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1;j1f p1? 
fl)~/(_ '79'3~ / 

~-· 

/( 

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

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

March 8, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

We suggest that WCS should stay "low level" and continue to be a part of our 
community. We suggest that you take this and the other letters included in this 
package under careful consideration before granting WCS the 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 sU8pect 
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". 

I 

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

Sincerely, 

11/hY!J{ ~ ft7 ~-



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

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

(Tebo._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

risks. 

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

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

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

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

. ,. . ·1 

Sincerely, 

' .. - . 

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

Phone: ___.if-r---+-l-=Z-~_IJ-+---,<--'7:?=----<--/-+-lj--=-2--1[/'----________ _ 

Additional comments: hekst~us·•·. 



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

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

·Ma.rch 
, --Fet>-. _, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions. involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. , -- , . . ,, 
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The EIS should look cfosely into the risk.of-~oundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license. fm~ "low-level" radioactive· waste at t}J.e 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 adeqµa,cy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy:Ofthecrarle that wortkfmove: 
radioactive waste. 

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



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

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

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

risks. 

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

·viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation syste1n. ·with political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

.. 

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

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

. "'\ 
Sincerel , ~ '0 c__ / f:\. 

Email! _________ ..;._ ____________ ·_ .. ·._,·_' ______ _ 

Phone:(Lf?zZ,). 2Z3-Zv3 J 
... -· 

Additional comments: 



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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

risks. 

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

·viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation syste1n. ·With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. · 

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

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

•,r • • , • ~ 

Sincerely, 
l t '·\ ' 

lo.rs:· . sw 
•·. ~ 

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

--:::: .. ·-· 

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

Mo..rch 
, -Teb-. _, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

risks. 

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

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

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

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

Sincereld41 C ~ • . · 

Email~__,0_~~~,___._bzit.::..._c_· .. 1--1"'-k-'---· -=-©J__,_y~__;:;_· ~-'--UV_· --==~~-·~ -____ _ 

Phone:_""""""'"d--'-'.3J~~-.,..-=-o-~_9-____________ _ 



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

·--~· 

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

·(V\c:\rch 
I -i+eb-. _, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive 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 agequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

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



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

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

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

risks. 

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

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

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

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

. ; . . ~ 

1 r .... , 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-i2-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatmy Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555...;0001; 

·~--C"· 

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

Ma..rch 
'-¥e&.5_, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive 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 vfe don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, vd.ldlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

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

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

risks. 

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

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

-
Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go · 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive. 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could na1:uta1Bisasters impact add'to impacts? 

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

. , . 

Sincerely, 

Email~----------'--------------·-··_.· _______ _ 

Phone:(V 2 ) .· 2.3 <:J 
-~. > 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, J: y Yy\0\ fJ\ iretl'\&'1 

MirO'nh 

';!? Sa 3 

Additional comments: 

I 
I I 

I 



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

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

N\"-rclr) 
'~._,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive 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 w~ste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and notjust say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



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

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

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

risks. 

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

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

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

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

sincerely, "nJv1re 111'~1JA - .. , · · 
·;···· . . \' f ·., . 

l'.t 

s.vv: 

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

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

Additional comments: 



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

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

, -i+eb-. _, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials .Division recommenP.ed denying 
a license for "low-level" radioaetiye '\faste af·th~ Waste[Control Specialists s'ite due to the 
proximity of groundwater. · · · 

The EJS should consider potential impacts from accidents or r8;dio~p~ive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, -inchiding impacts to'people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of · 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the ~rane, thatwould.'move 
radioactive waste. · 

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



•'-:::;--c;P· 

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

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

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

risks. 

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, ~l f,t,171tij;{~ ·. ·• ·· . ··· . . · . 

Emant fJ,as da/JtaJiJgm@ . cQtY\ 

Phone:$ ~~Cf} ·J.f/()O/ 

Additional comments: 

... . 
... 

. -~ -



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

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

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, k21/~' 07( ~ <Y. 

