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addressed to the Executive Director for
Operations, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555–
0001.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 11th day
of July, 1996.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Michael F. Weber,
Chief, Low-Level Waste and Decommissioning
Projects Branch, Division of Waste
Management, Office of Nuclear Material
Safety and Safeguards.
[FR Doc. 96–18372 Filed 7–18–96; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590–01–P

[Docket No. 50–368]

Entergy Operations, Inc.; Arkansas
Nuclear One, Unit 2; Environmental
Assessment and Finding of No
Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from certain requirements of its
regulations to Facility Operating License
No. NPF–6, issued to Entergy
Operations, Inc. (the licensee), for
operation of Arkansas Nuclear One,
Unit 2, located in Pope County,
Arkansas.

Environmental Assessment

Identification of the Proposed Action
The proposed action would allow the

licensee to utilize American Society of
Mechanical Engineers (ASME) Boiler
and Pressure Vessel Code (Code) Case
N–514, ‘‘Low Temperature Overpressure
Protection’’ to determine its low
temperature overpressure protection
(LTOP) setpoints and is in accordance
with the licensee’s application for
exemption dated April 11, 1996. The
proposed action requests an exemption
from certain requirements of 10 CFR
50.60, ‘‘Acceptance Criteria for Fracture
Prevention Measures for Lightwater
Nuclear Power Reactors for Normal
Operation,’’ to allow application of an
alternate methodology to determine the
LTOP setpoints for ANO–2. The
proposed alternate methodology is
consistent with guidelines developed by
the ASME Working Group on Operating
Plant Criteria (WGOPC) to define
pressure limits during LTOP events that
avoid certain unnecessary operational
restrictions, provide adequate margins
against failure of the reactor pressure
vessel, and reduce the potential for
unnecessary activation of pressure
relieving devices used for LTOP. These
guidelines have been incorporated into
Code Case N–514, ‘‘Low Temperature
Overpressure Protection,’’ which has
been approved by the ASME Code

Committee. The content of this Code
Case has been incorporated into
Appendix G of Section XI of the ASME
Code and published in the 1993
Addenda to Section XI. However, 10
CFR 50.55a, ‘‘Codes and Standards,’’
and Regulatory Guide 1.147, ‘‘Inservice
Inspection Code Case Acceptability’’
have not been updated to reflect the
acceptability of Code Case N–514.

The philosophy used to develop Code
Case N–514 guidelines is to ensure that
the LTOP limits are still below the
pressure/temperature (P/T) limits for
normal operation, but allow the
pressure that may occur with activation
of pressure relieving devices to exceed
the P/T limits, provided acceptable
margins are maintained during these
events. This philosophy protects the
pressure vessel from LTOP events, and
still maintains the Technical
Specifications P/T limits applicable for
normal heatup and cooldown in
accordance with 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix G and Sections III and XI of
the ASME Code.

The Need for the Proposed Action

Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.60, all
lightwater nuclear power reactors must
meet the fracture toughness
requirements for the reactor coolant
pressure boundary as set forth in 10 CFR
Part 50, Appendix G. 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix G, defines P/T limits during
any condition of normal operation
including anticipated operational
occurrences and system hydrostatic
tests, to which the pressure boundary
may be subjected over its service
lifetime. It is specified in 10 CFR
50.60(b) that alternatives to the
described requirements in 10 CFR Part
50, Appendix G, may be used when an
exemption is granted by the
Commission under 10 CFR 50.12.

To prevent transients that would
produce excursions exceeding the 10
CFR Part 50, Appendix G, P/T limits
while the reactor is operating at low
temperatures, the licensee installed an
LTOP system. The LTOP system
includes pressure relieving devices in
the form of relief valves that are set at
a pressure below the LTOP enabling
temperature that would prevent the
pressure in the reactor vessel from
exceeding the P/T limits of 10 CFR Part
50, Appendix G. To prevent these valves
from lifting as a result of normal
operating pressure surges (e.g., reactor
coolant pump starting and shifting
operating charging pumps) with the
reactor coolant system in a solid water
condition, the operating pressure must
be maintained below the relief valve
setpoint.

