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Lessons Learned by Southern States

in Transportation of Radioactive Materials



es

The Nuclear Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1987 gave the U.S. Department of

Energy (DOE) responsibility for the management of the nation's high-level radioactive waste

(HIA1W) and spent nuclear fuel (SNF). When DOE accepts these materials and sends them to

interim storage at a monitored retrievable storage (MRS) facility or pcrnument disposal at a

geological repository, states must have the capability to protect the public health and safety of

their citizens in the event of a n-ansponationincident. As safety analyses and dam from past

accidents have demonstrated, the potential risk of injury resulting from the radioactive nature of

such materials is relatively small compared to that associated with other hazardous materials

transport. However, the potential adverse consequences of a release of radioactive materials into

the environment demand that a future fuel shipment campaign use ali appropriate mechanisms to

plan for safe transport. The commitment of DOE and the states to such planning efforts will

demonstrate to the affected public that the shipment campaign involves an acceptable level of

risk.

This report has been prepared under a cooperative agreement with DOE's Office of

Civilian Radioactive Waste Management (OCRWM) and is a summary of the lessons learned by

southern states regarding the transportationof radioactive materials, including HLRW and SNF.

Sources used in this publication include in_rviews of state radiological health and public safety

officials that are members of the Southern States Energy Board (SSEB) Advisory Committee on

Radioactive Materials Transportation, as well as the Board's Transuranic (TRU) Waste

Transportation Working Group. Other sources include letters written by the abovementioned

committees concerning various aspects of DOE shipment campaigns.

Although this report contains information about the transportation of radioactive

materials that are neither HLRW nor SN'F, the lessons learned from the shipment of these

materials can be readily applied in preparing for the upcoming OCRWM campaign. While the

physical characteristics of I-ILRW and SNF are quite different from that of other radioactive

materials, other aspects of radimcfive materials shipments, such as public confidence and

perceptions of relative risk, are analogous.

Many state officials are pleased with the Department's new spirit of openness. In a letter

to the Institutional Specialist in the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
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(OCRWM) TransportationProgram, members of the Advisory Committee on Radioactive

Materials Tran_fion stared that they are "encouraged by DOE's recent emphasis on

protectionof public safety and health ... [and recognition of] the importanceof protecting the

environment." Many state officials believe DOE has substantially improved their public

outreachandinformationdisseminationpoliciesandim'actices.Intheircomments,theofficials

recommendedthatDOE continuealongthispathofopenness.DOE, stateofficialsandthe

generalpublicwillallbenefitft'oreincreaseAcommunicationandcooperationwithrespectto

DOE'swastemanagementactivities.In_ed cooperationbetweenthestatesandDOE will

helpprovidesafeandefficienttransitionofradioactivewasteznaterials.

Officials also appreciatedDOE's efforts to integrate planning activities within its own

structure. For instance, the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) project,conducted under the

auspicesof the Office of EnvironmentalRestorationandWasteManagement(FM), has prodded

valuable lessons for the OCRWMcampaign. With respect to the WIPP program, many state

officials expressed appreciationfor DOE's increasing responsiveness m their concerns. They

recognized DOE's efforts to renounce the decide-announce-defendpolicy that some critics

chargedhas been endemic throughoutthe decisio_makingprocess.

While most of those contactedagreedthatthe overall har_dlingof the WIPPprogramhas

been commendable,some officials expressedconcern aboutaspectsof the WIPP campaignthey

would prefer to avoid in the futureduring the OCRWM transportphase. Most notably, one

official commentedthatDOE shouldnot spendan excessive amountof time getting involved in

planning for radioactive materials shipments in states where the actual shipments would not

occur for several years. Employeeturnoveris especially high for local responders,and training

andequipmentprograms five or moreyearsbefore the startof a shipping campaignare of little

value.

Severalofficialsexpresseddissatisfactionwiththealternativerouteselectionprocessand

suggestedwaystoimproveroutedesignations.StatescontinuetoemphasizetheneedforDOE

toidentifythepropermutingagency,oragencies,ineachstate.When morethanoneagencyis

involvedinthedecisionmakingprocess,DOE shoulddesignatealeadagency.Statesalsohave

requested that DOE establish guidelines for the alternative route selection process. In addition,
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once the alternative route selection process is complete, DOE should periodically review these

mutes to account for changing mad conditions and population density shifts. Finally, when the

time comes for actual shipments to take place, DOE should plan to notify more than one agency

in each state, although such notification is not expressly required.

