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collection techniques or other forms of 
information should be addressed to: 
Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs of OMB, Attention: Desk Officer 
for National Science Foundation, 725 
17th Street, NW., Room 10235, 
Washington, DC 20503, and to Suzanne 
H. Plimpton, Reports Clearance Officer, 
National Science Foundation, 4201 
Wilson Boulevard, Suite 295, Arlington, 
Virginia 22230 or send e-mail to 
splimpto@nsf.gov. Copies of the 
submission may be obtained by calling 
(703) 292–7556.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Suzanne H. Plimpton, NSF Reports 
Clearance Officer at (703) 292–7556 or 
send e-mail to splimpto@nsf.gov.

An agency may not conduct or 
sponsor a collection of information 
unless the collection of information 
displays a currently valid OMB control 
number and the agency informs 
potential persons who are to respond to 
the collection of information that such 
persons are not required to respond to 
the collection of information unless it 
displays a currently valid OMB control 
number.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Title of Collection: Cross-Site 
Evaluation of the National Science 
Foundation’s Directorate for Education 
and Human Resources’ Urban Systemic 
Program. 

OMB Approval Number: 3145–0186. 
Abstract: The National Science 

Foundation (NSF) requests a three-year 
clearance for an evaluation of the Urban 
Systemic Program (USP), a study that 
has been on-going since October 1999 
first under OMB 3145–0136 and now 
under OMB 3145–0186. Due to a change 
in OMB terms of clearance for OMB 
3145–0136, NSF established an 
independent clearance for the USP 
study under the terms of an emergency 
clearance. 

USP began in 1999 when NSF made 
competitive awards of up to $3 million 
per year, for up to 5 years, to 5 urban 
school districts. Since then, the program 
has made awards to 13 additional 
districts in 2000, and another 9 districts 
in 2001. The USP represents one of 
NSF’s major investments in improving 
science and mathematics education in 
urban school systems across the 
country, and have third-party evaluation 
is important in order for the agency to 
interpret the worthiness of the 
investment. 

NSF uses the data to: (1) Determine 
whether to modify or extend the USP 
concepts and (2) share best practices 
and lessons learned about reform in 
mathematics and science education for 
K–12 schools. 

Specifically, during the first two years 
of the USP Cross-Site Evaluation, the 
third-party, COSMOS Corporation of 
Bethesda, MD, has produced reports for 
others at NSF (e.g., the National Science 
Board). Though there are other sources 
of such documentation, the information 
provided by the Cross-Site team is 
valued because the team is not 
associated in any way with the program 
sites. Second, the Division of 
Educational System Reform uses the 
information to supplement its annual 
program monitoring. Third, NSF will 
use the information, both to assess its 
investment in the USP program and 
potentially to help to guide the design 
of future programs, such as the 
Mathematics and Science Partnerships. 

During the extended period of 
clearance, the cross-site evaluation will 
conduct site visits to the first 18 
districts that received USP awards and 
will collect student achievement data in 
mathematics and science from all of the 
districts. This data collection 
complements earlier efforts already 
undertaken by the Cross-Site team 
under earlier OMB clearances. 

Respondents: State, local or tribal 
governments. 

Number of Respondents: 324. 
Burden on the Public: 121.5 hours.
Dated: July 22, 2002. 

Suzanne H. Plimpton, 
Reports Clearance Officer, National Science 
Foundation.
[FR Doc. 02–18824 Filed 7–24–02; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7555–01–M

NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 

[Docket Nos. 50–338 and 50–339] 

Virginia Electric and Power Co.; Notice 
of Consideration of Issuance of 
Amendments to Facility Operating 
Licenses, Proposed No Significant 
Hazards Consideration Determination, 
and Opportunity for a Hearing 

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (the Commission) is 
considering issuance of amendments to 
Facility Operating License Nos. NPF–4 
and NPF–7 issued to Virginia Electric 
and Power Company (the licensee) for 
operation of the North Anna Power 
Station, Units 1 and 2, located in Louisa 
County, Virginia. 

