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(63 FR 41876). An Environmental
Assessment and Finding of No
Significant Impact was published in the
Federal Register on September 28, 1998
(63 FR 51629).

Under 10 CFR 50.80, no license shall
be transferred, directly or indirectly,
through transfer of control of the
license, unless the Commission gives its
consent in writing. Upon review of the
information contained in the
application dated June 16, 1998, and
enclosures to the letter dated June 23,
1998, the NRC staff has determined that
the proposed merger will not affect the
qualifications of CPL as holder of
Facility Operating Licenses Nos. NPF–
76 and NPF–80, and that the transfer of
control of the licenses, to the extent
effected by the proposed merger, is
otherwise consistent with applicable
provisions of law, regulations, and
orders issued by the Commission,
subject to the conditions set forth
herein. These findings are supported by
a safety evaluation dated November 5,
1998.

III
Accordingly, pursuant to Sections

161b, 161i, 161o, and 184 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended; 42
U.S.C. §§ 2201(b), 2201(i), 2201(o), and
2234; and 10 CFR 50.80, it is hereby
ordered that the Commission approves
the application regarding the merger
agreement between CSW and AEP
subject to the following: (1) CPL shall
provide the Director of the Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation with a copy
of any application, at the time it is filed,
to transfer (excluding grants of security
interests or liens) from CPL to its
proposed parents, or to any other
affiliated company, facilities for the
production, transmission, or
distribution of electric energy having a
depreciated book value exceeding 10
percent of CPL’s consolidated net utility
plant, as recorded on its books of
account, and (2) should the merger not
be completed by December 31, 1999,
this Order shall become null and void,
unless upon application and for good
cause shown this date is extended.

This Order is effective upon issuance.

IV
By December 14, 1998, any person

adversely affected by this Order may file
a request for a hearing with respect to
issuance of the Order. Any person
requesting a hearing shall set forth with
particularity how such person’s interest
is adversely affected by this Order and
shall address the criteria set forth in 10
CFR 2.714(d).

If a hearing is to be held, the
Commission will issue an order

designating the time and place of such
hearing.

The issue to be considered at any
such hearing shall be whether this
Order should be sustained.

Any request for a hearing must be
filed with the Secretary of the
Commission, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555–
0001, Attention: Rulemakings and
Adjudications Staff, or may be delivered
to the Commission’s Public Document
Room, the Gelman Building, 2120 L
Street, NW., Washington, DC 20555–
0001, by the above date. Copies should
also be sent to the Office of the General
Counsel and to the Director, Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555–0001, and to
John O’Neill, Jr., Shaw, Pittman, Potts &
Trowbridge, 2300 N Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20037–1128, counsel
for CPL.

For further details with respect to this
action, see the application from CPL
dated June 16, 1998, submitted under
cover of a letter dated June 19, 1998,
from Shaw, Pittman, Potts, and
Trowbridge, counsel for CPL,
supplemental letter dated June 23, 1998,
and enclosures thereto, and the safety
evaluation dated November 5, 1998,
which are available for public
inspection at the Commission’s Public
Document Room, the Gelman Building,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington, DC
20555–0001, and at the local public
document room located at the Wharton
County Junior College, J.M. Hodges
Learning Center, 911 Boling Highway,
Wharton, TX 77488.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 5th day
of November 1998.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Samuel J. Collins,
Director, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation.
[FR Doc. 98–30558 Filed 11–13–98; 8:45 am]
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The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of Title 10 of the
Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR)
Section 50.46(b) to the Duke Energy
Corporation (the licensee) for operation

of the Oconee Nuclear Station, Units 1,
2, and 3, located in Oconee County,
South Carolina.

Environmental Assessment

Identification of Proposed Action

The proposed action would exempt
the licensee from the provisions in 10
CFR 50.46(b), with respect to the
emergency core cooling performance
requirements during the performance of
the proposed Keowee Emergency Power
and Engineered Safeguards Functional
(KEP/ESF) Test on Unit 3.

The emergency core cooling system
(ECCS) is designed to assure that the
consequences of the spectrum of loss of
coolant accidents (LOCAs), coincident
with a loss of offsite power (LOOP), are
within the performance criteria
specified in 10 CFR 50.46(b). As
explained in the licensee’s letter dated
October 21, 1998, the planned test on
Unit 3 could challenge these
performance criteria in the extremely
unlikely event that a LOCA and LOOP
occurred coincident with the test. The
licensee has chosen to address this issue
with an exemption request. Therefore,
pursuant to 10 CFR 50.12, the licensee
applied for an exemption from 10 CFR
50.46.

The Need for the Proposed Action

The proposed action is required to
exempt the licensee from the
requirement to maintain an ECCS that is
designed to conform to the criteria in 10
CFR 50.46(b) during the 10-second time
interval when the test is actually being
performed during the 24-hour test
period. The action is needed to allow
the test to be performed.