Additional comments: 



. I 

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

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

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

· ;:health and safety of my constituents. 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

Sincere} , 

·79z/Ll 

Phone: <Jn 3 - :73' ?o - 87/B 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12;.HQS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
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) applicationto import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors aroun~ the country and store it in Andre\.vs 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

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

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely 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 eontaDlination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive 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 wolild be handled, as it appears there wolild be no wet pool ot hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and Iiot just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



- -- - -----

1 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
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 Te:x:as 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

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

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

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

Email: !Y/tt(()rf!/llJJ&DOZf@_~ c~ c/J/l.' 
. . ' ' ' ' ' . . 

Phone: 1Jgd-c:PeJJ<-7Ljl/() 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey · 
Office of Administration , , · · : · · '1• : 

Mail Stop: OWFN-12'-HOS ~ ; 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, "'. . d • 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; .· . . . . . . ... ~ ~ • . 1!. 
RE: J?ocket No. 72-10,50; NR~~16-02:J1 Waste Control Specialists ~s CollSDlidAted ,,, 
Inten1?" Spent Fuel Storage Facility ProJect · · · fJ 
Feb.2,2017 '/ 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control SpecialiSts' (WCS) application to import.ton$ 0f spent fuel,. high-I~/· 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors aroUhd the corintry.and store it in Anqf '' 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public heaj,'' and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. ti' 

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

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns.of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such 8Jl incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist acti()ns involving ra.dioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive 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 
radioactiv~ waste. · 

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



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

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

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

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

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

Email: amrndr, ·Cf-~Z. OD (i) yahoo . (IQ/7] 

Phone: ;/3). -- z~Lj -(f / 7i 
Additional comments: 

:;; .. , 



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

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

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high,-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to pr9tect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential llripacts of accidents or terrorism incidents th~t could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances · 
that accident damage wouldbe minimal, real life disasters have been kn.own. to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The· EIS should addre5s · 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste·go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the·cuniuiative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby site8 on workers,. local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a 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. 

·,, 

7171 , , 

Email: _ _..,,..-------------~--------~--------- ... , 

Phone: _·-"'--<~-3~_:-._~__,;;;__V~8 ~-7--'-'-: ?< ____ ~ __ 7 ____ ___.:.__ 
Additional comments:· 



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

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

·M"'rch 
I --Fe&, _, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



. ·-~·· =· 

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

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

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

risks. 

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, Cbm1·an BT z:_.Qyt d a' 
-

~ofQ). 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Email: ______________________________ _ 

Phone: ______________________________ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

'M"-rch 
, -i+eb. _, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

risks. 

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

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

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

Please host a 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 . 

. , . 

~ . . ' ~ 

~~z@l2~~~ 

Phone: 4 .3 (.)~ 13 rlf ... SS 6 Jo 

Additional comments: 



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

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

'Mc:\rci--\ 
I Teb-. _, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

risks. 

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

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

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

Please host a 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, :rose.. I vi y 

••• > •• -

Email~-------------------------------

Phone: cf3i:.-tf/d,. ~z-·L' a 

Additional comments: 



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

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

MG\rch 
, -¥eb. _, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

risks. 

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, 

·' < 

"I'. ·'! . 

.. ". ~ ... · 

. cb.m~o S 

t '•\ . 

Phone:_.~f ......... 3_2_-~2~2-~_-_{)_b_Z_q___.__ ______ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

·MC\.rch 
, --Feb. _, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bl_adey and NRC, 

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommepded 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 rad:i.ation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

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



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

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

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

risks. 

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

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

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

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue~ 1 would appreciate a written response . 

. ' ., . '·" . 

Sincerely, ·oe.~aol 1d u'f2::c?ndaa -f'/o/f-t S ·. ·· 

155/ .Sf sc?1 f b 

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

Phone: ____,ff--'. """'-52_-_?-"'2_3_-_8-=---;;65~f_. -----------

Additional comments: 



l 

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

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

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential v,ri.ldfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the folloV1ri.ng questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact v,ri.th other radioactive '"raste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of "Yaste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

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

Sincerel , 

Address/City /Statc/Zipcodc 

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

Phone: 
-----------~--~--~-~~--~--------

Additional comments:· 



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

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

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

Sincerely, LryYJci. A filtle.YJ de,g 

Signature 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Phone: ____ 9~aJ~-__ 6 __ ?/?!~6~9-~~0~---------
Additional comments: 

i 

I I 



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

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

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

-"· 

· . The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
- ~t~·especially-since the entire TCEQ Radioactive 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 seeurity, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

