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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's 
Consolidated Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

March 8, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Our group has been working diligently inside and outside the community 
gathering letters from people that oppose the storing of high level radiation waste 
in Andrews County. Enclosed are letters about what should be included in the 
scoping of the Environmental Impact Statement for Waste Control Specialists' 
application. 

We are having overwhelming success in acquiring signatures, and would easily 
have more signatures with more time. People here are very concerned. 

We have been talking to many people, and they all express a great concern 
about how this could affect the future of their children and all future generations. 
Through our involvement and talking to the public, we have also found that many 
of the people do not speak English fluently and are ignorant of the facts, and thus 
an ignorant public can be taken advantage of very easily. 

I would also like to bring to your attention that the meeting held in Andrews, 
TX on the 15th of February 2017 from 7PM to 10PM was held on a Wednesday 
night, precisely at the same time that most of the people attend their Church 
services, so consequently they were unwilling to skip Church to attend the 
meeting. 

We are not convinced that WCS has an overwhelming monopoly on helping our 
community. There are plenty of other companies and businesses that employ 
people. The throwing of "crumbs" by WCS in the form of a few scholarships and 
donations to our community do not justify putting us in danger. The long term 
potential dangers, proportionally, by far, outweigh the benefits. 

We suggest that WCS should stay "low level" and continue to be a part of our 
community. We suggest that you take this and the other letters included in this 
package under careful consideration before granting WCS the 'icense to store 
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high level radiation waste in Andrews County. 
We understand the need to find a place to store the dry casks in a safe, permanent 
secure place, but we also believe that the proposed "temporary" storage in 
Andrews County will eventually turn into a permanent nightmare. We suspect 
that once the casks arrive in Andrews County, the pressure to move the waste any 
further would be off and they will be here "forever". 

On a moral note, if you will, we also think that our four commissioners and one 
Judge that signed the resolution, represent a very small percentage of the 
population and therefore, considering the circumstances, should not have the 
power to determine the future of our community, given the long life span of the 
waste materials and the unjust involvement of our future generations that do not 
have a voice in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

11~At-ft~ 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 . 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: J?ocket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

' 

~b ;uf ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. · 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive ,,vaste shipments, saying that such an incident '"'ould most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities #!ear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 
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Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the \Vaste might never be disposed of in ~scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks \Vould be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential \•vildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
ans\·ver the folloVlring questions: At \Vhat point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact '"rith other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of vyaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerel , 

Signature 

/o,; 
Address/City /State/Zipcodc 

Additional comments:· 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; ' 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

C'.f-.e ~C'-'--c•cr"ZJ-) 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andre'"rs County for -
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents.. · 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. · 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities IJ.ear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS shouid 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out whe:n the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. · 



Homem,vners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
trah1 accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential v1rildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
ans,,ver the folloViring questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact Virith other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of "Yaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the emrironment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who v,rould be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

. . 

Sincerely, 

Email:-:-------------------'----------------

Phone: __ L{"-''3_J-'----=--~-o_<t_ .. _'-f~ti_o_"Z. ________________ _ 

Additional comments:· 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

kl ;A (e ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report vvarns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
.depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities iear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

. . . 
The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homem,vners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Twu trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the follmving questions: At v.rhat point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of vyaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, f o__ Y \ ~ 0 L j Cl ( C\_ V1 0 

Signature 
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Email: ______________________________ _ 

Phone: _2/_· ---"'-?~2~· ~-~2__()_· ~-· _,,....-"""'-3_g-_~_C(~---
Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

/llt?~ !._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report vvarns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especiaily 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities t1.tear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move i~adioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. · 



Homeovfl1ers' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. ~·vo trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
faGto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and ea1thquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the folloVlring questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact Vlrith other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of '\-yaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerell> )~ ~S<J !:l c" ± g (, Q £n. Q. 'Z... 

?llr~a.& Jb~ 
L{JQ 0 {J) Ca aJ p b-e.I ( 
Address/City /State/Zipcodc 

Email:--------------------------------

Phone: Lj 3:1- ~ ae - J ij '-f 3 

Additional comments:· 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

rs ;bf ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report vvarns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist. 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities 'ear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. T\i\TO trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and ea1thquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of "Yaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this imp01tant issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerel , 

Signature-

Email: ______________________________ _ 

Additional comments:· 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

:Je, b 13, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
.depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities @.ear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move ~adioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would ~ikely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the follov\ling questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact v\Tith other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of vyaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NR on this i p911:ant issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

r'dal' t<A e ~ 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Phone: _r/"'""---':fc=--><-~-------"-7&_;__?-_()_$1___,{'---------
Additional comments:· 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

}iJ »] ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the countiy and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been knO\vn to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report vvarns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities tilear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from d1y cask to dry cask WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



HomeO\lvners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Tv,ro trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential vdldfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the follovving questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact ,.vith other radioactive ,.vaste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of '~aste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who 'vould be put at risk can 
address the C on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerel , 

Address/City /Sthte/Zipcode 
7q7c_/5--

Phone:~ 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

t:/,t? 
j 

._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report vvarns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident 'vould most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities tllear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move ~adioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Tv,ro trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
faGto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential v1rildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At ,,vhat point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact Vlrith other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of "Yaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, .1«v "3 tu 1 t; ,l/c, -rf "- ~ Z 

Phone:_~5_0_S __ ~~'f_S_---_,/<_d~P'<~~~-------

Additional comments:· 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

~6 d-1 ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report ,.varns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
.depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities giiear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move i~adioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the follovd.ng questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact '"rith other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of "Yaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Address/City /Statc/Zipcodc 

