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LIST OF ACRONYMS 
 

DEIS DOE Draft Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the 

Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca 

Mountain, Nye County, Nevada, U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Civilian 

Radioactive Waste Management August 1999. 

DOE U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management - 

the agency responsible for the characterization, construction and operation of a 

repository. 

DOT U.S. Department of Transportation - the agency responsible for routing approval 

and enforcement of nuclear-related transportation regulations 

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - the agency responsible for establishing 

standards for radiological exposure and enforcing environmental regulations. 

FEIS DOE Final Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the 

Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca 

Mountain, Nye County, Nevada, Due, Summer 2001. 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency - the agency responsible for 

establishing standards and programs for training of public safety personnel  

LEPC Local Emergency Planning Committee. Each county in Nevada has an LEPC that 

works under the auspices of the State Emergency Response Commission. 

NEPA The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the legislation that regulates and 

provides guidance and standards for the protection of the natural and social 

environment with regard to major federal projects, among others. 

iii 



NRC U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission - the body responsible for repository 

licensing, and approval of transportation cask design, and safety and security of 

transportation routes. 

NWPA The Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, and amendments. 

SER DOE Science and Engineering. In conjunction with the FEIS, this report will be 

used as a basis for a Site Recommendation Report to be presented by the DOE 

Secretary to the President in late 2001. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Purpose and Utility of the Study 
 

The purpose of this study is to estimate potential fiscal impacts of the proposed Yucca 

Mountain repository for high-level nuclear waste on the City of Mesquite, Nevada. The present 

work is focused specifically on fiscal impacts on city government, especially the cost impacts for 

public safety programs.  

The proposed nuclear waste repository and the transportation of high-level nuclear waste 

and spent-fuel (HLW) have been identified as a source of potential and perhaps significant 

impacts to the economy, culture, and social well-being of Mesquite, Nevada. 

The City of Mesquite, located in southern Nevada, is bisected by Interstate 15, a route 

identified for possible shipments of HLW, is approximately 85 miles north of Las Vegas. 

Virtually all of Mesquite falls within the one-mile corridor adjacent to I-15. In fact, three of the 

major employers the Casa Blanca Resort casino, the Si Redd Oasis Resort Hotel and casino, and 

the Virgin River Hotel and casino, are situated directly off the entrance and exit ramps of I-15. 

Interstate 15 may be used to transport HLW southward from Utah to S.R. 95 to the repository at 

Yucca Mountain. As a result, the city of Mesquite may experience significant vulnerabilities 

because of its location along the shipment route. 

This report identifies the types of impacts that could be experienced by the Mesquite 

community and the nature and magnitude of the governmental fiscal costs to the community. 

Information was gained through interviews with key city government personnel; two visits to the 

community; identification of needs through a review of the city budget; and an analysis of the 

types of resources that will be necessary to prepare the community if the DOE proceeds with its 

plans to transport HLW through Mesquite on route to a repository to be constructed at Yucca 

Mountain. Special appreciation is acknowledged to Mr. Jim Brown, City of Mesquite Emergency 
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Management Coordinator/City Safety Officer, for his time and assistance in gathering 

community related data. 

This investigation was supported and coordinated by the Nuclear Waste Division, Clark 

County Department of Comprehensive Planning. Under provisions of the federal Nuclear Waste 

Policy Act, As Amended, Clark County has been designated as one of 10 “affected units of local 

government” that may monitor the siting process and conduct its own impact studies and public 

involvement programs. 

In August 2000, the City of Mesquite made a decision to work with the Clark County 

Nuclear Waste Division to undertake an analysis of the impacts on the community of the 

transportation of high-level nuclear waste to a repository at Yucca Mountain, Nevada. During 

Fiscal Year 2001 [July 2000-June 2001], studies similar to the present one will have been 

conducted in the other four incorporated cities of Clark County – Boulder City, Henderson, Las 

Vegas, and North Las Vegas. In addition, investigations into potential impacts on property 

values, tourism, and other socio-economic effects are being conducted in unincorporated areas of 

Clark County. 

The results of these studies will be used in a Clark County Yucca Mountain Impact 

Report that will be submitted to the U.S. Department of Energy in Summer 2001. Under Section 

114. (a)(F)(G), the Clark County report, the DOE Science and Engineering Report, the DOE 

Final Environmental Impact Statement for Yucca Mountain, impact reports submitted by the 

State of Nevada, affected units of local government and other interested parties will be 

considered as the Secretary of Energy makes a recommendation to the President to advance the 

siting process. 
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2.0 THE CITY OF MESQUITE 
 
2.1 The City of Mesquite as an Affected Community 
 

The City of Mesquite is located in Clark County, alongside I-15, approximately 85 miles 

northeast of the City of Las Vegas, a proposed route for shipping nuclear waste (DEIS 2000). 

The ten largest employers within the community are all located within three miles of the I-15 

corridor (Table 1). Moreover, because of the limited routes traversing the community, if an 

incident were to shutdown I-15, egress from Mesquite would be limited (Figure 1). Because of 

the location of the community and its key economic assets, the routing of nuclear waste along I-

15 has a strong potential to adversely impact the health of community residents, its economic 

base, and community well-being. 

TABLE 1 
TEN LARGEST MESQUITE, 

NEVADA EMPLOYERS 
Largest Employers 
Si Redd's Oasis Resort 
Casablanca Resort 
Virgin River Resort 
Rancho Mesquite 
Mesquite Star 
Primex Plastics 
Clark County School District 
City of Mesquite 
Mesquite Vistas 
Smith's Food & Drug 

 
The City of Mesquite was identified as an impacted community for assessing repository-

related impacts for a number of reasons. First, the community has the potential for experiencing 

significant direct and indirect impacts from the transportation of nuclear waste along I-15. These 

impacts can result from a nearby accident event or from stigma-induced effects. Second, 

residents of Mesquite have previously been exposed to radioactive contamination because of the 
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DOE’s activities at the Nevada Test Site. Thus, the transportation of HLW through Mesquite 

over a 24-year shipment period could present a serious cumulative risk. 

