
*

.., .

00f.J.ETEP

. UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BO

LFF ! T OF 31CrE'

56E 52%3EFA3In the Matter of : Docket Nos.
50-353-OL "

PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY :
(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. On 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 Unit I 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 regaiding 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.
This Board has previously acknowledged a potential3.

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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decided that theWhile it83) were
(Order of October 5, 19 jurisdiction

which it had it didunit.- overimpacts remediable,
environmental were

adverse, (PID of March 8,or

significantly would occur.not ch effects
.ccknowledge that su excludedwereof effect1983). other areas

addition, by other agencies,
considered previously, or

4. In
Board'stheoutside. as having been impacts

construction at pp. 91 to 100;1982,assimply of June 1,or
Order(E.g.cuthority. will be15, 1982.) there

of July Pennsylvania PUC,,

forOrder waterfound by the diverting
of5 As impacts avail-

environmental unit areonesignificant
and alternatives ford there is sufficient wateroperation,Unit 1

Specifically, the PUC founoir. any

unit in Blue Marsh Reserv
able. longer

is nothere
circumstances, Environmentalfor one

6 In these of an
publication supple-

await the onof hearingsnot toreason initiation of an
>

Impact Statement prior to
resultstheconsiderand tomatterswatermental case, since

in this
amended DES. not merely a formality both the

fromThis is received7. were Wildlifecomments Fish &substantial and theAgency substantialvery
Protection d that there isEnvironmental

on the DES which disclose
has beenthere

Specifically,Service oneffectsreopening. adversesuch
reason identifying thefor
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significant progress
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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 closed, 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 of 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 adequate 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 operate two units at
Limerick; the staff is actively engaged in

|

i
reviewing that application. Should Philadel-
phia Electric Company decide to cancel the
second unit, the staff will review the

| amended application when 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

3
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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

premature 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..

i

WHEREFORE, intervenors move that the Board reopen

the PID, and address the supplemental cooling water needs

for one unit at Limerick in a hearing to be held after

completion of an appropriate DES.

Respectfully submitted,
l

\

ROBERT J. SUGAlW4AN
Counsel for Intervenors
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.Of Counsel .

SUGARMAN, DENWORTH & HELLEGERS~
121 S. Broad Street

1Suite 510
Philadelphia, PA 19107 .

'

(215) 546-0162

Dated: February 17, 1984
279
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Dr. Rajender Auluck, P.E., Project Junager
Of fice of Nocicar Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nacicar Regula t ory Cor--i s s i on
Washington, D.C. 20555

Daar Dr. Auluch:
__

EPA has compl e t ed its review of the draft EIS for c.peration of
the Li r.e r i ch Generating Station, as requiIed under Section 309
of the C1can Air Act. In general, the document is acceptable
with certain exceptions enumerated in.the attached t e ch n i ca l
c or.m e n t s . As a result of the review, the draft EIS is rated
ER-2, which means th a t the en v i r'on m e n t a l reservations are
related to insufficient i n f or; .a t i on . Tn e attached' sheetdescribes th e rating system used by EPA and is enciesed for
your i n forma t i on .

,,

In late 1980 and early 1981, the EPA EIS review sta f f met with
the DRBC and PaDER several times to clarify' environmental
issues related to the Neshaminy Creek Wa t er shed Plan and Water
Supply Plan. Yn e issues discussed had been raised in a letter
to DRBC, dated September 26, 1980, and supplemented in
subsequent meetings. The issues included analysis of flows,
population and water use projections, water co'ns er va ti on
controls, and the relati.onship of the Philadelphia Electric *

Company needs (described in Docket No. 79-52-CP) as it relates
to components of the NWRA watershed and water supply plans.
These* meetings resolved our technical concerns recarding the
NWRA portion of the diversion proposal and resulted in our
conclusion that the potential benefits to be derived f r om the
diversion, as claimed in th e various Dock e t s , far outweighedany pot ential adver se impacts. Tnis is the position EPA tookin a lett dated February 17, 1981 to Governor Tribbet ofDelaware, who was th en the U.S. Commissioner of DRBC.

