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. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT'S
PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT AND
- CONCLUSIONS OF LAW IN THE FORM OF A
PROPOSED INITIAL DECISION FOR A
- - FULL-TERM, FULL-POWER OPERATING LICENSE

"I. ‘Radiological Health and Séfety and the
Common Defense and Security

‘Altﬁough Applicént's proposed‘findings of.fadt éﬁd
ébnclusionsiofviaw filed'dn Januéry 28, 1972 were pfepated
spedifidally»to support authoriZation for a SOvﬁercent testing
license,.thoée prqposed findinés of fact éndrcbﬁélusions of
ldw thch'are part of the'recotd for this Initial Decisidﬁ

- and which‘relate'to matterstof radiblogical health and safety

and the common defense and securlty support a full- term,
full—power operatlng license and are adopted in support of
the six ultimate radlologlcal issues for determlnatlon by this

“.

'Board.
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.Since the filing of Applicant S . January 28 proposed
_findings and the issuance of the July 14 Initial Decision
':gheereCOrd relating to radlologioal health and safety matters.r
.has been snpplemented in'certain‘respects; Therefore,
.supplemental eVidentiary findings are made by the Board
- In response to.an 1nquiry by the Staff Applicant
conducted and completed a_program of inspection and evaluationi
:‘invaCCOrdance mith the oriteria.set forthiby the‘Staff to
.Lfterify'the wall.thiokness of particular valves important to
:tnuclear safety,Ai.e.,‘those.valves within the reactor coolant
:hpressure‘boundary and‘over one—inch nominal pipe size in
Indian Point 2. The inspection results and theirvsnbsequent

"evaluation provide additional assurance that the valves meet

‘minimum wall thickness reduirementsvand that-the valves are
Aaoceptable for their intended SéerCe‘ln Indian P01nt 2.
Applicant has made particular modifications to
‘Indian’Point 2; These modifications,iincluding those to the
“high‘head safety 1njection system and to the main steam safety
valves,-have been completed and are aoceptable; The modi-
fications'tolthe design of the fuel'for'Indian Point.2, 1nclndin§.

the increased fuel pellet density of Regions 2 and 3 fuellandjj



the'prepressurizatibn of all fuelyféds; in 6fder to mihimize
-the effeéts of fuel densificétioh}thave.geen‘completéd ana
-éafety analyseé haVe.béen sﬁbmitted'for steaéy—étate_oberétioh,
6péra£ing‘transiénts andiéoétﬁ;ated éccideﬂts;._The safety
'eValuation>of fhé fuel’aenéificéﬁioﬁ“phenomenon éé_it'felates‘
to:Iﬁdiaﬁ Point.z by Ap?licént‘ahdvthe Staff.adequAteiy |
:;accoﬁnted for ﬁhe.effecté 6f fﬁel densificétioh. hoéeration
”éf_Indian‘Point.z With the‘refébricéted»cofé at power ievels
 ﬁp t&ifullfpowerzwill not preseht an undﬁe risk to the health

-~ and safety of the public.

 ,'Ii. Environmental Matters.

-_By avsﬁpplemehtary Nétice of Hearingrissuéd
November 29;=i97l the Commission made specific.érQQision:for_
'éonsideratioh of environmental cdnéerns and contentioné. No-
4éarty 6ppbsed the-issﬁahée of thevrequésted operating license
" on non-radiological g;dunds.: In.fact,'thé recb;d reflects
the critical neéd for indiah Point 2. The céntroverted.
_éhﬁifonmentél ﬁétter;.in_ﬁhis'proceeding-relate fo'whéther a
cbnditions should be placed-oﬁ the opéréting'licensé to protéct

enVironmental values and, if so, what'th0se.conditidns'should

»"\be.
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‘  ,.Thevrecommehdati§ns é¢£ fof£h;by the parties
'_undefsc0re the.ﬁaSié iséuéiin tﬁis éroéeeding,‘i.e;,.whether_
‘éubsféntial or irreveréiblé»damage'will be déne to the Hﬁdson

