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.UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BoRkD FEB 21 A0S
In the Matter of $ Docket Nos. 50-352 ‘JV“
PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY : 50- 353'0

(Limerick Generating Station,
Units 1 and 2)

MOTION TO REOPEN PID PROCEEDING

Intervenor Del-AWARE, Inc. moves to reopen the
PID proceeding herein relating to Unit 2, and avers as the
basis thereof the following:

1. Oon January 24, 1984, PECo reduced the present
construction plan to one unit, and placed Unit 2 in a
clearly conditional status.

2. While PECo blithely purports to "schedule"
resumption of Unit 2 construction such resumption is entire-
ly speculative, because PECo cannot know whether Urit 1 will
be commercially operable, much less when. That matter is
within the control of other bodies, including this Commis-
sion and whatever court may ultimately review this Commis-
sion's decision regarding whether to issue a operating
license for Unit 1. By PECo's admission, in the event that
such license is not issued or is not issued when and as
hoped by PECo, there is no contingency plan for Unit 2 to
resume construction.

k. This Board has previously acknowledged a potential
need to reconsider its actions with respect to the above

docket in the event that PECo's needs were only for one
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the Delaware River and Point Pleasant of the proposed intake
system. (Comment letters attached as Exhibits A and B).

8. Since the record was clcesed, substantial adverse
effects on the Perkiomen Creek as a result of the diversion
has been identified. Reference is made to the findings of
the Pennsylvania PUC ALJ, now final (on appeal to the
Commission). (No doubt, it will be contended that these are
not final, because an appeal, but such status has not
affected the applicant's and staff's practice »f citing the
District Court's denial of Preliminary Injunction, or this
Board's PID, through both are on appeal.)

9. In addition, uncontroverted evidence has now been
adduced that there is adeguate water at Blue Marsh Reservoir
on the Schuylkill River already constructed and complete, to
service one unit at Limerick.

10. On June 27, 1983 the staff commented that:
"as the staff as indicated to Del-AWARE and
to the Board on several occasions with regard
to Del-AWARE's proposed contentions concern-
ing one unit operation, it is the staff's
practice to review the application pending
before it. Philadelphia Electric Company has
applied for a license to cuperate two units at
Limerick; the staff is actively engaged in
reviewing that application. Should Philadel-
phia Electric Company decide to cancel the
second unit, the staff will review the
amended application vhen it is submitted".
11. Now that Philadelphia Electric Company has placed
Unit 2 in a conditional status, the staff no longer has an

effective application for Unit 2 before it. Accordingly,

the Board should now deem the application from Philadelphia




Electric amended, to reflect the fact that it intends to
pursue Unit 2 only if, as, and when Unit 1 is placed in
commercial operation.

11, All of the foregoing information is new and
different than what had previously been disclosed, and it is
requested that the Board vacate its PID, and reopen the
proceedings in order to consider the matter in light of
these matters and the late filed contentions referring to
them, Nos. 31, 32, 33, 35 & 36.

13. Although it may be contended that intervenor is
late or premature, or perhaps both, in referring to these
matters, it will be noted that PECo and the staff continu-
ously urged, and this Board found, that these matters are
premature. Inasmuch as they were treated by the Board as
prenature until now, no one can argue that they are now
late. Inasmuch as applicant has testified before this Board
that Unit 1 will need supplemental water this summer, it is

“early timely to address the issue.

WHEREFORE, intervenors move that ths Board reopen
the PID, and address the supplemental cooling water needs
for one unit at Limerick in a bearing to be held after

completion of an appropriate DES.

Respectfully submitted,

ROBERT J. GARMAN
Counsel for Intervenors




Of Counsel

SUGARMAN, DENWORTH & HELLEGERS
121 S. Brouad Street

Suite 510

Philadelphia, PA 19107

(215) 5460162

Dated: February 17, 1984
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ZPA has completed its review of the Graft EIS for cperaticn of
the Liserick Generating Station, as required under Section 309
of the Clezn 2ir aAct. 1In general, the cocument is accepiadle

with certain excepticns enumerated in the attached technical
the review, the draft EIS is rated

comments., s a result of
ER-2, which mears that the environmental reservations are

related to insufficient inforimation. The attachad sheat
Cescribes Lhe rating systcs vsed by EPA and is enclecsed for

your in{orration.