Th e ma jori ty o f the following comments are concerned with
radiation and cooling water with regard to its sources and
receiving streams. In some cases the radiation information
is incomplet ely addressed while in other places it is present-ad in a way that is confusing to the reader. Tn e majord e fi ci enci es regarding radiation are: a) treatment o f EPAstandards, b) a lack of information on postulated accidents,
and c) a lack of information decommissioning.on

.
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With regar d t o the ec;oli ng wa ter di scuss ior:s , t.h e d oc u.'.en t is

i nconsi s t ent- in i t's pres ent a t ion of t.he water b h?:p t -nd 1.h e
needs. .': : j o r d.? fi g i cnci es in t.h e water'..rea o f c c.,cser n are:
a ) ..cooli ng wa t er budge t inconsistencies, b) the rang'e of,

cool'Eng wa t er siE6 s~fB~r d i f'f er ing opera t ing con fiiUt a t i on s , c)
! .a qua t ic impact s of fl ow extremes (in diversion and receiving

s t r cas:s that ay occur ever short ti .e spans, and d) dilution
'

f or wa t er gt:ali ty i mp: c.v e r 2 n t in t.h e 3cwer partion of the Tast
3 ranch Ferkier an Creek. These are 1.h e to n jor areas

- a ddr es s ed in the con.ents and are follcwed by some air
pollution concerns and other 2:i nor . poi n t s . '-

! We appr eciat e the oppor tuni ty to review th e document and your
staff's coope ra t i on . If sny points require f ur th er discussion
or c3 ari fica tion, please contact Mr. Robert Davis of the EI S

- Revi ew Team. He can be reached on 215-597-43S8.
.

Thank you.
,

Sineerely, "

Ja|u @. D o.. de
*

. /

Henry Brubaker.

Chief, Analysis and Services Section

Enclosure (s)
4
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Rad i a t i on Cc r.cc-r n s :

A nost imprtant concern is the !.r c 6 1 ..a n t of the E .' A stand 4rds
for the uranium fqel cycle given in 40 CFR 190. These
standards are fl ee t.i ngly a ddres sed on pages 5-23 and 5-48, 49.
The standards are i ncor.,p3 e tely descr ibed and are addressed caly
by the vague statement that ''u n d e r norsal operations the
Li mer i ck facility is capabic of opera ting within th e s e+

standards." Tn i s s t a t o r.c n t does not state whether or not ihe;

plant actually will operate wit.hin the standards, and nor e
icpar t a ntly only a part of the standard is referenced by the
DEIS. A t t a ch ed is a copy of 40 CFR 190 for your i n f er r.a t i on .
In a careful study of the DEIS, we have found that i n f or ma t.i on
is supplied on pages 5-64 and D9-Dll which rsy be compared to
th e EPA standard, but the information is not presented in an
understandable format and there is some question as t o wh e th e r
the standard for release of ' krypton-85 will be met. The. EPA
standards should be directly and cor.,pietely addressed in the
EIS in tabular form so tha t project ed releases may be directly
compared t o th e standard. The standard is a ppl i cabl e only to
normal operations.

.:* In addition, there is a lack of information on postulated
accidents and on the radwaste system. On pages 5-61 it is,

stated that NRC's r evi ew -of the utility's pr obabi l i s t i c risk
assessment has not-yet been completed and "will be f a ct or ed
into the NRC sta f f 's analysis to fulfill the requirement. . .

of this section of the DES." Tn e radwaste issues are to be
addressed in Chapter ll-of the SER. Both of these issues are

integral part of the environmental impacts of the plant andan
should be considered as a part of the NEPA process. No final,

EIS should be issued before these issues are reviewed by EPA
i and supplement al comments provided to NRC.
|

l'. As a final note on th e radiological portion of this review, th ej
| impacts of decommi s s i oning are only briefly mentioned in
i passing. At Icast a general order of magnitude of th e s e
| impacts should be discussed, though speci fi c numer i cal
| estimates of the impacts are probably not yet availab3e.
t

Hydrology and . Cooling Water:

Information presented in the document regarding hydrology is in
agreement with information available to th e EPA technical
stcff. However, some serious questions have been raised over
the cooling wa ter sources and uses.

.
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Table 4.1 . .c us a ..a x i . ..u .n flew of 37 7 'G D fr*m the Delax*!O/
Fe t k i cn.e n. This a ppa l r-a t ineonsistency should be e: pl a i wd.

