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First-Ever EIS on Highly Radioactive 
“Spent” Fuel Storage

• Ordered by Federal Judge:

• Decision of June 2012 – State of NY et al, Vs 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

• Decision removes NRC authority to grant new 
(or extend old) nuclear licenses until 
environmental impact study done



“Waste Confidence Rule Vacated”

• Since the 1950’s concerned citizens have not 
been able to use the issue of the highly 
radioactive waste in challenging the building 
and licensing of nuclear plants, because the 
NRC had “confidence” a solution would be 
found. 

• This decision is a BIG DEAL --



What Waste?

• Highly radioactive “spent” fuel rods
• By-product of using nuclear fuel
• All atomic power produces this waste “24/7”
• Reactors operating since 1950’s, fuel waste 

building up at every reactor site.
• No place for highly radioactive “spent” fuel 

rods to “GO”; has lead to litigation of many 
kinds.



Open pit uranium mine

Fuel rods are 8 – 20 
feet tall, and 
composed of uranium



Processing uranium is VERY water-intensive



This is the type of truck used to haul uranium





Water that would be used by a single proposed uranium mine per year





Nuclear reactor sites are also highly radioactive waste sites



Fuel pellet Fuel Pool Fuel Assembly

More than 70% of highly radioactive waste is in 
over-full pools



“Spent” Fuel Pool Fires = 
High Consequences

• However, NRC calculates such an event as 
LOW RISK because the frequency of such 
events is low 

• NRC projects many deaths, much disease and 
loss of property value and permanent 
“sacrifice zones” where no one can live…

• BUT since the “odds” are 1 in 60,000, NRC says 
“Don’t worry, be happy” – you are safe.



Frequency is applied to cost

• The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NRC) is charged to protect public health and 
safety

• the nuclear industry pays the cost of NRC
• NRC routinely factors cost of safety regulations
• NRC reduces the projected costs of a fuel pool 

fire by a factor of 60,000 when comparing it to 
the cost of moving the waste to dry casks



IF NUCLEAR WASTE WAS NOT 
RADIOACTIVE, IT WOULD NOT POSE 
THE HAZARD THAT IT DOES.

WE CANNOT SEE RADIOACTIVITY
BUT WE CAN SEE ITS DAMAGE.



No Safe Dose

• Radioactivity + living tissue = radiation dose

• Children and developing embryos are most 
vulnerable to radiation impacts

• Elders are also more vulnerable than adult



At very high doses, radiation damage can 
be seen with our eyes

Radiation burn from accident or malfunction





Visible damage to lung tissue from 
internal Plutonium particle 

Extremely low dose to the whole body –

- high dose to the tissue



At Lower doses it takes a microscope but we can see 
Radiation Induced Chromosomal Aberrations 

Common from high-end of “low-dose” spectrum



Atomic Radiation can physically 
damage cell structures and cells 
far beyond “ionization” and 
chemical chaos. When radiation 
harm is calculated, generally 
only ionization has been 
“counted.”







“No Safe Dose” of Atomic Radiation 
is not a folk song

• EPA Standards explicitly state

• NRC 10CFR part 20 and ALARA reflect

• National Academy of Sciences Biological Effects of 
Ionizing Radiation (BEIR I – VII) affirm

• MOST important: data supports 



Comments Hot “Spent” Fuel

• 95% of the total radioactivity of all U.S. atomic 
waste





Comments Hot “Spent” Fuel

• 95% of the total radioactivity of all U.S. atomic 
waste – will persist for more than 1 million 
years; 

• Lethal levels of radiation
• Waste is thermally hot—will melt from 

internal heat when in core 
• Over 70% is in over-full wet (pool) storage; 
• Waste will spontaneously combust in air 



Reactor = Waste Site

• Radioactive decay generates heat that cannot 
be turned off

• First 5 -- 20 years waste must be stored in 
liquid for cooling (fuel pool) – but carry risk of 
drain-down and fire

• Dry Casks pose less 
hazard than over-full
cooling pools.



Court specifies issues for NRC Study:

• Radioactive leaks
• Fuel pool dangers including fires
• Three storage scenarios:
– Short-term at the site
– Mid-term both on-site and consolidated off-site
– No repository ever—storage and 

recontainerization in perpetuity



What does this mean for NC / SC?

