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" ARGUMENT .
I..

THE BURDEN THAT CON EDISON MUST MEET TO OBTAIN

THE REQUESTED EXTENSION IS A SHOUWING BY A

PREPONDERANCE OF THE CREDIBLE EVIDENCE THAT

THERE IS NEW DATA NOT PREVIOUSLY AVAILABLE WHICH

. COMPELS A DIFFERENT CONCLUSION AS TO THE :
. APPROPRIATE CESSATION DATE FOR ONCE-THROUGH COOLING -

/AT INDIAN POINT 2 AND THAT THE BENEFITS ACCRUING.

FROM THE REQUESTED EXTENSION OUTWEIGH THE COSTS.

After extensive proceedings, the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, acting pursuant'to'its mandate under
the National Environmental Policy Act and the Atomlc Energy
Act, ordered that the ex1st1ng Indlan Point Unit No. 2 -

" generatlng station could not operate after May l 1979
-with a once-through coollng system. NRC Facility Operatlon,
License No. DPR-26, Amendment No. 6, issued on May 6, 1974.

The bas1s for the license amendment was the-
exten51ve record supportlng ‘the conclusion that the present
'}once through coollng mode of operatlon at Indian P01nt 2
"poses an unacceptable env;ronmental rlsk to the aquatlc llfe

of the Hudson Riﬁer; in particular the striped bassvfishery.

Throughout the licensing proceeding for Indian Point 2,
Con Edlson repeatedly argued for a 1981 data for cessatlon‘ -
vof once-trhough coollng the arounds that such a date would

give the utlllty an opportunlty to complete 1ts research

program. Thls.p051tlon was thrice rejected by-the NRC.,




In 1ts proposed flndlngs of fact to the Lloen31ng
;'Board Con Edlson requested that 1981 be set as the date
for cessatlon of operation with once- through coollng. -Theh
_lecen31ng Board denled thlS request and set May 1, 1978A
.as the date.'.In so d01ng, the LlcenSLng ‘Board found the '

",follow1ng w1th respect to the Appllcant's research program."‘

After careful consideration of the voluminous
testimony on the research program, the Board ..
reaches essentially the same conclusion as

. the staff and the Intervenors. ' The Board
‘is impressed by the careful planning, the
magnitude of the effort, and the high level
of competence of personnel engaged in the
program. Much valuable information should

- .come .from the work. Applicant has, however,
made no convincing showing that the data now
available provide an adequate base for :
meaningful comparison with future data. Although
some knowledge exists of the causes of natural
“fluctuations in year class sizes of the ,
.fish, no evidence suggests that quantitative
relationships can be evolved in a short time.
In addition to the high but unexplained natural
variability, uncertainties will arise from _
the startup of other power plants on the river.
'In consideration of all the evidence, the Board
concludes that the natural variations in the '
;populatlons and phenomena belng observed are

. 80 great as to make it unlikely that the

- Applicant can provide in a period as short as
five years a statistically valid demonstration

- that the adverse impact of Unit. 2. . operations.
on the river ecology is acceptably small. '

Lk kK

The Board agrees with the Applicant that there .
is unlikely to be a serious permanent effect .
on the fishery by a delay of a year or two

in starting construction of a closed-cycle
cooling system. However, the Board also agrees.
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with the Staff, HRFA, and the State of New York
" that operation-of Unit No. 2 with a closed-cycle
cooling system can have a seriously adverse effect

on the fishery, and that Applicant's research program . -

is unlikely to resolve the ‘important questions
in that extra year or two. The Board finds,

therefore, that the research program does not
presently provide sufficient reason to delay

- construction of a closed cycle cooling system

- for Unit 2. : _ oo

ki k %

The Applicant has not, however, provided reliable,
probatlve and substantial evidence to consitute.
‘a convincing case that its research program will
resolve the question-of the impact of entrainment
“at Unit Nos. 1 and 2 on the fisheries.. Therefore,
- the Board concludes that the Applicant should '
proceed expeditiously with construction of a ‘
closed-cycle cooling system and that operation
- with the present system should be terminated by

May 1, 1978.1
.On-its appeal from the‘Licensing’Board's decision,-"
the Company agaln requested that it be permltted to complete
~its research program before commen01ng constructlon of the
closed—cycle system and that a 1981 date be set for termlnationr‘
The Appeal Board modlfled some of the critical flndlngs of . R
~the LlcenSLng Board but found that even under facts morel."
'favorable to Con Edlson, once—through coollng must cease by