Page 4-12 indicates a ma :imum wi thdr awal ra te of 41.9 MCD ficm
Terkic"cen is e.pected. :ic eve r , this does not a.atch with the
raxiinum f3cw of 4 6 MGD diver ted to Limerick, as stated on paJe
4-10, nor does it match the flows in Table 4.1 for the
7erkiomen. !$cain the apparent inconsistency should be
e.xplained.

These inceasist encies may be serious, with implications
reaching from operation of the Point Pleasant diversions all
the way to the range of possible effects upon the final
receiving stream. These could impact the Bradshaw reservoir,
the East Branch of the Perkicmen Creek, the Perkiomen Creek,
the Schuylkill at the confluence with the Perkiomen, and
downstream.

Section 4.2.4 should detail the cur rent condi tions of those
streams to receive diversion water more thoroughly chcTIT i's
done. For example, virtually nothing is included regarding
the conditions of the riparian habitat or the flood plain, and
in chapter 5 no mention is made of the effects under extteme-

-conditions, e.g., high flows of short duration. We agree that
diverted water will result in negligible ef f ects most of the
time and furthermore will probably have beneficial ef fects
ecologically. Tiow e v e r , extremes should be thoroughly e x cl a.ip ed .
In addition, very little ~is mentioned regarding the effects of

-

the e nv iTo nme n t.a 1 t o mi fTe a t i on s o fN's 4 t o757i~me s normal.-

You have included information tha t r lows aT e-be-low--the- highest
flows and that they are well within the erosion limits, but
disclosure should go beyond merely the water quality conditions.
The answers'are probably available and deserve inclusion, if

.

only by reference. .. .
,

In addition, no mention is made of the effects the Pe n n sylv a n i a
Public Utility Commission decision regarding unit two. If only
one unit is ever operated, what are the implications for the
cooling water budget both from the Point Pl e a sa n t diversion and
the Schuylkill? Since this possibility has been disregarded,
we have no way of estimating any aquatic impacts that may
result f rom dif fering operational configurations. If only one
unit is ever brought on-line, alternative sources of cooling
water may be available. In this case, diversion of water into
the East Branch of the Perkiomen may be unnecessary. .

A
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c .: m, . + t . d ; ',m.1 i11 c r .:. .-k : ,. e i 1 i :. y , .M i i. t i '. y , ai1 i'e~

.

r a.r.i f i c.i t i on s o f this are u n',. n c .e n , bot it eurs : P.' " . s n t that
releases from that facility will s e 3 d oit be n c d "i . Me w.er, if

tha t facility is necessary for the successful cperation of the
LGS th e n ' .'h a t contingency has been planned in the c. . n t that

the ."er r ill Cr eek facility is precluded? Yn i s as i. e l l as other
irepoundme nt s a pph a r's to be crucial to future water quality in
the Delaware. .

-

.

7ecent i n for .a t.i on indicates that DUC i s _ g.p n t i n u i n g 1. o update

the nodeling of the Del a wa'r e , c recial,1y wi.th r es - rNthe-
salinity cri M ia. As we u n de r s t a:16 it, the J a t e s t' T5 f i'n i't y

u.D.2 ch.i.c.uhl e unje g err,c,ntobjective for the voar 2000 is c
_ operational modes M n v 4 <: t i n g _a.ca_ planned i np >und:non t s and

"oTsersions. Apparently a need exists t o a djp:sf TWelop~e r t'i ona l
con figura ti on of these prosects to acnieve th e salinity -

ob-j e c t i v e . Aside from the fact that DRBC h a s a plethora of -

a few years to develop andalternatives to consider and quite
exacine the=, s ti ll the d e ma nd s by _.1,i rae r i ck are certainly a'

.

part of the Point Pleasant a i - <- 4 e m i certain to be a
coTrc e r n in-the deliberations over th e sal s .2 i t y issue.~'

Therefore, th e salinity issue and operation of the Li m.e r i ck
plant are related and th e ba s i n 's overall water budget i n to th e

