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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 15t 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 license 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,




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 Specialiéts LLC’s Consolidated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project
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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,
rea] 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 #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 shouid
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
thése 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,
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Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC;2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialisfs LLC’s Consolidated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project
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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 prox1m1ty of
groundwater. _

The EIS should con51der 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, 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,
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialiéts LLC’s Consolidated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project
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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 monltorlng and cumulative impacts of mult 1ple
facilities fiear 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
thése 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 applicatioh 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, ’EO\Y\ CJL,Q 6 c Yyavaawn O
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialiéts LLC’s Consolidated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project
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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 fiear 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
thése 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, N\Qr aacita G ome s
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialiéts LLC’s Consolidated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project
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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 fiear 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
thése 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,
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialiéts LLC’s Consolidated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project
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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 cne 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 hkely occur in a large
c1ty 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 51te due to the pr ox1m1ty 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, 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 usmg a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would hkely
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
thése 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 7& on this impgrtant issue. I would appreciate a written response.

02(: 2
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Cindy Bladey ' |
Office of Administration _ |
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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
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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, inciuding 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 fiear 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
thése 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, HPlaver] Doz
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

ZZ Le ., 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 fiear 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
thése 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, A/guuells 7 4 7// g2l
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

féé 24 . ,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 fiear 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
thése 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,
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

@ A4, 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 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 explam 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
thése circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts oﬁWaste at this site and nearby sites
on workers, local people and the environment, and how ¢ould 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: 51 I VA \/O) (Q (/ e

Al Ui .
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

. CL&Q o 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,
rea] 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, espec1a11y
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a hcense for “low-
level” radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the prox1m1ty of
groundwater. -

- The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terr01 1st

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 11 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
thése 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.

Smcerely,
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialiéts 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, hlgh-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 fiear 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 66 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,
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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 1ikely occur in a large
c1ty rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonlo
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, ﬁ&z nSE / 6 Ll O~
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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 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, A(\Cl GD\')((C\Q Ok/ \Q?OSQ S\ .
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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 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, (Fsus _Anrh/  Eoirce

Za/
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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 momtonng 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, JOL 0Nl Csparza
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialiéts LLC’s Consolidated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project
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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 fiear 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
thése 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 %RC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response.

Singerely, \Corda {\n VG
Lj@ﬁlﬂﬂ«t
f\l/)(’l@"ua /(ﬁ
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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’yf.’)’éé ., 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 pubhc 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 fiear 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
thése 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.

A
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

‘
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et R 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 oceur 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 fiear 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
thése 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/‘(f;-‘({(}’\’b‘l | reuvin\0
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

. m{_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 Tmpact 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
aporoved, 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 fear 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 thai 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 extreres, 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 siie 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 ai risk can
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response.

Sincerely, ////)f?//l LL /l/c‘)th)Z
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Conti‘ol Specialists LLC’s Consolidated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project

March |

< Fep. , 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 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, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to hlgh-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 followmg questions: At what point could the waste go -
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive A
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 apphcatlon so that those of us who would be put at
risk can address the NRC on thlS nnportant 1ssue I would apprec1ate a written response.

Sincerely, F SJC%{ ﬂ t EYW’Z/(
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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 haveto 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, j&‘mv\ ny VgL
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

Y \O\Y .§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 Aiear 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 theyll 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
thése 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, ﬂ:l faa=adtatye) W\O\!\-LV’\ A
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

Mol - .§,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 fiear 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
thése 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, (Lol eolo YW\rre e
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWEFN-12-HO8

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 , 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, AL /~4 \/ l;/ / &
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

WY\ .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,
rea] 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 Aear 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
thése 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 ap7reciate a written response.

Sincerely, . \OY % < OAN A
N )
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

Wy 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 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 becomiﬁg 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 hlgh -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 plutomum 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.TSQ' U Vasgles
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

- Fep. 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 (ELS) 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 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, 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. i

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
env1ronment and how could natural disasters impact add to 1mpacts'?

Please host a hearlng on the WCS apphcatlon so that those of us Who would be put at
risk'¢an address the NRC on thls 1mportant issue. I would apprec1ate a written response.

