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Intervenors, Del-AWARE et al. reguest the admission of

late filed contentions, as follows:

v=30 The Commission's cdraft
environmental impact statement disclcses
an inadecuate and inappropriate reliance
on findings of the DRBC with respect to
adegquacy of water, which are totally
inconsistent with <¢hat agency's 1983
statements in the Interstate Water
Marnagement Plan, and in the staff
analyses regarding the enlargement of
reservoirs in the system, as well as the
relaxation of the salinity standard.
These deocuments show, contrary to the
staff analysis, that there is & shortage
of water in the Delaware River, and
thereby uandermine the basis for granting
water to a facility which is not needed.
At the same time, no anelysis has been
made as to the need for the facility.

v=31 The staff's anelyesis of the impacts
vf the diversicn on the east branch of
the Perkiomer is tctally inadeguate and
fails to discucs the information that
has become available since 1973, for
example, in the Environmental Hearing
Board and PUC hearings recarding the
proposed diversion.

v=-32 The action of the Bucks County
commissioners on November 18, 1983, in
passing the ordinarce, with the intent,
inter alia, of implerenting the recsults
vof the refererdum of May 18, 1983,
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calling for a halt to the project, and
the action of the Bucks County Common
Pleas Court on December 6, 1983, denyving
applicants Motion for Preliminary
Injunction which would have barred the
Commissivner from any implementation of
the ordinance, demcnstrates that the
applicant has no available supplemental
covling water system, and therefore ro
prospect of operating the plant
properly. It further demonstrates that
the operating impacts of the diversion
as a whole should be regarded as
attributable to the operation c¢f tha
facility, and that construction impact
should be so attributable as well, since
the applicant's motion makes it clear
that there would be no pumping station
facility were it not for the applicant's
alleged damages.

2. The bases of these contentions, respectively, are

as follows:

v-30 DRBC staff analyses of proposals
for reservoirs, EPA and DRBC staif
analysis of relaxation of salinity
standards, all issued between July ancd
September, 1983.

v=31 Testimony of Messrs. Phillippe,
Kaufmann, Beemer, Steacy, Tourbier
before the Pennsylvania PUC and
Environmental Hearing Bouard.

v=32 Crdinance and Opinion.

3 Justification for present cate of filing

(applicable to all +hree proposed contentions): The facts

alleged in these propused contentions were all discovered
subsequent to the Board closing the record on the
supplemental cooling water contentions. To the extent that

trey were aveilable, they were brought to the Board's



attention prior to its ruling of March 8, 1983. That ruling
determinec that the matters at issue had been finally
determined, and would not be subject to reliticetion. That
appeared to foreclose all further CETcrtunity for
consideration of these matters before the licensing Board,
and accordinely, intervenors have sought to address them
before the Appeal Board. However, at oral argument on
December 5, 1983 the Appeal Board suggested that these
matters might be further litigakle before the Licensing
Board by way of late filed contentions, rotwithstanding the
Licensing Board's decision, and statement thra+ its ruling
was final and not relitigable, and apparently
notwithstanding that the matter appears to be cut of the
jJurisdiction of the Licensing Board by reason of the appeal.
In order not to be further trapped by the impenetrably
cbscure procedures of the NRC, intervenors therefore file
these contentions at this time, so that they will not be
deemed to have waived them in the event they might be
presented after actior on the pPrevious Partiazl Interim
Decision.

4. Need for intervenors to litigate these issues: the

need is obvious. The Boar: is well aware of <re staff's
refusal to consider or develop anv issues contrary to the
interest of the applicant, and to intervenors' knowledge,
applicant has not even given the Board notice of the

enactment of the Ordinance, ruch less o€ the DREC action.



Staff took no notice of these actiuns, despite their having
been raised to the staff and to the Appeal Board.

- PN Prejudice: The prejudice, if any, is tu the
intervenors, who once more have to reliticate issues which
under this Commissioun's mandate, the staff and respectfully,
this Board ané sther Commission organs are statutorily
vbliged to louk into. instead, intervenors have been
required to expend valuable personal and private resources
in trying to do the job of the “oummission.

6. Intervenor believes that resolution of the
foreguing issues is absolutely essential to the appropriate
and respensible cischarge of this Commission's
responsibilities.

7. Intervenors are¢ not aware of any reguirement that
documentation be attached to reguests for contentions, and
further believe that the Board has net so reguired
previously. Nevertheless, as surplusage, in anticipation of
tre claim of failure to provide basis, intervencrs attach
hereto copies of the Bucks County ordinance, ths Court's
Opinion denying PECo's Motion for Preliminary Injunction,
the DRBC staff analyses referred to, and EPA's comments on
the DES to the staff of August 15, 1982. If there is

further documentation




required, intervenors raspectfully recuest that they be

advised of such documentation before the Evard «cts.

Respectfully submitted,

i
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ROBERT J. SUGARMAN
Counsel for Intervenors
Del-AWARE Unlimited, Inc.

Of Counsel:

SUGARMAN & DENWORT::
121 South Broad Street
Suite 510
Philadelphia, PA 19107
(215) 546-0162

Date: December 15, 1983
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ORD'NANCE NO, 58

AN ORDINANCE SIGNIFYING THE INTENTIONS OF BUCKS
COUNTY TO ACQUIRE THE PROJECTS OF THE NESHANINY
WATER RFSOURCLS AUTHORITY UNDER THE PROVISIONS
OF THE MUNICIPALITY AUTHORITIES ACT OF 1845.

Rl IT ENACTED AND CRACAINED by the Tosid o Tcunty Commissivners of Bucks
Co: nty, Perasylvania, AND IT 1S HEREBY ENACTED AND CRIAINED by the gutherity

af the Ex2:¢ of Coinmissioners as fellows:

"

Scotion 1. On Jine 13, 1968, By Ordinance No. )l of Buzls C:iiaty, the B:zzrd of
Cemmizsicr s of Bucks County. Pennsylvania esteblished a munizizal suthority usder
the provisiurs of the Municipality Authorities Act of 1245 (Aet of Nizy 2, 1845, P.L.
32, ex amended) known es the Nesteminy Water Resourcer Authority.

Scction 2. The initiel projects which the Neshaminy Water Resources Authority
wus eulthorized to undertake included: to acguire, build, construct, improve, maintzin
w2 opersie, cwn, lease, either in the capacity of lessor or lessee, flood control projects,
low head cams, water works, water supply works, water cistridul on system, lekes and
uppurtenant parks, recreation grournds end facilities.

Secticn 3. The Neshaminy Water Pecources JLuthirity was riginelly created by
the Bucks Co;n:, Ccmmissioners in part because of then applizeble limits on long-
terin borrowing by a County, which limits could be lawfuily evaced >y the crestion of
e municipal suthority.