,

future may effect the operation of the Limerick plant.-

: Sections 5.3 or 5.3.2.3 should include discussions regarding
| salinity and the EIS should include information on th e impacts

expected f r om .th e various operational con fi gura ti ons , bo th for
'

the LGS as well as for th e 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). In the first case it is
stated that no changes in the overall s ch e me for. water use has
occured l'hile on page 5-3 it is stated that several changes in
th e design have taken place. The reviewers assume that th e s e
changes have been made to a ccommoda te wa ter quali ty implica-

'

tions , however , no information is presented to t e l l wh y s u ch -
changes were necessary and why such drastic efforts were needed
for wha t appea r to be' incremental improvements. On th e other
hand, pe'rh a ps th e s e design efforts have been made for larger

.

~ improvements than 'are expressed. If this is so, then the!
'

document should discuss design changes discarded and why.

-
,
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c.L < 'ts ol ! .i: .,! f d di J ut i. n md . . . . . . . : .3 ;n ..s T o i c. t. 0;. . . u t.
.

. ..

6 i ver . i un bc;.r- fi t s for the :~ ish a r.i ny , tut ti.e d r a i t. r. 3 S . 1. D
such Sc r.e fi t s for t.h e* r e s t n r.: n c h p e r k i c:.en . rnis a pi.c c, r s to
be inc.,nsistent because it is a claim of conveni.nce in e, p i t e.

of 1.h e fric t that apparently di3ution is the easiest ;"~ans f-.:, C
i '.:pr ov i ng the Jcuer portion of the East Branch.

. . . .

In Section 5.3.2.3, operation o f th e diversion and its'
e nvi r on:nenta l effects are discussed. It is un d e r s t e.od that
once the diversion of water to Limerick is begun the f1cus will
be .T.3intained so t' a t, e x t r enes in fl uct ua t i cn of water IcVels
in th e streams u'.w for diversion will be avoided. Ii c - e v e r , no

acntion is mde o f how the diversion will be operated so that
f)esh floods r es ul ti ng frcm short duration /high intensity
's t orrs-'Wi'IrrT6t'6e exacerbated. Tn e r e r.ay be no caure ior

~

fon cer n n er e 7 b'Iit some a t t en t i'o~n~sh oul d' be" pa i d To '~'th e
possibility, especially i n _ l i ch t of'the lack of ri_carian
habitat along the streams o f th e area. In other wor d s , much of

. . . . . . . _the flood plain an the area has been changed so that it .is now
dedica ted to agricul ture or t o a c t.i v i t i e s o th er than flood way.
Air Concerns:

.

Under air impacts on page 5-24, the emissions are estimated to
be "less than EPA de minimus levels" for certain pol .'. u t a n t s .
These de minimus levels are probably th os e used for PSD
purposes. No information is given on the actual off-site
ambient concentrations that will result. h' nile t.h e low
emissions will most likely result in very small impacts, thi s
does not jus t'i fy the complete lack of any numerical data to
backup this assertion. At a minimum, annual and maximum
24-hour emissions should be,given. A simple model could th en
be run to estima te off-site. concentrations. If these are truly
as small, this will reinforce th e conclusion tha t th e impacts
are too small to be signi fi can t . .:

.
.

Finally, on page 5-15, fir s t" pa ra gr aph , th e last sentence
states that " Actions to mitigate th e s e potential impacte sfrom
cooling tower chlorination) should be considered .". Tnis. .

statment constitutes a 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
mitigative actions will be implemented.

d

*
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1) On p': 9 e 4-37 n.c a t i o n is . .ie of the cessibility of ihe
pr.esence of eels in the D21 aware. Tn i s is very likely,
espc ci. illy in light of th e fact th a t a u : .a l l eel fi sh. r y e: 3..t s
in th e Toi t Jervi s |ar ea , far upstream of the dive 1sion i n t .. '. e .

2) Tne document contains scma very assured statements
r egar ding the ultimate impr ov e me'n t in quality of the streams
r eceiving diver sion water. Ticwever, monitoring in conjunction
wi th operation of the diver s ion should be carried out for all
para..eters contained in the drait EIS as well as for the fish
co.cunity. A good star t ha s been. mnde, as described in Section
4 ,, of the trognic levels in a ll 'th e streams. Tnis should be
expanded and con tinued as th e diversion is completed and placed
into operation.

