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Significant Mazards Considerations

It has been determined that this amendment request involves no significant
hazards consideration. Under the NRC's regulations in 10 CFR 50,92, this
means that operation of the Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station in accordance with
the progotod amendment would not (1) involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated; or (2) create
the pousibilit{ of a new or different kind of accident from any accident
pr:viously evaluated; or (3) involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety.

The NRC has provided guidance coacorntnz the application of stardards for
determining whether 1icense amendments involve significant hazards
considerations by providing certain examples (42 FR 14870). One example of

an amendment that {s considered not likely to involve a significant hazards
consideratfon 1s "...(1) a purely administrative change to technical speci-
fications: for example, a change to achieve consistency throughout the
technical specifications, correction of an error, or a change in nomenclature."”

Removal of the 22" equalizer valves and subsequent capping of the lines does
not impact existing safety analyses. The purpose of the equalizing 1ine was
to interconnect the pump discharge lines so that one recirculation pump could
deliver flow to the discharge 1ines {f the other recirculation was shut-
down. The present license condition prevents efther valve in the equalizer
1ine from being open during reactor operation, [f these valves were open
while a design basis LOCA were to occur, LPCI flow from both RMR loops would
be prevented from reaching the core at design quantities due to discharge
out of the break through the equalizing valves. The removal of these valves
and the capping of the lines therefore does not constitute an unreviewed
safety question. Since the equalizing valves will not exist in the replace-
ment desfgn, the 1icense condition restriction on valve operation is no
longer needed. This amendment request ‘s an administrative change in that

it deletes obsolete conditions from the facility operating 1icense.

schedule of Change
This change will be put into effect upon receipt of approval from the NRC.
Application Fee

Pursuant to 10 CFR 170,21 an application fee of $150 {5 submitted with this
amendment request,

Very truly yours,
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