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ABWR
APB
AQCR
BWR
CDF
CEQ
CFR
cfs
CWA
DSM
EGC
EPA

F

FWS
GEIS

GIS
gpm
GWH
HPCI
IPA
IPE
ISLOCA
kV
kWh
LERF
m2
MACCS
MDD
MGD
msl
MW
MWe
MWt
NEPA
NESC®
NMFS
NPDES
NRC
OECR
PBAPS
PDR
PDS

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

advanced boiling water reactor

accident progressive bins

Air Quality Control Region

boiling water reactor

core damage frequency

Council on Environmental Quality

Code of Federal Regulations

cubic feet per second

Clean Water Act

demand side management

Exelon Generation Company, LLC

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Fahrenheit

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of
Nuclear Plants

ArcView® Geographic Information System
gallons per minute

gigawatt-hours

high pressure coolant injection

integrated plant assessment

Individual Plant Examination

Intersystem loss of cooling accident
kilovolt

kilowatt hour

large early release frequency

square meter

Melcor Accidents Consequence Code System
maximum daily demand (water)

million gallons per day

mean sea level

megawatt

megawatts-electrical

megawatts-thermal

National Environmental Policy Act
National Electrical Safety Code®

National Marine Fisheries Service
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
offsite economic cost risk

Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station, Units 2 and 3
population dose risk

plant damage state
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PECO
psig
PURTA
RBCCW
RCIC
RCP
SAFSTOR
SAMA
SHPO
SLC
SMITTR

SSCs
TBCCW
USGS

PECO Energy, formerly Philadelphia Electric Company
pounds per square inch gage

Pennsylvania Utility Realty Tax Act

reactor building closed cooling water system

reactor core isolation cooling

reactor coolant pump

Safe Storage (of defueled nuclear reactor)

Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives

State Historic Preservation Officer

standby liquid control

surveillance, monitoring, inspections, testing, trending, and
recordkeeping

systems, structures, and components

turbine building closed cooling water system

U.S. Geological Survey
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) licenses the operation of
domestic nuclear power plants in accordance with the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended, and NRC implementing regulations. Exelon Generation
Company, LLC (Exelon) operates Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station Units 2
and 3 (PBAPS) pursuant to NRC Operating Licenses DPR-44 and DPR-56,
respectively. The Unit 2 license will expire August 8, 2013, and the Unit 3 license
will expire July 2, 2014.

Exelon has prepared this environmental report in conjunction with its application
to NRC to renew the PBAPS Units 2 and 3 operating licenses, as provided by the
following NRC regulations:

Title 10, Energy, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 54,
Requirements for Renewal of Operating Licenses for Nuclear
Power Plants, Section 54.23, Contents of Application-
Environmental Information (10 CFR 54.23) and

Title 10, Energy, CFR, Part 51, Environmental Protection
Requirements for Domestic Licensing and Related Regulatory
Functions, Section 51.53, Postconstruction Environmental Reports,
Subsection 51.53(c), Operating License Renewal Stage [10 CFR
51.53(c)].

NRC has defined the purpose and need for the proposed action, the renewal of
the operating licenses for nuclear power plants such as PBAPS, as follows:

“...The purpose and need for the proposed action (renewal of an
operating license) is to provide an option that allows for power
generation capability beyond the term of a current nuclear power
plant operating license to meet future system generating needs, as
such needs may be determined by State, utility, and, where
authorized, Federal (other than NRC) decision makers....”
(Ref. 1.1-1, pg. 28472)

The renewed operating licenses would allow for an additional 20 years of plant
operation beyond the current PBAPS licensed operating period of 40 years.

PBAPS License Renewal Application Page E.1-1
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1.2

ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT SCOPE AND
METHODOLOGY

NRC regulations for domestic licensing of nuclear power plants require
environmental review of applications to renew operating licenses. The NRC
regulation 10 CFR 51.53(c) requires that an applicant for license renewal submit
with its application a separate document entitled Applicant’s Environmental
Report - Operating License Renewal Stage. In determining what information to
include in the PBAPS Environmental Report, Exelon has relied on NRC
regulations and the following supporting documents that provide additional
insight into the regulatory requirements:

« NRC supplemental information in the Federal Register (Refs. 1.1-1,
pp. 28467-28497; 1.2-1, pp. 39555-39556; 1.2-2, pp. 66537-66554; and
1.2-3, pp. 48496-48507)

e Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear
Plants (GEIS) (Refs. 1.2-4 and 1.2-5)

e Regulatory Analysis for Amendments to Regulations for the Environmental
Review for Renewal of Nuclear Power Plant Operating Licenses (Ref. 1.2-6)

e Public Comments on the Proposed 10 CFR Part 51 Rule for Renewal of
Nuclear Power Plant QOperating Licenses and Supporting Documents:
Review of Concerns and NRC Staff Response (Ref. 1.2-7)

Exelon has prepared Table 1-1 to verify conformance with regulatory
requirements. Table 1-1 indicates where the environmental report responds to
each requirement of 10 CFR 51.53(c). In addition, each responsive section is
prefaced by a boxed quote of the regulatory language and applicable supporting
document language.
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1.3 PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION LICENSEE
AND OWNERSHIP

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has deregulated electricity generation, but
not distribution. In response to this, PECO, formerly Philadelphia Electric
Company, restructured to separate its generating business, including facilities
such as PBAPS, from its transmission and distribution business. In addition,
PECO merged its generation business with that of Unicom to form Exelon
Generation Company, LLC. This changing ownership necessitated that the
operating licenses issued by NRC to operate Units 2 and 3 be transferred to the
new owners.

PBAPS is owned by Exelon Generation Company, LLC; PSEG Nuclear, LLC;
and Connectiv, and operated by Exelon Generation Company, LLC. Exelon
Generation Company, LLC and PSEG Nuclear, LLC each currently own
46.25 percent of PBAPS; Atlantic City Electric Company owns 7.5 percent.
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1.4 REFERENCES

Note to reader: Some web pages cited in this document are no longer available, or are
no longer available through the original URL addresses. Hard copies of all cited web
pages are available in Exelon files. Some sites, for example the census data, cannot be
accessed through their URLs. The only way to access these pages is to follow queries
on previous web pages. The complete URLs used by Exelon have been given for these
pages, even though they may not be directly accessible.

Ref. 1.1-1

Ref. 1.2-1

Ref. 1.2-2

Ref. 1.2-3

Ref. 1.2-4

Ref. 1.2-5

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 1996. “Environmental Review for
Renewal of Nuclear Power Plant Operating Licenses”. Federal Register.
Vol. 61, No. 109. June 5.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 1996. “Environmental Review for
Renewal of Nuclear Power Plant Operating Licenses; Correction.”
Federal Register. Vol. 61, No. 147. July 30.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 1996. “Environmental Review for
Renewal of Nuclear Power Plant Operating Licenses.” Federal Register.
Vol. 61, No. 244. December 18.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 1999. “Changes to Requirements
for Environmental Review for Renewal of Nuclear Power Plant Operating
Licenses; Final Rules.” Federal Register. Vol. 64, No. 171.
September 3.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 1996. Generic Environmental
Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants (GEIS).
Volumes 1 and 2. NUREG-1437. Washington, DC.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 1999. Generic Environmental
Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants (GEIS).
Section 6.3, “Transportation”, and Table 9-1, “Summary of findings on
NEPA issues for license renewal of nuclear power plants”. NUREG-
1437. Volume 1, Addendum 1. Washington, DC.
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Ref. 1.2-6 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 1996. Regulatory Analysis for
Amendments to Regulations for the Environmental Review for Renewal of
Nuclear Power Plant Operating Licenses. NUREG-1440. Washington,
DC.

