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Cindy Bladey w;
Office of Administration

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

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

March 8, 2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

We are having overwhelming success in acquiring signatures, and would easily

- have more signatures with more time. People here are very concerned.

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

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

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

We suggest that WCS should stay “low level” and continue to be a part of our
community. We suggest that you take this and the other letters included in this
package under careful consideration before granting WCS the license to store
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high level radiation waste in Andrews County.

We understand the need to find a place to store the dry casks in a safe, permanent
secure place, but we also believe that the proposed “temporary” storage in
Andrews County will eventually turn into a permanent nightmare. We suspect

that once the casks arrive in Andrews County, the pressure to move the waste any
further would be off and they will be here “forever”.

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

Sincerely,




- Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HG8

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 EISshould consider potential impacts from accidents or radicactive waste related
terrorist actions along transport routes 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 cuamulative
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, Avore Ve Los Ries SR

 Email: ° AHuxTiza @ 6o).com

Phone: 10 ~2bE-¢{ %

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

A=A . sow

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for “low-
leve]” 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.

sincerel 2 ey ('o-ber
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

{y HQLV(‘/J l .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 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,

N2ALN DSy
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Address/City/State/Zipcode

Email:
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

Sincerelyml - £I2 75 5L Z
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Spec1ahsts 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,
rea] life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios.

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for “low-
level” radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the prox1m1ty 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 /‘é)/(oumnrf/fm )’\n ppz
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

___,2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most 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 E]‘RC op this 1mportant issue. I would appreciate a wrltten response.
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control 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 longel) should be halted in order to protect.public health and safetsy, 1nclud1ng 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,

Dannad) luey

Signature
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

. ,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,
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

. ,2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate
death.



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

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

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

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

Sincerelyy . D Jan A }0@ /&
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

POVE . ,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, J7amsmnv i, LofPET.
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

.__,2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

- The EIS should look closely into the risk of groun&Wafer contamihation 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 importapt issue. I would a prsciate a written response.
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

.—,2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most 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,
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

., 2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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




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

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

never move again.

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

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

Sincerely, /-\
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

__,2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate
death.



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

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

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

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

Sincgrely,
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

. ,2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate
death.



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

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

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

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

Sincerely,
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

. ,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,
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Address/City/State/Zipcode

Email:
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

P



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.

Smcerely,\N\O A ﬁ\GR\\(;\\ 0 k(ﬁ(v
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

Mo ern. D 2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists’ license application
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of
accidents or terrorism incidents that could 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, \ &QQ\ 20 e \OIe oty
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

E \o @_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 explaln 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, T‘% donde. F\\(’V\ oS
Bornds Delasleos
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

Feb. , 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, % ié 2 !{ : 1 M m\ /_—
| R
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

Feb. __ , 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

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

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

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




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

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

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

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

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




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

Feb. _ , 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address
these issues and answer the 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, VO Sie VA eyl <
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

Feb. __ , 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

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

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

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

| ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste

’ can lead to immediate death.

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, Necs, . Al . 2
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

Feb. _ , 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, _ ‘@(@C{Q/QO\ | \)‘N Y\d(S'
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Phone:

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

March

- 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 accomphshed 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 imp(')rt-ant issue. T would appreciate a written response.

sincerely, VIOV /I | WH
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

March

- -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 we don’t consent to becoming 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 apprec1ate a written response.

Sincerely, [ Aﬂ/f /{ /W(/L ( XW/)—\
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LL.C’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,‘ Pa (/L/ a /‘7/ erjla ch/ez“
ignature / )
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Phone:éS X — 44207

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

Feb. _ , 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, Mmu%\-ﬂ K)\‘)Z‘ES\‘%)(DDK ‘
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

Feb._ , 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

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

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

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry
cask. WCS should 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,  |307C (- Citation DX
Odessa, Ty 19
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

March

- 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.
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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 arid 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 thls important issue. I would apprec1ate a written response.

