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

March 8, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

We are not convinced that WCS has an overwhelming monopoly on helping our 
community. There are plenty of other companies and businesses that employ 
people. The throwing of "crumbs" by WCS in the form of a few scholarships and 
don~tions 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 
communify. We suggest that you take this and the other letters included in this 
package under careful co~si_derat!o~ be_fore granting WCS the iicense 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, 

1/µm4 t-/9 ~ 



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

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

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

· San Antonio region would be an unimaginable 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 EIS;should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site:i 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. l would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, .1A\'hH'c S>e.. Los i ·. oS 'Yb 

Phone: lr\"'S.'2--:2.bb-c\ og-

Additional comments: 



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

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

._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities 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. Tv1rci trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

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

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact \·vith 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. 

SincerelyQ 0.t \mo Ca r-+ev-

Signature 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

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

Phone: 43a 5d-.2i d JYLj 

Additional comments: 



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

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

mDlreh .1-, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report 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. 



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

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

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

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

Sincere} , 

Signatur · 

Address/ City /State/Zipcode 

Phone: ~32) [D \- l \ (p6 

Additional comments: 



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

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

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, · 

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

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

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

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

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities 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! 07~ £27 74 Ln _%? f- Z-

Phone: ___ lj.,,_~Q~h+-----"-~~~'7~~....,,.:,?~----------

Additional comments: 



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

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

_____ ._, 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 sh~pments, 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/erancka bopez. 
v 

f)/qan dxv. haoez. . 
Signature f 

Lf J L/ NI:; A-Vt: F. 797/Lf 
Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Additional comments: 



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

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

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to 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 transportati9n 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 RC o this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerel. t a t::orUa.J . 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Phone: Lj.?J~ 
Additional comments: 



i 

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

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

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect.public health and safetzy, illcluding 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 d1-y 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. Tviro 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 beert exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

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

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

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

Sincerel , 

Signature 

t\\\ '0t iV\C\ ~t(eu~ f\vQx~ ,1 t'f.°'~ 1ci i.f IL/ 
Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Additional comments: 



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

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

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report '"'arns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 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 

1
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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. 

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

Phone: 4S2- :SZ§?,~L537 

Additional comments: 



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

;,.· 

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

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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



Homeovvners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in 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 \vould 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 ,,vho would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this im ortant issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

0 

Signa 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Phone: 0Jd- ~6/-1dfJC/; 
Additional comments: 

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

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

.d-s--'~ 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 ,.varns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

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

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

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

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



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 'vould 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 follovdng 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 [ 19 N/J Jq /l/ f: 1v/l. Lo /0 £ 2 .. 

Signature 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Additional comments: 



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

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

_____ ._, 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 contamih9.tion at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

~ r 
Sincerel , · · l. 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

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

Phone: _______________________________ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

_____ ._, 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. 

Sincere! , 

Additional comments: 



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

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

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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. 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

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

Phone: _______________________________ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to impo1t 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 transp01tation 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 transpo1ted 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. 



Ad ress/City /State/Zipcode 

Additional comments: 



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

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

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to 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 vvritten response. 

Sincerel , 

Address/City /State/Zipcode :, : 

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

Phone: _______________________________ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

_____ ._, 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 
ans,,ver the folluwing questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact vdth other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

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

Sincere:;a: 

Additional comments: 



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

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

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste '"'ould 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 
,,vaste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

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

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential 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,tJ\!JJl \ l l;i k\.\),g0) eJ~'<O:S 
~C\___~'---f~\~~£ \~(r;i'S 

'~'0=--i J\-:i ~ ' 
Address/City /StRte/Zipcode O 

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

Additional comments: 



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

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

M ().J{ c ~·~ 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. Tv,ro trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

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

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential 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, --.rC'A.L.%;.,0 \\tl~ ye»(§) 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

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

Additional comments: 



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

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

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

Sincerely, ~ ~\.Q,1Y\<.\0-- I'Jt l 0"1;;) ~ L '- 0 S 

Signature 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Phone: @13;;)) I( D ~ ) ·73 9, 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._· _, 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 co'uld occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been knovvn to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

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

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

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist aCtions along transport l'outes 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 ~ecurity, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

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



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

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, ~ ~ vf~~---·-
- 4,..a{, t'.'..1 ~ 

Email: __ J "-'-o'\~w=.___._.\-_,_.._,i ae__.-e___,l'---11-l} Q-"-"-'b"'--"'2=--"6,,__@~9~a1-=---ut21..._._,_i___.{._co __ ra-'---I· . t------

Phone: _L/-+-r-+-)2~-~2-----tb ___ -{)-----.-~~t; g ___ _ 

Additional comments: 

~rt .. ~ ,.. . ,, 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, vvildlife 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 follovving 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 fv!R. Ji~ .4 / Luz Yi;' -( 

_/Uw 

Email: /Jdril}/uti v'-1' ?=:2Ud IL @) aa le ( 0;41 

PhoneCr~ 
Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

·-~r/5E M .p._L:.\r ~?G L 
"'I . " .. ~ 

/~ /\· /() (I I I(,, lh 

Email: ·~~~u~ 72,. . -

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

Sincerely, -.S: S' s , ',.s A hrev..c k 

c"jl.-<b-

-

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 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, &ac(eJ°' . PH nd rs. 

