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General Comment

Regarding Docket ID NRC-2017-0211.

We find it extremely shortsighted that the NRC would even consider using sub-par containers
to store hazardous waste. How about this instead- put some money up front and do the right
thing! We have plenty of knowledge from our partners around the world to know that 10-19
inches is a better standard for this type of refuse. The thicker the better! To use vessels that are
an inch or less thick is ridiculous - especially with the possible hazards of earthquakes,
tsunamis, terrorist attacks!, let alone every day wear and tear. Beyond just the environmental
negligence of this decision - if you are really only focused on money - how about somebody
do a proper cost analysis on the upfront cost to build a suitable vessel vs. the cleanup mess
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and long-term impact of a nuclear waste spill. Which begs the question... What IS our ocean
worth? Clearly my husband and I have a different answer than the NRC.
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