Sincerely,” 4;&/// ',
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC’s Consolidated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project
Marc
- Feb. D , 2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

" radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents.

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

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

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

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

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




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

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

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

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 thls 1mp01tant issue. I would apprec1ate a written response.

Sincerely, @ﬁgwﬁk\{ MO V&Ul Cg
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

Feb. ‘_, 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

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

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related
terrorist actions along transport routes and dt-thesite, 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, 10 /g/ | 5 pgLar v e A%ﬂﬂ red
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

Feb. 2, 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

P

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 mvolvmg radloactlve waste in the

San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. ' |

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

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monltorlng 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 dmnping
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to h1gh—1eve1 radioactive waste
can lead to immediate death.

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

risks.

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

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

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

Sincerely, () *"I)l [4 \i/ 0 r D)
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- Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

Feb. 2, 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

- San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare.

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

* The 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
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ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste
can lead to immediate death.

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, E ’\\ 7 M BA\ @Ctd”\l U~0\_
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

Feb.gji,bzow

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

Waste Control Specialists’ (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted 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,j:\ VI?A W (/\ W\ 7
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

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 Radijoactive 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, (5> yace \/\V\A,crua o ed
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Spec1ahsts 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 spént fuel, high-level
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews

County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted 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.

e

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

The EIS shiould look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site,
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denymg
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 seismie 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, , Py
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

Feb. 2, 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. o

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, 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,
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

A A3

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

7Y 2017

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 Ant011io
region would be an unimaginable nightmare.

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

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

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

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

wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate
death.



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

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

Sineexely,

LIRS
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

| rﬁ EUW 22 2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate
death.




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

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

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

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

sincerely, /U 211 e dian)
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

Teh a3 o017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

death.




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

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

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

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

Sincerely,l é,\l’Zﬂ et Mendoaz

A
tgnatu ﬂ
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

T A Z3 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. S :

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, Oy (OAKETS Do
e (© (\X‘(@fﬂ% :
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

F.b 26, 2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

A 2014 Texas Commission.on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most hkely occur in a large
c1ty rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio
region would be an unimaginable nightmare.

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for “low-
level” radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists 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 appr eciate a Wntten response.

Sincerely, 7 s.iz e [ Conme Lo

ature
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

_ #2428 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, AJ(]pum  fannzalsc
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

F&b .o?_/, 2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate
death.



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

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

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

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

Sincerely, é:/ / / cabeft h MI‘/ / .
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

March

- 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 we don’t consent to becoming 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 1ad10act1ve 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
enwronment and how could natural disasters impact add to 1mpacts'?

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at
risk can addr ess the NRC on thlS 11nportant 1ssue I would apprec1ate a written response.

Sincerely, //M.@@/ /@%@W "Z

o,

gitigens TR

Email.ﬁ

Phone: Cé/fg’// g(? - ZZ/:

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

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 addresgthe NRC on this import?ssue. I would appreciate a written response.

Sincerely,( 4/; / /{/ K C/ '
gr//{J{q Z/I\I/)Q/

(7[6'(“) 1200 ﬁﬂgjrﬂ@& Ty
Email:
Phone:

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Spec1ahsts LLC’s Consohdated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project

March

- 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 we don’t consent to becoming 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 contarnination. A single 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 importarit issue-‘. 'I would appreciate a written response.

Sincerely,

//JAﬂwxﬂ/;f

Emall" @(’\ /\Yf W\_Q C‘Mﬁ c o\ O @ O\D’\au \ Q @ V\/\

Phone: ’\VD\D ls% ON)\ Q\

Additional comments:
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

March

- Feb. &S, 2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

" radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents.

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

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

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

The 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 accomphshed 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 anid nearby sites on workers, local people and the
env1ronment and how could natural disasters impact add to 1mpacts'P

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 importarit issue. I would appreciate a written response.

Sincerely,

Email?