Ref. 1.2-7 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 1996. Public Comments on the
Proposed 10 CFR Part 51 Rule for Renewal of Nuclear Power Plant
Operating Licenses and Supporting Documents: Review of Concerns
and NRC Staff Response. Volumes 1 and 2. NUREG-1529.
Washington, DC.
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TABLE 1-1

ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT RESPONSES TO LICENSE

RENEWAL ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATORY

REQUIREMENTS

Regulatory Requirement

Responsive Environmental Report Section(s)

10 CFR 51.53(c)(1)

10 CFR 51.53(c)(2),
Sentences 1 and 2

10 CFR 51.53(c)(2),
Sentence 3

10 CFR 51.53(c)(2) and
10 CFR 51.45(b)(1)

10 CFR 51.53(c)(2) and
10 CFR 51.45(b)(2)

10 CFR 51.53(c)(2) and
10 CFR 51.45(b)(3)

10 CFR 51.53(c)(2) and
10 CFR 51.45(b)(4)

10 CFR 51.53(c)(2) and
10 CFR 51.45(b)(5)

10 CFR 51.53(c)(2) and
10 CFR 51.45(c)

10 CFR 51.53(c)(2) and
10 CFR 51.45(d)

10 CFR 51.53(c)(2) and
10 CFR 51.45(e)

10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(ii)(A)

10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(ii)(B)

Entire Document

3.0

722

4.0

6.3

7.0
8.0

6.5
6.4

4.0

6.2
7.2.2
8.0

9.0

4.0

6.3

4.1
4.6

4.2
4.3

4.4

Proposed Action

Environmental Impacts of Alternatives

Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action and
Mitigating Actions

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Alternatives to the Proposed Action
Comparison of Environmental Impact of License
Renewal with the Alternatives

Short-Term Use Versus Long-Term Productivity of the
Environment

Irreversible or Irretrievable Resource Commitments

Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action and
Mitigating Actions

Mitigation

Environmental Impacts of Alternatives

Comparison of Environmental Impact of License Renewal
with the Alternatives

Status of Compliance

Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action and
Mitigating Actions

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Water Use Conflicts

Groundwater Use Conflicts (Plants Using Cooling Water
Towers Withdrawing Make-Up Water from a Small River)

Entrainment of Fish and Shellfish in Early Life Stages
Impingement of Fish and Shellfish

Heat Shock
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TABLE 1-1 (Cont’d)
ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT RESPONSES TO LICENSE

RENEWAL ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATORY

REQUIREMENTS

Regulatory Requirement

Responsive Environmental Report Section(s)

10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(ii)(C)

10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(ii)(D)
10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(ii)(E)

10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(ii)(F)
10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(ii)(G)
10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(ii)(H)
10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(ii)(l)

10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(ii)(J)
10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(ii)(K)
10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(ii)(L)
10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(ii)

10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(iv)

10 CFR 51, Appendix B,
Table B-1, Footnote 6

4.5

4.7
4.8

4.9
4.10

4.11
4.12
4.13

414
4.15
4.16
417

4.18
4.19
4.20
4.0

6.2
5.0
2.1

Groundwater Use Conflicts (Plants Using >100 gpm of
Groundwater)
Groundwater Use Conflicts (Plants Using Ranney Wells)

Degradation of Groundwater Quality

Impacts of Refurbishment on Terrestrial Resources
Threatened or Endangered Species

Air Quality During Refurbishment (Non-Attainment Areas)
Impact on Public Health of Microbiological Organisms
Electromagnetic Fields — Acute Effects

Housing Impacts

Public Utilities: Public Water Supply Availability
Education Impacts from Refurbishment

Offsite Land Use

Transportation
Historic and Archaeological Resources
Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives

Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action and
Mitigating Actions

Mitigation

Assessment of New and Significant Information
Environmental Justice
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2.0 SITE AND ENVIRONMENTAL INTERFACES
2.1 LOCATION AND FEATURES

Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station (PBAPS) is located primarily in Peach
Bottom Township, York County, Pennsylvania, on the west side of Conowingo
Pond, formed when Conowingo Dam was constructed across the Susquehanna
River. The station is approximately 18 miles upstream from the point where the
river enters the Chesapeake Bay (Figure 2-1) and 8 miles upstream from
Conowingo Dam. This location is latitude 39° 75’ 89” North and longitude 76° 26’
92” West (latitude +39.758889 and longitude -76.269167). The PBAPS site
consists of 620 acres (Figure 2-2). In addition to the two nuclear reactors and
their turbine building, intake and discharge canals, and auxiliary buildings, the
site includes two switchyards, an Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation, a
training center, the retired PBAPS Unit 1 (a prototype high-temperature, gas-
cooled reactor now SAFSTOR maintained in condition) (Figure 3-1), and a public
boat ramp and picnic area (Figure 2-2).

No major metropolitan areas occur within 6 miles of PBAPS (Figure 2-3). The
site is 19 miles southwest of Lancaster, Pennsylvania, 30 miles southeast of
York, Pennsylvania, and 38 miles north of Baltimore, Maryland (Figure 2-1). The
area within 6 miles of the site includes parts of York and Lancaster Counties in
Pennsylvania and sections of Harford and Cecil Counties in Maryland
(Figure 2-3). The area around PBAPS is predominantly rural, characterized by
farmland and woods.

The terrain on either side of Conowingo Pond is steeply hilly. Immediately
behind PBAPS is a rock cliff that was created when a hill was cut away to site the
Station. It rises to an elevation of about 300 feet above the river.

Section 3.1 describes key features of PBAPS.

PBAPS License Renewal Application Page E.2-1



Appendix E — Environmental Report
Section 2.2 Aquatic and Riparian Ecological Communities

2.2

2.2.1

AQUATIC AND RIPARIAN ECOLOGICAL COMMUNITIES

PBAPS withdraws water from and discharges to Conowingo Pond, a
Susquehanna River reservoir formed by the Conowingo Dam. Pond aquatic and
riparian ecology are influenced by hydrologic complexities introduced by the
following:

e Operation of Conowingo Dam and its associated run-of-the-river hydroelectric
plant

e Operation of a pumped storage hydroelectric plant on Conowingo Pond
e Operation of upstream dams and run-of-the-river hydroelectric plants

Section 2.2.1 introduces this hydrology as background for the aquatic discussion
in Section 2.2.2.

HYDROLOGY

The Susquehanna River flows south more than 420 miles from its source, Lake
Otsego in south-central New York, to Havre de Grace, Maryland, where it
empties into the Chesapeake Bay (Figure 2-1). It drains an area of about 27,500
square miles and supplies more than half the freshwater inflow to the Bay
(Refs. 2.2-1, pg. lI-11, and 2.2-2). River flow and water quality in the lower
Susquehanna River are directly influenced by flood-control dams on tributaries
and larger hydroelectric dams (York Haven [river mile (rm) 45], Safe Harbor
[rm 32], Holtwood [rm 24], and Conowingo [rm 10]) on the main stem of the lower
river (Figure 2-4).

