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Executive Summary:
The purpose of the Foreign Research Reactor (FRR) Spent Nuclear Fuel (SNF) Shipments Institutional Program was to meet the goals and commitments of the Implementation Strategy Plan for the FRR SNF Shipments. This program provided a systematic approach to planning, implementing, evaluating, and validating preparedness for the first west coast shipment of SNF from Asian countries to the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory (INEEL).   Successful completion of this program, though specifically targeted at the FRR SNF Shipment, provides the framework for institutional planning for all future shipping efforts.

The Institutional Program was based on a philosophy of obtaining informed consent of the public through a process of identifying and assisting stakeholder States, Sovereign Tribal Nations, and local communities in managing their own preparedness programs for safe passage through their respective jurisdictions.  This process included providing; public education and awareness, open communication, issue acknowledgment and resolution, assistance in determining incremental risk based needs, training and support where needed, and leaving a legacy of openness, trust, and credibility with the impacted States, Sovereign Tribal Nations and local communities.  

Through the program, roles and responsibilities of all key players in the FRR SNF process were identified and a foundational implementation process was put into place for successfully accomplishing goals and objectives. 

The program was pro-active and organized in such a way that it did not focus on the reactionary process of “putting out brush fires” or addressing problems only when they surfaced.  The structure of this program was to allow stakeholders to become increasingly informed about problems associated with the shipment and to address those problems in such a way that the impact from the shipment was no different than the impact of all other hazardous materials shipments going on in commerce throughout the United States daily.  

This report provides an outline of the lessons learned through implementation of the sequential steps taken to; identify stakeholders along primary and alternate routes, meet with these stakeholders to introduce and inform them about the campaign, and assist them in identifying any issues they may have, regardless if the issues were real or perceived.  These issues, as they were identified, became part of the institutional planning process and will assist planners in conducting future detailed transportation planning activities.  The planning processes were validated through a series of appropriate table top and functional exercises.  These exercises (operational and safety) were used as the final operational readiness review step for transportation activities.
Introduction:
The FRR SNF West Coast Shipment - External Operations Meeting was held in the Shilo Inn Conference Room, August 13, 1998, 8:00 A.M. - 12:00 Noon.  Participants included State, Local and Tribal agency representatives from the four corridor states.  The purpose of the lessons learned meeting and this subsequent document was to gather information regarding the institutional planning, preparedness and implementation steps taken in preparation for the shipment. Lessons learned are instrumental to improving activities in preparation for future shipments.  Twenty-six representatives attended the August meeting.  Compilation of the FRR SNF lessons learned report include comments from workshop participants and written comments solicited from key stakeholders along the shipping corridor. 

Lessons Learned discussions items focused on:

1.
Events

2.
Analysis

3.
Lessons Learned

4.
Action (doing something about it)

The following Parameters guided the discussion content:

1.
Domestic transportation (from the 11-mile bouy to ID); water and rail

2.
Federal, State, Local, Tribal interfaces along route

3.
Media

4.
Grant Process (or lack of grants)

5.
Unique Interface

6.
Coordination (state/federal entities)

7.
Events:

Out of the Ordinary

Noteworthy

Unplanned

Goals and Objectives of the FRR SNF Program:tc \l2 "Goals and Objectives of the FRR SNF Program:
The INEEL Institutional Program identified goals and objectives to ensure successful program completion.  The six major activities around which the program was built included; identifying all stakeholders, introducing stakeholders to the FRR SNF program, assessing stakeholders’ needs, developing solutions which address stakeholder needs, working with stakeholders in preparation for shipments and validating readiness.
The goals of the institutional program are to:
1.
Provide for safe and secure transport of the FRR SNF shipments with the informed consent of all Stakeholders.  

2.
Minimize the impact of any shipment on individual states, sovereign tribal nations and local communities. 

3.
Assist State, local and Tribal Officials in their mission of protecting the safety of the public by protecting the shipment schedule.  

Objectives of the FRR SNF Program:tc \l2 "Objectives of the FRR SNF Program:
1.
Information and openness are critical in obtaining informed consent for safe transportation of FRR SNF.