Scction 4. Since the time when the Neshaminy Weter Re ources ,.uthority was
srgenized, ehanges in epplicadble law, including the Local Gover ment Unit Dedt Act,
lLave occurred which make ony dor-owings of the Mesheminy Water Resources Authority
& part of the steted end ecknowledged de™t of ;‘. Cour.y of Bucks, thereby elim .sting
re of the criginel purposes for which the Neshaminy 'Vater Resources Authority was
created. k

Soction & The Neshaminy Water Resources Authority hes esiztilshed s its lirst

iajeet the consirocticn end ecquisition of facilities for the control ef fMoods, cevelop-

=ent of water resources, the conservation of soil, and assistence to recreetisn, including

a &2 poguisition of reserveirs !c.-. the pur;rses of water supdly end
‘ot cent oi ond the consiruction of one or more intekes ¢nc pumping stotions to take
ter frooa e Delawere River, and the construction of parks ord recreational facilities
Loiming serinin of the reservoirs. The project, subsequent to its initigl design has
S e to inviude vonstruction of a water treatment plant wnd certrin pumping

was {0 trested water.




Sziction 6. The project, as underteken by the Neshaminy Weter Resources

N onigy

i1y, is either completed or contracts huve been twarded which pre . substentisl

#ep lowird completion of the project.

Siciien 7. Bucks County now desires to acguire the project, pursuent to Section

SILA) ef the Municipality Authorities Aet.

S2c¢ticn 8. The reesons for Bucks Cournty's intention to Elguire the profact

2 1 resclis of g ruferendum guestion on the May 17, 1983 primery ballot, the

"wTis of the Bueks Cousnty Commissioners over the terms of cerlzin contracts which
¥

= 7w 1he issuan ¢ of bonded cedt for & lenger term then is thought nassible or

Liud their desire to have cirect control over the terms end finzncial impeet

<7 the project.

Saction 8. Bucks County assumes all of the obligations, coniraets, assets and

siities of the Neshaminy WWater Resources Authority with respect to the projest,
= the poiper officers of tie County are guthorized znd direciec to take r.ch sctions

"2 execuie such cdocuments gs are necessary to essume al! obligations incurred in connection

0 the projeet.
Scction 10.  All bonded incebtedness previously incurred by the Neshea
~tiserees Azthority shall, upon ecoption of this Ordinance, be secured by the full

miny Weler
faith

2 ereait of the County of F ieks.

Scction N All ordinances and resolutions, or parts thereof, inconsistent herewith

2 Rereby repeeled or rescincded.
LLLY FRESINTED AND ENACTED at & meeting of the B:
° day of . 1983,

zrd of Commissioners

tre Tty of Bucks, Pennsylvenia, held the

43
Elsine P. ZetticR, Cheirman

Ancrew L Wgroer

Board of County Commissioners



EFA Tes ccmpleted its review of the draft EIS for operation of
the Lizerick Generating Station, as reguired under Sectaen 32C9
of the Clcan Rir Act. In general, the cocumant is acceptzble
with certain excepticns enumarated in the attached technical
comrents. ®s a result of the review, the draft EIS is rated

ER-2, which reans that the environmental reservations are
The attachad sheet

relateé to insuvificient inforication.
Erscribes the rating systea used Dy =zFA andéd is enclesed for
your infcrration.

EPA E1S review staff met with

in late 1280 and early 1981, the
to clarify environmental

the DRBC and PaDER several tines
issues related to the Neshawminy Crecek Watershed Plan and Water
Supply Plan. The issues ciscussec hac been raiseé in a letter
to DEBZ, cated September 26, 19280, and supplemented in
subseguent mcetings. The issues inclucecd analysis of flows,
population and water use projections, water conservation
controls, anéd the relationship of the Philadelphie Electric
Cocmpany needs (éescribed in Docket NoO. 7¢-52-CP) a2s it relates
to components of the NWRA watershed and water supply plans.
Tnese meetings resolved our technical concerns recarding the
NWRA portion of the diversion propcsal and resulted ir our
conclusion that the potential benefits to be derived from the '
diversion, as claimed in the various Dockets, far ocutweighed

any potential adverse impacts. This is the position EPA t ook

in a letter cated February 17, 1981 teo Governor Tribbet of

Dezlaware, who was then the U.S. Commissicner of DR3C.

The rajority of the following comments are concerned with
radiation and cooling water with recard to its sources and
receiving streams. 1In socme cases the radiation information

is incompletely addressed while in other places it is prescnt-
ed in a way that is confusing to the reader. The major
deficiencies recarding radiation are: a) treatment of EPA
standards, b) a lack of inforration on pocstulated accidents,
and e) a lack of information on decommissioning.
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ssdiation Concerns:

,//A nost important concern is the fLicatmant of i(n2 =F4 stainizrds
for the vwraniuva {vel cycle given in 30 CF¥R 120. These
stancdarcds are fleetingly addressed on pages S-28 and 5-48, 49.
The stancarés are incoupletely cescribheé ané are &ééiecsed only

e

by the vague statemcnt that "unie i

Limerick Zacility is cagzble of cpzrating ~iihin these
standards.” This statcerocnt éoes not state »hneiher
Plant actually will op2rate within the stendars
inportantly cnly a part of the stanéa:1d8 is ref
DE1S. Attacheé is a copy of 40 CFR 190 for your in
In a careful study of the DEIS, we have founé that
is sugprlied on pages 5-64 and [L92-Dll which nay De ccopared to
the EPA standard, but the inforration is nct presented in an
unéerstandable forpmat and there is scme guesticn as to whether
the standard for release of krypton-85 w~ill be met. The EPA
standarcs should be directly and ccrpletely acdéressed in the
£IS in tadular form so that projected relcases may be directly
corraxreé t¢ the standard. The standard is applicadle only to

norrmal operations.

£ rmoroal cheraticns t

‘D—"ﬁ

In addition, there is 2 lack of information on postulated
accidents anéd on the radwavte sys*em. On paces 5-61 it is
stated that NRC's review of the utility's protabilistic risk
assessment has not yet been completed and "will be factored
into the NRC staff's analysis . . . to fulfill the reguirement
cf this section of the DES." The radwaste issues are to be
s88iessed in Chepter 11 of Lhe SCR. 2cth of these icsues aze
an integral part of the environwmental impacts of the plant and
should be considered as a part of the NEPA process. No final
EIS shoulé be a1ssuved before these issues are reviewed Ty EPA

and suprlemental comments provided to NRC.

As a final note on the radiological portion of this review, the

impacts of deccumissioning are conly briefly mentioned in
passing. At least a general orcder of magnitude of thes2
impacts shoulé be discussed, though specific numerical

estimates of the impacts are procably not yet available.