Sincerely, WM ogiaa G C\f\O\Vez,
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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?

WCS application so that those of us who would be put at

Please host a hegring o}
risk can addres é this important issue. I would appreciate a written response.
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration -

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm1ssmn,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No 72-1050; NRC-2016—0231 Waste Control Speclahsts LLC’s Consohdated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Fac1hty Pro_'|ect L

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 constltuents

The Envn'onmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Spemahsts hcense
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 ant1c1pated scenarios.

A 2014 Texas Commlssmn on Envu:onmental Quahty report warns of potentlal 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 1nvolv1ng radloactlve waste inthe -
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 arid 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 hlgh-level radloactlve waste
can lead to immediate death. ,

Homeowners’ insurance doesn’t cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could
haul waste containing as much plhitonium 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 polltlcal pressure gone,
the waste would likely never move agam :

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathermg 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 cumulatlve
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to nnpacts'?

Please host a hearing on the WCS apphcatlon sothat those of us who would be put at
rlsk can address the NRC on this 1mportant issue. I would appreclate a written response.

Sincerely, / ;'S /4 }’Y)Qda /’C?/’) 2 5
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Additional comments: .




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8 = -
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Speclahsts LLC S Consohdated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility PrOJect ' :

Feb. 2 2,2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC

Waste Control Specialists’ (WCS) apphcatlon to 1mport tons of spent fuel, lngh-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 constltuents

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Speclahsts hcense
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 antlclpated scenanos

A 2014 Texas Commlswn on Envu:onmental Quahty report warns of potentlal 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 wasteinthe
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 hxgh-level radioactive waste
can lead to immediate death. .

Homeowners’ insurance doesn’t cover radioactive contamination. A single»ruﬂ car oould

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 dxsposa], and-the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system ‘With pohtncal pressure gone, -
the waste would likely never move agam - , , |

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathenng 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 thése 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 sités on workers, local people and the
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 1mpacts9 ;

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 1mportant issue. I would apprec1ate a written response.

Sincerely, . | ?
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Email: _

Phone: ____

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555—0001

RE: Docket No. 72-1050 NRC—2016—0231 Waste Control Speclahsts LLC S Consohdated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facﬂlty Pro_]ect

Feb. 2, 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC

Waste Control Spec1a11sts (W CS) apphcatxon to 1mport tons of spent fuel; hlgh—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, mcludmg the health and safety of my constltuents

The Envu'onmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Speaahsts hcense :
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 antlclpated scenarios.

A 2014 Texas Commission on Envn:onmental Quahty report warns of potentlal 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 closély 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 appéars 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 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 hlgh-level radloactlve waste
can lead to immediate death. , 4

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 dlsposal and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically
viable geologic repository using a reliable lsolatlon 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 caumulative
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 apprecxate a written response. - -

Slncerely, \{o@\ o D, \/Ooffz,
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration.

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8 - L
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washmgton, DC 20555-0001

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016—0231 Waste Control Speclallsts LLC S Consohdated _

Interim Spent Fuel Storage Fac111ty 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, mcludmg the health and safety of my constituents.

The Envu'onmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Spec1ahsts hcense
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 potentiel sabotag‘e‘ ; |

of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely oc¢cur in a
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste i 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 hlgh-level radxoactlve waste:
can lead to immediate death. A

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 dlsposal and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system Wlth pohtlcal 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 apphcatlon so that those of us who would be put at
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. T would apprec1ate a written response.

Smcerelm,(/(/tl/"/\ <_§?’I/O (‘5/

S12 0w

Bhalrecs o/

Email:

Phone: (033 -3 07&(

Additional comments: __[ C\M{’* bo L Vs ﬁa/[é/




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washmgton DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Spemallsts LLC S Consohdated
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 occurina
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 Spemahsts 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 momtormg 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 radloactxve 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, JC/@ ¢ L 1‘ Qre
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration -

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8 :

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) apphcatlon to 1mport tons of spent fuel, high-level
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the couniry 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 radlatlon momtonng 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 hlgh-level radloactlve 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 1solat10n system. With political pressure gone,
the waste would likely never move agam

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathermg 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 appllcatlon 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, er Qqﬂ B@\ﬂYMO
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Cindy Bladey . .