3) Section 5.3.2.3 describes th e non th e r mal water quality
ant 2capated for the Bradshaw facility and th e Delaware. A, ,

statement is made that the reservoir vill act a s both a
sediment contr olli ng facility as well as a-phospnoreps sink.
Ii c w e v e r , no mention is made regarding the nonsettleable
f ra ct ion whi ch will pa s s through th e reservoir and ..ay negate
any phospnorous control claimed as a benefit of th e reservoir.-

Perhaps some reassessments are in order if the modelling for
receiving stream water quality has not included th i s source of
phosphorou s . -In addition, we failed to see any statements
covering retention time in th e Bradshaw facility. In f or ma ti on
from other sources indicates tha t sediment control is not
a chi eved wi th flows greater than 10% of total capa ci ty flow
through per day. However, thi s 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 Bra d sh a w
f acility sbould be substantiated statistically in th e final EIS.

4) Tne nex t-to-la st pa ragraph on page 5-25 states that
i nduced shock will adversely a f fect biota along the"

...

Limerick Transmission corridor." Perhaps this is a
typogr aphi cal error because the remainder of the pa r a g r a ph
describes just the opposite. However, if this is not an error,
then this section needs to be rewritten. ,

.
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY ' "

ER 83/803 WASHINGTON, D.CJ-

20240

AUG ?5 l b,

A ttention:U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Com mi i '

Washington, D.C. 2055EDirector, Division of Licensing
g .i '1ssion

Dear Sir: . [[#
The Department of the Interior hafor

the Limerick
Pennsylvania and has the follo iGenerating Station,s reviewed the draft environmental i

Units 1 and 2 (OLS),
Surface Water Hydroloav

w ng co m m ents. mpact statement
Montgom ery County,

Section 43.1.1.3 notes that upst
Trenton during a moderate drtughtrea m reservoirs can maintain

'

reservoirs could not even maintai 2 5This is incorrect.as severe as the 1960's drought.
.

Records show that the existinga flow of 3,000 cfs at
n

, 00 cfs flow at Trenton during a droughtdropped below 2,500 cfs at Tre tIn fact
with 90 percent of the existing upsthistorical flow records show th tn on in ev,ery month except March Aone fourthon pa

1977, ge 4-21in operation, flows at Trenton dropped belflows have
a

rea m storage in operation pril and May evenwas only 1,900 cfs at Trentonone month in 1980, and three months i 1
,

Trenton because of increased coadmits that by the year 2000, theyThe Dela ware . In Janua,500 cfs during four months inWith all the storage listed
.

ow 2n 981.

River Basin Com mission (D RB C)ry 1981, the flow in the riverDela ware River Level B Study remay not be able to maintain a 2 300nsumptive losses in the basinprojc-etions of 2,503 cfs by the yea
now

ported consumptive withdrawals ofl 49For ex, ample, the 1980c fs flo w atCcurt decree, New York City a d N
.

r 2000.
basin. The Level B Study also repo tew Jersey can rem,ove up to 1395Furthermore by virtue of a 1954 S5 cfs in 1980 with

n ,

deficiencies in allocation storagr s that over 125 water purveyo'several more large reserv,oirs m
uprem e

ust be constructed in the basin toe and yield by the year 2020. The D R8 Crs are expected to have
cfs from the

,

fiow objectives at Trenton
.

recognizes that

Yroblems in the Delaware RivWe recom mend that the paraachieve the minimum
graph be revised to reflect the sehith the problem.

er and the inability of present practiverity of the low flow

{ason is for water withdrawn from this unclear wnether the 27 cfs ces to adequately deala

h applicant would be required to maintain a discharge of10 cfs into the Ee Dela ware River or from Bradsha w Rroughout the low flow
pumping rate to be maintained th

pkiomen Creek, not 10 cfs i

pkiomen Creek is 4.7 cfs and the Q7-10 flow is 17.7 cfs.n Perkiom en Creek. eservoir.
h Pcrkiomen Creek Basin.arly indicate what requirements will beThe minimum ast Branch of

The final statement shouldflow of record in
i
,

placed on the applicant to maintain fl i
'
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A 10 percent loss of water in transport from the Delaware River to the Limerick
Generating Station has been estim ated. This may be very conservative.considering the
evaporative losses in Bradsha w R eservoir and over 23 miles of Perkiomen Creek, leakage
imm transmission pipes and Bradshaw Reservoir, channel storage, and groundwater

. intrusion.