In addition, to prevent damage to
reactor coolant pump seals, the operator
must maintain a minimum differential
pressure across the reactor coolant
pump seals. Hence, the licensee must
operate the plant in a pressure window
that is defined as the difference between
the minimum required pressure to start
a reactor coolant pump and the
operating margin to prevent lifting of
the relief valves due to normal operating
pressure surges. The 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix G, safety margin adds
instrument uncertainty into the LTOP
setpoint. The licensee’s current LTOP
analysis indicates that using this 10 CFR
Part 50, Appendix G, safety margin to
determine the relief valve setpoint
would result in an operating window
between the LTOP setpoint and the
minimum pressure required for reactor
coolant pump seals which is too small
to permit continued operation.
Operating with these limits could result
in the lifting of relief valves or damage
to the reactor coolant pump seals during
normal operation. Using Code Case N–
514 would allow the licensee to
recapture most of the operating margin
that is lost by factoring in the
instrument uncertainties in the
determination of the LTOP setpoint.
Therefore, the licensee proposed that in
determining the relief valve setpoint for
LTOP events for ANO–2, the allowable
pressure be determined using the safety
margins developed in an alternate
methodology in lieu of the safety
margins required by 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix G. The alternate methodology
is consistent with ASME Code Case N–
514. The content of this Code Case has
been incorporated into Appendix G of
Section XI of the ASME Code and
published in the 1993 Addenda to
Section XI.

An exemption from 10 CFR 50.60 is
required to use the alternate
methodology for calculating the
maximum allowable pressure for LTOP
considerations. By application dated
April 11, 1996, the licensee requested
an exemption from 10 CFR 50.60 to
allow it to utilize the alternate
methodology of Code Case N–514 to
compute its LTOP setpoints.

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

Appendix G of the ASME Code
requires that the P/T limits be
calculated: (a) using a safety factor of
two on the principal membrane
(pressure) stresses, (b) assuming a flaw
at the surface with a depth of one
quarter (1/4) of the vessel wall thickness
and a length of six (6) times its depth,
and (c) using a conservative fracture
toughness curve that is based on the
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lower bound of static, dynamic, and
crack arrest fracture toughness tests on
material similar to the ANO–2 reactor
vessel material.

In determining the relief valve
setpoint for LTOP events, the licensee
proposed the use of safety margins
based on an alternate methodology
consistent with the proposed ASME
Code Case N–514 guidelines. ASME
Code Case N–514 allows determination
of the setpoint for LTOP events such
that the maximum pressure in the vessel
will not exceed 110% of the P/T limits
of the existing ASME Appendix G. This
results in a safety factor of 1.8 on the
principal membrane stresses. All other
factors, including assumed flaw size and
fracture toughness, remain the same.
Although this methodology would
reduce the safety factor on the principal
membrane stresses, use of the proposed
criteria will provide adequate margins
of safety to the reactor vessel during
LTOP transients.

The change will not increase the
probability or consequences of
accidents, no changes are being made in
the types of any effluents that may be
released offsite, and there is no
significant increase in the allowable
individual or cumulative occupational
radiation exposure. Accordingly, the
Commission concludes that there are no
significant radiological environmental
impacts associated with the proposed
action.

With regard to potential
nonradiological impacts, the proposed
action does involve features located
entirely within the restricted area as
defined in 10 CFR Part 20. It does not
affect nonradiological plant effluents
and has no other environmental impact.
Accordingly, the Commission concludes
that there are no significant
nonradiological environmental impacts
associated with the proposed action.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action
Since the Commission has concluded

there is no measurable environmental
impact associated with the proposed
action, any alternatives with equal or
greater environmental impact need not
be evaluated. As an alternative to the
proposed action, the staff considered
denial of the proposed action. Denial of
the application would result in no
change in current environmental
impacts. The environmental impacts of
the proposed action and the alternative
action are similar.