Phone:

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey
- Office of Administration
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555-0001;

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

March

- 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 radlatlon 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 tempe1 ature
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address
these issues and answer the followmg questions: At what point could the waste go -
critical? What interactions of these eircumstances and contact with other radioactive :
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative
1mpacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the

envu onment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 1mpacts‘p

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 impOrtarit iS‘sue' I would appreciate a written response.

Sincerely, #~ y1 ¢ ‘QCr, : ( 4 /—/cvcmm

fe

Emailf.a

Phone: /2 > o9 F G2

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

_mo\Luh___‘-i 2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

Waste Control Specialists’ (WCS) application to 1mp01't tons of spent fuel, hlgh—level

radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for .
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, mcludlng the 77 ¢
health and safety of my constituents. e

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
citv rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio
regior would be an unimaginable nightmare.

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

The Y'S should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist
actiors along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In-
denil: regearch should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multlple
facilities fiear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste.

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister
wourid be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should
have o exnlain 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 greund.
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants,
witdiife and Hvestock. 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
Tepository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely
never move again.

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

Daonie | C \sneros

N
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Address/City/State/Zipcode )

Email:

Phone: 4372 202 2522
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Additional comments:
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

- Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

RE: Docket No. 72-1650; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Contlol Spec1ahsts LLC’s Consohdated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project

v

Comacth . _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 de51gnat10n of transportation routes and the 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
regicn. would be an unimaginable nightmare.

The EIS shonld 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 RIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist
actions along transport routes and at the site, mcludmg impacts to people, land and water. In-
denth research should examine radiation monitor mg and cumulative impacts of multlple
facilities Zisar 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 renort should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister
world be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. Tt
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should
have “0 exnlain how this would be accomplished and not just say they’lIl f1gu1e it out when the
preblem arises, :

Please know that we don’t consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground.
We should not have o 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
desth.




Homecwners’ 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 6!;
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks.

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

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extreres, and
potentlal 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,

F<-5re Coan \f(lmm o
=

Signature

JILNw - 6 th st Andrews T x 777/7

Address/City/State/Zipcode

Email:

Phone: __H37 207 2%2

Additional comments:
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Spec1ahsts LLC’s Consohdated
. IIiLeL im Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project

. _maceh . 44,2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC

Waste Control Specialists’ (WCS) apphcatlon to 1mport tons of spent fuel, high-level
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, lncludmg 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 RIS should consider potentlal impacts from acc1dents or radioactive waste related terrorist
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In-
denth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple

- facilities Aiear the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. :

The veport should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister

" would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It
apuoears that no 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
prcblem 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,

ww:uv e 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 FIS should address the impacts of “interim storage” becoming dangerous permanent de
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely
never move again. ’

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

- M 0X .\ c() € XP_;U < P@ 7.
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Address/City/State/Zipcode

Email:

Phone: _H31 722.3 5 998%™

Additional comments:
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Spec1ahsts LLC’s Consolidated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project

March

- Feb. __, 2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

Waste Control Spec1a11sts (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level

" radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted 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 radlatlon 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 fol]owmg 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 occéur? What are the cumulative
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the . -
environment, and how could natuial ' 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 impOrtan’t issue: T would appreciate a written response.

Slncerely, /b/// Yoy /f?f‘ {4 =
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Additional comments: | ot
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

March

- 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 des1gnat10n of transportation routes and the array of
potential impacts of aceidents 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 11fe disasters have been known to exceed
the worst anticipated scenarios.

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

- ann

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other .radioactive :
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative
impacts of waste at this site and-nearby sites on workers, local people and the
env1ronment and how could natural disasters impact add to 1mpacts‘? '

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at
risk can address the NRC on thlS nnportant 1ssue I would apprec1ate a written response.

Slncerely, 7:)7/? S Co ‘T(‘ e ro, Q

/‘B@«C@Mt«./o

507 W E. Ave E JD/M‘& ﬂmérewsﬂa®7‘?7/9—
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Phone:

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

., 2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

Roods L0

Signature '

[O2] SE 3oel - Qm/wmq T 41

Address/City/State/Zipcode

Email: IR AR An A~ 41 @\’/Qhoo, Com

Phone: _ 433- 523- 341

Additional comments;
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

. ,2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

death.