Figure 1 – Mesquite Map 

 
 

 

The City of Mesquite has several concerns over the potential impacts from a possible 

shipment accident. These concerns include: a decline in the Mesquite’s economic base; 

diminution of property values; and a decrease in economic development activities. As noted in 

Clark County’s response to the DEIS, these concerns have not been addressed by the DOE in its 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The City of Mesquite is concerned that current property 

values along this corridor, as well as, future development plans may be adversely affected and 

will be at risk, if and when, the route is selected for nuclear waste shipments. This concern is 

because all significant economic development within Mesquite is occurring along the I-15 

corridor. The use of I-15 to carry high-level nuclear waste is in direct conflict with the economic 

and social aspirations of the Mesquite community. 
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Although Mesquite has experienced significant growth, particularly, over the last decade, 

it does not have sufficient capacity to prepare and respond to possible accidents that may result 

from shipping nuclear waste. In addition, because it is located more than 85 miles from Las 

Vegas, timely emergency response from other governmental jurisdictions is problematic. It is 

important to evaluate the public safety capacity needs and associated costs for Mesquite in the 

context of routing nuclear waste through a small, but rapidly growing community that is 

geographically distant from Clark County’s other emergency response facilities. The projection 

of costs for Mesquite in the public safety area is based on geographic conditions, local needs, and 

the experience of local public safety officials. Location and Brief History of Mesquite 

During the late 1800’s, members of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints, who 

had settled in Utah, established a small outpost at Bunkerville. By 1879, these Mormon pioneers 

expanded their settlement to an area east of Bunkerville on land called Mesquite Flat. Within 

three years, a community of seventy-one farmers had made their home in the area. In order to 

raise alfalfa and wheat, these early pioneers built canals to channel the waters from the Virgin 

River. Floods in the summer of 1882 destroyed the canals and despite efforts to rebuild them, 

these first pioneers were driven from the area by the inclement weather and the resulting 

flooding from the Virgin River.   

In 1887, Dudley Leavitt, his five wives and 51 children again attempted to settle 

Mesquite Flat. After rebuilding the canals; enduring heat, drought, and flashfloods for four years, 

the Leavitt’s were driven out by a storm that destroyed their labors. Finally, in 1894, six Mormon 

families move to the north side of the Virgin River establishing the lasting community of 

Mesquite. These early farmers made their livelihood raising alfalfa and wheat. 
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Mesquite remained primarily an agricultural community through the early 1900s. When 

Clark County was established in 1909, Bunkerville was the largest community in what is now 

Clark County. Mesquite and Las Vegas were unincorporated, but they were distinct 

communities. While Las Vegas was incorporated in 1911, Mesquite did not incorporate until 

1984. With the development of Interstate 15, it also became a popular stop for motorists 

traveling between Los Angeles and Salt Lake City.  

2.2 Economic Development in the City of Mesquite 
 

In the early 1980s, the Peppermill Resort and Casino (now Si Redd’s Oasis Resort Hotel 

Casino) was built by video poker king Si Redd. The economic diversification from agriculture 

that began with the establishment of the Peppermill Resort and Casino continues today. Today 

over one-half of the economy is tied to the tourism sector, with other significant contributions 

from manufacturing, as well as, retail trade and personal services (Table 2). 

TABLE 2 
MESQUITE EMPLOYMENT BY TYPE AND PERCENT 

Employment by Category Percent 
Agriculture and Services 1% 
Business and Repair Services 2% 
Construction 6% 
Educational Services 6% 
Entertainment and Recreation 52% 
Finance, Insurance and Real Estate 3% 
Heath Services 2% 
Manufacturing 12% 
Public Administration 4% 
Retail Trade and Personal Services 10% 
Transportation, Communication, Utilities 2% 

Source: City of Mesquite 2001 
 

In 1970, Mesquite had a population of only 674. Today, the population has mushroomed 

to over 15,637 (Clark County Comprehensive Planning 2001). Over the next five years, the 

population is expected to increase by approximately 40% (Table 3). The current housing stock of 
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4,364 units includes over 1,957 single-family homes, another 840 duplexes, 711 apartments, 696 

condominiums, and 160 mobile homes. 

TABLE 3 
HISTORICAL AND FORECAST 
POPULATION FOR MESQUITE 

Year Population 
1970 674 
1975 808 
1980 922 
1985 1,270 
1990 1,960 
1995 5,120 
1999 14,070 
2000 15,500 
2005 21,600 
2008 25,750 

Source: Center for Business and Economic Research at UNLV  
 

Mesquite has initiated a number of economic development initiatives including a planned 

development of over 700 acres in an area north and west of Interstate 15. This development, 

known as Arroyo Heights, will include residential, light industrial, commercial, and recreational 

areas including an 18-hole golf course. Mesquite also has plans for a new heavy industrial 

development on a 600-acre “takedown” site from the Bureau of Land Management. Initial plans 

are also underway for a new commercial carrier airport that is proposed for construction on 

Mormon Mesa, which is 12 miles west of Mesquite. 

3.0 METHODOLOGY 
 
3.1 Background 
 

The case study method was used to estimate fiscal impacts [costs] to the City of 

Mesquite. A complete description of this methodology is contained in Appendix A. 
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Before discussing the methodology that was employed (Appendix A), it is important to 

first take note of a primary aspect of the study. What is being studied and estimated is not the 

total fiscal cost or budget of any governmental entity, but rather the incremental or additional 

cost to governmental units directly attributable to the repository’s siting at Yucca Mountain and 

the related HLW shipping campaign. Hence, the cost estimates are fiscal impacts that will be 

directly attributable to the siting, and would not be incurred if the repository and shipping 

campaign do not occur. The estimates are based on three different HLW transportation scenarios. 

These scenarios are discussed in detail below and are provided in Appendix B. Each 

contains a different set of conditions concerning the future of HLW transportation should the 

DOE move forward with its plans contained in its Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 

for the repository. 

