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vr., Marold i.Denton, Dir. NRC Off. luclear ieactor Reg. Msi’9f{?%5
7ashington, D.C. 20555 iet Phila. 5100.30;1E¥aor1ck

Jen. 3ta. Units I&Z.Doc.so-;ggéat
Dear lr.Denton, MAY 15 A0 2 206

e are again calling your attention to our petition of 12/23/84 and our
further petition of 2/25785 requesting that you issue a sh # ¢cguse order to
initiate proceedings to revoke low power license NPP-27 iasHeN Ehila. Zlec.

Co., for its Limerick plant,unit #l. 7o are enclosing a copy ANCN 1etter ,
4/57/85. to Hugh L. Thompson as further evidence to back up the need for this order

The evidence which we submitted to you eonclusively proves that PiCo is
not qualified to operate the plant safely snd the license should be revoked
until equipment, employee,and process deficiencies have been completely reme-
died., The present operation of this plant by PECo is a present and continuing
threat to our health and safety.

Purl" addition we now cite PECo's vtolnttogrgflioottona of license NFP-2Ts

1. G, Limerick will operate in violation of“throaig.!ho use of Schuylkill
2iver water for cooling during the low flow season,and by demanddng relegses
from the Blue Marsh reservoir,and by renouncing its ageement to the “"river
follower mode"” with the Delaware River Basin Commission . PECo's applications
of 3/15/85 and 4/23/85 to DRSC call for removal of the 599 temperature limit,

and rtlt sep from 3lue Varsh storage.(™.J./etterhahn letters 3/19 & 4/2€/85
to Serv 80 ist wi anc oaurco.s
« D. The operation of Limerick with dependence on Schuylkill water for

cuoling will endgnger the health and safety of downstream water users by
threatening the big}ocicnl 1ife of the river and drawing upon reserves of
drinking water,and fonsuming water needed by industry to maintyin jobs.

1. 3. PECo's use of Schuylkill water is inimical to family and community
services and community health and safety because of the threat to public water
supply. Even in this time of drought Ur.v.3. Boyer, PECo V.P, called upon
DAVC in his written statement on 577/95 for "Bquitable demands upon all im-
poundments” despite PiCo's 1¢T!oncut with DRBC to Ye limited by flow condi-
tions in the Schuylkill. ThispIn violation of PECo's agreement with DRBC

and in violation of the conditions of g?o NRC license.

1. #. Purthermore, PECo is in violqtion Appendix 3 of license NI'F-27 .

jact. 3.1 of thé Appendix requires that "the licensee shall prepare and re-
sord an environmental evaluation" before making such an application as this
one %0 change *hae consumptive demgnds on the Sehuylkill river.

gect, 5.3 requires "an asseesment of tha eavironmental impact"” and "NRC ap-
proval of the proposed changes in the form of a license amendment incorporas
ting the appropriate revision %o the “PP" (Invironmental Protection Plan)
PECo's application to DREC violates both of these requirements of Appendix B,

As further evidence of the threat to the health and safety of the pubdblie
from this consumptive use of Schuylkill water amd Blue Marsh reserves, we oite
the testimony of My, Davia C. Yaeck ,Executive Direator,Chegter Couagy VYater e~
sources Authority, in oppogltion to the removing of the 359 restriction and
the release of Blue YMarsh water for Limerick consumption. He testified at the
DRSC hearing on 5/7/85 in Nest Trenton as to the inviolate base that 3lue Marsh
water constitutes for public water resource planning in Chester County. He
said that a temporary request by PECo had the potential of decoming permanent,
and his public agency is completely opposed to FPECo's modification of DRBC
Jocket De69-210 CP, (3ee DREC transeript 5/7/989)

Ne are enclosing a copy of our 4/29/99 petition to ALAB on this matter.
On $/2/8% ALAB dismissed our petition and advised us to submit it to your office.
cas NRC ALII.Ag&:;?orggzl.DocloCtng s PECo,DRBC Roopooltutt?'youro.
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