The upstream U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) gauging station closest to PBAPS
is located at Marietta, PA, approximately 27 miles upstream. Exelon has found
that water-flow data from this station is unrepresentative of conditions at PBAPS
due to variability caused by operation of York Haven Hydroelectric Plant and
inflows from a major tributary, Chickies Creek. For this reason, Exelon uses
water-flow information from Holtwood Dam, which is located approximately
6 miles upstream of PBAPS.

From 1952 to 1999, the Susquehanna River at Holtwood Dam had a minimum
monthly average flow of 1,500 cubic feet per second (cfs), a monthly mean
average flow of 38,370 cfs, and a monthly maximum average flow of 941,900 cfs
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(Ref. 2.2-3). The monthly mean average flow of 38,370 cfs converts to an
approximate annual flow rate of 1.2 x 10"? cubic feet. This is less than the value
that NRC uses, 3.15 x 10", to define a small river [10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(ii)(A) and
(G)] and is consistent with NRC categorization of PBAPS as being a small river
site (Ref. 2.2-4, Table 5.19).

Section 3.5 describes the Conowingo Dam and its associated hydroelectric
facility and fish lifts. Conowingo Pond is approximately 14 square miles (9,000
acres) in surface area and ranges from 0.5 to 1.5 miles wide (Ref.2.2-1,
pg. 1I-11). Normal pond elevation is approximately 109 feet above mean sea
level (msl) with a maximum operational drawdown elevation of about 99 feet
above msl (Ref. 2.2-5, pg. 1-6). PBAPS is located on the west bank of the
reservoir, approximately eight miles upstream from the dam.

Exelon’s Muddy Run Pumped Storage Facility lies on the east bank of
Conowingo Pond, approximately five miles north of PBAPS. The pumped
storage facility typically withdraws water from the Pond at night and releases
water to the Pond during daytime periods of peak electric demand. Because of
the pumped storage facility operation, the volume of Conowingo Pond varies
from 240,000 acre-feet to 322,000 acre-feet (Ref. 2.2-1, pg. llI-11), a daily
variation of approximately 25 percent.

The City of Baltimore withdraws approximately 5 million gallons of water per day
from Conowingo Pond and has infrastructure in place to withdraw more. The
City recently lost a court case over the authority of the Susquehanna River Basin
Commission to regulate additional City withdrawals (Ref. 2.2-6).

2.2.2 AQUATIC COMMUNITIES

The resident fish of Conowingo Pond are, for the most part, common warm-water
species (e.g., gizzard shad, spotfin shiner, channel catfish, tessellated darter,
and bluegill) that have a wide distribution from the southeastern U.S. to Canada
(Refs. 2.2-7, 2.2-8, and 2.2-9). Conowingo Pond is well known for its largemouth
and smallmouth bass fishing, and also provides opportunities for striped bass
and walleye fishing. Local and regional fishing clubs and organizations use
Conowingo Pond for bass fishing tournaments in the spring, summer, and fall.
The heated discharge at PBAPS, which attracts baitfish and game fish in most
months of the year, is an especially popular fishing spot in winter.
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The species composition of the Conowingo Pond fish community was little
changed from the 1966-1974 period, when pre- and post-PBAPS operation fish
studies were carried out, to the 1997-1999 period, when studies were conducted
to assess the impact of zero-cooling-tower operation at PBAPS (see
Section 3.1.2). However, one apparent change was an increase in relative
abundance in the 1970s and 1980s of the gizzard shad, inadvertently stocked
into Conowingo Pond in 1972 (Ref. 2.2-5, pg. 7.2-2). The gizzard shad is now
one of the dominant species in the reservoir in terms of numbers and biomass.
Large numbers of gizzard shad are lifted into Conowingo Pond every spring from
the lower river, along with river herring and American shad, and are likely to
remain an important part of the ecosystem. In 1999, more than 950,000 gizzard
shad were trapped below the Conowingo Dam and passed to the Pond
(Ref. 2.2-10).

Aside from the increase in gizzard shad numbers, the most striking change in the
fish community of Conowingo Pond over the last 25 years (PBAPS began
operating commercially in 1974) has been the increase in numbers of
anadromous fish (e.g., American shad, blueback herring, alewife, and striped
bass) moving through the Pond in spring and fall. No anadromous fish were
collected in nine years (1966-1974) of monitoring Conowingo Pond’s fish
populations to assess potential impacts of the Muddy Run Pumped Storage
Facility and PBAPS (Ref. 2.2-5). In 1972, a consortium of federal, regional, and
state agencies began trapping and transporting anadromous fish from below
Conowingo Dam to up-river locations. Fishways (fish lifts and fish ladders) have
been installed at Conowingo and the other mainstem dams and transporting has
been discontinued. Completion of the fishway at York Haven Dam in spring
2000, gave migratory shad and river herring access to mainstem spawning areas
and tributaries between the York Haven Dam and Harrisburg, Pennsylvania.
Large numbers of adult American shad and blueback herring now move through
Conowingo Pond in the spring, en route to upstream spawning locations
(Ref. 2.2-10). Juvenile shad and herring move downstream through the Pond in
the fall en route to the Chesapeake Bay.

The appearance of these anadromous species in Conowingo Pond is an
indication of the success of the Susquehanna River anadromous fish restoration
program. This program has dramatically increased the numbers of anadromous
fish ascending the Susquehanna River in spring to spawn. The number of
American shad trapped at Conowingo Dam and transported (prior to 1997) and
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lifted (from 1997 to present) upstream increased from 139 in 1980, to 15,964 in
1990 (Ref. 2.2-10), and to more than 150,000 in the year 2000 (Ref. 2.2-11). In
addition, large numbers of river herring (more than 130,000 in 1999) and
substantial numbers of striped bass (1,231 in 1999) are also passed upstream at
the Conowingo fish lift (Ref. 2.2-10).

This anadromous fish restoration program is regarded as a success by most
observers. Exelon and the operators of three upstream dams are the largest
financial contributors to the program. Exelon and its predecessor companies
have provided financial support to anadromous fish restoration efforts since
1928, when the Conowingo Dam was built (Ref. 2.2-12, pp. 48-59 and 154-158).
Exelon (as PECO) contributed approximately 12 million dollars in 1991 to the
construction of the East Fish Lift at Conowingo Dam, which was the largest fish
elevator in the U.S. at that time.

Exelon (as PECO) and its contractors have studied the aquatic resources of
Conowingo Pond and the lower Susquehanna River since 1966 (Refs. 2.2-7,
2.2-8, and 2.2-9). Detailed information on the water quality and aquatic biota of
Conowingo Pond and their responses to PBAPS operation may be found in a
number of impact assessment documents (Ref. 2.2-1), CWA Section 316(a) and
(b) studies (Refs. 2.2-5 and 2.2-13), various post-316(a) and (b) and post-
operational monitoring studies, more recent studies conducted in support of
NPDES permit changes (Refs. 2.2-7, 2.2-8, and 2.2-9), and more than 100
industry reports and scientific journal articles published from 1970 to 1999.
Information on the anadromous fish of the lower Susquehanna River and
American shad restoration efforts can be found in reports prepared by PECO and
its contractors, books (Ref. 2.2-12), monographs (Ref. 2.2-14), scientific journal
articles, and the annual reports of the Susquehanna River Anadromous Fish
Restoration Cooperative (Ref. 2.2-10).