-ﬁivgr fishery_during the-pefiod'éf:Aéﬁlicant'é ecdiogicéi‘
stﬁd? prograﬁ and thezéubsequent‘period during whiéh7mitigating
i'meésures wéuld be instituted if redﬁired aftéf é teview'ofA |
 ££é rééults ofvsuch éfogram. In ofder to.maké this detérmina—- o
tion, extensivé'evidence'Was iﬁﬁréduced ih>tﬁiévproceeding
'reléﬁiﬁg to the e#tent of the potenﬁiai'damége ﬁo the Hudson
_RiQer fiéhery by operation bf.tﬁe_préSEntly designed once-

- through cooliﬁg system during the‘next Seﬁéfal years. During
that’périod Applicant intendS to condﬁct extensive stﬁdies |
-tO'determine the aétuélvenvironmehtal imbact-of'thé blant and
the altefﬁate measures (includiné a‘clbsed—cycle system) to
mitigéte thét impact.' Applican;‘élsévoffered'detailed |
_testimony as to the.costé and,schedﬁle for'impiementing a
_1 clbsed—éycie cooliﬁgAsystem, including fhe;ﬁeéessaryJétudies

‘to determine its environmental impact..

The major.issue relating to?pdtential damaéé between

now and 1981 to the Hudson River fishery involves the level

- of reduction of the striped bass population as . a result of



1‘éntrainmeﬁt of eggs, lérvae énd eafiy juveniles #h:bugh the
cooling‘system and>impingemén£ df'léteﬁ juveniles_on'thei
:_ screéns of Indian Poiht Units l‘andzz;_»The evidence in this
: _‘érqceeding.deﬁénéfrates that the éffecté of entrainment and;_
"'impihgement.asAa result of'bperating Indiah‘féint i and 2
S tﬁrough Septembef 1, l981]ﬁith tﬁe preseﬂtly designed once%v'
x ﬁﬁr6ughicoo1ing'system_wiil not‘be suﬁstgntiél or irreversiblé.
o . The Appiicént hés présentedvthe testimony of a
'flleadihg expertron'the life history of the striped bass, ofma
 'Iéading exper£ on the dynémicS of fish populations; and of |
“an eminent environmental enginee? who hés studied the Hudson
River fér ten yearé, that fhé oéeration of Inaién Point
"Units 1 and Zron.a short—tefm basis Wili ﬁot produce:aﬁ
 if:eversible adverse effect 6n_the.fish,pbpulationé.in the
 Hudsoh‘ﬁiVer. These opinidns were érrivedvat 6n the basi$‘ 
;af the‘geheral knéwledge aﬁd expériendg ovappliéaﬁt‘s’eXPeft
"Vﬁitnesséﬁ over many years relating ﬁo»the-HudSonﬂRiver‘aﬁd '
o  §1§ewhere; including extensive field wofk‘ éﬁdvthe :eséérch
1peff6rmed épecifically at.indian Poiﬁﬁ@ HoweQef; Appiicanﬁ

"_re¢Ognized that long-term operatidn of Indian Point Units 1



and 2 has the potentlallto affect adversely the Hudson River
ecos&stem. For thls reason, an extens1ve seven-year study
rwas-initiated in 1969 to;pronide:empirical data on the effects
hvofrentrainment, impingenent;nand‘chemical.and thermal discharges
_:on_Hudson River biota. The_abprdach taken.in thls study is
:hé classical scientific before/after experimental procedurea
; Because ittis hased on empiricalvdata, the.conclusionsreachedd
‘at the end'of this study Qill be more'valid.and better reflect
che actual impacr of plant operation than those of existing
experimental mathematical models.which are based on limited

data,

T ITI. . Entrainment

The Staff and HRFA used mathematical models in an
cattempt to make a preliminary evaluation of the effects of
".entrainment at Indian Point on the Hudson River‘striped bass

