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LIMER"CK GENER'TING STATION
ANNUAL PLANT MODIFICATION REPORT
AUGUST 31, 19892

This repoit for Limerick Generating Station Unit No. 1, License No.
NPF-39 and Unit No. 2, License No. NPF-85, is issued in fulfillment
of the reporting requirements of 10CFR 50.59(b). The report covers
modifications that were physically completed during the one-year
period ending June 30, 1992, including changes made to the facility
as described in the UFSAR.

For each of the modifications included in this report the safety
evaluation has determined that there are no unreviewed safety
questions as defined in 10CFR 50.59%(a)(2) in that (i) the
prohability of occurrence of the consequences of an accident or
malfunction of equipment important to safety previously evaluated
in the UFSAR was not increased, and (ii) a possibility for an
accident or malfunction of a different type than any evaluated
previously in the UFSAR was not created, and (iii) the margin of
sarety as defined in the basis for any Technical Spec.fication was
not reduced.
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Unit 1

Annual Plant NMNod.fication Report
July 1, 198_ Through June 30, 1992
Page 3
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iii) Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as
: defined in the bases for the Technical Specifications?

B Answer:

No, capability to measure plant process is not
reduced, All design and performance
requirements applicable to the original design
bases will <continue to be satisfied.
Technical Specifications Sections 3/4.3.1
through 3/4.3.5 and 2/4.3.7 and tbeir bases
were reviewed to make this determination.
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Limerick Generating Station

Unit 1

Annual Plant Modification Report
July 1, 1991 Through June 30, 1992
Fage 4

Modification No.:  5315-1 (Rev. 4)

A. Svgtem: Structures and Snubbers

B. Description:
This modification decommissioned the snubber test machine and
services. Modification 6050-0 relocated these services.

C. Reason for Change:
The snubber test facility needed to be relocated to facilitate
the instaliation of the Deep Bed Demineralizers.

D. Safety Evaluation Summary:

i) Does this modification increase tlie probability of
occurrence or the conseguences of an accident oOr
malfunction of eqguipment important to safety as
previocusly 2valuated in the FSAR?

Answer: No, this modification was implemented per
existing design reguirements.

ii) Dres this modification cieate the possibility for an
accident or malfunction of a different type than any
evaluated previously in the FSAR?

Arswer: No, this modification was implemented per
existing design requirements.

iii) Does this modification reduce the wmargin of safety as

defined in the bases tor the Technical Specifications?

Answer: No, the systems involved and the equipment
that was decommissioned do not affect Che
existing Technical Specifications. This
modification does not affect any commitments
related to snubbers as described in the
Technical Svecifications Section 3/4.7.4.
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Annual Plant Modification Report
July 1, 1991 Through June 30, 1992
Page 7

Modification No.:  5880+1

A, System: Nuclear Boiler
B. DRegscription:

This mcdification installed a test tap on the neck of the
valve body of valve HV-41-109A.

C. Reagon for Change:

This modification was necessary for an alternate method for
performance of Local Leak Rate Testing (LLRT) of the feedwater
long-path recirculation valve HV-41-109A.

D. Safety Evaluation Summary:

i)

ii)

Does this modification increase the probability of
occurrence or the consequences of an accident or
malfunction of equipment important to safety as
previously evaluated in the FSAR?

Answer: No, the alternate 10CFRS50, Appendix J, Type C
leak test method has been demonstrated to
maintain the same direction or pressurization
on the discharge seat of the valve as normally
performed. This method is more sensitive to
leakage than that previously used.

Does this modification create the possibility for an
accident or malfunction of a different type than any
evaluated previously in the FSAR?

Answver: No, the test tap was designed and installed in
accordance with the prevailing design and
installation codes and standards for the
intended service and will not impair the
operability of the valve.



Limerick Generating Station

Unit 1

Annual Plant Modification Report
July 1, 1991 Through June 30, 1992
Page &

1ii) Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as

defined in the bases for the Technical Specifications?

Answer:

No, the test method is designed to test the
sealing capability of the valve in the same
direction that post-accident leakage would
gecur and the test tap added to the valve will
not impair its normal idisclation function.
Technical Specification Sections 3.0.2, 3.0.4,
2.0.1, 4.0.3, 4.0.5;, 3/¢4.3.2, 4.6.1.2, and
3/4.6.3 and associated bases were reviewed in
making this determination.
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Limerick Generating Station

Unit 1

Annual Plant Modification Report
July 1, 1991 Through June 30, 1992
Page 9

Modifization No.:  5914-1

System: 4 KV System Diesel Generators

Degcription:

This modification added a locked-open ball valve in the diesel
generator starting air line between the air start manifold and
the pressure regulator for the lower main bearing lube oil
booster.