Only three freshwater mollusc taxa were collected in more than eight years
(1967-1974) of pre- and post-operational benthic monitoring conducted in
support of PBAPS’ CWA Section 316(a) Demonstration (Ref. 2.2-5). They
included two common sphaerid genera, Pisidium and Sphaerium, and a single
Unionid (Utterbackia imbecilis). Both the sphaerids and Utterbackia are common
in lakes, reservoirs, and sluggish rivers of the midwest and northeast. The most
significant change in the Conowingo Pond mollusc community over the last
several decades has been the appearance and rapid colonization since the mid-
1980s of the exotic Asiatic clam, Corbicula fluminea.
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2.3 GROUNDWATER RESOURCES

Conowingo Pond, adjacent to PBAPS, is in the Piedmont physiographic province.
The surrounding area is characterized by a surficial water table aquifer in
saprolitic soils and shallow fractures in rocks. (Ref. 2.3-1, pp. 21-23). Water flow
within saprolitic soils is very slow due to the soils’ low porosity and relative
impermeability. The soils in the vicinity of the site typically yield less than 20
gallons per minute (Ref. 2.2-1, pg. 1I-17). Flows follow surface topography, so
flow in the vicinity of the Susquehanna River and Conowingo Pond is towards the
river. See Section 3.1.2.2 for a discussion of springs on the site.

PBAPS License Renewal Application Page E.2-6



Appendix E — Environmental Report
Section 2.4 Critical and Important Terrestrial Habitats

2.4 CRITICAL AND IMPORTANT TERRESTRIAL HABITATS

No areas designated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as “critical habitat” for
endangered species exist at PBAPS or on the Peach Bottom-to-Keeney
transmission line.

Much of the 620-acre PBAPS site consists of generation and maintenance
facilities, laydown areas, parking lots, roads, and mowed grass. The primary
terrestrial habitats at the site are remnants of hardwood (oak-hickory) forest on
the ridges and slopes west of the generating and support facilities. Wildlife
species found in the forested portions of PBAPS are those typically found in
upland forests of southern Pennsylvania. These include a variety of amphibians
(e.g., Northern dusky salamander, bullfrog, leopard frog), reptiles (e.g., Eastern
hognose snake, copperhead, painted turtle, box turtle), songbirds (e.g., Carolina
wren, wood thrush, song sparrow, rufous-sided towhee), woodpeckers (e.qg.,
downy woodpecker, common flicker), birds of prey (e.g., red-tailed hawk, Eastern
screech owl, barred owl), and mammals (e.g., gray squirrel, Southern flying
squirrel, striped skunk, gray fox, raccoon, white-tailed deer).

The Peach Bottom-to-Keeney transmission line (Section 3.1.3) is situated within
the Piedmont physiographic province. Gently rolling hills with a few moderately
steep ridges characterize this region. The transmission line traverses land-use
categories typical of southern Pennsylvania and Maryland, such as row crops,
pasture, and abandoned (old) fields. In addition, the transmission line passes
through more natural habitat types, such as hardwood forests.

The Peach Bottom-to-Keeney transmission line does not cross any state or
federal parks, wildlife refuges, or wildlife management areas. PECO, in
cooperation with the Maryland Nature Conservancy, established two protected
areas that are crossed by the transmission corridor. The Rock Springs Powerline
Natural Area, a 103-acre parcel near Rock Springs, Maryland, is managed for the
preservation of rare plant species. Approximately 0.8 mile (30 acres) of the
Peach Bottom-to-Keeney transmission corridor traverses the Rock Springs
Powerline Natural Area (Ref. 2.4-1). The Richardsmere Powerline Natural Area,
a 55-acre parcel near Richardsmere, Maryland, is also managed for the
preservation of rare plant species. The Richardsmere Powerline Natural Area is
centered around the Richardsmere Powerline. Approximately 380 feet
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The Keeney line runs through wooded and agricultural areas.

(2.5 acres) of the Peach Bottom-to-Keeney transmission corridor traverses the
northern portion of Richardsmere Powerline Natural Area (Ref. 2.4-2).
Figure 3-2 shows the locations of these natural areas.

The utility’s transmission corridors are maintained by trimming and removing
undesirable vegetation from the floor and sides of the corridors, and by use of
approved herbicides. Unless otherwise needed, trees are trimmed on a five-year
cycle. The tree-trimming crews utilize manual climbing techniques and aerial lift
trucks. Mowing is conducted as needed. The herbicide schedule typically
follows a three-year cycle. Herbicide application includes broadcast foliar
applications and basal stem treatments, and is performed by certified applicators
according to label specifications (Ref. 2.4-3). Selective hand-cutting, rather than
herbicide treatment, is generally used in wetlands. Locations of sensitive areas
(e.g., Rock Springs Powerline Natural Area) are marked on maps that the utility
maintains for all its transmission lines and that are used by the trimming and
herbicide crews.
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2.5 ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES

Terrestrial Species

Animal and plant species that are state-listed or federally classified as
endangered or threatened and that occur or could occur (based on habitat and
known geographic range) in the vicinity of PBAPS or along the Peach Bottom-to-
Keeney transmission line are listed in Table 2-1. The federal and state
designations shown in Table 2-1 are those of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
National Marine Fisheries Service, Pennsylvania Department of Conservation
and Natural Resources, Pennsylvania Game Commission, Pennsylvania Fish
and Boat Commission (Ref. 2.5-1), and the Maryland Department of Natural
Resources (Ref. 2.5-2). The transmission line terminates at the Keeney
Substation, Delaware, approximately 3.5 miles from the Delaware-Maryland
border (see Figure 3-2). The 3.5 miles of the corridor within Delaware consists
largely of disturbed grassy and weedy habitats and does not contain habitat
suitable for endangered, threatened, and other special-status species. Thus,
Delaware-listed species are not included in Table 2-1.

With the exception of the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), terrestrial
species that are federally listed as endangered or threatened are not known to
exist at PBAPS or along the transmission line. At least four bald eagle nests are
located on islands within Conowingo Pond as of the time this environmental
report was prepared. Exelon cooperates with the Pennsylvania Game
Commission and the Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission to monitor and
protect these nests. The bald eagle is federally classified as threatened and
state-listed as endangered. There are no candidate federally threatened or
endangered species that Exelon believes might occur at the site or along the
Keeney transmission line.

Bog turtles (Clemmys muhlenbergii) are known to occur in Lancaster and York
Counties, Pennsylvania, and in Cecil County, Maryland
(Ref. 2.5-3, pp. 59605-59623). The northern population of the bog turtle is
federally listed as threatened, state-listed as endangered in Pennsylvania and
Delaware, and threatened in Maryland. Typical bog turtle habitats consist of
spring-fed bogs or marshes with shallow surface water or saturated soils year-
round, and usually interspersed with dry and wet pockets. The substrate is
usually muck or peat. The dominant vegetation is low grasses and sedges
(emergent wetland vegetation), often with a scrub-shrub component (Ref. 2.5-4).
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These types of habitats are not present on the 620-acre PBAPS site or along the
Peach Bottom-to-Keeney transmission line. The absence of bog turtle habitats
on the transmission line was determined by a field survey conducted September
21, 2000 (Ref. 2.5-5). The field survey was conducted in accordance with the
methods of a “Phase 1 survey” described in Guidelines for Bog Turtle Surveys
(Ref. 2.5-4). The survey began with a low-altitude helicopter flight along the
entire Peach Bottom-to-Keeney transmission line, followed by a ground survey at
several locations along the transmission line identified during the flight as
possible habitat. Although numerous streams traverse the transmission line,
most are incised channels through upland habitats (i.e., no adjacent wetlands are
present). Areas along the transmission line do not comprise habitat described by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Refs. 2.5-4 and 2.5-5) as potential bog turtle
habitat.