2.
Capitalize on and strengthen existing state, tribal and local emergency preparedness programs. (Avoid Duplication)

3.
Provide assistance based on defined needs and incremental risks posed by DOE Shipments.

4.
Encourage and assist states, tribes & local governments in  communicating their role in these shipments.

5.
Treat FRR SNF shipments like all other hazardous material shipments in commerce.

6.
Leave a Legacy by ensuring preparedness,  though a partnership of openness, trust and credibility.
Lessons Learned Summary:
General consensus indicated that there was excellent coordination in Utah, California, and Idaho making a significant impact on the program’s success.  The program goals were fully met as the states, sovereign tribal nations and local communities were prepared for and appropriately informed of the safe and secure transport of the FRR SNF shipments.  Informed consent was given during the validation process and exhibited during the actual shipment by the lack of demonstrators/protestors along the route. The shipment schedule was adequately protected and contributed to the minimal impact of the shipment on individual states, sovereign tribal nations and local communities.  

Though  implementation of the Institutional Program facilitated the safe and secure transport  there was an inability in some cases to follow the process because it was often not approved or supported at the Headquarters level.  DOE-HQ seemed to have a different process for states and local agencies.  Decisions were made that did not consider the impact on future shipments.  In those areas where the program steps were not fully implemented there was confusion and additional effort was required to correct the situation.  Workshop participants commented that the confusion tied back to communication; they were unclear who was the lead for making decisions.  

Stakeholders also felt that many mis-perceptions were caused by the title of the program.  Future shipments should modify the public message to emphasize the research impact and not the foreign fuel return image.  It should be more clearly communicated that the intent of the return program is to support non-proliferation.  

ADD MORE HIGH LEVEL SUMMARY HERE WHEN FORMULATED WITH STATISTICS AS APPROPRIATE

Roles and Responsibilities within the FRR SNF Program:

During the first FRR SNF West Coast Program, DOE Headquarters’ Office of Nuclear Material and Facility Stabilization (EM-60) had lead responsibility for program direction to ensure that a consistent and integrated approach to the implementation of this program was generated.  They initiated and implemented agreements with States, Sovereign Tribal Nations, local communities and Federal agencies impacted by the FRR SNF Program.  Specific implementation duties were to reside at the DOE Field Offices located at the specific receiving sites.  Roles and responsibilities were defined as follows:

DOE-ID

The Idaho Operations Office (DOE-ID) had overall operational management of this program.  In this capacity DOE-ID identified stakeholders, secured informed consent along the route corridors, and provided resources where needed to address issues related to the FRR SNF Shipment  They played a key role in the interface, and negotiation of Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) and assisted in the coordination of the national effort with simultaneously occurring regional efforts. 
Lockheed Martin Idaho Technologies (LMITCO)

Lockheed Martin Idaho Technologies Company (LMITCO), as the prime contractor for the INEEL, assisted program team personnel to prepare the laboratory for shipment receipt, unloading, and secured storage. 
DOE Regional Field Offices

The U.S. DOE Oakland Field Office (DOE-OAK) was on location at the port of entry at the U.S. Naval Weapons Station at Concord to perform radiological surveys of the transport packages prior to off-loading from the ship, to assist with media briefings, and public hearings in their jurisdictional area, and to provide additional support to the port area receiving the fuel. 
Western Governors’ Association (WGA)

The Western Governors’ Association (WGA) was responsible for facilitating interaction between the U.S. DOE and  their member states for the FRR SNF shipments on their rails and highways.  As a regional voice for state governments, this collective body assignment was to use their influence to help inform their own jurisdictions, verify their ability to provide for safe passage of shipments, and stress the importance of the FRR SNF program.  They were to provide an introduction to Stakeholders and Agencies and assist DOE-ID in completing the stakeholder identification process, as well as provide the ground work for DOE-ID to begin the official preparation process for impacted jurisdictions along the proposed shipping corridors.  Their assistance was solicited to identify state agencies or organizations that currently exist for the purpose of providing emergency response, emergency equipment, security, medical care, and other activities which relate to this process.
Shipping Agent/Carrier

The shipping agent(s) ensured that all of their activities and the activities of the carriers were performed consistent with the FRR Transportation Plan and as specified by the contract awarded to them for shipping.  The shipping agents’ activities included, but were not limited to, obtaining the necessary transport permits, filing formal notifications with the NRC and individual States, providing certified casks and associated equipment, following  shipping schedules established by the receiving sites, conforming with all applicable international and domestic regulatory requirements,.  The Shipper/Carrier participated in all transportation planning, performed transportation logistics, and met with the States, Sovereign Tribal Nations, and local communities, in partnership with DOE-ID to address questions and concerns regarding the safety, capacity, risks, and security of their transportation vessel and the shipping containers. Their primary function, per contract, was to meet the schedule and to protect the DOE Cargo by securing safe passage along the corridors. 

