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U. S. h0 CLEAR REGULATORY C0fEISSION
DOCKET NO. 50-353

PHILADELPHIA ELECTRIC COMPANY
LIMERICK GENERATING STATION, OhlT 2

ISSUANCE OF DlkECTOR'S DECISION UNDER 10 CFR 2.206

Hotice is hereby given that the Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor

Regulation, has denied the Petition filed under 10 CFR 2.206 by Marvin I.

Lewis and Citizen Action in the Northeast regarding Unit 2 of 'the Limerick

Generating Statien (the facility).

The petitioners requested that the NRC suspend the construction permit

and institute proceedings to reycke Construction Permit No. CPPR-107, heretofore4

issuec to the Philadelphia Electric Cerrpany (PECo) to authorize construction

of the Lirrerick Unit 2 facility. Issues reised by the Petition included

the economic viability and cost-benefit ratio associated with further

construction ar.d operation of the facility. The Director has concluded that

the Petition did not provide a sufficient showing to warrant institution of

proceedings.
<

The reasons for the above conclusions are fully described in a " Director's

Decision Under 10 CFR 2.206", dated March 21, 1986, (DD-86-05 )which

is available for public inspection in the Comission's Public Document Room

located at 1717 H Street N.W., "ashington, D.C. 20555, and at the Pottstown 1

Public Library, 500 High Street, Pottstown, Pennsylvania 19464.
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| A copy of the Decision will be filed with the Secretary for the

Commission's review in accordance with 10 CFR 2.206(c).

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 24th day of March 1986.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

,

{ f,
'

a re G fis u, eting Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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A copy of the Decision will be filed with'the Secretary for the
s

Commission's review in accordance with 10 CFR 2.206(c).;

P

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 24th day of March 1986.

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

1

arisinal signee by :
:
a.

] Darrell G. Eisenhut, Acting Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation1
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e m ri M ORD TERR. bO L-.
-

.

-.- .V!LA., PA.19149
j @ v%g.

Mre:t:r of Nucic r Reactor Reculation *

United States Euclear Regulatory Commision
,

Sir:

or RE31EST FOR ACTION INIER 2.206. %
Please accept this letter as my THITION

Action requested _ The Action tMt is being requested herein is the
rutraction of the Constructinn Permit for Limerick II Generating Station.
The Initial Action will be sta-ting hearings to determine whether
to lift or retract said con:truction permit.

The basis f or this request directly involves theBan!s fer the reouest: me""" WT7TN N Allison K. Turner beforenew infor:ation in the 2Public Utility Comnission in the Limerick thit No.the Itnnsylvania 12, 1933,burle1rEaneratine- Station Inv ctirition I- 8403p dated July
19 0 The new informatione.nd receive:1 by tnis petitioner on July 24,

Reco:nen;ded Decision directly denonstrates the economic non-viabilityin the The cccitsions ofof the Linerick No. 2. Fueleer Cancrating Station.
the AIJ also agree with the infornation of the non-viablity economically of the
Im 2.

he construction permit for all najor pojects regulated by the FederalI

Governent require the.t a coct benefit analysis show that the project
will result in a net benefit. These are Inrt of the environmental
reCulations ino.:; rated into the NRC regulat.ionc. (lOCRF 51.1(a))
There regulations require that the NEFA rule that the Environmental
Inpnet statenent show a positive cost / benefit ratio inorder for the
C, ic"..:ctica pernit be issued.

In the case of the MS IandII , the Staff determined the Cost / Benefit
ratio to be positive. This determination was based on information

The armer, inaccurate
that has since beer.shown to oc inaccurate, wron6 and improper.
infernation is that the ms II would be needed and ccononical. The
new information upon which this Ietition is bated is that the MS
2 ic u-r.erded and unecononical. (PA PUC I-840381 ms 2 InvestiEation)
In licht of the fact that MS 2 it ineffcetive in meeting any nee:1

( the PEco service area in a eceno .ical or necessary fachbn.the
peitive cort /bencfit analycic ipon which the EIS for L ncrick21si

The cost / benefit ratio is actually ne6ative. Presently,predicated is wrong.
the conclusion of the EIS for 502 is wron6 and the Construction
Fcrnit was ille6 ally and improyerly issued.