Office of Administration - -

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washmgton, DC 20555-0001

RE: Docket No. 72-1050 NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Spec1ahsts LLC’s Consohdated
Interlm Spent Fuel Storage Facﬂlty 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 Spec1a]1sts hcense
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 ant1c1pated scenarios.

A 2014 Texas Commlssmn on Environmental Quallty 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 siresses, 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 hlgh-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 dispesal, 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 wastego
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 1mpacts'»’

Please host a hearing on the WCS apphcatlon 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, é é . g : é %
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Cindy Bladey =

Office of Administration -

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8. -

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Speclahsts LILCs Consohdated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Fac111ty Project -

Feb. 2, 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

Waste Control Specialists’ (WCS) apphcatlon to 1mport tons of spent fuel, hlgh—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 constltuents

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Spec1ahsts 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 antlclpated scenarios.

A 2014 Texas Commission on Enwronmental Quahty report warns of potentlal sabotage
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occurin 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 erane 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 o 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 hlgh-level radloactlve waste -

can lead to immediate death.

Homeowners’ insurance doesn’t cover radioactive-contamina_ﬁon. A singlerail car eould
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 dangeroﬁs

permanent de facto d1sposa1 and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically

viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system Wlth 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, torhadoes 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 important issue. I would appreciate a written response.

Sincerely, k&m\y( (OM 0. C‘M\DO
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Cindy Bladey - -

Office of Adm1mstrat10n :

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8 |
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commlssmn,
Washington, DC 20555-0001

RE: Docket No 72-1050; NRC-2016—0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC (] Consohdated :
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Pro_]ect

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 ¢ountry 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 constltuents

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Speclahsts license .
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of
potential impacts of accidénts or terrorism incidents that cotild occtir 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 groundwa_ter 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 sité 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 shoiild 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 dumpin‘g '
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 h1gh-1eve1 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

The EIS should address the impacts of “interim storage” becoming dangerous
permanent de facto dlsposal and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically
viable geologic repository using a reliable 1solat10n system. With pohtlcal pressure gone,
the waste would likely never move agam

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathermg 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 1mpacts'f’

Please host a hearing on the WCS apphcatlon so that those of s who would be put at
risk can address the NRC on this j mportant issue. I would appreciate a written response.

Sméerely, MMA
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washmgton, DC 20555-0001

RE: Docket No 72-1050 NRC—2016—0231 Waste Control Spec1allsts LLC S Consohdated |
Intenm Spent Fuel Storage Facﬂlty Pro;ect :

Feb. 2, 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC

Waste Control Spec1a11sts (WCS) apphcatlon to unport tons of spent fuel h1gh—leve1
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, 1nc1udmg the health and safety of my constltuents

The Enwronmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Spemahsts hcense
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 antxcxpated scenarios.

A 2014 Texas Comm1ss1on on Envn'onmental 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 grouridwater 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 hlgh—level radJoactlve 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 d1sposa1 and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically.
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system With pohtlcal 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 lmpacts‘?

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

Smcerely, ~D Cimaab 6 or)éa’h
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Adm1mstratlon

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washmgton DC 20555-0001

RE: Docket No 72-1050; NRC—2016-0231 Waste Control Speclahsts LLC s Consohdated |

Intenm 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 ant1c1pated scenarios.

A 2014 Texas Commlssmn on Envn‘onmental Quahty report warns of potentlal 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 Speclahsts 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 hlgh—level radloactlve 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 déngeroﬁs
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically

viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system With pohtlcal pressure gone L

the waste would likely never move again.

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathenng 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 . . .
env1ronment and how could natural disasters impact add to lmpacts‘? :

Please host a hearing on the WCS apphcatlon so that those of us who would be put at
risk can address the NRC on this: 1mportant 1ssue I would apprec1ate a written response

Sincerely, %o%s/ |
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington DC 20555-0001'

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Speclahsts LICs Consohdated
Interlm Spent Fuel Storage Fac1]1ty PI‘OJeCt . _

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 antlclpated scenanos

A 2014 Texas Commlssmn on Enwronmental Quahty report warns of potentlal 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 radloactlve waste inthe .
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare.