States

Individual States had the responsibility for establishing procedures for the safe transport of hazardous material through their jurisdiction, and for developing programs for emergency preparedness, security, environmental protection, and community safety and health. Through this role State leadership assisted DOE in identifying all established programs within their borders, and provided  introductions to stakeholders and officials in the affected counties, municipalities, and townships along the shipping corridors.  State officials and representatives participated in the Transportation Planning through their own regional government organizations, or through officials with jurisdictional and decision making authority. 
Sovereign Tribal Nationstc \l2 "Sovereign Tribal Nations
Sovereign Tribal Nations were responsible for establishing their own procedures and preparedness for the safe transport of the hazardous materials shipments through their tribal lands, and for developing programs for emergency preparedness, public awareness and education, security, environmental protection, and community safety and health for their people. Through their role of tribal leadership they  assisted DOE in identifying specific established programs, and introduced them to  representatives who have decision authority for their jurisdictions.  They also assisted DOE in identifying specifically sensitive cultural or spiritual areas, identifying specific stakeholders which may be impacted by the shipment, and planning for the transport through their tribal lands.  
Local Governments, Municipalities, Counties and Townships

Local governments, municipalities, counties, and townships, and their elected and/or appointed officials were responsible for implementing the procedures developed by their respective states and  ensuring their own level of preparedness within their jurisdiction along the shipping corridor.  These officials, with decision making authority, along with their State leadership, and Legislative Districts  assisted DOE in verifying, and validating their level of preparedness against defined incremental risk based needs.  At the direction of their respective State, they implemented programs and  assisted with the safe passage of the material through their jurisdiction, while helping to protect the schedule and the public. Local emergency response, security or law enforcement, and safety and health programs were prepared to be the first response capacity, with assistance from state response organizations.
The Media

The media’s responsibility is to accurately inform the public regarding the FRR SNF shipments through the areas they cover.  The DOE provided fact sheets and other information to the media along with notification of all training events and stakeholder meetings which  occurred in relation to the program.

Roles and Responsibilities Effectiveness Factors
Generally roles and responsibilities appeared to be assigned correctly, however, in Nevada  there was not a clear agreement between DOE and the State regarding fulfillment of those responsibilities.  Though a clear definition of each organization’s role existed it was not clearly communicated to each involved organizations, as in an MOU.  The Operations Plan was successful in  pulling everything together. Decisions made at the NWSCo Control Center were made clearly and quickly.  

George Hardy, Federal Railroad Administration representative, suggested DOE-ID trust them to make the rail decisions and provide oversight.  The contract with FRA was for them to decide the best and safest route for shipment; DOE’s job was Emergency Management.  Examine interface agreements/expertise and get the right people for the tasks. The Coast Guards support to the JIC performance was excellent.  UPRR was extremely effective through their ability to perform and stay within their realm.
Kudos to the Navy as gracious hosts and for their excellent control of people on the pier.  Safety First was their concern.  Union Pacific felt the offloading process at the INEEL went smoothly.

The States of California, Utah and Idaho were very effective in their role of developing programs for emergency preparedness and community safety and health.  State officials assisted with planning and scheduling for DOE provided preparedness activities, though at times excess requests negatively impacted budget and pre-planned program scope.  In addition, those States incorporated the DOE training and preparedness activities into their infrastructure, thus exhibiting the legacy left by DOE for future shipping activities.  

The State of Nevada was more reluctant to take a lead role in the scheduling of assessments, training and coordination meetings due to other political constraints.  LMITCO personnel scheduled all activities with individual jurisdictions throughout Nevada in order to ensure preparedness to ship through the State.  Consensus from all corridor States following shipment was that they were appropriately prepared and DOE had met their needs for a safe and secure shipment.  In some cases  States admitted they were over prepared.  