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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

Ma/u"w A Opieds

Signature’

(02l SE 3ol -Ondeews T4 971t

Address/City/State/Zipcode

Email: MR ARANDA 41 @ \{/cuhaa.@@m

Phone: 432 543 3470

Additional comments:
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Cindy Bladey

- Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

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 L A o Corve s G

Email: _Acutdrerr—Corvirses<-

Phone:"'lzz,) Z,Og/«. qol SC{L

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control 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, J=- | 17 ry ity C oo SCD

Email;

Phone: &f '5':2,> q7s-28§ 70

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

March

- 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 we don’t consent to becoming 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 contarnination. A single 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 thls nnportant issue. I would apprec1ate a written response.

Slncerelym\ ~_

Emauﬁ\m\\b s ootren s @ (R, et
Phone: 45‘9\) &3 Q ?/Q &7

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration .

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

March

- 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 we don’t consent to becoming 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-leve] 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 1solat10n 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
1mpacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the

envn onment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 1mpacts'?

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

Sincerely,¢ \,QS SAN :‘El lZOV'Ldld

Email:a

Phone:

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

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. Wlth political pressure gone,
the waste would likely never move again.

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

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

Sincerely’ t 2 L7 < @/ ,/’
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

March

- 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 we don’t consent to becoming 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 contarnination. A single 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” becomlng 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

env11 onment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 1mpacts‘?’

Please host a hearing on the WCS appllcatlon so that those of us who would be put at
risk can address the NRCon thls 1mportant iSsue. I would apprec1ate a written response.

Smcerely,WM = 7 éé :_43
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists 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 momtormg and cumulative
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of

the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move
radioactive waste.

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



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

! 2
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Spec1ahsts LLC’s Consolidated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project

March

- 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,- 1nc1ud1ng 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 contarination. A single 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 adctjss the NRC on this lmportan@e I would apprec1ate a written response.

CLO\AQ e_,\/LO\ Q\)QQC&

Sincerely,

- s Me ¢ cup fudvews
Phone: L\%Q\\%\Q‘%QL(O

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC’s Consolidated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project
March
- 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.
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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 néver 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 apphcatlon so that those of us who would be put at
risk can address the NRC on thls 1mportant 1ssue I would appreciate a written response.

Sincerely, Sac/m Z M(/WO( ‘@/7
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

March

- 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, 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 hlgh-level radioactive waste
can lead to immediate death

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

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

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

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address
these issues and answer the 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 camulative
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 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 importarit issue. I would appreciate a written response.

Sincerely,

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

March

- Fep. _ , 2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

" radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and -
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents.

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

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

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

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

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



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

Homeowners’ insurance doesn’t cover radioactive contarination. A single 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 tempe1 ature
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 ox(thls importarnit issue. I would apprec1ate a written response.

Sincerely, | /V) ar e @\/\mm’?
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

- 2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

death.




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

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

never move again. ‘

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

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

Sincerely,

Jesus  Thayva

Signature’

Address/City/State/Zipcode

Email:

Phone:

Additional comments:

é




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration:

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

Feb. 2, 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

Waste Control Spec1ahsts (W CS) apphcatlon to import tons of spent fuel, hlgh-level

radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews

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

The Env1ronmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Spec1allsts 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‘Enviro‘nmental Quality report warns of pote‘ntial 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 liow this would be accomplished and not just say
they’ll figure it out when the problem arises.




Please know that we don’t consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to hlgh-level radioactive waste
can lead to immediate death. . 4

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

The EIS should address the impacts of “interim storage” becoming dangerous
permanent de facto 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 apphcatlon so that those of us who would be put at
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreclate a written response.