Additional comments:· 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

fj.;J )4., 2017 . 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive.waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
.depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities :iJ.ear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, tpe adequacy of the crane that would move ~adioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
faGto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? ,What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts ofA.yaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how «ould natural disasters impact add to 
~~~? .) . 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, s I I \}I °' ll0i sq (/ e 3 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Phone: '-/ 3 ;;L - LJ 'J.. S - 'J '-1 (J () 

Additional comments:' 

,. 



Cindy Bladey . 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

,;. 

' 

~Lb P ~' 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
_radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include ~designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report ,,varns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low-
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of · 
groundwater.· 

· The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities :ii.ear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, tpe adequacy of the crane that would move ~adioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. · 



-:::;:.·~· 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
fac:to disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of ~aste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? · 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

0 
' ... 

Additional comments:· 
·'I. .. :. 

'.\.. 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios .. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report ,.varns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities &ear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move ~adioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Phone: _C.:;___L{_·~ _:J \_,___-:;_o_cr_-_CJ_l ___;_l---ly _______ _ 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets · 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. · · 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeovmers' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
ansv.rer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, 2/vzo1'e / Ga f'ctO-

10 
Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Additional comments: 

I 

I 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, lo.cal people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written fesponse. 

Sincerel , A G ·e:.l ~Ct ~o~O -\O. 

Signature 

LR2oy. 

de\qyci;g@)S, cD~ \cokocorn. 

Phone:-----=-4---"--3--=-2-_4-_~_l-_1-_. _O_O ____ _ 
Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination·of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immedi&te death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contaminatio~. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be. disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, · 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, as l,( s /r.r 6,,._ I Gei ~ 

JI?! SE ;ld;oo 

Phone:_VJ_._2_-_S_5_7_-_/_t5_J _____________ _ 

Additional comments: 



- -- ------ --------- --------------------

Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

' 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
&afety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for W~e Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. · 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. · 

The EIS should look closeJy into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site,·including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple f~~ilities near the WCS site, site secµrity,. engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

r , , . . , . 

The report should in~lude exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



-----------------

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and "the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. - ,,.-
Sincerel , j Q CL C :S 2-G-\. 

Email: \o) osoJltl ~ ((}J ~I . CDV\/\ 

Phone: ( ~~L) 4A'J-/f(;lq 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

-(~ - c?2 ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report vvarns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
.depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities e.tear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move ~adioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be h?ndled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. 1\¥0 trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the follovd.ng questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of ~aste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the RC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

S. 1 ' . ~ \ 
m re , \ (' ~ " C . j ' , 

Additional comments:· 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

/ 
__,.~~J-oii'/'-'.""'"'; _,_~"--~ __ ._, 2017 - l 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to imp01t tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been knuvvn to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report ,.varns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities Aear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, tpe adequacy of the crane that would move ~adioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homemvners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
\·vaste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. T\vo trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the follmving questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact V1Tith other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of vyaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, 

Signafure 

( 

4. I~ .f ' 
>&'<=:} /.., (ID/ 

10 "' s--· /<-./ t.::..~ > .. -J . ~ I--
Address/City /Statc/Zipcodc 

Phone: _ _,y_· 3~· J.._.~ _· -'-J-=s__.-.?',__· _-_o_c-"-t-'-5_,_t; _____________ _ 

Additional comments:· 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project __ , -

. +-e.bv~fV-C ~ 3_, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been lmoVirn to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report vvarns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities tllear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, tpe adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please lmow that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
faGto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential vd.ldfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the follovd.ng questions: At \·Vhat point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of "Yaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the N C on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

I / ..,. . 
Sincerel , V ,_, 1 .... A - . :...e, -/ \ 

Additional comments:· 

_J 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interirn Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

ffiel.'f . S, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste; from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health a:rid safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
shonld include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved., deadly 'Naste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report ,.varns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive '"raste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
.depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities &1ear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move ~adioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this ·would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
vvildlife and livestock Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



1· 

Homeovvners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in V\T est Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
r~pository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agarn. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these cireumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of \:vaste at this site and nearby sites 
on ,,vorkers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Since~~ly, /l 

Cfll 

Email: 

Additional comments·: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

--:::::-.. ·~· 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Speci::i.lists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 
·M~rd1 . 

'--f+eb.. _, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
· radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 

County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident q.amage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, · · 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EJS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



. -...;.- ...... 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, V\rildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. · 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive coritarilination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 

·last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
' to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 

risks. · · 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 

·viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. ·With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. · 

-
Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances a:nd contact with other radioactive . 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural :disasters impact add 'to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this hi1portartt issue~ T would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerell, '[s/ff;:Ct~ ( fyqria ·. , . 
- -. '· . ~-· - f : ·~ 

lloOCf SE 50CJ\ AnJ~vJS.-tX.. 1c{JI 4 
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Email~ ... 

Phan~ 4~Z \ 5.1L/ - J \\ <Z 
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Additional comments: · \ f\ {\ __ \ n,.. ·· 1'. J J._ 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.-~, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. 'Derrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially sirice:the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recomm~nded denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities nearthe WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, lhe adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that v11e don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can addr~ss the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a vvritten response. 

Sincerely, . }i b 11\ I'\.\/ ~ il.P,Vt 'L 
- I 

fayfe/' 

Phone: __ 4_...,' 5r-=L~-1"""""1?+-f ~~J--=-<~(\,,__._( ______________ _ 

Additional comments: 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

ror.x { . S,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transp01ted through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios . . 
A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report ,.varns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
.depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities tllear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, tpe adequacy of the crane that would move ~adioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive ,.vaste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homemvners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
faGto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and ea1thquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the follovfing questions: At what point could the waste go critical? ·What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact V\ri.th other radioactive v1raste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of -vyaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Additional comments:· 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

ffiar - . S, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transp01ted through our region for 24 years. Eve.n one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality rep01t vvarns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, tpe adequacy of the crane that would move ~adioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail c~r could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. 1\vo trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
faGto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the follovving questions: At ,.vhat point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact vdth other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of vyaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, G-0 Le b \'Y\ctr Y1 c 