Though the Media would liked to have had more information earlier by the time of the shipment they were at the point they should have been six months previously.  Media saturation just prior to the shipment however, eventually caused the public to weary of exposure and they did not show for protests.
Roles and Responsibilities Ineffectiveness Factors
In order to maintain clear definition of roles and responsibilities for future shipping efforts it was suggested that a central, designated  POC for each agency; hierarchy/organization be clearly identified.  Charts should show who is in charge of what and who decides what.  Provide boundary definition: eliminate duplication of effort by examining roles and jobs; clearly define work space; trust and accept someone else’s work (and surveys).  Facilitate teaming and trust the experts.  Once roles are identified stakeholders should stay in that role.  The lead person for each state/jurisdiction would then introduce the FRR team to add credibility.  There was multiple direction from other agencies thus making it unclear as to who was the lead at times.
In addition it was unclear who were to be invitees and principal players for pre-shipment and planning meetings.  Those individuals need to be clearly identified and communicated in advance.  Also identify who is responsible for inviting others.  

In Nevada state support for scheduling and conduct of assessments, training and validations was somewhat more constrained due to other political impacts.  Preparedness activities were scheduled individually with the local jurisdictions causing some impact to coordination, communication and scheduling throughout the State.  

Utilize the Contingency Plan to ensure proper division of labor and roles.  Ensure that it is consistent with defined roles but recognize that roles must adapt to circumstances like protests, derailments, etc.  Coast Guard was surprised by division of labor. 

DOE-HQ was ineffective in their role at times.  Promises were made to local jurisdictions (states / counties) that were not met by DOE, primarily in terms of funding and training.  Some were beyond normal scope.  Work to eliminate excess promises. Review number and purpose of conference calls.  Conference call participants should not answer questions beyond their roles.  Defer to the experts.  
DOE-OAK assisted with surveys on the Pier.  Though DOE-OAK fulfilled their role successfully there was room for coordination between agencies.  How thorough of a survey was necessary and how much was politics? There was an overkill factor related to surveys.  It took five agencies approximately three hours to agree that shipment was clean.  

Armed guards were at or near the vessel, but some should have been on vessel.  As it became darker, attitudes relaxed and personnel became very casual and inconsistent.  Marine vessel was not a dedicated shipment; other cargo included which prevented easy access for rad surveys.

Carrier/Shipper should review placard labeling to eliminate redundancy.  A placard was lost prior to shipment entering Nevada; be prepared with duct tape to reattach placards and spare placards.

Clearly define WGA role, define expectations, who needs to be involved?  SSEB/WGA philosophy differs.  WGA was confrontational toward DOE because WGA was not clearly understood.  Was WGA formed to establish contacts and control?  They disinvited the tribes; brought in uninvolved states, which cluttered issues, and tended to be enforcers.  States’ philosophies were inconsistent, so discussions not productive. This type of regional approach was not productive except through establishment of individual contacts.  WGA didn’t handle meeting minutes (late or not at all) and people had trouble getting travel reimbursements.  Funding was always a problem.  In the end, no benefit added, no product.  Initial concept of “forum” was good, but devolved.

The new “open policy” by administration caused scare and alarm initially and involved the States in everything.  Media interfaces were constrained because of DOE & HQ; information did not flow freely early on and DOE later made press releases which caught States off-guard.  Because media look upon themselves as public servants, build relationships with them on the premise that they are tools for public service.  Have open, honest and frank discussions with all entities (media, internal/external, contractors, agencies).  Deal in the same way with issues.   Education of media personnel needs improvement — early and often; provide better information on casks and testing early on. It was generally felt that the Media was told about the shipment before the State entities which was not good.   Follow the process; educate elected officials to respond to the media.  Drill on anticipated questions and come up with common threads before release of information.  

There were three concepts for running the JIC; Coast Guard, DOE, County.  Ensure that in the future those roles are clearly defined.  Some Stakeholders felt that DOE should take lead on the JIC, that it was disjointed with Contra Costa County taking over.  Other Stakeholders felt that HQ needed to have training on operation of the JIC concepts and purposes.; if they’re involved.  

The above issues all tie back to roles and trust.  Each entity fulfilling their role by implementing  their own Plans and ensuring that the Plan is for that role.

Implementation Process:

The Institutional Plan was used along the primary and alternate shipping routes from the Naval Weapons Station Concord, California to the INEEL.  The plan implemented sequential steps to  identify stakeholders along the primary and alternate routes, meet with those stakeholders to identify and document issues both real and perceived, and  incorporate those issues and solutions into detailed transportation planning activities.  The plans were implemented through a preparedness program utilizing public education, training and technical assistance to address both the actual and perceived incremental risks associated with the shipment.  Planning was validated through a series of table top and functional exercises.  These exercises (operational and safety) were used as the final operational readiness review step just prior to the shipment.