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



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
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 addres$ 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radi9active 
waste and hazardoU:S materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disaster8 impact add to impacts? · 

Please host a 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, · ~- · · . AV.6""- · dfei,lll ecPe · 

.... 
' <),.<'!:" 

Phone: __ ._l(_)_L__,,J ____ ) D_...3_Z_/'f...__ _____________ ,.---_ 

Additioq.al comments: . · · 



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

-· 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Speci~ists 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 ma 
large city rather than a rural area ... Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unlinaginable nightmare. · - · · 

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

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

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



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
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. Tqe EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials atthe WCS site could occur? What are the·cumulative 
i.J;npacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers; local people and the .. 
environment, and how could natural disaster$ impact add to impacts? 

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

• , ... i'~ 

Sincerely, 

Email: 

Phone: 

Additional comments: , 



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

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

Feb. 2, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive 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, 

Email: .2£?5 u .? ti/ , I t2 I fl~ b re, dud reLVS Tc::& )9Zfslf 

Phone: 5-- 7 G .- ;26·3_. 6 L/t:?O · · 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

Please host a 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, 

Bc:Ae2a 

Email=------------------,--...,.------..,..---------

Phone: _---1?/.__~---~=-.. -· -:;._~_,_9_.__'f_. ___..I 5.__--""'-~-=-6--,-___ _..,...__ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the ·risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive 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 howthis would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air orthe 
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 cohld the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact With other radioactive . 
waste and hazardous materials at.the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment; and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

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

Sincerely, G/on' CA:. Uori'o 6onz_ctf~· .. 

53ao JG rJJOO 

19 71 y 

Additional comments: 

•.. ! 
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! 



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

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

Feb. 2, 2017 . 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive 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 cra~ked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explajn how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



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

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

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

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of tempeJ,"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 cuinulative · 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites· on workers; local .people,aild the· 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a 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. 

Sinrerely,. ~{))~J yxl . 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

.I 



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

Email: --N-, =-=t'l·~/M.c~c~&~-~---=-J--'-__ l---IZ_.,,_~_· _______ _ 

Phone: _tf~-3~!)-_~_9~7~8'~-~f?c_d-_9~7 ____________ _ 

Additional comments: 

j 



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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

Please host a 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, /Vl I L4 r A Ltt'-Ji1/Jo'..r 

Email: __ fh_;/_a.._~_!@"""'a_.I:_l--=<-'-'cji_o_l.e._· -v_tN_' _l(_._l?_c_' _r ______________ _ 

Phone: __ t_3l_-_0._;s__,s_'_-_'/_P_u_7 
_· _______________ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Email: __ m_~_d~,. _n_a~~a_P_. ~/~_e~n~· ______..,_@----=-'"". ~V----ct_A~o_cJ_. ~(l~r~D---v>~ ........ --

Phone: -4/3 c:::::J- ~3 Lj'- .3 /c;:;;J 9 

Additional comments: 



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

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

(--Feb-._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



"-:::.::--·CP • 

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

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

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

risks. 

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, AA i1.- °'-- , .sea~ 
.. )' 

··~ 

~'\ 
Email! 0 >/\ l~ ~ L \:-~ ~ <21 ,/\f\(i( I \ ' (' 'CfiU., 

Phone: '-\ ~ ~- L-\.l 3 ..___~ ,2' ( (CJ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Sincere!~&,~~ 

Email~ //7/le,,_,L 
Phone: 'i id ' b '-~ / / Y;;) j(:? 

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

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

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, e,crs, ~ 

Email: _ _,_£)+--'-fa----'or_~ _ ____;;_/_0__,€}----+-f/_?:-----'k=--oo_· --=c=-o_~"'°'------------

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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-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 follmving questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

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

Sincerely, 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Email: 1 Pavrc... SJ @ cJu-fLco)c._ ~ Co41.A. 