Vascular plants, such as the serpentine aster (Aster depauperatus, state-listed
as endangered in Maryland and threatened in Pennsylvania) and the porcupine
sedge (Carex hystericina, state-listed as endangered in Maryland), occur in the
Rock Springs Powerline Natural Area. The reticulated nutrush (Scleria
reticularis, state-listed in Pennsylvania as endangered), also occurs in the Rock
Springs Powerline Natural Area. The whorled mountain mint (Pycnanthemum
verticillatum, state-listed in Maryland as endangered), occurs in the
Richardsmere Powerline Natural Area.

Ospreys (Pandion haliaetus) are state-listed in Pennsylvania as threatened, and
are commonly observed at Conowingo Pond during the summer breeding season
and during migration.

The bird species shown in Table 2-1 are migratory and would occur at PBAPS or
along the associated transmission line only during migration or seasonally (winter
or summer). For example, migrant peregrine falcons (Falco peregrinus) traverse
the area and winter in coastal areas. Thus, peregrine falcons could possibly
occur at PBAPS or along the transmission line during migration.

The transmission corridor is managed to prevent woody growth from reaching the
transmission lines (see Section 3.1.3). The removal of woody species can
provide outstanding grassland and bog-like habitat for many rare plant and
animal species that depend on open conditions. Exelon cooperates with the
Pennsylvania Nature Conservancy and Maryland Heritage Trust to protect
sensitive areas within its transmission corridors. Exelon also supports a study
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currently being conducted by Pennsylvania State University to determine the
effects of various transmission line management techniques on wildlife species.

Aqguatic Species

In more than 30 years of monitoring the fish populations of Conowingo Pond,
Exelon and its contractors have never collected a federally-listed fish species.
The Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrhynchus), a candidate for federal listing
(Ref. 2.5-6, pp. 33466-68), has been captured by anglers in the lower
Susquehanna River below the Conowingo Dam in Maryland (Ref. 2.5-7, pp. 187-
192), but apparently has not been collected upstream of the Dam in
Pennsylvania since the Conowingo Dam was built. The Atlantic sturgeon is listed
as endangered by Pennsylvania.

Based on a review of Philadelphia Electric Company and PECO impact
assessment documents (Refs. 2.2-1 and 2.2-5), Exelon (as PECO)-funded
research and monitoring studies (Refs. 2.2-7, 2.2-8, and 2.2-9), standard
fisheries references, journal articles, and government web sites (Ref. 2.5-8), two
state-listed fish species (in addition to the Atlantic sturgeon) could be found in
Conowingo Pond. One, the anadromous hickory shad (Alosa mediocris), is
found seasonally below Conowingo Dam, as adults ascend the river to spawn in
spring (Ref. 2.5-7). Occasionally, small numbers of hickory shad (32 in 1999) are
collected at the Conowingo West Lift (Ref. 2.2-10). Another state-listed species,
the cisco (Coregonus artedi) has been introduced to the upper Susquehanna
River (Harvey’s Lake in Luzeme County, Pennsylvania) (Ref. 2.5-9, pg. 57) and
the lower Susquehanna River (below the Conowingo Dam in Maryland)
(Ref. 2.5-7, Table 1) and has been reported from Conowingo “Reservoir”
(Ref. 2.5-8, pg. 2). However, the cisco has not been collected by Exelon or its
contractors in Conowingo Pond and is not believed to be present.

State- or federally-listed molluscs have not been found in Conowingo Pond by
Exelon or its contractors.
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2.6 REGIONAL DEMOGRAPHY

The Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear
Power Plants (GEIS) presents a population characterization method that is based
on two factors: “sparseness” and “proximity” (Ref. 2.2-4, Section C.1.4).
“Sparseness” measures population density and city size within 20 miles of a site
and categorizes the demographic information as follows:

DEMOGRAPHIC CATEGORIES BASED ON
SPARSENESS

Category

Most sparse 1. Less than 40 persons per square mile
and no community with 25,000 or more
persons within 20 miles

2. 40 to 60 persons per square mile and no
community with 25,000 or more persons
within 20 miles

3. 60 to 120 persons per square mile or less
than 60 persons per square mile with at
least one community with 25,000 or more
persons within 20 miles

Least sparse 4. Greater than or equal to 120 persons per
square mile within 20 miles

Source: Ref. 2.2-4, pg. C-159.
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“Proximity” measures population density and city size within 50 miles and
categorizes the demographic information as follows:

DEMOGRAPHIC CATEGORIES BASED ON PROXIMITY

Category

Not in close proximity 1.
2.
3.
In close proximity 4.

No city with 100,000 or more persons and
less than 50 persons per square mile within
50 miles

No city with 100,000 or more persons and
between 50 and 190 persons per square
mile within 50 miles

One or more cities with 100,000 or more
persons and less than 190 persons per
square mile within 50 miles

Greater than or equal to 190 persons per
square mile within 50 miles

Source: Ref. 2.2-4, pg. C-159.
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The GEIS then uses the following matrix to rank the population category as low,
medium, or high:

GEIS SPARSENESS AND PROXIMITY MATRIX

Proximity
1 2 3 4
1
(/)]
4 2
c
Q
&
4 3
(7]
4

Low Medium High
Population Population Population
Area Area Area

Source: Ref. 2.2-4, pg. C-6.

Exelon used 1990 census data from the U.S. Census Bureau website
(Ref. 2.6-1) and geographic information system software (ArcView®) to determine
demographic characteristics in the PBAPS vicinity. The Census Bureau provides
updated annual projections, in addition to decennial data, for selected portions of
its demographic information. However, Section 2.11 (Minority and Low-Income
Populations) of this environmental report uses 1990 minority and low-income
population demographic information, because updated projections are not
available by census tract. Exelon chose to also use 1990 data in this section so

the data sets are consistent throughout the PBAPS environmental report.
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As derived from Census Bureau information, 481,881 people live within 20 miles
of PBAPS. Applying the GEIS sparseness measures, PBAPS has a population
density of 383 persons per square mile within 20 miles and falls into the least
sparse category, Category 4 (having greater than or equal to 120 persons per
square mile within 20 miles).

As estimated from Census Bureau information, 4,469,569 people live within
50 miles of PBAPS. This equates to a population density of 569 persons per
square mile within 50 miles. Applying the GEIS proximity measures, PBAPS is
classified as being “in close proximity”, Category 4 (having greater than or equal
to 190 persons per square mile within 50 miles). According to the GEIS
sparseness and proximity matrix, the PBAPS ranks of sparseness Category 4
and proximity Category 4 result in the conclusion that PBAPS is located in a high
population area.