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contammatlon 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 tothe -

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 hxgh-level radloactlve 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 dlsposal and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically
viable geologic repository using a reliable 1solat10n system With political pressure gone,
the waste would likely never move agam . .

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathermg 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 materisls 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 1mpacts‘? A

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at
rlsk can addrjs the NRC on this 1mportant issue. I would apprecmte a written response.

e
Sincerely, LC l—O d | I\‘CU \7 O
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

07 20,2017

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 hkely occur ina large /
c1ty 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 prox1m1ty of
groundwater.

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radloactlve 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 fiear 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
thése 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, Al\berts ()7 de
1P I ATIEN
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8 ~
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC—2016-0231 Waste Control Spec1a]1sts LILC’s Consohdated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project '

Feb. 2, 2017 -
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC

Waste Control Speclahsts (W CS) apphcatlon to import tons of spent fuel, hlgh-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, mcludmg the health and safety of my constltuents

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Spemahsts hcense
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 Envn:onmental Quahty report warns of potentxal 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 inthe -
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 shoiild 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 h1gh—leve1 radloactlve waste
can lead to immediate death. L .

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 dlsposal and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system Wlth polltlcal 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 curnulative
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 apphcatlon so that those of us who would be put at
risk can address the NRC on this rmportant issue. I would apprec1ate a written response.

Sincerely, /7_m e/Q/Q, P ere ’l
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Cindy Bladey -

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8 =~

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washmgton DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC—2016-0231 Waste Control Speclahsts LLC S Consohdated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Pro;ect

Feb. 2, 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

Waste Control Spec1ahsts (WCS) appllcatu)n to import tons of spent fuel h1gh-1eve1
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, mcludmg the health and safety of my constltuents

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Spec1ahsts 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 ant1c1pated scenanos

A 2014 Texas Commlssmn on Envn'onmental Quahty report warns of potential sabotage
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occurin a
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste inthe
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 shoiild have to explaiin how this would be accomplished anid 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 dumpmg
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 hlgh-level radloactlve waste
can lead to immediate death. L S g

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 d]sposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system With polltlcal pressure gone
the waste would likely never move agam - 4 ‘ _ _

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathermg 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 1mpacts? - '

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 apprecxate a wntten response.

Smcerely, %ﬁ/’//lé Mﬂ/r/m £ ?
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Cindy Bladey .

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washmgton DC 20555—0001

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC—2016—0231 Waste Control Speclahsts LLC S Consohdated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Fac111ty 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 Env1ronmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists’ llcense
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 ina
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 hlgh—level radloactlve 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 dlsposal and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With pohtlcal 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 apphcatlon 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, Q e L/ / : ”7 Qz/;:/ ¢
CU NE 7 |

g yees T |

Email: _

Phone: —/4(/ 32~ S2Y &7 35 l\l

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialiéts 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,
reai life disasters lave 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
regior. 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 ficar 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, |
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Adminisiration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8 - .
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555—0001

RE: Docket No 72—1050 NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specxahsts LLC S Consohdated .
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility PrOJect : :

Feb. 2, 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

Waste Control Speclahsts (W CS) apphcatlon to import tons of spent fuel, h1gh—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 constltuents

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Speclahsts hcense
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array 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 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 stuich an incident would most likely occur in a
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste inthe -
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, mcludmg impacts to people, land -
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation momtormg 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 hlgh-level radloactlve 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 rehable isolation system. Wlth 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 apphcatlon so that those of us who would be put at
risk can address the NRC on thls important i issue. I would apprec1ate a written response;

Sincerely, //;4// vy /j
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Additional comments:



Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washmgton, DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Spemallsts LLC s Consohdated
Intenm Spent Fuel Storage Famhty Project o ,

- 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 constltuents

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Spec1ahsts hcense :
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 antlmpated scenarios.

