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JOCKET NO, 50-89

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Ey letter dated July 19, 1990, the licensee, Genera)l Atomics (GA), requested
an arerndment to Facility License No, R-38 for 1ts TRICA Mark I non-power
reactor, The requested amenduent would permit the licensee to substitute
pertable radiation detectors, and types other than solely fon chambers, for
certain reactor roowm radiation menitors during cal libration or maintenance of
the perranent detectors, The reason for the request 1s to provide flexiLility
L0 use 1nstrumerts other than Just ion chambers when the normal radiatior
moriitors are iruperable, so that there is less of & 1ikelihood of interrupticr
of reactor operatiun fo. inuperable radiation monitors,
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The current Techrical Specifications require certain operable radiatic
moritore while the reactor is in opervation., Currently, a portable 1oi
chember detector with alarm capability may be substituted temporarily for the
permanent area radiution monitoer or for the continuous air monitor. The
licensee has requested that equivalent gamma-sensitive radiation

monitors be
substitutec for the specification of only fon chambers., The amendment wcu1d
increase flexibility 1n choosing substitute radiation monitors in the event
the radiation monitor required maintenance durWr' an extended irradiation,
such maintenance could provide edaitional assurance of correct and reliable
operation of the radietion detectors. The amendment would require that
porteble equivalent detectors with a erve or uncger visual cbservation, could
be used temporarily,
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teff has determined that the use of portable detectors in this way would
1f"‘“hcr17y decrease the safety of operation, and the increased assurance
eld ity of the peruenent detectors might enhance overall facility safety.
, the steff recoonized that (1) identical Techricai Specifications
as proposed are currently in the licensee's Mark F reactor (Docket No, 50-163)
Technicel Specificetions and (2) use of the ide cal specificaticns in the
Mark F reactor epplicatior has been generally acceptable, Therefore, the staff
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ge in the Technical Specifications would cause no
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ITi1cant decrease in safety,




