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Draft Environmental Statement for
Limerick Generating Station
Units 1 and 2 Dockets 50-352,353

Submitted by Phyllis Zitzer,
President of Limerick Ecology Action
August 12, 1983
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UNITED GTATES
DEPARTMENT Or THE INTERIOR
FISH ANDWILDLIFE SERVICE

s Bl PN Ll

NEWTON CORNER, MASSACHUSETTS 02158
JUL 20 1933

Mr. R. Timothy Weston

Deputy Assistant Sccretary

Pennsylvuania Department of
Environmental Hesources

P.O. Box 1467

Herrisburg, Pennsylvunia 17120

Dear Mr. Weston:

This responds to your June 1, 1487, 'etter to Lirecter Jantzen
requesting the Service's commenta on three eliternatives to supply
waeter to the Limerick Nuclear CGenernting Stution, Chester and
Montgomery Countica, Fennsylvania.

Alternstive 1 (reduction of Schuy'kil! Kiver flowes/use of Flue
Mursh storage)._

DRBC Docket Ro. 69-510 CVY pluaced two restrictions oun water
withdrauwn from the Schuylhit) Fiver st Limerick: u) flows ot the
Fottatown gage nunt excecd %50 ¢fs with one unit operating and
560 cfs with two units operating; end b) there must be no
withdrawals when water tooperatures below Limerick exceed 159C,
except during April, May, and June when the flows as meuncurea at
the rFottstown guge exceed 1,791 ¢,

Use of thie alternative wouid not require relaxztion of the
$30/%€0 efs flow restriction estetlished by the DRLC, It would
require only thaut attenticn be given to identirying and utiticing
tre potential for stering safficicnt makeup water in Blue March
heservoir (Bee divvcussion of BYue Maroh under Alternative 7).
Given a recurrence of the 195 dreuapnt, approximately 8,000 scre-
feet of stored watler would be required to meet DEEC's flow
restriction of 530 efs with one urit cperating at maximum ratput.
Trere are 6,000 acre-feet of storage currently io Elce Farsn
Reservoir for indusiria) nd municipal use and another 6,600
scre-feet for water quality contro) downstream. We believe that
the Priladelphia Llectric Cocwpany could operate Unmit 1 ueing the
Blue Marsh Reoervoir as sn iaterim eource of meke-up water until
enviroumentally-sound storage faciiitiee could be developed.
Initiation of operation of Unit 2 and comtinued long-term
operation of Unit 1 shou!c¢ be contingent upon either expanding
exieting storapge reservoirs or developing new sources of storage
in the Schuylki) drainege. In any event, we do not recemmend
that the required flows of 530 and %60 e¢fe be reduced in uny
alterpative plaun.
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GAO says nuclear evacuation plans

WASHINGTOI (U™ Emergency evacuation procedurcs al nuclear
power planis may be seromsly delicient bYecause the goverament has
minimuin praneing siandards and no (raining requirements. the General
Accounting Office charged Tuesday

The GAD Congress investigative arm _ leveled the heavy eriticism al
ihe Nucicar Regulatory Commission and (he Federal Emergency
Managemem Agency during » House inlerior subcommitiee hearing on

gency preparedness for the nation s commercial reaclors

Communtes (hatrman Edward Markey D Mass . saud s investigation
shows nedber agency has 3 regulation defiming the moaimally
acceplable conditions necessary 1o pustily the operation of 2 nuclear
plamt wilh respect lo emergency preparednr ss

The NR( and the comcrgency managemend agency have siruggied lor
sears lo develop stondards thal local and state governments and wlilly
Compates can wse (o st up emergency evacustion procedures for the

surroundiag population i the cvent of an stomic reactor accrdent hat

relcases deadiy radiation

n recomt slhs, the agencies have encountered the most deflic ult
emergency planaing problems at two reactors ncar densely populaiced
New York Cuy Indian Point in Wesichester County and Shoreham on
Long Isiand

In the case of Shoreham, owned & Long Island Light
County authorities have refused lo croperate m setting up evacualion
plans. which is jeopardizing the start up of the new plani

In lestimony (0 the subcommitice. GAO official Ralph Carlone said the
study uncovered several major problems with the federal government's
evaluation and approval of reactor emergenc) plans

The Federal Emergency Management Agency has not established

“unoum standards that (lest) excercisers must meet and has
approved exercises that “did not provide ample opportunity to demon
sirate response capabilities

are deficient

Plans for iraining federal state and local government officials ha ve

nol been implemented As & resull. i is wncertiain whether public official
snd emergency workers will know how 1o best respond 0 2 nuclear powe
plan! emergency

The agency “does not slways require that all plan eleme
tested or verify that they are complying with tederal criteria

It “does not have follow up procedures lor casuring Ihat delic send s
from previous exercises are correcled In some wstances (it has
concluded that preparedness is adequate even though i has no evidencs
that deficiencies from earlier exercises have been corrected

Carione told the pancl emergency planning arownd U S reactor siles
#is0 is hampered by lack of 3 “clear cul method for fundrag " prepar ation
and testing

As & resull local communities that wani to prevesl or delay 1he

start-up of & reactor, he noled. use “their refusal to participate in the
emergency planning process to achieve their objcctives
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Limerick Foes Aslc: Is This Nulke Necessary?

By ALEXANDER REID
Daily News Statf Writer

In the farmlands and meadows of
western Montgomery County, a le-
gion of craftsmen and technicians
works feverishly in the shadow of
two 570-foot concave cooling towers

The bustle of activity on this rural
landscape  belies the uncertainty
surrounding Philadelphia Electric’s
Co’s nuclear plant in  Limerick
Township, near Pottstown. As the
scheduled spring 1985 start-up nears
for the flirst of two reactors on the
S87-acre site, the debate over the
plant’s necessity and dangers is heat-
g up

Foes argue that the twin reactor
complex 1S unnecessary, uneconomi
cal and unwantdd.

