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

11~ :J-, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Waste Control Specialists' license application 
should include a designation of transportation routes and the array of potential impacts of 
accidents or terrorism incidents that could occur along those routes. If the license gets 
approved, deadly waste would be transported through our region for 24 years. Even one small 
accident would be one too many. Despite assurances that accident 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 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. -
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Homeowners' insurance doesn't cover radioactive contamination. A single rail car could haul 
waste containing as much plutonium as the bomb dropped on Nagasaki. We've had serious 
train accidents in our region. Two trains have collided head-on in West Texas last year at 65 
mph. I understand that cask testing has been conducted for accidents up to 60 mph, but this 
scenario has already been exceeded. The EIS should address these risks. 

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

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

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

Sincerel ' I ·{_e_ A--~ Can e--s t-cA· ro -- 6-arc/'q 

Sign a 

520 
Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Email: _a~l-+--l~c_e,,_._Ca_. V\_~_s_k __ ro~@)....___§r---' M_a~r_l _y c___o_· vn __ 

Phone: ---1:8-'~-~ Q_J-r---ee_3_q_. _3_0_2_'2---______ _ 
Additional comments: 



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

•'cf~~,';-'" 
,,, 

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

-'-~~-'....:..._r'_~ ___ • .:J_, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

Waste Control Specialists' (WCS) application to import tons of spent fuel, high-level 
radioactive waste, from nuclear reactors around the country and store it in Andrews County for 
40 years (or longer) should be halted in 01:der to protect public health and safety, including the 
health and safety of my constituents. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, J {> 5 b I AG\ G' re e_;h e 

Address/City/State/Zipcode 
\.-<,.o- t> I 

I 

Phone: 2 \a-~ \ 2 --73 JD 

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

Sincerely, ch r ,-- s k uta l ,- K 
':' -· 

Signature 

Address/City /State/Zipcode ' 

Phone: __ s_· _I _3_-_3 ____ ~?_5?_-_L_~~r.~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 

P"1ttrc..h ~i)2017 
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

A 2014 Texas Comi:n~ssion on Er;ivironmental Quality report warns of potential sab9tage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident \-Vould most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

The EIS should look closely into the risk of groundwater c0ntamination· at the site; especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. ·. : ' 

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

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

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



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

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

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

Plea~crsf~~}ng on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
;siaress the NR)Pn is important issue. I vy6uld .... appreciate a written response. 

/ Sin~erel , / / c/h e,, L rJ.. '( ("i ~ - CJ 
'· , 

/ .. /' 
; ../ 

><... 
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Phone:~! f> \ 332-:- ']DiD 
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 Cqnsolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 1 

~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. 

Sincerely, A-~\~ 0 \.S.o 0 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Email: ____ a__,· '"-'-' _lA.'-'--r-_b __ ~-=-&~CJ~"""_____,__C\~; \'-'.,_G_o=-'-""'-_,.__ __________ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

vfil l\Xub ._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 ofthe crane that would move radioactive waste. 

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

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



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

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

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Email: --+n ......... ~/A.,_.,J""""ij~ffA~\/~cA._V1~0~S'+-(fi)----=----o..l .._..,f ~-\f-"10'-'-'\ A~d~.__,_(...,..J)~M-+-L ----------

Phone: ___.,._(__;;_S_l d-__,,_)____.C('---~-3 -___....{ ......... o?_~ _________ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

1:> .s '2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never 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 -qearing on the WCS application so that those of us who would be put at risk can 
address the NRC o,n this important issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

Sincere} , S 

Signature 

3 '1 v; t-ra place 
/Zipcode (\ ~ ClA- Pffi +of). l D TJ' 7 8 .J.D l 

Email:_C_-_L~C-5561~·-~~-' }_,/~:bi{ ___ _ 

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. 



Signature 

7 {aveHef fa~5, 5an Anhn(o, TX 7giijo 
Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Phone: £ 12- 3cJo -t/'13/ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

~.5,2017 
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
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, Dav 1' d \/an O.s 
b 

Signature 

tS8 ~~J 
Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Phone: (t.10) '332-70 70 

Additional comments: 



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

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

IJ£vc)o .L 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

Smcerel , / ~ I · ~(le.5 ~ U1 M, · . e_,,-z/ 

Signature 

Email: h' ~rl~ ~~ ~ g hil(l' (&YJ 

Phone: 2d () i m } , 0 lj ~ 

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~a~"-Ch~--· 2.., 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste would likely 
never move 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 cumul~tive impacts of waste at this site and nearby sites 
on workers, local people and the environment, and how could natural disasters impact add to 
impacts? 