All of Montgomery County and parts of Bucks, Lehigh, Berks and Chester Counties were
declared a " groundwater protected area" by the D RB C on October 8,1980, because of
over-withdra wal f:o m gmund water. Approximately 220 miles of strea ms are directly
impacted by induced groundwcter intrusion and another 182 miles adversely affected by
reduced flows. Studies by Chester-Betz Engineers and Moody Associates identified at

! least one mile of the East Branch of Perkiomen Creek downstream fmm the discharge
point as a gmundwater intrusion area. The studies also revealed that water discharged
from Greenlane Reservoir on Perkiomen C~ reek is lost to gmundwater 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 thatlosses in transit may be far
greater than previously estim ated. We recom mend that transit loss estimates include
potential losses from gmundwater intrusion and evaporation as well as transmission pipe
leakage.

Aquatic Resources

Collection of eggs and larval A merican 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
to be used more heavily for spawning in the future. The text should be revised to reflect
the most recent inform ation.

Water use and Treatm ent

The data presented in this section does not clearly explain what the actual consumptiva
water loss will be at the power plant. Table 4.1 shows the maximum use of Dehware
River water to be 57.4 cfs and a maximum evaporation loss of 56.6 cfs. Since the
maximum water withdrawal fmm the Dela ware River at Point Pleasant will be il 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 statem ent should be revised to more clearly
discuss how much water will be lost.

'

Table 4.1 shows water will not be withdrawn fmm the Delaware River from November
through May. Once water is withdrawn fmm the Delaware River, the applicant will be
mquired_to majntain a pumping rate of 27 cfs during the normalloffiow season an(154.

F ,,i. cfs_ pow in Perkiomen CreekJor_the remainder of the year. Flowr, have dropped below
~530 cfs (which requires the applicant to use the Delaware River)in nearly every month ofy -

jr- the year at the Pottstown gage on the Schuylkill River upstream of the Limerick
',

Generating Station. Therefore, some pum ping fmm the Delaware River may be required
year-round to m eet the D RB C flow requirem ents. We recom mend this section clearly

- - . . . . .. ._-___
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state the range of consumptive water loss and indicate the potential for year-round
'

pum ping from the Dela ware . River.
.,

Water Quality

. Although Dela ware River water quality has beEn deCCribed as very good, there is
evidence of pollution by at least two m etals. The data used by the D RBC and4

subsequently by the Pennsylvania Department of Envimnmen'tal Resources were from
m onthly gra b sa m ples a nd so m e 24 hour co m posite sa m ples. M onthly grab sa m ples are
inadequate to accurately represent the quality of flowing water. Only continuous
monitoring could achieve the accuracy implied by the text. Whole fish flesh analysis of
fishes taken from the Delaware River at the I-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 the upper 15 percent of all
samples collected nationwide as part of the National Pesticide Monitoring Program. As
noted on page 4-29, state standards for cadmium have been violated in the Delaware
River.

-

Sampling data by the Merrill Creek Owners Gruup 25 miles upstream of the proposed
.

4

:
project shows peaks of 0.9 mg/l total phosphorous and 0.75 mg/l 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 Egal blooms in the reservoir. With
lower pumping rates, detention time would increase a'nd the potential for (gal blooms

*

would be even higher. . Heavy ajal blooms could degrade water quality and cliuse anoxic
conditions. This poorer quality water would than be withdrawn from the reservoir and i
discharged to Perkiom en Creek.

