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Cen temeFn: 

With reference to the Final Fnvironmental Statement oF 
the Commission, as prepared by the Directorate of licensi n, afl 
the crit-benefit analvsis contained therein (oh. X. AltornativoF 
to Proposed Action and Cost-Benefit Analysis of Fnvironmntal 
Effect. ) it shculd he noted that the operation of Indian Point 
Nuce(ar Generatinq Plant Unit No. 2, as presently constructed, 
WO11,C r,'ral l: in the hi I]linq of from two to five million f i.-h ror 
No"r, and hat guch I'illin, would be in direct violation of 
•ection 31--].321, 71.-092 S(4) of the Pnvironmrntal Conraervat ion 
Law, which prescribe a penalty of $10.00 per fish.. Se thc! 
nchlcecd complaint of the Ktate of New York alsainst th ann'r,.cant 

for the :il.inq of ]60,60&fish during experimcntal testinn at.  
Indian Point Unit No. 2 last winter, and the enclosed decision cf 
the Suprme Court, New York County holding Section 11-1321 directly 
applicable to Consoli.lated Fdison's operation of the plant.  
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Accordinqly, the cost-benefit analysis of the Co7nmission should take into account the additional financial cost of the once-throuih coolinq method, resultinq from the apnlicant's continued violation of State laws, which could amount to between twenty and fifty million dollars a year.  
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