Phone: (S\g±) lb {p - { /DY 
Additional comments:· 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Uiit. 5 ' 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the, 
proximity of groundwater. · 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and notjust say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, vdldlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, Jll !+fl 14 V 1'/ftt 

Phone: -~-+--3 d-_· _-_5_'d-'-'-{_-S_J_;JO _______________ _ 

Additional comments: 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

li\D..\[ ._5_, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to impmt tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license -gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transp01ted through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been knuvvn to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report ,,varns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions in'volving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities Viear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, tpe adequacy of the crane that would move ~adioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
ans\·ver the following questions: At \•vhat point could the waste go critical? ·What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of \iyaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this ~rtant i ~ue. I ould ap reciate a written response. 

Sincerel , t- ~ JV\. q 

Email: :5fevS:m-b01. llLf@h:t\nw 11 
(. cak=v/ 

Phone: Lks~ 02:-3411 D 
Additional comments:· 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

~.5_,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becomiJg a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contaminatic;m. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided liead-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these-:'. ' 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts -of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, ~d;~_. V ·r\;osA,. \..es 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatmy Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-=0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

'tv\a.rch 
'Teb-. ,5_, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
· radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 

County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of. 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident qamage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EJS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, vfildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive coritaril.ination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 

· last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
' to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 

risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 

·viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone; 
the waste would likely never move again. · 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go · 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive . 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at thi~ site and nearby Sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how' could natural '.disasters impact add 'to impacts? 

Ple!i1'e host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk"~an address the NRC on this important issue~ T would appreciate a written response . 

. , . 

Sincerely, \\J\ °"~"'i G. C~Vez... 
. i f . ' . 

Email! ____________________________ ... _·....,..----

Phone: _4_;)._;;2.,_)_· _d-_eJ_<i_·--_q_~_;)._(2) ______________ _ 

Additional comments: 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the wcs site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 

__j 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a he · 
risk can addres t 

WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
o this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. .-----· 

Email: --~/~2~/_6!i_~·e>._·~y._:.:>_~_. _/<~A'_---_/_~_>/_Z__....Q~ __ L5_;._~_~_-_· _· _G __ c.:>_~ __ "I' ___ _ 

Phone: __ ~_3_:2 __ ~_c:;:>--=b:;____~_/_C_C> _________ _ 

Additional comments: ::z:- .4 /77' ~ ~ //J ~ <4 
~.o<'.·~5?~s~ 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS . · 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel,. high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andr~ws 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and, 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for W~e Controi Specialists' lic~nse. . .... · . " 
application should include a designation of transportation routes andthe array of · 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occut a:Iong tho~ 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our · 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances · 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have b~n knowµ to exceed. 
the worst anticipated scenarios. ' 

A 2014 Texas Commission on .Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would m~st likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antomo region would be an uniniaginable ni~htinare. ·. . . . . - . 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste·Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land· 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seislnic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would tnove 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking. 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 

r· 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to hnmediate death. · 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could · 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the wa8te would likely never move again. · 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
the~e issues and answer the following questions:· At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers~ local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Ad.ministration · · 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No~ 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's.Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should iri.Clude a designation of trarisportation routes and the array of 
potential·impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly wa.Ste·would be transported through our . 
region for 24 yea.IS. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal; real life disasters have been known· to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas COmmission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage · · 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such all incident would most likely OCcul' in a 
large city rather th~ a rural area. 'ferrorist ~cti()ns illYf?lving radioactiye waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable ni~tmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site,·· 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities n~ the WCS site, site~' engineering aqequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move · 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking · 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be .no wet pool ot hot cell at tlie 
WCS site. It appears that no one.knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. wcs should have to ekplai:rt how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumpiµg 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers .or air.or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to qigh-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

• ·1· 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single-rail car could 
haul waste containing as niuch plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had . 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West; Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, andthe waste might never be dispoSed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, --
the waste would likely never move again. · · 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS $hould address 
these issues and answer the following .questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumStances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials attheWCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this $ite and nearby sites.on workerS, local people-and the. 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts?_,._ 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
riskcan address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written_ response. 

Sincerely, b1,o~ H&oofuk --
-.. . 

Additional comments: .. : . 

l 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
MailStop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel; high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear ·reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect ·public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement {EIS) for Waste Control ·Specialists' license 
application should include a de8ignation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those · 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would betra'nsported through our · 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances· 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed, 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas· Commission on Environmental Quality repcirt warn8 of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than ii rural area. Terrorist actions involvi11g radioactive waste in the . 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. · · 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater i~ontamination at the site~ 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seislnic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there wou.J.d be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask WCS shotild have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never ;be disposed oflli a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be expos~d to the weatherm:g effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should:address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these· circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workera, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? . 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who wolild be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this :iinportant issue. l would appreciate a written response. · 

. . 1 . 
Sincerely, '1 oc\"~'fG\ S. \.,09-eL 

Phone: --~-~-=·_'2-...,..)'----"-B"-'\:....;;;~;....._ ..... \ co~s_·-=~--------------

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration· 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket ~o. 72-1050; NRC-2016'.""0231 .Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated . 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project · 

Feb. 2, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to bnport tons of sp.ent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews · 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to prptectpublic health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' lice~e 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents orterrorlsm incidents that could occur along thqse 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many .. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios .. 

A 2014 Texas Com.mission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region woUld be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste atthe Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. · 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped.oil Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a· reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tomadoe8 and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point cotild the waste go· 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with othe1"radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment; and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue.· I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincere!~ ~ ¥: 

Phone: (o3 / ~ 3 O ?-{ 

Additionalcomments: I ~--\ ~ \:~. \ \~s .~(l,{e-



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project · 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural. area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightinare. · · 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination.at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division.recommended denying 
a license for "low.,.level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from a~idents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people;\ land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site7 site security, enginee:ripg adequacy of 