Water intakes on the Delaware River are only 800 feet downstream from Tohickon |C reek. Route 32 crosses Tohickon Creek approximately 200 feet upstream of its j'
confluence 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 conta minate Bradshaw Reservoir. Depending on the nature of the chemicals h

* ,

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, a flow of at least 3,000 cfs is assum ed to be maintained at Trenton. We are I
not sure why the 3,000 cfs value is used since even a cursory examination of USGS gaging
reconis show that flows ofless than 3,000 cfs are not an uncom mon occurrence. In fact,

;the low flow at the Trenton gage was 1,180 cfs (October 1962). As recently as January
1981, the flows at Trenton dropped to 1,900 cfs. At a flow of1,180 cfs, the Point Pleasant j~

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
nst to evaluate the extremes as part of the impact assessment. The text should be
changed accordingly. .

t

4

a

4
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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
num erous instances since U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) began keeping records. Yet we
.are unaware of a single instance when DR8 C has required anyone to stop withdrawing
water because oflow flows at Trenton. We recom mend this sentence be deleted and thissection be revised to reflect customary practice. '

Cumulative impacts from weter withdrawals in the basin have been ignored. The final
statement should discuss the combined effects of: over-allocating water in the basin;
diverting a m axim u m of 1,395 cfs to New Y ork 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 Dela ware Bay. Model runs of the
Thatcher /Harleman salinity model 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 Dela ware River south of
Cam den, New Jersey and is currently being pumped at three tim es its recharge rate near
C a m de n. According to the USGS, lower water tables have actually caused water from
the Delaware River to flow into the groundwater.

Also, the DRB C salinity model assumes a minimum flow of 2,700 cfs yet the average
monthly flow for January 1981, was 2,539 cfs (ainimum daily of 1,900 cfs) during a
drought only one-fourth as severe as the 1960's drought. Adequate storage does not now
existin 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.
) Model runs by the 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 important part of a multi-million dollar industry in,

Dela ware Bay. Salinity levels above 15 ppt isohaline allow the seed oysters to be
'

attacked and destroyed by the oyster drill and the proto7oan MS X. The D RB C 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 regim es in Dela ware Bay.

A similar argument for the cumulative effects of water withdrawals can be seen with
dissolved oxygen in the estuary. The DRE C dissolved oxygen modEl shows a direct-
relationship between river flows and dissolved oxygen in Zone H of the Delaware
estuary. Water withdrawn at Point Pleasant will bypass all but three miles of Zone D.
Even slight changes in flow of 200-300 cfs can cause more than a 1 mg/l change in
dissolved oxygen in Zone D. Diadromous fishes must pass through Zone B of the estuary
to reach spawning and nursery areas in the Delaware River. Therefore, it is crucial to
the continued existence of these rur.s 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 A merican shad and large die-offs of juvenile A merican shad in
the Delaware River estuary. The final statement should assess this issue.

._
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We oisagree that there will not be water quality problems in the East Branch of
Perkiom en Creek. Weekly samples at the proposed Merrill Creek Reservoir intake 25
miles upstream on the Delaware River had a range of orthophosphate'between 0.01 to:

0.75 m g/1. With a short detention time in Bradsha w Reservoir, up to four times the level
of organic phosphates could be discharged to the East Branch stimulating nuisance ajal.
blooms and plant growth downstream. --

1 ~

Aquatic R escurce Im pact Sum m arv

Because the Delaware River also has withdra wal restrictions for the Point Pleasant
project, make-up w' ter storage capacity on the Delaware River is necessary. W hen thea

proposed project was originally planned, D RB C assumed that existing storage capacity
was available. However, recent d-oughts have demonstrated that existing storage cannot
even meet the current water demands. Therefore, the applicant has entered into an<

agreement to help. build the M errill Creek Project. The Merrill Creek Project will
inundate 712 acres of high quality wildlife habitat including 1.7 miles of a native brook
trout _ stream. The brook trout is a State-designated threatened species. Habitat for the
State-designated threatened longtail 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 verylittle
discussion in the statement about the Merrill Creek project and nothing about the habitat
losses and disturbance from operation of this project. We recom mend the draft
statement be revised to discuss impacts from the Merrill Creek Project and that less
environmentally da maging make-up water storage options in the Schuylkill 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 Com mission (D R B C). We believe the assumptions used by -D RB C in the 4-
criginal models to generate this data are no longer valid, based on the most recent
inform ation 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. W ater
quality may be degraded in Perkiomen Creek during diversions from the Delaware
River. The potential also exists for entrainment and impingement of eggs and larval
fishes by the Point Pleasantintakes.

