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NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION
[Docket No. 50–22]

CBS Corporation, Test Reactor at
Waltz Mill, PA; Notice of Consideration
of Approval of Transfer of Facility
License and Conforming Amendment
and Opportunity for a Hearing
The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering the issuance of an order
under 10 CFR 50.80 approving the
transfer of Facility License No. TR–2
currently held by CBS Corporation
(CBS) as the owner and responsible
licensee. The facility is presently being
decommissioned in accordance with a
decommissioning plan approved by the
Commission. The transfer would be to
Viacom Inc. (Viacom) in connection
with a proposed merger of CBS with and
into Viacom. Alternatively, the transfer
may be to a subsidiary of Viacom,
Viacom/CBS LLC, depending upon
certain rulings by other governmental
agencies. The Commission is also
considering amending the license for
administrative purposes to reflect the
proposed transfer. The facility is located
near Waltz Mill in Westmoreland
County, Pennsylvania.
According to an application for
approval filed by CBS, following
approval of the proposed transfer of the
license, Viacom would become
responsible for decommissioning the
facility and terminating the license.
There will be no effective change in the
personnel who are responsible for
completion of the TR–2 License
decommissioning effort as described in
the TR–2 Decommissioning Plan.
The proposed amendment would
replace references to CBS in the license
with references to Viacom and make
other changes for administrative
purposes to reflect the proposed
transfer.
Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.80, no license,
or any right thereunder, shall be
transferred directly or indirectly,
through transfer of control of the
license, unless the Commission shall
give its consent in writing. The
Commission will approve an
application for the transfer of a license
if the Commission determines that the
proposed transferee is qualified to hold
the license, and that the transfer is
otherwise consistent with applicable
provisions of law, regulations, and
orders issued by the Commission
pursuant thereto.
Before issuance of the proposed
conforming license amendment, the
Commission will have findings required
by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
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amended (the Act), and the
Commission’s regulations.
As provided in 10 CFR 2.1315, unless
otherwise determined by the
Commission with regard to a specific
application, the Commission has
determined that any amendment to the
license of a utilization facility which
does no more than conform the license
to reflect the transfer action involves no
significant hazards consideration. No
contrary determination has been made
with respect to this specific license
amendment application. In light of the
generic determination reflected in 10
CFR 2.1315, no public comments with
respect to significant hazards
considerations are being solicited,
notwithstanding the general comment
procedures contained in 10 CFR 50.91.
The filing of requests for hearing and
petitions for leave to intervene, and
written comments with regard to the
license transfer application, are
discussed below.
By March 30, 2000, any person whose
interest may be affected by the
Commission’s action on the application
may request a hearing and, if not, the
applicant may petition for leave to
intervene in a hearing proceeding on the
Commission’s action. Requests for a
hearing and petitions for leave to
intervene should be filed in accordance
with the Commission’s rules of practice
set forth in Subpart M, ‘‘Public
Notification, Availability of Documents
and Records, Hearing Requests and
Procedures for Hearings on License
Transfer Applications,’’ of 10 CFR Part
2. In particular, such requests and
petitions must comply with the
requirements set forth in 10 CFR 2.1306,
and should address the considerations
contained in 10 CFR 2.1308(a).
Untimely requests and petitions may be
denied, as provided in 10 CFR
2.1308(b), unless good cause for failure
to file on time is established. In
addition, an untimely request or
petition should address the factors that
the Commission will also consider, in
reviewing untimely requests or
petitions, set forth in 10 CFR
2.1308(b)(1)–(2).
Requests for a hearing and petitions
for leave to intervene should be served
upon: Barton Z. Cowan, Esq., Eckert
Seamans Cherin & Mellott, LLC, 600
Grant Street, 44th Floor, Pittsburgh, PA.
15219; the General Counsel, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555 (e-mail address
for filings regarding license transfer
cases only: OGCLT@NRC.gov); and the
Secretary of the Commission, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555–0001, Attention:
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Rulemakings and Adjudications Staff, in
accordance with 10 CFR 2.1313.
The Commission will issue a notice or
order granting or denying a hearing
request or intervention petition,
designating the issues for any hearing
that will be held and designating the
Presiding Officer. A notice granting a
hearing will be published in the Federal
Register and served on the parties to the
hearing.
As an alternative to requests for
hearing and petitions to intervene, by
April 10, 2000, persons may submit
written comments regarding the license
transfer application, as provided for in
10 CFR 2.1305. The Commission will
consider and, if appropriate, respond to
these comments, but such comments
will not otherwise constitute part of the
decisional record. Comments should be
submitted to the Secretary, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington,
DC 20555–0001, Attention: Rulemakings
and Adjudications Staff, and should cite
the publication date and page number of
the Federal Register notice.