A 2014 Texas Commission on Envn:onmental Quahty report warns of potentlal 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 gtoundwater 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 hlgh-level radloactlve waste
can lead to immediate death. N ,

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. Wlth 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 apphcahon 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, 4&75 e [ 2 %/

6 W SE. 1000

Auclcwrs, TX 29204

Email: Jw@.j.é @5”5/?/€R'/)5¢,é,‘”£74
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Additional comments:.




Cindy Bladey . ,

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8 -

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washmgton DC 20555-0001,

RE: Docket No. 72—1050, NRC—2016—0231 Waste Control SpeCIallstS LLC S Consohdated, -
Intenm Spent Fuel Storage Fac1hty PI‘O_]ect TR

Feb. 2, 2017
Dear Cmdy Bladey and NRC,

Waste Control Speclallsts (W CS) apphcatlon to unport tons of spent fuel; hlgh-level SRR
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 Spec1a11sts hcense
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 antlclpated scenarios.

A 2014 Texas Comm1ss1on on Envn:onmental Quahty 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 shotuld 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 te becoming a national radieaetive waste d mg
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of eur land, aquifers er air eF

health of plants, wildlife and livestock, Human expasure to high evel radi@aetwe waste
can lead to immediate death.

Homeowners’ insurance doesn’t cover radieaetive eontaminatien. A lmgle rail ear @euld
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasakl: We've had
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have eollided head-on in West Texas '
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been eondusted for aeeidents up

to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should addressthese
risks.

The EIS should address the impacts of “interim storage” bec@min ﬁf

permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be dis ased of in a seientifieally
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolaﬂan system Wi p@liﬁ@al pressure gone,
the waste would likely never move again, -
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extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address
these issues and answer the fo questions: At what point eould the waste go .
critical? What interactions of these eircumstances and contact with other radiogetive
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Cindy Bladey -

Office of Admmlstratlon

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washmgton, DC 20555—0001

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Speclahsis LLC’s Consohdated

Interim Spent Fuel Storage: Fac1hty Pro_]ect
Feb. 2, 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC

Waste Control Speclahsts (Wi CS) apphcatlon to nnport tons of spent fuel, hlgh-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, mcludmg the health and safety of my constltuents

The Envu'onmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Spec1ahsts hcense
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of
potential impacts of accidents or teirorism 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 wotild be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed
the worst anticipated scenarios.

A 2014 Texas Commission on Envn'onmental Quality report warns of potentxal sabotage
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely océur 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 wotild 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
theyll 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 hlgh-level radloactlve 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 dlsposal and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. Wlth pohtlca] 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 wastego
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the camulative
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 1mpacts'f’ '

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

Smcerely, ﬁn@ D P Ld/ﬂ/é ;
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC—2016-0231 Waste Control Speclallsts LLC’s Consolidated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Fac111ty ProJect , 4

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, mcludmg the health and safety of my constituents.

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Spec1a11sts hcense

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 antlmpated scenarios.

A 2014 Texas Commission on Enwronmental Quahty report warns of potentlal 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 radloactlve 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 h1gh—]eve1 radloactlve waste
can lead to immediate death. o

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 Wlth 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 lmpacts‘-’ :

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at
r1sk can address the NRC on this important issue, I wou]d appreciate a written response.

Smcerely, Qé%ﬁ hé/@ 9 ?/J& Q |
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialiéts 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 pr ox1m1ty 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 fiear 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 1o 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, ,7—p—700_ 7% AE2A

=
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washmgton DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016 -0231 Waste Control Speclahsts LLC S Consohdated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facﬂlty PI‘O_]eCt

Feb. 2, 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

Waste Control Specialists’ (W CS) application to import tons of spent fuel, hlgh-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 Speclallsts hcense :
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 antlclpated scenarios.

A 2014 Texas Commission on Envu'onmental Quahty report warns of potentlal 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 momtormg 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 h1gh—1evel 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 “intérim 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 Wlth pohtlcal 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 fo]lowmg 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 lmpacts? -

Please host a hearing on the WCS apphcatlon so that those of us who would be put at N
risk can address the NRC on this unportant issue. I would appremate a written response.