The investigation has given particular attention to the public safety, environmental 

protection, and health agencies in the community, as they have previously been identified as 

most likely to be critically affected by the long-term nuclear waste shipping campaign. In 

addition, the public safety agency’s programmatic, training, and fiscal needs in providing for 

emergencies are explicitly recognized and identified in the NWPA and NEPA as being part of 

the federal responsibility in siting and shipping HLW. Finally, these agencies are charged with 

protecting the health, safety, and welfare of citizens in an emergency, and they must be prepared 

to respond should a radiological incident or emergency occur. 

These governmental fiscal impact studies carried out for the City of Mesquite and other 

communities within Clark County are designed to be similar to analyses that have been 

performed on Nevada’s state agencies by the principals of Urban Environmental Research from 

1987 through 1997. The state studies were performed at specified intervals on the same state 
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agencies, as more and more information became known about the nature of the repository and 

the HLW shipping campaign. 

These state agency fiscal impact studies at first discovered low levels of awareness 

among state personnel concerning the HLW repository, the siting process, and how it might 

affect their agencies. Over time, however, not only did state personnel exhibit increasing 

knowledge about the siting, but also about the potential impacts on their governmental units. 

This increased knowledge and familiarity was not only a function of the greater amount 

of available information about the repository, but also a result of agency personnel beginning to 

realize that potentially adverse fiscal impacts might result from a repository siting. Just as in 

these state fiscal studies, scenarios have been used to provide all local agency directors and staff 

with similar conditions (scenarios) on which to base their assessments of fiscal impacts and 

projected needs of their agencies.  

Because this is the first such study in Clark County, it is also likely that over time, tribal 

and local jurisdictional personnel will become more familiar with the details and potential 

impacts from a HLW repository and concomitant shipping campaign. As this familiarity with the 

details of the repository project increases, the range of projections from the siting and 

transportation campaign will narrow just as they have with state agencies. 

3.2 The Scenarios 
 

An additional methodological step was taken to obtain as accurate projections of fiscal 

impacts as possible, and to augment the research design being used. The interview schedules that 

were developed were based on three scenarios of the future transportation of nuclear waste 

through the valley. These three scenarios contain descriptions of the shipping campaign 

described in DOE’s DEIS. 
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The first two scenarios flow directly out of the DEIS and describe:  

1. A “benign” future shipping campaign beginning in 2007 with no events occurring 

over the twenty four years of shipments, and,  

2. A future containing an incident described by the DEIS in which a cask containing 

nuclear waste breaks free of the trailer, remains intact and releases no radiation.  

3. The final scenario was developed by the State of Nevada’s transportation expert on 

shipping high-level nuclear waste using information in the DEIS (Section J.4.2. 

Transportation Accident Scenarios pp. J-52 – 72). This third scenario contains a 

serious accident in which radioactive waste materials are dispersed over a wide area. 

In each community’s set of scenarios, the site of the transportation incident occurs at 

a different location. For the Mesquite community, the site of the accident is at Exit 

121 of I-15. 

In addition, each scenario contained a description of the projected effects of that shipping 

scenario on property values within one mile, and one to three miles of the transportation corridor. 

These projected property value impacts for residential, commercial, and industrial properties 

were based on the study recently completed in Clark County that estimated property value 

diminution effects from waste shipments. This property value research utilized the same three 

scenarios (without the projected property value impact projections). It was based on interviews 

with experienced real estate appraisers and bankers in Clark County, as well as a separate survey 

of Clark County residents. 

3.3 Research Design 
 

The research design for this study and those for other communities not only permits cross 

walks between the state sponsored property value study, but also provides the community 
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personnel being interviewed with considerable detail about the number and nature of the 

projected shipments of waste. Each scenario also contained the number of projected shipments 

and the potential routes this waste would be shipped along. 

By providing the scenarios that were based on DOE’s own DEIS, a series of credible 

futures could be constructed with some additional detail that aids in familiarizing personnel with 

the project and insures comparability among the communities. In this way, personnel from 

different communities are responding to the same description of the transportation shipping 

campaign. The only factor that varies in the scenarios is the location of the incidents in two of 

the scenarios for each community. Yet, it must be emphasized that because this study is the first 

effort to study fiscal impacts from the repository in these communities, the level of information 

of governmental personnel interviewed varies dramatically.  

We have previously noted that in the State fiscal impact studies, agency personnel grew 

in their understanding of potential impacts as they became more familiar with the characteristics 

of the project. This first effort often could not estimate actual dollar costs because of the lack of 

necessary details in the scenarios, or because agency personnel had not had the time to study and 

reflect on potential impacts. In these instances, areas of vulnerability had been identified, but no 

range of dollar estimates was yet available.  

4.0 CURRENT GOVERNMENTAL RESOURCES AND SERVICES 
 

It is important to analyze the governmental service functions to ascertain both current 

capacities and additional costs to the City of Mesquite because of the repository program and the 

nuclear waste shipment campaign. Information on current services was provided by Mesquite’s 

Emergency Management Coordinator during personal interviews; from the City of Mesquite FY 

2001 Annual Budget; and from the City of Mesquite’s web site.  
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4.1 Overview of Governmental Structure, Taxes, and Budget 
 

The City of Mesquite functions as a general law city under Nevada Revised Statutes 

Chapter 266. The mayor and five-member city council are elected at-large. The mayor serves as 

the Chief Executive for the City with an appointed City Manager responsible for day-to-day 

management. 

The City of Mesquite has a low tax rate of $0.1520 per $100 of assessed valuation (City 

of Mesquite 1999/2000 rate). Assessed valuation in Mesquite represents 35% of fair market 

value. In addition, Nevada does not collect personal income tax, corporate income tax, sales tax 

on food, inventory tax, and foreign trade zone tax. The budget for FY 2001 includes general fund 

revenues of $11,037,972 and proposed expenditures of $13,054,300 (Table 4). 