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so 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, Mo. v-ui s An+, i yi °' 

Signature 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Phone: 0~2-W--\)-4\32 

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 

MM-lti ._b_, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report v1rarns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such ari incident would most likely occur in a large 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

Sincerely, G//berf /V{,ax=t1~he/-z----

Signature 

41-~ ~ t]). # L/712.-
Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Email: --j-+-;..__I ~_____.;.rt-_VVL_g_(2.,----'t-{-+-J'(Y)_CA._f f _. (_ow-___ ~----

Phone: :2-/o~ S(oO .-3{ Z--1-
---------------~------~---------

Additional comments: 



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

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

Mare-h . 2.., 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

Address/City /State/Zipcode 
j . 

Email: J-e:jn\j" ~:ra·, 1 · wrYI 

Phone: ( 210) ]\5'1'<ot53 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never 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, /ir+~c ~~,; 

Signature 

<a io Avr\o\D ,· D 7gz__o 4 
Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Phone: q~U> - [o 01 / q-i.ro 1 
Additional comments: 



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

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

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

A 2014 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality report '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 atthe site, especially 
since the entire TCEQ Radioactive Materials Division recommended denying a license for "low
level" radioactive waste at the Waste Control Specialists site due to the proximity of 
groundwater. 

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

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

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



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

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

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

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so 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, Dav 1'd l<ctta 't_\2 { 05 

Email: ___,,d=---Kc___,_,o=--+-· fa~ka,L-+-L-=->-o.~-"----1"'-f)~·~:....,L->-~.:;..+-fc~· e.=:....:........ro=---><-0-'---J-J/1~'--""'-f_-____ . 

Phone:~Z~/0~(5~/~J_· -~;2/~f!t~
7

1} _____ _ 
Additional comments: 



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

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

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

Sincere} , f . 

Signature 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Additional comments: 



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

RE: Docket No. 72-~050; NRC-2016-0231- Waste Control Specialists LLC's Consolidated 
Interim Spent Fuel Storage Facility Project 

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

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

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

The EIS should consider potential impacts from accidents or radioactive waste related terrorist 
actions along transport routes and atthe site, including impacts to people, land and water. In-

. depth research should examine radiation monitoring and cumulative impacts of multiple 
facilities near the WCS site, site security, engineering adequacy of the storage pad and seismic 
stresses, the adequacy of the crane that would move radioactive waste. 

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

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



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

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste 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, ;f;: ~ be,rt . fr.ic1'Q 

Signature 

fo6C. ~-'1;<:>()16Yl 3-\- ~i;A- ~Vl{-01/\.~(;1 rt>( 715?_/ 6 
Address/City/State/Zipcode 

Email: ~~l"~o."~.r'l5h3!,~ \, !ffevv1 , 

Phone: ''ZJ 0 q;}l £1(} l-
Additional comments: 



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

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

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never 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, B ( .e.2-&(3 . J2a v' I S 

·' 

Additional comments: 



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

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

~-L,2017 
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, Qr (a,11-cLo f"..odh§ 11e.-z--

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Phone: 21 tJ- 31/.- 13 F£ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



Address/City /State/Zipcode 

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 

~._f_,2017 
Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

Sincerely, ~s--n.J Cofl..1-Jff/- o c....ss 11J 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Email: --j;-1 _u~$'""""+;._..'~".C~ro~n'-"--s-""-Q-~§.,...b<">e~4'""""'··-1~· ~...=i~r1~-----------------

Phone: D .. I\>) 3 lf':S - o"?"lf<r" 
-------~,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 

\J\tqn:,-\r·,. (~ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

Sincerely, f/fvvurr:~ G]th~ \/lhv'\:~f.{1t6'---' Lavv-oi C Ci e l l .S /lll e..n Joza. 
~~a /\ ~l\l·'br=".i--=---

Signature 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Email: ------'0"""'_,,"""'o'-t>_J_,.\"_)_-·_~_/!'------'-~'--.'-'r}fi-'-','.r_·/_\0\_, ~_\ \_._(_;)'_. \_r./_\, ________________ _ 
u 

Phone: ( 1J c>\) 41\-C~ · \ ~-) l1+ ------'-.,-'------------------------------

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 

Mt>..rt.Ji .-1f_, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

~ 

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

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

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



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

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never 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 v.rritten response. 

Sincerely, E°lis~~./{ D~lja..J., 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Phone: (zto)~~l-1~17 

Additional comments: 



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

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

·~ .£_,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

. . ' 

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

' .. 

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

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

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



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

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository using a reliable isolation system. With political pressure gone, the waste 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 ii:nportant issue. I would appreciate a vvritten response. 