In order to communicate effectively with the states, DOE should consider maintaining

contact with governors' offices in addition to emergency response contacts. This added contact

is necessary, said respondents, because there often is a dicey between what is written in

the law and what is implemented in practice with respect to translmrmtion and emergency

response procedures. State officials also requested that DOE provide the appropriate agencies

with timely and accurate information updates of changes in Title 49.

Regarding emergency preparedness issues, mm officials asked that DOE wcwkwith each

state on a individual basis regarding emergency response traininmj,_aad_ment assistance.
I

Each state has specific, unique needs that need m be addressed. -_'__............ =r.'---=_-:__.__ :=.____=_,e___

woul"_d ..
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I ;additional.,financial assisuCee _imply to p_et _ emergen_iiiC_/ss st_dard./- :;" '_ .... _':"----- "---_= ..... 7 . . /
\ _,z_ng_ccoun3_l_-_ng_s .... ;_, ¢¢gtam ptannmg aJ,_ IsSues

States have recognized that DOE has had _q:iculty in seeming public co_i_ncc in its

waste management tnmsportation programs. The governors of both Missouri and O_ahoma, for

example, have called for the use of full-scale cask design testing for DOE'_ OCRWM

transportation program. Missouri Governor John Ashcrofi and Oklahoma Oove:_"norDavid

Waiters both recommended that DOE test full-scale cask designs instead of scale nx_/e,ls so as to

increase DOE's credibility with the general public. In a letter to Secretin7 of Energy James D.

Watkins, Governor Ashcroft wrote: "I must convey to you my disappointment that the draft

Mission Plan Amendment still indicates a refusal on the part of the DOE to perform full-scale

cask design verification tests. Engineering principles and laws of similitude notwithstanding, the

general public is very skeptical that these scale-model tests prove that radioactive waste

shipments in full size casks will perform satisfactorily under severe accident conditions."



Likewise, Governor Waiters wrote "continuing to insist that scale-model verification testing is

adequate may be good science, but it is poor public relations." These two governors, along with

many other state officials, believe that investing in full-scale testing is a politically necessary

expenditure that will save the Deparuncnt time and money in the future.

States also recommended that DOE expcdi_ the mmsfcr of their extensive, sophisticated

technologies relating to the handling of radioactive waste from the laboratory to the commercial

sector. By fostering market development for these technologies, DOE will facilitate safer and

more efficient transportation of radioactive materials. In addition, some suggested that DOE

take the lead on for_nula_ing standards for waste packaging, processing, and handling. Increased

uniformity in waste handling procedures can improve safety and efficiency throughout the waste

management system.

One final recommendation made by state officials cites the need for a extensive public

awareness campaign to communicate the "relative risks" involved with radioactive waste

transportation. While no one has ever been injured or killed in a transportation accident because

of the radioactive nature of the cargo, DOE's radioactive waste transportation program has

encountered considerable political opposition from the general public. Based on results of a

national survey conducted by Slovic, Flynn, and Layman, "the general public strongly distrusts

DOE to provide prompt and full disclosure of any accidents or serious problems with their

nuclear waste management programs." (Slovic et al, p. 1604) Over seventy-five percent of the

survey respondents believe that rail accidents will occur in transporting the wastes to the

repository site. (Slovic ct al, p. 1604) State officials have suggested that DOE needs to make

ucmendous strides in atxcmpting to educate people about the actual risks involved in radioactive

waste uansponation. DOE should portray the real risks of an accident from a perspective that

includes other forms of hazardous wastes, such as gasoline or explosives hauling. The

prevailing view in the scientific and technical community seems to be that radioactive wastes can

be transported and disposed of safely, but a large segment of the general public clearly does not

share this confidence.