Sincerely, / / ]Zm M/a

Email:

Phone: ijz A 7Y &y/y }%WCJ‘((:UJ‘STX7Q7[7

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

Feb. 2, 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

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

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

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




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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, \)(L\(\(lu Voo \%‘\ f\C)\OS

ﬁdﬂmd
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

Feb. 2, 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of poiential sabolage
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely oceur ina
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive wuste 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 RIS should consider potontial impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related
terrovist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land
and waler. In-depth vesearch 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 weport should Include exactly how radicactive waste from a cracked and leaking
canister wonld be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the
WCS site. It appears that no 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.



eSS,

Please know that we don’t consent to becoming 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
exiremes, 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, M_Curin Mal My
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

2 22<gl [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 Matérials 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,, [Acliricina C()\ Fren N @
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

Feb. 2, 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a
large city rather than a rural area. Tertrorist 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 TIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related
terrorist actions along transport routes 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 radicactive waste from a cracked and leaking
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say
they’ll figure it out when the problem arises.



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

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

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

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS sitc could occur? What are the cumulative
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, Jocal 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, (Zechic ] YD)
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8 - o,
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washmgton DC 20555-0001;

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC—2016—0231 Waste Control Spemahsts LLC S Consolldated-_ |
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Fac111ty Project : : , L o

Feb. 2, 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC

Waste Control Spec1a11sts (Wi CS) apphcatlon to 1mport tons of spent fuel hlgh-level
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and
safety, mcludmg the health and safety of my constltuents

The Envn'onmenta] Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Spemahsts llcense
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of
potential impacts of accidéents 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 antlc1pated scenarios.

A 2014 Texas Commlssmn on Env:ronmental Quahty report warns of potentlal sabotage ‘-
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in, the :
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable mghtmare

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

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

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




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

Homeowners’ insurance doesn’t cover radioactive contaminaﬁon. A single rail ear eould
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas.
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for aceidents up
to 60 mph, but this scenario 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 pohtieal pressure gone,
the waste would likely never move agam : -

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

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

Smcerely)/T_O g Se / a t@_‘;’

Jorase  Good
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

(‘; 17/@ 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 known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios.

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

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

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

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

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

wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate
death.



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

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

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

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

Sincerely, ‘/ L%{ZL(/ O a Vi a}/lé J
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists 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 alcmg 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
t‘lat 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 warus of paiential sabotage
$ Y Fep B
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occurin a
large ctty rather than a rural area. Terrorist acHons involving radicactive 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 118 should vonsider polential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land
and waler. 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.

Thie ivport should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking
eanister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the
WCS site. Tt appears that no 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, tornadces 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 Jimportant issue. I would appreciate a written response.

Sincerely, @7@3% 0 _A o\ o
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration’

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC—2016—0231 Waste Control Spec1a11sts 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 wasté would be transported thr cugh our

region for 24 years. Even one small accident wotld 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 waris of potential subotage
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occurin a
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioaciive 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 Radicactive Materials Division recommended denying
a license for “low-level” radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the
proximity of groundwater.

The T8 shoild consider polential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related
terrorist acticns along transport routes 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 radiocactive waste from a cracked and leaking
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the
WCS site. It appears that no 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 radloactlve waste:
can lead to immediate death.

Homeowners’ insurance doesn’t cover radicactive contamination. A single rail car could
haul waste containing as much plutomum as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided hedd-on in West Texas
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up
to 60 mph, but this scenario 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 apphcatlon so that those of us who would be put at
risk can address t ;NRC on this 1mportant 1ssue I would appreciate a written response.

Sincerely,

YN

N

Email: J<C((( (/(\‘5 9\9 @@m L - Cof
Phone: L/% z; Lél? Lf &)(O S {

Additional comments:




CindyBladey =~ .- . -
Office of Adxnlmstratlon I
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8 ... -

- U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,

Washmgton, DC 20555-0001

RE: Docket No. 72-1050, NRC—2016—0231 Waste Control Speclahsts LLC 3 Consohdated

Interlm Spent Fuel Storage Faclhty Pro_]ect o
Feb. 2, 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

Waste Control Spec1ahsts (W CS) apphwtlon to 1mport tons of spent fuel, lngh—level
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews -

County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and - o

safety, mcludmg the health and safety of my consntuents

The Enwronmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Speclahsts hcense
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our

region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances

that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed :
the worst antlclpated scenarios.

