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and 10 CFR Part 20. The changes in core
flux profile would result in increased
consequences of a fuel defect for a
bundle in a non-leak location; however,
this continues to be bounded by the
consequences for the peak bundle and
those limits are not changed.
Power uprate does not introduce any
new or different radiological release
pathways and does not increase the
probability of an operator error or
equipment malfunction that would
result in a radiological release.
Tables S–3 and S–4 of 10 CFR 51.51
and 10 CFR 51.52, respectively, outline
the environmental effects of uranium
fuel cycle activities and fuel and
radioactive waste transportation. The
environmental evaluation supporting
Table S–3 assumed a reference reactor
with a specific capacity factor that
results in an adjusted daily electricity
production during a reference year. An
average burnup and enrichment are also
assumed. MNGP will not exceed the
assumption of the reference reactor year,
but will exceed the average burnup and
fuel enrichment criteria as a result of
power uprate. The environmental
impacts of the higher burnup and
enrichment values were documented in
NUREG/CR–5009, ‘‘Assessment of the
Use of Extended Burnup Fuels in Light
Water Power Reactors,’’ and discussed
in the Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact, which
was published in the Federal Register
on February 29, 1988 (53 FR 6040). The
staff concluded that no significant
adverse effects will be generated by
increasing the burnup levels as long as
the maximum rod average burnup level
of any fuel rod is no greater than 60
Gwd/MtU [gigawatt-days per metric ton
of uranium]. The staff also stated that
the environmental impacts summarized
in Tables S–3 and S–4 for a burnup
level of 33 Gwd/MtU are conservative
and bound the corresponding impacts
for burnup levels up to 60 Gwd/MtU
and uranium-235 enrichments up to 5
weight percent. Based on the above,
there are no adverse radiological or nonradiological impacts associated with the
use of extended fuel burnup and/or
increased enrichment and, therefore,
power uprate will not significantly
affect the quality of the human
environment.
3.0

Alternatives

As an alternative to the proposed
action, the staff considered denial of the
proposed action. Denial of the proposed
action would result in no change in
current environmental impacts of plant
operation but would restrict operation
to the currently licensed power level.
The environmental impact of the

Public and Closed.

proposed action and the alternative
action are similar.

STATUS:

4.0

Week of January 26

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use
of any resources not previously
considered in the Final Environmental
Statement for the MNGP.
5.0 Basis and Conclusions for Not
Preparing an Environmental Impact
Statement
The staff has reviewed the proposed
power uprate for the MNGP relative to
the requirements set forth in 10 CFR
Part 51. Based upon the environmental
assessment, the staff has concluded that
there are no significant radiological or
nonradiological impacts associated with
the proposed action and that the
proposed license amendment will not
have a significant effect on the quality
of the human environment. Therefore,
the Commission has determined
pursuant to 10 CFR 51.31 not to prepare
an environmental impact statement for
the proposed amendment but to prepare
this draft finding of no significant
impact.
For further details with respect to the
proposed action, see the licensee’s letter
dated July 26, 1996, as revised by letter
dated December 4, 1997, 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
Minneapolis Public Library, Technology
and Science Department, 300 Nicollet
Mall, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55401.
Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 21st day
of January 1998.
Cynthia A. Carpenter,
Acting Director, Project Directorate III–1,
Division of Reactor Projects—III/IV, Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation.
[FR Doc. 98–1903 Filed 1–26–98; 8:45 am]
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION
Sunshine Act Meeting
Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.
AGENCY:

Weeks of January 26, February 2,
9, and 16, 1998.

DATE:

Commissioners’ Conference
Room, 11555 Rockville Pike, Rockville,
Maryland.
PLACE:

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED:

Wednesday, January 28
11:30 a.m.—Affirmation Session (Public
Meeting) (if needed).
Week of February 2—Tentative
Wednesday, February 4
11:30 a.m.—Affirmation Session (Public
Meeting) (if needed).
Week of February 9—Tentative
There are no meetings the week of
February 9.
Week of February 16—Tentative
Thursday, February 19
9:30 a.m.—Meeting with Northeast
Nuclear on Millstone (Public
Meeting) (Contact: Bill Travers,
301–415–1200).
12:00 m.—Affirmation Session (Public
Meeting) (if needed).
* The schedule for Commission
meetings is subject to change on short
notice. To verify the status of meetings
call (recording)—(301) 415–1292.
Contact person for more information:
Bill Hill (301) 415–1661.
The NRC Commission Meeting
Schedule can be found on the Internet
at:
http://www.nrc.gov/SECY/smj/
schedule.htm
This notice is distributed by mail to
several hundred subscribers; if you no
longer wish to receive it, or would like
to be added to it, please contact the
Office of the Secretary, Attn: Operations
Branch, Washington, D.C. 20555 (301–
415–1661).
In addition, distribution of this
meeting notice over the Internet system
is available. If you are interested in
receiving this Commission meeting
schedule electronically, please send an
electronic message to wmh@nrc.gov or
dkw@nrc.gov.
Dated: January 23, 1998.
William M. Hill, Jr.,
Secy, Tracking Officer, Office of the Secretary.
[FR Doc. 98–2090 Filed 1–23–98; 2:25 pm]
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The Office of Management
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