TABLE 4 
MESQUITE FY 2001 BUDGET SUMMARIES 

General Fund 
Revenues 

FY2001 
Approved 

General 
Fund 

Expenditures
FY2001 

Approved 
Taxes $1,1755,000 Salaries $4,754,160 
Licenses/Permits 1,411,0000 Benefits $1,815,686 
Intergovernmental 5,5925,972 S & S $3,090,805 
Charges 885,000 Cap 450,042 
Fines 300,000 Other 229,840 
Others 761,000 Transfer 2,708,767 
TOTAL $11,037,972 TOTAL $13,054,300 

 

4.2 Description of County Services 
 

Although Mesquite has only 128.0 FTEs, it provides a broad range of services as 

summarized below (Table 5). 
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TABLE 5 

FULL TIME EQUIVALENT 
EMPLOYEES BY TYPE 

Service 

Budgeted 
FTE 

FY 2001 
General Governmental 9.00 
Judicial 3.00 
Public Safety 59.00 
Public Works 19.00 
Sanitation 8.75 
Health 1.00 
Welfare 3.00 
Culture/Recreation 24.35 
Community Support 1.00 
TOTAL 128.00

 
4.2.1 City Attorney 
 

The City Attorney is the primary legal advisor to the Mayor, City Council, City Manager, 

City departments, as well as, all boards, commissions, committees, and agencies authorized to 

function in behalf of the City of Mesquite. In addition to providing legal advise to ensure that all 

City actions and policies comply with applicable federal, state, and municipal law, the City 

Attorney also reviews legal documents, resolutions, and leases in behalf of the City. The City 

Attorney is responsible for initiating legal actions in behalf of the City and prosecuting 

misdemeanor violations that occur within the City of Mesquite. The City Attorney’s budget for 

FY 2001 is $149,512 and it represents a 1.7% increase over the FY 2000 budget. 

4.2.2 City Clerk/Treasurer 
 

The City Clerk/Treasurers department consists of the City Clerk, the Deputy Clerk, an 

Administrative Assistant, and a Receptionist/Secretary. Their budget for FY 2001 is $312,965 

and represents a decrease of $16,064 over FY 2000. The City Clerk/Treasurer is responsible 

maintaining all city records, legislation, and the Corporate City Seal. In addition, the City 

Clerk/Treasurer oversees City building licenses; the cemetery, legal notices, sanitation billing, 
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elections, contracts, central supply and storage, the mail room, payroll, cash receipts, and all 

public information functions. 

4.2.3 City Manager 
 

The City Manager is appointed and serves at the pleasure of the City Council. The City 

Manager serves as the day-to-day chief administrator for the City of Mesquite. In this capacity, 

the City Manager “facilitates, coordinates, and supervises the work of all city departments” (City 

of Mesquite 2001). Additionally, the City Manager develops policies and programs for 

consideration by the Mayor and City Council. The FY 2001 budget for the City Manager’s office 

is $186,671. 

4.2.4 Building Department  
 

The Building Department is responsible for the enforcement of all building codes and 

regulations, including all City Codes. The Building Department has a staff of 8 and an FY 2001 

budget of $671,288, which is a 7.6% increase over the previous fiscal year. The department 

supports the City Council by developing all new codes. The Building Department issues building 

permits. The number of building permits has increased dramatically each year. The Building 

Department has two inspectors who are responsible for inspecting both private and public 

buildings in order to ensure compliance with City-issued building permits. The department also 

administers all City capital construction projects, such as roads, City buildings, and trails. 

4.2.5 Economic Development 
 

As discussed above in Section 2.3, Economic Development is focused on expanding and 

diversifying economic opportunities within Mesquite through leveraging the areas environmental 

amenities, low cost of living, and attractive tax rates. The FY 2001 budget for Economic 

Development is $113,973. 
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4.2.6 Engineering Department 
 

The Engineering Department is responsible for providing engineering and management 

services for all of Mesquite’s capital projects. The department has a budget of $485,004 for FY 

2001. This department provides engineering and drainage reviews for all proposed developments 

within the City, as well as administration of the flood plan. The Engineering Department also 

manages the airport and hangar-leasing program. 

4.2.7 Finance Department 
 

With a budget of $172,214, the Finance Departments is responsible for developing and 

overseeing the City’s budget; financial statement; audits; debt service; investments, and other 

accounting functions with the exception of payroll and cash receipting. 

4.2.8 Leisure and Recreation Services 
 

The Leisure Services Department staff members provide year-round leisure opportunities 

that are cost effective, accessible, and safe for all residents of Mesquite, regardless of age, 

physical or mental condition, economic or social standing. These include: four parks, 3 softball 

fields, a recreation center, and the rodeo arena. 

4.2.9 Medical Services 
 

Medical services are available from two physicians and a physician’s assistant at the 

Mesquite Medical Center. Additional medical services are available from two chiropractors, two 

dentists, and two optometrists. The nearest hospital, Dixie Regional Medical Center, is 37 miles 

away in St. George, Utah. 

4.2.10 Planning 
 

The Planning Department provides long-term planning for the City of Mesquite. This 

includes the development and administration of the City's Long-Range Comprehensive Master 
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Plan. The department also processes development applications, conducts public hearings, and 

manages the Departments redevelopment mission to modernize and improve existing structures, 

rehabilitate deteriorating and substandard structures, assemble land for private development, 

improve aging public infrastructure, and provide affordable housing. 

4.2.11 Public Works  

Public Works oversees sanitation services, drainage, and maintenance of streets, parks, 

City facilities, and vehicles, and has a FY 2001 budget of $681,937. 

4.2.12 Schools  
 

The Clark County School District runs three schools in Mesquite with a total of 1,861 

students. There are two elementary schools, Virgin Valley Elementary with 575 students and J.L. 

Bowler Elementary with 463 students. The elementary schools serve grades kindergarten – sixth. 

Virgin Valley High School serves grades 7 – 12 and has an enrollment of 823 students.  

4.2.13 Fire and Emergency Management 
 

Currently, the emergency management function for the City falls under the jurisdiction of 

the fire department. The fire and rescue functions are provided by five full-time firefighters and 

20 volunteers. There are two fire stations within the City of Mesquite; however, at this time only 

one is staffed. Fire Station 2 is currently been leased for other purposes (Figure 2).  

Figure 2 – Mesquite Fire Station 2 
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The City of Mesquite has six vehicles dedicated for fire department use and another five 

for emergency medical services. Currently, there is only two Victoreen Dosimeters available 

within the fire department for radiological monitoring. Emergency medical services are provided 

by 30 volunteers. The current budget for fire services is $486,933 and for emergency medical is 

$416,468. 

