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1.0 INTRODUCTION

By letter dated July 21, 1988, Cintichem Inc. (licer.see) requested an amendment
to their Technical Specifications (TS) for their 5 MW (thermal) research
reactor. The TS changes result from the intent of the licensee to replace an
existing Honeywell amplifier used as a Log-N and period amplifier with a
Keithley amplifier. The Honeywell amplifier (Model 4639-Ca-4) is an old high
power consumption tube type unit, which has been causing many false scrams.
The Keithly amplifier (Model 25012A Log-N) is a low voltage, low )ower, all
solid state unit that has a very reliable operating history at ot1er research
reactors.

2.0 EVALUATION

The difference between the Honeymil and Keithley models that causes changes
to the TS is their cperating range and the need to supply a bucking current
for the Honeywell amplifier after an extended shutdown.

| The Honeywell amplifier range is from 5 watts to 15 M watts or .0001% to 300%
of rated po u r. The Keithley amplifier range is .1 watt to 10 M watts or
.000002% to 200% rated power. Keithley has about a two decade larger
operating range than the Honeywell but the upper limit of the Keithley is

; 200% vs. 300% for the Honeywell. Therefore, the licensee would like to
l change the TS se:t.ons which contain a reference to the 300% upper limit to

200% 1.e. section 3.34 (basis) and section 5.2.2. Since the Log-N amplifier
has no control functions above a 125% power rod reverse setpoint off the
recorder and the safety channels scram at .$150% power the staff finds that
the upper limit of 200% is acceptable.

Another change which has to do with replacement of the implifie'r is in
,

I section 5.2.2, which says that a bucking current "is" needed for the
amplifier. The bucking current was required for the Honeywell because after
an extended shutdown the Honeywell Log-N would be off scale and would need a
bucking current to bring it on scale i fore a startup to prevent a false
period scram. This current is then rehrned to zero once criticality isi

achieved. This feature will not ce needed with the Keithley Log-N because it '

l will still be on scale after an extended shutdown. Therefore, the licensee
has changed the wrd "is" in section 5.2.2 to "may be" to not require the

! bucking curret with the Keithley out to require it when the Honeywell is
used t a backup amplifier. The staff finds this acceptable.
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A change, unrelated to the amplifier substitution, has been made in section
3.5.1, as recommended by an NRC inspector, to cite section 3.4 in the
specifications as the more accurate reference number. The staff agrees.

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDEk/JI 4

This amendment involves changes in the installation or use of facility components
located within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFR Part 20 and changes in
inspection and surveillance requirements. The staff has determined that the
amendment involves no significant increase in the amounts, and no significant
change in the types, of any effluents that may be released offsite, and there
is no significant increase in individual or cumulative occupational radiation
exposure. Accordingly, this amendment meets the eligibility criteria for
categorical exclusion set forth in 10 CFR SI.22(c)(9). Pursuant to 10 CFR
51.22(b), no Environmental Impact Statement or Environmental Assessment need
be prepared in connection wit 1 the issuance of this amendment.

4.0 CONCLUSION

The staff has concluded, based on the considerations discussed above, that:
(1) because the amendnent does not it.iolve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of accidents previously evaluated, or create the
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously
evaluated, and does not involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety,
the amendment does not involve a significant hazards consideration, (2) there

! is reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the public will not be
endangered by the proposed activities, and (3) such activities will be conducted

i in compliance with the Commission's regulations and the issuance of this
amendment will not be inimical to the common defense and security or the
health and safety of the public.

j Principal Contributor: Tncodore S. Michaels

Dated: August 16, 1988
,

1
1

l

|

|
t

i
,

~