All or parts of 24 counties are located within 50 miles of PBAPS (Figure 2-1). Of
the counties, 10 are in Pennsylvania, 10 are in Maryland, two are in Delaware,
and two are in New Jersey. The Baltimore Metropolitan Statistical area is the
largest city within 50 miles of PBAPS. Other sizable towns (within 50 miles)
include Reading, Harrisburg, Chester, Lancaster, and York, Pennsylvania, and
Wilmington, Delaware (Ref. 2.6-2). Approximately 66 percent of PBAPS’s
employees live in Lancaster and York Counties. The remaining 34 percent is
distributed across 18 counties, with numbers ranging from 1 to 99 people. The
towns of Red Lion, Delta, Lancaster, Quarryville, and York have the highest
numbers of employees in residence, with 7.6, 6.1, 6.0, 5.6, and 5.2 percent,
respectively.

Both Lancaster and York Counties’ populations are growing at faster rates than
that of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania as a whole. Between 1980 and
1990, the Commonwealth population increased by 0.1 percent, while Lancaster
and York Counties increased by 17 and 9 percent, respectively. The
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania as a whole is projected by the Census Bureau
to have the second smallest (5 percent) population increase of all 50 states
during the period from 1995 to 2025 (Ref. 2.6-3). Projections for the period from
2000 through 2020 show Lancaster and York Counties surpassing the
Commonwealth rate of growth with population increases of 23 and 9 percent,
respectively.
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Table 2-2 shows estimated populations and annual growth rates for the two
counties with the greatest potential to be affected by license renewal activities.
Figure 2-1 shows the locations of these areas.
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2.7 ECONOMIC BASE

Lancaster County has experienced steady growth in population and economic
activity during the last decade, as has York County but to a lesser extent. Both
Lancaster and York Counties are designated as metropolitan statistical areas,
ranking 86th and 107th of the 276 metropolitan statistical areas in the country in
1998 (Ref. 2.7-1), with populations of approximately 423,000 and 340,000,
respectively. Both Counties are located in south-central Pennsylvania, on the
western edge of the highly urbanized and industrial region extending from
Boston, Massachusetts, to Washington, DC. Both Counties have ready access
to domestic and international markets, with a transportation network consisting of
interstate highway access to major north-south and east-west routes, trucking
and rail terminals, two international airports, and two international ports
(Refs. 2.7-2, 2.7-3, and 2.7-4).

Historically, both Lancaster and York Counties’ economies were deeply rooted in
agriculture. In recent years, both Counties have become more economically
diversified. In Lancaster County, services is now the largest employment sector
(26 percent of the labor force) (Ref. 2.7-3), with health services as the leading
employment group, closely followed by the eating and drinking establishments
group (Ref. 2.7-5). The manufacturing sector employs 25.3 percent of the labor
force (Ref. 2.7-3), with the “production of food and related products” as the major
employment group within this category (Ref. 2.7-5). Lancaster County has the
distinction of being the most productive non-irrigated farming county in the United
States, with total agricultural receipts of $938 million annually (Ref. 2.7-5).

In York County, the manufacturing sector leads employment with 29 percent,
followed by services at 23.4 percent (Ref. 2.7-6). There are more than 1,000
manufacturing companies that employ nearly 53,000 people (Ref. 2.7-4), with the
industrial machinery and equipment industry group in the lead. The health
services industry employs the greatest number of the services’ sector groups
(Ref. 2.7-7).

The 1999 unemployment rate for the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania was
4.4 percent. In comparison, Lancaster and York Counties had 1999
unemployment rates of 2.7 and 3.6 percent, respectively (Ref. 2.7-8).
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2.8 TAXES

In the past, PECO paid property taxes to the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania on
its generating, transmission, and distribution facilities. Under authority of the
Pennsylvania Utility Realty Tax Act (PURTA), property taxes collected from all
utilities (water, telephone, electric companies, and railroads) were redistributed to
the taxing entities within the Commonwealth. In Pennsylvania, these entities
include the counties, cities, townships, boroughs, and school districts. The
distribution of PURTA funds is determined by a formula, and is not necessarily
based on the individual utility’s effect on a particular government entity. PURTA
distributions, along with other revenue sources such as residential property taxes
and assessments, fund operations of various government entities. In York
County, for example, funds from these revenue sources, including PURTA
distributions, are used for the Court of Common Pleas, county parks, county
corrections facilities, the county nursing home, maintenance of the county real
estate appraisal program, and voter registration files (Ref. 2.8-1). Peach Bottom
Township uses revenue funds, including PURTA distributions, to maintain
township roads, operate and maintain sewage treatment facilities, develop and
implement planning and zoning regulations, and issue building permits
(Ref. 2.8-2).

Table 2-3 lists annual budget figures for York County, Peach Bottom Township,
and the Southeastern School District for the years 1996 through 2000. Although
NRC recommends using local county revenues to assess the impacts on the
county of the property taxes paid by a utility, Exelon determined that this
information would not provide the best assessment of PBAPS’ impact for two
reasons. First, there is no direct correlation between the taxes paid by a utility to
PURTA and the PURTA allocation to the taxing entities. A number of other
variables are factored into the PURTA decision-making process when allocating
funds to various taxing authorities. Second, PURTA taxes were based on
depreciated book value; realty taxes now will be based on assessed value. For
these reasons, past revenues are not necessarily a good measure of future
property tax payments to a county (or other taxing authority).

Pennsylvania recently changed the basis for calculating PURTA taxes for tax
year 1998 and beyond from the utilities’ depreciated book value to the local
taxing authority’s assessed value. In addition, effective January 1, 2000,
generating facilities are no longer included in the realty taxes paid to the
Commonwealth under PURTA. Utilities will now be required to pay realty taxes

PBAPS License Renewal Application Page E.2-18



Appendix E — Environmental Report
Section 2.8 Taxes

on these facilities directly to the county, township, and school district in which
they are located. Distribution and transmission facilities will remain taxable under
PURTA. The amounts of property taxes to be paid by Exelon for PBAPS to York
County, Peach Bottom Township, and the Southeastern School District have not
yet been determined. Until a determination is made, Exelon has agreed to pay
York County $151,000 per year, beginning in 2000; Peach Bottom Township
$30,000 per year, beginning in 2000; and the Southeastern School District
$840,000 per year, beginning in 2000. These funds are non-refundable. In
addition, Exelon will pay the school district $420,000 per year, beginning in 2000,
that could be refunded, pending the final determination.
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2.9 LAND USE PLANNING

Local governments in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania provide services such
as police and fire protection, roads and highways, public sewer and water
facilities, parks and open space, planning and zoning, and social services.
Counties are the first subdivision below the state level and are further divided into
municipalities, including cities, boroughs, and townships. Counties are required
by the Commonwealth to prepare and adopt comprehensive plans.
Municipalities are authorized, but not required, to have comprehensive plans as
well. These municipal comprehensive plans are required to be generally
consistent with their respective county comprehensive plans. In Pennsylvania,
the municipality is the level of local government with land use decision-making
authority.  Municipalities may adopt their own zoning and/or subdivision
regulations and, in situations where there is conflict, county regulations can be
repealed within the municipality’s jurisdiction.

This section focuses on the Pennsylvania Counties of York and Lancaster,
because approximately 66 percent of the permanent PBAPS workforce lives in
these communities (Section 3.4) and Exelon will pay property taxes in York
County. In York County, there are 72 municipalities (Ref. 2.9-1) and, in
Lancaster County, there are 60 (Ref. 2.9-2). With the involvement of so many
jurisdictional authorities, county level planning documents can serve to give an
overview of regional concerns, goals, and initiatives with respect to land use.
Both York and Lancaster Counties have experienced significant growth in the last
decade, and their comprehensive plans reflect planning efforts and public
involvement in the planning process undertaken during the 1990s.