• Corporate “Volunteers” in South Carolina 
want to take the nation’s high-level 
radioactive waste

• Separate plutonium (the kind bombs are 
made from)

• Transportation from reactors  SC = NC!



One projection of nuclear transport routes from reactors to SC

www.nuclearcrossroads.com

www.nuclearcrossroads.com






Plutonium Separation = 
“Reprocessing”

• Plutonium = 1% of the waste; plan is to make fuel

• 99% of the original mass is still waste – now caustic 
liquid and much larger volume

• Claim is plutonium is used up as fuel – but more 
(new) plutonium is made in the process

• Commerce based on plutonium – risky business



What does this mean for NC / SC?

• In the 1980’s the Blue Ridge was on the list of 
sites to study for a national nuclear waste 
repository (like Nevada was).

• Like the People of NV, people in NC stood up 
and said “No-way!”

• The current Chair of the NRC favors granite 
rock, so Blue Ridge may be in cross-hairs





Court allows Generic Approach

• State of NY et al, Vs U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission:
“Overall, we cannot defer to the Commission’s conclusions
regarding temporary storage because the Commission did 

not conduct a sufficient analysis of the environmental 
risks.”

“In so holding, we do not require, as petitioners would 
prefer, that the Commission examine each site individually. 
However, a generic analysis must be forward looking and 
have enough breadth to support the Commission’s 
conclusions.”



Consequences

Furthermore, as NEPA requires, the 
Commission must conduct a true EA 
regarding the extension of temporary 
storage. Such an analysis must, unless it 
finds the probability of a given risk to be 
effectively zero, account for the 
consequences of each risk. 



TALKING POINTS ON NRC’S GEIS ON
WASTE CONFIDENCE



1. Stop Making Nuclear Waste.

Without a scientifically proven solution for 
safely disposing of nuclear waste, we must 
stop making it. Clean, renewable sources of 
electricity are readily available and affordable, 
so there is no excuse for continuing to 
rely on nuclear power. 



FASTEST  GROWING  NEW  GENERATION  WORLDWIDE





2. Nuclear Waste is Still a Problem 
Without a Solution.

No technology has yet been proven capable of 
containing radioactive waste for the hundreds of 
thousands of years necessary to protect the 
environment. 
Debates continue over whether it is even possible 
to do so, but unfortunately the U.S. has failed 
even to identify a viable site for a nuclear waste 
repository despite two decades, billions of 
dollars, and a federal mandate to do so.



3. Waste Confidence Is a Radioactive 
ConGame.

The purpose of NRC’s Waste Confidence rule is 
to streamline nuclear plant licensing by 
ignoring the million-year, multi-billion dollar 
problem of what to do with radioactive waste. 
The only problem Waste Confidence solves is 
how to permit nuclear plants to continue 
making this waste when there is no solution 
for it.



4. We Don’t Even Have One Solution--
and We Already Need Two.

Federal law has only authorized the siting of one 
nuclear waste repository. As of 2010, nuclear 
power plants had already generated 70,000 tons 
of spent fuel, enough to fill that repository. 

That means a second repository would have to be 
built to hold all the waste nuclear reactors are 
continuing to generate, but there is no plan or 
Act of Congress on the table for where to do it.



5. Consolidated Storage Creates More 
Problems, Not Solutions.

In order to justify its Waste Confidence policy, NRC is 
relying on the federal government’s Plan B: to hide the 
waste problem by transporting spent fuel away from 
nuclear reactors to “temporary” storage sites around 
the country. This means more communities would be 
at risk from radioactive waste, more nuclear sites 
would have to be safeguarded, and reactor owners 
could continue making waste without responsibility for 
managing it. Temporary storage sites easily could 
become de facto permanent dumps if it is not 
politically feasible to site enough repositories to handle 
the waste.



6. Mass Transportation of Nuclear 
Waste is Unsafe and Unnecessary.

The sheer volume of nuclear waste will require 
thousands of shipments on our roads, rails, 
and waterways. Due to the risk involved in 
mass nuclear waste transportation, it should 
only be undertaken once--and when we know 
there is a viable solution.



Planned container would hold 4 – 20 times more 
high-level radioactive waste