In late 1280 and early 1981, the EPA E1S review staff met with
the DRBC anéd PaDER scveral tines to clarify environmental
issues relateéd to the Reshaminy Creek Yatershed Plan and Water
Supply Plan. The issues discussed had been raised in a letter
to DRBC, cated September 26, 1980, and supplemented in
subsequent meetings. The issuves included analysis of flows,
population and water use projections, water conservation
controls, and the relationship of the Philadelphia Electric
Company needs (described in Docket No. 79-52-CP) as ii{ relates
to components of the NWRA watershed and water supply plans.
Tnese meetincs resolved our technical concerns regarding the
NWRA portion of the diversion propecsal and resulted in our
conclusion that the potential benefits to be derived from the
diversion, as claimed@ in the various Dockets, far outweighed
any potential adverse jinpacts. This is the position EPA took
in 2 let!? cated February 17, 1981 to Governor Tribbet of
Delaware, who was then the U.S. Commissioner of DRBC.

The majority of the following comments are concernced with
radiation and cooling water with recard to its sources and
receiving streams. 1In some cases the radiation information

is incompletely addressed while in Oother places it is present-
ed in a way that is confusing to the reader. The ma jor
deficiencies recarding radiation are: a) trecatment of EPA

stancards, b) a lack of information On postulated accidents,
and c) a la~kx of information on Gecommissioning.




With regard to Lthe ccooling waler discussieons, the Jdocuent is
incersisient in its presantation of Lhe waler B 1508 3 the
needs,.  Mador Geficianciscs in the wataer arca of coucern are:
3) conling waler _budget inconsistencies, b) the range of
cooling water nEEes for Ifi{ering Ccperating confizuietions, c)
cguatic izpacts of flow extremes in diversion angd receiving
sircams that =3y occur cvar short time spins, and &) diiutien
for waier guality n the Jgwer partica of ihae Tast
Sranch Ferxie~zn Cr 2re Lhe t-o0 mrjor sreas
rdarcssed in the coazents and zre follewed by scue air
pollution cencerns anéd other minor points.-

We @ppreciate the cpportunity to review the docu=:»nt z=nd your
staif's cooperation. 1If any points reguira further discussion
or clarification, plcase contact Mr. Robert Divis of the EIS
Review Team. e can Le recached on 215-597-4388.

.

Sincerely,

/ L
C;? ;)5&@6L44£b4644‘—,
henry Brubaker
Chief snal)sxs and Services Section

Encleosure(s)



_I-';::_t}‘;.‘:‘-'i‘;n Conceyng s

A aost important concern is the i(rcat 20t of (he 53K stend:ids
for Lthe uvraniva foel cycle given in 20 CrR 120, Thoese
stapcards are fleetingly address.:-d on £3g2s $-28 and 5-48,

fhe stancerds are inceonpletely éoscribed and are sédressed only
by the vague statement that "under norcal cperations the
Limerick facility is cagable of operating within these
sizncards.” 'This statesont Soos not state =rethoer or not ibe
Flant actually will cperate within the standards, a3é .cre
ieportantly only @ part of ihe standzid is refcrenced Ly ihe
DZ1S. Attached is a cozy of 40 CFR 220 {for your inicrsation.
In a carefvl study of ihe DEIS, we have found that information
is supplied on pages S-64 and D2-Dl1l which rnay be comparaed Lo
the £PA standard, but the information is not presanted in an
understandable {forzat and there is some guesticn as to whether
the standard for relecase of krypton-85 will be maet. The EPA

standards should be directly and conpletely addressed in the
EIS in tabular form so that projected relcases may be directly
compared to the standard. The standard is applicadle only to

normal operations.

In aécdition, there is a lack of information on postulated
accidents and on the racdwaste system. On gaces 5-61 it is
stated that NRC's review of the utility's probabilistic risk
2ssessment has not yet been completed and "will be factored
into the NRC staff's analysis . . . to fulfill the recguirement
of this section of the DES." The radwaste issuves are to be
addressed in Chapter 11 of the SER. Both of these issues are
an integral part of the environmental impacts of the plant and
should be considered as a part of the NEPA process. No final
EIS should be issued before these issves are reviewed by EPA

and supplemental comments provided to NRC.