the storage pad and seiSmic stresSes, the adequacy of the crane that would move . 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking · 
canister would be handled., as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet bow to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes ®d earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how·could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, )/,,,,.,,, c. Lj 4 ro ,.... 

Phone: _L_/ 3_1_. __.~ ___ z"--5_,. _?~_,,~,.____,?,__~-------

Additional comments: 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb. 2, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for.Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation route8 and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmentai Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the . 
San Antonio region would be an lmimagiruible Dightinare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the. · 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-.depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities mm the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses~ the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and ieaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there woul<l be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive wa8te dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single·rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste niight never be disposed of in a scientifically · 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. · 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these· circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impa~? 

Please .host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

ffim:erel}J D)irtw brJwCLYlo .· . · . 
m1v{r~ 

Email: o11re!fbeJClYflY10 LDf &91'D0:1I . COYYJ 
Phone: ~Z:) {/!J- 4(()3 · 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors. around the country and store it in Andrews. 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be hfilted in.order to protect public health and 
safety, including the hefilth and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmentfil Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specifilists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur filong those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through otir 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimfil, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmentfil Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waSte in the 
San Antonio region would be an Wiiniaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contaniination at the site,· 
especifilly since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potentifil impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land ·· 
and water. Jn.,,depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismi~ stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out w:b.en the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on worke:rS, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, t!,i..r ~/l · · · . 

Phone: 't 3 )-

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 ·Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent ·Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb. 2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons· of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) .for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of. 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along thase 
routes. If the license gets approved,. deadly waste would betransported through our· · 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage wotild be minbnal; real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. · · · -

The EIS shouid look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste atthe Waste ControlSpecialistSsite due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple fu.cilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister wotild be handled, as it appears there wouid be no Wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that Iio one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car oould 
haul waste containing as much plutoniuni as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious ttain accidents in our region. Two trains have,collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system.· With political pressure·gone, 
the waste would·likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur?· What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site aiid nearby sites oh workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing 011 the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can addr~ the NRC on this im rtant issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Phone: °!D3 ~ B7D -~-TC,5 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-~-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated · 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental I~pact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license . 
application should include a designation of tr~portation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that cotild occtit along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our .· 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances · 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

/\. 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely oecur iii a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be ati unimagillable nightmare. · · · 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-l~el" radioaci:ive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waSte from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot eell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS shotild have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serioU.S train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository ~ing a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. · 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes~ The EIS should address 
these issues and anSW'er the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local pe<>ple and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of tis who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this ·ID.portantissue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Phone: Y32-~ 1'10 --BZ3 7 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration· 
Mail Stop: QWFN..:12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists-LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect.public health and. 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could·occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through. our 
region for 24 years. EveQ. one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal; real life disasters have been-known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report· warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an. incident would most likely occur in a 
large city ratlier thai;i a rural area .. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. · · 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groUiidwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 

. radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking· · 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to eXplaiJi how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. ; . 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically. 
viable geologic repository u8ing a reliable isolation system~ With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address · 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these cfrcUlliStances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous.materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impactadd to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, Domac;D 6 on&;il~-
5300 SG /JOO 

Email: ____________________________ _ 

;_/3J L}c)S d-Olf d. \ 
Phone: ____ __,.----~---'------------------~--

Additional comments: 

, \ 
I 
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I 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

' 
Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

\ 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality.report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Aiitonio region would be an Unimaginable mghtniare. . . 

The EIS should look closelyinto the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, ·· 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level"- radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry­
cask. WCS should have to explain howtb.is would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste· 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these. 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With politjcal pressure gone, . 
the wa5te would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites cm workers, local pe<>ple and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? · ·. 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
riskcan address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response .. 

Sincerel>;. ~ 

Email: lope2_Sav{0 ~ c;·M\ r( rCof1) 

Phone: ~3~ --{Ly~·)?:// 

Additional comments: 

,.· 



Cindy Bladey 
OfficeofAd.Ininistration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-i2-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level . 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around. the country and store.it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public.health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)for Waste.Control Specialists~ license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of aecidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be onetoo many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report WclIIlS of :Potential Sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the . 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. · 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Divisi6n recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one lmows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. Wes should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



-- - ------------------.. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the -
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had . 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas -
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system~ With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again~ · 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential Wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circuinstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at theWCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? _ 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can addr the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

- ....--.----- . - . 

. C) { fe'...U \ 0 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

o 2- .?.Jo, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of . 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident V\Tould most likely occur in a large: 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San AntoniO · 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
.depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities llear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, tpe adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homem-vners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
faGto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and ea1thquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the follov\ling questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact v.rith other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of "Yaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who ,,vould be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, A\ bef+-a (J Jf l "°L Jc. 

Email: a.9£,...f 1.,d0; C. q eJ c;iMfl; ( 

Phone/ C{~/() 2 j 11$ b~ 

Additional comments:· 



- -------- --- ----- -------- ----------------..,.-----,..--------------.-

Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear.reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportatien routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incident:S that could occur along th<>Se 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste-would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident·Would·be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on· EnvironIIiental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most lllCelyoccur in a 
