool, unshiclded SNF is so radioactive that it



delivers a lethal dose of radiation (600 rem) in about 10 seconds. After 50 years of cooling, the
total radioactivity (measured in curies) and the surface dose rate (measured in rem/hour) decline
by more than 95 percent, but SNF can still deliver a lethal radiation exposure in less than 5
minutes after 50 years.

Cask Contents. The 70,000 metric tons of SNF and HLW shipped to Yucca Mountain during the
first 24 years would contain more than 12 billion curies total radioactivity, including 4.8 billion
curies of deadly Cesium-137, and 25 million curies of Plutonium-239, which has a half-life of
24,000 years. The average truck cask of commercial SNF would contain more than 350,000
curies, including 20-30 times the amount of radioactive cesium and strontium released by the
Hiroshima bomb. Each rail cask of spent fuel from a commercial nuclear power plant would
contain more than 2 million curies total radioactivity. Four rail casks would contain more
Cesium-137 than the total amount released during the Chernobyl accident (2.4-2.9 million
curies).

Accident Consequences. Highway and rail accidents severe enough to release radioactive
materials from a shipping cask have a very low probability of occurrence, but such accidents are
credible. A Nevada-sponsored study of the July 2001 Baltimore rail tunnel fire concluded that it
would have resulted in significant release of radioactive materials. It burned for more than three
days with temperatures as high as 1500°F. A single rail cask in such an accident could have
released enough radioactive cesium to contaminate an area of 32 square miles. Failure to cleanup
the contamination, at a cost of $13.7 billion, would cause 4,000 to 28,000 cancer deaths over the
next 50 years.

Terrorism Consequences. DOE and NRC testing in the 1980s demonstrated that a military
demolition charge could breach the wall of a truck cask. An industry test in 1998 demonstrated
that a TOW missile warhead could breach a rail cask. DOE acknowledges that a successful attack
on a truck cask in an urban area would result in 48 latent cancer fatalities. A Nevada-sponsored
evaluation of the same scenario concluded the attack on a truck cask using a common military
demolition device could cause 300 to 1,800 latent cancer fatalities, assuming 90% penetration by
a single blast. Full perforation of the cask, likely to occur in an attack involving a state-of-the art
anti-tank weapon, such as the TOW missile, could cause 3,000 to 18,000 latent cancer fatalities.
Cleanup and recovery costs would exceed $10 billion.

Dedicated Trains. Current USDOT regulations allow shipment of spent fuel casks in mixed
freight trains carrying other hazardous materials. Nevada believes spent fuel should never be
shipped in mixed freight trains, and that spent fuel should always be shipped in dedicated (sole-
use) trains, operating under strict speed limits and special passing rules, as recommended by the
Association of American Railroads. Since the 1970s, DOE and the nuclear industry have opposed
mandatory use of dedicated trains and special safety rules.

Full-Scale Testing, The NRC does not currently require full-scale physical testing of shipping
casks. None of the SNF shipping casks currently used in the United States have ever been tested
full-scale. This fact was confirmed by NRC Chairman Richard Meserve in letters to Senator
Harry Reid dated April 2, 2002 and April 24, 2002. DOE has no plans for full-scale testing of the
casks which would be used for shipments to Yucca Mountain. Since the 1970s, DOE and the
nuclear industry have opposed mandatory full-scale testing.

Revised by Bob Halstead, Nevada Agency for Nuclear Projects, March 17, 2003. State of
Nevada transportation maps and reports can be accessed on the web at www.state.nv.us/nucwaste.
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Yucca Mountain Transportation
Critical I1ssues

Spent Fuel Transportation Hazards

» Risk Management Recommendations
» Rail Access to Yucca Mountain -

» Highway Access to Yucca Mountain
Potential Shipment Scenarios
Potential Cross-Country Routes

*

Additional documentation available at
www.state.nv.us/nucwastefirans.htm

Fresh Fuel Assembhes

Spent Fuel Storage Pool

Spent Fuel Transportation Hazards

» Direct SNF exposure deadly for 50+ years

« Each cask contains enormous amount of
dangerous radioactive materials

* Routine radiation from casks hazardous to
workers and to some members of public