population. Applicant also used a mathematical model to

evaluate such effects pending completion'of.the ecological

' -study program. Although the results- of Appllcant s ecologlcal

-study program should be used to make a final determlnatlon

whether an alternative to the present once-thrOugh cooling
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.sYStem“is required_at lndian ?oint;?Applioant's matnematical :
ymodel is useful to'place a varietypof qualitative statements
'into.a qnantitatime framework to estimate short—term effects.
-ﬁor the'purpose of performing the benefit-cost analYSis,
. Applicant s model estimates of population impact, bw1th its
Afstpresent limitations,-is best suited for the purpose and should

‘be utilized, in preference to the Staff'S'or intervenor'S'

models, Wlth the knowledge that the effects of entrainment

iindeed may be substantially less than that computed by
} _Applicant's transport model which estimates a 5-10 percent

‘total striped bass population reduction over ten-year operation

of Indian Point 2. Applicant's model built on the existing

data base is more realistic than those of the Staff or HRFA

‘since the Applioant's model utilizesioompensatory processes,"
frecognizesApotentialmdifferences betWeen plant intake

.‘.concentrations:and average river‘ooncentrations in the Indian
jPoint vicinity and incorporates tidal-effects and larval

dAdiurnal behavior through use of dispersion and "f" factors.

Furthermore, the assumption of 100 percent mortality to Ny

entrained striped bassveggs.and larvae as a result of'eXposure



'ito mechenicel, cheﬁieal and thermel stress in passage

., threugh the plant;used by'the Staff and-HRFA to pfedict'the.
‘impact_from entrainment is baeed on conflictihé results of
etudies at other plantsvinapposite to Indiah Point 2 ehd
cannet be justified.at this time; The prelimiﬁafy results
ef the first Year ofva multi-year site etuay have shown that
;mortallty to entralned strlped bass eggs ‘and larvae 1s
"probably substantlally less than 100 percent perhaps as low

as 7-39 percent.

IV. Multi-Plant Operation

Applicant has also demonstrated that the'opetetien
.~ofjindian Peint Units 1 and 2 with a dnce-through eooling
eystem through September‘l; l98l,jtogether witﬁ the Bowline‘
and Roseton plants oﬁ the Huason River, will net heve a
substantial or an irreversible adverse impaet en the Hudson -
River spawned‘population oftstriped bese. ' The limited evidence
;ayailaple aieo eupports Applicant's model predictioﬁ that
"Qperetion ef Indien Point Units 1 and 2,with a onee;through
cooling system for ten yeaps, togethervwith the Bowliﬁe and
Roseton plants, will not reduce the total etriped bassﬁpopula-
'ptiop by more than 12-13 percent.even assuming 100 pereent‘e

ﬁmortality of entrained organisms during the first four weeks



e Hat E e

" V. Contribution of the Hudson River to the

- -Mid-Atlantic Coast Striped Bass Fishery

'.Although the extent of the Hudson'River contribution
to the mid-Atlantic coast étriped bass population cannot be

determined definitively on the basis of the information

- currently available, the evidence”démonstrates that the
 a1légation that the Hﬁdson River;cbntributes about 80 percent
‘of the striped baés poéulétién in the Middle.Atlahtic States
"of Delaware, New Jersey and New York is baséd on an inacéurate
- intefpretation of the resulﬁs of limited tagging studies
"pérforméd by others ;'aﬁ interpretation contrary to that Qf

", the investigators themselves - and thelihvalid use §f>a

. regression analysis in an effort to show a close correlation

between commercial striped bass landings in the Hudson and

‘landings in the mid-Atlantic regions five years later.