Land use planning tools, such as zoning and subdivision regulations, are
employed in York and Lancaster Counties to guide growth and development.
The comprehensive plans of both Counties share the goal of encouraging growth
and development in identified areas. Prevention of suburban sprawl and the
preservation of open space and farmland were goals identified in both plans. In
York County, proposed growth areas are identified and development is promoted
within the areas. This is intended to preserve open space and farmland and
encourage efficiency in providing public services and facilities (Ref. 2.9-1). New
development beyond growth areas is directed to areas around existing boroughs
and villages. In Lancaster County, the designations of “Urban” and “Village
Growth Boundaries” have been made to encourage growth around existing
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villages and urban areas and to prevent development sprawl into rural areas
(Ref. 2.9-3).

York County

With a total land area of 911 square miles, York County’s predominant land use
is farming (67.6 percent), followed by residential (20.9 percent) (Ref. 2.9-4). York
County’s population has grown steadily over the last 90 years. The average rate
of increase has been 12.7 percent per decade. The rate of growth decreased to
8.5 percent between 1980 and 1990, with projections indicating that growth will
continue, but at a slightly slower rate in the decades ahead. This growth is not
distributed evenly, but is concentrated in several urban growth areas including
the York urban area, the south-central area around Shrewsbury Township, the
Hanover/Penn Township area, and the Fairview/Newberry Township area along
Interstate 83 North. The areas of growth on the periphery of the County reflect
York’s position as a bedroom community for larger metropolitan areas such as
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, and Baltimore, Maryland (Ref. 2.9-5).

Although agriculture ranks low in York County in terms of employee numbers,
agricultural production contributes substantially to the County’s economy and the
preservation of farmland is a priority (Ref. 2.9-5). Since 1940, farmland has
decreased at a rate of more than six square miles annually. Between 1960 and
1992, some 156,148 acres of farmland were lost (38 percent), the total number of
farms decreased by 64 percent, and the average size of farms increased by
71 percent (Ref. 2.9-5).

In response to the growth trends exhibited by population increases, housing has
increased accordingly. The total number of housing units in York County
increased by 18.4 percent between 1980 and 1990, from 98,261 to 116,354
units. York had 111,779 occupied housing units in 1990, with 78.1 percent
owner occupancy and 21.9 percent renter occupancy. The total number of
vacant units increased from 5,248 in 1980 to 6,095 in 1990. While the York
County housing data was collected in 1990, it remains useful in depicting the
community’s upward trend in response to population increases and a general
availability for future growth (Ref. 2.9-5). Current data provided by the U.S.
Bureau of the Census will be available next year.

York County’s economy has experienced (1) an overall growth in the number of
employees and (2) some shifting among the sectors which lead the County in
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economic productivity. Three leading sectors include manufacturing,
wholesale/retail, and services. Though manufacturing leads the group with
134,636 jobs in 1992, the sector had experienced a decline from 1980 to 1992
with substantial decreases (22.4 percent) in the number of manufacturing jobs.
At the same time, the County experienced increases (71.1 percent) in
employment within the wholesale/retail and service sectors (Ref. 2.9-5).

Lancaster County

Lancaster County covers approximately 984 square miles. Like many other
rapidly growing areas, Lancaster County is experiencing growth in the form of
suburban sprawl. Traditional city functions have been decentralized and spread
throughout the suburban townships. Lancaster County’s population has grown
steadily over the last century. The average rate of increase has been
12.1 percent per decade. The rate of growth increased to 17 percent between
1980 and 1990, with projections indicating that growth will continue, but at a
slightly slower rate in the decades ahead. The County has diverse housing.
However, during the late 1980s and early 1990s, there was a shortage of
affordable housing in suburban areas. While the shortage is not totally rectified,
urban municipalities offer the most affordable opportunities for buying a home
(Ref. 2.9-3).

Like York County, Lancaster County’s predominant land use is agriculture.
Lancaster leads the nation in production from non-irrigated land. As of 1996,
approximately 320,000 of the 380,000 acres in farm use in the county were
protected by effective agricultural zoning. More than 23,600 acres of farmland
have been preserved by permanent easement. However, since 1959, the county
has lost approximately 102,500 acres of farmland to development — a rate of
2,800 acres per year (Ref. 2.9-3). The preservation of farmland is a priority for
Lancaster County.

Lancaster County has one of the strongest economies in the state. The
business/industry, agriculture, and tourism sectors are the leaders in economic
productivity. The County’s business/industry sector is comprised of more than
10,000 separate companies. Leading employers include Fortune 500 companies
and strong regional firms. A strong manufacturing sector is prevalent.

Lancaster County’s agricultural production grossed more than $844 million
dollars in 1995. And, according to 1996 estimates by the Pennsylvania Dutch
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Convention and Visitor's Bureau, tourism generated roughly $478 million in
revenue (Ref. 2.9-3).
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2.10 SOCIAL SERVICES AND PUBLIC FACILITIES
2.10.1 PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY

PBAPS acquires potable water from the Susquehanna River and is not
connected to a municipal system. Because 66 percent of the permanent
employees of PBAPS reside in York and Lancaster Counties, discussion of
public water supply systems will focus on these areas. In Pennsylvania, the
counties do not operate public water supply systems; local municipalities,
authorities, and private water companies are subject to regulation under the
Federal Safe Drinking Water Act and provide drinking water to residents who are
not on individual wells.

In York County, approximately 25 percent of the residents obtain drinking water
from individual onsite wells or springs. York County has 320 water supply
systems. Many of these systems are small, with 34 of the providers serving
fewer than 100 people. The remaining systems range in size from the Railroad
Borough system (serving approximately 320 people) to the York Water Company
(serving over 140,000 people). The primary water sources for the larger systems
in the County are surface water, while the smaller systems rely on groundwater.
There are over 200 permitted wells and springs used as water sources for water
supply systems in York County (Ref. 2.10-1). York County has projected water
use through 2010 at roughly 47.96 million gallons per day (MGD). In 1996, the
average daily use was approximately 31.72 MGD.

Water systems in York County have been evaluated in the York County Water
Supply Plan as to their ability to meet existing and projected water requirements
for their respective service populations. These determinations provide the basis
for recommended facility improvements, cost estimating, and preparation of
regional solutions by the planning commission. Determination has been made of
systems’ adequacy with regards to source, treatment, treated storage, and
transmission/distribution capacities. Of the 80 community systems, 51 are
considered adequate to meet existing maximum daily demand (MDD) and 44 are
adequate to meet 2010 projected MDD. One system was deemed inadequate to
meet treatment capacity for current MDD and eight were inadequate for 2010
MDD. These eight were also projected to experience source capacity problems.
Only 36 of the 80 community systems provide adequate treated storage capacity
for existing one-day distribution needs. These 36 are also projected to have
adequate one-day storage capacity by the year 2010. Only nine of the 43 mobile
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home park systems have adequate one-day distribution storage. Only four
systems received adequate ratings under all pumping and piping criteria
(Ref. 2.10-1). The County found that all York County water systems are currently
producing water that meets existing treatment requirements. Most systems,
especially the large regional ones, are in good condition and many of the smaller
ones are also adequate and viable to meet demand. For those systems in need
of improvements, alternatives were evaluated and County-based solutions
identified (Ref. 2.10-1).

