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MEMORANDUM FOR: K. V. Seyfrit, Assistant Director for Technical 
Programs, IE:HQ
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A. B. Davis, Reactor Projects Section No. 1 
Reactor Operations and Nuclear Support Branch, 
Region I, IE 

INDIAN POINT STATION LIQUID RADWASTE PROCESSING 
(AITS F14547H2)

References:

(2) 

(3) 

*( 4) 

(5)

NRR letter to licensee (Knighton to Cahill) 
dated August 20, 1975.  
Licensee letter to NRR (Cahill to Knighton) 
dated September 12, 1975.  
Indian Point Station Annual Operations Report 
No. 26, Page 111.  
P. R. Nelson memorandum to Leo Higginbotham, 
dated March 9, 1977 (TRACK NO. F18201H2) 
L. B. Higginbotham memorandum to P. R. Nelson, 
dated April 1, 1977 (RESPONSE TO TRACK NO.  
Fl 8021 H2)

This memorandum is forwarded for action.  

References (1), (2) and (3) briefly but accurately describe the instal
lation of an Integrated Liquid Waste Handling System (ILWHS) at Indian 
Point Station. Paragraph D of References (4) and (5) relate to a 
proposed Region I inspection of the ILWHS modifications.  

Region I completed the inspection proposed in References (4) and (5) of 
the ILWHS modifications on May 11, 1977, and found some differences 
between the existing ILWHS design and the-provisions of Branch Technical 
Position ETSB 11-1, Revision 1. These differences are described in the 
Enclosure to this memorandum. The Enclosure also describes observations! 
recommendations not addressed by ETSB 11-1.  
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Region I recommends that the Enclosure be forwarded to NRR for evaluation 
on a priority basis. Priority attention is necessary since portions of 
the ILWHS are scheduled to begin handling radioactive liquid wastes 
within one month.  

A. B. Davis, Chief 

Reactor Projects Section No. 1 

Enclosure: As Stated 

cc w/encl: 
F. A. Dreher, IE:HQ 
J. H. Sniezek, IE:HQ 
L. B. Higginbotham, IE:HQ



COMPARISON OF THE INDIAN POINT STATION INTEGRATED LIQUID 
WASTE HANDLING SYSTEM DESIGN WITH NRR BRANCH TECHNICAL 

TECHNICAL POSITION ETSB NO. 11-1 (REV. 1) 

The ILWHS was inspected on May 9-11, 1977, and the results of this in
spection documented in combined Inspection 50-247/77-16 and 50-286/77
16. System design and construction began in 1972 and the system is 
expected to become operational within six months. This system consists 
of interconnecting piping between the Units 2 and 3 liquid radwaste 
systems and the four original Unit 1 radwaste collection tanks and a 
newly provided processing system located at Unit 1 consisti ng of25 gpm 
evaporators with *gas stripping column, a tank/pump/monitoring system for 
processing the evaporator distillate and a urea-formaldehyde solidification 
system for processing the evaporator concentrate.  

During the aforementioned inspection, a comparison was made between the 
existing design and the guidance provided in NRR's document ETSB 11-1.  
It is important to note that the NRR document did not exist when the 
system was being designed, the licensee has not committed to the document 
and the design, as provided, is typical of liquid radwaste systems pro
vided in the early 1970's.  

Major differences noted between existing design and ETSB 11-1, Revision 
1, are as follows: 

1. Buildings housing the newly provided evaporator and solidification 
subsystems and associated piping did not consider seismic loads in 
the original design (reference: ETSB 11-1, paragraphs V.b and c).  
Distillate storage tanks are located on an outside pad and their 
design did not consider seismic loads.  

2. Outdoor distillate storage tanks (two 25,000 gallon tanks whose 
distillate is expected by design to be an activity less than 20 
picocuries/cc, noble gases excluded) do not have a dike or re
tention pond.  

3. Hydrostatic tests of piping are to the requirements of the ANSI 
B31.1-1973 Power Piping Code but may be less than 75 psig.  

4. A formalized QA program as outlined in ETSB 11-1, Section VI was 
not applied to the system. Rather, the system was considered as 
non-safety related. The equipment codes listed in Table 1 to 
ETSB 11-1 were met for the equipment of the newly provided pro
cessing system and associated piping.



V

2 

Additional observations, not addressed by ETSB 11-1, were as follows: 

- A performance and functional test program has not been de

fined for the system. It is suggested that the following 
performance tests be performed in addition to standard equip
ment/functional tests - evaporator DF, gas stripper ef
ficiency, stability of solidified concentrate (no long term 
release of liquids).  

- Berms or curbs were not provided at doorways to rooms con

taining evaporator and solidifications subsystems. Rooms are 
at grade level and leakage could go outside if room drains 
cannot handle system leakage.


