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UeSenUCL-AR ReSULATORY COxMISSION . o ATOIC Sa~-TY 4LD LICLSInu AFFLAL 30anD
FoIlA. ZLaC, CUs Lizerick Cen.St. Unite 1 2 2 Docket No. 50-3%353 QL-

June 2,198%
AFFEAL BY i.L.ANT:OMY/FOS PxOK ASL3's OxDia ,5/24/85, INFLZu:NTING ITS GRAWT OF
875 F7ION TO FBCO Rz: 10 CFRF 50.47 (a) (b) FOR GRATZRFORD PAISCIBRS' CONLTENTIONS
AbJ AUTEORIZING TEZ ISSUANCE OF A FULL FO#ZER LZC:]SE; AKD FETITION FOR STAY.

1. Anthony/FOE herety appeels ASLB's order of 5/24/85 implenenting its
grzrt of exemption from the requirements of 10CFR*50.47 (a)& (t) re.the Graterfor:
Frisoners , and the authorizing of the issuence of a full power operal%?é&?ﬁconee
."Lirerick Generating Station,Units 1 and 2 " (sic) We petition the Bogrd to
reverse AB's granting of the exemption and to declare invalid,andasevajfgétqqz:28
authtorization of a full power license. LB has exceeded its suthority in zuthori-
zing & license for Unit 2 and this should cell into question itsoahtgtﬁggtgkiasue
evy euthorizestion,including Unit 1. LE insults the KRG, srd citigggnggai §ff6f
grotection of their safely end hepltn under 1LESFi arnd AEL 5y tais atuse of licers-
ing jurisdiction. This illegsl action reinforces LB's prejudiced stance which was
errarent in ‘he latest Emercency plenning decisions,L3P-85-14, reinforced by
LZ' epparent sponsorship of Unit 2 in ASLBP £1-465-07, 5/9/85, pa~e. 8, "Further
delays inmpact on the restart of construction of Unit 2.." In our statement 5/16/55,
in opposition to this exemrticn we nzzed this reference: "gratuitous,irrelevgnt

end prejudicial, (See Attachment 1. )

2. LB's condition,included in its decision L3P -85-14, rejuiring traffic
control péints outside the EPZ has not been met as shown in FEN.,R,V.Krimm to
E L.Jordan,5/21/85, p.3 since ithe plens have not yet been reviewed by Penne.Stete

Folice or FRM"A. LB is not waiting for its own conditions to te =atisfied.

3« We request an inzediate stpy on the cwanting of the exezption arnd the
authorization of the issuance of & full power license on the following bases:

I. We believe that we sheall prevail on the merits since LB has erred in
besing its decision on 10 CFR 50.47 (c) (1) beceuse the Applicent has failed to
"meet the applicable standards" far Graterford emergency plans,that"deficiencies
in the plans"heve not been corrected (the contentions have not even been hegrd
yct), "interim compensating actions” have not been taken,and there are not valid
other compelling reasons to permit plant operatiom ". PFurthermore LB has abused
its authorityly'muSorizing a license for Unit 2,and has acted with prejudice against
the pudblic health and safety by promoting the interest of PECo inUnit 2 (Attac 1 etove)

ttch.
II. As we have shown in evidence presented to ¥r.H.Denton,Dir.NRR,& FRC , ;.3.4 )
12/23/85 through May 9,1985 PECo is not able at this time to operate the Unit 1
reactér ih a way that will uot threaten gqgr ss.fety and health and that of #he public
because ¢f the danger of imminent accident end the lethal release of radistion .

1IT. To ebeandon Unit 1 now mey involve loss t» PECo stockholders but they
will be be.ter off if the plant never opergtes and is written off with the cost
shared by ratepayers and government. (See Attachment 5.)

IV. It will serve the public interest bast if PECo stays solvent, the plant
is never operated,end the public is saved the risk of nuclear accident and destruc-
tive rete increases which will imprct femilies and businesses disasterously.