Phone: (!52) '5?3- 3856 

Additional comments: 



fl ' \ 

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

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

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



r"""'""'.""---------------------------

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

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

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

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

Please host a 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 fl /-} /_, /) L.f O/{__ 

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

Phone: 
~-----------------------------

Additional comments: 

, ~-- <C"'. 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, v1rildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

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

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

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

Please host a 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, szbrxnanJ__ ~ 

Additional comments: 

l 



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

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

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

·M"-rc:.h 
'~._,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

\. ' ! . 
The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater ·contamination at the site,,_. ' 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recom111ended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists.site du~ to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

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

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



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

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

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

risks. 

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

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

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

Please host a 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 d cJ v r & e 3. • . . --r- C:va (.f £ 

797/$' 
··,- .. ·. 

Email! ______________________ ·_ .. ·_ .. _·---~-··-_·-,----

Phone: t/32 -?f{(J- 3 "'SS 3 
---~-----------------------------

Additional comments: 



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

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

·M"'rch 
I -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 qamage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive 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. 



L 

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

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

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

risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might neverbe disposed of in a scientifically 

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

-
Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go · 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive . 
waste and hazardous ·materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at thii;; site and i1earby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment·, and how could natural:disasters impact add'to impacts? 

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

'( .. 

Sincer 
.·. r 

••. i 

·1· .. · 

Email~----------'--------------·-· _· _.· ------=---

Phone: :/3 2 ::;;:-S: 6 

Additional comments: 



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

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

'tv\C\rch 
, Teb. _, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

risks. 

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

·viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation syste1'n. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. · 

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

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

. , . 

•• ... 1. i { ,',\ . 

I'.' 

Email! ______________________ ·_-·_·_· _____ ···_· __ 

Phone: ______________________________ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

·Ma..rc:.lr\ 
'Teb-. _, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended 9.enying 
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 dzy cask to dzy 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



. ----==-. 

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

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

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

risks. 

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,~~ , ·• . .. . · 

... 

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

Phone: ______________________________ _ 

Additional comments: 



L 

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

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

'tv\"-rclr\ 
( Te&._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

risks. 

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

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

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

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

Sincere~·· 
a<??!O"s ~ ::;;: ~ar r ·., . 

,_ . 
.. , 

AV)d.r e-u.JS 
··1 ~ 

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

Phone: __.._f/3Z-=----J;ft_1J_-75"J_"""'"-g)-________ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, tffil1 aJ;Th 

Email: n \ \ L\ C\ b\\C\ 18-t> @ l CCOU ~ · UJ ()I} 

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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive 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 ha:ve to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, v1rildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

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

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

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

Please host a 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:s..,_ Lry,.rc. 
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Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Sincerel , 

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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Sincere} , 

Email: C. C\eV d niz. O & q C) @ , W'\.~ t ( " Co rv" 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb.-.-' 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Email: s43~[973@ r'\ ,((){V\ 

Phone: $(~~~ 
Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive 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 kno'"r that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
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 , 

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

Phone: __ g_,_· 1--'-"r __ o_O_..;.lJ_S_~_· _) ______________ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Sincerel , 

Phone: 't 3 1...-- S2o GJ79 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

\ ' ... 

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive 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. 

Sincerel , 

Email: et.. f cot~ ~ g € 8 YYl c.<. 1 ( • CO YYi 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Sincerel , 

. ,. 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, ~ 1. )"\~ c.., ~ Gvio 

Q d-e.5 S Ct, re__';( Q. 5 
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Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive 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, \) t Ll-o Vi rq c/l], J2 < Ra b'l i Y< z <' 

Phone: 5{J Z - fe U r 
Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, l~ "x o ]2" j 
AbOI 1 ~cur ·rx · 717 IL/ 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,·~-1) i 000\ j;:s b'Sa } e:S 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

·:y 

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

Please host a 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 lo\ e_ SO\ I ..o:-L -D.. I 

Email:. _______________________________ _ 

Phone: _______________________________ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

Phone: 
-------~------------------------

Additional comments: 

I I 

I 



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

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

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. 



