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May 17, 1982

Stephen H. Lewis, Esquire

Counsel for NRC Staff

U.S. Nueclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Re: Philadelphia Electric Company
Docket Nos. 50-352 and 50-352

Dear Steve:

Thank you for your letter of May 6, 1982. 1
appreciate your advising me of the updated status of the
Environmental Impact Statement.

fowever, coming as it did, in proximity to Mr.
Schwencer's letter of April 30, 1982, to Mr. Rauer, it enhances
my cuoncern that the staff will not be able to scope the EIS
broadly enough to include the full range of environmental
inpacts of the project, as it presently exists., As you know,
it has been vur position, and we think it is incontrovertible,
that PECo's role in the Foint Pleasant diversion is such as to
make it a PECo project. Moreover, PRCo is the cwner and
operator of the proposed Bradshaw reservoir and transmission
line to the Perkiomen, as well as the operator of the diversion
Jown the Perkiomen, Neither Point Pleasant nor its associated
facilities is accounted for within the EROL, and Mr.
Schwencer's letter indicates that the intended scope of the
staff review of the EROL is limited to the same area as that
covered in the EROL. Certainly, it is possible for one to
interpret some of the gquestions as inviting PECo to broaden the
reporting, but since it is a substantial change, if that were
really intended, it would seem to me the language would have
been more clear. If I am wrong on that, T shall be happy to be
corrected.
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Assuming, as I indicated, that the staff is not
directing PECo to submit information regarding the entire

i ted area, I believe that a late summer or early fall
meeting will not afford the staff ample opportunity to take
into account the comnents of the members of the public offered
at the meeting in scoping the DES and reguiring the additional
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data from PECo. At the moment, 1 do not (?OX.)t(:nd that tha?
timing is not cufficient to afford opportunity to factor in
comments relating to areas that have alrcady been well defined
and on which PECo has already submitted 1nfoxrat10n. However,
in view of the time it has taken PECo to prepare the EROL and
the time that it has taken the staff to respond with guestions,
as well as the time it will take PECo to respond to those
guestions, it is clear that to wait until September to broaden
the scope of the DES, or to consider such action, would
effectively delay completion of the DES by six to nine months,
If this occurs, whether admittedly or not, the Commission will
be under considerable pressure to shortcut its compliance with
the rules and with HWEPA.

In the circumstances, on behalf of Del-Aware, I
submit that it is cusential that a scoping meeting be scheduled
as gquickly as one c¢in be arranged, or alternatively, that the
staff make a present decision that the scope of the DES should
include Point Pleasant and essociated facilities, and request
the necessary information from PECo at this time.

Again, I oppreciate your consideration, and look

forward to hearing from you, (\
.‘3‘721{ *“]y, \

Robert J. Lﬂ)..rv.\
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Robert J. Sugarman
Sugarman & Denworth
Suite 510

North American Building
121 North Broad Street
Philadelphia, PA 19140

In the Matter of
PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY
(Limerick Generating Station, Units 1 and 2)
___Docket Nos. 50-352 and 50-353

Dear Mr. Sugarman:

This letter is in response to your letter to me of May 17, 1982 in which you
expressed "enhanced" concern that "the staff will not be able to scope the
EIS broadly enough to include the full range of environmental impacts of the
project, as it presently exists." You stated that your increased concern was
based upon a letter from Mr. Schwencer of the NRC Staff to Mr. Bauer of PECo,
dated April 30, 1982, when considered in conjunction with my letter to you of
May 6, 1982 indicating that the environmental site visit had been rescheduled
from May 1982 to sometime in the late summer or early fall of 1982, [For
your further information, the environmental site visit is presently scheduled
for the period of August 17-20, 1982.] With respect to Mr. Schwencer's
letter you have stated the following: "Neither Print Pleasant nor its
associated facilities is accounted for within the EROL, and Mr. Schwencer's
letter indicates that the intended scope of the staff review of the FROL is
limited to the same area as that covered in the EROL.™

You are operating under a misperception of Mr. Schwencer's letter that I
would Tike to take this opportunity to correct. The requests for additional
information transmitted by that letter do not cover the arecas of water use,
water quality and aquatic and terrestrial ecology. Questions in those areas
will be transmitted to PECo at a later date, but prior to the environmental
site visit. There is no basis in Mr. Schwencer's letter, therefore, for your
cenclusion that the Staff accepts the Environmental Report as containing all
of the information which the Staff considers necessary for its evaluation of
the impacts of station operation, including the impacts of water diversion to
support operation of the Limerick Station, on water use, water quality and
aquatic and terrestrial ecology. We suggest you withhold your judgment on
that point until you have reviewed the Staff's requests for additional
information in these subject areas. In this regard, please bear in

mind that under Commission regulations (10 C.F.R. § 51.23(e)) a draft
environmental statement prepared in cornection with the issuance of an
operating license "will cover only matters which differ from, or which
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reflect new information in additi
environmental impact statement

the construction permit."

