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u. S. NULLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

PHIL#DE[FR!K E[EC|R!C COMPANY
LIM

FRTCK GENERATING STATION, UMT 2
ISSUANCE OF DIRECTOR'S DECISION unutnm'a 2,206

Notice is hereby civer that the Director, Office cf Nuclear Reactor
Regulaticr, has cenied the Petition filed under 10 CFR 2.20€ by Marvin I.
Lewis and Citizer Action in the Northeast regarding Unit Z of the Limerick
Generating Staticr (the facility).

The petitioners requested that the NRC suspenc thc construction permit
end institute proceedings te reveke Construction Permit No. CPPR-107, heretofore
issuec to the Philadelphia Electric Company (PECo) to authorize construction
of the Limerick Unit 2 facility. Issues raisec by the Petition included
the economic viability and cost-benefit ratio associatec with further
constructicn anc operation of the facility. The Director has concluded that
the Petition ¢ic rct previde a sufficient showing te werrant institution of
proceedings.

The reasons for the above conclusions are fully described in a "Director's
Decision Under 10 CFk 2.206", dated March 21, 1986, (DD-86.05 ) which
is aveilable for public inspection in the Cormission's Public Document Room
located at 1717 H Street N.W., '"'ashington, D.C. 20555, and at the Pottstown
Putlic 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

> o Director
Office of “Nuclear Reactor Regulation



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

m'lainﬂ.. Signed byt

Darrell G. Eisenhut, Acting Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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Plence mccept this letter as my FITITION OF REQUEST FOR ACTION UNIER 2.206. Q0

Actisn requested: The Action that is being requested herein is the
Totraction of the Conmstruction rerait for Limerick II Generating Station.
~he Initial Action will be gta-ting hearings to determine whether

to 1ift or retract said conctruction permit.

Baeie £or the reguest: The basie for this request directly involves the
new in‘orzation in the pECOVCTIED _DRCIS TN OF Allison K. Turner before

the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commiesion in the %__I_W
tuslear Generating ctation Tnvestisation T- 8401381 dated July 1<, .

&3 Teceivea by tnis petition-r on July &4, 13 5. The mew information

i1 ihe hnecomnen ded Decision directly demomstrates the economic moneviability
5" 4ns Timerick No. 2, Muclecr Generating ctation. The camdusions of

tne 4L also arree with the information of the non-viablity economically of the

.....

160 2.

“he constructisn persit for all rajor projects regulated by the Federal
Caverment require tmt a cost benefit analysis show that the o Ject
%111 result in a net benefit. These are part of the envirommental
rem:lations 4us.x,.rated into the NRC repulatisne. (10CRF 51.1(a))
Theer regulations require that the NTTA rule that the Environmental
Impact Statement show a positive cost /venefit ratio inarder for the

C. 1 auction per=it be issued.

In 4he case of the 16° landll , the ctaff determined the Cost/ Benefit

satin t5 be positive, Thie determination was based on information

¢rat has sincs beenshown to oe inaccurate, wrong ani improper. The JTmer, inaccurate
infermation 45 that the 105 IT would De nceded and cconsnical. The

new inforration upon which this Petition is baced ie that the 1G5

5 ic pmreeded and uneconsmical. (PA FIC 1-840381 165 2 Investigation)

Trn light of the fact that 100 2 i~ ineffective in meeting any need

@ the F-0o service area in m eccnomical or meceseary faston,the

vz itive esct/benefit analyeis upon which the EIS for 1dmerickdie

gredicated is wrong. The cost /benefit rallo is actually negative. Presently,
the conclusion of the EIS for IGI2 is wrong and the Canstruction

Pernit wae illegally and improperly issued,

In light of the above facts and bacis, I respectfully petition that the
Iimerick2Conetruction Permit be imnediately pucpendew while any
hearings are in progress upon the substance of the Petition herein.

