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UDear Mr. Secretary, '3 -

2'. '

I would to thank the NRC for issuing the " Physical
Protection of Irradiated Reactor Fuel in Transit" interim
final rule and for allowing time for public comment.

The rule is an affirmative step in .ecognizing the
danger posed by the t ran s po r t a t. io n of nuclear waste. T.t e
requirements effectively address the safety needs of the
people and their en vi ro nmen t.

Please find enclosed comments which I believe
will further the requirements that the NRC has riready put
into effect. -I f present requiremencs are amended by such
recommendations,public protection will be extended without
drastically altering the original rule.

Thank you for accepting my comments and 1 hope
that they are seriously considered.

Sincerely,
.

I

Andrew Maguire
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COMIENTS REGARDING THE NRC INTERIM FINAL RULE "THE PHYSICAL PRO- g

TECT.IfD OF IRRADIATED REACTOR FUEL IN TRANSIT"

1/ Route Acproval: Section 73.'37 (a)(1)
.The approval of routes is a major step in upgrading public

and environmental safety. However, it should be ruled that as
a part of the NRC route approval process , a mechanism for public
imput be developed. Communities which will be subj ect to spent
fuel transportation should be involved in determining the safest
and most viable routes. Forums and public hearings should be
held well in advance of final route approval so that illuminated
problems can be properly dealt with.

In addition, NRC should develop a more definitive and tho-
rough process by which to analyze alternatives to normally ap-
proved routes. Before an unexpected change in route occurs, the
NRC and licensees should be aware of safe alternatives - routes
equally well prepared in terms of LEA arrangements etc. These
plans should also take into account public sentiment.

2/ Notification: Section 73.37 (a)(1) and (a)(1)
Prior notification of shipments should be made on an indi-

vidual basis; licensees should inform LEA and the NRC of every
shipment. Additionally, regional jurisdictions (ie. counties)
should be designated along propesed routes for prior notification
of impending shipmonts.

Arrangements with LEA alone, although a correct step, are
insufficient in prdmoting and maintaining overall safety.
Policemen, Sheriffs, and highway patrolmen are not trained to
deal with radir tive mishaps. In the same way that licensees
must make arrangements with law enforcement agencies, they
should be required to set up understandings and lines of
communication with the most competent local emergency response
units: specially trained fire fighters, hospital cr,ews, radi-
ation experts, local and State health departments, or any special
emergency preparedness teams that might exist along the route.
Arrangements should also include communications between LEA and
the designated emergency response units.

Obviously, certain rural and small town areas where ship-
ments are likely to pass through will not have highly trained
radiation response teams. The notification and communication
with any emergency-health related team would significantly
upgrade public protection and the NRC should work with localities
to help develop emergency response teams.

3/ Route Restrictions: Section 73.37 (a)(3)

Embargoes on transportation through densely populated areas should
be fi.mly mandated. Exemptions should be granted solely on a case-by-case
basis prior;'tps,hipment, and only in the case of irreversible or long-temimpsili::ents. In as much as there are relatively few and nonconsecutive
shipments annually from individual reactor sites, short-tem delays will not
drastically burden business or affect safety. Cbstacles such as a major
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road repainnent would warrant an alternative to the approved route. If traa. sit

through an urcanized area is unavoidable, the 13C should be accountable for
implementation of special safety measures.

4/ Safe W 2 : Section 73.37 (a)(6)

The IEC, not the licensee, should be responsible for developing pro-
cedures for coping with threats and emergencies for the latter to comply with.
These requirenents should include clearly defined lines of conmunication to
be implemented upon emergency. As previously reconmended (see Notification),
the licensee should be working with emergency response units as well as LEA.

Upon an accident, theft, or diversion, the licensee should be required
to irmediately inform emergency response units and LEA as well as the IBC.
Among these parties, there should be clearly defined lines of authority
to deal expediticusly and expertly with any conflict.
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