. <ii"

on to, those matters discussed in the final
prepared in connection with the issuance of

In view of the May 1983 scheduled issuance date for the DES, we believe that
issuance of questions on the areas discussed above prior to the environmental

site visit and the Staff's follow-u
after the enviromental site visit and the

issuance on November 5, 1982)

receipt of answers to the firs
for evaluation of the full sco
part of its environmental revi
schedule will also permit full
the public meeting,

held some evening du

I trust that the information

feel free to contact me if

matter.

cC?

Lawrence Brenner, Fsq.
Dr. Richard F. Cole
Dr. Peter A. Morris

Troy B. Conner, Jr., Esq.

Mr. Marvin I. Lewis
Joseph H, White III
Thomas Gerusky

John Shniper

Alan J. Nogee

William A. Lochstet
Walter W. Cohen

Robert W. Adler

Steven P. Hershey, Feq.

Donald S. Bronstein, Esq.

provided is responsive to your concern.
you have any remaining questions regarding this

p questions (presently scheduled for

t set of questions will afford ample opportunity
pe of impacts which the Staff considers to be

ew of this operating license application. The
Staff consideration of the points raised in
previously discussed in our exchange of letters, to be
ring the environmental site visit.

Please

Sincerely,
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Stephen H. Lewis
Counsel for NRC Staff

Mr. Frank R. Romano

Judith A. Dorsey, Fsq.

Mr. Edward G. Bauer, Jr.

lark J. Wetterhazhn, Esq.

Jemes M. Neill, Esq.

Dr. Judith H. Johnsrud

Dir., PA. Emer. Man. Agency
Robert L. Anthony

W. Wilson Goode

Charles W. Elliott, Fsq.

Atomic Safety & Licensing Board
Atomic Safety & Licensing Appeal Panel
Docketing & Service Section
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SucarRMAN & DENWORTH

ATTORNEYS AT LAW Suite 8O3
170 PENKEY L VANIA AVENUE N W
ROBERT J SUGARMAN SATE RO NI R RGN PN DN WASHINGTON, O € 20004

JOANNE R DENWORTH 121 SOUTH BROAD STREET KERHEY TP .

PHILADELPHIA PENNSYILVANIA 19107

(215) 546-0162 ROBERT RAYMOND ELLIOTT, P C.*
COUNSEL

" NOY ADMITYIED 'n PA

June 28, 1982

Stephen H. Lewis, Esqguire

Counsel for NRC Staff

U. 5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Re: Application of Philadelphia Electric
Company, Docket Nos. 50-352, 50-353

Dear Steve:

Thank you very much for your letter of June 2, 1982,
It does indeed reassure me, as you hoped, I am also reassured
by Mr. Schwencer's letter of June 23, 1982, addressed to Mr.
Bauer, in which Mr. Schwencer requests that the terrestrial
resources site visit include the pumping station and riparian
arcas near cooling water intake and discharge structures. I
assume that the latter reference includes Point Pleasant, and
that the scope of the terrestrial resources visit will include
the Bradshaw Reservoir and the transmicsion main as well as the
immediate vicinity of the pump station. I would appreciate
being kept closely informed as to scheduling. If appropriate,
I would also like to suggest that the Advisory Council on His-
toric Preservation, and the State Historic Preservation Office
be included in the list of agencies, as well as the Township of
Plumstead, ’

May I question, however, the omission of requests in
the terrestrial resources section regarding the National His-
torie Landmark and the historic archeological sites and
historic district in Point Pleasant. Perhaps these will be
included in another section of the EROL, but if not, I would
hope that they would be addressed with the informational
gquestions, as well as the site visit.,



Stephen H. Lewis, Esguire , June 28,

Also, regarding your reference to 10 C.F.R. §51.23(c),
I would like to note again that the elements at issue here were
not addressed at all in the CP stage, and therefore their in-
clusion in the project is in toto a change. I therefore hope,
and would like confirmation, that the Point Pleasant elements
will not be restricted to physical changes since 1975.

I await your further advice.