L 

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, N (,\ ~{ \ j \\(X'.J'\G.J'Jcltz.. 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of ground\·vater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive 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 vdth other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application s_o that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address'tl1e NRC on this important issl;le. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, ~r~ \\ C\\J fV\ ~ i ~C}.f\O 

' . 
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Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive 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 \Vaste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, \vildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

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

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

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

Please host a 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.rpn i ect 

\)€::-RO A.D:::cA 
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Email:--------------------------------

Phone: _____________________________ ~ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive 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 v.rith other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

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

aies5 q 7i 'l 176 I 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Sinc,e_rely, Lr nclo u) I ldw 

Phone: 5'Ji- 351-t'f~lg.. 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

Please host a 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, AAJAJ ..1-E A /(lcEOOtVOO 

Email: _____,,_,(ln=------:....o_.__._,j e,,=---~'---""'ili~r_,,_,,ed"""'"-'ovJ.._____,,,.,_,""'-D -\,--@....,..,.<J-=c___._,,io"'"-'-r--=c""""""'o-=-u.___:,_;~~__._..1udo<=.. _,___· _,__O-"--'v::J:+---

Phone: __ __,,,__( L---'--'f1g.,L..;:;·~=.,,),.__2o____.8..__·--=g'--e:,--=z"--z_"'"""------------

Additional comments: 



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

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

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, ~ Jo-ef /.q qc,' 9 

Email:_{_) c___,f '~~~· _f-_u_d__.·l--=2'--------b'-~-8-+---"--r:=_Cl I_[ ___,,o __ c_.(f)_l'V1 __ _ 

Phone: _<f---'( o=-"-'l_,____</__._~ . ___ [} .,:+-y_3,,___,,z._=--. _._.._3"__....S ____ _ 

Additional comments: 
} 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended dl~nying 
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 ,,ve don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, ........ .J q e I II ~ G 0( r G ( ~ex-
( 

5?1~ ... 
Email: __ 

1 

2)----+--=J___;o=..-;e,,___,__f .......... , 5'---'Z'----'C/------'--7_@~!)--'-+-'R14"--"-+-'-ce=--+-/·__,_/_· '---"-c_,.,,O"'---"/J/1---'---=----
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

Phone:_q~---=5'--"0=--_cg..,__o_9_~_/_// _________ _ 

Additional comments: (lo g U e rt' J7,1tJ5 e So .'.::> c/ e o e chv.s 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

Email: }'V\(Jr(l V/ 0 b [ Q f'l CCi 3 (, @ 8 \fY\11 ~ ( ' ( CJ fY1 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

. Sincerely, Jad A:_~..> 

Additional comments: / d @-if rT P 0 5 5 f, ~ ~/ 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 
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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 que'stions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a 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, 

-At0rtw s jX -

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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of ground~ater·~~ritamination.at th~! si~e: 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive 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 imJ.?acts from :;ic<;;idel:i}s· dr tadioactiv~ ~~ste, ~elated 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impa'Cts fo people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulc;i.tive 
impacts of multiple facilities near the wcs site, site se·cnrity, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would ri10ve 
radioactive waste. 

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



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

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

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

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

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

Sincere! , 

Email: /u~LM.j 75@Lfkb .(Lilh 

Phone:43£-J.4,{o- /({)5{p 

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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive 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 \'°11aste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

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

Email: Q..VY'(;A~ I "i@:::r~'Q\) -CQ:;CQ 
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Additional comments: 



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

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

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
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 Jte NRC~ on this i port nt · sue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerel , (}(; .:;-
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. · 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. -

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please knm-v that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive ,.vaste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a vvritten response. 

Sincerely, ~ dr.reA.f L/, £,v;v 
'fl I Nw I uth 

Phone: L-1·2>1-

Additional comments: 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

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 ,.vaste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, vvildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact vvith other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing 011 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, -W«Ut "4 G- t 10;/4-<a 8M1f ~ 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCSsite, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, \Vildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a 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. t. ~ Sincerely, , L.f..A7 J 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and notjust say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
~b. . 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on ,,vorkers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, fM.&~ (l 
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Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site.due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can add~l} the NRC on is important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerel , i(i J 

Email: brrJJ.JXLJJtia.LL Z 5 @yahoD. f't!YYl 

Phone: { 43).} L/lf- f3 7 ( 

Additional comments: 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such ,an incident.would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actiOl).$ involvirii radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

, . 
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The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination .at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. · 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, O\~ &L more l< 5 , 
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Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

·Mc:\rd'1 
, -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 qamage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EJS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, vdldlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive coritamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 

·last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
' to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 

risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 

·viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go · 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at thii? site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
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, . ./~Ffr: 

JJ, /! /':-

Email:--------------------------------

Phone: --------------------------------

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that coµld occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive 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 
a~dress the N~ ~n this important issue.~uld .appreciate a written response. 

