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Introduction 

By l etter dated March 9, 1977, Metropolitan Edison Company 
(the licensee) 

requested amendment of Appendix A to-Operating License 
No. DPR-5.0 for Three 

Mile Island Nuclear Station, Unit No.' 1 (1141-1). This proposed amendment 

would extend the period of applicability of the present 
limits on the reactor' 

coolant system pressure and system heatup and cooldown 
rates from 1.84 effective 

full1 power years (EFPY) to 2 EFPY.  

Discussion 

Section 3.1.2 (Pressurization, Heatup and Cooldown Limitations) 
of the TMI-l 

Appendix A Technical Specifications contains an inconsistency. 
Specifically, 

Section 3.1.2.1 states that Figures 3.1-1 and 3.1-2. which define the pressure.  

limits for the reactor coolant system during heatup and cooldown, 
are limiting 

for the first 1.70106 thermal megawatt days of operation. 
Based on the 

licensed power of the reactor (2535 ?erWt)Y this is equivalent to about 1.84 

EFPY. Section 3.1.2.4, however, states that these figures 
shall be updated 

within 2 EFPY. *Thus,.there is a gap-of about 0.16 EFPY during which .no 
limits are specified.  

The licensee, by letter dated February 23, 1977, requested 
amendment of the 

TMI-l Technical Specifications in the form of revised 
Figures 3.1-1 and 3.1-2 

which would be applicable over the first 6 EFPY of operation. 
In support of 

this request the licensee enclosed Babcock and Wilcox 
Report No. BAW-1439,

"~Analysis of Capsule TMI-1E from'Metrop~litan Edison 
Company Three'Mile 

Island Nuclear Station, Unit No. 1" which included the 
results of tests on 

reactor vessel surveillance specimens and neutron dosimetry 
data. This report-' 

and the licensee's request for revised Figures 3.1-1 
and*3.1-2 are currently-: 

under review.  

in order to remedy the current defect hi the T141-l Technical-Specifications,* 

pending completion of the above review, the licensee's 
present-request is to..  

change Section 3.1.2.1 of the Technical.Specifi~cations 
so that the present
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Figures 3.1-1 and 3.1-2 are applicable for 2 EFPY instead of 1.7xl0 6 thermal 

megawatt days. The licensee states that this is justified because based on 

the data presented in BAW-1439 the'actual fast neutron exposure (E>l.OMev) 

received by the reagtor vessel is significantly lower than assumed in deriving 

the limit of 1.7xlO thermal megawatt days.  

Evaluation 

We have examined the basis for the present limit as given in the TMI-I 

Technical Specification and find that it is based on I design fast neutron 

flux (E>1.0 Mev) at the reactor vessel wall of 3.lxlO 0 n/cm2 -sec at a 

reference power of 2568MWt. At the licensed power of 2535 MWt, this 

corresponds to a fast neutron flux of about 3.06x01 0 n/cm2 -sec. We have 

also examined the dosimetry data given in BAW-1439 and find that based 

on these data the actual fast neutron flux (E>1.0 Mev) at the reactor 

vessel wall at the licensed power level will be about 1.68x0 1 0 n/cm2 -sec 

over the first 10 EFPY of operation. The actual exposure rate, therefore, 

will be about 55% of the rate assumed in ertablishing the period of 

applicability of Figures 3.1-1 and 3.1-2.  

Inasmuch as the requested change in the periodof applicability from 

1.84 to 2 EFPY represents an increase of only about 8.6% and the dosimetry 

data support a much larger increase (up-to 180%), we conclude that the 

requested change is acceptable.  

Environmental Consideration 

We have determined that the amendment does not authorize a change in effluent 

types or total amounts nor an increase in power level and will not result 

in any significant environmental impact. Having made this determination, 

we have further concluded that the amendment involves an action which is 

insignificant from the standpoint of environmental impact and, pursuant 

to 10 CFR §51.5(d)(4), that an environmental impact statement, or negative 

declaration and environmental impact appraisal need not be prepared in 

connection with the issuance of this amendment.  

Conclusion 

We have concluded, based on the considerations discussed above, that: (1)' 

because the amendment does not involve a significant increase in the 

probability or consequences of accidents previously considered and does not 

involve a significant'decrease in a safety margin, the amendment does 

not involve a significant hazards consideration, (2) there is reasonable 

assurance that the health and safety of the public will not be endangered 

by operation in the proposed manner,'and (3) such activities will be 

conducted in compliance with the Commission's regulations and theissuance 

of this amendment will not be inimical to the common defense and security 

or to the health and safety of the public.

Dated: March 16, 1977