Sincerely,

Robert

RJS/em

cc: Service List
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SUGARMAN & DENWORTH

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
ROBERT J SUGARMAN SUITE S10, NORTH AMERICAN BUILDING
JOANNE R DENWORTH 121 SOUTH BROAD STREET

PHILADELPHIA PENNSYLVANIA 1907

(215) s4ae-0162

July 16,
Mr. A. Schwencer
Chief, Licensing Branch 2
Division of Licensing
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington D.C. 20555
Re: Del-Aware-NRC, Docket Nos: 50- 352/353;

hudlflnnal Infuxrdilon —‘501nt P]((ldnt Diversi
1“82)

Dear Mr, Schwencer:

b Deldire
KRC
édltr?p

SuUiTL BOD
1201 PENNSYIVANIA AVENUL N W
WASHINGTON O C 20004
202 73 asec

ROBERT RAYMOND ELLIOTT, P.C.*
COUNSEL
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Request for

on Plan (Judy 9

I have received a copy of your letter of July 9, 1982
addressed to Mr. Edward Bauver, relating to the Point P]nhsnnt

Diversion Plan.

I wish to comment to you concerning the intentions of

the staff with respect to the dimensions

concerning the Point Pleasant Diversion Plan.
indicates that the staff will "consider any

its inqguiry
Your request
environmental

impacts associated with changes to the Point Pleasant Diversion
Plan". 1t does not indicate clearly whether this inclndes the
addition of the Point Pleasant Diversion Plan to the scope of

the staff's inquiry as a change in the

plan, but the

implication is that only physical changes in the plan since

issuance of the runstxuuflun permits will be

inclué=d in +1he

staff's evaluation. Such a limitation on the scope of ingufzy
by the staff is unjustifiable, in Del-Aware's view, under the

Board's decision of June 1, 1982, and the facts

and law.

I, therefore, wish to urge upon you the recognition
of the fact that the Point Pleasant Diversion Plan was not

considered at all (except with respect to

increased water

diversion) in 1974 because it was assumed that Point Pleasant
would be built with or without Limerick. Since that is no

longer the case, it is necessary for the staff to

pilr 3247284395

review
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Ne. ' X. Schwencer
Page 2
July 16, 1982

Point Pleasant ab initio, and to evaluate the environmental
impacts of the Plant as a whole, as well the alternatives
thereto,

In view of the Board's accelerated consideration of
contentions related to operational impacts associated with
changed circumstances regarding Point Pleasant and the
$2.206 Request filed by Del-Aware, both referenced in the
second paragraph of your letter, it is respectfully submitted
that your inguiry should be broadened to include these
considerations, and that broadening should take place
immediately,

Sincerelx,

Robert J. Sugarman

~———

RJS/nk

cC: Service List
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] Consumptive Loss of Water = Most of the water pumped to the North Branch
Neshaminy Creek will return to the Delawara River, There will be some
loss through consumptive water supply use end through evaporation from the
reservoir but these losses are expected to be smell,

-

The water pumped to the East Branch Perkiomen Creek for the Limerick
nuclear power plant will be lost by evaporction to the atmosphere from the
cooling towers propesed for the plant. This loss will be matched by water
from the Beltsville Reservoir during those periods of the year outlined in the
Limerick weter supply conditions (see Description of Proposed Action). This
loss will offect the scheduling of future water users which must be balenced
against the salinity controls for the Delawore River. The regulations devel-
oped by the Delaware River Basin Commission for water use ot Limerick are
intended to offset the impact fram consumptive loss.

The consumptive loss is considered to be a moderate adverse impact only due
to the present lack of major water supply reservoirs. Future reservoirs can entirely
offset this impact,

Drawdown of Supplying Resarvoirs = The consumptive use of water, os well as
the diversion in general will normally cause some summer drawdown on the
supplying reservoirs, in this case Beltsville, The drawdown will have an ad-
verse affect on recreational use and the esthetic value of the reservoir shoreline
of a temporary naturz, Recreational facilities scheduled for reservoirs are
designed to adjust Yo pariods of drawdown. Grecter lengths of beoch are ex-
posed, boat launching becomes slightly more difficult and the waters edge tends
to become untidy. Experience has proven, however, tha! these adverse effects
i do not prevent recrectional use of the reservoirs,

The drawdown is considered to be a very slight adverse impact,

Intake Entropment = The design of the facility has not reached the stage where
an adequate technical eveluation can be made at this time. The applicant has
been mode ovare of the problem and the design will be carefully reviewed by
the Commission to assure minimal aquatic loss due to entrapment,

Esthetics of Pumping Station = The pumping station facility is isolated in an
area of excellent visual quality. Temporarily construction will adversely effect
the immediate vicinity of the station with equipment, movement, noise, and
exposed excavation, When construction is completed however, the pumping

station should Llend recscnably well with the existing environment. For severc!