IQ 03 ~t 

Additional comments: 



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

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

·Mc:\rch 
'Teb-. _, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

The E~S should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities 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, vvildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

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

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

risks. 

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

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

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

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 
·. f f _, 

Email~ iYtVOV. \M\VVJl @ ~()()OW·C()Wl 

Additional comments: ( 
l 



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

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

MC\rch 
'~._,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

The EJS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seism_ic 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 ,,ve don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, vdldlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

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

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

risks. 

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

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

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

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!~, CfAMf UJ1f1 
. :i r . , . 

,. 
', 

Phone: _1+--,,'7J'--"'-7___-7..,,._..J....__o Dt_.___,,.........._.g~'--=le.._._7 __ "----------

Additional comments: 



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

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

_____ ._, 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 relatecfterrorist 
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,. Pa u /CL tJ e_r)/(._6 ""'-cl e_-z_ 

Signature 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

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

Phone:~ 3 J - lf3{) J 
Additional comments: 



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

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

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, vvildlife 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 vvritten response. 

Sincer:ly,, b.~~,;b Wes -tbfDO t= 
· .. , 3 I \ ~ l:b.u' e__, fro~ 

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

Phone: L/ S~ -_385"' -03blp 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

Sincerely, 

Email: _J-'-=d--o/---'lto""----'k--'----""--'9~,L{----"-S-@~.~~'<h~OYl-\,-:d _~ G-=-a ~-·-+--_, ____ _ 

Phone: _~--f=-=--. ----=r~----,,-==-· -'-=-----' ___ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

N\c:\rch 
' -Teb. _, 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 inany. Despite assurances 
that accident qamage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

risks. 

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

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

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go · 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site mid 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 ortant issue.-I would appreciate a written response. 

f ·.; . 

Email! ______________________________ _ 

Phone: 13 )_ -64 CJ-16- J-1 
---'----------'-----------------------

Additional comments: 



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

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

·MC\rch 
'-Teb-. _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 q.amage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

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

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

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

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



Please know that ,.ve 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, Vlrildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

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

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

risks. 

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

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

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go · 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances a:nd contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at thii? 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, vt~tt·~~ MO VCU1 E) 
{ . ·~ . 

Email:~-~---· t_M_OVV\------4--1 v_0_5_1 _v@--"-q _M_tl.A_· \_. _(; D_m_· ·_· ------:---
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Additional comments: 

l 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist aetions along transport routes and atthe 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 howtotransfer 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 \Ve 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. 

Additional comments: 

!)t) /l 

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

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

Feb.?,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions mvolving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an tinimaginable 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'1 radioactive waste at the Waste·Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. · 

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

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 
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Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high~level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

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

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

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

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

Phone: __ Lf ............. 3_._._d: __ - :5 ................ J_3_~ __ Q /_b_,__~-----

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of 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. 

' C\d-1\,lo__ 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

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

Feb.~2017 
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and 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~is imp9rtant issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerel , . J 7 

I I 

Email:_
1
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Additional comments: 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the sit.e, 
especially since the er1tire 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 impact~ 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 \Ve 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 vvritten response. 

Sincerely, G r a. c. e.... LAV\. ~'<"W o eid 

Email: Jl.i pp.. IAY\dey @ ~6 o · C:...o O'\ 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop= OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

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

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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. 

Phone:_L/ __ 3 ____ ;;2_-____ '-f )_J--_~ Y ............. <2_~_/) ____ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

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 . 

. ~. k..J 

Email: ______________________________ _ 

Phone: _tf~Q=---J~----=--:i ____ ;J~3-~ 0_..._..} /___,Ql[ ____ . ___ _ 

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

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

J .i~2017 
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Email:-~ ~lD\..-----~S~\\J\~_Q_h.____~~----=' ~-+---'---~-----
{). \l; it~r ,,c;,PJfl> 

Additional comments:· 



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

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

+e bu rm rx?, 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 ~adioactive waste. 