Alternative Use of Resources
This action does not involve the use

of any resources not previously
considered in the Final Environmental
Statement for ANO–2.

Agencies and Persons Consulted
In accordance with its stated policy,

on May 13, 1996, the staff consulted
with the Arkansas State official, Mr.
Bernard Bevill Director of Radiation
Control and Emergency Management,
regarding the environmental impact of
the proposed action. The State official
had no comments.

Finding of No Significant Impact
Based upon the environmental

assessment, the Commission concludes
that the proposed action will not have
a significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
Commission has determined not to
prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed action.

For further details with respect to the
proposed action, see the licensee’s letter
dated April 11, 1996, which is available
for public inspection at the
Commission’s Public Document Room,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC,
and at the local public document room
located at the Tomlinson Library,
Arkansas Tech University, Russellville,
AR 72801.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 15th day
of July, 1996.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
George Kalman,
Senior Project Manager, Project Directorate
VI–1, Division of Reactor Projects III/IV, Office
of Nuclear Reactor Regulation.
[FR Doc. 96–18373 Filed 7–18–96; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590–01–P 

Notice of Meeting

SUMMARY: The NRC will hold a public
meeting in Rockville, Maryland to
receive comments from licensees and
the public on its initiative to perform
research on electric cables to resolve
technical issues related to the
Environmental Qualification (EQ)
process. All interested licensees, and
members of the public are invited to
attend this meeting. Interested parties,
unable to attend the meeting, are
encouraged to provide written
comments pertinent to the proposed EQ
research by August 2, 1996.
DATES: The meeting will be held on
August 6–7, 1996, beginning at 8:30 a.m.
ADDRESSES: The public meeting will be
held at the DoubleTree Hotel at 1750
Rockville Pike, Rockville, Maryland.
Visitor parking is also available at the
hotel, however, the hotel is located
adjacent to the Twinbrook Station on
the Metro Red Line.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
further information, contact Satish K.
Aggarwal, Office of Nuclear Regulatory

Research, Mail Stop T 10 E–10, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555, telephone 301–
415–6005; fax: 301–415–5074;
INTERNET: SKA@NRC.GOV

Meeting Agenda
Tuesday, August 6, 1996

8:30 am—Welcome and Introductions
8:45 am—Overview of EQ Research
9:30 am—Overview of EQ Task Action

Plan
10:15 am—Overview of Issues to be

Resolved and Planned Research
11:00 am—Discussion of Issue 1
12:00 noon—Lunch Break
1:00 pm—Discussion of Issue 2
1:30 pm—Discussion of Issue 3
2:00 pm—Discussion of Issues 4 and 5
3:00 pm—Discussion of Issues 6 to 9
5:00 pm—Adjourn

Wednesday, August 7, 1996
8:30 am—Discussion of Issues 10 to 13
10:00 am—Discussion of Issues 14 and 15
12:00 noon—Lunch Break
1:00 pm—Discussion of Issues 16 to 19
4:00 pm—Adjourn

Unresolved Issues
The following issues have been

identified for further research.
Information that may help fully or
partially resolve these issues may be
presented at this meeting.

Issues 1 & 2: Thermal Preaging Process
—Arrhenius application
—Activation energies

Issue 3: Other Aging Factors
—The effects on humidity

Issues 4 & 5: Cable Construction
—Multiple vs. single conductor cables
—Bonded jacket cables

Issues 6, 7, 8 & 9: Installed Environment

—Hot spots
—Vibration
—Water/steam impingement
—Maintenance activities

Issues 10, 11, 12 & 13: Installed
Configuration

—Bends, vertical runs, overhangs
—Cable trays, conduits
—Fire protection coatings
—Installation damage

Issues 14 & 15: Condition Monitoring

—Effectiveness
—LOCA survivability

Issues 16, 17, 18 & 19: Life Extension

—Requalification options
—Definition of qualified life
—Use of operating experience
—Extension of qualified life

Further information on these issues
can be obtained from NUREG/CR–6384,
Volumes 1 and 2, which are available
from the Government Printing Office.
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