34
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«haminy Watershed Project will provide &n adequate water

Ne

supply not only to a significant area, but a2lso to a major
segment of the population in the Commonwealth of Pennsyl-
vania. Nlew York State has in the past supported the pro-
ject as a component of the Delaware River Basin Commission
Comprenensive Plan. The proposed modifications to the

‘oject are based on the increzsed nced for water and are

S
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a prudent approach, and New York State continues to sup-
port this project with a favorable votle.

With respect to Lthe Philadelphia Electric
Ce on of the docket, New York State in the ;:;a:s'c
has also supported this project as an elerment ol the
Delzware FRiver Basin Commission's Comprehensive Pléan, The
ronCcseaq Plnerease in <:,:;:::<.c‘tty of the reservolirs coes not
represent a major ckange in the project, and New York
State intends to vote affirmatively for this portion also.

COMMISSICRNER TRIBBITT: !

have four communications. The first 4is from the Executive

the second, from HRC to the Exccutive

pirector; the third, the letter zddressed to me fron EPA
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~munications.

SECRETARY WHITALL: This 4is from Kr. Hansle

WRC:

senrnhut of

gy e A S -t ——

"pPhis 41s to confirm our recent conversation

2nt on the

concerning the Limerick nuclear generzting pl
Scﬁuy]k:i]l River in Pennsylvenia. it is my understand-
ing that the luclear Repul aii;yy Commission 1ntends to
prepare arxéh}viro:wxnmtul impact Statenent on the opera-
ting license aspect of the Limerick plant which is now
inger <rn~i;udfxﬂn. i this is the cnse, it would be
very much ppreciated if you could so inform me in
wiriting as soon &as possible. 'hne Delaware River pasin
Commission intends to a2ct on twe Point Pleaseane Fu~ptﬁ;
Station project, a&n adjunct o Limerick, within ine
=
ear future."
rnd then he glilves our telephone umber.
he G d letter, replying Lo wye, dansler,
£ . Mpr. Tedesco, hssistant Director for LiVVH?{HS of
Divistion of Licensing of HRC, and the dave is December
, which 1s one day following the date of the previous
titer. :
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"Philadelphia Electric Company'

trover sial for many years. Ve have

ing water supply for the facility. Ve are

"We were also encourapged to

mission concerning plans to permit dgiversio

from the Delaware Fiver, 1n part for supple

concerned with the consumptive use of scéarc

k7

S Limerick

n of water

nental

&

e water re-

| . "

f sources, the mechznisms for provision of the necessary

|

' storage, and ihe physical ~nd biological fmpacls on

| the natural strezms which will convey the flows to
Iv%-"x"f"‘(:k.

nprherefore, wWe were }"]t‘...,ld to hear from

t}.e DRBC, from Dr. sz=m Worth at HRC in Wwazshingion, and
from the article quoting you in the pniladelphia In-
aulrer Vebhruary 10 1081 3% at NRC is Dl 3"““”?" to ore
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’ pare draft and f1inal Environ ental 1 pact Statt rent
supplements prior Lo {ssueznce of an Ol crating license

note ithat you

2 - 5 « oy
+111 be tpneluding review of the impeacts of the suppleé-
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that Lhey ~ould l1iXe 1o consult and coordtnals <4 th you

_—

nuelear facility 4s a complex project that has been conq
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4n numerous neetings with the Delaware River Rasin Com-
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1 wouldlike to point

out initially that when my ceolleague from P(;lunsy‘l\':‘:rﬁa
mgent i ned that he did not think there would be any more
weed Tor power plants in the fresh waeter part of the Basin
[ held my bI' ath for a moment s and then he went on to say
that he tpought they could ve 1 cated in the Onio and
Sysguehanna. [ wnas gratbtitiec to heaer that.
We have pv;d a great deal of attention to

‘ these Of ~tets before rhe C« wission. [ persona 11y ttendt

| the hearing 10 wulp y111e ana have 1c0o0ked at Lthe record

5 .

| very exien tvely and have ctuiieda the prujvct to a preat

|
extent nd I have rfelt that i 1s one of the cost complex
s C* rtainly one of the nost "-:“*‘)l't»-t'lt 1\.!')j(*«:‘<s that has
come Lefore e C R tann In 1he tinme thet 1 ) ve been OnN
UL A It was <1 th t:hat in 1 ne that we jit nt as ¢ h time
¢ty Delaware 1O wing at this -« we oid. i