The proposed amendments would 
permit the licensee to delay the effective 
implementation date of the Improved 
Technical Specifications from no later 
than September 2, 2002, to no later than 
December 20, 2002. 

Before issuance of the proposed 
license amendments, the Commission 
will have made findings required by the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended 
(the Act), and the Commission’s 
regulations. 

The Commission has made a 
proposed determination that the 
amendments request involves no 
significant hazards consideration. Under 
the Commission’s regulations in Title 10 
of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 
CFR), § 50.92, this means that operation 
of the facility in accordance with the 
proposed amendments would not (1) 
involve a significant increase in the 
probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated; or (2) 
create the possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated; or (3) 
involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety. As required by 10 CFR 
50.91(a), the licensee has provided its 
analysis of the issue of no significant 
hazards consideration, which is 
presented below:

1. Do the proposed changes involve a 
significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated? 

The proposed changes delay 
implementation of the Improved Technical 
Specifications (ITS) to permit completion of 
system modifications and final functional 
testing of the Control Room Bottled Air 
System. The proposed changes are 
administrative in nature in that they simply 
delay implementation of ITS for four months. 
Until the ITS are implemented the current 
Technical Specifications will remain in 
effect. Since the changes are administrative, 
they will not alter the operation or otherwise 
increase the failure probability of any plant 
equipment that initiates an analyzed 
accident. As a result, the probability of any 
accident previously evaluated is not 
significantly increased. The changes will not 
affect the design, function or operation of any 
system, structure or component nor will it 
affect any maintenance, modification or 
testing activities. Thus, there will be no 
impact on the capability of any structure, 
system or component to perform its intended 
safety function. Therefore, it is concluded 
that operation in accordance with the 
proposed changes will not involve a 
significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of accidents previously 
analyzed. 

2. Do the proposed changes create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of 
accident from any accident previously 
evaluated? 

Deferral of the ITS implementation date is 
an administrative change. As such the 
changes do not involve a physical alteration 
of the plant (no new or different type of 
equipment will be installed) or a change in 
the methods governing normal plant 
operation. Thus, these changes do not create 
the possibility of a new or different kind of 
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1 The most recent version of Title 10 of the Code 
of Federal Regulations, published January 1, 2002, 
inadvertently omitted the last sentence of 10 CFR 
2.714(d) and subparagraphs (d)(1) and (2), regarding 
petitions to intervene and contentions. Those 
provisions are extant and still applicable to 
petitions to intervene. Those provisions are as 
follows: ‘‘In all other circumstances, such ruling 
body or officer shall, in ruling on— 

(1) A petition for leave to intervene or a request 
for hearing, consider the following factors, among 
other things: (i) The nature of the petitioner’s right 
under the Act to be made a party to the proceeding. 
(ii) The nature and extent of the petitioner’s 
property, financial, or other interest in the 
proceeding. (iii) The possible effect of any order 
that may be entered in the proceeding on the 
petitioner’s interest. 

(2) The admissibility of a contention, refuse to 
admit a contention if: (i) The contention and 
supporting material fail to satisfy the requirements 
of paragraph (b)(2) of this section; or (ii) The 
contention, if proven, would be of no consequence 
in the proceeding because it would not entitle 
petitioner to relief.’’

accident from any accident previously 
evaluated. 

3. Do the proposed changes involve a 
significant reduction in a margin of safety? 

Deferral of the ITS implementation date is 
an administrative change. The proposed 
changes do not affect the plant design or 
operations. The changes do not eliminate any 
requirements or impose any new 
requirements or alter any physical 
parameters, which could reduce the margin 
to an identified acceptance limit. Hence, 
these changes do not involve a significant 
reduction in the margin of safety.

The NRC staff has reviewed the 
licensee’s analysis and, based on this 
review, it appears that the three 
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are 
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff 
proposes to determine that the 
amendments request involves no 
significant hazards consideration.