May 1, 1979, a date which does not allow for completlon of

1 consolidated Edison Co. of New York, Inc. (Indian'PointhUnit'w,
" No. 2), LBP-73-33 (September 25 1973) reprinted at RAI-73-9
'751 778~ 81 783._,~ T o L '

[T R——




' the research program prior to initiation of construction of

~a closed-cycle cooling system.z Con'Edison again sought
.to have thlS date modified in 1ts petltlon for rehearlng
of the Appeal : Board S de01510n. This was denled Tnus,'
vthe rellef sought by Con Edison 1n its present appllcatlon
‘has been fully lltlgated before. -
The llcense condltlon under whlch the extenSLOn
appllcatlon has been bnn@ht in no way entltles Con Edlson
1to an exten51on of the termlnatlon date by the. mere submrssron"
‘of new data to the Commission. All that condltlon 2(E)(l)(c)
states is that. V
If the Appllcant believes that the emplrlcal
data collected during this interim operation
justifies an extension of the interim operation
.period or such other relief as may be appropriate,
it may make timely application to the Atomic Energy
Comm1351on. :
HRFA contends that because of the hlstorlcal context '
'1n which thls proceedlng is brought, in partlcular because'
;of the fact that in the licensing proceedlng the issue. of

.the approprlate termination date was fully lltlgated the

burden Con Edlson must meet in order to obtaln the requested

2 (consolidated Edison Co. of New York, Inc. (Indian Point Unit+ No..
'2), ALAB-188 (April 4, 1974) reported at RAI-74-4 323-409.
The full Commission subsequently found that the criticisms
- raised by the Appeal Board had been "thoroughly" answered by
- the FES for Indian Point 3, Consolidated Edison Co. of New York,
Inc. (Indian Point Unit Nuclear Generating Station, No. 3)
Docket No. 50-286 (Dec. 2, 1975) reported at NRCI 75/12 835 838
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'1re11ef is more than 51mply that the beneflts of the proposed
bactlon exceed its costs. "Rather, Con Edlson must algg»

fsdemonstrate that there is new evrdence whlch was not avallable .
before which compels a dlfferent conclu31on as to the'
- approprlate cessation date._ This means that Con Edlson

'--must establlsh by a preponderance of the credlble ev1dence o

.. that, 1nter'a11a.

- Pre—operatlonal data prov1de an adequate base-
for meaningful comparison to data collected durlngj‘
the 1nter1m operatlon, : D

- That the natural varlatlons in the populatlons

and phenomena observed do not preclude Con Edison - -
from providing a statistically valid demonstration
that the adverse impact of IP 2 operations

on the Hudson River ecology is acceptably small.

It is‘not.sufficient for Con Edison to show only
that through its program it has collected new.and improved

i data whlch may p0531bly lead to a reversal of the earlier o

de0151on on once- throuah coollng.' The same argument was

- made in the llcenSLnd proceedlng and thrlce re]ected -A ;
pposs1blllty always ex1sts that somethlng new may arlsel
.whlch mlcht show a prev1ous dec151on erroneous, but thlS sort

of p0531b111ty is. not what compels agencies or courts to reopen

the: record of a proceedlng to alter a prev1ously 1moosed
requlrement.

‘it is an establlshed pr1nc1ple that when an

ﬁadmlnlstratlve agency acts in a qua51 jud1c1al capac1ty




'”and resolves dlsputed issues of fact properly before

"1t which all parties had an opportunlty to lltlgate,_the

doctrlne of res ]udlcata w1ll be applled to enforce repose

unless new evidence is presented to compel a contrary
f"-result.l Otherw1se lltlgatlon would never be ended
- and there would be constant re—examlnatlon and endless

va01llatlon regardlng the correctness or. fltness of a

de0151on 51mply because 1t is a thlng of the past. 2

' The Unlted States Supreme Court in E_g_g‘ V. :Jersei

. EEEZ' 322 U.Ss. 503'(1944),7a case 1nvolvlng.the;ICC s refusal
,i‘to reconsider issues raised at'an earlier hearing, characterized‘.
the claims of the plalntlff as attempts to delay enforcement |
of an admlnlstratlve order by reouestlna that the record be‘
"brought up to date.' The - court upheld the ICC de0151on
-not to recon81der and stated. | |