As a final note on the radioclogical portion of this review, the
impacts of decommissioning are only briefly mentioned in
passing. At least a general order of magnitude of these
inmpacts should be discussed, though specific numerical
estimates of the impacts are protably not yet available.

Hydrology and Cooling Water:

Inforration presented in the document recarding hydrology is in
agreement with information available to the EPA technical
staff. However, some serious guestions have been raised over

the cooling water sources and uses.
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3 ) 26 D =311 te divesrted 10 L Lo lek.  Bogev o,
Fabie 4.0 leus g e M flow of 37 D {iecm Lthe Dwxlawvara/f
Ferkician, This appaicoat incopsistoncy should be cxplained,
Page 4-12 indicates a rmaxizom withdrawal rate of 41.5 D ficm
Fackicnen 1s axpoected. Hoscver, this dces not watch with the
maxisum flow of 46 MGD éiverted to Limerick, as stoted on paze
$-10, nor Soes it match the flows in Table 4.1 for the
FerXicmen., Acain the apgarent inconsistency showvld be
F_-.‘.?)&xf--d.
These incoasistencies may be sericus, with isplications
rcaching from ogreration of the Peint Plczsent diversicns a1l
the ~.y L0 the rance of pcssible effects upen ihe final
recziving stream. These could impact the 3raéshaw reserveir,
the Tast Branch of the Ferkicwmen Creek, the Ferkicomen Creek,
the Schiuylkill at the confluence with the Perkicmen, and

édownstream.

Section 4.2.4 should detail the current conditions of thocse
streams to receive diversion wat@r more thorocuvghly tham is
done. For example, virtually nothing is incluéed recgarding
the conditicns of the rigarian habitat or the flood plain, znd
in chzpter 5 no mention is made of the effects under exticme

conditions, e.g., high flows of short duration. We agree that
diverted water will result in neglicible effects most of the

time and furthermore will probably have beneficial effects

ecologically. Towever, extremes should be thoroughly explaiped.
In addition, very little is mentioned recarding the effects of

the enviTonmental Tramifications of EIows 4~to— 2S5 times normal.
You have included information that flows are—below-the highest
flows and that they are well within the erosion limits, but
disclosure should go beyond merely the water guality conditions.
The answvers are probably available and deserve inclusion, if

only by reference. . ]

In addition, no mention is made of the effects the Pennsylvania
Public Utility Commission decision regarding unit two. If only
one unit is ever cperated, what are the implications for the
cooling water budcet both from the Point Pleesant diversion and
the Schuylkill? Since this possibility has been disregarded,
we have no way of estimating any aguatic impacts that may
result from diffecring operational configurations. 1If only one
unit is ever brought cn-line, alternative sovurces of cooling
water may be available. 1In this case, diversion of water intc
the East Branch of the Perkiomen may be unnecessary.
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releasecs fron that foc 13‘_)' will seldaos e WIS Thd + 8 cewcver. 3§
that facility is necossery for the successivl cpireiian ol LY
LGS then »nat contingency has bean plannced in 02 it ihat
the Merrill Creeck f:acw'li‘xy is pr(:r:luw..i? 'Z'n:'s as woll #s olhwer

[ecaent infor-ation indicatcs that DRAC is_ccontinuving Lo uplate
ihe rodeling of ihe Delawire, csmecially with reg:rd 7o the-
-..l:JJThi'L‘5?T?. As w2 undarstand it, the Jatest 3liniLy
objeciive for_the vecar 2000 is unzchicvable unéer current
operaticral “Oq‘ﬁ_ﬁu_zAi_LLJQ_ng_:‘\Lﬂg&_i}“D“ﬁémg ts and
“~@iversicns. ~pgparently a need exists to adjust_ing operticonal

configuration of thcse projects to achieve the salinity
objective. Aside {rcm the fact that DRARC hes a plethora of
alternatives to consider and guite a few yesars to develop and

exatine thez, still the denmands by Limerick a e certainly a
part of the Point Pleasant dlng;s;on_and_¥grta1n to e a
cOnTErNn in the deliberations cver the sala..ity Jssuve.

Therciore, the salinity issuve ané operation of the Liaserick
plant are related and the basin's overall ~ater budcet into the
future say effect the operation of the Limerick plant.

Sections 5.3 or 5.3.2.3 should include discussions recerding
salinity and the EIS should include information on the impacts
expected from the various operational configuratiors, both for
the LGS as well as for the dams and diversions.