+ Cask breach in worst-case accident: 54,000+

- latent cancer fatalities (LCFs) and $300,000-10

- billion+ cleanup costs

s Cask breach in successful terrorist attack 48-
1,800+ LCFs and $10 billion+ cleanup costs

Shipping casks not tested full-scale

Nevada Recommendations
. Comprehensive Risk Management

« Comprehensive risk assessment (CRA) should cover all
transportation system phases, events, and

. consequences (Golding and White, 1990)

« CRA calculates probabilities only where existing data,

. theories, and models are sufficient to support use of

" tigorous quantitative methods, and uses senslivity

. analysis fo illustrate Impact of differing assumphons and

- variations In quality of data

« CRA should be used as working risk management tool

. throughout life of project, with ongoing public -
participation i

« CRA should be basts of risk communication throughout
l:fe of the project




Nevada Recommendations
Preferred Transportation System

» Dual purpose casks for at-reactor storage and transport

Ship oldest fuel first (at least 20 years at-reactor

cooling)

Maximum use of rail (mode of choice)

Mandatory use of dedicated trains, special safety

protocols, and special car designs as recommended by

AAR

+ Early DOE and carrler identification of prefetred cross-
couniry malinline routes in consultation with stakeholders

« Early involvement of coridor states and Indian Tribes,
including financial assistance under Section 180(c)

Nevada Recommendations
Full-Scale Physical Testing of Casks

« Meaningful stakeholder rofe In development of testing
protocols & selection of test facilities and personnel

« Full-scale physical testing (sequential drop, puncture,
fire, and immersion) priof to NRC certification

* Additional testing (casks, components, models) and

computer simulations to determine performanca in extra-

regufatory accidents and to determine failure thresholds

Reevaluate Modal Study findings , and if appropriate,

revise NRC cask performance standards

« Evaluate costs and benefits of destructive testing of a
randomly-selected production model cask

Nevada Recommendations
Accldent Prevention & Emergency Response

* Maximize use of regional organizations such as Western

Governors Association (WGA) and Westem Interstate

Energy Board (WIEB) for planning, implementation, and

program evaluation

Coordinate with Indian Tribes and local governments

Develop comprehensive safety program modeled after

WGA-State-DOE WIPP Transportation Program

* Adopt WIEB Sept.,1994 proposal for evaluation and final
designation of preferred shipping routes

» Implement Section 180(c) Financial Assistance to State,
local, & tribal governments through rulemaking

* Revise DOE Plan for Privatization of Transportation
Sefvices to emphasize safety and public acceptance

Rail Access is Desirable
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Yucca Mountain Rail Issues

+ Currently no rail access to Yucca Mountain
3 DOE rail options infeasible (land use conflicts)

Caliente & Carlin options would be longest new
rail construction in US since 1930s

« Construction cost could exceed $1 billion
Significant environmental challenges & conflicts
with ranching, mining, recreation, and Native
American lands & cultural resources

+ Caliente option impacts City of Las Vegas

+ Heavy Haul Truck (HHT) options infeasible

Potential Nevada Rall Routes to Yucca Mt
I




Valley Corridor Land Use Conflicts

Sheep Mountains
Proposed Valvy Rall Siding

.
Ap AT
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Callente Chalk-Mountain Land Use Conflicts

Endangered Species

Bennett Pass
(Caliente Rail Route)

Timber Mountain Pass
(Caliente Rail Route) .

Beowawe - Crescent Valley
(.Ca'rlin Rail Route)




Southemn Crescent Valley
{Carlin Rail Route) -

Union Pacific RR — Las Vegas
(Looking West from Stratosphere) .