And they note that the reactors
have a lifesspan of about 40 years
rendering the plant useless well
before the middle of the 21st century

“We don’t think there is enough
water around here to operate the
units. And the power that they're
supposed to generate is not needed,”
said Phyllis Zitzer, head of Limcerick
Fcology Action, one of a host of citi
zens' groups opposed to Limerick
“With the rate hikes necded when
this thing goes into service, it's not
economical Nobody wants Limer.
ick but PFCO ™

Limerick would be the ¢losest nu
clear power plant to Philadciphia
and its 1.7 million residents, a fact
that alarms an anti-nuclcar power
movement galvanized by the acci
dent at Three Mide Island in 1979

Philadelphia, 20 miles from Limer-
ick, is not among the 43 municipali
ties devising emergency evacuation
procedures. On'y the towns within a
10-mile radius of the complex are
required by the US Nuclear Regula
tory Commission to devclop emer

gency plans ,

In spite of the opposition and
lack of independent support for the
project — PE is determined to com
plete Limerick

During the primary election cam-
paign in Bucks County last May, the
utility poured $823.000 into an unsuc
cessful effort to influence voters to
pass a non-bind‘ng referendum con
struction of the Point Pleasant water
diversion project. Water from the
project is needed for Limerick

On July 22, in response the state
Public Utility Commission's 1952
order urging PE to cancel or suspend
construction of Unit Il at Limerick,
the utility announced a plan to com
plete both units within five years

Using a revolving loan agreement,
arranged through a syndicate of 25
'S and foreign banks including
New York’s Citibank, PE would bor-
row $1.1 billion for the eventual
completion of the Limerick project
Unit I would begin operation in 1985,
Unit Il in 1987

Several consumer groups are pre-
paring complaints with the commis
sion on PE's plan A decision 15 ex
pected late next month’

One group, the Consumer Fduca
tion and Protective Association,
chartered a bus loaded with Limer
ick opponents yesterday and mct
with Citibank representatives in
Manhattan to voice its criticisms

“We want the banks 1o take into
account the community’'s fecling on
this,” said Max Weiner, a consumer
activist who heads CEPA "M we
demonstrate enough awareness, we
think we can have the whole deal
nixed ™

PE says the plan will allow it to
delay issuing mortgage bonds — the
normal method for raising revenue
— ntil the first reactor is incinded

“We certainly believe that both units are in
the best interest of our customers.”

Neil McDermott,

Philadelphia Electric Co. spokesman

in the rate bhase and the company s
financtal condition improves The
utifity, bled by Limerick costs over
the years, currently has a bond cred
it rating of BBR-minus from Stan
dard & Poor’s Corp. and Baal from
Moaody's Investor Service (The rat
ings are considered the lowest for
“investmentgrade” bonds; lower
ratings would put the bonds in the
“speculative” class, raising the inter

_est rates the company would have 1o

pay to borrow money )

PUC approval of the financing
arrangement would represent signil-
icant progress toward completion of
a project first proposed in 1969

When construction began on the
reactors in 1974, PE estimated Limor
ick would be completed by 1980 at o
cost of $1.5 bilhon

Construction delays and inflation
have pushed the price tag for the
units up to what officials estimate
will be ncarly $6 billion when they
are completed. That will be about
half of PE's assels

For PE's 1.3 million customers, the
plant will mean hefty rate increases
if the commission approves the fi
nancing plan Before each reactor
goes into commercial operation, 'l
will seek 20 percent rate increases

PF officials maintain that the twin
units are necded to replace costly
and soon-to-be outmoded means of
encrgy production, such as oil-fired
svslome v .

We certainly believe that bolh
units are in the best interest of our
customers,” said Neil McDermott, a
company spokesman “We have given
the commission a plan that we feel is
workable to the completion of both,
and we are looking 1o complete both
reactors.”

Limerick's opponents, rallicd by
the proposed financing plan, do not
share PE's optimism They say the
utihity is embarking on a firancially
risky course to push the nuclcar
plan® into operation

“Their financial agreement at
tcmpts to trade claimed shortterm
henefits for long-term burdens,” said
Steve Hershey, a Community Legnl
Services lawyer who represented
scveral citizens’ groups during a 1980
PUC investigation of Limerick

For instance, the banks say that
Unit | has to go into the rate basc in a
timely manner, which means by 1985
Suppose something goes wrong with
construction or the company has
problems working out the cvacua
non procedure, which they are hav
ing trouble doing now? Let's say they
don’t get their license within the
next year The operating date could
be held up and the banks could with
draw the Inan, and that would be a
disaster for PECO and obviously
thetr customers.”

Critics of the arrangement also
target the revised construction

bodnie. which they say vicdates The

1982 PUC order that PE scrap or delay
Unit 1 until the first reactor is com
pieted The simultancons construg
tion of both reactors, it said, poses
financial consequences for ratepay
er<and stockhoiders

Later this year, as they complote
work on Unit | a workforce of about
200 craftsmen and engineers would
resnme work on the second reactor
which today 15 30 percent complete

By 1985, wheh the first reactor is .,
scheduled to go on line, 1900 work
ers will be engaged in construction
on Unit I and PE will have spent $50)
million on the reactor

PE says construction on both units
is feasible now because the plan
hurdles the financial obstacles faced
by the company last year, whoen the
Py C tirst issued its order

When the commission made that
ruling, they didn't think we could
raise the money to butld Unit 11 antil
we built Unit 17 said Joseph F. Pa
quetie Jro PE's vice president for
finance and accounting. “We fecl
we can convince them that we e
carry oul work on both npits