The Commission is seeking public 
comments on this proposed 
determination. Any comments received 
within 30 days after the date of 
publication of this notice will be 
considered in making any final 
determination. 

Normally, the Commission will not 
issue the amendments until the 
expiration of the 30-day notice period. 
However, should circumstances change 
during the notice period such that 
failure to act in a timely way would 
result, for example, in derating or 
shutdown of the facility, the 
Commission may issue the license 
amendments before the expiration of the 
30-day notice period, provided that its 
final determination is that the 
amendments involve no significant 
hazards consideration. The final 
determination will consider all public 
and State comments received. Should 
the Commission take this action, it will 
publish in the Federal Register a notice 
of issuance and provide for opportunity 
for a hearing after issuance. The 
Commission expects that the need to 
take this action will occur very 
infrequently. 

Written comments may be submitted 
by mail to the Chief, Rules and 
Directives Branch, Division of 
Administrative Services, Office of 
Administration, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, Washington, DC 20555–
0001, and should cite the publication 
date and page number of this Federal 
Register notice. Written comments may 
also be delivered to Room 6D59, Two 
White Flint North, 11545 Rockville 
Pike, Rockville, Maryland, from 7:30 
a.m. to 4:15 p.m. Federal workdays. 
Documents may be examined, and/or 
copied for a fee, at the NRC’s Public 
Document Room, located at One White 
Flint North, 11555 Rockville Pike (first 
floor), Rockville, Maryland. 

The filing of requests for hearing and 
petitions for leave to intervene is 
discussed below. 

By August 26, 2002, the licensee may 
file a request for a hearing with respect 
to issuance of the amendments to the 
subject facility operating licenses and 
any person whose interest may be 
affected by this proceeding and who 
wishes to participate as a party in the 
proceeding must file a written request 
for a hearing and a petition for leave to 
intervene. Requests for a hearing and a 
petition for leave to intervene shall be 
filed in accordance with the 
Commission’s ‘‘Rules of Practice for 
Domestic Licensing Proceedings’’ in 10 
CFR part 2. Interested persons should 
consult a current copy of 10 CFR 2.714,1 
which is available at the Commission’s 
Public Document Room, located at One 
White Flint North, 11555 Rockville Pike 
(first floor), Rockville, Maryland, or 
electronically on the Internet at the NRC 
Web site http://www.nrc.gov/reading-
rm/doc-collections/cfr/. If there are 
problems in accessing the document, 
contact the Public Document Room 
Reference staff at 1–800–397–4209, 301–
415–4737, or by e-mail to pdr@nrc.gov. 
If a request for a hearing or petition for 
leave to intervene is filed by the above 
date, the Commission or an Atomic 
Safety and Licensing Board, designated 
by the Commission or by the Chairman 
of the Atomic Safety and Licensing 
Board Panel, will rule on the request 
and/or petition; and the Secretary or the 
designated Atomic Safety and Licensing 
Board will issue a notice of hearing or 
an appropriate order.

As required by 10 CFR 2.714, a 
petition for leave to intervene shall set 
forth with particularity the interest of 
the petitioner in the proceeding, and 
how that interest may be affected by the 
results of the proceeding. The petition 

should specifically explain the reasons 
why intervention should be permitted 
with particular reference to the 
following factors: (1) The nature of the 
petitioner’s right under the Act to be 
made party to the proceeding; (2) the 
nature and extent of the petitioner’s 
property, financial, or other interest in 
the proceeding; and (3) the possible 
effect of any order which may be 
entered in the proceeding on the 
petitioner’s interest. The petition should 
also identify the specific aspect(s) of the 
subject matter of the proceeding as to 
which petitioner wishes to intervene. 
Any person who has filed a petition for 
leave to intervene or who has been 
admitted as a party may amend the 
petition without requesting leave of the 
Board up to 15 days prior to the first 
prehearing conference scheduled in the 
proceeding, but such an amended 
petition must satisfy the specificity 
requirements described above. 