Institutional Planning Steps:

Stakeholder ‘s Introduction:

Stakeholders along the primary and alternate transportation routes were identified and are listed below (Figure XX).  Stakeholders were identified from impacted federal, state, local and tribal government agencies.  As stakeholders were identified preliminary discussions were held to establish relationships and to provide introductory information regarding the shipping activities.

Along the four state shipping corridor forty-nine meetings were held during the process of stakeholder identification and introduction.  Initial contacts were facilitated by LMITCO through State, local and tribal agency representatives.  Meeting attendees included representatives from local, state and tribal agencies, politicians, emergency responders (fire, law, medical) and the general public.  Introductory meeting agenda focused on the FRR SNF program intent and provided stakeholders with an overview of radiological principles and risk communication.  Identification of additional stakeholders and agency points of contact provided the framework for continued coordination and communication with the state and local jurisdictions.

Assess Stakeholder Needs :
The second and most important step was to conduct a table top needs analysis identifying agency roles and responsibilities in relationship to the shipping activity.  This activity was the basis for a detailed discussion of both the real and perceived issues the agencies had with the shipment.  Information and data gathered in this process was the basis for all further interfacing and planning with the respective agencies.  The FRR Program made a commitment that all issues would be  addressed.  The addressing of issues was the basis for developing informed consent.  Informed consent is not total acceptance but, as a minimum, gaining a neutral position from the affected parties.

Following identification of and introductory meetings with stakeholders LMITCO conducted seventeen needs assessment meetings throughout the corridor.  Jurisdictions were combined when geographically logical.  These meetings convened agency representatives from state, local, tribal and emergency response organizations.  Attempts were made to bring together representatives from jurisdictions lending support to one another or having crossover jurisdictional responsibilities.  Assessment meetings included FRR SNF briefings, Radiological Transportation Basics Course, Principles of Risk Perception Course and in depth assessment of needs.  Discussions included identification of roles and responsibilities to ensure safe transportation, assignment of action items and defining schedules to implement solutions. 

Stakeholder’s Introduction/Needs Assessment Effectiveness Factors:

Successful validations just prior to the shipment overwhelmingly indicated that needs within each jurisdiction had been met and States, Tribes and local jurisdictions were ready for the shipment.  Stakeholders commented that they would like DOE to continue to communicate findings, decisions, and intentions.  The shipment itself was routine.  The extra issues were political so the shipment was handled as an exception.  Next time, handle the politics as routine.  Up front, everyone needs to understand what needs to be protected (ship names, date, schedules).  For the public, develop rationale behind Safeguards; educate as to reasons for secrecy of some information (difference between “secret”--national security; and “safeguarded”--public safety.)  Open each time with Safeguards information.  Safeguards requirements are applicable to everyone associated with the program.    

The following chart (Table XX) lists Stakeholders identified within each State and outlines planning, preparedness or technical assistance needs and assistance requested by the Stakeholders.  

Stakeholder’s Introduction/Needs Assessment Ineffectiveness Factors:

Communications with stakeholders began as open, free, and productive but later broke down and many felt out of the loop.  California Highway Patrol (CHP) felt that CHP and DOE did everything.  CHP would like to discourage additional local participation and asks that DOE not solicit increased local involvement which can lead to increases in need for additional State resources.  Meeting Stakeholder needs added numerous requirements to the program impacting scope, cost and schedule.

(Insert a figure (table) 1, this is a list of stakeholders and their respective needs.  More clearly Address lesson learned from this information.)

Developing Solutions: 

The actual planning activity incorporated identified stakeholder/agency roles and responsibilities in to the transportation plan.  This included detailed time line planning as well as planning for public safety activities such as notification, safeguards and security measures, safe haven for the transport, weather precautions, inspections, public education/information and emergency preparedness, i.e., risk based training and technical assistance. 

The planning activity involved developing solutions with the appropriate stakeholders and agencies.  For the FRR SNF Shipments the planning activity was closely coordinated with the Western Governors Association. Native American interface was also an extremely important part of the Institutional Planning effort and was conducted with those impacted through a joint effort with DOE HQ Tribal Programs and DOE-ID.

Agency ownership of detailed continency plans was crucial to the success of the FRR SNF Program.  Most if not all of the detailed planning efforts undertaken by federal, state, local and tribal agencies provided them with a strong infrastructure which was applied to other hazardous materials transportation activities.  The FRR Continency Plan was based on information provided through the needs assessment process and the current State, local and tribal planning documents.