For further details with respect to this
action, see the application dated
February 14, 2000, which is available
for public inspection at the
Commission’s Public Document Room,
the Gelman Building, 2120 L Street,
NW., Washington, DC, and accessible
electronically through the ADAMS
Public Electronic Reading Room link at
the NRC Web site http://www.nrc.gov.
Dated at Rockville, Maryland this 23rd day
of February 2000.
For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Theodore S. Michaels,
Senior Project Manager, Events Assessment,
Generic Communications and Non-Power
Reactors Branch, Division of Regulatory
Improvement Programs, Office of Nuclear
Reactor Regulation.
[FR Doc. 00–4756 Filed 2–28–00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590–01–P

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION
[Docket Nos. STN 50–454, STN 50–455, STN
50–456 and STN 50–457]

Commonwealth Edison Company,
Byron Station, Units 1 and 2,
Braidwood Station, Units 1 and 2;
Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact
The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) is considering
issuance of amendments to Facility
Operating Licenses Nos. NPF–37, NPF–
66, NPF–72 and NPF–77 issued to
Commonwealth Edison Company
(ComEd or the licensee), for operation of
Byron Station, Units 1 and 2 (Byron),
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located in Ogle County, Illinois, and
Braidwood Station, Units 1 and 2
(Braidwood), located in Will County,
Illinois.
Environmental Assessment
Identification of the Proposed Action
The proposed action would increase
the number of fuel assemblies that can
be stored in the Byron and Braidwood
spent fuel pools (SFPs) from 2,870 fuel
assemblies per SFP to 2,984 fuel
assemblies per SFP, an increase of
approximately 4 percent. In addition,
the new spent fuel storage racks will use
Boral as the neutron absorber material,
replacing the present neutron absorber
material, Boraflex, which is continuing
to degrade.
The proposed action is in accordance
with the licensee’s application for
amendments dated March 23, 1999, as
supplemented by letters dated October
21 and December 15, 1999.
The Need for the Proposed Action
The existing racks utilize Boraflex as
the neutron absorber material.
Degradation of Boraflex has caused
water chemistry and clarity problems
and has also resulted in the need to rely
on soluble boron in the SFPs to
maintain the plants’ design bases. The
new spent fuel storage racks utilize
Boral as the neutron absorber material,
which has been used successfully at a
number of plants. In replacing the SFP
racks, the licensee decided not to
include failed fuel cells. That change, in
addition to differences in cell design
between the existing and new racks,
will result in the capacity of the SFP
being changed from 2,864 normal fuel
cells and six failed fuel cells to 2,984
normal fuel cells.
Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action
Radioactive Waste Treatment
Byron and Braidwood use waste
treatment systems designed to collect
and process gaseous, liquid, and solid
waste that might contain radioactive
material. These radioactive waste
treatment systems were evaluated in the
Final Environmental Statements (FESs)
dated April 1982 (Byron) and June 1984
(Braidwood). The proposed changes to
the SFP will not involve any change in
the waste treatment systems described
in the FESs.
Gaseous Radioactive Wastes
The storage of additional spent fuel
assemblies in the pools is not expected
to affect the releases of radioactive gases
from the spent fuel pools. Gaseous
fission products such as Krypton-85 and
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Iodine-131 are produced by the fuel in
the core during reactor operation. A
small percentage of these fission gases is
released to the reactor coolant from the
small number of fuel assemblies that are
expected to develop leaks during reactor
operation. During refueling operations,
some of these fission products enter the
pools and are subsequently released into
the air. Since the frequency of refueling
(and, therefore, the number of freshly
offloaded spent fuel assemblies stored
in the pools at any one time) will not
increase, there will be no increase in the
amounts of these types of fission
products released to the atmosphere as
a result of the increased pool fuel
storage capacity.
The increased heat load on the pools
from the storage of additional spent fuel
assemblies will potentially result in an
increase in the pools’ evaporation rate.
However, this increased evaporation
rate is not expected to result in an
increase in the amount of gaseous
tritium released from the pool. The
overall release of radioactive gases from
Byron and Braidwood will remain a
small fraction of the limits of 10 CFR
20.1301.