Not later than 15 days prior to the first 
prehearing conference scheduled in the 
proceeding, a petitioner shall file a 
supplement to the petition to intervene 
which must include a list of the 
contentions which are sought to be 
litigated in the matter. Each contention 
must consist of a specific statement of 
the issue of law or fact to be raised or 
controverted. In addition, the petitioner 
shall provide a brief explanation of the 
bases of the contention and a concise 
statement of the alleged facts or expert 
opinion which support the contention 
and on which the petitioner intends to 
rely in proving the contention at the 
hearing. The petitioner must also 
provide references to those specific 
sources and documents of which the 
petitioner is aware and on which the 
petitioner intends to rely to establish 
those facts or expert opinion. Petitioner 
must provide sufficient information to 
show that a genuine dispute exists with 
the applicant on a material issue of law 
or fact. Contentions shall be limited to 
matters within the scope of the 
amendments under consideration. The 
contention must be one which, if 
proven, would entitle the petitioner to 
relief. A petitioner who fails to file such 
a supplement which satisfies these 
requirements with respect to at least one 
contention will not be permitted to 
participate as a party. 

Those permitted to intervene become 
parties to the proceeding, subject to any 
limitations in the order granting leave to 
intervene, and have the opportunity to 
participate fully in the conduct of the 
hearing, including the opportunity to 
present evidence and cross-examine 
witnesses.

If a hearing is requested, the 
Commission will make a final 
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determination on the issue of no 
significant hazards consideration. The 
final determination will serve to decide 
when the hearing is held. 

If the final determination is that the 
amendments request involves no 
significant hazards consideration, the 
Commission may issue the amendments 
and make them immediately effective, 
notwithstanding the request for a 
hearing. Any hearing held would take 
place after issuance of the amendments. 

If the final determination is that the 
amendments request involves a 
significant hazards consideration, any 
hearing held would take place before 
the issuance of any amendments. 

A request for a hearing or a petition 
for leave to intervene 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 (PDR), located 
at One White Flint North, 11555 
Rockville Pike (first floor), Rockville, 
Maryland, by the above date. Because of 
the continuing disruptions in delivery 
of mail to United States Government 
offices, it is requested that petitions for 
leave to intervene and requests for 
hearing be transmitted to the Secretary 
of the Commission either by means of 
facsimile transmission to 301–415–1101 
or by e-mail to hearingdocket@nrc.gov. 
A copy of the petition for leave to 
intervene and request for hearing should 
also be sent to the Office of the General 
Counsel, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, Washington, DC 20555–
0001, and because of continuing 
disruptions in delivery of mail to United 
States Government offices, it is 
requested that copies be transmitted 
either by means of facsimile 
transmission to 301–415–3725 or by e-
mail to OGCMailCenter@nrc.gov. A copy 
of the request for hearing and petition 
for leave to intervene should also be 
sent to Ms. Lillian M. Cuoco, Esq., 
Senior Nuclear Counsel, Dominion 
Nuclear Connecticut, Inc., Millstone 
Power Station, Building 475, 5th Floor, 
Rope Ferry Road, Rt. 156, Waterford, 
Connecticut 06385, attorney for the 
licensee. 

Nontimely filings of petitions for 
leave to intervene, amended petitions, 
supplemental petitions and/or requests 
for hearing will not be entertained 
absent a determination by the 
Commission, the presiding officer or the 
presiding Atomic Safety and Licensing 
Board that the petition and/or request 
should be granted based upon a 
balancing of the factors specified in 10 
CFR 2.714(a)(1)(i)–(v) and 2.714(d). 

