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Gen Roy, Chief
Field Coordination and Enforcement Branch

EVALUATION MEMO

INSPECTION REPORTS NOS. 50-247/76-03 and 50 286/76-05
CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF N.Y. INC

INDIAN POINT 2 & 3

‘TRACK NO. F18128HO

This memo and the enclosed subject Inspection. Reports and Inépector's
Evaluation are forwarded for action.

The action requested is: -

(1) Clarification of the intent and enforceability of the Indian Point 3
Environmental Technical Specifications (ETS), Table 2.4-1 gamma
isotopic analytical requirement for each batch released from.
Monitor Tanks. (On the surface it appears that a gamma isotpoic
analysis is required but there is a complicating footnote which may
make the apparent requirement unenforceable and allow gross beta
counting instead.)

(2) Clarification of the intent of the "Detectable Concentrations" listed
in Indian Point 3 ETS. ' Is the licensee supposed to have his counting -
parameters such that he could ''see'" this concentration no matter what
the actual activity level he is counting? We think that is the
probable intent but it is not clear. If it is, can we enforce
against it? The licensee is of the opinion, and may have a valid
point, that at high concentration levels a reasonably good result
with low error term can be obtained without counting as long as
would be required to "see" the listed "Detéctable Concentration."

The enclosures provide additional information.

We are considering these items unresolved until we obtain clarification.
The cognizant person is J. P. Stohr. '

Paul R. Nelson, Chief
Fuel Facility and Materials. Safety
. Branch

" Enclosures: As.stateiv///
oU”Ebv L. Higgingbothan
C%,F Dreher
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APR 2 1976

.. J. P. Stchr, Section Chief, Environmental and Special Projects ction
. Fuel Facilities and Materials Safety Branch ’/ﬁéfs;
INSPECTORS EVALUATION

" INSPECTION REPORTS NOS. 50-247/76 03 AND 50-286/76-05
CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF NEW YORK, INC.

INDIAN'POINT

The 1nspect10n referenced above consisted of an Independent Measurements
Inspection per Module 84711B. The Region I Mobile Laboratory was utilized
in this inspection for onsite,measurements. Two items of noncompliance -
were found. Both items of noncompliance concerned the Administrative
Controls Section of the Environmental Technical Specifications. One

item of noncompliance was a failure to write counter calibration pro-
cedure as required by the Environmental Technical Specifications. The
other item of noncompliance was a failure to write a procedure to ensure -
compliance with the gaseous waste effluent limiting conditions of the
Environmental Technlcal Speclflcatlons. Both items of noncompliance are
def1c1e1c1es.

There were several unresolved itemns.

The licensee is performing a gross beta analysis instead of a gamma
isotopic analysis ou each batch of liquid waste prior to discharge. The
Environmental Technical Specifications Table 2.4-1 requires a gamma
isotopic analysis on each batch but the licensee refers to a footnote in
Table 2.4-1 which references Reg: Guide 1.21, Section C.4. The licensee
has stated that this footnote permits gross beta ‘measurements on each
batch with a gamma isotopic analysis on a comp031te sample. The meaning
and intent of the footnote should be clarified. The intent of both the
Environmental Technical Speclflcatlon and Reg. Guide 1.21, is to perform
a gamma isotopic analysis on each batch prior to discharge and Indian
Point should have footnote 2 of Table 2.4-1 in their Environmental
Technical Specifications changed so as to meet the requirement of a

~ gamma isotopic analysis on each batch prior to discharge.



Another unresolved item also concerns Table 2.4~1 of the Environmental
Technical Specifications. The licensee is not counting samples of
radioactive waste for a sufficient time or using a sufficient volume of
sample to meet the sensitivity limits specified in Table 2.4-1. The
licensee has stated that since most of the samples contain radioactivity
in concentrations several orders of magnitude above the sensitivity
limits, it is not necessary to meet this limit when counting every
sample. No explanation of the sensitivity limits is given in the
Environmental Technical Specifications; footnote 3 of Table 2.4-1is
completely lacking in this area. The intent of both Reg. Guide 1.21 and
the Environmental Technical Specifications indicates that the sensitivity
limits specified should be achieveable when counting every sample
regardless of the sample activity. The Environmental Technical Spec-
ifications should be modified (perhaps in a footnote to Table 2.4- l) to .
specifically state that the sensitivity limits must: be met for each
sample analysis.

Overall the licensee is meetlng all the Env1ronmental Technlcal Spec-
ification requirements (with the exceptions listed above). For further
details refer to my inspection report.
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‘ ‘ ‘ Radiation Specialist