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

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



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

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

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

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this. import7n~issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

sincerely, Metrr u, JVf ectran() 

Address/City /Statc/Zipcodc 

Email: mmDJ2:Y:SQ &gmll,;1;.Com 
Phone:Gt3'L) '5~/-~5 
Additional comments:· 



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

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

---+n0 ~-~r--.u ___ .d3, 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. 

,\1 ~ 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Additional comments: 



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

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

~__,___· ~--:0 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 transpoi·ted 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 i:µ a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

Sincerely, CCnoLG (C'Jf3\-X5'C'J:S t:x..JxClV) 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Additional comments: 



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

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

+-f~-4--' __ .i!:e_, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and ~he array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism inci.dGnt_s 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 011~_t90 Il]_any. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have' been known to exc~ed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Com~missiqn.on Envi11onmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
rq.dioactive 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 du<=: 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. 



Additional comments: 



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

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

/C: . fl 
rrt6 2f='"' , 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk cif 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. 



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

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

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

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

Sincerely, fl Jr/ Oall fu 11'? o.l?C 

Signature ~= ;.a>3 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Email: Ad f ; tt-1\ (fd Jo i' "J l/tJ. · C°"M 

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

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

_n~w ___ ;;,, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

The repmt should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked p.nd 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. 

I 



Homeovvners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in 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, ai1id 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 importa issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerel , ~/I Ztlbe · M/I I CL 

Signature .Y 

&J7d Se &1aon LUV18 
Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Email: ee-P!a k_/;;,~oJiOD. Cl'JM__, 

Phone: l13d lo L/0 °!YD 7 



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

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

MO\.rch 
, -i+el7. _, 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 }Je transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident qamage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

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

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

The. 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, V\7ildlife 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 thi!? site aiid nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment·, and how could natutal:disasters impactadd'to impacts? 

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

. ; ' . ~' . 

Sincerely, ;;~AZ-/Jitr~ ~ 
~ . . -. ~. '· . '.· . ( ( ·'·\ . 

Email~----------------------·--.··_ .. '----~··· __ _ 

Phone: _-._(~_7.'"--<';..__J_5""'-<-:.f: ......... · __ 7_-_2-=-· _C:._,,_/-=-~-------

Additional comments: 



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

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

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 atthe Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

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

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



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

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped 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 addre the RC on this important · sue. I would appreciate a written response. 

19t2D ; 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS . 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555•noo1; 

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

'MC\rch 
'--reb. _, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



.· \-"··· 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, v,rildlife 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 a:nd contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add 'to impacts.? 

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

. , . 

r.' 

Email~ oJ. ,.yr O...J".<>-LJ cL c. ~ · 
. ' ') 

Phone: Y .. ~d- :;)s<'Q-())\ C\ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

'\V\c:\rch 
I -¥eb, ~' 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

risks. 

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

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

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should addr:ess 
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 occt;1.t? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at thi~ site aiid 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 ,,Yould appreciate a written response . 

. , . 

·. .) f ..... . 

. . < .·.• 
·1· • 

Email! _________ -'---------------··_' _____ ... _· __ 

Phone: ______________________________ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

·Ma.. re~ 
I -i+et>-. _, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never"oe 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 addr:ess 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go · · 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances a:nd contact with other radioactive . 
waste and hazardous ·materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and hear by sites on workers, local people and the · -
environment, and how'could natutaldisasters 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 issl1e~ I would appreciate a written response. .. . . ~ . 

' . ~: 

·1 ~ .. · ' 

Email~-----------------------------··_-__ 

Phone:---'1{1.~·;$..~--~~-~-~?'_0=·~9~~7~9-''-"'"'01~·~2--------------~---------------

Additional comments: 



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

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

._y_, 2017 

De'ar Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report '"rarns ofpotentialsabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would'most likely occur in a large 
city rat.her than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
regio::_-:.. would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

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

The :S~S should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
acti.or.s along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
.depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities t1ear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
str2sses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The r.:;port should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
wo·1:kl be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
ap11e.2xs t'.lat no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
ha11e to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out ,,vhen the 
problem arises. 

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

ct.;' 



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

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
r~pository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move again. '. ( 
Above-ground casks "\Vould be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extrer:ies, ;3.nd 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and.earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At '"rhat point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of '~'aste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

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

Sincerely, 

J.: \ \ i'J VJ 6th st-
Address/City /State/Zipcode 

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

Phone: --Hh3.i--{2..---__,,Z""-'0=----L-2-L-Z""-'<75""-=~~------------

Additional comments·: 



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

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

.__!j_, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low­
leve1" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
grrn..1-nd,11mter. 

