
Consent-Based Siting Public Meeting: Tempe AZ, June 23, 2016 

WIEB Staff  Report  (based on the 49-page transcript):  July 11, 2016 
 

 

The meeting was held at the “Phoenix Marriott Tempe at the Buttes”……not one of the facilities 

considered for our Dec. 13-14 meeting. Former N.M. Senator Jeff Bingaman was to be the lead-off 

speaker, but his flight, unfortunately, was cancelled. The meeting format was similar to that at the 

meetings in Sacramento and Denver: 

 A video welcome by Secretary Moniz; 

 An introduction to the topic by John Kotek; 

 A four-person panel discussion: Jim Conca; George Gholson; Michael O’Hare; Jennifer Richter. 

 A public discussion (with responses) facilitated by Jim Hamilton; 

 A public comment period (without responses); 

 A small group discussion. 

 

Introduction 
Kotek stated that the DOE Strategy calls for “an integrated nuclear waste management 

system……that’s our vision that we are trying to achieve”. (pg. 6) This integrated system starts with 

“a pilot storage facility that’s initially focused on accepting SNF from…..shutdown sites…..(but) 

will ultimately include a full-scale consolidated interim storage facility that will provide greater 

capacity and flexibility within the waste management system”. (pg. 6).  

 

The objectives are: 

 “to clear out the shutdown plant sites”, 

 begin to meet our (waste acceptance) obligations, 

 reduce the long-term financial liabilities, and 

 provide flexibility in the nuclear waste management system. (pg. 6) 

 

The current objective is “the design of a process (for consent-based siting) that we will use….and 

…..plan to issue later this year. 

 

Panel Discussion 

Michael O’Hare discussed the NIMBY problem, regarding “things we all agree we need1……but 

not here”.  Over the years, we have learned that addressing NIMBY requires: 

 There is no substitute for credible, responsible, transparent engineering……For O’Hare, 

“transparent” refers to “something much larger than that all my engineering friends agree….not 

just engineering browbeating” (pg. 11-12) 

 Compensation……not as a bribe, but as a token of recognition for something that the larger 

community needs…..people don’t want to be chumps and they don’t want to be lied to. (pg. 12) 

 Leadership as a process by which a group finds and undertakes adaptive work.2 I 

                                                      
1  Many at the Tempe meeting did not agree on the need for offsite interim storage, especially at WCS or 

Eddy-Lea.  



Jennifer Richter’s discussion focused on environmental justice……patterns of inequity which need 

to be addressed at the community (mot individual) level. She briefly discussed: 

 Distributive justice—how society distributes risks and benefits (e.g. in NW disposition); 

 Recognition justice—keyed to unequal access to power; 

 Participatory power—related to participation in the processes of decision-making and 

representation. (pg. 13-14). 

 

Richter suggests that a consent-based siting process would take into account these three frameworks 

of justice, and notes that “DOE has an incredible opportunity to do much more”. 3 (pg. 15)   

 

Public Discussion (facilitated by Jim Hamilton) 

Karen Hadden (SEED: Sustainable Energy Coalition, in TX) suggested that “communities on the 

East Coast could stand up…..and keep their own radioactive waste” (pg. 17), and asked who 

decided not to hold a single hearing in NM or TX.4 

 

Lon Burnam (former TX State Representative) asked why any community (should) trust the national 

government (after) what the Navaho in New Mexico have experienced (with uranium mining). Why 

should we even deign to participate in these Orwellian processes? (pg. 18) 

 

George Gholson (chairman of the Timbisha Shoshone tribe, in Death Valley) noted a process by 

which frustration turns into resentment, then anger, then deep-seated mistrust. (pg.  20) 

 

Rose Gardner (from Eunice NM, 5 miles from WCS) said that her community has never been 

approached by WCS, and that she knows no one in Eunice that would give consent (to the WCS 

SNF ISFSI). (pg. 21) 

 

Steve Brill (involved when transport to Yucca was in prospect, now President of “Don’t Waste 

Arizona”) said that DOE is not considering (in its consent-based siting process) the risks along the 

route of transport, and of terrorism attacks, and the overall economic disaster (if) something like this 

would happen. (pg. 22) 

 

Lon Burnam, said that the Ogallala Aquifer actually goes under the WCS facility, and that state 

maps were changed (due to the influence of WCS founder Harold Simmons), and that (on this topic) 

you absolutely cannot trust either the federal government, or the State of TX, or WCS. (pg. 23-24) 

 

Humberto Acosta (from Andrews County) said that Andrews County is being targeted because 

Yucca Mountain is in limbo.5 (pg. 24) 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                        
2  White papers A-2 & A-3 suggest how these principles can be applied to the transportation component of 

the US nuclear waste program. 
3   White papers A-2, A-3 & A-7 provide a program for addressing the concepts. 
4   This was partly due to WIEB HLRW Committee input. 
5  A circumstance that Mr. John Shimkus (R-IL) is doing his best to remedy. 