Smcerely, ~ c .S c__ 1... '- "--~ i::; o.::7f=G f"\ 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Email:--------------------------------
_,,.,./ 

Phone: _l{!""'--S--=---=-~------S--_· _d-J_~_. ,,..--__ ~_~_5_S _______ _ 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop; OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE; Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
· Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small at!cident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San .Ailtonio region would be an tinimaginable nightmare. · · · · · · · 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially sirice the entire TCEQ Radioactive 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 t · important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

a/~ ;~.,..- ' 
Email: _..,.,L~.o.:~~ .... :o:>;..;..r.;.:;..,./..,_~_.._-· ...... 6=.....~=d ......... e"t..::.e;,:z...L../;""d...._-"'(f;!J.._~=-4A__,'4~fl.u.IJ""'i1~itt=~.=.:..:A!.&.c..=· ;.__1 ...;;C-o_;;;_...;...~_~---

Phone: __ ..?;"--c/~_'2_:--_...;...5_......-_2-=-Y,_-_2_:..>2_t;::__,7.___" ________ _ 

Additional comments: 

r . 
I· 

I 



------ ----------------

Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop; OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE; Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
·Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project · 

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 cotintry and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disaster~ have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region wollld he an linimaginable· nightniare. . . . . . 

The EIS should look closely into· the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the ~ntire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for '1ow-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. 

,, 
r 

l 

I 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these· 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natur~ disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. l would appreciate a written r,esponse. 

Sincerely,-ODJWVlQ-dj~ 

Email: ____________________________ _ 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive 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. 

Sin~ 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Email:--------------------------------
( 

/__c~~ </5.5?}7 -.:1(7a_-/ 
Phone: .--( / ( ~ 

-------------------~------------

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-=0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

·Mc:\rch 
' -Feb-. 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 :frea. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive 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 potentiaLimpacts from accidents or radioacth7:e waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that 've don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, vdldlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 

, last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
' to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 

risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 

· viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

-

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive. 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of,,vaste at thi1;l site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natui'al :disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS. application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue~ I would appreciate a written response. 

·,r, 

Sincerely, 

~··· 

Email~ QVJO - i .sok@l =- pr--e()dj~ Q ·tio±mad. (e>'fY\ · 

Phone: l83D) 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

(Ybvcfl .~017 
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons ofspent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In
depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move agam. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

q /IUW 
Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Email: al f'_K/::, _ q;_s; &lfjab(} tJ, { ()//kz 

Phone: C2L.l {p~C{ ,'i_Zj C 
Additional comments: 

______ _Jj 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 - Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

,3 -5 ~-.-_,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exceed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land and water. In-
_ depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking canister 
would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the WCS site. It 
appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry cask. WCS should 
have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say they'll figure it out when the 
problem arises. 

Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping ground. 
We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the health of plants, 
wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste can lead to immediate 
death. 



Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature extremes, and 
potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address these issues and 
answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go critical? What interactions of 
these circumstances and contact with other radioactive waste and hazardous materials at the 
WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Email:--------------------------------

Phone: _______________________________ _ 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555""0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

·MG\rcl, 
, ~.OS,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
· radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 

County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EJS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, vdldlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 

· last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
' to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 

risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 

· viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation syste1n. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

-
Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should addr:ess 
these issues and answer the follmving questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a 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. 

- _, 

~ 

,rn~.r Sincerely, 

,_, 

Phone: __ P_'3_o_-___..l/_,,Z--:<....___-_9 ...... r--=n0,_..<_ ____ -,--____________ _ 

Additional comments: 

' 
I. 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

~··· 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

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 mo~t likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area.·. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recomrnended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive-waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerely, Lo re.__ ~ b. Rod rit;VLR..? 

7x 1171{ 

Email:_) OV_f__Vi.p(-'---"---~-L_f 9_f\....___0_d_/_·. t_O_fVI _______ _ 

Phone: ----'-'f~3~=---------=-Lo--=3'--{ _-57 __ J Q_· ________ _ 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crarie that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
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 folloV\Tjng questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can ess the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincerel c 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would,be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been knuwn to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a "'rritten response. 