States have recognized that OCRWM, EM and other branches of DOE have done much

to improve their public outreach and communications efforts. DOE's new culture of openness



and the coordinating effect of DOE programs such as the Transpmmtion Emergency

PreparednessProgram(TEPP)have helped restore needed credibilityto the department. At the

same time, public educationefforts could be expanded. Transportationissues such as muting

and emergencyresponsecapabilityalso need to be addressedin a comprehensivefashion.

When assisting states in preparing for shipments of HLRW and SNF, the federal

government should recognize the unique nature and needs of different states. While a

regionwide approsch is helpful in ensuring uniformity of treatmentand the disseminationof

needed information, DOE will have to work directly with states when shipments to an MRS

facility or repository begin. Officials from southern states have also noted that certain

institutionaland political aspectsof the federalwaste managementsystem areas importantas the

scientific and technical questionsthatarebeing asked. Without the willingness of an informed

public to assume the risks of radioactivewaste managementas they perceive them, OCRWM

may well fred it impossibleto accomplishits mission. The fact thatsuch perceptionsmay come

frompolitical originsratherthantechnical questionsmakes themno less real.
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' B0SOUTHERN STATES ENERGY ARD
3091 Governors Lakes Drive

Suite 400
Norcross, Georgia 30071

Telephone: (404) 242-7712
Facsimile: (404) 242-0421

October9,1991

Ms. SusanSmith

Institutional Specialist

ocewM 'rra.sponaao.
nw-43z

u.s.l_rz_emof
I000Indepe._ Avenue, S.W.

Washington,D.C.20585

Rc: TtgSouthernS_ EaerSyBmrd(SSEB)
AdvisoryCommiu_oaP.adioacfivc_ Tnmspormio,
Committee Commentson Section 180(c)Draft Smuegy

DearMs. Smith:

energyandenvironmentalgeptusmtativeforsix_ southernsums andthe comn_nwulth of PuertoRico, mam_

a cooperativeagreement(DE-FC_-87CHI0324) with the U.S. _t of Energy (DOE). Off'ge of Civilian
RadioactiveWaste Mamganmt. to studyinsfimdmudissuesmmmund_mgtheinnqxxlafionof commercial spent fuel

and high.level radioactive waste through the southern regimL To ms,st thz Boredin thiswork. SSEB hasestabfished
a committee comprisedof representativesfrom stateagencies withmspm_bfiigy fm"healthandradiologicalissues.
That committee, the SSEB Advisory Committee on RadioactiveMsmials Tmnqxxmim, is pleased to provide

comments on DOE's draft mstqy for implementing Section 180(c)of the Nuclear WastePolicy Amendments Act of

1987.

SSEB is _ by DOE's recentemplmis oa _ of publicsafetyandhealthwhile recognizingthe

im_ of_ themvismmmt. TIz_ore any_ implementedunderScctm 180(c)shouldanphasize

theimpmtmUfundamentalcomponenuof publiceducationandprevenbm. Fmccxmnple,awell.engineereAandtested

caskdesignisessem_lfor assuring the safemm_on ofradioac_vewarn.



Leuer to Ms. Susan Smith.U.S. Dcpmuneatof F,nero
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As SSEB commented in its k,uer of January18, 1991 (copy _, the committee continuesto have an

overridingconcern aboutDOE's emphasison tying Section IS0(c) to anunrealistic,tiered scheduleandtimeline. This

could havethe effect of providingtrainingpresmttmelyor in an _ jurisdiction.

Some specific concans expressedby the commiueearc:

• In implementingSection 180(c), DOE should provide the states with adequateresources for the

manas_t of theoverall Imogmm,to includeplmming,pamanel andequipment.

• The useof thirdpartycontractorsto providetrainingdirectionis ir_ withoutDOEremaining

involved in policy issues.

• Section180(c)shm_ enhanceeachindividualslale's uniquemuistingIrainingandresponsecapabiLiti_.

• In the _ listof Section 180(c) woddng group members,DOE should include an al_ropriate

emergencyresponseorgmtizau'onundermaleteclm/calorgmdz_'ons.

The Advisory Committee on RadioactiveMatmiais Tmnspmtafim al_ the opportunityto provide

commentsand will comment formallyoa the draftstmlegy oa Section 180(c) duringthe promulgationprocess. We

foundyourpresentationto be infomuuiveand useful, and look frowardto workingwith you on Section 180(c) and
other issues in the future.