In light of the above facts and basis, I respectfully petition that the
Limerick 2Conctruction Permit be innediately cucpondta while any
hearing are in progress upon the cubstance of the Petition herein.

.

/U /-Very truly yours, > < t/%. 7 2 &F
.

/#'
P.arvin I. Irwis, R.P. . '

Energ Chairnan for/
Citizen Action in the Northeast.

M. l. LEWIS
BRADFORD TERR.

M 50239-950728 PNILA. PA.19149 ' i
PDR ADOCK 05000353
G PDR
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PEC judge: Limerick. Unit 2 should be scrapped
- . _ - _ -

N

..

: tone account of many feetors which too low. Umerick opposeats etseeMd that IT/s ptojections of fatore
sek 2 "will have en adverw impact may toege e delay to schedule or se electricity demand f elled to considef

.8 else aboeld refuse la edusace to in.
dividend os its common stock. across ett customer classes and Increew la cnets.* More lisely. she the effect of censerveth,s. etterne.The reling,which cape a year Inng4

, { 3JF7dessel clade any additionet betidtag costs PUC investigettoo lato Userick 2. over. she seed. she large r.epital re.
throughost PE's terrtiory.* More.

said, the plant would cost between live power generetton and the attI6-
to customer rates 539 billine and $487 brilloit .

? Philadelphle Dectric Ca should be PE has already speet meerty $sse drew praise from coessaier end fe.getrements nececery to complete "PE end flechtellthe engineering. ty's owe increasing renTereer agreed.*what I had to do.
! g

destrial groups, and ceased Its beertek 2 will have e strong ed.
firm that designed the planti beve , lde woe,etmee projectlene are sioet

1

{ forced to scrap its seceed nuclear militos on the 5.055megewett plant stock to sity seerty SI e share le verse ef fect ce ITs floenctel health,
,

power plant et Umerick becesse its ce the Schuylkill le westere Mont- trading on the fWew York Stork F.s.end. eventually, on its abs!)ry to pro,
f c

not been able to acesreself orecent8

the cost of the Umerick prePet.or of reasomebler" she said f en later.. templettoe is "not te the pubite is, genery Camely seer Pottstown. change. Top PE officists maintainedterest * e Public Utiltty Cemetsalos Eventually, she unid, the commis, vide adequate service et just and unerick 2. throughost sie haory." . etew ye=terder.-PE bee a peralweestrack record of everprojectieg." C ,
|' edalaistrettee leur jedge deter. sloe should allow PE to secover its that they still were dedicated to cose. reesonebee retet"- she wrote, f** ; . Torner did eat recommend theg

. pleting noth usertet pients, but PE bas said Userick 2 would cast lawyers for groups favorfag casa. mined yemerday.
- to e e2t pase doctslos. the jedse. .* predesity securred costsfromcon. added that the compeep had *op. 132 betiloe if construction ressmed cellation ofIJmerick 2 had arguedle ' the PUC simply order the pleet cas.celed,seytst the commiselon lacked *j

* Alltion K. Tereer, send the PUc seners.tectedtogmoney :spendsto tions" If forced to concel tintt 1 this year end was completed by the heerengs from Joneery to Aprti that
(See UMEltfCK on SA); should prevent the electric compear. dismantle the plant. Det she said PETurner sold the 39 percent rate target date of 19eet But Torner sold PE'scost estimatestor the pleetwere

fross borrowing money to flet9b the ' ebould ears no proftt on its Uncrick idereews that PE had been planning the company's estimate "does see|

encend entt of tis controverstes twis. 2 a. eestment, e snee that company to ask for le order to pey for User.
'

m lets sold could jeopardtae the
reactor plant. Turner sold the PUC . c -- ~ . s ~ n .se . . . ..
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~Scraplimericld law judge urges?- -

,
4

- gior s power needs by building new The company's ability to mnintain ,UMERICK. from t-A G"p-
i y( co,1 fired plants, extending the life ite dividend through its Limerick.$uch authority under the law. "If g 4, j,* of its existing plants and encourag. troubles was clearly on the mind ofthey have to come to you for financ. , ,

' ng, you can say no to that," she said ~ ' ing the growth of conservation and Wall Street investors yesterday, whoi
cogeneration - power generated by loweled the price of PC stock af terin an interview. t, . . m

kranted such authority under Icgis- [.'
,

i nonutihty compante s in the course Turner's ruling was announce f toDut the commission would bc |C'
of their own operations. StS 50 down f rom its Monday close of

g, ' g;>
-

lation pending before the state Sen. ( * '/ PC has maintained that all those $16.375...

