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The purpose of this letter is to:
'

,

(1) present my interpretation of the reporting requirements associated
with alternate sampling methods specified in the Environmental Technical
Specifications for Three Mile Island Unit 1 (ETS-1);

(2) present my comments on the general organization of Section 2.0; and

(3) solicit your response to both of the foregoing.

Reportine Recuirements Associated With Alternate Sa=rling Methods

The first issue I address is whether, in complying with the ETS-1
environmental monitoring requirements, the use of an alternate method
of sampling or use of "similar device" equipment in lieu of the normal
sampling method or equipment ccustitutes exceeding a Limiting Condition
for Operation (LCO) and is, therefore, reportable in accordance with ETS-1
Sections 5.h and 5.6.2.c. I think, clearly, that the use of the alternate
sampling method does constitute operation within the LCO and is, therefore,
not reportable under the Sections cited above.

As an example of this interpretation (reference: E'IS-1, pcges 27 and 30),
assume the condenser vacuum pump discharge =cnitor vere inoperable (for
less than a week) but that grab samples were taken daily and analyzed for
gross radioactivity (8,y). This circumstance vould not constitute
exceeding an LCO by not " continuously" monitoring fer gross radioactive
gas, thereby necessitating submittal of a report within 24 hours to the
Director of Regulatory Operations in accordance with ETS-1, Sections 5.h
and 5.6.2.c since initiation of the alternate monitoring technique
complies with the specification.
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2- May 22, 197hMr. F. A. St. Mary -

Co=ments Regarding General Organization of ETS-1 Section 2.0

My comment on the general organization of ETS-1, Section 2.0, is that
I feel the use of " Limiting Conditions for Operation" has been inappro-
priately extended far beyond that required to cceply with commission
regulations. 10 CFR 50.36a is less than definitive on the usage of
the ter Limiting Conditians for Operation; however, it does specify
that ". . . license. . . vill include technical specifications that. . . require. . .
that equipment installed in the radioactive vaste system...be maintained
and used." It is my contention that equipment specified in Section 2.0
under LCO--monitoring requirements--goes far beycnd " equipment installed
in the radioactive vaste system." In attempting to interpret in this
ill-defined area, I have censidered the possibility of utilization of the
LCO laid down in Section 50.36.c2. LCO is there defined to be "the
lovest functional capability or performance levels of equipment required
for safe operation of the facility." By analogy, then, I might, through
an admitted over-extension of the regulations, define LCO in ETS-1 as
the lowest functional capability or performance levels of equipment
required to keep releases of radioactive materials to unrestricted areas
during normal reactor operations cs lov as practicable. Had the eccmission
included this definition of LCO in Section 50 36a, I would still maintain
that ETS-1, Section 2.0, goes far beyond this definition.

I would contend that the left-hand colu=n of Section 2.0 generally provides
specifications to limit plant parameters. These limits seem to me te be
the appropriate subject of LCO's; however, the right-hand column provides
monitoring requirements, the specificatiens of which have the objective
of ". .. ensuring compliance with the specifications of [the left-hand
colu=n]." It is my contentien that " specifications to limit. . ." (left-
hand colu=n) are properly C0's but that "specificatiens to ensure compli-
ance with specifications..." are not.

Your patience and anticipated response are much appreciated.

Sincerely
'

,/a p

%w' .j' *4 , 1%

(

LAWRENCE L. LAWYER'
Manager-Operational Quality Assurance

LLL:sh
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