FéﬁA.FM.PﬁCo?&.Lovc,F.RC‘h:ANu, _Other ﬂ’r ,ﬁlp . -‘ ’ /))
8206070433 850602 Serv.iisd Ty (4™ icy1af,Pa. 19065 60"
K 05000352
6 PDR N)



oS¢ NUCLEAZ nIGULALOAY C 2 T0u1C 0aFITY any LICELSING 20and

PLILA,ELsC. CC. Limerick Gen. Sta. Units 1& 2 JuUChET No. 50-352,3%53
Kay 1€ , 1985

STATLMENT OF ANTEONY/FOE IN OFFOSITIUs TO GaahTInG APRLICANT'S LOTIUN FOR

BXZMITION Fion 10CF2 0,47 (&) & (b) hE: EVaCUATICW FlLAo FOR INN&TSS.

The objections which Anthony/FOE submitted to the Board on 3/15/85 are
still valid and unanswered; we reassert these. i#e disggree with the Board's
order of 5/9/85 in gost espects,and aspeciplly the conclusion (p.8) " the
inmates' health and sgfety are, in the opinion of the expert agency in the
area of emergencies, edejuately protected in the event of a radiological
emergency et Limerick."”

Ae e impressed with the deficiencies set forth in the Inmates' Proposed
Ravised Contentions, 5/1%/85, and we agree that these are serious end could
result in the miscerriqge of evgcugtion plens ard the release of dangerous
crizinales into the cozrunity at & time of extreze tension. We also call tke
Board's attention to the memor.ndum of R.W Krimm FEMA, 4/9/85,to E.l.Jordan

NRC (p.2)

«+" the over:ll radiological emergency plans and preparedness are not
adequate to provide reasonable assurance thgt the appropriate measures cgn be
teker to protect the hep,lth &nd safety of the public in the vicinity of the
Limerick Generating Station in the event of a radiologicpsl emergency."

It is obvious that evacustion of the inmates will coincide with the evac-
uation of the rest of the residents of the EPZ and if FEXA has not approved the
overall plans,there are deficiencies which will invalidate any assurance that
Graterford plans will protect the inmates,or the residents of the EPZ.

Purtherzore, the Board placed & condition on its decicion,LBF-85-14 (5.74) in
connection with our contention LEA 24/POE l. in resnonse to PEMA's restriction,
" the Director,Uffice of Nucleyr Reactor Regulation, shall receive verification
of plans to implement & level of traffic control in the KEing of Prussies ares..”

It is,therefore, not true that " &any finel impediment to the issuance of e full
power license has been r ~moved". (ALAB 5/9/85, p.8 )

plant as documented in Anthony/FOE's petitions to F.R.Dentom,Dir.NRR,12/23/85,
2/25/85,5/9/85,8nd our letter of 4/27/85 to H.L.Thompson,NE8. PECO does not
have permission from DRBC for cooling water to allow operation of the reactor
and it violzted the low power license in its application to DRBC. In the

operation of the plant a high level of Licensee W-ents continues ,45 from 1/1/85

|

?
Im addition there are many impediments to the safa opergtion of the Limerick

|

|
to 4/2/85° More than 1/3 of these were caused by personnol error and another 1/3 |

by design and equipment deficiencies, These ‘events” prove PECo's opergtion unsefe:
at eny power level. Conseguently a nuclear emergency could happen at any moment.

We submit that the Board's reference to"restsrt of construction of Unit 2"
is gratuitous, irrelevant »nd prejudiciel,(p.8) Appearing to sponsor Unit 2
is not av sppropriate function for the Board in its judiciel role.

: d ALAB,C el,D k ti Respectfully subritted 1 €
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U.S.NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMIISSION
Res PEILA. ZLEC. CO. Limerick duclear Cen Sta. Docket Jo. 50-352,353
April, 5,1985

APPEAL 3Y R.L.ANT.O8Y/FOE FROM RSFUSAL OF NRC DIRSCTUR OF REACTOR REGULATION
TO ACT O OUR PETITION OF 12/23/84 TO SERVZ A SHO4 CAUSE ORDER,AND OUR REQUEST
FOR RECONSIDSRATION, 2/25/85; AND POR AN CRDER PROM THE COMMISSION .