Baséd'oh'thé best evidence available at this time, the Hudson

River appears to make a significant contribution to the striped

bass population in the area of the_Hudsbn River, northern

New Jersey, western Long Island Sound and southwest Long
Island but only a 10 percent maximum contribution to the

Middle Atlantic population.' Furthermore, the evidence 



demonstrates that it is most probable that the Chesapeake
Bay is the major source of the striped hass population of

the mid-Atlantic coast. More information is needed, however,

'to'confirm the consensus'of a 1arge number of investigators

over at least 35 years that the Chesapeake is. by far the

1argest contributor to the mid-Atlantic striped bass population.

'.The results of Applicant s_research program, together with

-the three-year cooperative Federalfstate'tagging.study recently

undertaken, should providehthe necessary additional data.

VI. Estimation of Monetary Impact on
Striped Bass Fishery

_ Applicant estimated the'monetary value of the impact

'of'once through operation of Indian P01nt 2 on the Hudson—

1nfluenced portlon of the Atlantic fishery to be $740,000

annually, rather than $l3 million annually as estimated by HRFA

Applicant s estimate is based on the Federal Government s

Vprocedures for benefit-cost analysis,for public investment

_in water resources development which use a simulated market

price to evaluate recreational'benefits.‘ Applicant's

'calculational_procedures more closely conform to Federal

_policy and are more appropriate than HRFA's. Applicant's
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1 estimate of the monetary value of the_impact.of once-through
opefatioh of indian pPoint 2 shouid be contrasted with Appli-
A’:cant's estimate of.the annual levelize&wcost fot implementation
of.a coollng tower system for Indian P01nt 2 which is |
approx1mately $20 mllllon.. If the beneflts and costs of av

'_closed ~cycle system are analyzed in monetary terms, there
'15 no economic justlflcatlon for closed—cycle coollng for

Indlan‘P01nt 2.

VII. Impingement

The-impact of impingement oh fish.populations in
'thevHudson River is as yet an unresolyed qﬁestion. Thek
pppalation”dynamicsvaspect of the‘oarrent ecological study
progfam is designed to answer this specific question. The
weight of the evidence in this prooeedingbsupéorts the
conclusioh that impingement of later juveniles-oh the |

screens at Indian Point Units 1 and 2 will not have a sub—‘

'stantial or irfeversible impact on the_Hudson River fisheryf
»Aéplicant's eStimate»of annual*impingement‘(approximately
'1;252,500 fish - mostly white perch‘2—4;inohes in length _'
with a total weight of 16,060 pounds) is the best estimate'
_‘which can be made at this time and is’based.oa the‘most-

recent available data which corresponds'to‘the proposed modes
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:';onéérétion, iﬁcluding rédﬁéed figw,(84;000 gpm/pump from:_

bétober‘l to March 31) énd changes inmplan£ COnéigurétioﬁ.

TlE#tensive_data from Unit 1 iﬁdicate tﬁat the best estimate
‘of-the peréeﬁtagelbf-fish colleééed‘at Indian Pqinti and 2

which will be striped bass is 3.1 percent.

| VIII. Other Fish Species

The,eétimates.of plant.impéct én the Hudson River

:fiéherf have éenterea Pﬁimarily'on thé sériped-baSs population
bécauée the spécies is the object of a spor£ and commercial
'vfishery, early life stages are.known to be subjectltb entrainment

‘and impingement and more information is available oh-its life

' étages and behavior than on any othef Hudson River fish. The
parties, howevéf,'haQe'feferréd to the potential impact on
other fish populatiohs-althéugh no analysisof'populétion
changes for othefispecies has.béen.introdﬁded ﬁor has‘reliabieA
’evidence as to fhe monetary value of the losses of these other
species been‘introduced. Thé recordldoesAnot Support the 
contention that opération of Indign Péint-l_andlz wpuld.have

a éerious advgfée impact.dn tﬁe population 6f ofher.fishb.
species, or that_any'adverse impact will have a Significaht

. cost. Rather, the record supports the éxpert opinion that



- 13 -

:;operatlon of Indlan Point l and 2 through September 1 11981
21“w1ll not have a substantlal or 1rrever51ble adverse 1mpact on
'dsuch populatlons and that the publlc beneflts of stocklng
.these other spec;es_w1ll not exceed the publ;c costs.. Appli-
-cantfs research program'is not_iimited to the striped.hass.
mand the.érogram'is designed‘to-detect seriousldamage.to other

key species.