Developing Solutions Effectiveness Factors:

Following identification of  planning/preparedness, training, education and technical assistance needs, DOE/LMITCO; scheduled planning assistance activities, provided for public education through use of the “RAD Experience” public education trailer, completed development of various responder and communication courses, and coordinated technical assistance activities and instrumentation distribution designed to meet Stakeholder needs.  Courses were developed, designed and delivered to provide States with the framework for emergency response preparedness infrastructures for shipping of all Hazardous Material with emphasis on the radiological materials.  The “RAD Experience” trailer was used as an educational tool to help explain clearly the sources and nature of nuclear matter and help develop the knowledge to understand basic radiation fundamentals.  The trailer was equipped to meet various audience needs and address current issues.  Courses provided to affected agencies included:

Radiological Awareness

Radiological Training for First Responders

Radiological Training for Second Level Responders

Train-the-Trainer (for both First Responders and Second Level Responders)

Handling Contaminated Victims

Transportation Risk Communications

Radiological Risk Fundamentals

Radiological Rail Response

Radiological Training for Hospital Personnel

FRR SNF Shipping Campaign Specific Briefing

Protection of shipment schedule and route worked well, the media missed the shipment even though they were actively covering the event.  Compliments to everyone on the project about protecting the schedule. 

Developing Solutions Ineffectiveness Factors:

Repeatedly along the shipping corridor, requests for safeguards information  overwhelmed needs assessment and introductory  meetings. Regional people need Safeguards policy education and understanding. Safeguards information should be communicated only to the POC at the State level who would then determine who can say what to whom. 

The process worked in protecting the schedule should emphasize that time and date were the primary concerns.  Conflicts between NRC/DOE requirements and how that affects Security and Operations need to be resolved.   Some information was over-protected.  Identify parameters; and what really needs protected.  Often came across as secretive which is the “old way” of operating, yet protecting the public. Request received from Nevada for direct communication from train to NHP was not fulfilled. 

Shipping Plan should be done by the shipper; Operational Plan by DOE.  Could the Safeguards Information be added to the Operational Plan as a supplement for those with a need to know?  Evaluate to what degree safeguards information could be pulled out Safeguards information was the initial purpose of the Transportation Plan.

Stakeholders were also concerned regarding notifications during the shipment.  Following the shipment comments were received regarding redundancies in notifications.  Notifications were informal and came from several sources (DOE, local) Are they all necessary?  Perhaps too much information was classified (this could be a whole separate meeting).  California stakeholders suggested that for California have CHP do the state notifications and updates as  DOE was 15 minutes to 1 hour behind the train.  It was also felt that thirty-day notifications are not needed by all entities.  Solutions to other communications issues included; How to respond to calls from “the hill”.   It would be more effective to be proactive-not reactive; send out information early; issue statements ahead of event; initiate contacts.  The weekly conference calls were productive though some participants who were not forthcoming with information.  It was generally felt that there were too many standing conference calls, some of which became difficult to discontinue.

Preparedness:
There are three key elements to preparedness in transportation institutional planning.  The key areas are needs and hazards based training, public education, and needs based technical assistance.

A “Just in Time” philosophy was used for training.  Training needs varied based on the agencies level of preparedness however there are two critical training activities that must be part of every shipping campaign.  The first audience is the governmental elected and appointed officials.  Experience has shown that “Just in Time” for this audience is right after initial identification and certainly before the media begins coverage of the activity.  It is absolutely essential that elected and appointed officials be given an adequate background so that they can respond to questions and concerns about their jurisdictional impacts.  Early training allows the official to come from a position of informed consent rather that being forced into taking a posture of non-support.

The second audience that needed training was the emergency response community.  Generally lack of emergency response training is used as a barrier or a method to block shipments.  A properly conducted needs assessment identifies the actual present level of preparedness maintained by the emergency response community.  If the level of preparedness is low or non-existent “Just in Time” may be early on in the overall institutional process, however if the preparedness level is documented to be adequate then “Just in Time” training will only include shipment specific information provided no more that 90 days before the shipping date.  The training courses made available for the FRR SNF Program are outlined in Appendix B, FRR Training Catalog.  All courses were presented based on the actual need in the jurisdiction.