An apparent inconsistency exists in statements under Section
4.3.2.1 (p. 4-3) and 5.3.2.2 (p. 5-3). 1In the first case it is
stated that no changes in the overall scheme for water uvse has
occured while on page 5-3 it is stated that several changes in
the design have taken place. The reviewers assume that these
changes have been made to accommodate water gquality implica-
tions, however, no information is presented to tell why such’
changes were necessary and why such drastic efforts were neceded
for what appear to be incremental improvements. On the other
hand, rerhaps these design efforts have been made ifor larger
improvements than are expressed. If this is so, then the
éocument showld discuss design changes discarcded and wny.
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we incoesistent Lecause it is a claid of coavenicnce in spite
of ihe Tact that aprarently dilution is the sasjeost ans Lo
B 4 g ihe Jc-~er porticn of the East Zranch.
In Section 5.3.2.3, operation of the Siversion and its
envircnzental effecis are discussed. It is undersicod that
cnce ihe divarsion of water to Liserick is bogun ithe flows will
Se mrintained so tvat extrencs in fluctuaticn of water lavels
in the sirca=s v .« for diversion will be ivoic =4, BCwever, ne
zenticn is sade of how the diversicn will e cparatedé o0 that
flesh flcods resultin rcz short duraticn/high intensity
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StOY=s will Hot e cxacerd
&oncern rere, Sut scme ai
pessibility, especially i
Tebitat_2long the strecams of the area. 1In other words, much of
the flood plain in the areca Fas been changed so that it is now
Gedicated to agriculture or to activities cther than flood way.

sted. Tnere ray be RO Cavee lor
enticon siiculd be r2id 1o ithe
light of the lack of ripari

. 8 ipari

Air Concerns:

Under air impacts on page 5-24, the cmissions are cstizated to
be "less than EPA de minimus levels” for certain pollutants,
These ce minimus levels are probably these used {or PSD
purposes. No information is given on the actual ocff-site
ambient concentrations that will result. Vhile the low
emissions will most likely result in very small impacts, this
does not justify the complete lack of any numerical cata to
backup this assertion. At a minioum, annual a2nd caximum
24-hour emissions should be given. A simple model could then
be run to estimate off-site. concentrations. If these are truly
as small, this will reinforce the conclusion that the izpacts

are too small to be significant. i

Fipally, on page S-15, first paragraph, the last sentence
states that "Actions to mitigate these potential impactrs ,from
cooling tower chlorination) should be considered . . .". This
statment constitutes 2 recommendation to the utility and is out
of place in an EIS. It would be more appropriate to discuss
what will be done, what are the alternatives and what

miticative actions will be implemented.
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1) ©On pz:ge 4-37 =scntion is sxie of (he Jossivilitly of (he
presence ¢f cels in the Dzlavware. This is very litaely,
cspecially in light of ihe fact thist a2 5311 eel {ichery exiusts
in the foat Jervis arca, far upstreax of the diveision intehe,

2) The document contains scme very essured slstencnts
rzgz:éing the vltizate izprovement in quality of the strez=s
receiving diversion water. Hewever, nsnitering in conjunction
wiith cperaticn of the diversion shcwld he carried ont f{or all
sarzscters contained in the drait 1S as well 2s for tue fich
cc-zunity. A good start naes Logn sade, as doscribed In Section
4, of the trophic levels in all the streams. This shouldé e
expinced and continued es the diversicn is conpleted and placed
inio operation,

scribes the nonthermal water guality
anticipated for the 3radsrhaw facility and the Delaware. A
statenent is made that 9ne reservoir will act a2s both a
sediment controlling facility as well as a phesghorces sink,
Hewever, no mention is racde recarding the nonscitleabdle
f{racticn which will p:ss ihrough the reservolr and ~2y necate
phesrhorous control claimed 2as a benefit of the reservoir.
csments are in order if the mocelling for
aater guality has not included this socurce of

we failed to sece any statements
Information

is not

3) Section $5.3.2 3 d

1

any
Perhars some rcass
receiving stream
phesphorous. 1n addition,
covering retention time in the Bradshnaw facility.
from other sources indicates that sediment control
achieved with flows greater than 10% of total capacity flow
through per éay. However, this is an optimum figure that is
adjusted on a case-by-case basis. In any event, the claims

made by the NRC for sediment control using the Bradshaw

facility should be substant:ated statistically in the final EIS.

