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We note that Region II of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) .
is currently conducting an adjudicatory proceecding to determine the type
of cooling system which will be required for a number of Hudson River
power plants, one of which is Indian Point Unit No. 2. At this time,
EPA is reconsidering its decis{Sn under the Federal Water Poi1ution
Control Act Amendments (FWPCA) to impose a thermal effluent limitation
on the Indian Point facility.

Our decisions in the Seabrookl/ proceeding have emphasized that
EPA has the primary voice in determining the type of cooling system to
be used in nuclear power plants, and have stressed as well the desir-
ability of avoiding duplicative or inconsistent proceedings by this
agency and EPA. Accordingly, we exercise our authority to review, on
our own motion, the decision of the Appeal Board in ALAB-487. We ask
the pariicipants to address, with particular reference to the role
of EPA:

(1) the implication of the Seabrook decisicn with respect to

ciosed-cycle ccoling at Indian Point Unit No. 2; and the
existing terminaticn date of May 1, 1982 for operating

Indian Point Unit No. 2 with once-through coo]fng;g/ and

1/ Public Service Company of New Hampshire (Seabrook Station, Units 1
and 2), CLI-77-8, 5 NRC 503, 508 (19/7); CLI-78-1, 7 NRC 1, 25-26

(1978). N .

2/ We note that nothing in this orcer affects the Commission's current
intention to recuire termination of once-through cooling by this
date.