ﬁIf...lltlgants might demand rehearlngs as
a matter of law because some new circumstance
has arisen, some new trend has been observed,
~or some new fact discovered, there would be little
‘hope that the administrative process could ever -
. be consummated in an order that would not be
subject to reopening. It has been almost a rule
- of necessity that rehearings were not matters
of right, but were pleas to discretion.  See also
Campus Travel, Inc. v. United States, 224 F. Supp. 146
- (1973) (three judge court) A S

1 See e.g. United States v. Utah Constructlon & Mlnlng Co., 384 U.S.
394, 422 (1966); safir v. Gibson, 432 F.2d 137, 143(2d Cir. 1970).
2 Davis, Administrative Law Treatise, - §§18.02 18 12(1958)
Davis, 1970 Supplement, §18.02, p. 609. A ,

. . % ! : L dﬁ'
2  (ivil Aeronautics Board v. Delta Airlines, Inc.»367 U.S.'316,
321 n.5 (1961) : N _ , v
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‘We do not say that theArecord may'neter be
reopened on issues invthis case, but Con Edison has:a-burdenij'
'to overcome in d01ng so ThlS burden is’ greater than the |
burden it would carry had - the issues not been prev1ously

lltlgated and it has falled to meet the burden.
IT

CON EDISON HAS NOT MET ITS BURDEN OF-QHOWING.
THAT IT HAS NEW EVIDENCE COMPELLING A DIFFERENT

RESULT ON THE TERMINATION DATE AND THAT THE BENEFITS'n

OF THE PROPOSED ACTION EXCEED THE COSTS

Con Edlson was unable to prove bv a preponderance
of the evidence that an extension of the termlnatlon date is -
’justlfled The ev1dence showed that the llmltatlons on the
research program, as found in the 11cen51ng proceedlng,-
stlll exist. |

| nThere Was.credibie eVidence‘presentedbthat theA
.value of the 1974—5 post—operatibnal data} was seriouely‘
limited by the Varldblllty between this data and the "pre—l
operatlonal" data. As the Staff s w1tness testlfled, a
major problem ex1sts Wthh serlously flaws the value of
.comparatlve analy51s‘of these sets of data. ‘This unav01dable‘
flaw is due to the fact that data have been cOllected-sinCe B
the.mid-1960Fs,by dffferent researchers, utilizing,different
techniques and'equipment,;for different'and'more‘limited

purposes.” o e 3 . _ -

1 pr. 993-4; IP3 FES V-209.



Furthermore;_there isﬁsubStantial‘eVidence that

‘the two years of post—operatlonal data Con EdlSOD con31dered

"so crltlcal can not show the effect of prant operatlon on -

- the Hudson River flshery because of the natural varlatlons f“
kiﬂiLn populatlons and phenomena ‘which ex1st.la Indeed Staff‘ |

'expert w1tness testlfled that in hlS Judgment even lf o

d~a 50 percent reductlon ‘in the strlped bass young—of—the_year."
population occurred it could not be separated out and
sdetermlned on the basis of the two years of post-— operatlonalf
data.z_ | o o .

These points are criticaiisince.it_was comparable
eﬁidence on these points Which originally convinced_this‘
Board to deny Con Edison's proposed_termination date ofv
1981. | |

With respect to.the.post—operationai data-itself |

'presentednby Con Edison and’provided to the Staff in time

for an independent analy51s to be undertaken, the follow1ng
‘statemenm51n the FES are noteworthy.

"The Staff has found no new information in the
applicant's Environmental Report for a two-year -
extension that requires changes in the Staff's

young-of-the-year striped bass model as applled 4
to the 1973 data."3 . -

1 pr. 992; 1P3 FES v—205.