#vdrology and Cooling Water:

Inforration presented in the Socument regarding hydrology is in
agreement with information available to the EPA technical
staff. However, some serious guesticns have been raised over

the cooling water sources and uses.
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3 ~swises of 16 YD 4311 Be divertred LO fiumy ik, 1 n TS B
oramie 4.1 shews a saxisue 110w of 37 wGD Lrem Libe X i/
rerkicmen., This appaicnt incocnsistency cpowld be o o) ele
Fage 4-12 indicatles a ~aximum withdrawal rate of 41.9 ":D fi1cm
rarvicuen is expected. Lowever, this doues not satch with the
+avirum flow of &6 MmCD Eiverted to Limcrick, 2S stated «n [:;@
4-10, nor does it match the flows in Table 4.1 for ihe
rarkjcren. Nga2in the Apcatent inconaiaisly :hanid bhe
axplained.
shose inconsistencies ~ay oe sericus, with fiplicaticns
tzaching from cperation of Lhe Point Picatan Ajiversicns 21l

¥ 4

t
the w~ay to the range of pcssible effects vpon ine {inal
receiving stream. These could irpact Lhe adshaw resarveir,
the Fast Brench of the F rkicomen Creek, the perkicmen Creek,
the Schuylkill at the confluance with the Ferkiomen, and

downstream,

cection 4.2.4 should detail the current conditions of those
etroans to receive édiversion water more ({horcoghiy than is
done. For sxample, virtually nothing is inclulod recaréing

the ccnditicns of the ti~arian habitat or the flcod plain, end
in chapter 5 no mention is made of the efiects under extLreme
conditions, e.g., high flows of short duration. We aoree that
diverted water will result in negligible effects most of the
time and furthermore will protably rave beneficial effects

es should be thcroughly explained.

i ecologically. MNowever, extremes ¢
in acdition, very little is menticred resaréing the effects of

ths_pngiyonméﬁtxt—Tzwﬁfications EE_ETows'4‘to"ZS'fiﬁés'ﬁBrmal.
vyou hLave inciucedé information Y3t Flawe are—helow the hichnest
flows and that they are well within the ercsion limits, but
disclosure should go beyond merely the water guality conditions.

The answers are probably available andé ceserve inclusion, if

only by reference. .

In addition, no mention is made of the effects the Penncylvania
public Utility Commission decision recarding unit two. 1f only
one unit.is ever sperated, what are the implications for the
cooling water budcet poth from the Point Plicasant diversion and
the Schuylkill? Since this pessibility has bren disrecarded,
we have no way of estimating any aguatic impacts that may
result from differing operaticnal configuraticns. If only one
unit is ever broueght on-line, alternative sources of coocling

water may be availabdble. 1In this case, diversion of water into
tne East Branch of the Perkicmen may be unnecessarty.
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¢ Clied aith thn 22 0f ;A N 3 " 3. Tz 2 2
oeentlod Merain) Creay focilisw, Attiitadly, i) ¢ 2
Firifications nf (ris are unkne.an, Tut it noiss PrF¥Eant 1 hat
releases frox that facility will so)3on we e s lad, TGV Rr, j¢
that f&cility is HECessary far tha s.ccessful Cratation of (.
L8 thin Jtrat -?Siifir:s‘:ncy has Licay Manned In s Yot (hat
e Morrin Creey, f'cility is Preclulear Mmis as wel) 8 Olher
3 rindnani s 2EPRArs to pe Crucial ip future walar is2lily in
ithe :rl":..h’:"e.
AECeLt 4 (el "3t jon -w3icsics Lhat 43 18 BILRNINg 1o u 2ate
$8 *338)ing of iia2 22} vware, e fé}ix-a-a.h f¢32:18 Tothe-

3 S — -3 . -“-“_~. T T L g e &
SAIinity Criteria, S we Sncarstand jt, the latest $2)linivy
cojectav f°L~£h€_xE_ zggg_ig_;gig}igi;r:-“rieg~c::regt
CrRidticral ~odce of 2xisting g rAil0e8 inpouniients &andg
€iversicns, ~APE2Tently 2 neoeg exists to e@jtSL_i}b'nggiigl!l
configuration of these PEYOIOCTS 0 3ChIEve the salinj
Ciiective, 2sjde froz the faet trhat DRAZ has a Plethora of
2lterratives to Consider ang Quite a few vcars to cevelop ang
¢xazine thesm, Still the dera és_bx~Li&g£ich-grg‘ggiggjgly a
F8rt of the Point P]Qiﬁintmdi¥3L$iQn-’ -L&rtain to be a”

Ity Rk

COnT®ra In tne celibzrations over the ea) A
Therélsre, the S2)inity jcsue ang Op2ration of 1%
Plant are ‘elated ang the basin's Overall watar
future vay effect the OF2ration of tre Limerick f=)
Sections 5.3 ofr 2.3.2.3 shoulg include discussions re
calinity and the r1s shouls include information on th
€xpected from the various Operatioral configurations, =0th for
the LGS as ~ell as f{or the Gams ang Giversions,

AN apcarent 1accn>istency exists in Statements unge-r Szction
$.3.2.1 (p. $-3) ang 5.3.2.2 (P. 5-2). 1In the first case jt is
stated that no changes in the overal) SCheme ‘or ~ater uvse nas
Occured while on Pace 5-3 jt ig Stated that Several changes in
the design have taxen Place. qpne reviewers éssume that these
changces Yzave beer rade to accommodate water Quality i1rmplica-
tions, ho~ever, npo informatijon is presenteqd to tell ~hy such:
changes were necessary ang why such érastic efforts were needed
‘or what &@Przar to be incremental inprovenents. On the other

r

~and, Ferrazs these Gesign efforts rave been rade sfo- larcer
inproverents than are expressed. If this is so, than the
cocurent should discuss déesign chanrges discarced &né w~hny,



-

-

CARE : 0k it iy N 18 3

Jivving tha doser .thx.:. >f ‘i@ EBast “ranch.
Ia Sectlirn 5.3.2.3, Qis*Taticn 0f the diversion and its
cavitorzantal effocis are disgurssed, It is wvadersicod trat
chce Lthe diversion of water 10 Liscrick is :3u Lhe flous will
=¢ 2iintained w0 Lhat satrceqss in fluctiition of water l:vals
in the streazs usad for divirsion will e veidad, Iouever, L0
ticn is cide of hew thae Jdivarsion wil} e oearated o i3t
flash floods recsulting frox chort Auratica ‘righ inte-sity
StoY2s will not be sxscerBaiad, There -ay ba no citdid Tor
CCACEcn Liere, Dut s232 attantien showld L2 3id to Lhe
pPessibilily, esgecially in_lizht of the lack of riparian
nabitat aleng the strczss of the area. In other words, ~uzh ¢i
the flood plain in the area has tzean cranjzed so that it is .ocw
cdedicated to griculture or to activities other than flood .-y,

Under air irgacts on page $-24, the csissions are estizated to
Se@ "l2ss than Z7A 4e minimus levzlg” ior cartain woliutantis.
These ée minimus levels are pro:zadly these used for P3SD
purposes. No information is given on the actuzl off-site
ambient concentrations that will result. h=ile the low

emissions will most likely result in very srall iwmpacts, this
does not justify the ccoplete lack of any numerical édata to
backup this assertion. At a minigum, annual and maxioum
24-hour enissions should be given. A simple model could then

be run to estirate off-zite concaentrations. I{ Lthese are truly

as small, this will reinforce the conclusion that the izgacts
are too snall to be significant.