The SIS 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 '"later. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities 1faear 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 re=oo:rt should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
wo·dd be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
api:i·;:oc.rs t1.1at no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
haue -::o explain how this ,.vould be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

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

_ _J 



Homeovvners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Tv1ro trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

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

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

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! , 

_ _.3-.J l N c.d • 6 t-b st- A- ncl rcwJ 
Address/ City /State/Zipcode 

Email:----------------------.,------------

Phone: _ _,Y,"-"'3._.?""""--'---=Z._,,C?~Z ...... ---=z~<c---=6'--2-"""---____________ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

__._,M._..c"'"M'-''C......-h,_,__.~, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, . 

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

' health and safety of my·constituents. 

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

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

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

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
acti01:.s 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 mult1ple 
facilities 1J1ear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
wo-uJd 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. 

__J 



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

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

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

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

Sincerel , 

Signature 

G th. A oJr-e_wJ 
Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Email:----------------------,-------------

Phone: t-f 3 L 

Additional comments: 



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

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

'MC\rch 
, -Te&._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

The EJS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 

· impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. · 

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



--:::::-·d>. 

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

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive coritari:lination. 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 syste1n. ··with political pressure gone; 
the waste would likely never move again. 

-
Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes .. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go · 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances a:nd contact with other radioactive . 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative · 
impacts of waste at thi~ site a1id nearby sites on workers, local people and th~ 
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 iss11e:; I would appredatea written response . 

. , ·., -; . 

Sincerely, -~ durJ:_./,· c4 4) ;?ii7 £4.s-

·' , '" 
. 4()P~ &~.r-Af/e~;.;-j</ &;4Jr/R4Jits' rffl.r./721%,L/ 

Email~--------·· ____________________ ... _·....,..--

Phone: ______________________________ _ 

Additional comments: 
.. ~·· 



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

,-::;:-,.-__ 

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

'MC\rch . 
, --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 o.ne too many. Despite assurances 
that accident qamage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

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

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

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

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



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, v.1ildlife 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 bur 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 addr:ess 
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 occut? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at thi~ site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how'could natutal: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~ T would appreciate a written response. 

·.r ., ' ; . ~ 

Sincerely, 1?x sq..... c 0 Y\ \re C(>,, S'. 

Additional comments: 



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

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

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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. ~-vo trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has b.een conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

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

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

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

Sincerel , 

Additional comments:· 



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

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

_____ ._, 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 transpmted through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios . 

. 
A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report 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 I.I.ear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move ~adioactive waste. 

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

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



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

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

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

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

Sincerel , 

Signature· -

Address/City /Statc/Zipcodc 

Phone: 4-3d- 5~o- ~ 4 70 

Additional comments:· 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been 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, vvildlife 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, fr LL c1. :f<VI C-@vCVCt. $ (() 

Email: A U:dPv1 C;p•v"'V Bc:6 0 

Phone: '-f 3 7.~ ) 1-..rO ~ - Cf °l 5 Lf .. 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 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, engi11eering 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 follm.ving questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact vvith other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

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

Sincerely, r:=--· / i7 oAv!A '· L..Q.yvya S CO ·· ·· · 

' .. 

l ,•' 

Email: ___,__. --'-"-'-...,........:..--'--''----''------'--"---~-------+--'-~'-'--~--~-~-----------

Additional comments: 



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

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

·Mo..rch 
( -Felt._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

risks. 

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

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

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

Additional comments: 



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

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

·Ma..rch 
'Teb-. _, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

risks. 

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

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

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go · 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive . 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site c0uld 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 ito 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~ T would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely,>·J~'S u.s £1.,1·-zon_Jd ., · .. _.. 

l'.l 

Email~-----------'------------------'_._·.....,--

Phone: -------------------------------

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, 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 atthe Waste Control Specialists site due to the 

. proximity of groundwater. 

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

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



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

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped 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 he NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

7 ; . 

tdo ~E ~Yo:! /3ax 17 5 

Additional comments: 



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

·-:::::-.. ·o::;11·· 

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

·MC\rch 
I -i+eb, _, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



'--o>. 

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, '1'1rildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

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

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

risks. 

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

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

. 
Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should addr:ess 
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 thi1? site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how.could natutal"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 thi~ important issue~ 1 would appreciate a written response . 

.• . , ·1 

f ·.·. 

l~ ; 

,.·. 

Email~----------'---------------------···_· __ 

Phone: _l..\ ........ ' --=?;)~-____.....d.._S:_B............_---'0;;..._)~l,__q_ ... _ .. ··------------

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, inchiiling 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? 

Additional comments: 



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

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

·M~rclr\ 
I -¥eb. _, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most lik~ly 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 o+ radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site,-tncluding 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-woµld move 
radioactive waste. 