Public education was also conducted on a needs base.  Public education and information was used extensively to correct mis-information, rumors, and perceived risks.  Public education was conducted in partnership with the identified stakeholders and government agencies.  Research has indicated that the most credible spokespersons for public education are members of the local emergency response community.  Tying public education with “Just in Time” training was an effective tool in reducing public outrage.  An outline of the Public Education Program Specifics for the FRR SNF Shipments is provided in Appendix C, FRR SNF Public Education Strategy.

Risk based technical assistance in the FRR SNF Transportation program was accomplished by providing several forms of technical assistance to address issues raised in early detail discussions during the planning process.  Technical assistance was provided in the forms of consultation on public safety issues, facilitated planning processes, and equipment loans. 

Historically the DOE has had the desire to leave a legacy of preparedness with the communities and agencies that it interfaces with.  The approach taken by the FRR Institutional Plan also left a legacy of preparedness based on state, local and tribal ownership of the preparedness program.  When ever possible the FRR approach examined and used existing programs.  The FRR training effort; first used existing training resources, second provided state, local and tribal trainers a train-the-trainer program along with the necessary materials to add necessary modules to existing training, third provided instructors to partner with state, local and tribal trainers in a team training approach, and lastly provided DOE sponsored instructional staff to conduct the training.

Preparedness Effectiveness Factors:
Throughout the shipping corridor 234 courses were taught with 3339 Stakeholders in attendance.  Appendix A identifies by State, courses offered, number of attendees and as applicable Stakeholder agency representation.  Completion of the training let to comments by Stakeholders that needs-based training went well and responders were sufficiently trained within each jurisdiction.  Instrumentation was distributed all along the corridor prior to the shipment.  Based on need, INEEL was  able to provide older generation instruments.

The Rad Experience Trailer changed (positively) the attitudes of Plumas and Butte Counties, CA about supporting the shipment.  Pubic awareness, through training, greatly turned perceptions to positive.  RAD Trailer was excellent educator.  Once PIO training began, a rapport with media and more balanced reporting was observed. 

California OES would like to continue using emergency preparedness from LMITCO.

Preparedness Ineffectiveness Factors:
When training was politically-based, there tended to be too much training with too many trained when not needed (Reno trained 600).  Over-training may have occurred due to the nature of the shipment.  Needs Assessment indicated that less training was needed.  Consensus that there were people unnecessarily trained.  Perception of training asked - if it is so safe to ship then why all the training?

Could focus on “cask and testing” education (to media).  The focus on the safety of the casks was out of perspective.  

Nevada that they would like to see training available in crowd/demonstrator control.

Eastern Idaho Technical College (EITC) instructors would like to resolve the following issues:

-Protocol on disruptive personnel in class. Can we ask them to leave?

-When can we cancel a class due to low enrollment?

-What about classes with too many people; class becomes disruptive.

-Need more uniformity in instruments vs. The hodgepodge being used.

-Enforce prerequisites for class attendance of first and second levels.

-Need strong sources for instructor classes.

-Need clear picture of what our authority is in representing DOE/LMITCO

-Hospital class is for hospital personnel--not first responders.

Stakeholders also expressed concerning regarding tracking of the shipment, route definition - approvals, selection, and timing of public announcements which they felt were late.  The late selection of the Carrier made it difficult to determine training areas.  Unknown cask type; caused confusion with states.  Stakeholders suggested that alternate routes which were  designated within weeks of shipment and then eliminated caused railroad inspection problems.  Routes should not be changed within 90 days of shipment. 

With multiple preparedness activities being conducted simultaneously scheduling of meetings, training, and technical assessment activities created confusion for both DOE and stakeholders.  A master schedule of DOE FRR SNF meetings would have helped to avoid confusion about meeting dates and locations.  Single points of contact with DOE and the states should have been established and charged with the responsibility to maintain the schedule. 

Though instrumentation distribution went well throughout the shipping corridor, in Nevada, there was no method for obtaining/using the instruments except as loan agreements.  Also, there is no method to leave instrumentation in the local jurisdictions.  Loan agreements will need to be redone annually.  Future calibration and long-term maintenance becomes a major issue.  Who pays?

Stakeholders felt Grant issues impacted readiness.  Access fees may be appropriate substitutes for Grants. DOE representatives working along the route should not  mention quantities prior to issuing grants; work on identification of needs and justification of dollars.  When working grants with outside agencies: work cost issues without outside help.  During the Grant process there were too many people in charge and it was done too late.