Finally, on pags 5-15, first paragraph, the last s«

states that "Actions to mitigate these potantial from
cooling tcwer chlorination) should be considered . . .". This
statnent constitutes a recommendation to the utility and is out
of place in an EI1S. It would b= rore appropriate to discuss
whnat will be done, what are tha alternatives and what
2iticative actions will be implemanted.

-
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2 BE TS 3 st 2 £ . 0ints 3 ] >
ST B 25 and infyy 1.

) 22 2349 £-37 cnticn i nade of (Lie Peusibiiit g o e
dhes2nce of ¢olg in the S2laware. This is *eTy 1itaty,

- Freilly in light of ihe fact that @ 55221 cal £id s ;
‘N the 7Pt Jarvis Area, far uvpstresm of the divorgion ¢ >,
2) T E=rusant CCHiRINS SCRE very as: < statoncnts

2331807 *he ulti=xzte izosreverent in GuEri ity of st s s

¥ g EiVars " 5 - i 3 k. EE 3 =R, vEns . "
Bl Qrdivnicng of the 1 fen shionlid Le carried - ¢t for all
#ATE elrrs contained the draft 258 as wa2ll 28 702 the iun
“ermunity. A 9008 start has Leen sade, as édcscritai in Section
4, of the trczhic levels ir all the strez=-s. This $:02)1¢ b2
expanced and continued as Lhe €iversion is €ocrpleted and placad
-910 czeration.

3) Sccticn 5.3.2.3 ¢ scribes the nontherzal water quality
dantieizat=3 {or the Bredshaw facility and the Cezlaware. 2
stetlenent is z:de that the feservoir will act as both a
&adisent controlling facility as w21} 2% & shosshorcous sink.,
ASaVar, 5D rantinng is rade i&z2iCing the rnonsatt! able
‘racticon <hieh will P2Ss thicugh the reserveoir «n€ mz2y ncecate
22Y Fheschoious control clazired 2s a benzfit of the resarvoir.
Ferraps sore fc2ssessments are in order if the moielling for
Taceliving strearm water Quality ras not included this source of
Fhesphorous. 1a addition, we failed to sce any statements
TSvering retention time in the Bradeshaw facility. Infornation
itz other sources indicates that sediment control is not
=chieved with flows greater than 10% of total Cazacity flow
tnrough pz2r cday, however, thie iz an Splimum figure that is
*elusted on a2 case-by-case basis. 1In ény event, the cliaims

v

the NRZ for sedirent control using the Bradshaw
ility shouvle be substantiategd statistically in the final ElS.

¢) The rext-teo-last Faregraph on page 5-25 states trhat
+ -+ induced shosk will acversely affect bjota along the
--erick Trarenission corridor." Pezrhaps this is a
SFT3raphical error because the rermainder of the Faragraphn
:S52ribas just'the CP2osite. However, if this is not an erece,
2% this s=zction needs to e rewritten.,
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With fC2%14d to the conling water d:**nrsicns, the docinent is
Incinsistant in its fresantation of the witer et :nd (e
needs. Mijor da 2ficicncies in Liie water arca of Cncern ares
ﬂ)‘gigiizg_;btgf_pu‘,ut aco"eistﬂmcios, b) the range of
rool;§g “31eT noads— for différing Ci=rating onfigurations, ¢
®Qguatic izz-acts cf flow extremss inp Civarai-po 2 Focxiving
Streass t(>at TRY OcCur cuer shert ({49 . , 2 2) diluticn
for waiar 2e2litly j:prevarant in Lae Joger oo ol hae Tast
3ranch FerlVic=an Creek. These are ihE twt niitr 3tcas
2ciressed in the Con=ents and are 1011208 Ly sn.:0 adr
Bollution €Chcerrns and gther TINOT poinss,
We azoreciate the CraoIiinity to reviaa Lhe Suci-ant é“d your
' staii's Cocperation., 1¢ any points require f;."e: ?iscussion
Or clarificatjon, Plcase contact Mr. Robert f:ivis of th £18
Review Team, He can be reacred on 215-597-4333.

Thank you.
Sincerely

Sru-a)er
Ch:e‘. "nalvsxs and Services Section

Enclosure(s)



e S’C’» SINVIRCAINTAL PROTEC
F'S;L'l " Cih & '.'.’J'ru' SY!,

) r?ll.'.'ec"\'.i‘.a“ Pa, ‘-9705

Trip Rerert ZPR-DRSC Steff pMtgq.
Cn Limerick-pt Pleasant Dec. 18, 19380

A 4 3 DATE: ccer? b
At DREC Keadguarters . Decerber 22

,
S,

W)
- . . ;’ ./ .
£d Geismar _ -//'
Basin Commiscion Coordinator /- / e

Nicholas Deaenedictis, Director
OCIFp :

Soth parties &greed that meetings was very re~aréing and timely
in view of new develcpments.

4. NRC will éo EIS on Creration of Limerick,

b. It is Proposed that D7 3C Dockets be €cnsidered in a new
light in view of NRC actien. APproval could be civen io
NWRA Docker D-65~76CP(8} while a "Cenditioned Crticn" be
given to the PECO Docket b-7%-52cCr Fencing NRC EIS. Ey
this route NWRA could move élnead now to censtruct cnly
what is needeg for NwRA. A1) éspects of the Nuclear
Facility would be held in abevance.

—- Items Diccussed &nd Findings:

8. EPA r:rained emphatic Concerning our feelings of the
need for an EIS Joining the Pt. P.z2asant ang Lirmerick #Orjects.

« We determined that the coemsumptive use listed in the
ive Declarzation by Hensler of 54 meé for Limerick shoulg
be 35 mgé which is equivalent to r4 cfs. This error by Eansler

- accounts for our ccmment on the lerce amount of waste used

(consumed) by Limerick. Actual figures &re 38.5 averace to
46.2 maximum mgad.

€. DR3C will Clarify our concern of Cischarge (45 nga) to
Upcer North Branch Neshaminy. Our cecncern wag related to
€rresion, streanm blow out, flooéing,.etc. DR3C seys they will
Provide uvs with information relative to €nergy cissiretion ang
éssurance that they have Covered the environmental issues we
wWeére ccncerned over, '

d. Population Projections weére resolved. Our ccmparison

indicates the Proect figurs are within 2% of Consensus figures
for 1¢80.