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



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, V\1ildlife 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 thi~ site a1i.d nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and howcould natutal:disasters impact add'to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can ad r s the NRC on thi~importart~sue:_ ,I would apprecia~e a _written response. 

Sincerel , q_ \ e_ VL · 0 Q .Q_: J · · · . 
.. , 

Email! 

. . J- r ., . 

r.1 

Phone: _L\_,__3~a__-_3 ............... l 2.""-"'---~..:::::.....!2::;._;::___~.__0=--------

Additional comments: 



I 
I 

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

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

·MO\.rch 
' Teh-. _, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

risks. · 

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

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

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

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, :Saqm i_: tjw(1c· ' . ;/,~ 
S 1§' 5 lJ ? nd SJ· . . . . . , 

Email! ___ S_~_fu_· _vYl_·.-u__,S=-o-~-i9--+-'-t?1___,___;.0.;._~ i_Cc_a_m_· _______ _ 

Phone: __ {...__L-J_3_z_;._)_3_0_7_-8_1_Cf_J_. _____ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

'MG\ rel, 
, -Teb. _, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundV\rater contamination at the site, · 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level''. radt.Oactive waste atthe 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 ro~tes and at the si~e, 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, Vlrildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

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

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

risks. 

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

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

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

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 iss11e. I would appreciate a written response. 

·i: • .. ~ 1 • · ... 

Sincer~ · · · · .. · · 
l f ·... . 

·1· •. ·. 

Email! o/ali/a, h.t;s-lamad.e @}.~ Mfi./ 
..... 

Phone: --""'6..._6 ___ el.......__.-~--=-=t;"""'"J__.-~""""-=S:;...-S:OC-.....-'3"--------------

Additional comments: 

·> .. 



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

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

, -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 q.amage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

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

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

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

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



' --o:o. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, V\7ildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

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

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

risks. 

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

·viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation syste1n. ·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 radi6active . 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at thi~ site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural· disasters impact add 'to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC otthis, important issi1e} would app~ecia~e a written response. 

Sincerely, Vl!) QV c CL CX · .. CAocu I ({V_ · · . · · -'· . · · · ·. .· 

\(\/\~ 
1•.* 

•,.·., I 

Phone: 1~:1 ~SS-~ - &9 SO 

Additional comments: 

- ---- --- -- ---------------------------'----' 



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

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

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

Sincere! , 

Signature·· 
Ibo.-r-Ya 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Email: _______________________________ _ 

Phone: _______________________________ _ 

Additional comments:· 



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

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

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, 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 wa5te 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, teal 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 ra~er than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unim~able nightmare. · 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater cohtainination 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 ~ecurity, 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 occilr? 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. l would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerel;r. . a .. ka-noA? . . . .. . 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small ac(fident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minjmal, 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 action8 ·involving.radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. ! 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of ground~ate; ~onfumination ~t .tlle site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ .Radioactive Materials Divisiqn le~~mmended d~nying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due 

1

to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from ac~icl.ents or radioact;iye waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impact:S t9 people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security; engineetj.ng 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 con.Sent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. , 

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

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

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

Email: jetJ~-y6-._\;\_\ Y\..i'\j M l q ~I ()ca hoJ If c 0 r-i 

Phone: Cf~?~ d23 --5-3 i J 

Additional comments: 



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

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

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:t deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that acdde.nt damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns ofpui.onthrT salxr!:agc 
of radioactive waste shipments, sayingtbat such an incident would most Ukely occuY 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 t1hcnikl <:onsfrfor potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along ttansport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. Iu~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 n-;porl: shou1d include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister wo1)1d be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS dte. 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 Wfive 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 ;:md 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. 

Additional comments: 



L 

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

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

1 /2Cu { lJ__, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In­
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities 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 '"'ho would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Email: Oc4aewu.- fa, &c; n'"2""' 32"f2{!(]fj!"1i oc;. <'Otia 

Phone:~ ~ 2- 2(.p (p- '20 9, \n 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

A2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potcntic;l salJotagp 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely (>ccm· in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive Wdste 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. 

T1nc EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
telT<)eist :ac:f:ions 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 
V'ICS 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 coufd occur? What arc the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on wo:rlters; 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, Gub ,..-,(</ 

ZI ~f, 

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

Phone: L/32-43 "IJ-~55G 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb. 2, 2017 . 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Coµtrol Speeialists' (WCS) appli~tion to importtbns 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. 