4) The next—-to-last paragraph on page 5-25 states that
® ... induced shock will adversely affect biota along the
Limerick Transmission corridor.” Perhaps this is a
typograoh:cal error becauvse the remainder of the paragraph
describes just the opposite. However, if this is not an error,

then this section needs to be rewritten.
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A 10 percent loss of water in transport from the Delaware River to the Limerick
Generating Station has been estimated. This may be very conservative considering the
evaporative losses in Bradshaw Reservoir and over 23 miles of Perkiomen Creek, lezkage
from transmission pipes and Bradshaw Reservoir, channel storage, and groundwater

Adntrusion.

ANl of Montgomery County and parts of Bucks, Lehigh, Berks and Chester Counties were
declared 2 "groundwater protected area" by the DRBC on October 8, 1980, because of
over-withdrawal f.om groundwater. Approximately 220 miles of streams are directly
impacted by induced groundwater intrusion and another 182 miles adversely affected by
reduced flows. Studies by Chester-Betz Zngineers and Moody Associates identified at
least one mile of the East Branch of Perkiomen Creek downstream from the discharge
point as a groundwater intrusion area. The studies also revealed that water discharged
from Greenlane Reservoir on Perkiomen Creek is lost to groundwater before it reaches
the Philadelphia Water Company’s pump-out point near the mouth of Perkiomen Creek,
Water will be conveyed in Perkiomen Creek during dry weather at the same time over-
pumping of groundwater will be most severe. We believe that losses in transit may be far
greater than previously estimated. We recommend that transit loss estimates include
potential losses from groundwater intrusion and evaporation as well as transmission pipe
leakage.

Aquatic Resources

CoNlectior of eggs and larval American shad, alewife, and blueback herring in 1982
confirms that the area in the vicinity of the Point Pleasant intakes is also used for
spawning by alosids. As the alosid population in the river increases, we expect this area
tc be used more heavily for spawning in the future. The text should be revised to reflect
the most recent information.

Water Use and Treatment

The data presented in this section does not clearly explain what the actual consumptive
water loss will be at the power plant. Table 4.) shows the maximum use of Delaware
River water to be 57.4 cfs and a maximum evaporation loss of 56.6 cfs. Since the
maximum water withdrawal from the Delaware River at Point Pleasant will be 71 cfs and
65 cfs on Perkiomen Creek as noted on page 4-10, it appears there will be a 13.6 cfs loss
of water in transit to the plant. If so, the statement should be revised to more clearly
discuss how much water will be lost.

Table 4.) show: water will not be withdrawn from the Delaware River from November
through May. Once water is withdrawn from the Delaware River, the applicant will be
required to_maintain a pumping rate of 27 cfs during the normal low flow season and 10 .
cfs_flow in Perkiomen Creek _for the remainder of the year. Flow® have dropped below

7530 cfs (which requires the applicant to use the Delaware River) in nearly every month of

the year at the Pottstown gage on the Schuylkill River upstream of the Limerick
Gererating Station. Therefore, some pumping from the Delaware River may be required
year-round to meet the DRBC flow requirements. We recommend this section clearly
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stete the range of consumptive water loss and indicate the potential for year-round
pumping from the Delaware River,

il

Water Quality

-Although Delaware River water quality has been deccribed as very gooc, there is
evidence of pollution by at least two metals. The data used by the DRBC and
subsequently by the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources were from
monthly grab samples and some 24 hour composite samples. Monthly grab samples are
inadequate to accurately represent the quality of flowing water. Only continuous
monitoring could achieve the accuracy implied by the text. Whoie fish flesh analysis of
fishes taken from the De'aware River at the 1-95 bridge 18 miles south of Point Pleasant
and at Upper Black Eddy 15 miles north of Point Pleasant indicate high levels of cadmium
and lead. The level in these Delaware River fish fall in (he upper 15 percent of all
samples collected nationwide 2s part of the National Pesticide Monitoring Program. As
notec on page 4-29, state standards for cadmium have been violated in the Delaware
River,

Sampling data by the Merrill Creek Owners Group 25 miles upstream of the proposed
project shows peaks of 0.9 mg/l total phosphorous and 0.75 mg/? orthophosphate after
storms. (It is noted on the bottom of page 4-26 that phosphorous limits are violated at
the Point Pleasant intake site.) Even with a three day turnover rate in Bradshaw
Reservoir, such high levels of phosphorous could cause 2gal blooms in the reservoir, With
lower pumping rates, detention_time would increase and the potential for agal blooms
would be even higher. Heavy 2gal blooms could degrade water quality and cause anoxic
concitions. This poorer quality water would than be withdrawn from the reservoir and
discherged to Perkiomen Creek.