€. Land use issues involved considerable 6iscussion. Cur
concern cver Secondary impacts to 4 new water bank was not
Sdescribegd by the DRBC in their Feports. DRBC will revisit
Planning acencies they cealt with (State - county - local)
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f. Conservation icsues were not _enerally considerc
DEBC in their report, ether than what they (the D=E5C) we
in case of a drought of for scme cthe ater saving reaso;
DF3C said this was a State & local i c~ever, DESC has
inplemented means in Bucks 2-d Mentg Counties to ccn
ground.ater use. I think on this is i3
(PA) to insist that Suiisin ccéas a 3
Cchresvation designg, {0:3C wosld ba $
Lizerick Z1S on consservaticn icsrues. 354y
LF3C be a cocparating agency to NRC in preparticn of ®IS.

S. ZPA said they will review Merrill Creek
EIS once eagain. It was Stated that Merrill Creek
selected reservoir (of 11 sites) to provide water for all
existing and new power facilities per the DF3C rFcuer Siting
Plan. lMerrill is reguired even if Limerick is not cuilt., 1In
cenjunction with this discussion we were remincded that the
Schuylkill flow was the governcring factor as to whether water
is tazken from the Delaware for Limerick. However, water would
ccme from the Delaware riost of the tinme.

"y
0
T wm
Woe

h. We gquestioned pPer capita use of water in area. DR3C
dién't really know 'why it was so high except for numerous
industries in NWA. DR3C used their consultants figures,
protably residential only. They will check.

i. On blasting issue we said the DRBC will be
responsible. Their consultants assured them blasting woulé not
Present a problem. .

PARTICIPANTS

DR3C EPA

B. Ecwlett E. Geismar

W. Thursht?/ R. Pamponio
Eve E. Jchnson

innes F. Thoumsin
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Francis E. “alter, Proecnter, and Civmenmgville Froi.oats

Tenis leti0d Prefect

etz the early 1%2%s uatil tre Tilavi.e ity flrd dira £ oy
L4 '8 Jlans weve cingidcied te ausmiat tle . S$i°ns ater supply
$1crage oF ccnslrvcticg & cuin $lez &ad in tNe vie =ity of the Erlacase
Vater Cip.  Although soce treougzht -as &--%0 to incorperating & cenventicnal
Erdrspewer facility to ;.oluce scae ernergy, the =zin sicz daz proposals
€w=ing this carly period lacled cajor flood control an€ recreation foatures

E

and were rnot multi-purpeose in today's ccntext. A plan prezoted by the
interstate Cor=ission on the Dalavare River Zssin (INCODZL) ro build o
large =ain stem water supply dim at Walzack Eend, a short distance upsticaz
ef the Water Gap, fell just short of arpreval in tre carly 1%750s in 2 clese
Fernnsylvania Senate vote. In Avgust of 1555, the Delavare cain stez and
Lpper tridbutaries were stricken by the worst flcod e.ent experienceéd 1o
cate follz.ing Sack-te-tac) burricanes, Connie znd Diane, lecs than a week
azart, “ae death tell was ©9 perecrs, all on tributaviss, and dacige
atzelce §100 million (1%55 prices), »cie t%sn a guarter of it on th2 =ain
tez below the Water Cap. Tre Sunicipalities of 3elvidere, Zaston,
nillipsburg, ~Trenchtown, Nrw EBope, lazbertville, VYardiey, Trenton,
Zurlington, and Bordentcwm were aooog the dizage centers. As a result,
Congress directed the U. S. Arzy Corps of Ingineers te =s3he an extorsive
survey of the tasin's needs.

R

:2(0, the Corps'Feport on tb Cozprehensive Survey of the Water

=
- |

’
Fescuices of the Delavare Piver facin vas coopleted and reccoiencec a
sertes of f.daral anéd ctate !ese:vdr;_;:c;:caz, Leystone of <hich <as ihe
12,00C-acre multi-purpose lake behind a cam located five miles upstrcas of
the Water Cap at Tocks Island. The lake was seen also as the certral
feature of a 60,000-acre National Recreation Area. In 196!, the regicn's
feur Covernors, 28 r obers of the new Delsvare 2iver Zzsin Coimicecion
UrBC), three full support to the propcsed Tocks Island project and other
features of the Corps' rsport. In 1962, the Ea2sin Ceconission's
Cozprehensive Plan for the region's water fut.re was adcpted with Tocks
Island, insluding the National Re:creation Area, its key cozponent, D=3C
action was ~llowed by Cengressional authorizarion of Tocks Island (but not
the Naticral Tecreation Area), and seven cenranion reserveir projects <hich
included thre wodifications to the Ffrocpton and Francis E£. Walter (then
nrown as Eear Creek) projects. In 1963, Corgress appropriated the {nitial
funds i=r the Corps to begin post-authorization design of Tocks Island.

In 1965 the basin's vorst drought reached fts most {ntense level
"as oceasn salts, woving up-river, threateneéd to contaczinate fresh wvater
supplies in the Philadelphia-Cacden metropolitan area. In the absence of
adeguzte storage, DRBC {mposed ewergency seasures and enacted foroulae

b i-inted as ED 522, EB7th Cong. 2néd Sess.

-l-
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In 1574, as uiged by the 278C, Conjizes erdered the Corps of
Eaginvers to =ake 8 c-2-yoar eoiprehansive Te~stirsy of 1he enrive Tocks
Istand project. Thi: ze~stndy eciaedule that tocraicedly viedie wster
supply alterratives to the Toctks 2reject existed, dog that the relative
cost, benefit, snd environazental { ;acts of thess s'tar=stives necdod to Le
resclued.

On July 21, 1975 the 7722 Giveinors, ina 2 1e ) ot e rla2d

Congress no: fund @ Tocks Tsland picimet camsirustianm start. e
cellicn ves taten cn -hethar tRi§ prodect sVould e Sos itord T & it
$ins tocay as an auttorized ;roject.

§7€, the U. S. %ater Tescurces Councél surfed r%e TAlxsare
ezpiehensive (Le.el B) Study to

.
7 r
sive Plan, incluling prescot znd projectied ce
Zzsin, a cozparicon of these Sisimds wvith a-
¢
b

sudi zands {
ailabtie wvater supply, snd the
evelcpoent of z;rropriste zezsures to keep the supply and éez=and it

slance.

Late in 1978, Congress ‘ncorpo atec into the Matiensl wile,
¢2nic sné Recriaticmal Rivers Systoz the 38-=jile '.ééle Dals-are that is
we Fenasylvania-New Jersey S:unfary in the Celaz-are Water Cap ¥sziormal

e
4 forz the Tocks Isla: ¢

mpouncnent). The river was cdesigrnated as scen cz Milforéd to Shawmee
é

2s recreational from there to the Water Cap..