Withkindestp_ards, Iam

YoursVeryTruly,

J. MichaelMmrtinez

for

SouthernStates Energy lkmrd

AdvisoryCommitteemlRadkmctive

Transponmkm

JMM:eam

Enclosure:As Stated



EXECUTIVE OFFICE
STA'lr_ OF MJlliOUIIII

JOHN ASHCROFT P.O BOX 720
JEFFERSON CITY, MO 6S102

OOV_RNOR November1, 1991

JamesD. Watkins,Secretary
U.S.Departmentof Energy
ForrestalBuilding
I000IndependenceAvenue,SW
Washington,DC 20585

DearSecretaryWatkins:

We havereviewedthe draftMissionPlanAmendmentpreparedby the Office
of CivilianRadioactiveWasteManagement.

Congressapparentlyexpectsthe Departmentof Energy(DOE)to providefor
wasteacceptanceat a monitoringretrievablestoragefacilityby 1998and
waste disposal in a deep geologic repository by 2010. As I amsure you
are keenly aware, further delays in this schedulewill only lead to higher
coststhatare passedon to thisnation'staxpayersand electricutility
ratepayers.

I must conveyto you my disappointmentthatthe draftMissionPlan
Amendmentstillindicatesa refusalon the partof the DOE to perform
full-scalecask designverificationtests. Engineeringprinciplesand
lawsof similitudenotwlthstandlng,thegeneralpublicis veryskeptical
thatthesescale-modeltestsprovethatradioactivewasteshipmentsin
fullsizecaskswill performsatisfactorilyundersevereaccident
conditions.Consideringthe highcostsof evena shortdelayin this
shippingprogram,full-scaletestingof cask-designand integritynow
wouldbe a good investmentfor the future.

Regardingthe identificationof transportationmodesand transportation
routes,theDOE shoulduse populationriskas a significantcriterion.
Minimizingthe riskto the publicshouldbe of primeconsiderationas
routesare evaluated.
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I look forward to seeing your department's reply to commentson the draft
Mission Plan Amendment.

Sincerely,

• ....

c: MissouriCongressionalDelegation
JohnW. Bartlett,Director,Officeof CivilianRadioactiveWaste
Management
ThomasH. Isaacs,Director,Officeof StrategicPlanningand
InternationalPrograms,OCRWM



SOUTHERN S1: ATESENERGY BOARD
3091 Governors Lakes Drive

Suite 400
Norcross, Georgia 30071

Telephone: (404) 242-7712
Facsimile: (404) 242-0421

November11,1991

Mr.MichaelDaugherty
Chief

AdministrativeStaff

WasteIsolation PilotPlantProjectOffice

U.S. Departmentof Energy
P.O. Box 3090

Carlsbad,New Mexico 88221

Re: The SouthernStatesEnergyBoani (SSEB)

TranstnanicCTRU)WasteTranspccmfionWorkingGroup
Commen= on The Waste iso/aliu P/lot P/amtFiw-Ymr Site 5pe¢0_ P/sn

DearMr,.Daugheny:

The SouthernStatesEnergyBoard(SSEB), aninterstatecompactagency thatserves as the

regionalenergyandenvironmentalrepresentativefarsixteensouthernstatesandthecommonwealth
of Puerto Rico, is currentlyworkingwith the U.S. Departmentof Energy's (DOE's) Offi,_, of
Environn_ntalRestm_on andWasteManagementunderacooperativeageement toresolveissues

associated with the goposed mmspmtafionof transm'lmic(TRU) waste throughten southern

states--Alabama,Arkansas,Georgia,Louisiana,Mississippi,Mism=i, Oklahoma,SouthCarolina,

Tennessee andTexas-and thedtreemidwesmmmatesof Illinois,IndianaandOhio. As partof that

effort, SSEB has convened a committee, the Transm'anic(TRU) Waste TransportationWorking

Group,comprisedof representativesfromeach of theaforementionedstoles. The WorkingGroup
-

_
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U.S. Dcparm_nt of Energy
Novcmber 11, 1991
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meets periodically to discuss issues of significance regardingpotential TRU waste shipments

throughthe region. Accordingly, the TRU Was_ T_tion WorkingGroupis pleased to

providecommentson the Waste isolation Pilot Plant Fiw.Year Site SpecO_ Plan.

