
NV Legislative Committee on High-Level Radioactive Waste 

Meeting in Las Vegas, February 21, 2014 

 
The Nevada Legislature meets bi-annually. During off-years, several committees meet to prepare for the 

upcoming sessions of the Legislature and its Interim Finance Committee. The Legislative Committee on 

High-Level Waste (Maggie Carlton, Chair) met on February 21, and asked me to say something about 

SNF/HLW transport from a western region perspective. My presentation slides are attached, FYI. 

Meanwhile, here’s a sort of trip report. 

 

Downtown Las Vegas 

I followed a Committee staffer’s suggestion that I get a room at the Golden Nugget, in slightly seedy 

downtown Las Vegas. There was mention that this might be convenient to the State office complex where 

the meeting would be held, which it is not particularly. The hotel encourages valet parking, and then 

expects one to tip the valet for retrieving one’s car. The casino level (vastly expanded since my last time 

there) was jammed with people milling about, amid great clanging continuous noise. Few if any seemed 

concerned about NRC’s regulatory framework for risk management. Many of the women seemed to have 

dyed their hair, and wore little red straw hats. I’m sure there must be some explanation. At the Golden 

Nugget they call the exercise facility a “spa”. It costs $20 and they have bad equipment, so I missed my 

exercise. For dinner I decided to return to an old haunt—Diamond China—on west Sahara. At first I 

couldn’t find it; maybe it had closed. But it was there, with a much faded sign. Same menu, same staff, but 

the food was not as good as I remembered. Back at the hotel, I found the “business center”, thinking I 

would print my boarding pass for the return to Denver. At the Golden Nugget, they charge $5 for that. 

 

The February 21 Meeting 

The meeting began with a set of public comments, piped in from Carson City, most from a group called the 

U.S. Nuclear Energy Foundation. They believe that there should be a national directive to reprocess all 

spent nuclear fuel, that Nevada has no legal right to oppose the NWPA, and that Nevada should not spend 

taxpayer money to oppose the Yucca Mountain Project. 

 

Former NV Governor and Senator Richard Bryan 

Senator Byran (who now chairs the NV Commission on Nuclear Projects) skillfully summarized for the 

Legislative Committee Nevada’s case against Yucca Mountain: 

 Nevada’s opposition extends back 30 years, including three Republican and two Democratic 

administrations. It’s been bi-partisan. 

 Granite sites in the northeast were taken off the map. Salt domes in the southeast were taken off map. 

These moves were pure politics, in which Nevada was the victim. 

 The great majority of Nevadans oppose Yucca. This opposition is bi-partisanand on grounds of safety. 

 Proponents say “We know how to do it, and it’s safe.” Japan and TEPCO said the same about 

Fukushima. 

 We’ve been told that Yucca is an ideal repository site. No other nation has proposed a repository on top 

of a water table. 

 We’ve been told that SNF transport is safe. Prior to the Exxon Valdez disaster in Prince William Sound, 

there were 8000 shipments without incident. Then what happened? 

 We’ve been told that Yucca acceptance comes with a federal pot of gold. States also hoped for a pot of 

federal gold from the superconducting supercollider; it yielded nothing. 

 Some believe that the $28 billion balance in the NWF Fund could provide this pot of gold. But the 

NWF has been used to offset budget deficits. Tapping the NWF requires new Congressional 

appropriations, to be paid by taxpayers. 

 We’ve been told that reprocessing is the answer, but the reprocessing path costs ten times that of direct 

disposal. 



Nigel Mote, Executive Director, Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board 

Nigel outlined the NWTRB mission, and provided useful perspectives on the task of SNF disposal: 

 Most other repository programs have had “resets”. The U.S. is not alone in this. 

 To date, in the U.S. or elsewhere: 

o No SNF or HLW has been disposed; 

o No repository is operational, or even licensed; 

o Reprocessing is not a final solution; 

o Therefore, long-term storage is today’s reality. 

 Sweden and Finland plan to dispose small canisters (4 PWR/9 BWR). In the U.S. utilities are loading  

SNF into large canisters for dry storage. This leaves a difficult dilemma for the feds: transport and 

dispose these large canisters, or undertake large-scale repackaging. This is one of several aspects in 

which the U.S. program is grievously un-integrated. 

 

Jim Williams, WIEB HLRW Committee (See PowerPoint attached.) 

I discussed WIEB (What is it? What does it do?), the WIEB HLRW Committee (same questions), the 

WGA Policy Resolutions on SNF storage and transport (their observations, perspectives, expressed 

concerns, and stated goals and positions), and the current status of the DOE transportation-storage program 

(mixed at best). 

 

I received a couple of questions, re which I’ll try to provide better answers than I had ready at the time: 

 The generation, storage, and disposition of low-level and GTCC wastes at reactor sites; 

 The western states’ involvement in providing security in SNF/HLW transport.  

 

Bob Halstead: NV Agency for Nuclear Projects 

Halstead provided a full update for the Legislative Committee. Items of possible interest include: 

 NV Senators Reid and Heller are working on possible amendments to S.1240, which would: a) require 

the same written consent for Yucca as for other sites; and b) require implementation of the National 

Academies’ 2006 recommendations on SNF/HLW transport. 

 NV is prepared to contest Yucca licensing, but also believes that the YMP is fiscally imprudent. To 

continue at Yucca would cost $80 B; another site could be developed and operated for $60 B. 

 NV is prepared to demonstrate that DOE underestimated transportation radiological impacts in every 

category: incident-free exposures, releases in maximum reasonably foreseeable accidents, releases 

following a successful act of sabotage or terrorism. 

 

Nevada’s “Affected Units of Local Government” 

Nye County (the YMP site county) has expressed its “consent” to the YMP, and openly advocates the 

project. Despite the best efforts of his staff, Nye’s Commission chairman, Dan Shinhofen, got off-script-- 

complaining about having to wade through the swamp of misinformation generated by Bob Halstead. The 

Committee chairwoman, Maggie Carlton, called him on this, and he apologized.  

 

Several rural NV counties (Lincoln, Esmeralda, others) support completion of the YMP license application 

review, arguing that without this no one will ever really know whether it’s safe. However, with DOE’s 

shutdown of the YMP in 2010, the AULGs lost their funding to “oversee” the Yucca process. They hope 

that some portion of this funding can be restored. 

 

Clark County (which includes the Las Vegas Strip and 73% of the state’s population) remains opposed to 

Yucca, and to any large-scale radioactive materials transport (e.g. DOE/EM shipments of U-233/235 to 

NNSS) on I-15 or the UP railroad through Las Vegas. Clark is concerned about the lack of funding for 

local oversight, and their inability to pursue 11 contentions regarding the YMP license application. 

 



After the meeting, I found myself at a cafeteria table with Pete Goicoechea and several rural Nevada folks 

of previous acquaintance. Goicoechea (a Basque name) was a multi-term Eureka County Commissioner, 

the minority leader in the NV Assembly, and is now a State Senator, representing much of rural Nevada. 

The best thing about Nevada is not the Golden Nugget, but the chance to sit at a table with such as him. 


