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July 16, 1982

Mr. A. Schwencer

Chief, Licensing Branch #2
Division of Licensing

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington D.C. 20555

Re: Del-Aware-NRC, Docket Nos: 50-352/353; Request for

Additional Information - Point Pleasant Diversion Plan (July 9,

1982)
Dear Mr. Schwencer:

I have received a copy of your letter of July 9, 1982
addressed to Mr. Edward Bauer, relating to the Point Pleasant
Diversion Plan.

I wish to comment to you concerning the intentions cf
the staff with respect to the dimensions of its inquiry
concerning the Point Pleasant Diversion Plan. Your reqguest
indicates that the staff will "consider any environmental
impacts associated with changes to the Point Pleasant Diversion
Plan". It does not indicate clearly whether this includes the
addition of the Point Pleasant Diversion Plan to the scope of
the staff's inquir. as a change in the plan, but the
implication is that only physical changes in the plan since
issuance of the construction permits will be included in the
staff's evaluation. Such a limitation on the scope of inquiry
by the staff is unjustifiable, in Del-Aware's view, under the
Board's decision of June 1, 1982, and the facts and law.

I, therefore, wish to urge upon you the recognition
of the fact that the Point Pleasant Diversion Plan was not
considered at all (except with respect to increased water
diversion) in 1974 because it was assumed that Point Pleasant
would be built with or without Limerick. Since that is no
longer the case, it is necessary for the staff to review
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with our Staff Paper, he showed the relationship of all of the facilities in our
Comprehensive Plan to the area in question. This included some discussion of
the unsuitability of the use of the Blue Marsh Project and the Evansburg Project
for the solution of this problem. He stressed the fact that all of the Schuylkill
River water is now committed to uses within that basin and that even with near
future development of the Blue Marsh Project known customers for that water,
principally for municipal use, would soon require that all of that water be
allocated, He also discussed our studies which showed that off-stream storage
on the Schuylkill River or the use of the Evansburg Project would not compare
favorably economically with the Point Pleasant scheme. Mr. Howlett also
reviewed the reasons included in our Staff Paper, which point toward Commission
financing, construction and operation of the pumping station and transmission
facilities for delivering the water to both the Neshaminy Creek and the East
Branch of the Perkiomen. There did not appear to be any dissenting opinions
that the Commission should be the owner and operator of this facility.

Mr. Bourquard reviewed in more detail his studies of the three schemes
for the diversion of Delaware River water. He pointed out that the present worth
estimates for the three schemes were very close and that further refinement would
be necessary before a final decision was made.  He pointed out that the cost
of delivering the raw water for any of the three schemes would be on the oider
of five cents per thousand gallons, not including DRBC charges for the raw water,
Mr. Howlett explained that those CRBC charges were likely to range between
one and a half to three cents per thousand gallons, so that we were talking about
a total charge on the order of six and a half to eight cents per thousand gallons.

Mr. Bourquard also noted that the inclusion of the Philadelphia Electric
proposal would be very beneficial to the Bucks County plan because it adds a
large immediate demand on the order of 35 million gallons per day to the system.
This would, in effect, reduce the early charges to all participants. He clso
pointed out that there were also economies in scale by incorporating both
diversions in one pumping station and partly combining the transmission facilities.

The two County Commissioners asked many questions to clarify in their
minds the overall pioposal and its effect on the charges to be made to Montgomery
County. Most of the questions related to an attempt to understand the economics
involved. Mr, Jenkins especially seemed to have difficulty in understanding the
computation leading to the unit charge for the water. It may be desirable to
present average annual cost data to him for better understanding.

M-. Howlett also suggested that the County study the need for additional
water requirements for communities along the East Eranch of the Perkiomen Creek
and that we would be amenable to including such demands, if any, in the over-
all design. Such demands might be included for communities such as Sellersville,
Perkasie and Pennridge.
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We left with Commissioner Parkhouse a copy of our Staff Paper and the
map attached thereto which he requested., The County Commissioners expressed
their appreciation for our participation in the meeting and promised to give the
scheme presented further thought.

