
hen state and federal officials reg-
istered for the third Tri-Regional

Radioactive Materials Transportation
Committee meeting last fall, they had no
way of knowing it would take place six
weeks after the worst terrorist attacks in
American history — attacks that would
shock the world, transform American pol-
itics and mark a new era in planning for
the safe transport of radioactive materials.

State, local, tribal and federal officials
have been working together for years to
ensure that radioactive materials are safe-
ly transported throughout the country.
Whether they are dealing with medical
waste or high-level nuclear waste from
weapons facilities or power plants, feder-
al and state governments have imple-
mented inspections, laws and regulations
designed to protect the public. 

In the past, such measures have been
aimed at preventing or responding to
events that might expose people to radia-
tion accidentally, since most people
involved in transportation of waste did
not consider terrorism a primary concern.

Since Sept. 11, the possibility that ter-
rorists might target nuclear facilities or
radioactive materials in transport is no
longer just a dramatic Hollywood sce-
nario; it suddenly seems very real.

“After Sept. 11, we really have taken
on an additional set of burdens and con-
siderations,” said David Huizenga, deputy

assistant secretary with the U.S.
Department of Energy’s Office of
Integration and Disposition. Following
the attacks and the subsequent bombing
campaign in Afghanistan, the department
temporarily suspended shipments of
radioactive materials. Huizenga said the
department later began “making a number
of shipments under exception, but we’re
doing it carefully and on a case-by-case
understanding of what’s on the road.”

“Because of those attacks, we’re faced
with the possibility — the probability — of
having to rewrite the book on how to ship
radioactive materials in a safe and secure
manner,” said Frank Moussa, Tech-
Hazard’s Administrator, Kansas Division
of Emergency Management. “The Mid-
western committee recognizes that we can-
not continue to do business as usual. We
can, however, preserve the elements of the
established process that work well, and
modify or dispense with those that do not.”

Moussa and Huizenga both made their
comments during the Tri-Regional
Radioactive Materials Transportation
Committee meeting, held last October in
Orlando, Fla. The conference was the
third held since 1995, with 37 states rep-
resented. The meeting was an unusual
opportunity to exchange information,
interact with state and federal officials
and discuss states’ common interests in
transporting radioactive materials.  

Attendees included members of the
Midwestern committee, the CSG
Northeast High-Level Radioactive Waste
Transportation Task Force, the Southern
States Energy Board’s Transuranic Waste
Transportation Working Group, SSEB’s
Radioactive Materials Transportation
Committee and various federal officials.

Yucca Mountain selection
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issue that has recently brought increased
attention to transportation of radioactive
materials. Energy Secretary Spencer
Abraham announced Jan. 10 that, after 14
years of study, the Department of Energy
had decided to recommend Yucca Moun-
tain, Nevada, as the site of a permanent
repository. If approved by the president and
Congress, nuclear waste from around the
country eventually will be shipped to
Yucca Mountain for permanent disposal.
This would dramatically
increase the number of
nuclear-waste shipments
moving across the country. 

Both proponents and
opponents of the plan
have cited the possibility
of terrorist attacks to bol-
ster their arguments.
Abraham, in announcing
Yucca Mountain as the
choice, said, “We should
consolidate the nuclear
wastes to enhance protec-
tion against terrorist
attacks by moving them to
one underground location
that is far from population
centers.” Some opponents,
however, argue that it is
dangerous to move large
amounts of nuclear waste
across the country.

Coordination needed

The post-Sept. 11 environment has made
an already sensitive and complex activity
even more complicated. Under normal cir-
cumstances, planning for shipments of
radioactive materials involves coordination
among dozens of organizations — includ-
ing state, local and tribal agencies with
responsibility for law enforcement, public
health and safety, nuclear safety, emer-
gency management, transportation and
public utilities. At the federal level, the
planning process involves representatives
of the Departments of Energy and
Transportation, the U.S. Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission, and the Federal Bureau
of Investigation. A variety of private parties
also are involved, including transportation
carriers, shipping-cask manufacturers and
nuclear-reactor operators.

To coordinate some of the relevant

parties, the Department of Energy has
established cooperative agreements with
regional organizations such as CSG.
These agreements are intended to help
the states and the department to develop
plans for shipping radioactive materials
through a cooperative process. Each of
the regional groups represented at the
meeting has a cooperative agreement
with the department.

Throughout the two-day meeting, par-

ticipants stressed that now, more than
ever, cooperative planning is essential.
The threat of terrorism poses new chal-
lenges. In the weeks following the Sept.
11 attacks, state officials often found
themselves frustrated and confused when
trying to obtain and share information
about radioactive materials shipments.
Many state and local officials felt they
were shut out of communications because
of security concerns.

“The Department of Energy had spent
years trying to open its doors, make infor-
mation available and involve stakehold-
ers,” said Captain Bruce Bugg, special
projects coordinator with Georgia’s
Department of Motor Vehicle Safety.
“Suddenly, the nature of the beast has
changed, and DOE (and the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission) find themselves
evaluating the entire spectrum of infor-
mation available. Now, security has

become the paramount issue, and I think
we’re still wondering how much security
concerns will affect that openness.” 