_2 Tr. 1079; 1021

e

3 pES at 3-2. I ) - R



...the appllcant's analyses [of compensatlon]

. do not remove the Staff's concern for the long-term
consequences of protracted and uncontrolled
den51ty—1ndependent mortality, such as the
cropping imposed by power plants, since the range
of cropping rates which could be offset by L
compensatory responses, and. the degree of offset,
are not known." '

MThe Staff empha51zes, however, that'the 1974
.data [on distribution and abundance of young-of-
the-year life stages of striped bass and other
. fish species] -do not provide and the 1975 data
will not provide the basis for a gquantum jump
in ability to forecast the impact of plant
operatlon on the Hudson River ecosystem or fish
populatlons 2 (emphasrs supolled)

ConlEdison states that oonpletion of its research
program will'provide relevant results and Qill‘add‘to‘a' -
more complete and “sound sc1ent1f1c ba51s for a reasoned
decision. This may always be sald of additional researeh
" However, the Aopllcant s research effort is unllkely to

; conclu51vely demonstrate that operatlon of Indlan P01nt .2
iw1th once- through coollnc w1ll not have an unacceptable.

§ adverse 1mpact on the Hudson River flsherres. For example,:”
with respect to.Indian Point 33 the NRC Staff hasvnade'the-

following comment :

FES at 3- 6 Nor will the further studles of Con Edlson
provide answers to these critical guestions. As the ev1denee
shows, Con Edison has not and will not be able to quantify
the degree of natural compensatlon by the end of its study
;_program : S N - -

FES at 3-7.



‘ o '_.—lO-h-'. ‘

. "the dlfflcultles in obtalnlng adequate data
on major issues in controversy cast serious.
doubt on the applicant's claim that a final
~conclusion with respect to the date for closed-
cycle cooling at Indian Point Unit No. 3 should
- await collection of further 'empirical'data. ?l,

' fi;Two years have passed since the 1ssuance of the IP3 FES

fhand the data and analyses presented by Con Edlson in thebv

’vvclnterlm which the Staff has had the tlme to 1ndependently

review, have produced nothlng to alter the ultlmate conclus:.on.2

. We belleve,yln view of the llmltS on what the research :

program has oroduced and can produce, that Con Edlson has
not met its burden of establlshlng that a dlfferent result
~on the issue of the approprlate termlnatlon date forlf
once- through coollng is compelled by the new ev1dence. ,;

| Nor has Con Edison succeeded_ln carrylng its other
'baraen, 'of'demonstrating that- the benefits-of the -
proposed actlon exceed the costs.' Flrst and foremost, the'
pr1nc1ple beneflt sought by Con Edlson - the opportunlty
for rev1ew and de0151on by the staff and Boards of :the study
results before commencement of constructlon of the COOllng
Atower--— w1ll not accrue. Such a process can not reallstlcally

-'be completed by May 1, 1978.3 |

1 1IP3 FES at V-209. |
‘fTr. 1007-8; 734; 759; 884-7.

3 Con. Edlson itself recognlzes thlS and in 1ts Proposed Fin 1ngs
' of Fact ;recommends an extension pro tanto, i.e, for as ‘
- long as is necessary for Commission review of the research

: results. This would be totally unacceptable .
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"‘Slnce the pr1n01pal beneflt.sought by Con-Edlson
tﬁls not achleved by the proposed actlon, HRFA belleves it
..1s unnecessary to lnqulre further. We do not belleveilt
i'would be approorlate to grant an exten51on on the - groundsl\ﬁlii
'_that one year s worth of expenses would be - saved CIE thlS
~had been the sole reason for Con Edison's request for an
iextens1on, the request would have had - to have been denled

L outrlght. The cost 1ssue has been fully lltlgated and

‘lS res judlcata. There is no new "emplrlcalV:ev1dence :
:to justlfy a reopenlng on this 1ssue. 'Slnce‘it‘is;thelonly
:yremalnlng justlflcatlon for the requested actlon, the
exten51on should be denled.. | | |
_l Even welghlng the money saved agalnst the cost
»lto the flshery, however, the Staff analy51s shows that the
beneflts do not exceed the_costs in terms of the 1ncreased
trisk of irreversible-harm to the fishery;' We believe N
_'that the Staff analy31s more fully reflects the costs. to
the flshery than does Con Edison's cost analy51s whlch
values only the loss to the ggggt'flshery, 1gnor1ng all other
”values,qand assumes the annual reduction in populatlon from
.plant operatlon to be less than 1 percent.f Although HRFA
takes issue w1th'the Staff analy51s becausellt fallSs to take:

" account of the cumulative impact of'thisveétension,following




. on 5 years of operatlon w1th once- through coollng, 1t 1s_
Stlll the rlght order of magnltude. Its basmc assumpt;on_—;i"
that the value of the fishery protected must be equal to:v‘
.’or greater than the cost of the coollng tower for the requlrement
to have been 1mposed orlglnally - 1s reasonable.'vIn responseihd
to Con Edlson S arguments, it should be noted that the
requlrementxls ;igal,vabsent a llcense amendment ot the‘
.ycontrary.v | B |
TﬁE RELATfONSHIP OF THE'NRé;S'PROéEEDING
:TO‘THELENVIRONMENTAL'PROTECTION AGENCY
bThe NRC Staff was correct in changlng rts
recommendatlon from a two year exten51on to a one yearr
‘exten51on only. ' The orlglnal Justlflcatlon forvthe
second year, malnly to glve EPA tlme to make 1ts dec151on
on the closed cycle coollng requlrement for Indlan Pornt 2,
was fallac1ous.. | | .
As EPA stated in its'commentsyon'the_Originalﬂi‘”
- recommendation made by the NRC:Staff:: g |
- ﬁExtendingithe termination date for theh
- purpose of awaiting EPA's decision on Con
.Edison's requésti:is not only unwarranted
.but also: contradictory to the NPDES permit
" requirements and in conflict with EPA'
dec1s1on—mak1ng authorlty " :

HRFA supports ‘the NRC Staff's rejectlon of the

orlglnal justlflcatlon for the follow1ng reasons. (1) The'v

" NRC has its own mandate under the Natlonal Env1ronmenta1 Pollcyh;:htﬂ



“Act, completely separate and dlStlnCt from EPA‘S under

'fthe Federal Water Pollutlon Control Act Amendments of 1972,

_whlch the NRC must ‘meet and whlch 1t may not av01d by deferral
_to another. agaxy‘for de0151on, (2) by grantlng the two—year

. 'deferral the NRC would undercut rather than defer to EPA‘

'authorlty 31nce the NPDES permit for- Indlan Point No. 2

*,,”requlres cessatlon of once-through coollng by May 1, 1979

After the 'NRC " had exten31vely con51dered and made

its deci31on on the-need for closed—cycle coollng at Indlanr

~Point 2, and 1mposed a license requlrement to that effect

"EPA'issued-on February 8, 1975 a Natlonal Pollutant Dlscharge |

‘Ellmlnatlon System (NPDES) permlt for Indian P01nts 1- and 2,

| pursuant to 1ts authorlty under tne Federal Water Pollutlon

Control Act Amendments of 1972, 33 U.S.C. §§1251, gt'seq.

(FWPCA) . ~This permit requires‘that Con Edison cease once-

' through cooling at Indian Point 2 by May 1, “1979 based on

-"Sectlon 316(b) of the FWPCA Wthh requires that 1ntake

SAsystems reflect the "best technology avallable for m1n1m1z1ng

adverse env1ronmenta1 1mpact" and upon the "Steam Electr1c¢'

Power Generatlng P01nt Source Category Effluent Guldellnes

-and Standards" (Federal Reglster, October 8, 1974).A Con N

lEdlSOH has_requested an adjudicatory hearing on both*the

l.closedé~cycle coolingvreqUirement and the compliance schedule;"

T A sl < L e ey e e 4 T e st o <
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Con Edlson has also applled for an exemptlon from the,;
- Thermal Standards pursuant to Sectlon 316(a) of thei
"'FWPCA.; The request for an adjudlcatory hearrng has resulted ;,,V*
in a stay of the permlt condltlons.‘li These hearlngs are.ft_ff
’3:scheduled to commence in July of thlS year.vl'
. The questlon for dlscu351on is what effect does'jlfﬁ:ﬁff
an actlon by EPA have on a pre ex1st1ng and flnal dec1sron
'of the NRC reached under the’ full autnorlty of NEPA - HRFA “i
'rbelleves that subsequent actlon by EPA does not affecti 2
the NRC s prlor determlnatlon. Sectlon 511(c)(2) of the FWPCA».'
was not 1ntended to alter or undercut -in any way pre ex13t1ng
determinations of federal agen01es made under NEPA.'d
Sectlon 511(c)(2) must be looked at in v1ew of the '
overall intent of the FWPCA: | -
"It is the natlonal pollcy that to the max1mum
extent possible the procedures utilized for
‘implementing this chapter shall encourage the
drastic minimization of paperwork and interagency
- decision procedures and the best use of available .. .
manpower and funds, so as to prevent needless
duplication and unnecessary delays at all levels

