
CSG/MW Radioactive Materials Transportation Committee 

December 4-5 Meeting, in Kansas City, KS 

WIEB Summary Report (Dec. 6, 2013) 

 
The CSG/MW Radioactive Materials Transportation Committee met at the Great Wolf Lodge, near the 

Kansas Speedway in Overland Park. The Kansas City Airport is on the east (Missouri) side of the 

Missouri River, a good half-hour drive from the Lodge. I guess there is a city in Kansas City, but I didn’t 

see it. The weather in Denver was snowing and bitterly cold—less than ideal travel conditions, but 

manageable. 

 

The program included webinar presentations from Ellen Edge of DOE/EM (substituting for Ella McNeil), 

Tom Clawson of the DOE TEPP program, and Mel Massaro of FRA. Mike Brown from the Carlsbad 

Field Office and David Pstrak from NRC presented in person. Other participants included Tony diamond 

of the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers and Trainmen, and tribal representatives Richard Arnold and 

Dan King (Oneida Nation). DOE NFST did not participate in person or by webinar. 

 

Items of interest include: 

1. Salt Defense Disposal Investigations (SDDI) at WIPP. 

Mike Brown brought a brochure about the SDDI, the purpose of which is to “demonstrate (that) 

DOE’s inventory of (vitrified, high-level) waste can be safely placed in a salt repository”. 

 Planning began in 2011. 

 Mining and construction (within the WIPP TRU waste repository) began in 2012. 

 Installation and testing of equipment begins in 2014. 

 The test will be conducted in 2015 & 2016. 

 Test conclusions are expected in early 2020.  

 

The degree to which the test results may also validate salt for potential disposal of SNF is unclear. 

Also unclear is the cost of the test. Key decision points are scheduled for early 2014 and early 2015. 

 

2. The GTCC EIS 

The long, long delayed GTCC EIS update is in “final departmental review”, and is (still) scheduled for 

release in CY 2013. Then, DOE/EM awaits Congressional action, sometime in 2014. A record of 

decision is expected in 2014 or 2015. 

 

It sounds like the documents will be publicly available, but that there will be no formal opportunity 

for public input—no meetings, webinars, or requests for comment. This seems strange, especially 

since the draft EIS was produced (and sharply criticized) long ago and now may be significantly 

reworked. How DOE/EM could get away with this (and why they should want to) is unclear. 

 

3. Upcoming Shipment Campaigns 

Several upcoming shipment campaigns were mentioned but not discussed in any detail: 

 The ConEd Uranium Solidification Project (CEUSP) 

o 403 cans of U-233; 

o From Oak Ridge (which received the material from Indian Point) to NV-NNSS. 

o A “working group” is scheduled for Jan. 2014 

 Canadian shipments from Chalk River to SRS 

o After NRC review, scheduled to begin in Spring 2014. 

o “Secure shipments” managed by DOE OST…..no state notification. 

 The West Valley Melter 



o Shipment scheduled for FY’2-014-16. 

o Very slow, multi-axel heavy-haul. 

o To Clive? 

 Portsmouth/Paducah Uranium Oxide  

o Shipments (by train?) are on hold. 

o Destination NV? 

 

4. Carlsbad Economy 

With continuing WIPP operation plus dramatically increased oil & gas development, Carlsbad is a 

boom town, with overstretched private and public services: hotels not available or pricy; roads over-

crowded with lots of late-night auto accidents; etc. Does this modify Carlsbad’s urgency to increase 

the federal portion of its economic base? 

 

5. The DOE Transportation Emergency Preparedness Program 

The TEPP program delivered (in coordination with states and SRGs) about 950 training classes over 

the past year, including 148 hospital courses and 12 dispatcher courses. Especially in volunteer 

departments, MERRTT courses often serve as basic ER training……meaning that they don’t get it 

elsewhere. Most departments have prepared the TEPP needs assessment. Many departments work to 

have trained personnel on each of three shifts. The TEPP program has had an uptick in requests for 

specialist training—a 40-hour course using live sources. 

 

6. Additional Shutdown sit Visits 

Mel Massaro said that DOE/PNNL is actively planning 5 additional visits to shutdown sites in FY 

2014, including San Onofre but excluding Fort St. Vrain in CO. Neither CSG/MW nor WIEB has yet 

received notification from DOE/NFST. 

 

7. Reciprocal Rail Inspections 

Mel noted that the purpose is to apply CVSA Level 6 principles (re truck shipment) to rail. FRA will 

use USEC (Portsmouth/Paducah; see #3 above) and Zion 1&2 as program pilots. The “reciprocity” 

aspect was not discussed. 

 

8. Section 180(c): “Resolved Issues” and Allowable Activities 

Lisa led a useful discussion of key products of the DOE FY’13 Section 180(c) working group. The 

CSG/MW committee, which includes several members who manage U.S. DHS programs, had useful 

responses and views. Carla Schreiber attended and participated.  

 

WIEB HLRW Committee members who have a special interest in Section 180(c) should have one or 

more conference calls to review the same material—before the first Interregional team meeting on 

January 28. JMW will ask Alaine Ginnochio to arrange the call. 

 

9. DOE/NFST Engagement With SRGs 

Lisa mentioned the very limited DOE/NFST engagement with SRGs, especially since the July 30 

House Hearing on the DOE Strategy:  

 No participation in SRG meetings, either in person or by webinar; 

 Limited “outreach” to SRGs (e.g. no notification of FY’14 shutdown site vists); 

 No “Core Group” meetings; 

 No follow-up on the SRGs’ proposed “states expectations” process. 

 

What does it mean for state and SRG involvement if only one hand is clapping? DOE/NFST has not 

(yet) withdrawn its funding of the four cooperative agreements, and it has challenged the SRGs to lead 



in developing and testing formula(s) for estimating Section 180(c) needs. How should we think about 

this? What, if anything, should we do?  

 One strong response is that, if the SRG process were to again be shutdown, it would take several 

years to re-create when DOE begins to make decisions and take action. 

 Another response was that the Used Fuel R&D Program (as outlined by Pete Lyons at NWTRB) is 

actually proceeding on multiple fronts, many implications for transport and storage-transport 

relationships. With or without direct DOE/NFST involvement, SRGs should work to understand 

the program context for prospective SNF/HLW transport. 

 

Still the current DOE/NFST non-engagement is worrisome. Is it attributable merely to restrictions on 

travel? Is it attributable to a DOE/NFST view that SRGs do not contribute in ways useful to 

DOE/NFST in its current situation? Does it foretell the DOE-State relationship when the program 

moves (perhaps suddenly) from system design to actual transport?  