very truly yours 0y - 1Y . /
T ﬁfum M, 7728 5K
Marvin I. lewis, R.P.E, e

Energy Chairman for
Citizen Action in the NorthEast,

M. |. LEWIS
6504 BRADFORD TERR Yﬂf

W 8%3 PHILA., PA. 19149
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PUC investigation into Limerick 2
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ek 2 “will have sn sdverse impact
scross el customer classes and
throughout PE's territory ~ More
over. she said, “the large <apitsl re-
quirements necessary o complete
u-«nz-m»n.mu
verse effect on PE's financis! heaith,
and, eventusily, on its ability io pro-
vide sdeguate service st just and

reasonsbie rates
PE has said Limerick 2 would cost
nzwmnmm
Mnu.l'-m'hndnmt
1arget dete of 1990 Put Turner said
the companys estimate “does not

”°t“ 2 shouldA be Scrapped

1ake account of many fectors which
may cause 8 celay \n schedule or an
Incresse in coos” More Hikely. she
smid. the plant ~ould cost beiween
$19 billion end $4 07 biilion

~p¥. snd Bechiel ithe engineering
firm thet th~ plant] bave
mmﬂlumm
the cost of the Limerick project or of
Limerich 2. throughoa! it hidory,”
she wrole > .

Lawyers for groups favoring can
tﬂb'mdu-lﬂcllhdluﬁh
hesrings {rom January 10 April that
PE § cost *stimates for the plani were
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too low. Limerick opponents also
satd that PE's projections of feture
mmnmwunm
the effect of conservativn, siterna
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Scrap Limer

LIMERICK. from 1-A
guch authority under the law. “If
they have to come to you for financ-
ing, you can say no 1o that,” she said
in an interview
But the commission would be
granted such authority under legis-
Jation pending before the state Sen-
ate. The measure, which was passed
by the state House just before the
Jegislature recessed for the summer,
was introduced specifically to deal
awith Limerick 2
Turner's recommendation will not
be acted on by the full PUC until at
Jeast September, and could be ap-
‘pealed even If upheld Bul her ex-
haustive examination of the issues
was still seen as a crucial step toward
Jinal resolution of the complex Lim-
wrick case, which has aroused strong
words from both sides for years
‘= The decision came just a year afler
the PUC ordered PE o justily com-
pletion of Limerick 2. in the commis-
sion’s second formal investigation
into the company's nuciear-plant
building plans. The first investiga-
_tion, begun in 1980, prompted PE to
halit construction of the second plant
Jn May 1982, with the plant about 30
rcent complete.
- At the time, the compsny had sunk
about $550 million into the project.
Since then, the cost of plant mainte-
. nance and interest on PE’s loans has
' raised the total to about $843 million,
* and that figure Is increasing by
- about $9 million a month.
. The commission launched its sec-
* ond investigation in July 1984 with
+ an order thai cited the potential for
: "vast human suffering” In the Phila-
* delphia region Il electric rates were
. 10 rise to cover the plants’ total cost
' PE expects 1o ask this year for about
* arate increase of 30 percent o cover
, the cost of Limerick’s first unit, now
complete and awailing an operaiing
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James L. Fverett
PE chairman

license from the federal Nucicar
Regulatory Commission.

In an Interview yesterday, PE
chairman James L. Everett sald the
company's top managers “haven
changed our mind one bit" about
completing Limerick 2. “We need It."
he said.

Everett argued that without Limer-
ick, regional demand for electricity
would be greater than PE’s capacity
by the mid-1990s. and that planned
rate increases will not push up the
region’'s electricity costs faster then
the overall rate of inflation

He said some reglons of the coun-
iry are siready pinched for power
during Fot summer days, and that
Philadelphia will eventually be in
the same position unless more power
planis are built.

But Turncr said that instead of
Limerick 2, PE should meet the re-

gror s power needs by building new
conlfired plants, extending the life
of its existing piants and encourag-
ing the growth of conservation and
cogeneration — power generated by
nonutility companies in the course
ol theiwr own operations

PE. has maintained that all those
projects would cost ratepayers more
in the long run, but the company’s
opponents — who include some of
Philadelphia’s largest industrial and
commercial concerns as well as con-
sumer and anti-nuclear groups — say
the utility has consistently ignored
or miscalculated the cost of alterna
tives to Limerick

Everett said yesterday that if the
PUC forced cancellation of Limerick
2. PF. would seek to replace it with a
coalfired plant in Chester County
But the company's ability 1o bulld
that plant hinges on whether PF is
sliowed 10 recover 1S "sunk costs”
from Limerick 2