4.2.14 Police 
 

Mesquite has twenty-six full-time police officers and 9 support staff. Mesquite’s police 

officers are not trained in radiological emergency response, nor are they equipped for such an 

event. The police currently have no equipment for radiological monitoring in the event of an 

incident. Total existing salaries are estimated at $2,289,757 per year and another $572,850 is 

available for equipment (trucks), supplies, and fuel. 

5.0 SUMMARY OF IDENTIFIED COSTS AND VULNERABILITIES 
 
5.1 Fiscal Costs for Public Safety 
 

The following facilities, equipment, and training have been identified as necessary in 

order to be prepared for the transportation of nuclear waste through Mesquite and to respond to 

an incident in the event that there is no release of radioactive materials. If a release such as that 

described in Scenario 3 were to occur, it is clear that even with new and expanded capacity, such 

an emergency along the I-15 route would require emergency management support from outside 

the area. The costs included in this report are only those necessary to prepare Mesquite’s 

firefighters and police to provide first-response support for an accident event on I-15 involving a 

truck containing HLW where there is no release of radiation. 
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TABLE 6 

COST ESTIMATES FOR PUBLIC SAFETY 
AGENCY COST PURPOSE 

Police Department 
Salaries $1,876,446  24 New Police Officers 
Training $34,754  8 Hour Radiation Training 
Equipment $917,760  Vehicles and Equipment 
Subtotal $2,828,960  
Fire Department 
Salaries  $1,874,429  17 New Firefighters 
Training 

$319,732
 Training for Haz-Mat/RAD 

Specialists overtime based 240-hour 
initial and 8 Hour Refresher Training 

Emergency Response 
Plan 

$13,401  Emergency Response Plan 

Equipment $1,943,889  911 Reverse Notification System, 
Haz-Mat Rad Unit and Equipment; 
Rescue Truck and Equipment  

Subtotal $4,151,451  
TOTAL $6,980,411  

 

The cost estimates are based on a shipment campaign beginning in 2007 with a scenario-

based accident occurring in 2010. The inflation factors and equipment/training costs are based on 

the City of Las Vegas Fire and Rescue Department’s estimates, but adjustments have been made 

to reflect the size of the Mesquite community and its needs. The following needs were identified 

in the public safety area to prepare for the shipment of HLW along I-15 through Mesquite. 

The police will need additional 24 officers and six support staff, as well as vehicles and 

equipment to stock the vehicles. All City of Mesquite police officers will need personal 

dosimeters and radiological training. The police department will also need a Revealer Dosimeter 

kit. These needs are based solely on the need to provide support to Mesquite’s firefighters in a 

first response level event. Any other level of support would require additional assistance from 

other jurisdictions including the Nevada Highway Patrol. 
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The City of Mesquite will also need 17 new firefighters. In addition, all City of Mesquite 

firefighters will need 240 hour Haz-Mat/RAD training and an 8-hour annual refresher course so 

that they are able to appropriately manage a first response in case of an incident with a HLW 

vehicle. It is expected that in case of any event where there is a potential release of radioactive 

material that additional support would be required by other jurisdictions.  

In order to prepare for an incident involving a HLW truck along I-15 within Mesquite, 

the fire department will need to acquire a Haz-Mat RAD unit and a medium sized rescue unit, as 

well as, a 911 Reverse Notification System. The fire department will also need to develop a 

special emergency response plan for the transport of HLW and the plan will need to be updated 

annually. 

5.2 Other Governmental Vulnerabilities 
 

In addition to the direct governmental fiscal impacts for public safety that are discussed 

above, there are a number of other vulnerabilities that potentially may be experienced by the City 

of Mesquite if the DOE proceeds with its plans to transport HLW along I-15 to the proposed 

repository at Yucca Mountain, Nevada. Because of the limited scope of this project and the 

uncertainties related to the DOE’s plans, costs for these vulnerabilities have not been estimated. 

If the DOE decides to proceed, additional efforts should be made to refine the estimates of 

impacts for the public safety entities and to estimate the consequences of the following potential 

vulnerabilities.  

5.2.1 City Clerk/Treasurer  
 

The City Clerk’s office is responsible for coordinating all public information functions 

within the City of Mesquite. If the DOE proceeds with plans to transport HLW through the City 

of Mesquite along the I-15 corridor, additional public information/education efforts will be 
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required. Among the additional activities that will need to be addressed are those related to 

educating the public how to respond in case on an incident involving a vehicle transporting HLW 

and the development of a mechanism for communicating with the public in case of an incident. 

Further, the City of Mesquite will need to consider whether it wants to inform residents when 

shipments are scheduled through the area so that they may avoid using I-15 during these times.   

The Clark County Department of Comprehensive Planning, Division of Nuclear Waste is 

planning to expand its public outreach efforts within the affected communities including the City 

of Mesquite over this next year. It is likely that if the DOE proceeds; that the State of Nevada 

will also expands its efforts in this area. Thus, it is unclear what services will be needed at the 

City level, however, at a minimum, some one will need to help coordinate activities at the local 

level.  

5.2.2 Medical Services 
 

Currently, residents of the City of Mesquite must travel to St. George, Utah for hospital 

related services. Banner Health System is considering constructing a hospital in Mesquite. Given 

the population growth that is estimated for the area and the desirability to be able to provide 

rapid emergency response if a HLW incident were to occur, the impetus to construct a hospital 

facility capable of handling a radioactive emergency event would increase significantly if the 

DOE proceeds with its plans to ship HLW along I-15 through Mesquite. 

In addition, in the case of a HLW related incident, evacuation of the long-term 

intermediate care facility for the elderly could be difficult. Emergency response plans will need 

to incorporate this challenge into future plans.  
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5.2.3 Planning 
 

Historically, planning efforts in Mesquite have frequently centered on maximizing the 

easy access to I-15. If the DOE moves forward with using I-15 to transport HLW, Mesquite may 

wish to consider a beltway around the City for trucks carrying HLW. This strategy has been 

embraced by communities in the State of New Mexico, where 8 communities either have 

completed or have begun plans to build belt routes using monies from the DOE. In Santa Fe, 

New Mexico, for example, the DOE is required to use SR 599, which is a beltway that was 

constructed with DOE funds, so that Santa Fe residents do not have HLW trucks traversing their 

most important transport corridor.  