large (!ity rather than a rural ar~. _Terrorist actions involving radioactive.waste inthe_ · 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should fook closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially sinee the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials DiVisioii recommended. denying 
a license for "low-level"·radioactive waste at the Waste COntrol Spe~ialist:S site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should eonsider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land · 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of mul~ple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister wouid be handled, as it appears there wouid be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't eover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste ci>ntaining as much.plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had · 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas· 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask te5ting has been conducted for accidents up 
tp 60 mph, but this scenario has ~eady been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto dispo~, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. ·The EIS should address · 
these issues and answer the following.questions: At what point cotild the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can ad,dress the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

smcerely, Jm e /c}a, Pee e 0 · · · · 

(x 

Email=-------------------------..,..-------
L'-/ 32> . 

Phone: S.5 {o ·- ·,3 ) b ~· 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey · 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: oWFN...:12-HOB 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb. 2; 2017 .,- . ' 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level · 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include ·a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential ·impacts of accidents ot terrorism incidents that could oecur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be tran8ported through our . 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Enviroilmental Quality report warns of p<>tential 5abotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actio.ns involving radim1ctiv~ waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The ElS shoUld IOok closely.into the risk of groilndwater eontaminatiol) at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land · 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister wo'uld be handled, as it appears there wo'uld be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium asthe bomb dropped on Nagasaki .. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in W~ Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these . 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the ~e might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. - . , . 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires,-tomadoes and earthquakes. ,The EIS should address.· 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circun1stances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative . 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, .and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely,- ~tltid t--fvf&ri1n ~ /< · · . : ·.- · - · 

811 /J,_I E 1_ 5 /-

Additional c0111ments: 
:·_ ;: 



---------------------------------------

Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN_;12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: ·Docket No. 72-1050; NRC"'."2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017, 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' {WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high"'."level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted jn order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

. . 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation. routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could.occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

. ' . : 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a ruraj area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the. -
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. . - -

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive MaterialS Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site dueto the -
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
W~S site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the . 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. · 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, andthe waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, · S a c( J 

·-r-1 I 

Email:----------'------------'-------.;..--------'-

Additional comments: 

----------------------------~------'-----' 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident ,,vould most likely occur in a large 
city i·ather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive ,,vaste in the San Antonio 
region ,,vould be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of ground,,vater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
leve1" radioactive ·vvaste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The E~S should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
.depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities &1ear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
app~ars that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
\f\T e should. not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wiJ.dlffe and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeovmers' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent: de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
r~pository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the "\Vaste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of ''.'1"aste at this site and nearby sites 
on ,,vorkers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Signature l t ~ 
7f7/V 

Email:--------------------------------

Additional comments·: 



Cindy Bladey 
OfficeofAdininistration 
Mail Stop: O\\TFN-12-HOS . 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project · 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bl~dey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the ~ay of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that cotild occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even .. one small accjdent would be one too many. Despite assurances· 
that accident damage WC>uld be minimal, :real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage · 
~f radioactive waste shipments, saying that Sl.ic:Q. a1i incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the · 
San Antonio region would be aii Uriimaginable nightmare. · · · ·· ·· 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive MaterialS Divisic>n recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive-waste at the Waste Control SpecialiSts site due to the 
proximity of groundwater~ 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along tninsp6rt routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leakirig 
canister wo'uld be handled, as it appears there wowd be no Wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain bow this would be accomplished and notjlist say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste­
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious~ accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move agam. - · 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquake8. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What intetactioilS of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS sjte could occur? What ate the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could nahlral disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this importa tissue. I would appreciate a written response~ 

Email:. ___ fl-J-L-r.,_,.,_"=;IG""""'.a~1c ..... v""1-1c£!,,,,,-.,__S:........,1L .... d ..... d=e-h;.;....:.;.-.L.).._.(ti~l<:....:...'-...:..n..:..-<52-_-;_l_. _: _· -______ ___...____;__ 
/ T, ~ - -

' . 

Phone: __ {'."'--'L_._/3 ...... :a?~),..__5"""-'=-5--.3_--__ :fa'--=0--'3=-:,-r-)------~--

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12~H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: D0cket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent FuelStorage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application·to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste,. from nuclear reactors aroundthe country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Wa8te Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or. terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Co1ilmissiofi oil Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage. 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. ·· 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groilndwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from aecidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions· along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In ... depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 

____ -I 
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Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our landt aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository·using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? Whatinteractions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites onworkerst local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue~ I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, · <j7JL &;;(: 
6}_(, 'O( 5' le. 1000 

Email: J&e_-h <i2suJJelf./Jkl11ef .·. 

Phone: ___._L/....,..f __ J-_~_8':....__7_i,__-=-6 ....... I 6"'-'5"----,----.----.,.---.--------'------

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey .. 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN..:12-HOB 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's consolidated .·· · 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project · ! , 

Feb. 2, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the cotiiltry. and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and . 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

·.,.: : . 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for ·Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the.array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents· that could occw: along those . 
routes. If the. license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 year$. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage Would be minimal; real life disasters have been knoWil to exceed . 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage · 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city_r~ther than a rural .area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region woUld be an uri.imaginable nightmare. · · · · · · ·· 

The EIS should look closely into the risk ofgroundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive wasteat the Waste Control Specialists site due to the . 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related . 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land · · 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked-and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there woUld be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS shotild have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to~ A nttlontll rtdlotlt!tiW WMt@ dlllQiq · 
ground. We should not have to risk oontamlnatlcm of Olli' le~ ilQYif@f§ Of Mr Of ·th@ 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human @XllOMum to bilh=l@V@I fiidloii@tiw WMt@ 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't oowr radloactlw oonmmlnntlon, A 8illll@mil oo oould 
ha~ waste.con~ning ~much plutonium u tho bomb dropp_ed on Nqullti: W@W hfld 
senous train accidents m our region; Two tr~ haw ooUIMd hMd=on in W@§t T@IM 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cuk m1t1n1 bu been oondu@t@d for 1ooid@nt§ up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been~. Tho llS shmlld itlttf@s8 th@§@ 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim ltorapn bMOmtn1 dmlprml§ 
permanent de facto disposal, and the wute might wwer be dWp08@({ of in 1 §@l@ntifkmlly 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation lfltmn, With poltttml }Jf@§§Df@ IOD@~ 
the waste would likely never move again. · , · 

Above-ground~kswould be~ todww~ @ffMt§@f tmn~@ 
extremes, and potential wlldflres; ~and Mrtbq~, TMIU§ §hmildMdf@§§ 

these issues andanswerthefolJowin&~: Mwlmtpoint ooutd th@wl§t@I§ . 
critical?Whatiatetaetiouof tbae dt~ and OODtMtwith@th@f f~@ 
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riskcmaddwthe:NRCOJJdm~~,JwmlW8Wf'~S~f~: 

JBmait 
~~~------__,-=-=======================================-