. I','
,

, . projects would cost ratepayers more The decision "is not somethingste- The measure, which was passed
'' E - (",(. in the long run, but the company's that's going to bankrupt the com-by the state llouse just before the

Jegislature recessed for the summer, f ,g i oppements - who include some of pany, but it can certainly raise con-*

Philadelphia's largest industrial and cern abo'st the dividend,* said Tonywas introduced specifically to deal 1 ,:,.
commercial concerns as well as con- Osbon, an analyst with Regulatory

g
'with Umcrick 2. [ r yt

sumer and anti-nuclear groups - say Research Associates.1,1'' Turner's recommendation will not e ,i,, - q g the utility has consistently ignored "We've been maintaining for some'

be acted on by the full PUC until at r't' *
,

.least September, and could be ap. " ' , * or miscalculated the cost of alterna- time that the dividend might be in

'pcated even if upheld. Ilut her ex- - ,M . ,, tives to I.imerick. danger," said analyst Neni Kuriner
Everett said yesterday that if the of the investment firm of Salomonhaustive examination of the issues 7 L PUC forced cancellation of I.imerick Dros. "It is by no means a foregonewas still seen as a crucial step toward r s ,

, '

2. PE would seek to replace it with a conclusion, but the arrows are point.final resolution of the complex l.im. .N ~ coal-fired plant in Chestrr County. Ing in that direction."
n

.

vrick case, which has aroused strong
*iords from both sides for years. j Dut the company's ability to build liut other analysts said the Turner

, s ,

7 The decision came just a year af ter g j that plant hinges on whether PE is ' decision was no surprise, and some
.the PUC ordered PE ti. Justify ccm- James L. Eve' rett

showed to recuer its " sunk r"sts" even suggested that it c.mtamed as
kom I.imerick 2. ni-h good news as Imd for the trou-pletion of Limerick 2. in the commis- PE chairman

sion's second formal Investigation "So much depent' apon how we 'bled electric company.
into the company's nuclear. plant license from the federal Nuclear are treated econoiacally," Everett "This is the first time that anyone
building plans. The first investiga- Regulatory Commission. said lf PE ls forced to mbsorb most or on the staff has publicly stated that

. tion, begun in 1980. prompted PE to in an interview yesterday. PE all of its Limerick 2 expenses. "we they be allowed to recover their in-
halt construction of the second plant chairman James I;. Everett said the won't be abic to build a damn thing," vestment tri Unit 2." said Fulton
Jn May 1982, with the plant about 30 company's top managers " haven't he said. Ilotmes of the Thomson McKinnon
' percent complete. changed our mind one bit" about PE maintains that it should be al- brolierage house.
- At the time.the company had sunk completing Limerick 2. "We need it," lowed to recover not only its costs .N ,

'about 5550 million into the project. he said. but to earn a profit on its investment. *

Since then,the cost of plant mainte- Everett argued that without Limer. But Turner's recommendation yes- p y A am gg
nance and interest on PKs loans has ick, regional demand for electricity terday would rule that out. If her e 8 #E N

.

| raised the total to about $843 million, would be greater than PCs capacity position is upheld. It would reduce e g g g g p*f
; and that . figure is increasing by .by the mid-1990s. and that planned pes earnings by about 50 cents per
- about $9 million a month, rate increases will not push up the * share, making it uncertain that the

The commission launched its sec- region's electricity costs faster than company could continue to pay its THIS SUNDAY,
.

* ond investigation in July 1984 with the overall rate of inflation. current annual dividend to common JULY 21, IN
an order that cited the potential for lie said some regions of the coun. stockholders, PE chief financial offi-

! " vast human suffering * In the Phila- try are already pinched for power cer Joseph Paquette Jr. said yester- f Ukiff
; delphia region if electric rates were during iot summer days, and that day.
. to rise to cover the plants * total cost. Philadelphia will eventually be in .