For further details with respect to this 
action, see the application for 
amendments dated July 18, 2002, which 
is available for public inspection at the 
Commission’s PDR, located at One 
White Flint North, 11555 Rockville Pike 
(first floor), Rockville, Maryland. 
Publicly available records will be 
accessible from the Agencywide 
Documents Access and Management 
System’s (ADAMS) Public Electronic 
Reading Room on the Internet at the 
NRC Web site, http://www.nrc.gov/
reading-rm/adams.html. Persons who 
do not have access to ADAMS or who 
encounter problems in accessing the 
documents located in ADAMS, should 
contact the NRC PDR Reference staff by 
telephone at 1–800–397–4209, 301–
415–4737, or by e-mail to pdr@nrc.gov.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 19th day 
of July 2002.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
Stephen R. Monarque, 
Project Manager, Section 1, Project 
Directorate II, Division of Licensing Project 
Management, Office of Nuclear Reactor 
Regulation.
[FR Doc. 02–18822 Filed 7–24–02; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590–01–P

NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 

[Docket No. 50–309] 

Maine Yankee Atomic Power Co., 
Maine Yankee Atomic Power Station; 
Environmental Assessment and 
Finding of No Significant Impact 

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) is considering 
issuance of an amendment to Facility 
Operating License No. DPR–36, issued 
to Maine Yankee Atomic Power 
Company (MYAPC or the licensee), for 
the Maine Yankee Atomic Power Station 
(Maine Yankee or the plant), located in 
Lincoln County, Maine. Therefore, as 
required by 10 CFR 51.21, the NRC is 
issuing this environmental assessment 
and finding of no significant impact. 

Environmental Assessment 

Identification of the Proposed Action 
The proposed action would revise the 

license to incorporate a new License 
Condition 2.B.(9). The license condition 
would terminate license jurisdiction for 
a portion of the Maine Yankee site 
(referred to as the Non-Impacted 
Backlands (West of Bailey Cove and 
West of Young’s Brook and North of Old 
Ferry Road)), thereby releasing these 
lands from Facility Operating License 
No. DPR–36. The land in question is not 
used for any licensed activities. No 

radiological materials have historically 
been used on this land and the land will 
not be used to support ongoing 
decommissioning operations and 
activities. 

The Backlands, approximately 260 
hectares (640 acres), are located beyond 
the 610-meter (2,000-foot) exclusion 
area established under the requirements 
of 10 CFR part 100, except for a specific 
portion. As such, the area has been open 
and accessible to the general public and 
is bounded by residential land owners. 
The Backlands consists of open fields, 
woodland, and some shoreline property. 
The Backlands have been designated as 
a non-impacted area, which means the 
area was not impacted due to site 
operation. 

The proposed action is in accordance 
with the licensee’s application dated 
August 16, 2001, as supplemented by 
letter dated November 19, 2001. 

The Need for the Proposed Action 
The revision to the license is needed 

to release the Backlands from the 
jurisdiction of Facility Operating 
License No. DPR–36. Portions of this 
land, approximately 80 hectares (200 
acres), will be donated to a tax exempt 
environmental organization to create a 
nature preserve and an environmental 
education center and to provide public 
access to coastal lands in the mid-coast 
region of Maine. This donation is part 
of a rate case settlement that MYAPC 
made with the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission. The release of 
the rest of the Backlands will facilitate 
potential redevelopment and reuse of 
property that has been part of the Maine 
Yankee site. 

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed 
Action 

The NRC has completed its evaluation 
of the proposed action and concludes 
that the issuance of the amendment will 
not have any significant effect on 
accident risk or the possibility of 
environmental impact. The Commission 
has previously issued a No Significant 
Hazards Consideration Determination 
for the proposed action (67 FR 12604) 
dated March 19, 2002. The proposed 
action will not significantly increase the 
probability or consequences of any 
accidents, no changes are being made in 
the types of effluents that may be 
released offsite, and there is no 
significant increase in occupational or 
public radiation exposure. Therefore, 
there are no significant radiological 
environmental impacts associated with 
the proposed action. 

With regard to potential non-
radiological impacts, the proposed 
action does not have the potential to 

VerDate Jul<19>2002 19:27 Jul 24, 2002 Jkt 197001 PO 00000 Frm 00072 Fmt 4703 Sfmt 4703 E:\FR\FM\25JYN1.SGM pfrm13 PsN: 25JYN1


		Superintendent of Documents
	2010-07-18T20:15:00-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