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration · 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage· Facility froject 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level . 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer} should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidentS or tettorlsm incidents that couid occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be· transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage wowd be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report~ of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shiptnems, eaying that such an incident wouJ.d most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the · 
San Antonio region would be an uriimagirulble nightmare. · · · · · · 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site,· 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license fur "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Spechilists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, $te security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move -· 
mdioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how :radioadive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canisterwOOld be handled, as it appears there WOUid be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should.have to exp1ain howtbis wOuld be accotnplishedandnOtjust say 
they11 figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We.'ve had · 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the Waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable·isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely .Q.ever move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperatµre 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address. · 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these· circumstances and contact with other ·radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of wa5te at this site and neat by sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how cotJ.ld natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a.written response. 

Sincerely, $0 b/)r; ·· l-.Jf/l;e.. 

Email: _Ct_/JJ_. _,.p--.· ---,_)_ct__@ ______ · ....... ho ........... "1'-1-··z,y-......~--' _f __ -~ _eR)-=· .......,.~•-_-z::._;e_· _-__ _ 

Phone: ___...._Z_3 ........... D=--· -.,-. -~-2----~ · ___ -t_f3..........._. __ 0 ___ . _,._,.t(_· ____ _ 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialj.sts LLC's Consolidated 
lnterim.Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project · 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be-halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control.Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of . 
potential impacts of accidents orterrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014·Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actiom; involving radioactive waste in the 
Sall Antoriio region would be an unimaginable nightmare.· 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a licen5e for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move. 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked: and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and.not just say 
they11 figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. · 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas· 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste Would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address · 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous.materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disaster$ hnpact add to impacts? .. 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sin~rdl) ltS$~ l==~ ?~--;. <§;, . . . · .. 
jO I( zc,J S >f-, /\.J~ £ . 

Email: ---...k.......... -·· -=-· · _._f_. 9....__r_~Jd __ , e--___.zj ~~· -f~f--f'··· /J{."+--_ a..--,-· 'L~[~(.~ _ ___. __ 

Phone:-·-=-~--={ l'----±..,...__· 0 __ 0_·----;_l ___ c{J_YJJ-r_· ____ _,_ _ ___,_ 

Additional comments:. 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
.depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities 61ear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
wo1-1ld. be handled, as it appears there would be no \vet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one lmows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please knovv that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
vvildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Email: -(c.A:~ ../ e I~ ·~,.,{-G."'-~ U,H ! \ -oDvv-. 

Additional comments·: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12..:Hos 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No: 72-1050; NRC..:2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level · 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store 'it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statemenf (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those· 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste wouid be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been kno\vn to exceed, 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than. a rural area .. Terrorist actions involving radioactive ~e in the· . 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site; 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a licen.se for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related . 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move · 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the _ 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. · 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could -
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas . 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extreliles, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthq~kes. The _EIS sbquld address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What'interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous .materials at the WCS site colild occur? What are the c~ulative 
impacts of waste. at•this site and nearby sites on workerS; local people and the -
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add_ to impacts?. - . _ · _, · 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written respo~e. 

Sin~rely; 'fd:i(\01\ ® .. ~Yf A(\cl.c]; 

Email: ~f_Qe: r1) K@8cl ITTA ii -Co!V\ . 

Phone,l"Sl'lj l~~ \3 ~5 
Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration . 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Inipact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes anq the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage· 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Ten-orist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Material$ Division rec6mmended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the · 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring aµd cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appea.rS there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to ~ 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact· with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly '"raste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities [\ear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move i:adioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one lmows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
,.vaste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
r~pository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of':Vaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Phone: ----=-t_s_~ ......... /_-_·t.(----=-8;_-~J_l ___ _____,,,_~ __ ...,.,...4 ___ _ 

jfafrl~_s /O+J 
Additional comments·: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rc.ther than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region \11rould be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
leve1" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The E~S should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
.depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities t1ear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
v1raste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
r~pository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of ".Vaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincere! , 

Signature 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Email: sarYira @ mus-ktngerurg~ , 6 '"'2-

Phone: 4na ·· W UL/-6q?h§ 

Additional comments·: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safery of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report ,.varns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident 'vould most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region v.rould be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
leve1'' radioactive '".raste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
.depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities 1~1ear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and lealdng canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please knm-v that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive vfaste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
v,raste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
r«;lpository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of '~1aste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

07/ 

Phone:_dj_BJ_ ..... _5_~_4_-_(o_//_;2-_______ _ 

Additional comments·: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report '.varns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
ground,,vater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
.depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities &ear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 
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Homeovvners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
v1raste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
r~pository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of '~1aste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerel , 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Additional comments·: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatmy Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to impmt tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly 'vaste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report '"1arns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
regio:r._ would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
leve1" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
grov_nd,,vater. 