The transportation of HLW through the City of Mesquite will likely also result in the 

need for additional coordination of certain planning activities with Clark County, the State of 

Nevada, and perhaps even Utah jurisdictions.  

5.2.4 Schools 
 

One of Mesquites elementary schools is very close proximity to I-15. If a vehicle 

carrying HLW was to be involved in an accident along this stretch of I-15, the consequences 

could be devastating. If the DOE proceeds with its plans to ship HLW along I-15 through 

Mesquite, the community may want to consider having DOE relocate the school. Alternatively, 

the locations of the school may give additional impetus to considering a belt route, as has been 

implemented in New Mexico. In addition, in the event of a Scenario 3 level incident, the Virgin 

Valley High School could also be in the path of any radioactive plume depending on wind 

conditions at the time of the event. Thus, additional attention will need to be paid to developing 

emergency response plans for the school system that go beyond the range of considerations that 

normally need to be addressed. 
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5.3 Vulnerabilities to the City of Mesquites Economy and Quality of Life 
 

As discussed earlier, much of the growth of Mesquite originated from its easy access to I-

15. As the community has grown, the importance of this transportation corridor cannot be over 

estimated. If I-15 becomes the transportation corridor for HLW trucks, the future economic 

attractiveness of the entire City of Mesquite could be diminished. Further, is the community 

decided to pursue a beltway, the very nature of the community and the primary asset that has 

contributed to its development would be irrevocably changed.  

The challenge for Mesquite over the last decade has been on marketing its many natural 

environmental amenities permitting expansion of its economic opportunities. If the DOE moves 

forward with its plans to ship HLW through the City of Mesquite, the success Mesquite has 

achieved in developing and maintaining an attractive quality of life could be jeopardized. 

6.0 CONCLUSIONS 
 

The analysis of the Mesquite vulnerabilities and fiscal impacts from the shipping of HLW 

through and near its lands has demonstrated that Mesquite is a community whose existing 

socioeconomic fabric and future growth may be significantly impacted by the shipping of HLW 

especially in the case of accidents. Because of its geographic distance from other jurisdictions 

that could provide additional public safety capacity and because a significant portion of the 

current public safety services are provided by volunteers today, major capacity-building would 

be necessary to prepare for a possible accident even without a radiological release. This would 

require a substantial investment in equipment, additional personnel, planning, and training. The 

fiscal impacts will be substantial to the City of Mesquite and its residents in the public safety 

area should shipping of HLW commence will be major given current service levels. 
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Specifically, additional costs for police services are projected to be $2,828,960 and 

another $4,151,451 will be needed for fire services. Costs for emergency medical have not been 

calculated since the nature and level of services that the City of Mesquite will be able to provide 

is dependent on a number of factors that are as of yet unknown. These uncertainties include a 

determination as to whether a new hospital will be constructed in Mesquite, and if it is, whether 

it will be equipped to handle a radiological incident. Alternatively, the City of Mesquite may 

wish to explore whether emergency medical services in the event of an incident with a HLW 

truck is best managed by the Dixie Regional Medical Center in St. George. Additional expenses 

will also be incurred by the City of Mesquite to provide public information and education to the 

residents of Mesquite on a range of public health and safety issues related to the DOE’s planned 

shipment of HLW along I-15 to Yucca Mountain, Nevada. Because it is as yet unclear, to what 

extent Clark County and/or the State of Nevada may take lead in providing this type of service, it 

is difficult to estimate the fiscal impact on the City of Mesquite. At a minimum, there will be 

additional costs incurred for coordination of this function with other County and State agencies.  

Other events may also result in additional fiscal impacts on government services in 

Mesquite. For example, if a decision is made to build a beltway, that could result in expenses not 

identified in this report.  

The dependence on revenues from tourism, especially the casinos located within one mile 

of the I-15 corridor and located close to the postulated accident site leaves Mesquite in an 

extremely vulnerable position in terms of economic well-being. Future economic plans for the 

area calls also are largely targeted to fall within the I-15 corridor. The shipment of HLW along I-

15 may seriously thwart the potential of these plans.  
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APPENDIX A 
 

Methodological Notes 

 



 
A.1 HISTORY OF GOVERNMENTAL FISCAL IMPACT METHODS 

 
Governmental fiscal impact analysis has a long history in both the planning and the 

intergovernmental finance fields. Early fiscal impact studies emerged from the need of local 

communities to estimate effects on their local revenues and their ability to deliver city services. 

These needed fiscal and service estimates were the result of the constantly increasing public costs 

associated with land development. In addition, these studies recognized the increasing costs 

resulting from public service demands of various forms of residential and nonresidential growth. 

Fiscal impact analysis is used by municipalities [or any governmental unit] in forecasting 

the public costs resulting from increased demands caused by growth. In a similar vein, such 

impact analysis can, and is, applied to estimating the public costs from a particular or group of 

private projects of significant size as cities attempt to determine fiscal impacts so that they may 

levy concomitant impact fees. For example, fiscal impact assessment has been done on 

forecasting the public costs and revenues of various growth management policies or large central 

city developments. 

Fiscal impact analysis may also be found in the intergovernmental fiscal literature 

focusing on mandates and their costs. Mandates are often defined very simply as any legislative 

or executive order that conditions or regulates the behavior of another level of government. 

Mandates entail the imposition of authority by one level of government on another and often take 

the form of rules and regulations. Most frequently, mandates originate at the state level of 

government and are imposed on local governments.  One study showed that between 1990-1993, 

the average state passed 37 mandates on to its local governments per legislative session. In 

another study that examined just seven bills introduced in Congress in 1991, it was estimated that 

the cost of this legislation to the states was estimated at over $1.6 billion. The research literature 
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increasingly has demonstrated the expanding costs of mandates by the federal government on the 

states’ governments, and similarly increasing costs on local governments resulting from state 

mandates. 

