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The licensee stated that he is currently studying the practicality
of upgrading his solid waste systeam and that Technical Specifi-
cations on such a system is premature. The staff indicated that
as a minimum the licensee should provide a Process Control

Program for his currently installed system.

The licensee's proposed limits (T7.S. 3.11.1.3) to indicate when
the liquid radwaste treatment system would be put in service are

3 factor of 6 higher than the staff's stated limits. The licensee
should agree with the staff's limits or provide justification for
the higher values.

In the licenses's submittal, the ACTIOH statament associatad with
dose or dose commitment to an individual (T.S. 3.11.1.2) would
provide a cutoff at the end of the calendar year. The staff
indicated that the proposal is a significant variaticn from its
position and is not acceptabie.

The licensee proposed an alternate for assessing gross aipha
activity. The alternate would be a calculation of gamma
activity times a previously observec¢ ratic of alp .a-lo-garma
activity. The staff indicated that the licensee weculd have to
provide information to demonstrate that this technique is as
good or better than direct measurement of alpha radiation.

The licensee's sutmittal did not include a flow diagram of
effiuents such as to permit the staff to evaluate which process
and effluent monitoring instrumentation shouid be included in
the Technical Specifications. The licensee agreed to provide
this informaticn.

The licensee's submittal would 1i{nit the staff's requirement for
Plant Review Board (PRB) review of any unplanned release to the
environment to unplanned releases of specified curie levels.

The staff indicated that the PRB should review ail unpianred
releases. Further, the Administrative Controls portion of the
Technical Specifications must include a requirement for report-
ing to the MNPC.

Thz staff indicated that the licensee should provide site map(s)
tiat clearly depict: (a) site boundary, (b) points where efflu-
ents (ligquid and gaseous) are relsased, (c¢) information described
in Section 2.1.2 of the FSAR and (d) Lcw Pcpulation Zone boundary.
The licensee agreed.
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A Tist of attendees i3 attached. ’//// [
Dal1d . Verre , Project Manager
Operating Reaﬂtors Eranch #3
Division of Operating Reactors
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MEETING WITH GEORGIA PQOWER COMPANY

Hatch Unit Mos. 1 and 2

Radiological Effluents

March 16, 1973
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