. of government." §lOl(f),v33 U.s.C. §125l(f)
. (emphasis added) . : o S

To thlS end Congress delegated to EPA exclu51ve '
jurlsdlctlon over water quallty 1ssues,'notw1thstandlng

'.other agenc1es 1ndependent obllgatlons under NEPA-

1 40 c.F. R. 125. 35(d)(2) prov1deS° "if a request for an.
adjudicatory hearing is granted pursuant to §121.36(b) of
this subpart, the effect of the contested provision(s) of :
the proposed permit, as determined by the Regional Admlnistrator,,
- shall be stayed and shall not be considered the final actlon
. of the Admlnlstrator for the purposes of judicial reVlew -
~ pursuant to §509(b) of the Act, pending final agency

action pursuant to §125 36 of this . subpart. , E



(2) Nothlng in the Natlonal Env1ronmental Pollcy
Act of 1969 shall be deemed to-—
(A) authorlze any Federal agency authorlzed
'to license or permit the conduct of any
activity which may result in the dlscharge of ‘a
pollutant into the navigable waters to review -
any effluent limitation or other requirement -
established pursuant to this chapter or the = -
. adequacy of any certlflcatlon under sectlon 1341 .f
: of thls tltle, or » S
'»(B) authorlze any such agencyyto impose,‘as a -
- condition precedent to the issuance of any
"license or permit, any effluent limitation - -
other than any such limitation established
pursuant to this chapter. FWPCA §511(c) (2), -
33 U.S.C. §1371 (c)(2). - :
' The NRC, however, has' already eStablished'a
,closed cycle coollng requlrement for Indlan Point 2, prior
to action by EPA. Sectlon 511(c) of the Water Act does
not'require NRC to suspend or alter this requlrement
in‘Order to permit a subsequent determination by'EPA.- This
would run- counter to the intent of Congress. The NRC Staff,
" therefore, correctly w1thdrew 1ts recommendatlon in the
DES that the second year of the exten51on should be grantedd'
to permlt a deternlnatlon by EPA.
Flnally, to the extent EPA has entered the fleld
.”1ts action supports the denlal rather than the grantlng of
,the requested extens1on.v The' NPDES permlt condltlon after

all requlres Con Edlson to cease once-through coollng at ,

‘Indlan Point by May l 1979.
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REFERENCE T0' THE INDIAN POINT 3 FES ‘, '

' Is ENTIRELY PROPER

The Indlan Point 3 FES was spec1f1cally foundn
'by the full Comm1551on to be adequate for NEPA purposes?lh;. :
and to constltute the "fresh look" requlred by the,:'f
. ALAB-188 dec1310n._ In view of this rullng whlch COn Edlsony
"chose not to appeal the findings of the ALAB 188 1n the {d,,‘
Indian P01nt 2 1lcen51ng proceedlng are properly judged |
in terms of “the subsequent re-— analy81s undertaken by the
'Staff and approved by. the Commission. |

It 1s entlrely proper for rellance to be placed ‘
on this document, partlcularly in view of the fact that 1t

prov1des an 1mportant backdrop to the p051tlon of the Staff

"‘1n this. proceedlng. It also contalns an analy51s of data

‘presented by Con Edlson in support of 1ts appllcatlon."If_
‘Con Edison's’ reports were properly admltted then 1t was
absolutely rlght for the Llcen31ng Board to take jud1c1al

'notlce of the FES.’;



CONCLUSION

.For the foregoing reasoﬁs, theTAtomic Safety
‘“and Llcen51ng Board should rule that Con Edlson has not

met 1ts burden of proving that the proposed exten51on -
eof the 1nter1m_operatlon perlod to May 1, ‘1981 should bé”
» grahted:or:that the benefits_of the proposed-extensionf 3
. exceed the costsf"As a'reSuit the aéplication shouid'bei‘

denied.

/Submitted,
// « o
T . _ SARAH CHASIS
: ‘ . " (Natural Resources Defense

. . Council, Inc.)
15 West 44th Street
New York, New York 10036
Attorney for Hudson River
Fishermen's Association, Inc.

Dated: April 14, 1977