These costs have resulted in efforts by the federal government, but mostly by the states, 

including Nevada, to estimate, and in some cases at the state level to reimburse, the costs of 

mandates on impacted governments. The growth of estimating the effects of mandates, known as 

fiscal noting, is most impressive. Mushkatel and Pijawka noted the following in summarizing this 

growth: in 1978 only four states had reimbursement programs for local governments to cover the 

costs of state mandated programs; in 1985,15 states had adopted such programs with another 41 

states attaching fiscal notes to legislation estimating impacts. These two authors have 

demonstrated that both the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and the Nuclear Waste Policy Act 

Amendments of 1987 (NWPAA) contain several mandates for Nevada and her municipalities that 

involve fiscal costs that can and should be reimbursed. 

Nevada first required fiscal noting in its 1993 legislation (NRS 218.272 – 218.276). The 

state does not require reimbursement of county and local governments affected by legislation. The 

Legislative Counsel Bureau, Fiscal Analysis Division is responsible for preparing fiscal notes 

under a variety of conditions set out in the legislation that need not concern us here. The Fiscal 

Analysis Division details the effects of certain bills, resolutions, and ballot questions. The degree 

of complexity and the methods used varies from state to state in projecting costs. What is 

consistent for the planning based fiscal impact projections, and these mandated fiscal notes, is that 

they entail cost projections for government. 
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A.2 METHODOLOGICAL APPROACHES TO GOVERNMENTAL FISCAL 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 

The potential fiscal costs to government in the form of expenditures include increased 

operating expenditures (salaries, training, services, statutory and material costs) and capital 

outlays. Some types of fiscal impact analysis focus primarily on population and or employment 

multipliers and the resulting fiscal costs to government associated with these changes. These 

studies tend to be formula driven or multiplier types of studies as applied to public services to 

determine the increased costs based on a per unit expenditure. This ‘average” costing per unit 

technique is the first type of approach to fiscal impact analysis and is often used in large siting 

impact studies 

Average costing approaches often do not consider existing excess or deficient capacity 

that might exist for particular services. That is, the possibility that a new mandate or requirement 

might fall at the threshold level, requiring new capital construction, equipment, or personnel to 

meet the demands of the new requirements, or in this case the new repository project and the 

associated costs due to expanded transportation demands. Hence, because the existence of 

current capacity can heavily affect the potential costs that a new project has on government (e.g. 

existing capacity is deficient and the requirements of the new project, plant, policy lead to 

government failure to provide adequate services) the average costing approaches may not be 

appropriate for estimating fiscal impacts. 

The second approach, and the one utilized in this study, is a marginal cost approach. This 

approach takes into account existing supply and demand relationships by determining existing 

excess or deficient capacity, projecting the new demand and determining what additional (if any) 

capacity at what cost is necessary. In instances where communities or government have excess 

capacity, the fiscal impact projections using a marginal cost approach will lag behind average 
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costing techniques or be roughly similar. When there are deficiencies in capacity, or where 

government is providing services at its full capacity, average costing approaches will not provide 

an accurate estimate because they may not account for the costs of new plants, personnel, 

equipment, training (etc.). 

Within these two general approaches, average and marginal costing, there are three 

variants of each. For our purposes, it is important to note that the three marginal costing 

approaches consist of the 1) case study, 2) comparable city, and 3) employment anticipation 

techniques. One selects the method depending in large part on the nature of the problem faced. 

The marginal cost approaches are most appropriate when confronting unique projects or 

developments. Unfortunately there are neither any comparably sized or situated cities that can be 

used for easy comparisons concerning expenditures (etc.), nor is there reason to anticipate that 

there will be sufficient numbers of employees from the siting to warrant the use of the third 

approach. Instead, the case study marginal cost approach is adopted here. This case study 

approach is particularly well suited for rapidly growing areas where over-used service capacities 

are likely to exist, and where the average of yesterday’s costs per capita multiplied by the 

population to be added is not a good indicator of future costs. Rather, this approach is ideally 

suited when it is necessary to be sensitive to existing excess, deficient or strained service 

capacity, and is invaluable for examining fiscal impacts from non-residential or public facility 

projects. 

A.3 THE CASE STUDY METHOD FOR PROJECTING GOVERNMENTAL FISCAL 
COSTS 

 
The case study method was used to estimate fiscal impacts [costs] to the City of 

Mesquite. This method uses site-specific investigations to find areas of excess or deficiency in 

public service delivery capacity. Excess capacity exists when there are resources beyond those 
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needed to accommodate existing service demand, and deficient capacity exists when the current 

capacity is below what is needed or what can be provided. These deficient or excess service 

capacities are subtracted from or added to the projected estimates of operating and capital 

demands. 

Should it be determined that a new project or mandate, for example, the Yucca Mountain 

repository, results in the necessity of new equipment, training, or various capital outlays, the 

relevant acts (NWPA, NWPAA) specify that the agent of these new costs be charged for the 

entire amount of the new capacity. 

Several assumptions underlie the use of the case study cost projection method. Briefly, 

the first assumption is that communities differ in the degree to which they exhibit excess or 

deficient capacity. The second assumption is that marginal changes in providing various 

municipal and county services are a reaction to service excesses or deficiencies. A third 

assumption is that local standards (not national ones) in large part represent the criteria by which 

local excess and deficient service levels will be measured. Finally and most importantly, local 

department heads and personnel are the individuals that are best suited and most knowledgeable 

about the service capacity of their agencies, and about the future service needs associated with 

new projects or mandates. This case study method has been used extensively on state agency 

personnel in Nevada to project the costs of the high-level nuclear waste repository at the state 

governmental level. 

The case study methodology for estimating fiscal impacts was adopted for projecting 

fiscal costs to the governmental agencies in incorporated cities in Clark County and the Moapa 

Band of Paiutes. This methodology entails the following steps: 

A-5 



 
Convene a meeting of city or tribal representatives to the Clark County Nuclear Waste 

Division’s (NWD) Advisory Committee to explain the purpose and methodology of 

the study and enlist their cooperation. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Contact and interview the city or tribal representatives to identify the likely agencies 

in their jurisdictions that will be impacted.  