* I E expects to ask this year for about the same position unless more power - -

*

, a rate increase of 30 percent to cover plants are built. ..

. the cost of Limerick's first unit, now Uut Turner said that instead of *

; complete and awaiting an operating '. Limerick 2. PE should meet the re . ,
. . , . ,

s .
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The 17-year history of Unit 2 lias been a stormy one?
Here is a capsule history of PE"s October itse - Prodded by state cel Unit 2 unless 61 can finance the mittee, concluding that '' strong evt. project- Juse 211,19a5 - The Ilnuse 366csIJ rekk 2 rrom Consumer Adsocate Walter Cohrn. plant internally.

, denre es tsis that the constraciton of April 1945 - PUC Administrative the Dmerkk 2 bill. but the Scnale
october 1967 - PE orders two wno believes therr are cheaper way1 JaRuary 8984 - PE says It wtIg |Jmerkh 2 M Onld not he comple- IJw Judge Allison K. Turner re - teresws for the ssemer without tab

1.055tnegawatt reactors to be belte for PE to provide addittanat electree- suspend all work on I.imerick f until ted * recnemends legislation that cettes final brie?s from PE and its Ing action.
on the 5chelttsti near Umerkk in E'"''8""E C8P*CI'F 'h' PI'C ITR'"S IJmerk k I begins commernal opera. would atwe the P1C sperif te author. npronents Separstely. PUC Cha6r- Jety B6,1995 -Turner says Limer.
Montgornery County. Investigaiang the plant's costs and tion. PE predicts that will necer in s'y on wder permanent cancellatton. noman Linda 1aliaferre suggests ick 2 completion is *not in the pubftebenefits.! June 1974 - U1 Nuclear Regula- April 1985. and that Unit 2 will go M 4. M4 - PE says bmerect 2 that PE abandon Limerkk 2 and pur- inserest.* and recommends that the

' lory Commession issues construction Starch 1982 - A Pl C administra- Into operation in 1900 At this point, remains the most econntnical alter. chase escess power frote neighter. fitC deny PE the rtthe to borrow
permit, allowing work to begin. The live lawjudge suppwts " timely com- the company has spent more than native tw meeting its fatore power ong Ivansylvania Pow *r & IJabt- innre money to build the plant.
company predicts the plants watt be pletion of both Umerick plants. 5700 mtitto.4 on the plang. needs, and presents five votames of

MQ '982 -The PUC s% b6completed by 1980 at a cost of 51.7 Ing of Unit I to proceed but orders June 1984 - State llouw of We- pony estimates that it will need
~

.-.

!; * g - -
''II8""- PE to etther suspend or cancel con. 8'"'*"'""*"''*C"""i"'''"I* 5393 6 b6116cn from 1985 through 2020October 1975 - PE estpones co'"- s*rsction on Unit 2. Unit 2 construc. '"'' gate the need for Limerick 2 M .l to build ar J nperare the plant. i HME *plettas dates of Unit 2 to 1982 t* tion is suspended. July 1994 - The PUC citing the February Itas - The state con-casse the company says it is unable September 1982 thrnegh May 1983 potential for * vast human suffering * Sumer advocate the City of Philadel- T*' DOZEN L

. -

#to obtata adeqinate financtog. - PE and the PUC go to court over because of projected rate increases phts and groups repregenting resi-
-

.. . .,. Syrieg 1976 - Completten dates whether the commission has the au- Ior each new PE reactor, orders a dential, commerctal and industrial
are again postponed, u-tth Unit 2 thority to order work stopped on second investigat6on of its own, de. customers urge the PUC lo order [ . . .
scheduled to go into operattna in Unit 2. The state Supretne Court manding that PE prove that Lamer.- Limerkk 2 scrapped. Opponents say
1985. later, date is utoved back to eventually supports the PUC which ick 2 is needed. PF. has overstited the need and un- ...
19sy. orders PE etther to suspend or 6an- November 1944 - The flouse com- derstated the cost of completing the .

, p-ste. .,4-.
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