Sincerely, JJctcJ ~a ~i'- 6 flll {?) (JN [SF 

Address/City /State/Zi pcode 

Email: 11 Ci l( Ot/ er LL/@. P,-1/1 a.// ,. CO ('.r--
~-~J ~~~=----,-'--jU~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Phone: 2 __ I c;; ) ·3y Jl/ O() 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Additional comments: 



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

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

J1~v-e,h b _____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never 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, · [1;zr;... M. 0rl-L. (i)k:-spu-a h Z--A 

Address/City/State/Zipcode ' I 

Phone: 156 35yy3 7 t, 

Additional comments: 



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

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

_M_A.>r_ch __ ._{, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so 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, R e...n i.. So.. tl-1"1 -z... 

Signature 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

rl'IA..Mbof e.ro e. ho T:.~'{ .GO~ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

{V\wu\ .__b_, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never 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 imgort~nt issue. I would appreciate a vvritten response. 

Sincerely, b \<All fr t" \}(.PAO V." 

Address/ City /State/Zipcode 

Email: __ 9)-+-"-" (J\._!\_(\_v-.__e_.r_e_~~-·o_f'_.,@=-'--. lfJ~ifY'--~_;_L_c_avn _________ _ 

Phone: __ (,,----?.,._\ O_)~~-l--"'--6 ~--\~l{~J O _________ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

Sin~/)__,____---
Signature -

I '5 f o \ C"'a..c;.e_ t-\\\\ \3\ \Jo\ 
Address/City /State/Zipcode 

00\.\t\ A.V\\-OV\i.~ Tx -i1?2seo 
+\.'{)...\ I so (o 

Email: __ C~A ~llv~i~~ s~a~q-+(l+--/ q-+--'@r-----r--t-<f<~6l_h~o~o~-_co_vvi~---

Phone: C\ S Cg ~ I 3 Ct 8 L\ ~ 5 
-------------~~~~---------------

Additional comments: 



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

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

·~J_,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never 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 iIE:E..ortant issue. I would appreciate a written response. 

e_, 0 ~ 

Email: ~~'-=-+=o=--.;:. G=--U_· ~:_@l_j.+..--""ah""'--"--->--o_.;;;;;_C>_r ~--=-------

Phone: ____,,,,__15.,.___.__;:.! :):::..........._-____.,__.Lfl'---"""'--. G--------#1--~/ Q......._.,c....{) ____ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

~~· Co\:e.max1 
~gnatur ./ 

/o? 1M/111,l1Jt:rre?s'CYI/ (>g ST/, TL ~22? 
Address/City /State/Zipcode 

1 

Phone: ___ -2,_/:;__· ~---=~----=-/,---"[>'------L.£--=~=----/.:...._/ ______________ _ 

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 asE)urances that accident damage would be minimal, 
real life disasters have been known to exGeed the worst anticipated scenarios. 

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

cerely, M t cJi eJ.te- 1- Na 11 s @..:: #41 d1eJk 
~~'°4.-: Le__ ' 

Signature 

°v \>; 5 A, Et.O--<?.-..(YOI" A 'IK s av-. A- "i-i)'-'"' 10 /')( 1 ~ 1..-;:) °' 
Address/City /State/Zipcode 

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 

_____ ._, 2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never be disposed of in a scientifically viable geologic 
repository usi.ng 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 ofus who would be put at risk can 
a~dress the NRC on this iD orta~sW~d appreciate a written· response. 

Smcerel , . 

Signature 

Address/City /State/Zipcode 

Additional comments: 



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

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

~~-7,2017 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

The EIS should address the impacts of "interim storage" becoming dangerous permanent de 
facto disposal, and the waste might never 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, bub\C."-' L ·, ~ Y*{ 

Address/City /State/Zipcode \ 

Email: ___._D-"'--'\_,.,"""""''?.._c,.-"'-"'~=(_/\=+--@"'""c-u-""'\-'"'=~=c\....""--'"r>=. "''"""2_..,_,.(__. ....... <-._,_,•U~-----------------
\ \ 

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 warns of potential sabotage of 
radioactive waste shipments, saying that such an incident would most likely occur in a latge 
city rather than a rural area. Terrorist actions involving radioactive waste in the San Antonio 
region would be an unimaginable nightmare. 

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so 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-v: be ,rt G on ?--·a I cs 

Address/ City /State/Zipcode 

Email: __ 1tµ_,___iJ/l_Z~~-9_,J~lj/_o---------=~-h_Ji_Wi~M_._J_' tlv_·~----

Phone: -----"{-~_IO-L-J-~-----'----1 Y._-_O_fS_1 _________ _ 

Additional comments: 



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

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

n1 1iv-x .::;.__, 2o17 

Dear Cindy Bladey and NRC, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

Please host a hearing on the WCS application so 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/t'.. s{Gi'f::e..s 

Add ess/City /State/Zipcode 

Email: ______________________________ _ 

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

Additional comments: 