The potential for impacts on ground-water resources as a result of a Class 9 accident
- involving penetration of th ' b sa emat by reactor core debris is especially worthy ofe
analysis at the Limerick site. This is true because the Brunswick aquiferis characterized
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by secondary permeability derived largely from vertical joints as noted on page 4-22
T he existence of such perm eability m ay permit relatively ra pid , m ove m ent of.

contaminants in ground water in the event of a melt through of the basemal and resultingescape of contaminants fmm the containment.

-Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

These com ments do not preclude separate evaluation and com ments by the Fish and
Wildlife Service (F WS) pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401,
as a mended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.), since the proposal to construct the da m and water
intake structures will require Section 404 permits fmm the Corps of Engineers.
POINT PLE AS ANT1

^ On October 18, 1982,
permit (Public N otice N o. N A P 0 P-8-0534-3,the F WS recom mended denial of the Department of the ArmyI

Resource Authority. The reasons for the recom mendation of denial were: dated April 6,1981) to the Neshaminy Water,

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

No studies have assessed the combined effects of over-allocation of waterin the basin,m axim u c. New C

York City /New Jeney diversion of 1,340 cfs, over pumping of ground hwater, 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 havedocumented increased salinitylevels in Delaware Bay and the adverse impactc of reduced
freshwaterinflows 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 fmm over pumping gmund water (induced
groundwater intrusion). The model runs have also assumed adequate storage upstream to
caintain a minimum flow at Trenton, New Jersey of 2,700 cfs. Flows at Trenton, New
Jersey in January 1981 dropped to 1,900 cfs and the average for the month was only 2,539cfs.

1

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

All the water withdrawn at Point Pleasant will bypass 41 miles of the Delaware Rivern
|

including all but 3 miles of Zone U 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 D and HI of the estuary. Since 1965, flows low enough to cause severe dissolved
cxygen sags in the estuary have occurred in every month. Low dissolved oxygen has been

-

L
blamed for poor repeat spawning by adult American shad and large die-offs of juvenile
A m erican shad in the Dela ware River estuary.

3. Impacts to the Ncrth' Branch Neshaminy Creek and East Branch Perkiomen Creek.
i
'

Increased discharges to both creeks will scour stream banks 7and 'streani botto m.~

increasing turbidity and sedimentation downstrea m. Increased phosphate loading of Lake
,
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Galena will accelerate eutrophication and cause water quality problems. Whole fish flesh
analysis of fish taken from the Dela ware River at the 1-95 bridge (18 mile's' south of Point

I

Pleasant) and Upper Black Eddy (15 miles north of Point Pleasant) indicate highlevels 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
P erkiom en C reek due to over-pumping of ground water. Surface water from the iDelaware River will be lost to gmund water when discharged into Perkiomen Creek and
could potentially conta rainate groundwater supplies.

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

The pipeline to the pumphouse will disturb one acre of riverine, forested wetland andperm anently destroy 0.3 acre.
The intake is at the edge of a large back eddy formed

below Tohickon Creek. The eddy is a spawning and nursery area for A m erican shad, river
herring, channel catfish, smallmouth bass, redbreast sunfish, bluegills and black crappie.
At low flows the intake will be in the back eddy and will entrain or impinge eggs andlarval fish.

5. Impacts from the Merrill Creek Reservoir.

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

MERRILL CREEK

In reviewing applications for permits, the F WS recom mended denial for~ the followingreasons:

1.
Loss of 712 acres of valuable wildlife habitat, including habitat for State-designated

threatened species (the longtail salamander and brook tmut), and State-designatedendangered Cooper's ha wk.

2. Loss ofi.7 miles of native brook treat stream.
I

3. No mitigation plan to compensate forloss of fish and wildlife habitat.

4. Theleast environm entally damaging alternative was not selected.

5. Inadequate minimum releases from the reservoirinto Merrill Creek to protect brook
trout habitat downstrea m.

6. Impacts from the proposed intake structure on the Dela ware River.

|
|

|
,
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7. Entrainment and impingement problems at the intake on the Delaware River,especially A m erican shad.

8. Withdrawal of water during low river flows will result in cumulative adverse impactsdo wnstrea m.

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

Sincerely,

'

er %c c /], )2far --k'-

' Bruce Blanchard, Director
Envircnmental Project Review

.

.

|
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