They said that since the key factor for proceeding with the overall
scheme was a firm decision by Philadelphia Electric Company to enter into
contractual arrangements with the Commission that we should attempt to get
Philadelphia Electric to commit themselves at an early date. Otherwise, if
Philadelph’. Electric backed out of the proposal Bucks County would need
to proceed with its original plan. Mr. Howlett believed this to be a fair
assessment and agreed to contact Philadelphia Electric Company immediately
to determine whether a firm arrangement can now be pursued.
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MEMORANDUM

10 Mr. R. L. Goodell e pare  October 31, 1969

Mr. Herbert A. Howlett ‘ sussect Peint Pleasant Diversion

As a result of discussions held informally and during
the Executive Session of the Pocono Meeting, it developed that it is essential
that Goorge Shanklin be briefed, in detail, regarding all aspects of the Point
Pleasant Diversion. Please set up an appointment for you and me to do this
next week. Confer with Miss Dougherty to see whether my calendar is open
on the 4th and 7th.
We should be prepared, in particular, to present factual
information on the impact of the Point Pleasant Diversion on the maintaining of
minimum flows at Trenton and the control of salinity to the point designated in
our Comprehensive Plan.
It will be necessary for us to revise our staff paper regarding
Point Pleasant to include reference to these matters of base flows and salinity
control, as well as including up-to-date costs in terms of capital, annual and

price of water. This work should be undertaken immediately.

Herbert A. Howlett

HAH:CFD

Dictated by not read
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Mr. Herbert2AHowlett o DATE
Mr. Robert L, Goodell wmlk; susJect _ Meeting with Bucks County

and Philadelphia Electric Co. .
Poini Pleasant Diversion

A meeting was held with representatives of Bucks County and Philadelphia
Electric Co. on December 29, 1969, to make decisions on proceeding with the
impiementation of the subject diversion. Those present included:

E. H. Bourquard - E.H.Bourquard Associates, Inc.

John Carson - Bucks County

J. L. Allen - Asst. Chief Mechanical Engineer,
Philadelphia Electric Co.

D. Marano - Branch Chief, Philadelphia Electric Co.

J. B. Mochel - Engineer in Charge = Civil Section,

Philadelphia Electric Co.
Delaware River Basin Commission
Delaware River Basin Commission

Herbert A, Howlett
Robert L. Goodell

Mr. Howlett opened the discussion by stating that, pursuant to informal
Commission action at the December 11 executive session, the Executive Director
was authorized to proceed with feasibility studies needed to finance, design, con=
struct, own and operate the Point Pleasant diversion plan and to the extent necessary,
to enter into binding agreements with Bucks County and Philadelphia Electric Company
to underwrite their cppropricte share of the cost of these studies.

He explained that E. H. Bourquard Associctes, Inc. had been chosen, in
view of its extensive work already completed on the Bucks County portion of the
plan, to provide certain preliminary dota on alternatives available and that firm
would now be requested to submit a proposal for preparing a formal feasibility report.
Mr. Bourquard estimated that he could submit a proposal in about two weeks and that
a report could be completed in 60-90 days after acceptance of the proposal. Mr.
Howlett suggested that Bourquard, when submitting his proposal but separate there=
from, should recommeii what proportion of the costs of the study should be assigned
to Bucks County versus Philadelphia Electric and DRBC (combined). Bourguard was
felt to be in the best position to accomplish this since he already knows how much
Bucks County has paid for the studies to date. (It may be that Bucks County has
already contributed its share of the costs and that the remainder should be apportioned
to P E - DRBC) Mr. Howlett said that DRBC would want to contribute at least a
nominal sum for the feasibility report, but had an upper limit on the amount of funds
that could be furnished without formal Commission action. He said that due to the
advantages of having the feasibility report completed and available for the Commission's
summit meeting, it should be complete by March 15, Bourquard was of the opinion that
he could meet this requirement,
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Mr. Allen asked what kind of arrangement between the parties would be
needed subsequent to the completion of the feasibility report. Mr. Howlett said
that a binding agreement between Philadelphia Electric Co. and DRBC for con=
struction would be required as well as a water sales contract. These could be
combined into one document, however,

Mr. Howlett discussed the concern of Philadelphia Electric Co. of mini=
mizing the "sunk costs" in advance of an AEC and CRBC permit for the nuclear
plant. Bourquard was directed to consider this aspect in the study and also to
consider the time diffeience of about 1 = 2 years between the schedules of Bucks
County and Philadelphia Eiectric Co. Bucks County will need to begin operations
in early 1973, whereas P E does not expect an operating license for the first nuclear
unit prior to October 1974,

Philadelphia Electric wishes to have Bourquard study and show the economics
for o staged construction alternative, but using a common site pumping plant,
Philadelphia Electric will consider the best scheme is that which gives the most
reliable supply of water at the least cost.