' ' , T. r 

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 asslirances 
that accident damage would be 111inimal, .real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Envito~ental Quality report~ 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 Antomo region worild be an uniriiagfuable 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 CQntrol Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider pot~ntial impacts fr9q:i 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 examin~ radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security; eµgineering 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 trlµlSfer 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 mdioactlw 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 Texu­
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for aool&mts 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 scientlflcally 
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 c<>nta.ct 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,:fo mqSv Ga.·vc L~· 

-/1-J '; Email: - I 0 '5[_ Goo ( fdnJl)Jcv· 

Phone: lj f> '2 - (~g-'- S":Z~6 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste ,,vould 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. 



---- -·-1 

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

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

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

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

Sincerel ' c,,v Ls -I Cavr an;?:.q 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Email: kk1sf0 ~ Ls @ kL~I -- (!am 

Phone: &/6 'l) 2le Le /] /] 
. 7 

Additional comments: 

I 

I 



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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-o231 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 Qualfty report vvar:m; of f;Otc~11t:faI sa1)0'[age 
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 iow-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

Tho EIS should i.>onslder poki'llial impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist .B.etions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
an<l 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 i\:fa)it $hould include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and notjust say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, 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 arc 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. 

$incerel~, 01~4 o /' 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents 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 wot'.ild be one too many. Despite assurances 
that acckle'nt damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Qutt1Hy re.port warns of potcntin1 r'al1ol:agc 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such P'& incident \'VOuld most likely OCCl.l 1' 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 TITS ?:hou1d i::on~::idei: potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions 81ong transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and ;vatcr. In-depth rese..wch 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 i.·epoct ~:hou1d include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister wou1d be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
1/ITCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and notjust say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



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

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

Homeowners' insur_ance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containiiig 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 bas 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 o(!cur? 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? 

Eman: ____ k....._o..r_l .......... 0--+tj ____ ~ ____ <?_@_g--H-JWW-=-=---:· l_. c_D_!)Y) ____ _ 

Phone:_L/-t----"·3~;;l __ ~bLI~' f_c/_{~00~1 

s_· ( ____ _ 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 

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

;' .· 

~ . ' 

RE: Docket No~ 72~1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Con8olidated 
Interim Spent Jffiel 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 co1intry and store itin 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 lIDpact Stateme~t (EIS) for.Waste Co~trol Speci~~ licens~. 
application should biclude 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 ~ported 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 wamsof poten~ sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, sayirigthatsuch an incidentwouldmost likely occur bi a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the . 
San Antonio region W<>iild be an.'frnimagin3ble'nightinare. . .... . . . . . . . - . . 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site; 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license fur "low-level" radioactive waste,at-the Waste ControlSpecialists site doe 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~· including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities neartheWCS ~ site S$!0Iily, 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 ht>wthis would be acoompHshed and.not just say 
they11 figure it.out when the problem arises.. 



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

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much,plutonium a8 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 radioact:We 
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 s0 that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. lwould appreciate a :written response. 

Sincerely, · C:., > £>~ \ Sb. G \»f' r\ C\ 

\L\ 1-o ~E iaoo 1 

Phone: ~ 5 Co 9-- o 5 :5 'b 97) 

Additional comments: 



Cindy B1adey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear RegulatoryConuuissi~ 
Washington, DC 20~-0001; 

,, 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC~ao16-oas1 Wiit@ Control SpMiilli§t§ LLa§ etm§olioomtl 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project . 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to Import toM of Sjttmt fll@lJ hiP:=l@v@l 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around th@ 00\lllUf mid 8tof@ it iD Aildf@W§ 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be Mlmd In ord@r to protoot imblw lwllth ilOO 
safety, including the health and safety of my OODltitumlt§, 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Wum Control §pooiBJj§t§' ~ 
application should include a designation of tr~ foot@§ Md tll@lff!lf@f · 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incldeDtl tJlftt oould oowr ~di@§@ 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadlywllte wouJd be~ tllfoo• OOf 
region for 24 years. Even one small aoo1&mt would be mlO too mmlf~ D~ M§ttfilOO@§ 
that accident damage would be minimal, real lite~ hav@l*n lm@WD t@ ~ 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A2014 Texas Commission on Envil'ODJDOOtBIQualty~Wlm§@f ~~· 
of radioaetivewasteslJipJneJD, ayingdl8tMldlm~wmddm@§tlldy ~ms 
hugeeityrathertbaoarmalare& Terromt~~~@~fil~ · . 
SanAntonioregion wouldbemtunhnlP'~~8H~ 

'l'helDSshouldJookebelyiotothe mkof~~-iMs#s; 
espeda~&ioeetheenlireTCF.Q~e~~~~ 
atiamefor~~wM:eatheW~~~·-f§~ 
pmaianilyof.gmiUJ&lwal« .. 