“So much depenc  apon how we
are treated econoun cally,” Everett
said. If PE is forced to sbsorb most or
all of lts Limerick 2 expenses, “we
won't be able to bulld a damn thing,”
he said

PE maintains that It should be al-
lowed 10 recover not only Its costs
but to earn a profit on its Investment.
But Turner's recommendation yes-
terday would rule that out. If her
position is upheld. It would reduce
PE’'s earnings by about 50 cents per
share, making it uncertain that the
company couid conlinue 1o pay iis
current annual dividend 1o common
stockholders, PE chie! financial offi-
:er Joseph Paquette Jr. said yester-
ay.

ick 2, law judge urges

The company's ability to maintain
it= dividend through its Limerick
troubles was clearly on the mind of
Wall Street Investors yesterday, who
lowered the price of PE stock alier
Turner's ruling was announced 1o
$15 50, down from I1s Monday close of
$16.375. |

The decision "is not something |
that's going to bankrupt the com-
pany, but it can certainly raise con-
cern about the dividend, ' <aid Tony
Oshon, an analyst with Regulatory
Research Associates

“We've been maimaining for some
time that the dividend might be in
danger,” said analyst Neal Kurzner
of the investment firm ol Salomon
Bros. “It is by no means a foregone
conclusion, but the arrows arc point-
ing in that direction ™

But other analysts sald the Turner
decision was no surprise, and some
even sugpested that it contaned as |
b good news as bad for the trou- |
bled electric company

“This is the first time that anyone
on the stafl has publicly stated thal
they be allowed to recover their in-
vesiment in Unit 2" said Fulton
lolmes of the Thomson McKinnon
brokerage house.
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The 17-year history of Unit 2 has been a stormy one

Here is & capsule history of PE's
1 project

October 1967 — PE orders two

1085 resctors o be built

on the Schuyhili near Limerick in

Montgomery County

October 190 — Prodded by state
Consumer Advocste Walter Cohen,
who belleves there are cheaper ways
for PE 1o provide additionast ehﬂr-c

genersting capscity the PUC
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cel Unit 2 unless it can finance the
plant internally
1984 — PFE says it will

suspend sil work on | imerick 2 until
Limerick | begins commercial npers-
tion PF predicis that will occur in
April 1985, and that Unit 2 will go
Into operation in 1990 Al this point,
the company has spent more thar
$700 millio. on the plamt

June 1984 — State llouse of Repre.
seniatives names 8 commitiee to in-
vestigate the need for Limerick 2

July 1984 — The PUC, citing the
potential for “vast human suffering”
because of projecied rate incresses
for each new PE reactor, orders »

sccond Investigation of s own, de-
manding that PE prove that Limer-
ick 2 is needed

A b ad Al
-d et o v

mittee, concluding that “strong evi
dence oxists that the construction of
Limerick 2 should not be comple
ted.” recommends legisiation that
would give the PMIC specific anthor.
'y 1 order permanent cancellation

Dec 4, 194 — PE says Limerick 2
remamns the most economical alter-
native lor mecting its future power

- —— e

project

April 1988 . PUC Administrative
Law Judge Allison K. Turner re
ceives final brie's from PE and hs
opponents  Separstely, PUC Chair-
woman Linds Talialerro
that PE abandon Limerick 2 and pur-
chase excess power from neighbor-
ng Pennsylvania Powsr & Light

June IR 1985 — The House patees
the Limerick 2 bill. but the Sgodle
recesses [or the summer withowt ta¥-
ing action

July 16, 1988 — Turner says Limer.
kl)mﬂumn not in the pubfic
interest.” and recommends that the
PUC deny PE the right 1o borrow
more money 1o bulld the plant

needs. and presents live vol s of
testimony 10 bacx up its case Com-
pany estimetes that it will need
$3916 billion irom 1985 through 2020
1o build and nperste the plam
February 1985 — The state con.
sumer advocate. the City of Philadel.
phis and groups representing resi
dential, commercial and Industrial
customers urge the PUC lo order
Limerich 2 scrapped Opponents say
PE. has aversifted the need and un-
dersiated the cost of completing the
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