Stakeholders expressed concerns that notifications were late, confusing, redundant, and not real time.  And often too much information coming too often (every 5 minutes).  Transcom did not work and had time lags; it faded out in the canyons.  Oak Ridge could make it work by tweaking and had to work with Oak Ridge on an individual basis to get each system operating properly.  Cellular phones in Feather River Canyon did not work properly.  Consider using alternative systems, such as those available through California Fish and Game.

Validate Readiness:
To validate the overall institutional planning process table top and functional drills and exercise were used to determine the operational readiness of the affected federal, state, local and tribal agencies. The drills and exercises were conducted prior to the first shipment and will be conducted as necessary thereafter if conditions change or if there is more than two years between shipments.  As the exercises and drills are conducted outstanding issues were identified and corrected using the institutional planning process to ensure a successful transportation campaign.

Within the two months prior to shipment sixteen validation meetings were held along the corridor.  Jurisdictions were combined when geographically appropriate.  Initial validations in California identified gaps in planning.  Technical assistance with plan development was initiated.  Subsequent validations gained agreement from Stakeholders that they were adequately prepared to ship.  Final validations reports are included in Appendix B.

MORE NEEDS TO BE BS’ed UP FOR THIS SECTION

(Insert the outcomes of the validations, were they really necessary, what did we learn, number of events, people attending etc.  Address the lessons learned session, how we brought folks together, what input we got and how we used it in validating our performance.  We need to show that we took this program full circle.)

Validations Effectiveness Factors:
The Operational Plan was the highlight of the project (thanks to Chuck Urbanski).

Validations Ineffectiveness Factors:
Stakeholders expressed concern regarding the number of plans, the unavailability of plans and the distribution of plans.  

The Operational Plan was originally a more generic document and used to document what agencies had agreed to.  It was a living document, not issued until the day before shipment.  Need something more standard earlier; could do outline and distribute to involved agencies.  Suggested an early-on draft, make revisions, amendments, and appendices as needed.  It was felt that the Operational and Transportation Plans were redundant.  DOE should identify early-on what documents are for, and  why they are written, so entities know how to provide input to the plans.  Idaho State Police, suggested Operational Plan development by the shipper/carrier.  Modularize it with distinct sections so each separate job and duties are understood.  FRA spoke to how the Transportation Plans evolved and its deficiencies.  Include the Railroad’s role in the Operational Plan or another identified plan, then use the document.  Keep the plan compartmentalized, user friendly, defining roles and responsibilities.  Evaluate for redundancies and duplications.  The Transportation and Communication Plans were never used and not required by EIS.  Use checklist to evaluate/verify commitments in Operational Plan, was everything in the Plan done?  Was it clear who was responsible to get things done?  Use checklist as ongoing mechanism to insure everything is completed.

The Security Plan was the only “required” document, and it was incorporated into the Operational Plan but not available to Stakeholders until late in the program.  

Preparedness activities were affected by requirements which  conflicted.  NRC-may not meet state/DOE/security.  DOE-may not meet state, NRC/security.  Security-may not meet state/NRC/DOE.  Were all 166 self-imposed requirements needed?  Involve the experts to evaluate necessity of each.  Resist the tendency to add more.  Have a clearing house made up of UP, CG, CCCo, etc.).  Evaluate the EIS.  Is there a need to re-issue the ROD and delete or redefine some requirements (i.e., dedicated ship, training plan, transportation plan)?  Don’t over-interpret EIS; have what’s needed - not what’s wanted (check for added value).  Closely evaluate DOT/NRC requirements: Are they necessary and efficient?  Do they conflict with DOE orders?  What drove the requirement in the first place.  Look at logical solutions.  Get experts to define requirements in their respective fields (i.e., Railroad do shipping by rail; Coast Guard do sea requirements; NWS do loading/unloading; DOT do roads, highways, etc).

Conclusion
The FRR SNF institutional Plan was the first is a series of institutional programs which will be developed by DOE-ID in a effort to ensure that public and environmental safety is maintained as the highest priority in radiological materials transportation.  Over the last forty-five years DOE and the commercial nuclear industry have had a near perfect safety record.  A release on nuclear materials from a SNF shipment has never occurred in the U. S., however we can not rest on our past performance.  The institutional planning process will ensure that the nuclear materials safety record is maintained by the DOE through risk based, cost effective, and efficient planning process. 

(The big question here is did we do the job safely, did we get consent.  I would like to put in here the results of the media analysis, we need to plot the media results against number of people trained over time.  This will be a very convincing picture of the successfulness of the program.)
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