Heavy Haul Truck Rig for Use With
Yucca Mountain Shipments
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Rail Access Summary

« Direct rail access to national rail network is
highly desirable for repository site
+ Yucca Mountain site lacks rail access

+ DOE has not demonstrated feasibility of any of

the 5 rail access options identified in the FEIS
+ Alternative to rail spur, HHT delivery from
intermodal transfer station, probably not feasible
» Rail shipments through downtown Las Vegas
will be a major issue in any future DOE
transportation planning activities

Legal-Weight Truck Access

DOE FEIS Proposed Truck Routes

“ o

Legal-Weight Truck Access

NDOT B Route




NDOT B ROUTE

I-80/US93A: West Wendover
AP PARCTIITR Y A | ~

. NDOT B ROUTE

US6: Murry Summit

NDOT B ROUTE

US95: Goldfield

POSSIBLE LWT/HHT ROUTE

US93: 9-Mile'Ascent to

POSSIBLE LWT/HHT ROUTE

S: ‘aliente
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POSSIBLE LWT/HHT ROUTE




POSSIBLE LWT/HHT ROUTE

SR375:; Hancock Summit

BEED

POSSIBLE LWT/HHT ROUTE

‘SR375: Rachel

‘-
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Potential Shipment Scenarios
Over 38 Years, 2010-2048

* Mostly Truck: 109,000 Cask-Shipments (about
8 trucks per day) .

« Mostly Rail: 22,000 Cask-Shipments {about 10

" rail casks and 2 truck casks per week, plus
barge or HHT shipments from 24 reactors)

+ Current Capabilities: 42,000 Cask-Shipments
(about 2 truck casks and 1 rail cask per day,
assuming rail spur can be built)

Most Likely Highway Routes
to Yucca Mountain

Most Likely Rail Routes
to Yucca Mountain

Affected Jurisdictions & Populations
Along Yucca Mountain Routes

* Truck and rail routes could travérse 45 states,
700 counties, and 50 Indian Reservations

* More than 120 million people live in counties
traversed by truck routes

» More than 100 million people live in counties

" traversed by rail routes

« More than 11 million people live within one-half
mile (800 meters) of a potential highway route

Source: Dilger & Halstead, Many Roads to Travel, WM'03,

February 2003
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TRANSPORTATION SYSTEI\/:IS

« With the recent announcement by DOE
identifying corridor preferences for.construction
of a rail line to serve Yucca Mountain, the
economic, environmental and |nst|tut|onal
feasibility for dlrect rail access remaln
questionable: -

+ Direct rail access. to Yucca Mountaln is feaS|ble
However, if the'mode decision is delayed, DOE
would likely be forced to consider direct truck or
rail-to-truck alternatives for its |n|t|al shipments to
Yucca Mouintain:

« In light of the alternatives to dlrect ra|I DOE
must be encouraged to expeditiously construct
direct rail to Yucca Mountain.

MOSTLY RAIL STILL MEANS
TRUCK SHIPMENTS
FROM EAST AND WEST

* As DOE focuses on dlrect rall DOE must
continue work to define truck transportatlon
plannlng, impact and mitigation issues as the

“mostly rail” scenarios will still involve thousands
of legal weight truck shipments through Nevada.

» Construction of a dedicated rail.line to Yucca
Mountain will not do-much to induce California’s
nuclear utilities to ship by rail. Truck shipments
from the 4 California sites would likely be quicker
and cheaper; this has implications for future use
of California rural routes

4




~~INTEGRATION,

* Any.modal and routing Record of. Decrsron .
(RGD). |ssued by 'DOE mustinclude an . .
rexplanatlon of how all reactor and defense
. sites will route shlpments to Yucca Motintain.
The' ROD must lndlcate all modes and routes
that will be used, and the: number of =
. shipments expected for éach.

| . DOE mode and route decrsrons must be
transparent regardlng factors consrdered |n
L reachrng deC|S|ons Co A

,,,,,,

. SltUS county and-AULGs need a drrect o

and active role in‘transportation
plannlng that affects our region. -

I Some suggestions: DOE could mmate a’
monthly planning meeting to mvolve alI
countles in the’ plannlng, o v

- DOE colild submrt transportatron plannrng-
- “related questlons to.the countres to help
mform DOE's plannlng """ .




DOE ADDRESS AULG
COMMENTS ON*
MODE AND ROUTE

. Pursuant to Sectlon 116¢ of the NWPA .as
amended and NEPA, AULGs have’ prowded
extenswe comments to DOE regardlng mode:
and routlng 'DOE mode and routmg decisions
must reflect how those comments have been
consideréd by DOE.’