Eecause hydrologic and storape conditions in the Delavare River
Easin changed substantially over the core than two cecacdes after the U. S.
Suprewe Court Decree of 1954, late in 1578, DABC called upon the parties to
the Decree “to enter into serious grod faith discussions to establisn the
frangezents, procecures, and criteria for zanazgement of the waters of the
Delavare Basin consistent with the Cezpact.”™ The drought emergency of the
wid-1960s and the deci:don of 1975 not to proczed at that tiwme with
construction of the Tocks Island caz were major background events giving
rise to the Cor=ission action.

-
-

In 1981, the Final Report and Environoental Ilzcact Stateszent of

the level B Liudy was cccopleted. 1ne report acalyzec current and projected
conditicns on supply and dezsnd and set forth certain prcpesals for
modif{ying ‘the Cozzission's Couzprehunsive Plan. During the study, all of

the Projectsziha: had been (lentiffed in the URS/Madigan-Praeger Tocks
Island report as pessible alternatives to Tocks Island were restudied, as

vell as a review of the project, alrcady included iz the DFEC Ccazprehensive
Plan. The Final level B Report oifered a Freferred Plan which {ncluded

these policies and physical features of the Cczprerensive Plan which were
found to be in need of a change. - ’

Comprehensive Study of the Tocks Island Lake Project anéd Alterrnatives -
UPS/Madigan - Praeger, 1Inc./Conklin & Fcesant, -~ July 1975,
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preject ~odification, ithe Froipton project :sodification, the Ca Porsville
project wodiiication, the ¥achettstosn projeict znd the Marril Creek
project should Lte thorcughly investigsted and, if fcund acciptable tSat
construction of said zrojests showvld de expedited. 4Llso, the $Qn35k.c01.'
Evansburg, Newark, Tocks Island, anéd Trexler projects should be retzinred in

the Cozprehensive Plzn for pocsidle develop=ent after year 2000,

The "Cooé Faith™ negotiastions progrecse=d, veing infor-ation ang
cata provwided by the Laovel B Study, ineluding a mew, -ire c¢o:ipretinsive
salinity =o£2l of the estiary that “=d Y:om vtilized for the FTi=») Lival B
effort. The negotiators 21s0 gained valusble crjericnce :ad giester
insight into droughtl-cp2rating capsbilirjes Quring the 1%3C-163y drought,
The "Cood Faith™ n2zotiaticns concluded in February 1983 with zudlication
of the report entitled Interstaste Water Marzgezent Re-co-zencdations ot the
Parcties to the U. S. Suprece Court Cecree of 1954 to the LCela-are River

£2sin Coomission Pursuant to Co-=ission Resclut.on 78-20. That docuzent
incorporates =any recoc=enca.ions contzined in the 168] Level B Study
Report. Tenm of the fourteen "Cood Faith™ reco-zendations are identical to
Level B Study Report recoczerdations, and the other four are Level B
elecents slightly modified to reflect experience znd inferczation gezined
curing the crought of 1980-1581. The five parties agreced upon enlargement
by the {cderal goverrnment of the existing Trarcis E. Walter reservoir in
the lehigh valley by the enéd of 1590 and Frezpton reservoir inm the
Lackavaxen valley by the end of 1995. Both are in Fennsylvanic. New York

'City's Cannonsville reservoir in Lelsware County, New York, is to be

enlarged, if determined to be practicable by fezsibility and environsental
studies, by New York State by 1990, and a proposed poc-er corjzany
icpounduent on the site of a szaller reservoir on Merrill Creek in Warren
County, New Jersey, is endorse¢ for comrletion by the end of 1986, if found
environmantzlly feasible.

The long-planned Fackettstown reserveir on the Musconetcong River
io northwestern New Jersey was eliminated from consideration afier being
dropped from that state's water supply master plan in 1981 due to poor
subsurface conditions. The state is seeking an alternative source.

Regarding Tocks lsland, Recomzendation 7 in the “Cood Faith"”
report provides: “"The partics are agreed that the prcposed Tocks lsland
project should be held in reserve status for covelopzent after the year
2000 {f necded for water supply. The Crcoission should amend its
Cozprehensive Plan by adéing an updated descriprion of the Tocks Island
projsct.”

F:ancis E. Walter and Prozpton Projects

The wodifications of the Francis E. Walter and Prompton prcjects,
existing single-purpose Corps of Engineers flood control projects, were
incorporated into the DRBC Comprehensive Plan in 1962. These projecis wers
revicwed io the Llevel B Study, which recozzended that construction be
expeéited for both, 1f fourd envirconzentally acceptabdle.
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gncicascd water storage, water supply and flicw augm.onmiatics ; :

calavare Szsin, e Eesin £8 oxen new in a deficit =ze~diticon inm termg o
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of 1ccent Lusughts
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flcw vegquired to =mcet the rear 2000 salinity centiel cltjecili.e pivy s0d i
Recerzaniation 1 of the “Cood Faith™ Report, even ™o gh the propoxod
insteriz standard of 180 =g/1 chleorides cc:ld bLe =et at :™is jeoint in tice.
Yow augs.ntation facilities are needed to jrcv.de fox lest gizeih é
achicvesent of the 150 prm chloride stanlaréd by the year 2000, Tle
conservation ceasures proposed in Rees~c ~Zaliuns 10, 1, 302 BT eof tle
"Coo@ Faith™ R2port 11l de an Iiportant 8 3t . T4 : M and 111
partly cifset incrorsing uvse, ot will »not gueiflice slzre

with recurrence itclay cf @ dicught equal in sz.2.ity to that ef
the 1560s, system cperation ef (he Y:sin's existing IzjiurZrents could
zaintain 8 flow at Tresten of atocut 2,500 cfs, including i1he effects of the
ptcposed 12duced diversions, fl:v cbjectives at lMontague, &nd conservation
recemzended by the parties. U-der the izpact of increzsed Cepletive use,

2s projecied 1o the level 3 S:udy, that capzbility will crop to slightly
less than 2,300 cfs by the :car 2000 if no rew flcw augzaniation ¢l -=aten
supply sources are develcped tazfore that cate.

These Jevels of capadility contrast s
2,900 cfs that will bYe =necied to =meet the st ;
cbjective under projected concitions 17 years hence. I.2n with allowance
{or the aspproxizations irnherent in these nuzbers, the ccnclusion is
inescagable that the existing vater storage, <water suzply and flow
avgmentation facilities in the Yasin are insufficient te cocpe with the
izpact of drecught by the year 2000. Measured z2gzinst the year 2000
salinity objective (150 mg/l of chloride at FRiver Mile ¢£) the present
shortfall 4s atout 50 cfs. Rowever, currently (:983) the Trenton
flow-capability is about 110 cfs jpreater than that reguired to oeet the
interiz salinity objective (i180 mg/l of chloride at River Mile 98). 1f
depletive water uses increase =as projected, and no rnew facilities are
develeped, this shortfall would increase to about 600 cfs by the year 2002,
even with the izposition of rigorous water conservatior ceasures. Recoz-
mendation 5 in the “Cood Faith™ Report provides that the Parties agree to
endorse and promote modifications of Walter and Procpton prclects for wvater
supply and flow augmentation for salinity control.