"lhel!ISshonldmmiderpotaliat~~~«·~~~ 
b:imiid:adiomDmg~~~-*~~~t§~,,~ 
andGJ!d..~~~~~~-~s 
i1n.(Ud.t:mam~~~dieW~. •,,stte~~~M 
1lhe--.:p111.-.~~--~d·~~~~ . 
~~ 

'lllhenitpm1t:Sbmnitlliindblie~IW~~~ai~-~ 
<eutia1ker~lhle~•ilt~~~~I\\§)~~M~datt• 
"ES:like.1fttagtem!1'111hitt:11\0lft\e~-hw"tb>~~hw.--~'LW~ 
<Clldk. \\ESi4mnftaiinmetbl~hw~~l\\e~aml-)H:~ 
111htJ1Bllipmeiit~ttlhe~~-



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

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car oould · 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had . 
serious train aceidents 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 dangeroiis 
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. 

Sin~ '.f fO 4 0\'tt> lra/C-0. . . 

~~~tA/) 
Email=------------.-------------------

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb. 2, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our . 
region for 24 years. Even one small 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. Jn.,.depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and 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 wa8te 
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 ms should address t:ltese 
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 potentiaI 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 comd 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, Y 0 /q/1. Jq !-CJ /J e. Z 

. /' 

Email:'-. --------~--------~------------~--""""----

Phone:_____ ---'~_.....3_.,,,._>;2~~-·-----~-~-----_5~3_7J_. __ _ 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulci.tory 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 vvith other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

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

Sincerel , 

s ,,.._, Da"" 

3 - 3 -- 17 

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

Phone: ______________________________ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, 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 healt4 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 atthe Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

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

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 

p 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. 

Sincere!:, . . 

Email: __ /;......__~~0)1--'--+-"2=-r_tJ __ d___,<@""""'--L}~m~a---'-'-; ""'-/_, C_E>_~---------

Phone: --l/-1--2=~'----l/._,_.ef-..._' """""s_--=o~· d---."-'-1_.1.___ __________ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRG-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, 

P~tJ · fEox. c:s~y 

Email: ___ __.l\n&~'----"'",__l\-_-R.~W'~~----+ __ -e_·y.____a...__~.-......__/_q-=-. _7_L_C-+-f---

Phone: __ ,2/--'---Z~~-?':-~_S-=_/_6_9'_/ _______ _ 

Additional comments: 

I 

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

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

r-ebruc,,g )~, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors aroufid 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 illvolving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

.·.~~ 

The EIS showd16ok closely into the.risk ofgroluidwater coritammation 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 pofontiru 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 seism,ic 

. 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. 



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

#/ . 

Phone: ltJ;J,-4;<.5--56.Sq 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

The EIS shotild l~okcloseiy ir{to th~ ~isk of gr~undwater contamination at the site~ 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "IOw~fovel" 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, 

Email: c\cU,\o__qonz_Rb(?~I .Com 

Phone: (\\n~) ~Lo le -0 Of 7 d, 

Additional comments: 



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

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

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

·MC\rch 
, -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 Radioactiye Materials Divi_sion recommended denying 
a license for "fow~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 re~earch 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 '"re 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 syste1n. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at thi$ site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natui•al 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 th~ NRC on this 1mportant issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, / J;;,,_,,, .£.>,,, -u. .. 
~ .· 

Additional comments: 



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

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

·M«:\rch 
(-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 unimag~nable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the ~isk of groundV\;ater c~ntamination 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, vdldlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

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

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

risks. 

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

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

-
Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go · 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive . 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at thi$ 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 thiis important issue~ T would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, ~· ei ct'c{' ~C{e'C<1 . 

' ' . ~ ' 

Email~-----------------------------..,---

Additional comments: 



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

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

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-lever 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 atthe 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 ortant issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerel , 

Eman: __ 1j,...,.._· 01~aJ~cJ n~n~a q ............. Jl __ ~--t+<~m---w 1~1. __ e fJ7110 ____ _ 

Phone: _ _...&...;L/?J=-Jl.L.a~9=-=38_-....:..=15-=-5D_. ______ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

, -::::=~ . ..,. . 

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

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

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

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

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

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



. --- ...... 

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

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

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

risks. 

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

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

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

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. .. . ' ~ '-!. 

• .• 1 

Email~ _________ ..;._ ____________ ·_.·_-_'-------

Phone: ~er+-· w_·:........;;;Slr-·---"9_2-=-s--~_-__;;;..?---=-~-{;;;_0 ______ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

·MC\rch 
·~._,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 WC:::S site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

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



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

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive coritainination. 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 b'e disposed of in a scientifically 

· viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation syste1'n. ·with political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

.. 

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