The S~S should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
action~ along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
.depth resea!·ch should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities t1ear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
'"raste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
r~pository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extrer.:ies, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and eaithquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of ".Vaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerelv, 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Additional comments·: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to imp01t tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report v11arns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive \·Vaste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transpo1t routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
.depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities blear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeovvners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
,.vaste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
r~pository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of '\_•Vaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, 

Arid1~ k) 5 1t- :2:2 /( / 
Address/City/State/Zipcode ~frr 

.Additional comments·: 

__J 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel; high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report '"'arns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a l'arge 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
.depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities iaear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move ~adioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
wouJd be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homemvners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
,.vaste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in V\Test Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of"interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
r~pository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of ''.V'aste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincere! , 

Signature 

/ll:th·iR lJ 5 , 
Address/City /State/Zipcbde 

Additional comments·: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transpmtation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances tha.t accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had se~ious 
train accidents in our region. T\.vo trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential vvildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, ,.td,A a fka. ;;: 1? t' )/61 /& 
:e 

Signature 

7fYtP./V0117/.,c;t; lf!VDtdEIR'f-try. 7711c,1 

Additional comments: 

I 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
MailStop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLCs Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage-Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential.sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur-in a 
large city rather than a rural area.. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the; 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. · 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division. recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the· 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities nea, the WCS site, site security~ engUieering adequacy of 
the storage pad and· seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears tha.t no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We $hould not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste . 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

' 
2~2_6 _____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly V\Taste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report v1rarns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
reg~.on would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
leve1" :.adioactive .. waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundvvater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
.depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilit)es ti.ear the VvCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

Tbe report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
wo1:..ld be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
ap!?S?Xs that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
vl'ildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in V\Test Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
r~pository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of,'."aste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would a~reciate a wri~en response. 

Sincere!y, YtLAl'L lurAtV Qu61 o fffqr 1£® 1 D 

Signature 

~ /\J 'O \Le (.,U 5 lx 
Address/City /Statc/Zipcode 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

01-- ;J.b ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life.disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report ,.varns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident vfould most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive v,raste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities ilear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move ~adioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeovvners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Twu trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
fa~to disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
r~pository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact '"1ith other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of ':V'aste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

J 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Email: -~=-''+"0.c...:.'<'__.h.......,,~"'--q"-3~D----'@"="---<D~rllaU--'--, /_< Ccrvvl ____________ _ 

Additional comments·: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel; high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report '"rarns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. · ·· 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities ti.ear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move i:adioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and lealdng canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homemvners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Tv,ro trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
r~pository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of '-'vaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can· 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response .. 

Sincere! , 

Pl 
Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Phone: ---'-ft_,_'.j_.1_..,,__) _c__:}_CJ___,q_~_:S_;;,_o_;J_b __________ _ 

Additional comments·: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

F-(!_:~""""')'-'-, __ .zJ, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel; high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transp01ted through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality rep01t '"rarns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. ln­
_depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities lilear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, tpe adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homem"rners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and ea1thquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of ''Yaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
a~dress the NRC~1 this importanyssue .. ! would ~ppreciate a written response. 

Smcerel , j .A-/(, (, ~ ,,;_///"c.· ,4-

Signature· 7 / -- .... 
I 5(5-0 #C 20/ 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Email: _______________________________ _ 

Phone:_~l/_'J_z_-_g_ .. a~t~'f_·--c,.,,~fi_()_·~----s_-___________ _ 

Additional comments:· 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

rte! 17 
-'------"'JJ_""--__ ct:.._.':./_,. 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been knovvn to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
.depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities t1.Lear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stre~ses, tpe adequacy of the crane that would move ~adioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact V\ri.th other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of "Yaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a wTitten response. 

Sincerely, 'Q. Q b..e/v lo Co 1<VJ--e c. 

s/ 
Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Email: ~lvcfarct"'- } '1 ti)j!M tt/. e 11'1 

Phone:(f!_Jz_} 2-. 5 / - b .FY 2-

Additional comments:· 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Address7City /State/Zipcode 

Email: oe Y. l ~j-1.2 l @5 Mfo1 \ -C CfM 

Phone: _(_Y~3=2~)--'-J_1___.:'-J....) ---'-8:...:...: C~\,.........W.....,,3"'-------------
' 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

CJ & ) i 3._, 2017 
I 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one ·knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this i portant issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Vl~cl/ {lo/tPv 

Signatu'fd 

?/4 ({0 I 5 
Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

();)- ;z.3-, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, · 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important ~ssue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

z -2 s ~. r1, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeuwners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. 'f\,vo trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential vdldfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact v.rith other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on thjs important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, \Zo S-e.Jj Q_ (laJ U Cl 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Email:--------------------------------

Phone: _L/4--=--3-"-'----"",i"----""'---=,/l........__,0 6=----)__3_2-_.~_/ ____ _ 
Additional comments: 

1 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been lmm~711 to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. · 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move again. / 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and ; I 

potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and I 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this impo t issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Email:--------------------------------

Phone: _L\-\-'t:-:;().,,__·1_=----"----=C'J_;=----D_\_(.c>_-_ct__°t __ Q.__~_.. ______ _ 

Additional comments: 

I 

i 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project ·u ~;_, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the N C on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincere} ' ' I ti .Tu! e_ h e 

Signature -~?a~ 
Ix 

Email: -~d ........... o......._/e ......... c~1,__.· CJ~l/m~~~· r-----'=@=--fj~ma~J'-+-· j~~~Cl~O~IU..._.___ __ _ 

Phone: ______ ~fJ-+--_-~A:~------------
Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

./7-·} 3 -- ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, Lo t"l't'e r u !Im er 

Signature 

/o,t/!Jox /8D1/, 41drPuJ s [x 
Address/City /State/Zipcode , 

Additional comments: 

I 
I 

I 
! 

l 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? , 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

J!DsAJW J(fh Pl0e e Andrr:Ws 1?('797/</ 
Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Email:--------------------------------

Phone: l/3 ,;( ) (3 c/ 6 bd. r/ 

Additional comments: 

I 
I 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

6 b, .n, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report 'varns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homemvners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a vvritten response. 