Reason for Change:

The ball valve will provide a means of isolating air to the
main bearing oil booster when it is desirable to use the air
system to rotace the diesel to clear it of excess 2il. This
will avoid evacuating the main bearing oil booster cylinder so
that oil remains available in the cylinder for any required
emergency start of the diesel eungine.

Safety Evaluation Summary:

i} Does this modification increase the probability of
occurrence or the conseguences of an accident or
malfunction of eguipment important to safety as
previously evaluated in the FSAR?

Answer: No, because the malfunction of components
added by this modification does not affect the
function of the diesels or of their associated
systems as described in the UFSAR. The added
components meet existing cafety criteria.

ii) Does this modification create the possibility for an
accident or malfunction of a different type than anv
evaluated previously in the FSAR?

Answer: No, because the Q-listed, Seismic Category I
components added by this modification will not
have any adverse impact on the diesels or on
¢y other safety-related system. Failure of
the valve or failure to reopen the valve 1s no
worse than the previously analyzed failure of
the non-single failure proot lube oil booster
cylinder.



R = Limerick CGenerating Station
ik Unit 1
Elin L i Annual Plant Modification Report
HE July 1, 1991 Through June 30, 1992
i Page 10
o iii) Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as
defined in thLe bases for the Tecunical Specifications?
-

g Answer: No, because the modification does not alter
: , the intended function of the system involvid.
Technical Specification Section 3,/4.8.1 was
K reviewed in making this determination.

‘.
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Limerick Generating Station

Unit 1

Annual Plant Modification Report
July 1, 1991 Through June 30, 1992
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Modification No.:  593&-1

System: 480V System
I A

This modification replaced aluminum vertical bus bars with
copper bus bars and washers for connection between aluminum
horizontal bus to copper vertical bus for both Seismic Class
I, safety-related and Nonseismic Class I, non-safety related
480V AC motor control centers (MCCs) manufactured by
Eaton/Cutler-Hamme:r Company .

Reason for Change:

Some failures of aluminum vertical bus connections at
Eddystone Generating Station and Limerick Generating Station
were reported. This modification will increase the
reliability of both the safety-related and non-safety related
MCCs.

Safety Eva’uation Summary:
1) Does this modification increase the probability of

occurrence or the consequences of an accident or
malfunctic: of equipment Important to safety as
pre.iously evaluated in the FSAR?

Answer: No, this modification has no adverse affect on

eguipment important to safety. This
modification increases the reliability of the
MCCs.

ii) Does this modification create the possibility for an
accident or malfunction of a different type than any
evaluated previously in the FSAR?

Answer: No, this modification has no adverse affect on
equipment important to safety. The material
substitution of wvertical bus and conical
spring washers for safety-related MCCs
complies with 10CFR21 requirements.
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A iii) 2ces this modification reduce the margin of safety as
Bl Jefined iu *he bases {or the Technical Specifications?

Angwer: No, t.ue installation of the GEZIP system,
including connections to the feedwater svstem
and the demineralized water 5  *em, does not
alter the intended function . the systems
involved. Technical Specification Scctions
3/4.3.9 and 3/4.4.4 and their bases were
teviewed in making thisg determination.
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Modification Ng,:  6036+1

A. System: Corve Spray
B. Deacrirtdon: ;

This m~dification resized two existing minimum flow crifices, :
gach located in a discharge line common to a pair of Core
Spray pumps, and installed four new orifices, one located in
each pump’'s individual minflow di-<charge piping.

C. Reason for Change:

This modification minimizes pump-to-pump interaction during
minimum flow operation and insures that minimum £low
requirements are met for each Core Spray pump.

D. Eafety Evaluation Summary: ,

i) Does this modification Jncresse the probability of
, occurrence or the congegeences of an accident or
By 1 malfurction of equipment important to safety as
' previously evaluated in the FSAR?

Answer: Hp, Core Spray is used to mitigate the
;' consequences of an accident and is not an
R accident initiator. A postulated single

; failure of the new flow orifices would result
in an ipcrease cor a decrease in the minflow
rate, which would cause the Core Spray loop to
be inoperable. This has heen previcusly
evaluated in the SAR as acceptable.

ii) Does this modification create the possibility for an ,
accident or malfunction of a differen. type than any :
evaluated previously in the FEAR?

Answer: No, only the method of obtaining the required

system resistance for proper minflow operation
I is being changed by the addition of these uew
S orifices and rhe resizing of the existiug
4 orifices.