Solid Radioactive Wastes
Spent resins are generated by the
processing of SFP water through the
pools’ purification system. These spent
resins are disposed of as solid
radioactive waste. Resin replacement is
determined primarily by the
requirement for water clarity and is
normally done approximately once per
year. No significant increase in the
volume of solid radioactive waste is
expected with the expanded storage
capacity. During reracking operations,
small amounts of additional waste resin
may be generated by the pools’ cleanup
systems on a one-time basis. Additional
solid radwaste will consist of the old
spent fuel rack modules themselves, as
well as any interferences of pool
hardware that may have to be removed
from the pool to permit installation of
the new rack modules. The old racks
will be washed down in preparation for
packaging and shipment. Shipping
containers and procedures will conform
to Federal regulations as specified in 10
CFR Part 71, ‘‘Packaging and
Transportation of Radioactive Material,’’
and to the requirements of any state
through which the shipment may pass,
as set forth by the state department of
transportation.
Liquid Radioactive Wastes
The release of radioactive liquids will
not be affected directly as a result of the
SFP modifications. The SFP ion
exchanger resins remove soluble
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radioactive materials from the pool
water. When the resins are replaced, the
small amount of resin sluice water that
is released is processed by the radwaste
systems. As previously stated, the
frequency of resin replacement may
increase slightly during the installation
of the new racks. However, the increase
in the amount of radioactive liquid
released to the environment as a result
of the proposed SFP expansion is
expected to be negligible.
Occupational Dose Consideration
Radiation protection personnel at
Byron and Braidwood will monitor the
doses to the workers during the SFP
expansion operations. The total
occupational dose to plant workers as a
result of the SFP is estimated to be
between 6 and 12 person-rem which
includes an estimated dose for potential
diver exposure, if one is needed, and
estimates of person-rem exposures
associated with washdown and
preparation of the existing racks for
shipping. The dose estimate is
comparable to doses for similar SFP
modifications performed at other
nuclear plants. The SFP rack
installations will follow detailed
procedures prepared with full
consideration of as low as reasonably
achievable (ALARA) principles.
On the basis of its review of the
licensee’s proposal, the NRC staff
concludes that the Byron and
Braidwood SFP reracking operations
can be performed in a manner that will
ensure that doses to workers will be
maintained ALARA. The estimated dose
of 6 to 12 person-rem to perform the
proposed SFP reracking operations is a
small fraction of the annual collective
dose accrued at Byron and Braidwood.
Accident Considerations
The licensee evaluated five spent fuel
drop accidents, a spent fuel cask drop
accident, and a change in the SFP water
temperature. Because of the similarity
between the new racks and the existing
ones, and the small increase (4 percent)
in the spent fuel capacity of the new
racks, the consequences of the spent
fuel and fuel cask drop accidents were
either bounded by the previous accident
analyses as incorporated in the plants’
design bases or unaffected by the
changeout of the SFP racks.
The change in temperature of the SFP
water was evaluated for the potential
increase in reactivity. Because the
reactivity coefficient in the SFP is
negative, a temperature increase will
result in a decrease in reactivity. The
initiators of this event are unaffected by
the SFP rack replacement because there
are no features of the design change
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affecting the SFP cooling system or that
would prompt a SFP water temperature
decrease.
As a consequence of the analyses, the
NRC staff concludes that increases in
the capacity of the SFPs at Byron and
Braidwood will not be accompanied by
an associated increase in the
radiological consequences of fuelhandling accidents. The potential offsite
doses will not be increased over the
values given in the updated Final Safety
Analysis Report.
Alternatives to the Proposed Action
Shipping Fuel to a Permanent Federal
Fuel Storage/Disposal Facility
Shipment of spent fuel to a high-level
radioactive storage facility is an
alternative to increasing the onsite spent
fuel storage capacity. However, the U.S.
Department of Energy’s (DOE’s) highlevel radioactive waste repository is not
expected to begin receiving spent fuel
until approximately 2010, at the earliest.
To date, no location has been identified
and an interim federal storage facility
has yet to be identified in advance of a
decision on a permanent repository.
Therefore, shipping the spent fuel to the
DOE repository is not considered an
alternative to increased onsite fuel
storage capacity at this time.
Shipping Fuel to a Reprocessing Facility
Reprocessing of spent fuel from Byron
and Braidwood is not a viable
alternative since there are no operating
commercial reprocessing facilities in the
United States. Therefore, spent fuel
would have to be shipped to an overseas
facility for reprocessing. However, this
approach has never been used and it
would require approval by the
Department of State as well as other
entities. Additionally, the cost of spent
fuel reprocessing is not offset by the
salvage value of the residual uranium;
reprocessing represents an added cost.