Water intakes on the Delaware River are only 800 feet downstream from Tohickon
Creek. Route 32 crosses Tohickon Creek approximately 200 feet upstream of its
confluenc> with the Delaware River. A chemical spill accident at the Route 32 bridge
would quickly travel downstream and be drawn into the Point Pleasant intake, and
eventually contaminate Bradshaw Reservoir. Depending on the rnature of the chemicals
involved, pollutants could eventually find their way to Perkiomen Creek.

Environmental Consequences

To calculate the highest possible percentage of the flows that would be withdrawn by
Limerick, 2 flow of at least 3,000 cfs is assumed to be maintained at Trenton. We are
not sure why the 3,000 cfs value is used since even a cursory examination of USGS gaging
records show that flows of less than 3,000 cfs are not an uncom mon occurrence. In fact,
the low flow at the Trenton gage was 1,180 cfs (Cctober 1962). As recently as January
1981, the flows at Trenton dropped to 1,900 cfs. At a flow of 1,180 cfs, the Point Pleasant
project would withdraw 12.3 percent of the river water. Since it is the extreme
fluctuations that most significantly impact fish and wildlife resources, it is misleading
not to evaluate the extremes as part of the impact assessment. The text should be
changed accordingly.
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The statement that Limerick will not be permitted to withdraw water when flows at
Trenton fall below 3,000 cfs is unrealistic. Flows at Trenton have fallen below 3,000 cfs
numerous instances since U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) began keeping records. Yet we
are unaware of a single instance when DRBC has required anyone to stop withdrawing
waler because of low flows at Trenton. We recommend this sentence be deleted and this
section be revised to reflect customary practice. ’

Cumulative impacts from water withdrawals in the basin have been ignored. The final
statement should discuss the combined effects of: over-allocating water in the basin;
diverting # maximum of 1,395 cfs to New York City/New Jersey; over-pumping
groundwater; excessive consumptive withdrawals; and the lack of adequate make-up
water storage in the basin on salinity intrusion in upper Delaware Bay. Model runs of the
Thatcher/Harieman salinity mode) for Delaware Bay have never taken the reduced flows
from over-pumping groundwater into account in their consumptive use estimates. The
large Raritan-Magothy-Potomac Aquifer passes under the Delaware River south of
Camden, New Jersey and is currently being pumped at three times its recharge rate near
Camden. According to the USGS, lower water tables have actually caused water from
the Delaware River to flow into the groundwater.

Also, the DRBC salinity model assumes 2 minimum flow of 2,700 cfs yet the average
monthly flow for January 1381, was 2,539 cfs (winimum daily of 1,900 cfs) during a
drought only one-fourth as severe as the 1960's drought. Adequate storage does not now
exist in the basin to maintain target flows at Trenton.

The progressive decrease in freshwater input and rising sea level has resulted in higher
salinity levels in Delaware Bay. A study by Dr. Harold H. Haskin (1972) showed
significant increases in salinity at five locations in Delaware Bay over a 41-year period.
¥odel runs by ithe Thatcher/Harleman Salinity Model predicted greater than 15 ppt
isohaline levels over the seed oyster beds in the estuary year-round during dry years (the
model run assumed only a 1,000 cfs consumptive use and 2,700 cfs river flow at
Trenton). Seed oyster beds are an im portant part of 2 multi-miilion dollar industry in
Delaware Bay. Salinity levels above 15 ppt isohzline allow the seed oysters to be
Attacked and destroyed by the oyster drill and the proiozoan M5X. The DRBC study on
the effects of rising sea level on salinity identified the need for 3-10 cfs/year more
freshwater input to maintain existing salinity regimes in Delaware Bay.