Co 12/23/395 we submitted a petition to the Director of Inspection and En-
forcement to igsue a show cause order to start proceedings to revoke low power
license ¥PP-27. 7We included substantiating evidence 2nd references to show
that PECo is not able to operate the Limerick reactor safely.

After a delay of 1% months ¥r.H.Denton replied that our petition did not
require any izmediate action and he declined to tzke gny immedigte action.
Ve replied to Mr. Denton's letter on 2/25/85,asking for reconsideration and
submitting further evidence from PECo's operation to dete, of the faults in equip-
ment and operator performance which demonstrated further PECo's inability to
operate without endgngering the public,NRC staff, and PSCo employees. In a 3/26/85
letter ¥Mr. Denton again "decline(d) to take any immedigte action™.

It is now 30re than three months since our petition for a show cause order,
and PEC's operating record contains many more reports of violations ani repeated
errors which at higher levels of operation could have brought on a sericus
accident anmd threat %o the public health and safety. Te bdelieve the Director's
withroliding o action om our petition zmounts to = delayisg tacsii:z whizh threat-
ens 2ur Leglth and saety under PiZg's izmminent sscensiszz o levels adzve 5 % >
(See letter Daltroff to Dentom 3/25/35) , predicting a full power licenseim April.

We her~by petition the Commissicn to order the Director to issue a show
ceuge order and to institute a heartng process on the revoking of the low power
license. Ve further petition the Commission to orier the reactor to be “eld

in a shut down state until a decision on revoking the licénse has been made.

Yo present further evidence of PECo's inability to cperate the reactor safely:

Conditions required under the licenze have not been gatisfied as follows:
Tk >IGE' NT LOADS Oi, FIPES & SUPFOAT (Torrey Fines) 3/3/85 R.E.Martin to PECo.

AEDTNDANCY I LiXORZ SEUTDOMN CAPABILITY 3/€/85 A.32-wencer 0 E.G. Rauer
JITAILED CONTAOL RO0M JZ3IGN R.VIEW 3/14/55 " " " "
SATITY FARAMIT-R DISPLAY SYST:X 3/27/9% * = AL -

che Teastor canact be safely orerstel uniil tuere *as ‘een a cozplete :-eck

°n all safety systezs and re-training of operztors an2 suizervisors to eliminate
tue possibility of process and equipnent failure wi-h s:mseczuences for accidents
as indicated below @

-jafety-relatsd equipment removed from service w»ithout permission,Violation
85-02 and Control Room HVAC system change without NRC approval,Violation 3501
= INasgction 85-11 possible diesel fire punp flywheel crack,p.5;troubleshost pel
= For 4 hours containment isolation valves inoperable,Inspection 85-08.1/15/55.
- For T# hours without protection of volume level switch,L3IR 85-14, 1/18/35,

- Tag-out orera*ed by construction/craft perscruel iratead of FECo,LER 35«15,

- Repeated is:letion of RWCU as in LER8 35-2€,35<27( "zeuse 0f event remsins

under imvestigzatisn®) and previous LERs 84-12,27,34,35,36.

- Repeated scra=s and half scrams from loss of power to safet; systemes,’:z2

stgﬁﬁapd L=3e, 34-05,39,and 85-07.
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¥Mr. Hush L. Thom:;son, Jr.,Dir. Jiv. of Licensing,lRR pril 27,1985
U.S Yuclear R-zulatory Comnis:=iom, Washingtom , 20555

Res Phila Zlec.Limerick GCem. S*e.
Dear Yr. Thompson, NDocket Yo. 50-352
Unit 1. Startup Testing

ve refer to your letter of 4/10/85 to Z.G.Dauer in which you menticn a
letter *to .'‘r.Denton of 3/25/85 which indicates PECo's plan to tast operste
the turhine-generator, to 5 % of rated power. You state, "#e have not identi-
fied any conflicts with pur plans on this matiler...”