A2014 Texas Commlssmn on Envn'onmental Quahty report warns of potentlal sabotage
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely o¢cur 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

mpactsofmultplefaahtmsneartheWCSsue, 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 accomplislied and not just say
they’ll figure it cut when the problemanses.



Please know that we don’t consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping :
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the ,
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to hlgh-level radioactlve 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 pohtical pressure gone,
the waste would likely never move agam '

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

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at
rlsk can address the NRC on thls 1mportant issue. I would appreclate a written Tesponse.

Smcerely, Q\(\A«\\ o (“mmx Ci
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey '

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste G@n&@l Sp@@laliﬁtﬁ LLC’s @ensehdated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project : '

Feb. 2, 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

Waste Control Specialists’ (WCS) applicaﬂon to impcrt tons mdp@n fuel, h;gh—level
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the eountry and store it in Andrews
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order t@ proteet publie health and
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents,

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Speeiahsts’ Heense
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of -
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that eouild eceur along these
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through et
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assuraneces
that accident damage would be minimal, redlﬁedisaﬁemhﬂébmmmmd .
the worst anticipated scenarios,
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San Antonio region would be an uniinaginable nightimare.

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination af the site,
especially since the entire TCEQ Radicactive Materials Division recommended
a license for “low-level” radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to

proximity of groundwater.

The EIS should consider potential impaets MWQEM@?@%
texrorist actions along routes & M@mm W@ ‘
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Please know that we don’t consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumpmg
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to hlgh-level 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 dangef’oﬂs |

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

viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. Wlth political pressure gone,
the waste would likely never move agam : : ,. '

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

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

Slncerely, J O ! d Ot l,@ / CL
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050 NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Speclahsts LLC s Consolidated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Faclllty PI'OJect .

Feb. 2, 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

Homeowners’ insurance doesn’t cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could

haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We’ve had

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

The EIS should address the impacts of “interim storage” becoming dangerous
permanent de facto dlsposal and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With polltlcal 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 1mpacts"

Please host a hearing on the WCS apphcatlon so that those of us who would be put at
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would apprec1ate awritten Tesponse.
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists 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,
Sepa. O S (
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists 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. s

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 meve
radioactive waste.

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




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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

Feb. 2, 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

P-0« Box 57Y
Email: M’\‘MR +€X0\& 297t

Phone: ZZ/ZEL’ 'V;’S_ /47/

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

Fﬁbf 724 28, 2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most hkely occur in a large
c1ty rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions mvolvmg 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, espec1ally
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a hcense for ‘low-
level” radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of -
groundwater.
The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radicactive waste related térrorist
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In-
depth research should examine radiation momtormg and cumulative impacts of multiple
facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic

- stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste.

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

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

wildlife and hvestock 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 the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response.

Sincerely,

Ag’ A Lu;m
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Phone: 730~ YR5-5454

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

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 denymg
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,_

(D1 \a O\OBQ@Q«Q/U)/

Email: C\CLD»\\OLC}OOZ%W%NYMI Lom

Phone: (\\%9\3 AL -097a

Additional comments:
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

March

- Feb. _ , 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

Waste Control Specialists’ (WCS) application to import tens of spent fuel, high-level

" radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews

County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted 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 denylng
a license for “low-level” radioactive waste at the Waste Control Spec1a11sts 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 rad;atlon monltormg 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 thls 1mportant issue. I would appr ec1ate a written response.

Sincerely, /o= / Zo 2
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

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

March

- 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 oceur 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.
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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 nhearby 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 thls important issue. I would apprecmte a written response.