A similar argument for the cumulative effects of water withdrawals can be seen with
dissolved oxygen in the estuary. The DRBC dissolved oxygen model shows a direct
relationship between river flows and dissolved oxygen in Zone I of the Delaware
estuary. Water withdrawn at Point Pieasant will bypass all but three miles of Zone n.
Even slight changes in flow of 200-300 cfs can cause more than a 1 mg/l change in
dissolved oxygen in Zone II. Diadromous fishes must pass through Zone II of the estuary
to reach spawning and nursery areas in the Delaware River. Therefore, it is crucial to
the continued existence of these runs to have adequate levels of dissolved oxygen for
passage in the spring and fall. Low dissolved oxygen levels are suspected of causing poor
repeat spawning by adult American shad and large die-offs of juvenile American shad in
the Delaware River estuary. The final statement should assess this issue.
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We ocisanree that there will not be water guality problems in the East Branch of
Perkiomer lreek. Weekly samples at the proposed Merrill Creek Reservoir intake 2%
miles upstream on the Delaware River had a range of orthophosphate between 0.0) to
0.75 mg/l. With a short detention time in Bradshaw Reservoir, up to four times the level
of organic phosphates could be discharged to the East Branch stimulating nuisance dgal
blooms and plant growth downstream. ' .-

Aquatic Resource Impact Summary

Because the Delaware River also has withdrawal restrictions for the Point Pleasant
project, make-up water storage capacity on the Delaware River is necessary. When the
proposed project was originally planned, DRBC assumed that existing storage capacity
was aveilable. However, recent “~oughts have demonstrated that existing storage cannot
even meet the current water demands. Therefore, the apolicant has entered into an
agreement to help build the Merrill Creek Project. The Mermill Creek Project will
inundate 712 acres of high quality wildlife habitat including 1.7 miles of a2 native brook
trout stream. The brook trout is a State-designated threatened species. Habitat tor the
State-designated threatened longtafl salamander and the State-designated endangered
cooper's hawk will also be lost. Despite the fact that Merrill Creek is necessary for
operating the Limerick Generating Station under all flow conditions, there is very little
discussion in the statement about the Mermill Creek project and nothing about the habitat
losses and disturbance from operation of this project. We recommend the draft
statement be revised to discuss impacts from the Merrill Creek Project and that less
environmentally damaging make-up water storage options in the Schuyikill River Basin be
seriously considered.

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

The draft statement (OLS) does not adequately address impacts to fish and wildlife
resources nor does it reflect the most recent information pertaining to fish and wildlife
resources impacted by the project. The impact assessment in this statement for the
Point. Pleasant Diversion relies heavily on data previously prepared by the Delaware
River Basin Commission (DRBC). We believe the assumptions used by DRBC in the
original models to generate this data are no longer valid, based on the most recent
information available.

We do not agree that project operations will have no adverse impacts to fish and wildlife
resources. The potential exists for cumulative adverse impacts to water quality in the
Delaware estuary and to increased salinity intrusion in upper Delaware Bay. Water
quality may be degraded in Perkiomen Creek during diversions from the Delaware
River. The potential also exists for entrainment and im pingement of eggs and larval
fishes by the Point Pleasant intakes.

The potential for impacts on ground-water resources as a result of a Class 9 accident

involving penetration of the basemat by reactor core debris is especially worthy of
analysis at the Limerick site. This is true because the Brunswick aq.ifer is characterized
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by secondary permeability derived largely from vertical Joints as noted on page 4-22.
The existence of such permeability may permit relatively rapid movement of
contaminants in ground water in the event of @ melt through of the basemal and resulting
escape of contaminants from the containment. '

‘Fish aad Wildlife Coordination Act

These comments do no* preclude separate evaluation and Comments by the Fish and
Wildlife Service (F WS) pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401,
2s amended; 16 U.S.C. 68) et $eq.), since the proposal to construct the dam and water
intake structures will require Section 404 permits from the Corps of Engineers.

POINT PLEASANT

On Ortober 18, 1982, the FWS recom mended denial of the Department of the Army
permit (Public Notice No. NAPOP-8-0534-3, dated April 6, 1981) to the Nesha miny Water
Resource Authority. The reasons for the recom mendation of denial were:

L Cumulative effect of water withdrawals on salinity intrusion in Delaware Bay.