On the contrary we have identified geveral deficiencies and violations
from recent NRC inspection reports which add up to the conclusion that PECo
ig not prepared to operate the plant safely at this time up to 5 % power or
to test operate the turbine-gemerator. We,therefore, ask you to protect omr
health and safety end that of the pudlic by chemging your conclusion from " uo
objections" to We forhid any test operating of the turbine until the impedi-
ments to safe operation listed below have been corrected a2nd resolved.

legion I inspection report 85-03 dated 4/2/85 in Appendix A (See Attach-
ment 1. ) states that TecheSpece3.6.1.4 was violated from 12/29/84 to 1/30/85
because PECO allowed the two independent M3IV legk,ze control subsystems to de
inoperable. This constituted a serious threat to the pudblic while the reactor
was in operation. Operation of the resctor should be sugpended until NRC hes
the assurgnce that these systems are in order =nd PECo will maintain them in

r - ~ "

g;g;%gg:g{c §fVagtagggggg§;b£g.%;znafﬂtes that this MSIV-LCS violation "could be

Ingpection report 85-06,dated 4/10/85,Appendix A, cites two violations
which affected the power lavel of the reactor and which pose serious potential
hazards to tre public health and safety. FZCo allowei the power level of the
reactor to be manipulated »ithout the knowledze and consent of a2 licensed op-
epator, and permitted maintenance work to be done without rermiscion from oper=-
ation personnel. (See Attachment 2.) A violation of Tech. Spec. €.3.,1 and
Reg .Guide 1.3} Rev. 2 ’Appo A s para. 900.

“n page 11 of this same inspection report whichk deteils the unauthorized
raising of the resctor power level, under 4.3.) "Correctivs Action Revi=s",
Mr. S.D.2bneter,Dir. Reactor Safety,finds that the implementation of corrective
action has not bteen ceveloped and that review of these steps,i.e. "three cor-
rective actions to this event" will have to be covered " in a subsequent inspec-
tion. This is considered an unresolved item pending YNRC review ( 352/85-0€-C3)."
It is unconceivable that you would allow any teat operation of the turbine
while these uncertainties as to control of the power level sre unresolved.

Inepection report 85-14,reported 4/23/35,( p.5 ) t-at" peview of the atartup
test results is in process" and that"a number of changes were required” and "the
adequacy of the licengee review of this startup test procedure will be assessed
in » subsequent inspection ". And para., 2.3 cites excerntion reports suprosedly
resolved,"but action still is required to close out the test exceotion.” Om
page 6,5TP-15.2 an unresolved "swap over situation" involvinez safety systems
states,"This problem hsys persisted during tests of HPCI and RCIC" and "in additio
HPCI stop valve experienced erratic behavior..during the pump s*tert... A modifica
is also planned... These modifications will require retestiag of LPCI ", Until

the problems with these essential safety systems have been completely.
are certain that you will not authorize any test operation of u:bin!-gg::glggr.

On behalf of intervenor Anthony/FOZ , in recognition of the above obstacle
to safe operation »f the Limerick reactor, we retition you to exercise your
authority to forbid PECo from test operating the turbine-zenerstor.

ces N2C Staff Co 1,A51.8,D ) Ren ylly
PEE0.0%hers o0 Servs E{sgfketing' j& pectf l‘jcfu%:¢:3521—-.
/ﬁ TTR QI EN bl ~i Box 13 ,woylan,la. 199€§ ;




ve. llarold 1.Denton, Dir. NRC Off. luclear tcactor Regx. May 9,1985

ashington, D.C. 20555 <et Phila. slec.Co.,Limerick
Gen. 3ta. Units 1&2.Doc.50-;§§
Dear lir.Denton,

e are again calling yonr attention to our petition of 12/23/84 and our
further petitiom of 2/25/85 requesting that you issue a show cause order to
initiace proceedings to revoke low power license NPF-27 issued to Phila. Elec.

Co. for its Limerick plant,unit #1. e are enclosing a copy of our letter ,
4/37/35, to Hugh L. Thompson as further evidence to back up the need for this orde

The evidence which we subaitted to you conclusively proves that PECo is
not jqualified to operate the plant safely =nd the license should be revoked
until equipment, employee,snd 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.