Bourquard asked several questions conceming the scope of the feasibility
report, as follows:

1. Should the report concentrate on a particular alternative which
may have been clready selected by the parties of interest, or con=
sider all possible cltemative schemes?

It was determined that all possible schemes should be studied and a
recommendation made. However, Philadelphia Electric Co. will
study the various cltemctives available and will consider any
special requirements that should be considered by the consu'tant.
P E and DRBC will meet during the week of January 5 to discuss.

2, Does P E have any special requirements for furnishing power to
the site. It is understood that a dual power supply is desired. Who
pays for it? P E ond DRBC will meet during the week of January 5
to discuss,

3. What power rates should be used for determining operating costs?
Commercial power rates should be used rather than preference power
rates, P E and DRBC will meet during the week of January 5 to dis=
cuss whether any special power rates can be fumished by P E for

low load factor cperation.
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4, What are the applicuble bond interest rates for the various
organizations?

DRBC = 6% limit, but seeking to change to
no ceiling (1st priority)
or 8% limit (2nd priority)

PE = 10=12%, use 12%

Bucks County = recently available at 6 1/2 %.

5. Are the flow requirements assumed by DRBC for the Perkiomen
Creek firm? DRBC will check out previous assumptions with
Pennsylvania Department of Forests and Waters.

Philadelphia Electric Co. intends to submit its application for the nuclear
plant on February 15, 1970. Normally, it takes 15 to 18 months for review by
AEC and issuance of a construction permit. The utility does not wish to have
public disclosure of its forthcoming application to DRBC prior to that date, even
if this might mean no significant financial participation of DRBC in the feasibility
studies. A draft application form and report outlining the use of Delaware River
and Schuylkill River water for the nuclear plant was reviewed by Mr. Briganti

during the progress of the meeting. He found that the draft application was
satisfactory for initial review for 3.8 approval pending the development of
further details. However, in view of the request by P E for no public disclosure
prior to February 15, the application was returned to Marano.
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MEMORANDUM

-

Me. Herbart A, Howlarnt DATE February 25, 1970 - 173 g

M, Rebert L, Goodell 5 susJict Polnt Pleczant Dlyersieon

A mocting was held on Fcbr‘ucry 20, 1970, In the Commission office to
dlscuss the progre=s of the focsibility study belng done by E. H. Bouruard Asiocictes,
Inc. This mecting wes wehedulod In accordanco with the study cutline, pert IV F,
calling for conzultation with staff ofter complaticn of tha study through Part IV =

Economlcs of Stooed Conztructlon. Theoa prosont ot the mecting included the
followling:

L]

Hoasold Crtergren = Dillon, Reod & Co. Inc.
Willlem Kerr « Dillen, Reed & Co. Inc.

E. H. Couiguard - E. ., Beumuerd Azzoclctes, Ine.
Leonard R, Grimas - E. H. Bourquard Azoclales, Inc,
Torry L. Fought - E. H. Bourguerd Assclictes, Inc,
Jhn T, Carsen, Jr. =  Bucks County

John B, Mochsl =  Fhiledalphla Electric Company
David Mareno = Fhliedelphla Elcztric Company
J. L. Allan =  Fhiladelphia Electric Compeny
R. L. Coodall . = Delowere River Basin Commision
H. A, Howlett « Delaowarn Rivar Basln Commizzion

Bob Coodall opensd the mecting by requesting thoso razpensibla for Input
to the rcport to get the matericl to Bourguerd es soon es poslble, sinco we have
less then @ menth remelnlng fer completion. Dove Mereno s=1d that ho hed the
materlel requested by Bourquerd (lotter deted February 16, 1970), with him and
would mcke It avcilctlo ot thls time. Mcreno roquested a review of pravicus
dlicuzslen o3 to the handling of the cpportionmont of futura prolect cezls to the
Individuc! pertles. It was cencludad that the fez:ibillty perticon of tha cxts
would reprezont sk cozts end that projeet conts wewld Inzluda the design end
cenztruction phazes which would be supported by a DREC bond ssuo bashed vp
by DRBC controcts with Bucks County and Prlledelphia Electric. Any ccits alrecdy
Incurred or to bao Incurred (topo surveys) which would normally ba "proje it cosh®
would be ellgitle for relmburcemant. '