- Example: the pendlng Record of Demsnon on
modal preference might mclude a descrlptlon of
input provided by AULGs over the years and
how, if at all, such input contributed to the modal
choice. Documentation of comments and

response is essential. ’

AULGS AND UMBRELLAS

-+ As explauned in DOE'’s transportatlon strateglc
plan, the use of umbrella groups to “check off”
the local government interaction box is. :
inadequate’and- unacceptable for the- AULG

« DOE must recognize the AULG as:a distinct
group of stakeholders who are more heavily
burdenéd than the rest of the local governments
in the country. The AULGs with truck and rail
routes will see virtually all of the shipments. This
is very different from the effect transportation
may have on local governments in reactor and

- corridor states throughout the country. ™

* Recognition of AULGs by DOE includes
continuing involvement, consultation, oversight
fundmg and mltlgatlon ‘ 8
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Iong term ongomg abrllty to influénce and be
rnvolved in the management and operatlon of
the rail system including emergency response
and safety.of operatlons SR

| Local government should be able to”
maxumlze development opportunities and
,other optlons mvolvrng the ra|| system

. (R
RN

EMERGENCY:MANAGEMENT

* Nevada local governments -are on the front line

of public health and safety for nuclear waste
transportatlon -and are responsrble to be
prepared for an accrdent even if the nsk is -
believed to be minimal. ™ el T

Interlocal mutual ald agreements contlnue to
commit countles to reglonal emergency '

response obllgatlons regardless of routlng and
‘“mode’ demsrons et '

Mutual ‘aid agreements parﬂcularly lmportant to-
rural Nevada, Wwill require, emergency first
response trarnlng and equment be provrded by

.. DOE to local ‘governments not necessanly
' Iocated anng deS|gnated transportatlon routes

10
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DOE’S RECORD.IS |
INCONSISTENT

. Recent WIPP shlpments had extensive
mvolvement with local jUflSdlCtlonS
whllle forelgn fuel shipments by rail
through northern Nevada, based.on
Lander County’s experience, did not.

. Worklng through the state does not*
guarantee adequate preparation at the
local level.

ROUTE PREPARATION
| CRITERIA

- DOE needs to establish acceptable route
preparation criteria before shipments could
begin. Such criteria might include:emergency
response training and equupment required.
infrastructure |mprovements and appropriate
monltonng and over5|ght capabllltles

* Use WIPP as an example Shlpments don't start

.along a route until it is considered,"Open." To
be open, DOE has to have provided training,

, partncnpated with States in public information,
etc..,In essence, the’ State has to agree that
preparatlons along the route are adequate, and
that emergency responders are prepared to
handle an event. 12




DOE INVOLVE LOCAL
GOVERNMENTS
EARLY AND OFTEN

. For AULGs who wrll experrence ALL shrpments
one-on-one coordination with.DOE:is essentlal

. Strengthen the WIPP framework: mode| to
ensure early and effective lnvolvement of local
governments by DOE and the state'in all -
transportation planning and implementation.

* Planning should address:emergency response’

training and-equipment,.required infrastructure -

improvements, appropnate monitoring and "

oversight capabilities, and the role of volunteers.

13

180 (C)ISNOTTHEANSWER '

-~The amount of project fundrng dedicated to ..
fulfilling DOE -emergency preparedness:-: - .

responsibilities under NWPA section- 180(c) |s .

completely:inadequate to meet national -
needs to upgrade hrghways and emergency

. response capacmes (Source DOE analysrs
“tiof total system I|fecycle cost 12/98)

' rmpacted agencres and Jurrsdlctlons DOE
must develop realistic cost estimates for
|mprov1ng and safeguardlng truck and rall
routes. . ... . L e e ey T e
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AULG CAPACITY

+ DOE should plan and budget for regional
emergency response training facilities fully
funded by DOE, staffed by professionals but -
operated by local governments, as proposed
by Eureka County

. Emergency medlcal capabllltles and tralnlng
have not been addressed — volunteers,

~ facilities,.emergency medical capacity and
'tramlng in preparatlon fora nuclear incident

DOE TRANSPORTATION
DECISION-MAKING

« We are experiencing piecemeal decrsron -making on
transportation because of the lackofa-~ .
transportation Programmatic EIS which would
analyze cradle to grave. transportation of ALL
materials destined for Yucca Mountain, . including
PFS shipments and defense waste, in the context of
current low level and transuranic shipping programs
already affectrng Nevada and California.