-~

addition we now cite *ZCo's violatiogkgf Sections of license NPP-2T7:

licepse
Lizerick will operste in violation of,through the use of Schuylkill

water for cooling during the low flow sezson,and by demandéng relegses
t*e 21ue “Yarsh reeservoir,ani by rencuncing its agesment to the "river
-wer m0de” with the Zelawsre River 3aein Tommiesion ., PECo's aprlizations
8/35 and 4/2}/55 £0 223C =2ail for rezcval of the 550 tenperature limit,

rsizases from 3iue .acen sscTage.(M.l.dettersekn letters 3/19 & 2/3
TEeia% et witt ence :;uros.)age : e 3/19 & 4/2/35
i

e O
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“te operation of Lizmerick with derenlence ov Schuylkill water for
5linz will endgnger the health and safety of downstream water users by
==zatening the biglogical 1ife of the river and drawaing upom reserves of
ivxing water,and ¥onsuming water nesded by industry to maiutain jobs.

PO rAct D O PRy Y

Y L

. 3. FPuCo's use of Schuylkill water is inimical to family and community
errices and coamunity health and safety because of the threat to public water
+»ly. Even in this time of drought Ur.v.S. Boyer, PECo V.P. called upon
337° in his written statezent on 5/7/35 for "Equitable demands upon all im-
poundzents” despite PiCo's igI!ement with DRBC to “e limited by flow condi-
+isre in the Schuylkill. This,in violation of PECo's agreement with DRBEC

a=i in violation of the conditions of gge NRC license.

1, =. Turthermore, PECo is in violation Arpendix 3 of license NPF-2T7 .

222, 1,1 of t=d Appendix regjuires that' "4ke licensee s*z2ll prepare and re-
c-=i :¢ samwirormental evalustion" Tefore zaving aush ev avolization as this
= Fabar 2ill TLVET,

wasiiree "an secsee—2nt 37 tre 2airaamgubs] im=gag® and "NET acze

avg 4= ghon>g *hg 22meusSstive famgnis on the
= ‘ i
.

2721 3f the proposei cheng2:s in the form ol a liz2nse anendment insc-zira-
-2 tne appropriate revision to the IFP" (Znvircamantal Protection Flaa)
“-t'g arplication to DR3C violates both of these rejiirements of Aprendix 3.

further evidence of ‘re threat to the health and safety of tre public
'is consumptive use of Schuylkill water amd Blue Larsh reserves, we cite

-zetimony of My.David C., Yaseck ,Executive Director,Chegter Couagy Jater le-

e:_.-228 Authority, in oppogition to ‘he rezoving of the 59 restriction and

- 8 =2 2ase of Blue Yarsh water for Lizerick consumption. KHe testified at the

tz:° ~saring on 5/7/55 in fdest Trenicn ze %0 the inviolate base that 3lue Yareh

w: 2= =s=stitutes for pudblic water r2e-.r22 planning in Chester County. Ze

e2i? =-14 a temporary request by FiCs =2l <hras potential of becoming permanent,

sxi ~is public agency is completely oipiesl =0 FZCo's mndification of DRBC

“gevss De£9-210 CP, (3ee DREC transcri:t © - /a8)

L
-aw W
-za

s are enclosinz a 2opy of our /22,75 «3sisizn 43 ALXD on this matter,
- = *'zg sras digmiseed cur retitionm ani sivieszl us ) ei*=it it to your office.
: 1,.309, 0 00l , 2 2keting , UL, 'z se-3+4%:11ly yours,

5= Jerv, it o, > = ﬁiq,[z
ATTACRMENT H ’~:4"§j4-!"‘:'.“.":. 1ance
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(on LimeR itk #1 RATES)

The PEN. "YLVANIA ENVRGY PATSPAYER3 €O/ .UTiTJ2 has prepared thie information
tased ot demiounted fioti. Qur parpos. in to eazdbl: everycnz to understind
L20 Sseverc ncsLusic diesater whioch threctens the Milzdclyhia rejica due to
the Philacaelzaia Blesttic Cowr ‘ny {(PS00) and itc wistakea coziaion to
coatinue cocnotiuction of the Limeric: auclear plante at sll coate.