John Caron wald that ho would estlmate that futurs water noads In the
Ecst Bronch, Perkloman Crock arca would wwpport a 10 mgd Increera In pumplng
by 1990 end 30 mgd by 2020, He wid howovar, that he had not dicuzad with
his Commlslonars tha pezsibility of Bucks County underwriting the olditional cothy
for Including theza wator wpply ncads In the project.
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Maremo aked Ceron and DREC to meke ovailablo any woter quallty data
for the Porklcmen Creok.

E. H. Bourquard dlztributed conles of Teble No. 1, Projacted Water Neods
end Pumplng Roqulicmonts and brisfly dotcribod its contents, Bourquord clzo dls=
tributod coples of tablas dated February 20, 1970 entitlos:

Tobulation of Construction Costs of Pumping Schemes
Schema |
Scheme 1l
Schemo |1

Comparlzon of Prezant Worth of Pumping Schemes
(1971 cout lavel)

Comperlzon of Unit Water Cost of Pumping Schomas
(1971 cost lavel) )

A ércph showlng posstble stoged construction of
Schemao |l in four stcges

Me. Howlett expressad dismay at the Increcza In the unlt ennual cost of
weler dollvored to cbout 14,5 centy/1000 gellons compered to previcus estimatcs
of 7 to B cents. Bourquerd explalned that the current cstimales were Intentionelly
consarvatlve, reprosented 1971 casty, ond were boted on @ 7% [ntercst rata. He
also expleined that the demand foctor for pawer hod not been correctly cppliod In
provious cxtlmatas. A 50% Increcsa In tho average menthly pumping rote s now
belng used to cstimsto the demand electrlcal cherga (e.g., If averogs monthly
rate 1s 20 mgd, the maximum pumplng rote during the month would be 30 mgd to
determina the electrical rate). Bourmuerd Indiccted that a «light reduction in
cost to the cdvantoga of Schemo Il could be cpplied by Increczing the HP of the
pumps_from 2500 HP to 3300 HP end golng to o smaller treasmision line. This
. could docrecza the unit canucl cost of vrater callvered in Scheme 11 to cbout
$145/mg and In Schame I1 to cbout §142/mg.

Loonard Grlmes roviewad the peasible stoglig of conztruction of Scheme I
through four passible stages beginning In 1971, 1975, 1981 and 1984 (IH1 A ond 11L)
end 1994.
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Pumps Inztelled Cpe.rotlng throwsh year

15t stoge 1P.E (for 1 1/2 ym) 1975
2 Bugks Co.

2nd Stoge ar. K
2 Cucks Co, 1921

3"d Shg‘ 2 PoEo
4 3ucks Co, (*new Intcka) 1975

ith Stoge 2 P.E,
6 bucks Co. 2011

Grlmes reviewed the fixod cost Investmant (presont worth) of varlous combinations
a3 follows

Lo

Bucks County - + Phlladelphla Electrlc

Separate 4 stoges $7,800,000 $5,200,000
Comblne Steges 1 &2 7,700,000 4,900,000
Combine Stcges ', 2

end 3 7,400,000 4,900,000 ~

Bourquard recommandad cemblinlng steges 1 end 2 while minimizing tha
sunk cest of Philodalphla Electric Company s much o procticable. Ropresanta-
tives of both Bucks County and Phlledelphla Electrlc cgreed thet o two-stcged
construction comblnling stoges 1 end 2 together ond stoges 3 and 4 togethor was
preferchle.