&3 yRslaje Yintey
tar «VI0 calinirty

The modificat.ons to both the Walter and Prezp-cn projects wouléd
involve converting the existing single purpose fliood control preiects (with
incidental recreation) to oulti-purpcse prciects for flic cenirol, water
supply, lew flow augnentation for water quality cont:ol and {or recreation.
The existing auvthorized flood control storage in each prciect would be
preserved at both projects.

Co=parative data on the present and propesed wdiified project
(prelizirary) at cach site are as follows:
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Trancis 8, wslter Project
rresent Troposed AR BT
SESIRER g
Cazpacities, in acre-feet
Flocod Control : 108,700 15E,700
water Supply & low Flew Aug. 0 £€9,500
Iractive 2,000 2,290
Elcvarion, Top of Frel (=¢1)
Tlooéd Coentrel 1,450 1,+8)
“ater Suzply & lew Ficw Aug. 0 1,425
Inactive 1,300 1,200
Frozpton Froject
fresent frcpesed Modilied
Froiect Project
Cazpacities, in ascre-feet 1/
Tlood Control L€, 500 20, 300
Water Supply & low Flew Aug. 0 30,%00
Inactive 3,500 &00
~ Elevation, Top of Pool (msl)
Flood Control 1205.0 1205.0
Water Supply & low Flew Aug. 0 1180.0
Iractive 1125.0 1112.0

1/ 20,300 acre-feet of storage for reservoir design flood (elev. 116E.1);
28,200 acre-feet of additional storage to spill<ay crest.

With regard to the flood control storage in the Pro=pton Project,
the Reservoir Design Flood, which is defined by the Corps of Engineers as
the wmaximuz flood that can be cozpletely contained by a reservoir, wvas
ceterzined by the Corps, and when roured through reservoir storage,
required 20,300 acre-feet of flood contrel storage at Prozpton. This
aoount of flood control storage then was the econczically dfustified storage
upon which the dow-mstream flood control benefits were Szsed. The magnitude
of the Rescrvoir Design Flood is several times greater than any floo? ever
actually experienced at the site and has a return freguency of greater than
100 years. However, due to the physical features of the dzz site, the caz
~a2s constructed higher than would norzally be required since it proved more
eccnomical to raise the daem than to construct an erpensive spillvay at a
lover elevatfon. As a result, 28,200 acre-feet of additional storage, in
addition to the 20,300 acre-feet required for flood control, was provicded

in the Proopton project.
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Trese prior conclusions will, of course, be review-sd by the Corps
curiag the fortheezing environczental and upcated derailed cesign studies.

ihe Corps will riepare the necessary Zsvirsmsantal izpact Statesants for
both the Fraireis B, Walter 20d Presptam predocts.

The follevwing table shouws the zzxizuz elevaticn of the flood
control pool, the caxizuz z=sunt ef flood control stcrage used, and the
percentage of the authorized flood csatrol storage (20,300 acre-feet) used
cduring each of the 237 years that Preapton ras tesn it oreration. ‘As
indicated, the =zximuzm percentage of the 20,200 acre-feet of flood control
storage vuvsed in any year to date wvas 23.2 percent in rear 1§73,

1/

Frospton Reservalr, Lackavaxen River, Pa., Design Mzzsranduz Yo. 2%
General Lasign Memoranduz, U.S, Army Ergineers District, Philadelphia -~
Fabruary 1968,
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Fiood Contiol Stzrage (20,700 sasw-fu) in 2¢. pion Fioloct

Eloevation of

Anrual Maxizum Flcud Coniiol fepeant of
Flood Cerntrol Toold Sterage Loed darliorized Fli 4
srae _Ateceed) 0 (acrecleet)  Cortiol Sisrage Uiod
1250 1:38.0 40 L.}
i 13131.19 3820 2.4
2 113).C8 3854 9.1
3 §11321.85 2277 10,7
¢ 1133.45 PERY 14,0
5 1127.93 £20 ¢.0
6 112E.56 1002 L. 9
7 113C. 40 1568 7.7
g 1129.65 1302 £.4
g 1131.30 1946 €.6
197¢C 1130.80 1736 .4
1 1130.18 1476 7.3
2 1133.02 2568 13,1
3 1128,54 4704 23,2
& 113),56 2055 10. )
3 1132.80 2576 12.7
- 1131.01 1824 S.0
7 3133.04 2677 13.2
E 1130.23 1487 7.4
S 1133.07 2689 13.2
19301/ 112%.48 1254 6.2
11/ 1137.98 L5113 22.2
22, 1137.83 “L96 22.1
3 1130.10 1642 L 2 |
1/ -
on tep of emergancy drought water supply pool at elewv. 1135
z/

through April 16.

It is also important to note that relcases froe a oodified Frompton preject
v .

will not recduce the auount of reieases reguired by Now Yerk City to coet

the Montague foroula.

Carrcnsville Project
The Cannonsville Reservolr was added to the Ccooprebensive Plan in
Adlendus No. 1, adopted July 25, 19¢2. Modification of Cannonsvillie wvas
~ precpesed in the report of the Tecpeorary State Coozission on the Water
Supply YNoeds of Southeasterm MNew York, Cecesber 1973, and recozmended in
the Level 2 report. The resecrvoir level would be increased approxizately
eight feet by the addition of flashbocards or gates on the spillvay. This
would incresse storage by spproxfzately 13.0) bdilliorn gallens.




fzce 'ifi.n B In the “Cood Pairh” Fa, 00t pravideg t%at tle
“raie of “ew Yourk (nisrge *he Cavmzaivylle Preervois in Trlavave Couaty,
Yew York, if cdoter=is.d to be practiecstle by feasitality a0d vavirsoc:nrsl

stufies. f.licet to the catcoie of these stuéies, construction zhould bde
coapleted By 1990, The Tequiresents of Section 1115 of :ile U. S. Sipre e
Csurt Cecree of 1754 velating to escess relozses shcul W@ waived as to thNe
additdcral Storege  included in the Czrnnensville = cificaticn jproject.
Additienal project y:eld should be used prizarily te zzintain comscrvation
trelesses. Secondary rurpeses should te to sujpport the liontaguve flow
cbiectives and diversicas to New York City within the limits of tre 1954
P.S. Supreze Court = : the Cazrnemsville
= s -

=u€ification =ight 2lso lead to :-

.-
.