Smcerely, FP}( (\QV\C&QK 3 YP)\(\d (7
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration .

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS .
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washmgton DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC—2016—0231 Waste Control Speclallsts LLC S Consohdated
Intenm Spent Fuel Storage Faclhty PrOJect '

Feb. 2, 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC

Waste Control Specialists’ (W CS) apphcatlon to nnport tons of spent fuel, h1gh—1evel
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 constltuents

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Spemallsts hcense
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 ant1c1pated scenarios.

A 2014 Texas Comm15510n on Envn:onmental Quahty report warns of potentlal 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 s1te 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 accomiplished and not just say
they’ll figure it out when the problem arises.




i

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 hlgh-level radioactive waste
can lead to immediate death. o :

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

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 Wlth pohtlcal 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 1mpacls'?

Please host a hearing on the WCS apphcatlon 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,

Moot
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialiéts 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 Aear 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 66 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.

Sincere}y, P
ey
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

I3

., 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 regearch should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple
facilities fiear 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 permaneni 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,
S_,@ma A glamant
ignature
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialisfs 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
aporoved, 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
gronndwater.

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 fear 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 radicactive 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,
wiidlife 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.
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialiéts 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 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. 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 permaneni 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,

Signatygé ~ ¥
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialiéts 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
racioactive 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
apnroved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small
accident would be one toc many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal,
reai 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
regior. would be an unimaginable nightmare.

The RIS should ook closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially
sirce the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for “low-

g
level” radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of
groundwater.

The BX8 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 muiltiple
facilities fiear 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,

e

Signature \

Hh /JQB/ 92/ I

Address/City/State/Zipcode

Email:

Phone:

Additional comments:

é




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialisfs LLC’s Consolidated
Interira 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 fiear 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 radicactive 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,

’?(7 e, U&?M\

Signature
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Address/City/State/Zipcode

Email:
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialiéts 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
regior. 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 fiear 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, i

ﬂj{/uu I //%Odlkg/

Signature ( ‘

Prvios, Ge  770%

Address/City/State/Zipcode

Email:
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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.
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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 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, g/?%/a Vvo o 77 [ 24 (/@
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Address/City/State/Zipcode

Email:
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Speclahsts LLC’s Consohdated
Intenm 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 scenarlos

A 2014 Texas Commxssxon on Envn'onmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur ina
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste inthe
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, enginéering 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 orair or the
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to hlgh-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 polltlcal pressure gone,
the waste would likely never move agam : : A

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 im 7?_(rtant issue. I would appreciate a written response.

Sincerely, . c(/ ///)C gy | VA
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Spemahsts LLC’s Consohdated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project

2-26 2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

Waste Control Specialists’ (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level
racioactive 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
apvroved, 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,
rezi 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

1’ry rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonlo
region would be an unimaginable nightmare.

The RIS 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” radicactive 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, 1nc1ud1ng impacts to people, land and water. In-

denth research should examine radiation monitor ing and cumulative impacts of multiple

facilities Aear 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
wotid 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,

wiidlife 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 permanernt 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 hazardotis 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 %reciate a written response.
4
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

- BOF b . o017

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 fiear 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, Dygnse Ll
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

w2017

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-
leve]l” 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 fiear 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,
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWEN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

, g:.’(e//ﬁ, .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 ocecur 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 fear 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
thése 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 gn this 1mportan?ssue I would appreciate a written response.

Sincerely, /( ' / /1//7 /?,J /7/‘) ey A
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

?:lf:é 9_)’, 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 fiear 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
thése 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 O b_a,r 'Ld O V)€ T
) ; 4
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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
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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 impsortant issue. I would appreciate a written response.

Sincerely, \_> 23D _g,;](‘,\\"(i\ Cr
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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 Z Z?D._, 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 oceur 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, \\(]} u]‘“d,/ YA (N A
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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
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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

scena.irio 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, S Jcley N,
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

scenélrio 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 usmg 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 1mportant issue. I would appreciate a written response.