- IX. Other Aquatic Biota -

_The'resuits of extensive site speoific studies

5 oonducted’by.New York University, as well as'oombined iabora—

tory and fleld research programs conducted ouer a perlod of

: fOur years, demonstrate that entrainment, 1ncludlng mechanical,

thermal and_chemical stresses, will not have a substantial or

irreversible effeot on’other aquatic hiota such as bacteria,

.'phytoplankton, microzooplankton and macrozooplankton populations
in the Hudson Rlver durlng the oerlod of start-up of Indlan
Point 2 through September 1, 1981 |

- X. Chlorlnatlon Thermal Dlscharges,
- Dissolved Oxygen

. Chlorination for control of condenser slimes as it
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' is to be practiced'at Indian Point 1 and 2 will result in

.releases of residual Chlorine (and any chloramines formed

- through chemical reactions) which will not have a significant

‘adverse impact on Hudson River biota. Thermal dischargés

‘from Indian Point 1 and 2 also will not cause substantial

adverse changes in aquatic life of the Hudson River. Thermal

.effluentgldischarged from Indian Point 1 and 2 wili comply
with the present New Yofk State thetmal diécharge.criﬁeria and
'-'fﬁe Abplicant,shall conduct a ﬁonitoring proé:éﬁ ﬁo demonstrate

_combliance-with thése criteria. Méreovér, migrating fish
-will'not be preventea-from movement by the thermal discharge
-:ffom.Indian Point 1 and 2 and fish will not be attracted to

-intakes by recirculation in view of the low temperature rise

of recirculated water and the knownlbehavior of fish.
Furthermore, neither the reduction in dissolved ongen content

of the water in the thermal plume nor the increase in metabolic

‘activity caused by the thermal plume released from Indian

Point 1 . and 2 will result in a substantial-adverée.impact on

Hudson River biota.

XI. Alternative Closed-Cycle Cooling
System - _ :
" A. Cost and Schedule -

In addition to the determination that the'operation

'.6f Indian Point 1 and 2 will not have a substantial or
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. irreverisble adverse impact on the Hudson River fishery during
the first: eight years of operation; the huge cost and required
schedule for the implementation of,a closed—cycle cooling
‘system at Indian Point buttress the determinatiOn that'a
closed—cycle cooling system should not be required until
~after the results of Applicant s ecological study program
--have been analyzed and alternate mitigating measures studied
and not before September l 1981. Applicant has presented
detailed testimony relating to the costs of cooling towers‘
1 which_reflect the exigencies:of the Indian Point site. lhese
Vdetailed costs not only include appropriate increments for
.Msuch items as extensiveyexcavation, piping and backfitting
but also.include the benefits of Applicant's optimiZation
studies which have resulted in Applicant's presentation
of a single tower natural draft system. The evidence demon-
: strates.that the_direct_cost of construction of such system is
,.estimated to be $35,795,000. Including appropriate items
:such-as indirectlcosts; escalation, contingencies and incre—
mental generating'costs, the.totalbpresentfworth revenue'
requirement lS estimated to be $l43 823, 000 The levelized
annual costs for the installation of a single draft cooling

tower for Indian Pointvz is estimated to be $l9,842,000.
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"tof a closed-cyele ceoiing.systeﬁ.in the Vicinity ef Indian
‘P01nt approprlate environmental and des1gn studies should
'be completed v_These'studles, whlch 1nc1ude studlesof‘
.meteorology, sait deposition) aceusticaltemissions and
bloWdoWn; | .
-air and the commuuity, wili be.completed and the fesults
i;analyzed by August 1, 1974. Subsequent actions, including

- review and approval by regulatory agencies and completlon of
construction of the elternatiue lesed—cycle cooling system;
ineluding excavation, is estimeted te take five and one-quarter

' years.