Shipping the Fuel Offsite to Another
Utility or Another ComEd Site
The shipment of fuel to another utility
or transferring fuel to another of the
licensee’s facilities would provide shortterm relief from the problems at Byron
and Braidwood. The Nuclear Waste
Policy Act of 1982, Subtitle B, Section
131(a)(1), however, clearly places the
responsibility for the interim storage of
spent fuel with each owner or operator
of a nuclear plant. The SFPs at the other
reactor sites were designed with
capacity to accommodate spent fuel
from those particular sites. Therefore,
transferring spent fuel from Byron or
Braidwood to other sites would create
storage capacity problems at those
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locations. The shipment of spent fuel to
another site or transferring it to another
ComEd site is not an acceptable
alternative because of increased fuel
handling risks and additional
occupational radiation exposure, as well
as the fact that no additional storage
capacity would be created.
Alternatives Creating Additional Storage
Capacity
Alternative technologies that would
create additional storage capacity
include rod consolidation, dry cask
storage, modular vault dry storage, and
constructing a new pool. Rod
consolidation involves disassembling
the spent fuel assemblies and storing the
fuel rods from two or more assemblies
into a stainless steel canister that can be
stored in the spent fuel racks. Industry
experience with rod consolidation is
currently limited, primarily due to
concerns for potential gap activity
release due to rod breakage, the
potential for increased fuel cladding
corrosion due to some of the protective
oxide layer being scraped off, and
because the prolonged consolidation
activity could interfere with ongoing
plant operations. Dry cask storage is a
method of transferring spent fuel, after
storage in the pool for several years, to
high capacity casks with passive heat
dissipation features. After loading, the
casks are stored outdoors on a
seismically qualified concrete pad.
Concerns for dry cask storage include
the need for special security provisions
and high cost. Vault storage consists of
storing spent fuel in shielded stainless
steel cylinders in a horizontal
configuration in a reinforced concrete
vault. The concrete vault provides
missile and earthquake protection and
radiation shielding. Concerns for vault
dry storage include security, land
consumption, eventual
decommissioning of the new vault, the
potential for fuel or clad rupture due to
high temperatures, and high cost. The
alternative of constructing and licensing
new spent fuel pools is not practical for
Byron and Braidwood because such an
effort would require about 10 years to
complete and would be an expensive
alternative.
The alternative technologies that
could create additional storage capacity
involve additional fuel handling with an
attendant opportunity for a fuel
handling accident, involve higher
cumulative dose to workers effecting the
fuel transfers, require additional
security measures that are significantly
more expensive, and would not result in
a significant improvement in
environmental impacts compared to the
proposed reracking modifications.
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Reduction of Spent Fuel Generation
Generally, improved usage of the fuel
and/or operation at a reduced power
level would be an alternative that would
decrease the amount of fuel being stored
in the SFPs and, thus, increase the
amount of time before the maximum
storage capacities of the SFPs are
reached. However, operating the plant at
a reduced power level would not make
effective use of available resources, and
would cause unnecessary economic
hardship on the licensee and its
customers. In addition, the primary
reason for the licensee reracking the
SFPs is to replace the degrading
Boraflex with a stable neutron absorber,
Boral. The increase in fuel storage
capacity is primarily the result of the
differences in design between the
existing and the new spent fuel racks.
Therefore, reducing the amount of spent
fuel generated by increasing burnup
further or reducing power is not
considered a practical alternative.
The No-Action Alternative
The NRC staff also considered denial
of the proposed action (i.e., the ‘‘noaction’’ alternative). Denial of the
application would result in no
significant change in current
environmental impacts. The
environmental impacts of the proposed
action and the alternative actions are
similar.
Alternative Use of Resources
This action does not involve the use
of any resources not previously
considered in the Final Environmental
Statements for Byron Station, Units 1
and 2, and Braidwood Station, Units 1
and 2.
Agencies and Persons Contacted
In accordance with its stated policy,
on December 20, 1999, the NRC staff
consulted with Illinois State official,
Frank Niziolec of the Illinois
Department of Nuclear Safety, regarding
the environmental impact of the
proposed action. The state official had
no comments.
Finding of No Significant Impact
On the basis of the environmental
assessment, the NRC concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
NRC 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 March 23, 1999, as supplemented
by letters dated October 21 and
December 15, 1999, which are available
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for public inspection at the
Commission’s Public Document Room,
The Gelman Building, 2120 L Street,
NW., Washington, DC. Publicly
available records will be accessible
electronically from the ADAMS Public
Library component on the NRC Web
site, http://www.nrc.gov (the Electronic
Reading Room).
Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 23rd day
of February, 2000.
For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Anthony J. Mendiola,
Chief, Section 2, Project Directorate III,
Division of Licensing Project Management,
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation.