The individualmembersof thegroupappreciatethe rulethatSSEB has playedin facilitating

the operationof the WorkingGroupandanticipatethatthe Boardwill continue to assist states in

this areawith the financial supportof theDepartmentof Enm_. Thecontinuationof this effortis

necessaryif the southernand midwestem states areto be properlyinformedof DOE's shipping

campaign.The membersof theWorkingGroupapplaudDOE's commitmentto workwith SSEB.

Thestrongpro-activeapproachtakenbyDOE inincreasingits publicopennessandaccountability

is appreciated.

While this Working Group appreciates DOE's hnp_ved outreach and information

dissemination,the newly revised Wast_ Isolation Pilot Plant Fi_.Year Site Specific Plan raises

several issues of concern to the southernand midwes_m states. In general, the details, goals,

objectives andscientific protocolsas outlinedin the 5/re 5pe_ Plan are insufficient. It is not

possibl-_to determinefrom theSite $_ Plan how futurejudgments will be made aboutthe
successor faihu¢ of the Test Phase.

Some specific concernsof this groupinclude:

• In section 6.3.1, page 13of the 5/tc 5pec/fw Plan, the firstparagraphseems to indicate that
both contacthandled(Ctl) andremotehandled(RH) TRU waste from ten locations will be

received atthe WIPP facility duringthe Test Phase. In the thirdparagraphon page 14, the

Site Specie Plan states that "shipmentsof RHTRU waste for operationaldemonstrations

areplannedto startnearthe endof the Test Phaseperiod." In section 6.3.3 on page 25, the

$6e $pe¢0_¢Plan statesthat "cmrenfly,no RHwaste is scheduledto be emplacedduringthe

TestPhase."ThesestatementssreconwadictoryoWe requestclarificationofDOE's intentions
for RHTRU waste testing duringthe Test Phase. If, duringthe Test Phase, experimentson

RH TRU waste arenot perfcmned,the tests will not addressboth forms of TRU waste that

willbe emplacedduringthe_onal phase. CanDOEcertifythatthehandlinganddisposal

proceduresregardingRH TRU waste sre valid withoutincludingRH TRU waste in thetest

phase?
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• In section 6.3.1, page 15, the last paragraphindicatesthat RH TRU waste will be sto_d in
26-inchdiametersteel cenistem with a lengthof 10 feel In section 6.3.1, page 14, the third

paragraphstatesthat"RHTRU wastewill be shippedinNRC-cmlffiedshieldedcasks." Does

DOE planto use an existing NRC_ed caskto transportRH TRU waste or will a new

c_k have to be developed and testedprior to use in shiFl_g RH TRU waste?

• Referenceis made to the WIPP RFi Waste Flow Diagram (Figm'e6.3.2-4) Step 5: "Cask

UnloadedfromTrailerorRail Car."Insofarasthisgrouphasbeen ableto determine,therail

shipmentoption has not been included in recentplanning. Ifrailisstilla modal option,

additionalcorridorstatesmay be broughtinto the tnnuqxn'tafionroutes. Forexample,rail

shipments from Oak Ridge, Tennessee could be shipped throughKentucky,which is not

currentlya designatedcorridorstate. Additionalinspec,_onproceduresalso will be needed

in the event thatrailuanslxn'tis used.

• Referenceis madeto theWIPPRHWasteFlow Diagrm_(Figure6.3.2-4) Step 12: "Canister

into FacilityCask." Has the facility caskbeen developed and tested?If not, whatis
the schedule?

• Thelistingof WIPPinterfacesin AppendixCneedstobe updatednow andatregularintervals

in the future.DOE'sfailuretoupdatethelistingmayresult in eninabilitytoconsultappropriate

parties.

• Undersection6.3.1, page 15, if waste mustbe retrieve¢_anddisposedof in another manner,

how will thisbe sccouplished end wherewill waste be taken?

• Eiowmuchtime does DOE anticipatewill elapse between the endof the Test Phaseand the

beginningof theoperationalphaseat WIPP?lt is uncie_rfromtheSite Speci_ Plan whether

the evaluationof test results will occurduringtheTest Phaseor at some time thereafter.