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 1mportali.t issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Wctoe: f6-e n j t~ _, 
-.. · 

Sincerely, 
. . ~ ' . " . . ~.- \ , ,\ ~ 

. 1.' 

,·' 

Email~---------..:.-.------------·--·-_· _· ------:---

Phone: _9--=· ~:;......:J? ____ Q.______,4'--lt."---_2._~_'-{""-:lp~--------

Additional comments: 

.. 
' 



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

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

·M"-rcn 
, -Te&._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommeµded 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. 



• ---GO"• 

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 coritamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 

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

risks. 

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

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

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances a:nd contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at thi~ 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 thi$ important issue: I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerell, fou~ ·~~ ., . 
·' ~ 

. , ( '·\ ' 

1'-i 

Email~--f-~---r~· ,,...,u ....... il ....... ·· ......... Vl_,_> ~· 1{=-==c;=---->042==--· -=Gz:c.......o:.....~~~'--1.-;_. _. C&=-:..-YP1-· -·_··~ · ___ ··_· ..,.---

Phane: -----1o:~~· ~Z/----'. 6=-·.X~/'--·~~-:J_?2-,,__· __,_7 ______ _ 

Additional comments: 

·-: ... 



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

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

·MC\ rel, 
' -¥eb. _, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident 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 groundv,rater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The 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 notjust say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, vd.ldlife 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 occut? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at thi~ site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how'could natutal;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:. T would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, ( -~ ~·~~-,~a ., · ... 

. \ te NA, \ , · \ , · g., R \,Jo, · c\ 
. 1.' 

. r f" ,, . 

.. · 

Email~----------'----------------'-·-···_· ' _________ .. ·---..,..--

Phone: _l\___,~~~-··_-_OG---'-"""--_L_\ _-_l_Ll_q_~-----

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

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

·Mc:\ re~ 
, --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 E~S should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, el,1gineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

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



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

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

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

risks. 

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

· viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move 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 thil? site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how.could natutaldisasters 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, _jese=: Cit~·?: <&"'9 ~--~~~ 
Z/ . . . l ( ., 

,·' 

Email~ ' lob I cA RO ~ e"/llA IL 

Phone: -~£,_,=-_.$>.._.;;2..::.....;:__~_.....,£oc:..:;;..t!J_._9'_--_ _,_9'__._~_·_-_,_9 ...... ~-------------

Additional comments: 



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

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

·MC\ re~ 
' -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 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 've 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, Vlrildlife 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 occut? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natutal"disasters impact add to impacts? 

,·. 

Email~--+G-+-. ~-=~~6t/.,.__4_J__._\ z_· . <!~(f+-'-rrfi-'='a'--/-f,--t---=to'--. _111/J ______ _ 

Phone: __.,,_{j-'--f 3__,,,_~)--..>....<g__.__9 f"---· · _6 _1 f;_/_' ____ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

·MC\rc\.i 
I --Feb, -l 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 vmuld 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 E~S should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

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



·~--C"'• 

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, vd.ldlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't covet 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 occut? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site arid ]1earby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how.could natufal: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: 1 w ul appreciate a written response. 

.• , 

l I 

Phone: l(~ i - f '1'·{ .. l D \ 1.. 

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

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

MO\.rch 
'Te&. ,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 Q.amage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

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

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, in¢ludi;rrg ii:p,pacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examli1e radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, ~ngineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of t)ie Gran~ thl:lfwould m~ye 
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, V11ildlife 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 addr:ess 
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 occut? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at thi!;) site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural :disasters impact add to impacts? 

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

.• . ' -1. 

Sincerely, AQQ~,\£.-\o b\\\)Q 

I'.; 

-~. . ... 

. ,· .. ,' 

Phone: Q.)5"' 9¥b -50 b 5 

Additional comments: 



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

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

·Ma..rch 
, -i+eb. 0"5' 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



. -::::;_·,.... . 

Please know that ,,ve 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, Vlildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

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

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

risks. 

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

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

-
Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go · 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at thi~ site mid nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
emironment, and how could nalutaldisasters 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, Ra9l1x:\ o~:t t?' G±z 
' ~ f i 

Email! ______________________ ·_--._--_-· _____ ... _· __ 

Phone: .l\3Z , 71 ~ QC) 63 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Ma..rclr\ 
·~._,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialist_s 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 notjust say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



·--.s-· 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, V\1ildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

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

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

risks. 

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

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

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

·r , . • ~ 

Sincerely, JA>n<t~ f /'f r:J .··. Lx (Sf Cfm, 
f . -~ . 

,· 

;pa~ CJ $' . ti--

Emailt ________ ___; __________________ .. _ .. __ 

Phone: :?Jc:; - ?Cf 6 I ?2-- r 

Additional comments: 