B. Environmental and Design Studies

- 16 -

In order to determine the ehyironmental impact

‘as well as consideration of the impact on land,

Therefore, based on Applicant's evidence and experience,

a closed—cYcle cooling system could be implemented for Indian

Point 2 by November 1, 1979. However, in order to allow time

to complete Applicant's ecological program and to review

“the results prior to the construction of a closed—cYcle

-coollng system, an alternatlve coollng system should not be

requlred to be 1nstalled before September 1 1981

XII. Mitigation of Environmental Impact”

From Once-Through Cooling

A. Mitigating Measures Available

Applicant has demonstrated, by‘implementingvalready |



* e o
 p$rticulér'measures at~Indian'Point‘l énd 2 to mitigate
 p6ssible detfimental effécts frqm.ﬁhe Qpération df the plants
:,én équatic biota and by undertaking a‘fﬁrtﬁer'program to
investigate.a variety of iong—terﬁ and.short—term mitigating
meésures, that shoﬁld Severe édverse environmentai'effects
bé ébserved dufing opératicn ofrthe onceftﬁréugh éooiiné
system, steps éah.and will be téken to limit these effects 
_éonéistenﬁ with economic and technical coﬁsiderations.  To
-:ﬁhié end, Applicaht has cémmenced design of a natﬁral draft
élosed—cycle cooling-sysfemvbased on preliminary data and-
will be prepéred to commenéevconstruéﬁion of avclosea-cycle
‘céoling system’expeditiously.following receipt of gbvernmental
v approvals in thé event that such action is fequired.
B.. éﬁocking'_

In addition to studying and COnsidéring such
méasures as reduced flow,.fish reéellenﬁ system, a'iagoon
éystemi a pervious dike s?stem and'possible'modificatiohs of
"the existing oﬁce—through codling system, ApplicahtAhas

__éommencedva program'to.étudy ahdbdetermihe the feasibility
. of artificial stocking of screenable striped bass; it is
undisputed that fufther reseéréh néeds t§ be done to>aeﬁonstréte
the feasibili#y of rearing and stocking sfriped 5ass in the

‘Hudson River. However, Applicant's expert witnesses have
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' testified that it is reasonable to- conclude that hatchery—

reared striped bass fingerlings can be—successfully introduced

"1n the Hudson River and that hatchery—reared fish should be
‘able to survive adulthood and reproduce themselves just as
do the fish spawned in the River itself.' Recentnefforts to

-stock striped bass fingerlings in estuarine situations_also’

support these conclusions. The evidence of solid improvements

~in hatchery techniquee, such‘as total sufvival of'approximetely
viO percent from raw eggs'to fingerlings as compared to snrvival
.of‘less than 1 percent ffom-raw eggs - to two-inch finéerlings |
in the Hudson River, supports *hc foaoibi1i+y of the stocking

_program. Based on Applicant's more realistic model estimates

and impact parameters, the number of female striped bass.

‘required annually would range from two to ten fish. The

annual cost of raising 15,000,000 four-inch juvenile striped

‘bass, without taking into account the economies of large-

scale production, is $7.5 million, which is to be contrasted

with the annual levelized cost of a natural draft, closedécycle

_cooling tower of about $20 miliion.

Inisum, if thevHudson River striped bass population

were severely impacted due to entrainment and impingement of
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 larvae and juveniles by once—throﬁgh cooling systems in power
plants on the Hudson River pricr.to September 1, 1981, there ;
-is_no biological or economic reason why the populaticn could
‘not be maintained or restored through stocking with fingerling
.,.fish. Moreover, the evidence'étrcﬁgly euggests‘that such
stocking would.be'effective_eeeeipermanent mitigating measure
in the event v'it were ulti-niately clecidec'i. to retain a once-

- through cooling system for Indian Point 2.