Secrecy and security

State and local governments have the
primary responsibility for responding to
accidents in their jurisdictions. State per-
sonnel also are involved in training,
inspections, permitting, establishing travel

routes, escorting ship-
ments and preparing pub-
lic information materials.
Timely and accurate infor-
mation is critical to help
the states complete these
activities.

After the attacks many
state and local officials
found themselves with
more questions than
answers. As federal agen-
cies limited what was
available on their web
sites or shut the sites
down altogether, people
used to relying on them
were not sure where to
turn. Meanwhile, the
Department of Energy
temporarily restricted e-
mail communication with
the states after the attacks.

Although some partici-
pants at the state and local levels had
security clearances that allowed them to
obtain information, most — especially
those not involved in law enforcement —
did not. Access to classified information
was limited not only by the lack of securi-
ty clearances among state and local per-
sonnel, but also by the lack of infrastruc-
ture, such as secure phone lines, necessary
to communicate classified information.

Moreover, when states did receive
updates from federal agencies, they
received different, sometimes conflicting,
information. “Each federal agency oper-
ates a little differently,” said Thomas
Hughes, radiological officer with
Pennsylvania’s Emergency Management
Agency.  

Hughes, who is co-chair of the CSG
Northeast High-Level Radioactive Waste
Transportation Task Force, said that one
of the task force’s current challenges is
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State and federal officials
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The U.S. Department of Energy will use this cask to ship remote-handled transuranic waste from
a former weapons site in Columbus, Ohio to another facility for storage as part of a cleanup of
the Ohio site. Photo by James Eide, Battelle. State officials are conferring on ways to protect shipments of radioactive waste from

possible attacks by terrorists. Photo by James Eide, Battelle.
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“understanding the differences in
threat levels generated by the dif-
ferent federal agencies and the
preparation activities that are
associated with each.” Similarly,
Georgia’s Bugg said his agency’s
biggest priority is “making sure
we get good, timely intelligence
about the potential threats, and
deciding what our posture will be
for the various shipments.” 

“From a state’s perspective, a
few federal agencies need to work
together more closely,” said
Hughes. He also noted “the federal
partners do not have the same type
of forums [as the states] to encom-
pass an all-hazard radiological
response approach.” Throughout
the Tri-Regional meeting, partici-
pants expressed the hope that 
the new Office of Homeland
Security might help improve feder-
al coordination.

Funding shortages

Aside from the need to ensure
good communication and preserve
cooperative planning, the most
common topic of discussion dur-
ing the meeting was resources: both dol-
lars and personnel are stretched thin.
Many participants came from agencies
that found themselves overwhelmed after
the attacks. They have had to deal with
numerous security issues, including
anthrax scares, threat assessments and risk
analyses, and safety at nuclear-power
plants. One participant said his agency
had been doing “everything but” radiolog-
ical work since Sept. 11. 

Even before September, many states
were calling for more federal dollars for
training, equipment and other needs relat-
ed to transporting radioactive materials.
But with the increased demands, the calls
have grown louder. “Funding is necessary
to accomplish training and equipping first
and secondary responders that are affect-
ed by radiological/nuclear transportation,
storage, and terrorism,” Hughes said. He
emphasized the need to hold exercises
that simulate radiological accidents or
terrorist threats. “Exercising, although
expensive, is badly needed to bring all
concerned parties away from the ‘feel

good’ table-top forum,” he said. “You can
either do the job or you can’t, and exer-
cising sheds light on shortfalls and
improvements needed real quick.”

As state and federal officials continue
to adapt, there will likely be more
changes and more expenses. The
Department of Energy, along with virtu-
ally every other state and federal agency
involved, is re-evaluating its security
policies and daily practices. The agency
is looking into establishing a task force of
state and federal officials to review secu-
rity protocols and procedures.

Two issues that may be re-examined
are when to use armed escorts and how to
monitor shipments. The Department of
Energy has developed TRANSCOM, a
satellite-based system to follow the
progress of certain shipments. Author-
ized users can access information about
the shipments by computer while they are
en-route. “We may see a requirement for
continuous escort, and perhaps a require-
ment for more escorts, and other monitor-
ing systems besides TRANSCOM,”

Bugg of Georgia speculated. “The deci-
sions will be driven more by perception
than actual danger, unless we get very
good information and realistic, credible
threat evaluations.”

Although participants at the Tri-
Regional Meeting identified some obvi-
ous immediate needs and speculated on
what will change, they recognized that
they were just beginning to understand
the new challenges they will face. During
a panel discussion on security, Tim
Runyon, chief of the Division of
Environmental Monitoring in Illinois’
Department of Nuclear Safety, reminded
members that they were entering new ter-
ritory. Runyon became chair of the CSG
Midwestern High-Level Radioactive
Waste Committee in January. “Not only
do we not have a lot of the answers yet,”
he said, “we probably haven’t even
developed a lot of the questions.”