Sincerely, (/fk11tl!; L~/11o= 

Email: --t>-"-VOi~,s""t--\q l ........... ~ e~Z-· --+-"I D~n~n~d~tr -"'="-~~'1~1A~hD~b _· e tJ_wu.._-----'--------

Phone: ~(~~D~)--iY-27~9~·-_C/_t/ J_7 ________ _ 
j 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE~ Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. -

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural ·area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 

· San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The En:, should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



-, 

- Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
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, \Nood!s 

Email:_'-----------------------------

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop; OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE; Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016.,.0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project · 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident wo.uld be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region wollld be an unimaginable nightmare. . . . . . . . 

The EIS should look closely into· the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste ,Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the st-orage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these· 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can addre the NRC on this im ortant issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

/2( ~ 

,ly 

Email: ___________ ------------------

Phone: 132-11 s;-. D) 0 Q 

Additional comments: p fe <t -S; z Skq:/ 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE; Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. -

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the Worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions ii:ivolving radioactive waste in the 

· San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste·Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS,should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



· Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these· 
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically 
Viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions: At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials at the WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincere} .. - . ~ ~ 'U ~ (7~'1 

Email:_'-----------------------------

Phone=~-----------------------------

Additional comments: 



--------------

Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop; OWFN-12-HOS 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE; Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb.2,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and ~ 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, ·deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an tinimaginable.nightiriare .... 

The EIS should look closely into· the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, · 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste ·Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask. WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
health of plants, wildlife and livestock. Human exposure to high-level radioactive waste 
can lead to immediate death. 

Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could 
haul waste containing as much.plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had 
serious train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas 
last year at 65 mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up 
to 60 mph, but this scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these
risks. 

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous 
permanent de facto disposal, and the waste might never: be disposed of in a scientifically 
viable geologic repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, 
the waste would likely never move again. 

Above-ground casks would be exposed to the weathering effects of temperature 
extremes, and potential wildfires, tornadoes and earthquakes. The EIS should address 
these issues and answer the following questions; At what point could the waste go 
critical? What interactions of these circumstances and contact with other radioactive 
waste and hazardous materials atthe WCS site could occur? What are the cumulative 
impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites on workers, local people and the 
environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at 
risk can address the NRC on this important issue.' I would appreciate a written response. 

Email: -I 0 1'1-1 °:J C> z "J, e :1. 0 L C- 0 TYL--

Phone: LI, cJ ,;;). - L{ J .S - 0 f _f 3 

Additional comments: 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

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 th.e risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Divisio~ 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, ~ ~ 7.2JtVt4j p/ 

Additional comments: 

! 
I , _lJ 



Cindy Bladey 
Office of Administration 
Mail Stop: OWFN-12-H08 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001; 

RE: Docket No. 72-1050; NRC-2016-0231 Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

Feb._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews 
County for 40 years (or longer) should be halted in order to protect public health and 
safety, including the health and safety of my constituents. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).for Waste Control Specialists' license 
application should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of 
potential impacts of accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those 
routes. If the license gets approved, deadly waste would be transported through our 
region for 24 years. Even one small accident would be one too many. Despite assurances 
that accident damage would be minimal, real life disasters have been known to exceed 
the worst anticipated scenarios. 

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report warns of potential sabotage 
of radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a 
large city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the 
San Antonio region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater contamination at the site, 
especially since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying 
a license for "low-level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the 
proximity of groundwater. 

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related 
terrorist actions along transport routes and at the site, including impacts to people, land 
and water. In-depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative 
impacts of multiple facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of 
the storage pad and seismic stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move 
radioactive waste. 

The report should include exactly how radioactive waste from a cracked and leaking 
canister would be handled, as it appears there would be no wet pool or hot cell at the 
WCS site. It appears that no one knows yet how to transfer waste from dry cask to dry 
cask WCS should have to explain how this would be accomplished and not just say 
they'll figure it out when the problem arises. 



Please know that we don't consent to becoming a national radioactive waste dumping 
ground. We should not have to risk contamination of our land, aquifers or air or the 
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 , 

Additional comments: 
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