[FR Doc. 00–4757 Filed 2–28–00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590–01–P

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION
[Docket Nos. 50–260 and 50–296]

Tennessee Valley Authority, Browns
Ferry Nuclear Plant, Units 2 and 3;
Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact
Introduction
The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) is considering
issuance of an exemption from 10 CFR
Part 50.54(o) and 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix J, for Facility Operating
Licenses Nos. DPR–52 and DPR–68,
issued to the Tennessee Valley
Authority (TVA) for operation of the
Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant (BFN) Units
2 and 3, located in Limestone County,
Alabama.
Environmental Assessment
Identification of the Proposed Action
The proposed action would exempt
TVA from requirements to include main
steam isolation valve (MSIV) leakage in
(a) the overall integrated leakage rate
test measurement required by Section
III.A of Appendix J, Option B, and (b)
the sum of local leak rate test
measurements required by Section III.B
of Appendix J, Option B.
The proposed action is in accordance
with the licensee’s application dated
September 28, 1999, for exemption from
certain requirements of Title 10, Code of
Federal Regulations (10 CFR), Section
50.54(o) and 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix
J.
The Need for the Proposed Action
Section 50.54(o) of 10 CFR Part 50
requires that primary reactor
containments for water cooled power
reactors be subject to the requirements
of Appendix J to 10 CFR Part 50.
Appendix J specifies the leakage test
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requirements, schedules, and
acceptance criteria for tests of the leak
tight integrity of the primary reactor
containment and systems and
components which penetrate the
containment. Option B, Section III.A
requires that the overall integrated leak
rate must not exceed the allowable
leakage (La) with margin, as specified in
the Technical Specifications (TS). The
overall integrated leak rate, as specified
in the 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix J
definitions, includes the contribution
from MSIV leakage. By letter dated
September 28, 1999, the licensee has
requested an exemption from Option B,
Section III.A, requirements to permit
exclusion of MSIV leakage from the
overall integrated leak rate test
measurement. Option B, Section III.B of
10 CFR Part 50, Appendix J requires that
the sum of the leakage rates of Type B
and Type C local leak rate tests be less
than the performance criterion (La) with
margin, as specified in the TS. The
licensee’s September 28, 1999 letter also
requests an exemption from this
requirement, to permit exclusion of the
MSIV contribution to the sum of the
Type B and Type C tests.
The above-cited requirements of
Appendix J require that MSIV leakage
measurements be grouped with the
leakage measurements of other
containment penetrations when
containment leakage tests are
performed. These requirements are
inconsistent with the design of the
Browns Ferry facilities and the
analytical models used to calculate the
radiological consequences of design
basis accidents. At Browns Ferry, and
similar facilities, the leakage from
primary containment penetrations,
under accident conditions, is collected
and treated by the secondary
containment system, or would bypass
the secondary containment. However,
the leakage from MSIVs is collected and
treated via an Alternative Leakage
Treatment (ALT) path having different
mitigation characteristics. In performing
accident analyses, it is appropriate to
group various leakage effluents
according to the treatment they receive
before being released to the
environment, i.e., bypass leakage is
grouped, leakage into secondary
containment is grouped, and ALT
leakage is grouped, with specific limits
for each group defined in the TS. The
proposed exemption would permit ALT
path leakage to be independently
grouped with its unique leakage limits.
Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action
The proposed action will not
significantly increase the probability or
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consequences of accidents. The NRC
Staff has completed its evaluation of the
proposed action and finds that the
proposed exemption involves a slight
increase in the total amount of
radioactive effluent that may be released
off site in the event of a design basis
accident. However, the calculated doses
remain within the acceptance criteria of
10 CFR Part 100 and Standard Review
Plan Section 15 and there is no
significant increase in occupational or
public radiation exposure. The NRC
Staff thus concludes that granting the
proposed exemption would result in no
significant radiological environmental
impact.
The proposed action does not affect
non-radiological plant effluents or
historical sites, and has no other
environmental impact. Therefore there
are no significant non-radiological
impacts associated with the proposed
exemption.
Accordingly, the NRC concludes that
there are no significant environmental
impacts associated with the proposed
action.
Alternative to the Proposed Action
As an alternative to the proposed
action, the staff considered denial of the
proposed action (i.e., the ‘‘no action’’
alternative). Denial of the exemption
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 dated September 1, 1972 for
BFN Units 2 and 3.
Agencies and Persons Consulted
In accordance with its stated policy,
on October 21, 1999, the NRC staff
consulted with the Alabama State
official, Mr. Kirk E. Whatley of the
Alabama Office of Radiation Control,
regarding the environmental impact of
the proposed action. Mr. Walter had no
comments.
Finding of No Significant Impact
On the basis of 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 this
action, see the licensee’s letter dated
September 28, 1999, which is available
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