
a

: -
. .

gj o UNITE D STATESg
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIONe o

3 E WASHING TON. D. C. 20666

%
4 * . . . . ,4

SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

By letter dated August 5, 1988, Gulf States Utilities Company (GSU)
(the lican:*e) requested an an.endment to Facility Operating License No.
NPF-47 for the Rive.* Bend Station, Unit 1. The proposed amendment would
modify the Technical Specifications (TSs) to revise the definition of
core alteration to exclude the nonnal movement (including replacement) of
local power range nonitors (LPRMs) from this definition.

7.0 EVALVATION

Technical Specification Definition 1.7, CORE ALTERATION, currently does
not constder nortnal movement of the source range monitors, intermediate
range moritors, traversing in-core probes, or special moveable detectors
to be considered a core alteration. This change request would provide
the saae exclusion for LPRMs.

River Bend Station is a BWR/6 boiling water reactor which incorporates
certain design changes compared to earlier boiling water reactors. One
of these changes is the introduction of a dry tube that houses the LPRM
strings. The dry tubes extend from the bottom of the reactor pressure
vessel vertically to the top of the core. Thus, removal and installation

,

of the LPRVs from underneath the reactor pressure vessel car, be '

accorolished without the removal of the reactor vessel head and fuel does
not need to be moved from around the dry tube for maintenance or
replacement of LPRMs. The LPRM strings are only removed from the core )

when they are being replaced and they have no norral drive mechanisms.
Wased on the above discussion, the staff concludas that the exclusion of
the LPRMs in the definition of core alterattun is acceptable.

With the modification of the definition of core alteration discussed
above, the footnote excepting replacement of LPRM strings applicable to
Action 3 and Action 9 of Table 3.3.1-1 is no longer necessary. The staff
concludes that deletion of the footnote is acceptable.

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

The amendment involves a change in the installation or use of a facility
component located within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFR Part 20.
The staff has d6termined that the amendment involves no significant
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increase in the amounts, and no significant change in the types, of any
effluents that may be released offsite, and that there is no significant
increase in individual or cumulative occupational radiation exposures.
The Conmission has previcusly issued a proposed finding that the amendrent
involves no significant hazards consideration and there has been no public
comment on sLch finding. Accordinoly, the amendment meets the eligibility
criteria fcr cetegorical exclusion set forth in 10 CFR Section 51.??(c)(9).
Pursuant to 10 CFR 51.22(b), to ervirortental impact statement or environ-
mental assessment need be prepared in connection with the issuance of the
amendment.
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4.0 CONCLUSION

The staff has co< , h.' sed on the <onsiderations discussed above, that:
(1) there is reac e,.. a a.ce that the health and safety of the public '

m
will not be erda.jtred '' cv 7 tion in the proposed manner, and (f) such
activit e5 wf11 be .orde .c. , coeplionce with the Concission's regulations,
and the issucoce cf the /Aendo nt wil! noi Ja inimical to the coreon defensen
ano security or to '9e health end safety of the public.
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