Contact and interview these key governmental and public officials (emergency 

management, police, fire, budget, education, health, planning, personnel, assessor, 

environmental, public information, aviation, communications, human resources, and 

others). 

Categorize current governmental services by function and the administrative agencies 

responsible for each (particular attention to each community’s governmental 

organization is required at this stage). 

Determine current levels of service provision and existing service excess or 

deficiency for various public services. 

Project future service needs and demands using existing mandates and agency 

responsibilities and information received through the interviews. 

Interview local agency personnel to determine how their departments will respond to 

the scenarios characterizing the nature of the future repository and transportation of 

waste, and how these scenarios will either result in the necessity of expanded 

capacities (or not) and the projected response of the agency. 

Estimate fiscal costs that will be incurred by each affected agency as a result of their 

projected response to the scenarios (needed training, equipment, operational 

expenditures, and capital outlays over the life cycle of the project). 
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These steps in the methodology that was employed can be collapsed, and be viewed 

diagrammatically as the basic approach to projecting fiscal impacts from the proposed repository 

for local governmental agencies. Figure A-1 outlines the approach to projecting the fiscal 

impacts and it can be seen clearly that the process is iterative and non-linear. These steps are not 

linear as there are several contacts and interviews with agency personnel as the study progresses. 

Frequently, after an interview with agency personnel it is necessary to again interview that 

individual for clarification or draw on their expertise to adequately project the impacts of the 

project. Often interviews with agency staff members results in being referred to another member 

of an agency’s personnel. In addition, in order to increase the comparability of the projections, 

interview schedules contained a basic set of questions that were developed and used for each 

informant interviewed. These interview schedules may be found in Appendix C. 

Figure A-1 – Methodological Approaches 
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In the Mesquite case, the emergency management coordinator discussed the study with 

the UER interviewer; provided a tour of the community; introduced the study to key tribal 

council personnel, and provided required data as a response to the scenario-based questions. As a 

response to additional costs especially in the public safety area and other socioeconomic impacts, 

information was collected by the tribe’s environmental protection coordinator from multiple 

tribal and national sources.   

The first meeting (Step 1 above) to explain the purpose of the study and enlist support of 

the city members of the NWD’s Advisory Committee, designated representatives from public 

safety agencies and tribal representatives was held on August 23, 2000 at the Clark County 

Government Center. Fourteen representatives from the four cities and tribes involved in the study 

attended the meeting along with several governmental agency representatives from the State, 

County, and Regional Transportation Commission. Immediately following the meeting, 

interview appointments were made with each of the city and tribal representatives present.

A-8 



 
 

APPENDIX B 
 

Transportation Scenarios 

 



 
B.1 GENERAL INFORMATION 
 

Over the next 24 years, beginning July 2007, the U.S. Department of Energy plans to 

ship high-level nuclear waste through Clark County to a repository to be built at Yucca 

Mountain, Nevada. The U.S.DOE plans to ship: 

Number of Highway Shipments Expected - All Truck Scenario 
 
Total number of truck shipments projected over a 24 year shipping period:    49,500 
 
Number of shipments per year:                                 2,063 
Number of shipments per week:                                    40 
Number of shipments per day:                                     5.7 

 
The shipment routes are as follows: (See attached map for route depictions) 
 

I-1 5 south from the Utah border to U.S. 95 north • 
• 

• 
• 

I-1 5 south from the Utah border to the northern Las Vegas Beltway to U.S. 95 
north 
I-1 5 north from the California border to U.S. 95 north 
I-15 north from the California border to the southern Las Vegas Beltway to U.S. 95 
north 

 
These shipment numbers and routes were used to establish context for interviews with 

local government and tribal officials. The three scenarios remained the same for the interviews in 

each community, but different routes and locations of incidents were used within the respective 

jurisdictions.  

B.2 TRANSPORTATION SCENARIO 1 
 

Under Scenario 1, no accident of any kind has occurred by the end of the third year of 

shipments, and the probability of an accident is remote. However, interested parties have 

generated considerable adverse publicity. Residential property values have declined an average 

of almost 4% within one mile of the transportation corridor, while commercial properties have 

declined an average of 3% and industrial properties have declined an average of just over 1% 

within one mile of the transportation corridor. 
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B.3 TRANSPORTATION SCENARIO 2 
 

Shipments of nuclear waste to the Yucca Mountain repository site progress for three 

years without incident. Three days after New Year's Day 2010, the driver of a truck transporting 

nuclear waste loses control of the vehicle and the truck overturns at I-15 at Exit 122. The cask 

containing the nuclear waste breaks away from the trailer and skids 50 yards. The cask remains 

intact and no radiation is released, but the local and national media cover the event heavily. 

Emergency management personnel respond effectively to the incident and redirect traffic until it 

is determined that no radiation was released. Within one day traffic resumed on I-15. 

 
B.4 TRANSPORTATION SCENARIO 3 
 

In the third year of the shipping campaign, a truck carrying one cask of nuclear 

waste from a reactor destined for the Yucca Mountain high-level radioactive waste 

repository is involved in a major accident on I-15 at Exit 122. The spent fuel truck 

overturns at 60 mph. Seconds later, a fully loaded gasoline tanker crashes into the wreckage 

and bursts into flames. The fire burns for more than two hours. 

Winds carry the fire plume towards populated areas, dispersing radioactive materials 

over a wide area. Five persons receive doses of radiation at levels that result in cancer fatalities.       

The affected highway is closed for seven days. The two drivers of the spent fuel hauler 

and the gasoline tanker, and one driver-escort, die from head injuries and burns. Six months 

later, the cleanup effort is still under way and is completed within one year. The accident 

receives repeated worldwide news coverage. 

Residential property values decline an average of 34% within one mile and an average of 

24% between one and three miles of the transportation corridor; commercial property values 

decline an average of 32% within one mile and an average of 20% between one and three miles 
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of the transportation corridor. Finally, industrial property values decline an average of 25% 

within one mile and an average of 17% between one and three miles of the transportation 

corridor. 
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