As stated in its September 17, 1998,
letter, the licensee has planned a
modification that would add voltage
and frequency protection for Oconee
loads when supplied from a Keowee
hydro unit. The protection would
separate Oconee loads from a Keowee
unit if that unit’s voltage or frequency
becomes greater than 110 percent or less
than 90 percent of rated value at any
time after loading. The planned design
would delay the loading of Oconee
loads on the underground power path
until the Keowee unit reaches greater
than 90 percent voltage and frequency.
The existing design allows early loading
of the underground path Keowee unit at
approximately 60 percent voltage. As a
result of considering the frequency
overshoot the Keowee units experience
during an emergency start, and to
resolve questions that arose concerning
whether the preferred loading design for
the emergency power system is 60
percent loading or 90 percent loading,
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1 Entergy Operations, Incorporated is authorized
to act as agent for Entergy Gulf States, Inc. and has
exclusive responsibility and control over the
physical construction, operation and maintenance
of the facility.

the Keowee Emergency Power and
Engineered Safeguards Functional Test
is planned.

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

The Commission has completed its
evaluation of the proposed action and
concludes that exemption from the
requirements of 10 CFR 50.46(b) to
allow the licensee to perform the
Keowee Emergency Power and
Engineered Safeguards Functional Test
to increase the reliability of the
emergency electrical power system is
appropriate.

The planned test will be performed
with Unit 3 at cold shutdown and its
engineered safeguards (ES) loads on the
Standby Bus. The other two Oconee
units will be operating and should not
be affected by the test. However, in the
unlikely event that a real LOCA/LOOP
were to occur on either of the operating
units during the simulated LOCA/LOOP
on Unit 3 (probability, according to the
licensee, of approximately 2E–9), the
Oconee emergency power system (EPS)
for Oconee Units 1, 2, and 3 could be
in a condition outside its design bases.
The EPS may not be capable of handling
the electrical loading of two
instantaneous LOCA/LOOP events
without some safety-related equipment
being adversely affected. However, the
EPS would be able to handle the
electrical loading if the two events are
offset in time by approximately 10
seconds to allow the first unit’s load to
reach a steady-state condition prior to
starting of the second unit’s emergency
loads. Therefore, this 10-second
window of vulnerability causes an
infinitesimally small, but non-zero,
increase in the probability of a
malfunction of equipment important to
safety and the potential consequences of
a LOCA/LOOP event during the
performance of the test.

The exemption will not significantly
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 environmental impacts,
the proposed action does not affect
nonradiological plant effluents and has
no other environmental impacts.
Accordingly, the Commission concludes
that there are no significant

nonradiological impacts associated with
the proposed action.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action
Since the Commission has concluded

there is no significant 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 (the no-
action alternative). 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 resources not previously considered
in the ‘‘Final Environmental Statement
Related to the Operation of the Oconee
Nuclear Station, Units 1, 2, and 3,’’
dated March 1972.

Agencies and Persons Consulted
In accordance with its stated policy,

on November 4, 1998, the staff
consulted with the South Carolina State
official, Virgil R. Autry of the Division
of Radioactive Waste Management,
Bureau of Land and Waste Management,
Department of Health and
Environmental Control, regarding the
environmental impact of the proposed
action. The State official had no
comments.

Finding of No Significant Impact
Based on 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
letters dated October 21 and September
17, 1998, 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 the Oconee County Library,
501 West South Broad Street, Walhalla,
South Carolina.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 9th of
November 1998.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Herbert N. Berkow,
Director, Project Directorate II–2, Division of
Reactor Projects—I/II, Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation.
[FR Doc. 98–30560 Filed 11–13–98; 8:45 am]
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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–47, issued to Entergy
Operations, Incorporated 1 (the
Licensee), the holder of Facility
Operating License No. NPF–47, which
authorizes operation of the River Bend
Station, Unit 1 (RBS) (the facility)
located approximately 2 miles east of
the Mississippi River in West Feliciana,
Parish, Louisiana, approximately 2.7
miles southeast of St. Francisville,
Louisiana and approximately 18 miles
northwest of the city limits of Baton
Rouge, Louisiana.

Environmental Assessment

Identification of the Proposed Action

The proposed action is in accordance
with the licensee’s amended application
for exemption dated May 15, 1997, as
supplemented August 12, 1998, which
requests an exemption from the
criticality accident monitoring
requirements of 10 CFR 70.24(a)
specifically for areas containing incore
detectors (which are not in use) and
unirradiated fuel while it is handled,
used, or stored. 10 CFR 70.24 requires
in each area in which special nuclear
material is handled, used, or stored a
monitoring system that will energize
clear audible alarms if accidental
criticality occurs. RBS does not
currently maintain instrumentation
which provides criticality accident
monitoring; however, the licensee does
maintain gamma-sensitive radiation
detection instrumentation which will
energize clearly audible alarm signals if
accidental criticality occurs.

The Need for the Proposed Action

The purpose of 10 CFR 70.24 is to
ensure that if a criticality were to occur
during the handling of special nuclear
material, personnel would be alerted to
that fact and would take appropriate
action. At a commercial nuclear power
plant, the inadvertent criticality with
which 10 CFR 70.24 is concerned could
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