At present, the cost of running
PECO's oil plants or buying power
from th grid is abc:'t 4.2
ceots/kwh”® (PCCO itself ,cojects
that this ccst will increase to
only $5.94 cents by 1990.) This
replacesent power, then, would cost
1c38 _than onc-third the jro ected
15 centa/%wn cost of Lamerick 1 and

less_than cne-fourth the 19
cents/kwh cnst of Unit 1 if Unit 11
is can-eile”. PLCO's cain argueent
for Licericx has been that it would
te cheay:r than il plants, but the
ccst of Liserick grev by wore than
€03 ir t'e iast thiae years wrile
€1l teday costs only half what Fil)
said 1t would,

e T AT L LTI T A RRETE)
WUHAT IF UNIT 1 IS CALCZLLED, 7907

The calculation above asfunes
that PECO would not Ee allowed 0
secover a2ny of the costs cf
Limerickx 1f{ the plant does not
operate. However, if the PUC treats
this case 3s commissions in other
states have treated cancellations,
PECO would bte allowel to recover
sore of th2 c3sts. A typical eethed
is to allcw the utilicy (O recoverl
the construction co:=t in* ejual
installmént paysents over 10 or 20
years without being allowed a
profit eon the part of costs which
have not yat been reccvered. (In
accounting jargon, this is known as
*agortizatiza without a returs <i
the unarsrtized balance.”)

fer ezarple, §f Lizerick 1 is
cancelled PECO could collect
one-tenth or one-twentieth of $3.8
tillica == £380 wmillicn each of 10
years or $190 mi'lion each ef 20
years. Even addin . the cost of oil
replacerant power, cancellation is
clearly a tremendous bargain:

$19C - 330 million cost of amortization
~ﬂ=-n!-;n cost of oil instead
- $5i0 million coct of cancellati

$830 « $1°20 million cost of Limerick
-$610 « § 40 million cost of carcellation

- S gob~iilion savirgs £LO consumers

-

“'Ct csurse, after the 10 or 20
year pericd, the cancellation wou ld
be pata off. In contrast,
rate; ye 3 would bes paying for
Liger.ck {or 35 yearsl

Shyixe.

‘One federally-sponsored study
estimates that in cases ot
cancellation, ratepayers and
stockholders would esch pay about
308 of the wasted construction

cost, with federal taxpiyers payina
the other 40% as the utility takg!
a huge tax loss on the investment?.
This would lower the cost to
vatepayers considerably, making the
cavinga due to cancellation evaen
greater.

T7 W e — — - - -—
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DO P2CO'S RUGIOUAL EQONONMIC
FINJICTIOUS JUSTIPY LIMERICK?

Current trends ¢&o 7ot indicate
that Limerick would cver Dbecoma
cheaper or necessary to the
Philadelphia regicnal eccnony
during its J3S-year lifetize. Since
1981, PECO's claims during the PUC
investigation of Limerick have

proven w:orq on all the major
econczis factorm

Cost of Lirerick Construction

€ince 1281, FECO's projected coet
has ctore than doubled, fror $4.7
pillion to $6.6 billion for beth
units.

Cost of Oil
In 19381, PECO projectu: #2°il today
would cost $55/cerrel, rore than
twice the current price of

§29/barrel and fzllipgl

Cos* of Power Off the Grid

In i36l, FECO projected that
replacecent power off the agrid
would coet 10,74 cenis/%uwh by 199C.
Now, PECO projects this cost will
only grow to 5.94 cents -~ little
more than half.

Cost of Industrial Co-jeneration

n 4 said co-generation
was not feasible. Now, PECO adaits
it could produce 720 negawatts of
pcwer for 6.2 cents/kwh or less.
When adjusted for capacity factors,
this would be enough to replace
Liserick 1 at half the cost.

Cruwth in Flectric Desand

in 381, PLCO pro,ccted electrie
use would increase by 2.3V per
year. Now, PECO projects growth at
only ©.9% per ycar. Sy the year
2000, this diiference would
eliricate the nced for bolh
Ligerick erite.

——— ———— . P 5
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ATTACH MENT S SAVINGS IF LiIMCRICK |
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