Sincerely, D1>lv;,e 0 ')_,.,ffi.,"'m 

Signature · 

'fJ{~0)0 r tJ Jt/µJ, 
1 
~7-l//3 

Address/ City /State/Zipcode 

Email:--------------------------------

Phone: --~S:_G.~5=-----~_:·~3_¥'_-_0_8'~£~6~------------

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

fd:, . ')_3', 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeovmers' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With politi~al pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincere! , 

JJ-1 en Joz u • Signature ' 

Ao cl JrC Lt{S TX 
Address/ City /State/Zipcode 

Additional comments: 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

;... -· ;t.3 ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly ,,vaste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in .a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homemvners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? · 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, J:liflAA (1.faKC{.e_tll_ 

Signature -

R:ndH-wS 'Ly 
/ 7 Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Phone: __ t/'--J=--;l--_-=5--=2-'---7_-__ 5_9 ,;J-_0 _______ _ 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

' 

hhafa'tf ,;l3, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to impmt tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituei1ts. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transpmted through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report vvarns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
.depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities I.I.ear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homemvners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Twu trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential '"rildfires, tornadoes and ea1thquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the follo"'ring questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact ''\rith other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of '\iyaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Ple'ase host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the N C on this impor nt issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerel , 

Additional comments:· 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

(en .~2017 
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 yeai·s. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality repmt '"rarns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
.depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities 1'1.ear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move ~adioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
faGto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the '"'aste would likely 
never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of '\iyaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, }'t)arJc:>eAw C. i.Soeeo.S Pe'r-e0 

~ax1 seA0i Cl>nero \ 
Signature 

-soB 1'lt- 0-l h -s± 
Address/ City /State/Zipcode 

fP're7, 

+\r:Jrew~ 

Email: ______________________________ _ 

Additional comments:· 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region fc;H'.24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios . 

. •. "· 
A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report vvarns o{potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioaetive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
.depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities tllear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homem·vners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. T\·vo trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
faGto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and eaithquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the folloVlring questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact Vlrith other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of \iyaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who ,.vould be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this impmtant issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, ~}1A Ct;,~ 

Signature· 

= ='£aj\ 7< el 
Address/Cny"/State/Zipcode 

Phone: t.;}7-
Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

~h ft I ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Anto:µ,io 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



· Homeovmers' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
,,vaste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential vvildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of ' 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the /I 

WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to / 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely/fyus-).1~ C2 R drz t---c;;r 

1 tu re 

70/ & W. ~ ~ 4ucfre'WJ, '7X:" }Vy~ 
Address/City/State/Zipcode " L 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

.fe L Q \" ~~-~=----~-·..'.'.'.::2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. · 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeuwners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
\·vaste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential vvildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact vdth other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerel , 

Signature 

qo7 JV~ 0 T A no\ r~U15 T?- 7q 7 It/ 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 

·Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

-\?ci::, .'23, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions-involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive ~aste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homem,vners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerel , 

Signature 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatmy Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

FE b .n 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to imp01t tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been kno-wn to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report ,.varns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
_depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities e.tear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move ~adioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, ·aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeml\rners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the follm-ving questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact v\Tith other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of "Yaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the C on this iil)portant i ue. I would appreciate a written response. · 

Sincere! , ( ' Z 

Signature 

BDdxe1 ill ,]J 

Phone: l U3z J \J? (JU- :\DLI 7 
Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homemvners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, lzll/ m lf'E,e 'TZJ L'.9e tJ .f. / /9 

Signature 

N/ a .>:t.Jr S":r# .)/ 
Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Phone: 11_?,2 - L &' ~ - // 7 9 
Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. -

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the Worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, · 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste·Control Specialists site'dUe to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EI~should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



- Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on. Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these, 
risks. -

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
Viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a he 'ng on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can adqres th~/NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

/3/f XI u i 

Additional comments: 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE~ Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. -

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along. those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. -

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, · 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The El~should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



· Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these, 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
Viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, C \oS,c::,... ~ '=e:~) 

Email: {' \CS:c.Q,,J,, ~~ £~~-C.D~ 

Phone: ~<)-]~ -:\~~~ 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, hiib-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. -

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the Worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 

- San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ-Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the WasteContrel Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EI~should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



· Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these­
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
Viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Email: I moaa·de'1!Joo1@ '&O'.Jaj [ , (b,n 

Phone: '-/M- l/Z-5 - () 5.39 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been knovvn to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a V\rritten response. 

Email:-~' ~~a._b_r......_e ~ra.__~D?J~(..,..__) lo~@..--.1'1 ......... 9rn~a ~il~r ........ mYL~-----
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please knm-v that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely,0~, jQQUQdo 

0 \G\xo Acwodo ..... 

l~\5 SE 3000 

Email: YecLoj\3@yo.J100 (C)/Y\ 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying th~.t such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than _a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Ailtonio region would be an tinimaginable.riightniare. .. . . . . . 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for ~'low•level" radioactive waste at the Waste·Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these· 
risks. · 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, sS"Ave-# ,/f 04 / z q 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 

, Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's .Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety~- including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes arid the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Enviro:Ilmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
SanAiltonio region would be an tinimaginable.nightiriare. ... . . . 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-'level" radioactive waste at the Waste ·Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no .one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 
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Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these· 
risks. · 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might neve~ be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, Cb 1

1 Ci o (c. 0 c---\-\) 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of ground~rater.contamination.at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including irhpacts tc:i p·eople, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would mov~ 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential ·wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. · 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. -· · 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site; including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, .iliJ ODO e._, . J2.urn Lr ( -c__, 

Emai1:
1
. Ygovc)~~ l 0do1~4b~&~o COP?_... ( ·. ,. 

Phan~_: .. 4?:i;J·-···{:dlotJ-· LBd'~ 

Additional comments: 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Material~ Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



( 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, vdldlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, L M Wi ~ 

Additional comments: 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop; OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE; Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those. 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be· transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region wollld be an unimaginable.nightmare. ... . . . . 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste ·Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 
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Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these· 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, 

Email: ____________________________ _ 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists~ license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small a-ccident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. · 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San .Alltonio region woUld be an tininiaginable.nightniare. ·· · 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for ''low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste ,Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these' 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions; At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, 

Additional comments: 