- 23
-¢CTRQ. fie~Consiruciion studie O

seuwl TRIC2SE ot ative to the

-
-

Specifically, 1t is prepesed to:
f-2nd the Cezzretensive Plan as folleovs:

l. CLCelete in its entirety, the cescription of the Zear Creek Froject
(later rerzced Francis E. “alter) on pages 13, 14, and 15, and
insert, in lieu thereof, the cdescription of the Francis E. Walter
Project in 2:pendix A.

Tpien Proiect op

tiete in its entirety, the Cescripticn of the P::
. ithe CJescriptien in

ces 8 znd 9 and insert, in liesu therec’,
sendix B.

3. Pelete in its entirety, the cescription of the Cannonsville
Reservoir contained 1in Acdéenduz No. 1 to the Cczprehensive
Plan--Phase 1, adoted July 25, 1962, and insert, in lieu thereof,
the description in Appendix C.

~

L. Delete in 1ts entirety, the description of the Tocks Island
Project or pages 9., 10. and 1! and incert, in lieu therecf, the
description in Appendir D.

These avendoents shall take effect izzediately.

Appendix A - Proposed Revised Cozprehensive Plan Description of Francis E.
Walter Froject '

Azpendix B 2 Propesed Revised Cozprehensive Plan Description of Premoton
Project '

Appendix C - Proposed Revised Cozprehensive Plan Descriprion of Cannons~-
ville Project

Appenédix D - Proposed Revised Cozprehensive Plan Cescription of Tocks
' Island

These appendices are included in the attached Delavare River Basinp
Cc.ntssion's Notice of Public Hearings of July 1, 1983,
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?;:eicn cf Information Cfficer
JU.S. Nuclear Regulatory Ccrmmission
was hing'un, DT 20555

RE: Freedom of Inio:i-astion &<t
Dzar Sir:
 Pursuant to the Freedom of Inform tion Act, ! recuest copies
of all mecmoranéa, analysis, &né corre po ndence L.tween the staff

c

of the ~nf and any other federal &gency, including, without
limitation, U.S. Fish & wildlile Service, r'~ar:;nc the testimeny
cf U.S. Fish and Wildlife empioyees before the Czerating License
2card ané/or the V.S, District Court, regarcdéing ;He roplication
cf Pnilazdelphia Electric Corpany for the Limerick generating sta-
+ion, tpolication and Docket hoS. §0-352, 50-353., This request
specifically includes but 1s not limited to corresponGenceé and
aralyses b2tween the lecal staff, including but not limited to
xrnn HYodgden, Esguire, and all other agencies, crezated between
Cctober 1582 and June 1583,

It is ant1c1peted that it may be <ccntencded that this
material *s related or comes within an exemption to FOIA relating
no litigation. 1In response, zand anhlc*pamtng such response, 1

neredy ac-ert that the 111;55**0“ matters to which the cocuments

=~ay have bu2n relevant were complete, with respect to the testi-
mony involved, at the tire the ca:r;:pondencc ~% mtrher docurnents
were created, anéd thereiore 6o not gualify as ing within the
scope of such comments or cocuments.

in view of the urgcant nature cf this transaction, it 1is

requested that the time limits of FOIA be coirplied with, and that

a response be furnished within ten days hereof.

EXAHIBIT G
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Thank you for your consicderation.

Sincerelyy

NP

rRokart J.

Ann Hodgdon, EZsquire
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UMNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY

In the matter of
PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY

(Limerick Generating Station,
Units 1 ancd 2

COMMISSION

Docket NES. (€6 195 21y 45
50-353 7

e 08

e

— — — — — ——

"
el
-

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have served a copy of the

foregoing REQUEST TO SUBMIT LATE FILED CONTENTION by mailing

a copy uvf the same to the following persons this lbth day of

December, 1983.

Judge Lawrence Brenner (2)

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

h

Judge Richar

Atomic Safety
Board

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

washington, D.C. 20555

a F

- .

le
anéd Licensing

Co

Judge Peter A. Morris

Atomic Safety ané Licensing
Board

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commissicn

washington, D.C. 20355

Atomic Safety and Licensing
Appeal Fanel

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Docketing and Service Section

Qffice of the Secretary

..... - s > .
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

washington, D.C. 20555

Ann P. Hodgdon, Esg.

Counsel for NRC Staff

Office cf the Executive
Legal Director

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555



Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission
washington, D.C. 20555

Philadelphia Electric Co.

ATTN: Edwaré G. Bauer, Jr.
Vice President &
General Councel

2031 Market Street

Philadelphia, PA 19101

Mr. Frank R. Romano
61 Forest Avenue
Ambler, PA 19002

Mr. Robert L. Anthony
Friends of the Earth of

the Delaware Valley
106 Vernon Lane, Box 186
Moylan, PA 19065

Fhyllis Zitzer, Esc.
ILimerick Ecology Action
P.O. Box 761

7€2 Queen Street
Pottstown, PA 19464

Charles W. Elliott, Esq.
Brose ané Postwistilo
1101 Building l1lth &
Northampton Streets
Easton, PA 18042

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
DER

505 Executive House

P.0. Box 2357

Harrisburg, PA 17120

Jay M. Gutierrez, Esqg.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Region I

631 Park Avenue

King of Prussia, PA 19406

Steven P. Hershey, Esgqg.

Community Lecal Services, Inc,.

Law CTenter West Nortn
5219 Chestnut Street
Philadelphia, PA 19139

Angus Love, Esc.
101 East la.r Stre=t
Norristown, P2 19401

Mr. Joseph E. White, IIl
15 Ardmore Avenue
Ardrniore, PA 19003

Directcr. Pennsylvania
Emergency Maragement Agency
Basement, Transportation and
Safety Building
Harrisburg, PA 17120

Mr. Marvin I. Lewis
6504 Bradoré Terrace
Philadelphia, PA 19149

Martha W. Bush, Esg.
Kathryn S. Tewis, Esq.
City of Philadelphia
Municipal Services Bldg.
15th and JFK Blvd.

Spence W. Perry, Esgqg.

Associate General Counsel

Federal Emergency
Management Agency

50C C Street, S.W., Rm. 840

Washington, D.C. 20472

Thomas Gerusky, Director

Bureau of Radiation
Protection

Department ¢f Environmental
Resources

Sth Floor, Fulton Bank Bldg.

Third and Locust Streets

Harrisburg, PA 17120



Troy Conner

Conner & Wetterhahn
1747 Pennsylvania Ave.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Zori G. Ferkin

Comronwealth of Pennsylvania
Governor's Energy Council
P.O. Box 8010

1625 N. Front Street
Harrisburg, PA 17105

- \
—\\" \_ i "-\_\‘

ROBERT J., SUGARMANL
Counsel for ‘Intefwenors
Del-AWARE Unlimited, Inc.