Bourquard polnted out that botwoen the Schemos studled Schema | hed the
locst total flxed lnvestmant cost vp to 1995, but that Schoma 11l hed tha least
unit Gnnual cost of dollvered woter up to 1995, Schema Il had the highest cost |
In both cctegorles.
|

John Carson stated that he fovored tha lowest cot Schema, but had
thought that Schema | wes previowsly eliminated, The P.E. roprcsantatives
Indlccied that they did not prefec Schemo |, but would profer Scheme 1l with |
the cdditlonal objectlve of minimlzing the sunk costs o3 much e3 pozsible. |
P.E. should know by Auguzt 1971 If AEC wlill glve tha nuclear plent a prellminary
epproval, Mochol clio stcted that If thay wers not glvon approval on a nucloar
plant they might build o foza: ol plent ot the icme locctlon, The questicn croze

. SRR SO - PR o Sl S o T R S
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a; to the ¢ffect of cdding 20 mt;;d water swpply damend to the Eczt Brench, Porklo=
rrhn Creok pumping scheme on the comparlicns batwoen the three Schemes.

Alter some cddltional computations by Lourquard. he explolned thero
would bo odditional flexibility of using largar pumps en. for all schomes It
would bo more economical to Increaza the slzo of the pumps In comparison to
lncrecsing anly the size of the molns. Tha follewing rovislom to eoch wchame
would bo necezary: :

Schoma | - Enlarga pumps = Pa 617
onlarge trenemlislon main frem Po 617
cost Increase = $365,000 (Initlal construction costs)

Shama Il . = Enlarge pumps
changa 54* to 60" forco maln
changs 36™ to 42" grovity maln
cost Incrocsa = $548,000 (Initlal construction cosha)

Schemeo Il - Enlargs pumps = Polnt Pleczcnt
enlergo pumps = Bredihaw Rd.
enlargo cpen resarvolr
changa 42" to 48" force maln
changa 35" to 42" gravity maln
cost Increazs = $500,000 (Initicl constnction costs)

Bourquard pointed ot that Schema | had chout @ $1,800,000 Investment
cozt less than Scheme Il and cbout $1, 470,000 adventage over Schema 11,

Scheme Il would have o pozsible adventcgo of only one pumping sictlon while
Scheme ill would show o woving ovar chame .

Bourquard Inquired If tha Intenticn wes to have @ menncd pumping siction
ct Folnt Pleawnt for direct control ot that locctlon or to heva an cutomctically
controlled stc'lon et Polnt Pleazant controlled from soma cther leccticn, for
Instance, Tocks Island, M, Howleit wes ¢f the oplnlon that tha control would ba
from @ manned statlon at Point Plocsant, Bourguard clso recemmoandzd that we stort
thinking cbout required instrumontation and siream gaglng statlons on tha East
Bremch, Perklomen Creck (headwater end mid—wetorthad), Perklamen Crack (Croon
Lane and Cretedord) and Neshaminy Creck (Chalfont).

P.E. ropresantctives ropaated thelr praference for Schema 1l with Inlttal
construction through Stoga I, without instelllng the oxtra pump. Machel pointed
out that they did not favor Scheme | since it dopondad to an extent on the cperation




of @ dem and physlcal focllities cmoclatod with It for dallvering the water to the
auclear plent via the Perklomea. Ho polnted out that 1t could tcke as long a3
30 Zays to shut douin o nuclecr plan, 1f nacemary, ond amy non—dallvery of
vecter durlng such o porlod could net ba tolercted. Ho doubted whethor CREC
would allew P.E. to sbstliute Schuylkill Rivar water for Celcwars wator for
such o leng perlod. ‘

The quactlon orcza a2 to the adcltional costs that Bucks County might
Incur If Scherra Il wero chezan In lleu of Schema | or 11l There wes some
dlecu=loa s to the pozsibility of PLE. bolng ellocated thess odditienal costs
In resum for telection of 1ts preforred Schamo. Or, possibly, PLE. could finonce
on oxtra bleck of coets durlng tha early yecrs to relieve Ducia County. A vericble

ennvel charge might bo werked out. - fo

-

Bourquard wes requested to estimats the following dete for add!tlcnal ho!p'
In making o w!cctlon of the daslred Schome. '

1. Whet would 1va P.E.' mInlmum sunk cothy fot‘
cach s=hemao by August 1971,

2. Computo the Cifforentlzl costs for Bucks County
(Cepital Yavsstment costs plus Electrical cosh)
for coch of the thresa tchomes.

Bourquord will have tho cbove Information evallcble for the next mesting
o' Auled for Februzry 25, 1970 et 10:00 ALM., in the CREC dffice.

Robert L. Geodell