C. Restricted Operation

The record.demonstrates thet restricted'operatioh
of Indian Point 2 during the periods ‘between December 15
and March 1 and between June 1 and July 31, including the
scheduling of'all shutdowns and maintenance during such
periodsles euggestedlty HRfA, is technically'infeasible |
~and would reduce the flexibility and_reliability of Appli-
cant's system during periods of‘peak demand. Restricted
.operation would also‘impose econoﬁic and.environmental
penalties on the Applicant and its customers without prcViding
va necessary or Significant benefit to thevecology of the
" Hudson River.‘ The technical infeaSibility of. such operation

is related to the xenon buildup in the fuel as well as the

T = e A e R St T




' ,’required heatup df'large plant components, both of which
would'incapacitéte Indian Point 2 for extended periods of
time. Furthermore, cyclic operation would limit the life

of>large plant components.

-XIII.'_Applicant's Research Program

y The'Appliqéht;Awiﬁh the_aséistance of an
oﬁtstéhding group of fishéry biblogists;lhas exémined the
'ekisting information‘relevant to a determination whether the
" opera£ion of Indian Point 1 and 2 wiil have a'substantia1 
’éf irieveésible.adveréé impact on fhe Hudson River fishery,
has idenﬁified significant gaps in the.data, and has commenced
‘_in‘l969 a major résearch effort; exteﬁding over a ée§en—year
- period and utilizing 40~-80 biologists, designed to remedy |
signifiCaht data déficiencies. Applicant's.research program,
'which'is‘complemented by other Hudson River studies now
underway and is Supervised by the Iﬁter—Utility Coordinating:;
Committeé; is adequate to detect an impending sﬁbétantiai bf
irréversible adverse.impact upon the fish.populationgihithe
Hudson Rivér, sbecifically étfiéed Easé,.which maynbé'caused
‘by indian Point 1 and 2. The_study prégraﬁ,.which.will'
evaluate the pdpﬁlationsnéf key species before and after

4startup, will isolate the impact of Indian Point 1 and 2
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':from othervenVirOnmental variables hy the measurement of
Aphysical,.chemical and biological paraneters, the use of
“regression analyses'and_the use of'population dynamics.
:"techniques. Furthermore, the study program will evaluate

the contribution of the Hudson River to the mid—Atlantic

.striped bass fishery. The results of these various
: studies can then be compared With the baseline data thch

exist for the years 1969, 1970,11972 and 1973. 1t is undisputed
3by the'parties that there are means'of pernanently avoiding

._a-substantial or_irreversible impact on the Hudson River

fishery should such impact be detected in time,"and that

»effective means of avoiding destruction.of large nuﬁbers of

| ‘fish'could be installed not later than September 1, 1981.
VThe‘results of Applicant's biological studies, together with
eengineering studies of alternate mitigating measures'which

are being undertaken concurrently, will be available by

January 1, 1977 (based on operation during 1973) and such

results, together With the Applicant S . criteria to assess

the.impact of Indian,Point 1 and 2 on the’population of
,striped bass-and White berch,Awill_permit'a.timelyrimple—

‘mentation of interim and/or permanent corrective measures

at the Indian Point plants.
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XIV._ Conclusion

Upon the 5asis‘of the considé&ation,of the

jentiré.record‘ih this proéeeding and.in accofdance with’the
»"réQﬁirements of the‘Atoﬁic Energy.Aéﬁuof_l954, as amended,

thé_rules and réguiations of the Commission and 6ther

.pertinent statutes, an amendmeﬁt to Facility Operating

' License No;‘DPR—26 authorizing operaﬁion of Indian Point 2

in accordance with appropriate fadiological and environmental

- technical spécificationé at poWer levels upbto 2758>megawatts
’_théfmal for a period of 40 Years may be issﬁed subjéct to

_the condition for the protection of the environment recommended

by the Applicant.

Dated: Juhe 1, 1973




