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and modifications without shutting
down both Peach Bottom units.

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

The Commission has completed its
evaluation of the proposed action and
based on the information presented in
the licensee’s application, concludes
that the proposed extension of the
EDG’s AOT in conjunction with the
availability of the Conowingo line, will
not increase the probability of initiating
events leading to a design basis
accident. The additional reliability of
the offsite source afforded by the
Conowingo line would improve the
potential for mitigating loss-of-offsite
power events. Consequently, the
consequences of accidents would not be
significantly increased, nor would the
post-accident radiological releases be
greater than previously determined.

The proposed action would not
otherwise affect radiological plant
effluents. 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 (extending EDG AOTs) 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 the Peach Bottom Atomic
Power Station, Units 2 and 3, dated
April 1973.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

In accordance with its stated policy,
on July 24, 1995, the staff consulted
with the Pennsylvania State official,
Stan Maingi, of the Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental
Resources, 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 7, 1994, as supplemented by
letters dated June 2, and September 6,
1994, and June 16, and July 13, 1995,
which are available for public
inspection at the Commission’s Public
Document Room, The Gelman Building,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC,
and at the local public document room
located at Government Publications
Section, State Library of Pennsylvania,
(Regional Depository) Education
Building, Walnut Street and
Commonwealth Avenue, Box 1601,
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania.

Dated at Rockville, MD, this 4th day of
August 1995.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
John F. Stolz,
Director, Project Directorate I–2, Division of
Reactor Projects—I/II, Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation.
[FR Doc. 95–19764 Filed 8–9–95; 8:45 am]
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GPU Nuclear Corporation, Oyster
Creek Nuclear Generating Station;
Issuance of Partial Director’s Decision
Under 10 CFR § 2.206

Notice is hereby given that the
Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) has denied in part a
Petition, dated September 19, 1994, and
supplemented December 13, 1994,
submitted by Oyster Creek Nuclear
Watch, Reactor Watchdog Project, and
Nuclear Information and Resource
Service (Petitioners). The Petition
requested that the NRC take action
regarding the Oyster Creek Nuclear
Generating Station (OCNGS) pursuant to
10 C.F.R. § 2.206.

The September 19, 1994, Petition
requests that the NRC (1) immediately
suspend the OCNGS operating license
until the Licensee inspects and repairs
or replaces all safety-class reactor
internal component parts subject to
embrittlement and cracking, (2)
immediately suspend the OCNGS
operating license until the Licensee

submits an analysis regarding the
synergistic effects of through-wall
cracking of multiple safety-class
components, (3) immediately suspend
the OCNGS operating license until the
Licensee has analyzed and mitigated
any areas of noncompliance with regard
to irradiated fuel pool cooling as a
single-unit boiling-water reactor (BWR),
and (4) issue a generic letter requiring
other licensees of single-unit BWRs to
submit information regarding fuel pool
boiling in order to verify compliance
with regulatory requirements, and to
promptly take appropriate mitigative
action if the units are not in compliance.

The December 13, 1994, supplemental
Petition requests that the NRC: (1)
suspend the license of the OCNGS until
the Petitioners’ concerns regarding
cracking are addressed, including
inspection of all reactor vessel internal
components and other safety-related
systems susceptible to intergranular
stress corrosion cracking (IGSCC) and
completion of any and all necessary
repairs and modifications; (2) explain
discrepancies between the response of
the NRC staff dated October 27, 1994, to
the Petition of September 19, 1994, and
the time-to-boil calculations for the
FitzPatrick plant; (3) require the GPU
Nuclear Corporation to produce
documents for evaluation of the time-to-
boil calculation for the OCNGS
irradiated fuel pool; (4) identify
redundant components that may be
powered from onsite power supplies to
be used for spent fuel pool cooling as
qualified Class 1E systems; (5) hold a
public meeting in Toms River, New
Jersey, to permit presentation of
additional information related to the
Petition; and (6) treat the Petitioners’
letter of December 13, 1994, as a formal
appeal of the denial of the Petitioners’
request of September 19, 1994, to
immediately suspend the OCNGS
operating license.

The Director of the Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation has denied Requests
(1) and (2) of the September 19, 1994,
Petition and Request (1) of the
December 13, 1994, supplemental
Petition to suspend the operating
license of the OCNGS until the Licensee
inspects and repairs, modified, or
replaces all safety-class reactor internal
component parts subject to
embrittlement and intergranular stress
corrosion cracking. The reasons for this
denial are explained in the ‘‘Partial
Director’s Decision Under 10 CFR
§ 2.206’’ (DD–95–18), the complete text
of which follows this notice, and which
is available for public inspection at the
Commission’s Public Document Room,
the Gelman Building, 2120 L Street,
NW., Washington, DC, and at the local