Jim Conca said that “nuclear waste is not that dangerous”……Scientifically, we know how to 

package this stuff…..if you really want an effective dirty bomb (use) cesium-137 chloride from the 

irradiation industry. (pg. 25) 

 

Bob Aly said that he worked on WIPP for 30 years, and that Conca is “obviously just a stooge for 

the DOE”. (pg. 25) 

 

Leona Morgan (from Navaho Nation) asked “how do you calculate the risk?” This led to a lengthy, 

not extremely edifying, exchange with Jim Conca. (pg. 25-26) 

 

Karen Hadden said “please don’t tell us that there hasn’t been a site picked, because there 

has”……WCS. She also asserted that the (US) transport casks have a half-inch of steel, compared to 

10 inches in Europe, and that “these canisters have not been fully inspected and cannot be repaired.” 

(pg. 29) Conca said “I don’t know what you’re talking about. Kotek asked Rob Howard and Steve 

Maheras to respond, but Hamilton suggested follow-up during the break. 

 

In a discussion of siting risk, Conca said “It doesn’t matter if it’s safe. Absolutely. It doesn’t matter 

if it’s safe.”6 (pg. 30) 

 

An unidentified speaker asked “Why isn’t there opposition in Carlsbad?” His answer is that there IS 

opposition, but that it’s suppressed. Children, jobs, businesses and mortgages are threatened. “There  

are thugs connected to the rich people in Carlsbad who keep that place going.” (pg. 31) 

 

Public Comment Period 

Public discussion themes were continued, but without responses: 

 

Steve Brill: The process here is fatally flawed. You’ve ignored the rights and consent of the people 

along the transportation routes……the emergency responders have no training, no equipment, no 

ability to deal with something (that) goes bad……you need to start over and include the consent-

based idea with the transportation routes, because otherwise you are violating the civil rights of 

absolutely everybody along all the transportation routes and that’s almost everybody in the whole 

damn country.” (pg. 34) 

 

Rose Gardiner (Eunice NM): Money cannot buy my vote. This is a no-consent. I dissent. (pg. 35) 

 

Humberto Acosta (Andrews County, TX): Four Andrews County Commissioners unanimously 

adopted a resolution in support of the WCS license application, but they should not have the power 

to vote on such an important issue.” (pg. 35)  “When Harold Simmons was alive, he promised the 

citizens of Andrews that it (WCS) would remain low-level…..this is a moral issue; this is not a 

money issue.” (pg. 36) 

 

Noel Marquez (from Artesia, NM, in Eddy County, about 60 miles north of WIPP) said he had 

personal knowledge (from his work as a drilling fluids technician at WIPP, in 1989) of “a major 

                                                      
6  Some apply the same to transport. 



water flow above the salt section” at WIPP, which was addressed inadequately “with a Halliburton 

cement job”…..our voices (are) ignored by the desperate radiological waste political agenda.” (pg. 

36) 

 

Karen Hadden (SEED, TX): “A single shipment…..coming on a train…..would contain more 

plutonium7 than the bomb dropped on Nagasaki…..So why should we ship it until we have a 

permanent site? If it ever moves, it should be one time.” (pg. 37) 

 

Leona Morgan: In 2005, the Navaho Nation passed the Dine Natural Resources Protection Act, 

which prohibits uranium mining or processing on tribal lands. In 2012, it passed the Radioactive 

Materials transportation Act, that prohibits the transport of radioactive materials through the res---

but which does not apply to I-40 or state highways……..Our communities do not consent to waste 

being transported through our Nation. (pg. 43-44) 

 

Edwina Vogan. “Why do we need a site right now? Is it imperative? Can we go back and think 

about this and say maybe there’s another option?” (pg. 44) 

 

Lon Burnham: “None of these (corridor) communities have a clue what you’re talking about doing 

to them as far as transport…..the turn of phrase “interim storage” is about as deceptive as it comes” 

(pg. 45) 

 

Karen Hadden said that maps once showed the Ogallala under the WCS site, but were changed by 

the TX Water Control Board. The TX Commission on Environmental Quality originally 

recommended denial of the WCS facility, and three employees resigned their positions when TCEQ 

changed its position. (pg. 46) 

 

                                                      
7  True, but re curies, not Pu. 