No studies have assessed the combined effects of over-allocation of water in the basin,
maximur. New York City/New Jersey diversion of 1,340 cfs, over-pumping of ground
water, total consumptive withdra wals within the basin and lack of adequate make-up
water storage in the basin on saltwater intrusion in upper Delaware Bay. Studies have
documented increased salinity levels in Delaware Bay and the adverse impacte of reduced
freshwater inflows on seed oyster production. The model runs of the Thatcher/Harleman
salinity model for Delaware Bay have never taken into account their consumptive use
figures the reductions in surface flow from over-pumping ground water (induced
groundwater intrusion). The model runs have also assumed adeguate storage upstream to
maintain 2 minimum flow at Trenton, New Jersey of 2,700 cfs. Flows at Trenton, New
Jersey in January 198) dropped to 1,900 cfs and the average for the month was only 2,539

cfs.
2. Cumulative effect of consumptive water withdrawal on dissolved oxygen,

ATl the water withdrawn at Point Pleasant will bypass 41 miles of the Delaware River
including all but 3 miles of Zone II of the Delaware River estuary. Water returning to
the river via Wissahickon Creek will bypass 70 miles of the Delaware River and all of
Zones II and I of the estuary, Since 1965, flows low enough to cause severe dissolved
Oxygen sags in the estuary have occurred in every month. Low dissolved oxygen has been
blamed for poor repeat spawning by adult American shad an” large die-offs of juvenile
American shad in the Dela ware River estuary,

3. Impacts to the Nerth Branch Nesha miny Creek and East Branch Perkiomen Creek,

Increased discharges to> both creeks will scour stream banks and stream bottom,
increasing turbidity and sedimentation downstream. Increased phosphate loading of Lake

—— -
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Gelena will accelerate eutrophication and cause water quality problerms, Whole fish flesh
analysis of fish taken from the Dela ware River at the 1-95 bridge (18 miles south of Point
Pleasant) and Upper Black Eddy (15 miles north of Point Pleesant) indicate high levels of
cadmium and lead. The levels in these Delaware River fish fall in the upper 15 percent of
all samples collected nationwide as part of the National Pesticide Monitoring Program.
Delaware River water will degrade water quality in both streams by introducing higher
levels of cadmium and lead. Several groundwater intrusion areas have been identified in
Perkiomen Creek due to Over-pumping of ground water. Surface water from the
Delaware River will be lost to ground water when discharged into Perkiomen Creek and
could potentially contaminate grouncwater supplies.

4. Impacts to fish and wildlife resources in the Delaware River at the intake site.

The pipeline to the pumphouse will disturb one acre of riverine, forested wetland and
permanently cestroy 0.3 acre. The intake is at the edge of 2 large back eddy formed
below Tohickon Creek. The eddy s a2 spawning and nursery area2 for American shad, river
herring, channel catfish, smallmouth bass, redbreast sunfish, bluegills and black crappie.
1At low flows the intake will be in the back eddy and will entrain or impinge eggs and
arval fish.

5. Impacts from the Merrill Creek Reservoir,

The Point Pleasant Diversion was part of the justification for building the Memill Creek
Reservoir. The Merrill Creek project would inundate 1.7 miles of brook trout stream,
flood 712 acres of valuable wildlife habitat and destroy habitat for three State-designated
endangered species. There are reservoir sites on the Schuylkill River that would be less
environmentally damaging and eliminate the need for the Point Pleasant Diversion.

MERRILL CREEK

In revieving applications for permits, the FWS recom mended denial for the following
reasons:

1. Loss of 712 acres of valuable wildlife habitat, including habitat for State-designatec
threatened species (the longtail salamander and brook trout), and State-designated
endangerec Cooper's hawk,

2. Loss of 1.7 miles of native brook trout stream.,
3. No mitigation plan to compensate for loss of fish and wildlife habitat.

4. The least environmentally damagjing alternative was not selected.

5. Inadequate minimum releases from the reservoir into Merrill Creek to protect brook
trout habitat downstream.

6. Impacts from the proposed intake structure on the Delaware River.
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7. Entrainment and impingement problems at the intake on the Delaware River,
especially American shad.

8. Withdrawal of water during low river flows will result in cumulative adverse impacts
downstream,

We hope these com ments will be helpful to you in the preparation of a final statement

Sincerely, .

_j‘:/: ence ) 7 /a:c;

/ﬂ' Bruce Blanchard, Director
Envircnmental Project Review
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