• Additionalactivities at WIPP increase demandson stateofficials' time.The southern and

midwestemstateswould appreciateacommitmentfromDOE to negotiateregardingfunding
the time andeffortof WorkingGroupparticipants.
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U.$. Department of
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The SSEB TRU Waste T_tion Working Group ap_s the oplxn'tunityto
commenton the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Five.Year Site Spe¢(_ Plan and looks forwardto

receivinga timelyreplyto this letter.

Withkindestrcgards,I am,

Yours very truly,

for

The SouthcrnStatesEncrgyBoard

TRU WasteTranspc_don WorkingGroup

JIvi.M:ca_ _

cc: The HonorableDavidWaluus, Govc_or of Oklsh_SSEB.._dmum

.7



a I

SOUTHERN STATES ]NERGY BOARD
3091 Governors Lakes Drive

Suite 400
Norcross, Georgia 30071

Telephone: (404) 242-7712
Facsimile: (404) 242-0421

December 6, 1991

JamesD. Watkins,Secretary

U.S. Deparunentof Energy

ForrcstalBuilding

1000IndependenceAvenue,S.W.

Washington,D.C. 20585

Dear Sccreuc,y Wmkins:

TheSouthernStatesEnergyBoard(SSEB),anon-profitinterstatecompactagencythatserves

as the regional energy and cnviromncntalrepresentativefor sixteen southcrn states and the
commonwealthof Puerto Rico, maintainsa cooperativeagreement (DE-FCO2-87CH10324)with

the U.S. Departmentof Encrgy's (DOE's) Office of Civilian RadioactiveWaste Management

(OCRWM).Underthisagreement,representativesof stateagencieshavingresponsibilityfor health

and radiological issues convene m study ins'dmtionalissues surroundingthe transportationof

co_al spentfuel and high-levelradioactivewastethroughthe southernregion. As cl_
of SSEB for the 1991-1992 yearandtheleadgovernoron energyandenviromncntalissues, I have

followed the work of this rcgiona!commiuec with interest, and I appreciate DOE's efforts in

obtainingthe inputof potentiallyimpactedstates.

There arc, however, cer*,ainaspectsof OCRWM's stra_gy for handingthe nation's spent

nuclearfuel that arcof continuingconcernto the SSEB committeeand the southernstates. One

particularmanor pertains to OCRWM's continuing refusal to perform shipping cask design
verificationtests using full-scale models. The recently releasedDvofl Mission Plan Amendment

reiterates the Department'scoaunitxncntto using scale n_x]cis to demonswatecompliance with 10
Part71 to the NuclearP,cgulatory Commission (NRC).

Froma ptwcly technical standl_int, scale modeling of cask designs may be sufficient to

guaranteecask integrity;however, theproblempresentedbytheuseof scalemodelsis notatechnical
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u._.VepmmntotEnm_y
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one. The generalpublic is justifiably concen_ about the safety of high-level radioactivewaste

transport,andtheydeservetohave theirconcernsaddressed. Continuingto insist thatscale-model
verificationtesting is adequmemay be good science, but it is poorpublic relations.

Given the delays thathave been associatedwith the OCRWMprogramfnnn the outset due

to adversepublicopinion, it would seem thattheaddedcosts of full-scale caskverificationtesting

would be money well spent by DOE. As you know, funhor delays in the shipping programwill
result in addedcosts for the nation's taxpayersand utility mtepaycrs;more delays also will cost

DOE no small measureof credibility.

IwholeheartedlyencourageDOEtoreexamineits positionrcgnnlingscale-modelcaskdesign

verificationtesting andtake into accountthe value of increasedpublic goodwill when evaluating

the addedcosts. I am sure youwill findit to be well worththe invesunent.

Sincerely,

DavidWaiters

Governorof Oklahoma

Chairman,SSEB

cc: OklahomaCongressionalDelegation
JohnW. Bartle_ Director,Office of CivilianRadioactiveWaste Management

Thomas H. Issacs, Dirextor,Office of StrategicPlanningandInternational

Programs,OCRWM