« In order to avoid 12th hour decisions whrch prohibit
effective risk analysrs and management (i.e..
emergency first | response training and equnpment)
DOE must move forward expeditiously to make
specific mode and routing decisions regarding
transportation through Nevada. 16
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“USING FEIS AS
DECISION-MAKING-TOOL

. Regardlng the upcoming mode decision (mostly rail
-or mostly truck), FEIS lacked a national route-specific
study that should be the basis for informed 'decision
making on mode and route, and that takes into’ .
- consideration-all affected, mvolved and responsnble
parties for shlpplng from many cradles to'one grave.

- FEISis madequate to support transportatlon plannlng
_and decisions that take into consideration the indirect
effects and cumulative effects of nuclear waste 4
transportation. ; :

» Whatis the baS|s for. DOE s mode demsnon'? Who
decides? Why isn't this a. public d|a|ogue since the

entire country is affected? What is mode preference '
based on, other than “rail is safer"? .

17

SUFPPLEMENTAL EIS ON
SECURITY ISSUES IS NEEDED

e Because FEIS was completed pnor to

9/11, the NEPA' document does not glve
proper, welght to securlty |ssues A
,\_.Supplemental EIS focused on securlty
-issues pertaining to the Yucca Mountaln
- project;:transportation, and the e,
commercial-nuclear fuelicycle: should be
developed. S AT




' TRUCK DECISIONS
« The Final EIS for the project does not provide

sufficient detail on potential truck routes into
Yucca Mountain.

~ Although DOE claims that the FEIS is

' sumeent to support all subsequent ‘decision

- concernrng routrng, no anaIysrs was done on
sevéral rural routes already in use by DOE for
nuclear waste transportation.

The FEIS for the project did not compare
potential truck routes with respect to safety or
cost.

RAIL’DECISION‘S

DOE has announced its rail route preference
in Nevada:; Calrente with Carlin as a |
| secondary preference

DOE |ntends to prepare an EIS only on the
Caliente route From a planning perspective,
analyzing the secondary route and rail/truck
alternatives in the event that the preferred

- "route is infeasible would be prudent and
efficient.

20
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- FINAL THOUGHTS

-+ DOE has resusted acknowledglng that its current

low level waste and transuranic waste shipping
programs are-legitimate subjects of study for,
purposes of anticipating how DOE will handle
the transportation of high level waste and spent
fuel. DOE should encourage AULGs to use -
oversrght funding to.develop an understandrng
of DOE's existing nuclear waste transportatron
practices and regulatory framework. <.

Until a Supplemental EIS is completed on - .
. security issues, there'is no. rational basis for a
decision on ‘the' preferred mode of transportatlon
or preferred routes.-Absent decisions on mode
and routes, impacted jurisdictions;cannot be. -
identified and costs to prepare these routes

cannot be estimated.” o

LONG RANGE PLANNING
IS DIFFICULT

- » 180(c) funding is not a panacea for the
AULGs.

. Fundlng will not be available until three years
prior to first shipments and the amount
available to Nevada and California is
unknown. Knowing neither the risks nor the -
resources available to offset these risks,
makes long range planning difficult if not
rmpossmle Funding n'eeds to be based on

the transportation funnel

11



OUR CHALLENGE

Understandlng the ant|CIpated |mpacts

Weighing the burden of risk and
responsnblllty lmposed upon the. county

Developlng a plan to respond to those

burdens - - -

Getting DOE to compensate the

__counties for the cost of implementing
the’ plan for the duratlon of the shlpplng
campaign=

lmplementlng the plan for the

duration.. 2

12