Slncerely, E 6 Cﬁcf 3_50(76661 ,
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS8

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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists 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 shouild 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 Bportant issue. I would appreciate a written response.

Sincerely,

jay WG ann (&LJI/\M

Email: ljm/a.‘ LJmﬂ XCN/@ 9%(“\,@ /’OTV\/
Phone: L/éﬂ/Z 953 ~ /75 50 :

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

March

+ Fep. 2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

" radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents.

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

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

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

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

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say
they’ll figure it out when the problem arises.
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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
1mpacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the

envu onment, and how could natutal disasters impact add to 1mpacts?

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

Sincerely, /2 4/ M\
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

March

- 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 we don’t consent to becoming 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

' Jast year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up
to 60 mph, but this scenario 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 im‘pacts.?

Please host a hearlng on the WCS apphcatlon so that those of us Who would be put at
risk can address the NRC on thls nnportant issue. I would apprecxate a written response.

Smcer_ely, \/’C'(‘Of\ l“ ue f‘t "{ fS
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Additional comments:
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC’s Consolidated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project
March
- el , 2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

" radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents.

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

envu onment, and how could natutal ‘disasters impact-add to 1mpacts‘?

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

Sincerely, %/M%{L{
7 —
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

Marehn
- 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 we don’t consent to becoming 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 poht1ca1 pressure gone,
the waste would likely never move again.

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

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at
risk can address the NRC on this- 1mportant issue. I would appr e01ate a written response.

Sincerely, ( M K‘/E t O —
\/fr\o\ L \\ RJ@( (\ |
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Spec1a11sts LLC s Consolidated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project

March
- 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 radiatlon 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 hearby sites on workers, local people and the
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts?

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

Sincerely, J ose ﬁ bard A i /.4?49 Q@é /A‘aﬁé&
S/S s 2 —4”‘9‘/ %é , ‘
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

March

- Fep. __, 2017
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

" radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

* Jast year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up
to 60 mph, but this scenario 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.

e

Sincerely, C v@iﬁ 6 @/ L@QS
e

Emau? et g qﬁqé \2(8 C?W(CW/ éﬁ//y)
pnones_(132) 99V 5 7Y

Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

Mareh

- -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 denymg
a license for “low-level” radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the
proximity of groundwater.

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

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




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

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

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

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

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go -
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive .
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the
env1ronment and how could natural disasters impact-add’ to 1mpacts‘?

Please host a hearing on the WCS apphcatlon so that those of us who would be put at
risk can address the NRC on thls 1mportant issue, I waqul appr e01ate a written response.

Sincerely, l LS
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC’s Consolidated
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project
March
- Feb. 5 , 2017

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC,

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

" radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents.

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

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

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

The E}S should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, ineluding impacts to peéople, land
and water. In-depth research should examine radlatlon momtorlng 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 craneé 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 néver 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
en\rlronment and how could natural disasters impact add to 1mpacts°

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at
risk can address the NRC on thls 1mportant issue. I would appremate a written response.

Sincerely, ANOCIEIO GV
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Additional comments:
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Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

March

- Feb. 05, 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 groundwatericontamination at the site,
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying
a license for “low-level” radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the
proximity of groundwater.

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

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




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

Homeowners’ insurance doesn’t cover radioactive contarmination. A single 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 accidentsup
* to 60 mph, but this scenario 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 anid nearby sites on workers, local people and the
enwronment and how could natural disasters impact add to 1mpacts'r’

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at
risk can address the NRC on th1s 1mp0rtant issue. I would apprec1ate a written response.

Sincerely, Raguel Qetiz. C,.%zf
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Additional comments:




Cindy Bladey

Office of Administration

Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HO8

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

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

March

- 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 we don’t consent to becoming 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 contarmination. A single 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 pressu1e 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, V@ym',_ L',‘L/ 5 ('\)\( FAVAoY'ao)
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Additional comments:




