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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Ry Tetter cated July 28, 1987, GPU Nurlear Corporation (GPU) submitted a
request ‘or changes to the Technical Specifications (TS) for Three Mile Island
Nuclear Statior, Unit No., 1, In response to a staff request, supplenmental
inforrationr was provided ir & letter dated Necember 21, 1987, This
infornation ¢id not alter the statf's initial determination ¢f no significont
Fazards consideration,

This amendment revices the Radiiiogical Effluent Technical Specifications

(RETS) to fmprove clarity, make the RETS more snecific to TMI-1 without
changing intent or substance, and to improve consfstency with Stencard Technical
Specifications (STS), The systems covered by the RETS do rot include emercercy
svstems intended to protect agairst core-melt accidents or their consequences,
Pather, the RETS are intended to help centrel the normal and routine operation
of Fad Waste Systems and the norral and routine releases of small amcunts

of radicactivity to the environment,

2.0 EVALUATION

The changes can be c¢ivided into two categorfes: (1) administrative changes and
(?) changes that would make the TS nore consistent with the STS,

The following types of administrative changes are proposed: /!) capitalizing
some words in the 15 (e.g., see pages 1-3, 1-4, 2-13, 3.72, 3-9€, €-18, and
£-10) that are already defined in Section 1, "Definitions"; (2) correcting
typographical errors and updating references (e.g., see pages 1-3, 3-12, 3-99,
4-01, 2.0p, 4.99, 4-101, and 5-1); and (3) clarifications ?e.g.. see pages
1-6, 3-96, 2-99, 3-102, 3-103, 3-105, 4-7a, 4-87, 4-50 through 4.9F,6 4.0f
through 4-102, 4-104, 4-106, 4-107, 4-108, and 5-1). The staff has reviewed
these changes anc has ‘cund them acceptable.

The following changes would make the TS for Three Mile Island Unit 1 more
consistent with the STS: (1) the definition of "channel check" (TS 1.5.2 on
page 1-2); (2) the definition of "members of the public" (TS 1,22 on page 1-7),
and its subsequent use (TS 2,72.1 on pages 2-106 through 23-108, TS 3,72,2 on
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pages 2-111 through 3-113, TS 3.27,”7.6 on page 3-117, 7S 6,9,4,3,3 on pace
6-10); (3) the use of thyroid dose conversior factors from Regulatory fuice
1,109 (TS 1.12 on page 1-6) in calculating "dose equivalent 1-131"; (2) a change
in notatiors for conducting vérfous monitoring and surveillarce requirements
(Table 1.7 on page 1-f); and (5) the cefiniticn of the "lower limit of
detection,” as it is used in Tables 4,27-1 and 4,27-2, The staff has reviewed
these changes, as w»ell as the supplenental infornation provided in the GP!
letter of December 7', 1987, and finds that these change: are ccnsistent with
the STS and are therefore acceptable,

CPU proposes to eliminate some of the limits associated with the instruments
listed in TS Tables 3.21-1 ard 3,21-” (pages 3-99, 3-100, 3-105, 3-10fa}), for
releasing radionuclides to the environment, The instruments listed in the
preceding Tebles are used to monitor the release of radinactive liquids anrd
airborne radionuclides, Currently, TS 2,21,1 requires that the radicactive
liquid effluent monitering instrumentation channels listed in Table 3.21-!
shal! be operable. If less than the minimum number o~ Chanrels are cperable,
then GFU nwst enter cne of the "ACTICN" statements listed in the TS, TS 3,71.2
contains a similar requirement €or the instruments that monftor releases of
airborne radionuclides anc the instruments that monitor the plant's processing
of airborne radionuclides, Under the current "ACTION" statements, GPlU may
continue to release radfoactive effluents for up to 14 days, 2€ days, or

3N days, depending on the type of monftor that 1s inoperable, provided that
grab semples are collected and analyzed within a stated time period.

GPU proposes to eliminate the 14 day, 28 day, and 30 day release limits, Instead
of the specific cday limits, GPU would be required tc "exert best efforts to
return the i, strunentation tc 'operable' status within 30 days and, if
unsuccessful, explain in the next Semi-Arnual Effluert Release Feport why the
inoperability was not corrected in a timely manner." Thus, releases would be
allowed to continue in the event that less thar the minimum number of instru-
merts were operable, provided that grab samples were collected and analyz-d
within 2 stated timeframe, The staff finds that these proposed changes are
consistent with the STS,

GPU proposes to eliminate m.nftoring of gross beta activity and phosphorous-3?
in szmples taken from radicactive liquid releases (i.e., Table 4,27-1 on pacges
4-9€ and 4-97), and monftoring of fodine-133 in samples taken from radicactive
airborne releases ({,e., Table 4,22-2 on page 4-103), Other types of activity
analyses will continue to be performed anc these aralyses wiil be sufficient
to maintain releases within the appropriate regulatory limits, The staff
finds that these proposed changes are consistent with the STS,

..............

This amendment changes a requirement with respect to installation or use of .
facility component located within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFP
Part 20, We have determined that the amendment involves no sfgnificant
increase in the amounts, and no significeant change in the types, of any
effluents that may be released offsite, and that there is no significant
increase in individual or curulative occupational radfation exposure. The
Commission has previously issued a proposed finding that this amendment
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frvolves no significant hazards consideration and there has been no public
comment on such finding, Accordingly, this amendnent neets the eligibility
criteria for categorical exclusicrn set forth in 10 CFR §1,22(¢c)(@), Pursuant
te 10 CFR 51.??(b§. no environmental impact statement or envircrnenta!
assessrent reed be prepared in connection with the issuance of this amendmert,

¢,C CCNCLUSION

We have concluded, based on the considerations discussed above, that: (1)
there is reascrable assurance that tre health and safety of the public wil)
rot be endangered by cperation ir the proposed marrer, and (2) such
activities will be conducted in compliarce with the Comnmicsion's regulations

and the issuance of this enendnent will rect be inimical tc the common deferse
and security or to the health and safety of the public,

Pated: March 22, 1988
Principal Contributor:

Edward F. Branagan, Jr,