In Lancaster County, approximately 64 percent of the households are served by
public water suppliers, while private on-lot water wells serve the remaining
36 percent. In 1993, approximately 2.2 percent of the County’s population was
served by one of 75 small water suppliers. Most residents receive their water
from one of 34 large community water suppliers. Between 1986 and 1993, water
supplied by these systems increased by 12 percent. Although these larger
systems draw water from both ground and surface sources, they are increasingly
dependent on groundwater to meet growing public demand. To meet these
demands, large community water suppliers have completed major system
improvements, drilled new wells, and extended service lines. In some cases,
new authorities have been created and water systems have merged. Lancaster
County has projected water use through 2010 at about 85 MGD. In 1993,
average daily consumption was 66.4 MGD. An analysis by the County of the
large community water suppliers indicates that approximately one-third have
sufficient water to meet 2010 demands. One-third may lack sufficient water for
this period, while the remaining systems have an excess supply. About half the
systems with insufficient water could interconnect with other systems that have
excess water. Others would probably need to find new water sources
(Ref. 2.10-2).

Both York and Lancaster Counties anticipate water supply challenges in the
future. According to the data, there will be shortages in some areas and excess
supply in others. Future industries and residents will be encouraged to locate in
areas with an adequate water supply infrastructure.

2.10.2 TRANSPORTATION

Road access to the PBAPS is via State Route 2104 (Lay Road), which is a two-
lane paved road. State Route 2104 (Lay Road) intersects State Route 2043
(Flintville Road) approximately two miles from the plant. Employees commuting
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to and from work generally use State Route 2104 (Lay Road), State Route 2024
(Paper Mill Road), State Route 2043 (Flintville Road), State Route 2026 (Atom
Road), and State Route 2045 (Broad Street Extension), along with principal State
Routes 74 and 372. State Route 372 crosses the Susquehanna River north of
PBAPS, providing access to Lancaster County. Flintville Road (which becomes
Maryland State Route 623) connects with U.S. 1 in Maryland and is used by
commuters from the south. The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation
does not maintain level-of-service designations for roadways in the
Commonwealth. Counts determining the average number of vehicles per day
are available for selected state-maintained routes. Table 2-4 lists roadways in
the vicinity of PBAPS and the average number of vehicles per day, as
determined by the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation.

While the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation does not compute level-of-
service determinations on road capacities, local residents and Exelon employees
agree that the area is extremely rural and there are no traffic-related issues.
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2.11  MINORITY AND LOW-INCOME POPULATIONS
2.11.1 MINORITY POPULATIONS

The NRC guidance for performing environmental justice reviews defines a
“minority” population as: American Indian or Alaskan Native; Asian or Pacific
Islander; Black, not of Hispanic origin; or Hispanic (Ref. 2.11-1, Attachment 4).
The guidance indicates that a minority population exists if either of the two
following conditions exist:

Exceeds 50 Percent — the minority population of the environmental impact
site exceeds 50 percent or

More than 20 Percent Greater — the minority population percentage of the
environmental impact site is significantly greater (typically at least
20 percent) than the minority population percentage in the geographic area
chosen for comparative analysis.

The NRC performed environmental justice analyses for Calvert Cliffs Nuclear
Power Plant and Oconee Nuclear Station license (Refs. 2.11-2, Section 4.4.6;
and 2.11-3, Section 4.4.6). In doing so, NRC used a 50-mile radius as the
overall area that would contain environmental impact sites and the state as the
geographic area for comparative analysis. Exelon has adopted this approach for
identifying the PBAPS minority and low-income populations.

The NRC guidance calls for use of the most recent U.S. Census Bureau
decennial census data. Exelon used 1990 census data from the U.S. Census
Bureau website (Ref. 2.11-4) in determining the percentage of the total
population within the States of Delaware, Maryland, and New Jersey, and the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania for each minority category and in identifying
minority and low-income populations within 50 miles of PBAPS. The U.S.
Census Bureau provides updated annual population projections for selected
portions of its demographic information; however, the updated projections are not
available for census-tract levels of analysis. Exelon used ArcView® geographic
information system (GIS) software to combine U.S. Census Bureau tract data
with Environmental Systems Research Institute tract-boundary spatial data to
determine the minority and low-income characteristics on a tract-by-tract basis.
Exelon included census tracts if at least 50 percent of their area lay within
50 miles of PBAPS. The 50-mile radius includes 1,201 census tracts.
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Exelon divided U.S. Census Bureau population numbers for each minority
population within each census tract by the total population for the appropriate
state to obtain the percent of the total represented by each minority. Table 2-5
shows the result of this calculation and the threshold for determining whether a
minority population exists. Because the state percentages are low, the “more
than 20 percent greater” criterion is more encompassing than the “exceeds 50
percent” criterion. For example, if 40 percent of a census tract was Black, it
would not contain a minority population under the “exceeds 50 percent” criterion.
However, under the “more than 20 percent” criterion, such a tract in
Pennsylvania would contain a minority population because a 40 percent Black
population exceeds the state average of 9 percent by more than 20 percent.

For each of the 1,201 census tracts within 50 miles of PBAPS, Exelon calculated
the percent of the population in each minority category and compared the result
to the corresponding threshold percent to determine whether minority populations
exist. Table 2-5 presents the number of census tracts within each state that
exceed the threshold for determining the presence of a minority population.

Based on the “more than 20 percent greater” criterion, Black minority populations
exist in 209 census tracts: 21 in Delaware, 136 in Maryland, 4 in New Jersey,
and 48 in Pennsylvania. Hispanic minority populations exist in 22 tracts: 2 in
Delaware, 1 in Maryland, 1 in New Jersey, and 18 in Pennsylvania. Two tracts
contain Native American minority populations, one located in Baltimore and the
other in West Chester in eastern Pennsylvania. Figure 2-5 shows the locations
of minority populations. Black minority populations tend to be concentrated in
urban areas, especially in metropolitan Baltimore and Philadelphia. All Hispanic
minority populations, with the exception of five tracts, are located in the Cities of
Lancaster and Reading.

2.11.2 LOW-INCOME POPULATIONS

NRC guidance defines “low-income” by using U.S. Census bureau statistical
poverty thresholds (Ref. 2.11-1, Attachment 4). The guidance indicates that a
low-income population exists if the percentage of households below the poverty
level in an environmental impact site is significantly greater (typically at least 20
percent) than the low-income population percentage in the geographic area
chosen for comparative analysis. U.S. Census Bureau data (Ref. 2.11-4)
characterizes 9 percent of Delaware, 8 percent of Maryland and New Jersey, and
11 percent of Pennsylvania households as low-income. Applying the NRC
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criterion (at least 20 percent greater than state), 99 of 1,201 census tracts
contain low-income populations. Table 2-5 presents the numbers of census
tracts within each state that exceed the threshold for determining the presence of
low-income populations. The majority of census tracts (65) containing low-
income populations are located in the Baltimore metropolitan area. The
remaining 34 census tracts are located in urban areas. In Pennsylvania, eight
are in the Philadelphia metropolitan area, six in Harrisburg, five in Reading, three
in Lancaster, and three in York. In New Jersey, two are in Salem. In Delaware,
seven tracts are in Newark and Wilmington. Figure 2-6 shows the locations of
the low-income populations.
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2.12 METEOROLOGY AND AIR QUALITY

PBAPS is located in York County, Pennsylvania, which is part of the Sout