Laurie Clewett is assistant editor of The
Book of the States at The Council of State
Governments.

perspective

tates are in a fiscal crisis for the first time since the early
1990s. State financial pictures for the next fiscal year
do not look encouraging either. State policy-makers are

asking tough questions such as: When and why did the cur-
rent fiscal crisis begin? Did the September 11 attacks cause
this crisis? What are states doing to balance their budgets for
next year? What options do state policy-makers have?

Recession. Most analysts agree that the cur-
rent financial crisis began well before
September 11. Some say the current recession
started in March last year. Even before Sept. 11,
the fiscal outlook was bleak. Stock markets were
down, and consumption was slowing. State tax
revenues were weakening, especially in states
heavily dependent on manufacturing. A survey
last year by the National Association of State
Budget Officers showed that half the states indi-
cated fiscal difficulty in fiscal year 2001.

It is still premature to assess the full impact
of the Sept. 11 attacks on the economy and state
revenues. Yet, some numbers are noteworthy.
Stock markets fell drastically in the last quarter
of 2001, and consumer confidence dropped.
Businesses cut hundreds of thousands of jobs,
and the unemployment rate reached 5.8 percent by December
2001, the highest in more than six years. By the end of January,
at least 43 states were experiencing budget shortfalls in the cur-
rent fiscal year, with a combined budget shortfall of nearly $50
billion. This is about 10 percent of their annual budgets, and
higher than the last overall budget shortfall of 6.5 percent in the
early 1990s.

Fiscal Outlook. “The state fiscal outlook for the next several
years looks quite poor,” Donald Boyd of the Rockefeller Institute
of Government recently told the members of the Federation of
Tax Administrators. Most states dodged a bullet with tax returns
filed for 2000, Boyd said, but the stock market downturn appears
to be hitting estimated tax payments to states. Other sources of
strong growth in the 1990s, such as business income, also are suf-
fering. Meanwhile, Medicaid cost pressure is heating up in states
and the welfare windfall is over. Tobacco settlement funds are
largely budgeted. Reserve funds, albeit historically high, are
never high enough compared to difficulties created by recessions.

Revenue shortfalls of more than $1 billion are projected in
the next fiscal year in California, Florida, Massachusetts, Min-
nesota, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Virginia and Wisconsin.
Virginia faces a $1.2 billion shortfall this year and the deficit
will swell to $5 billion over the next four and half years. 

Spending cuts. For the next fiscal year, spending cuts appear

to be an obvious trend. For example, California Gov. Gray
Davis proposed $2.7 billion in cuts in next year’s roughly $100-
billion state budget while he pleaded with the Legislature to
resist tax increases. The state’s 2002-03 spending plan reduces
welfare and health programs, slightly increases education
spending and adds more money for anti-terrorism plans. 

Governors and legislators in other states have proposed
spending cuts in many different ways. These
include tightening corporate-tax loopholes
(Alabama); adopting a long-range financial plan
to pay for state government (Alaska); eliminat-
ing or delaying road projects (Colorado); cuts in
mental-health initiatives (Connecticut); no rais-
es for most state employees (Delaware and
Washington); legalized gambling (Hawaii); a
freeze on state building construction and the
capitol renovation project or delaying tuition-
support payments (Indiana); tax increase on cig-
arettes, gasoline and groceries (Kansas); a
reduced state contribution for employees’ retire-
ment funds (Kentucky); a two-year delay in a
scheduled income-tax cut (Maine); less lottery
money for local aid (Massachusetts); borrowing
money for construction and repair projects over

the next few years (Minnesota); reduction for higher-education
budget (New Hampshire); or tapping reserves (South Dakota).

Options. What options do states have besides spending cuts?
Some states might opt to hike taxes. States that have considered
increases in property or sales tax include Indiana, Maryland,
Minnesota, Oregon, South Dakota, and Tennessee. Unlike in
the early 1990s when more than 40 states raised taxes, howev-
er, this time not many states are likely to increase taxes. 

Governors and legislative leaders could pressure the federal
government for more financial assistance for Medicaid and
anti-terrorism programs. The question is whether Washington
can meet states’ needs if the federal government’s $2-trillion
annual budget ends up in the red for each of the next several
years as congressional budget analysts forecast.

Finally, state policy-makers might want to consider man-
agement changes other than cutting spending for services,
raising taxes or expecting more federal aid. For example, they
could consider different approaches to budget making such as
performance-based budgeting, restructuring state agencies or
adopting long-range fiscal planning. As many experts pro-
pose, management counts when coping with a fiscal crisis. 

Keon S. Chi is editor-in-chief of Spectrum: The Journal of
State Government, published by CSG.
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States facing revenue
shortages have other

options than cutting back
or raising taxes.

The prospect that terrorists might attack radioactive materials in transport is getting attention. Photo by
James Eide, Battelle.


