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May 28, 1981

Dear 3ir or Madam,
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ite on behalfl of the (uadeCity alliance for Sale nergy
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and Survival and in doing so, I hereby move to intervene with rospect to
request to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission dy the Jormonwealth Edison Come
cany for modification to the 3spent fuel storaze »ool at the yuad-Citles Nuclear
Generating Station Unit Nos.1&2 located in Cordova, Illinois.

I request that a hearing be grunted concerning this proposal so
other interested individuals and organizaticns can participate.

Ths following are contentions and other said interests concern-
inz Commonwesaltlhh 3dicon Company's request,

1) Tha: storage of additional radicactive spent fuel at tne <made-

ities site mey create a hazard to the citizens in both the state of Iowa and

Illinois.
censee (Commonwealth sSdie-
)

on) in sunnort of its re 8 no indication on the
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t is inadequatc for ther
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£ larze amounts of spent fuel.

@ a
effects of lonm term storage
3) ce s made no showing that it will be financially
capable of mecting the costs of eventual disnosal of the spent lusl waastes
t e 0

which it intends to store in xpanded spent tuel po
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L) The recuest by the Licensse [uils ©o discuss neitaer the con-
tinusd instesrity of the spent fuel rods during long term storage in the pool
8

s
r nossible increased radiocetiv

no preleases L{roim loss of rod integrity, waich
may create difficulties in moving and snisoing the rods from the site alter a
prolonged storage neriod.
5) The recuest .ces not glive suflicient data to fully assess the
£ ¢he Borel stsinless stcel rods whica forma the

v of tho water chemistry on the 3oral within the raci:
@ to an eartiigualce, which some
earthqueite scientist
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he 3t Louis T"niversicy and the lidwest Research Insti-
tute feel tnat theo lMississiopi valley is ripe for a major sarthquake. If one we:
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to oecur and cause 2 consideradble amount of damage, the rcelease of radicactive

material would have detrimental e
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to other stataes o5 well.
7\ The Licensee has failed %o discuss monitoring procedurss ade~
quately.
&) The croposed expanded fuel storage configuration does not po:
itively sreclude the possipility of eriticality in tihe spent fuel pool.
9) The Licensee has failed to discuss potential occupational
hazard from exposure to increaced radiation emanating from defective Iuel stors
in the pool.
10) The Licensee has failed to include anti-gzabotage and security
plans, so that there is no assurance thet adecuate protection has been devnlooe
11) The Licenses has also failsd to include =& final environmenta
impact statement.
12) The evaluation of additional radiological impacts offsite due
to the propesed sxpansion of the spent fuel pool is inadegquate.
As these contentions are in part based upon doc
uments which may be superseded, modilied, or supplemented before or during a
hearing on this matter, I request to respectfully reserve the right to modify,

amend, add or delete contentions,