Sincerely, IZOS{/ q < (“’(M% a
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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
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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
01ty 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, (l\vo\ce/\. N AT (\/\EX\% LT
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001,;

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

' 2 :E;é : 07:;__, 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

on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response.

address the NRC ‘
%&Ké/ Fupees ___Dale Fylmer

Sincerely,
Dt Z %Jé/}%/)

P0. box /804, /Q/oc//fews 7)( 792/Y

Address/City/State/Zipcode 4

@/@/é ) ﬁf/ [mer @ j*maf//, CO W
N —A

Email:

Phone:

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

07 ~73 - . ,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,. Loorr e Fullmer
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

Eéb QQB_, 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, ) )

//Ds i) 246 Plac e /4//26//@&5 TX 787/¢
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Phone: 430?) éjé/ OLRY

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWEFN-12-HO8

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. 73,2017

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 usmg 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, (ﬂ ’:r)\‘ﬁ!f p <A (T
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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 mlmmal
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,

Maduels  Hendors
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

A-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 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, A’{ M CM@_&L
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

. % S 4@%£ 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 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, 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 usmg 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
thése 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 NEC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response.

Sincerely, R4 /;{/ ZA
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

. & é t: .onw

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 fiear 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
thése 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, Mariseda  CisneraS  Perez

Mansedo Cisnern s Brez.
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

&AL@A@@L@ZOW

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 antlclpated scenarios.

A 20 14 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potentlal 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 Spemahsts 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.




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 usmg 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
thése 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, ar Caurpo>—t0

Lotihn  LotrRses
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

Seb 91 . so17

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. T 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,ﬂlwg,},,(@ Coetotrc

s M. L6 35 Lpdraus T Yery

Address/City/State/Zipcode

Email:

Phone: 22 /9215/ >

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

{eb 03, 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,

QZ&7WC{ ﬂﬂ/ /ZM ﬂzj"@

;ng‘j;e MVE 5T Andrews 74 09774

Address/City/State/Zipcode

Email:

Phone: 4%2 -S524~ —7(”’75/

Additional comments:



Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

fob 25 o017

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,
L > 2 )0
707 NE 65t Andrews Tx 997)4

Address/City/State/Zipcode

Email:
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

_ n’ ‘. 232017

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 fiear 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
thése 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, ( O( ‘(‘//\( ' D\ﬁ
- Sann Out )
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Address/City/State/Zipcode
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Additional comments:
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

Fﬁgﬁ 21,2017

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, é/ym KLl >D % o5 2%
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- Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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 hegring on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at
risk can addresg/the' NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response.

Sincerely/,é/W A~ @mlfﬁzu'%—
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Additional comments:



- Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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 radloactlve waste in the
San Antonio region would be an ummaglnable 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 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 N\ $C¥§?\4D
NS =eNo 0
Jo0S £ <\

a0 N\ m@%@mh

Phone: Q\(—SQ - YL\T\- _\\Q\—Sl

Additional comments:



- Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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 Contrel 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 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, Ma voorita L&#ﬂz :
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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, L Gyt 5., C a'\j Y & [ o
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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
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Additional comments:



Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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 pubhc health and
safety, including the health and safety of my constltuents

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 shiould 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 Contrel 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 cuamulative
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 disposaI and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. Wlth political pressure gone,
the waste would hkely 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 fo]lowing 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, dj%fyé/l/ /,}: NALZa
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey
Office of Administration

. Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washmgton 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 1mport 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 ummagmable mghtmare '

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 acmdents 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, (1) o o (5,
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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.

Abové—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/\ Y\ C\\‘ (Q ‘( (&Q (/@
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Additional comments:



Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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. N '

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,' | S ; @Y\Y\Q_ E_O(mtl’ ¢ -
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey _

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LL.C’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, %/1 N\ @\ o~
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

‘RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016- -0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC’s Consohdated
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 unlmaglnable nightmare. B

The EIS shiould 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 Contrel 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 h1gh-1evel 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,
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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.

s




\

|
|

N

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
heatlth 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,

_@Mﬂ %%

Relh, Bomes

Email:
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Additional comments:




