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Introduction 

By letter dated December 6, 1974, we.requested Metropolitan Edison Company 
to submit an application for a license amendment to add Technical Speci
fications related to installed filter systems so as to be in conformance 
with model Technical Specifications on air treatment systems considered 
in the accident analyses. By letters dated January 30, 1975 and October 28, 
1975, Metropolitan Edison Company proposed additions to Appendix A of the 
Facility Operating License DPR-50 for the Three Mile Island Nuclear 
Station, Unit No. 1 (TMI-I). These additions included new Technical Speci
fications for the emergency control room, reactor building purge, and 
auxiliary and fuel handling exhaust air treatment systems within new 
Section 3.15, entitled Air Treatment Systems; revised surveillance require
ments for these three systems in Section 4.12, retitled Air Treatment 
Systems, replacing Section 4.12 and deleting Section 4.14 of the existing 
Technical Specifications; and necessary changes to the index and Table 4.2-1.  
The additions proposed in the January 30, 1975 letter are superseded by the 
changes proposed in the October 28, 1975 letter. The proposed additions 
would modify the limiting conditions of operation and the surveillance 
requirements in the Technical Specifications for the engineered safety 
features (ESF) ventilation filter systems at TMI-I.  

Evaluation 

We have reviewed and evaluated the proposed changes to the Technical Speci
fications for TMI-I, as submitted by the licensee in his October 28, 1975 
letter. At TMI-1, the engineered safety features (ESF) filter systems are 
the emergency control room air treatment system, the reactor building purge 
air treatment system, and the auxiliary and fuel handling exhaust air treat
ment system which are described in the staff's Safety Evaluation Report, 
June 1973. Since the licensees last submittal of October 28, 1975, we and 
the licensee have agreed on certain clarification and editorial changes.  
These changes are included in the Technical Specifications as written.  
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In Section 3.15.1, the intent is that the emergency control room air 
treatment system be operable when the reactor is operating or when 
irradiated fuel handling operations are in progress. If one of the 
redundant systems were to become inoperable, the reactor operations 
or fuel handling may continue for seven days. After this period, if 
the system cannot be repaired, then the reactor will be brought to a 
cold shutdown within 48 hours and irradiated fuel handling operations 
terminated within two hours.  

The licensee is required to perform the DOP and halogenated hydrocarbon 
test on all ESF filter systems at design flow rates. In the case of the 
reactor building purge air treatment system under Section 3.15.2, the 
licensee is required to perform the DOP and halogenated hydrocarbon 
test at the maximum available flow considering physical restriction, 
i.e., purge valve position, and gaseous radioactive release criteria.  
The flow through the purge air treatment system is variable from 0 to 
50,000 cfm since a makeup air damper is located between the filter 
bank and the two 25,000 cfm fans. The Generic NRC interim position 
on containment purge butterfly valves of limiting the valve opening 
between 300 and 50' and the containment radioactivity level will 
limit the flow through the filter bank. Because of this limitation, 
50,000 cfm requirement for the test may not be obtainable. In that 
event, operation of the filter system at maximum availabli flow 
during in-place testing is an acceptable flow rate because that 
maximum obtainable flow rate is sufficient to assure a valid test.  

The licensee has modified the high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) 
filter and charcoal adsorbers on the three air treatment systems to 
meet the guidelines of Regulatory Guide 1.52 (Rev. 2), "Design, Test
ing, and Maintenance Criteria for Post-Accident Engineered-Safety
Feature Atmospheric Cleanup System Air Filtration and Adsorption Units 
of Light-Water-Cooled Nuclear Power Plants," March 1978. We have 
reviewed these modifications, the initial testing requirements for 
the HEPA filter and charcoal adsorbers and the Technical Specifications 
3.15.1, 3.15.2, and 3.15.3 and found them acceptable because they 
meet the requirements set forth in Regulatory Guide 1.52. In Spec
ifications 3.15.1.2a, and 3.15.2.2a, and 3.15.3.2a, the penetration 
limit for DOP and halogenated hydrocarbon tests is <0.05% which is 
in agreement with Regulatory Guide 1.52 (Rev. 2). The modifications 
to the housings permit air distribution tests to be performed across 
the HEPA filters bank and allow samples of the charcoal adsorber to 
be obtained for laboratory testing. The surveillance and testing 
requirements and details are set forth in the Surveillance Specifi
cations 4.12.1, 4.12.2, and 4.12.3 which are in agreement with 
Regulatory Guide 1.52 (Rev. 2).
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In addition, the licensee will test and perform sample analysis following 
conditions that would contaminate the HEPA filters or charcoal filters.  
Tests will also be performed after maintenance on the system housing that 
could affect bypass leakage.  

These Technical Specifications add a surveillance program for the air treat
ment systems at TMI-I. These additions conform to the requirements of the 

model Technical Specifications for ESF ventilation filters for operating 

reactors and meet the requirements of Regulatory Guide 1.52 (Rev. 2) and 

are acceptable. The existing Technical Specifications do not have 

surveillance requirements for the reactor building purge nor the 

auxiliary and fuel handling building ventilation systems. Further

more, the existing Technical Specifications do not include limiting 

conditions for operation for any of the air treatment systems at 

TMI-I. These omissions will be corrected because the proposed 

Technical Specifications impose both the limiting conditions for 

operation and the surveillance program for all plant engineered safety 

feature ventilation filter systems that would be used for post accident 

atmosphere cleanup. Therefore, the issuance of the proposed Technical 

Specifications will improve the capability of TMI-l to mitigate the 

consequences of an accident. This will result in an increase in the 

overall level of safety of 6peration at TMI-l. While this increase in 

safety will accrue primarily for plant operation, we find that it is 

appropriate to amend the Technical Specifications to incorporate the 

new requirements now, during the continuing shutdown of TMI-I, since 

this will allow the efficient development and finalization of proce

dures for implementing the new Technical Specifications now, prior to 

the return to operation of TMI-l, if, in fact, TMI-I restart is event

ually authorized.  

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 insigni

ficant 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 pro

bability 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 con

ducted in compliance with the Commission's regulations and the issuance of 

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

to the health and safety of the public.

Dated: June 3, 1980