L R O R R W T RN IR P g 2 a =
v S e e e P e e e i e e L e i S



Limerick Generating Station
Unit 1
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July 1, 1991 Through June 30, 1992
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iii) Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as
d:fined in the bases for the Technical Specifications?

Answer: No, since the short-stroke position of the '
minflow valves 4ig not altered by this
modification, Emergency Core Cooling System
(ECCS) response time is unchanged and the
margin of safety is unchanged. The bases for
Technical Specification Section 31/4.5 were
reviewed in making this determination.
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Medification No.:  6079<1
A. Svstem: Fuel and Fuel Handli.ng
B. DRescription:

This modification upgraded the Unit 1 refueling platform.
C. BEeason for Change:

To improve the reliability, reduce fuel handling time, and

ease future maintenance activitie.: of the refueling platform,
D. gafety Evaluation Swummary:

i) Does this modification increase the probability of
occurrence or the consequences of an accident or
malfunction of eguipment important to safety as
previously evaluated in the FSAR?

Answer: No, no physical changes are being performed
which will affect the platform’'s ability to
safely handle fuel assemblies and other
components.

ii) Does this modification create the possibility for an
accident or malfunction of a different type than any
evaluated previously in the FSAR?

Answer: No, the handling of fuel and the performance
of other activities were not altered.

i1i) Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as
defined in the bases for the Technical Specifications?

Answer: No, this modification will not affect
refueling platform handl.ing activities, hoist
load capacities, hoist raise interlocks or the
ability to load only rodded cells.

TR pETR—
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e Modification No.:  6104-1

3 ' A. Sygtem: Containment Atmospneric¢ Control

B. Description: |

This modification installed a 3/4 inch drain connectisn with
a single shutoff valve and threaded cap between valves

HV-57-105 and HV-57-118 on the low volume exhaust line wt the
Containment Atmospheric Control (CAC) system at LGS Unit 1. 1

€. Reagson for Change:

The two inch low volume exhaust line piping cenfiguration .
creates a loop seal which serves no design fuaction. The loop |
seal collects condensed water which may prevent exhaust of
M : gases through the low volume exhaust line. The drain
i connection will be used for occasional draining of any
accumulated condensation in the loop seal.

D. Gafety Evaluation Summary:

o e

L i) Doeg this modification increase the probability of

k) occurrence or the consequences of an acci'nt or |

i malfunction of eguipment important to safety as
previocusly evaluated in the FSAR?

E Answer : No, the addition of the drain connection does |
. not affect pressure boundary integrity of the |
i low wvolume purge line and concainment
isclation. This modification ¢ es not altev
the design furction, design criteria, or |
testing acceptance criteria for the affected
piping system. Consegquences of a malfunction
of the inboard containment isolation valve 1is
not increassed because of the leak rate testing |
; which was performed on the drain line ]
i isolaction wvalve and the administrative
contrels which will ensure that the wvalve !
remaing closed. |
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i July 1, 1991 Through June 30, 1982
Rt Page 19

ii) Does this modification create the possibility for an
4 accident or malfunction of a different type than any
evaluated previcusly in tlie FSAR?

Apgwer: No, the draia connection is designed to the
] applicable Code and piping specification |
b regquirements to assure maintenance of the !
o pressure bLoundary integrity. Appropriate :
testing was performed on the new valve to I
agsure containment isolation. This
moditication does not alter the design
X function of the affected piping system and
Bl does not add any new equipment of a different
type than previously installed.

iii) Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as
defined in the bases for the Technical Specifications?

Angswer: No, the drain connection with a normally !
closed valve was designed and tested in
acccrdance with the appliceble Code and piping
gpecification requirements.
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Modifiannion o )

6135~1

Fire Protection

sygtem:
Descriptiou:

This modification extended the existing Turbine Generator F.re
Detection and Suppression System to provide fire detect.on and
suppression for the turbine generator bearings and beneath the
appearance lagging.

Eeagon for Change:

Thig r~Aification was to modify and enhance the existing Unit
1 Turi‘ae Generator Fire Detection and Suppression System.

i) Does this modification
occurrence or the conseguences of an
malfunction of eguipment important to
previously evaluated in the FSAR?

Answer: No, the added components are not safety-
related and have no impact on safety-related
gyst-ns. The Turbine Generatoy Fire Detection
and Suppression System is not an initiator of
accidents.

increase the probability of
accident or
safety as

ii) Does this modification create the possibility for an
accident or malfunction of a different type than any
evaluated previocusly in the FSAR?

Angwer: No, the Turbine Generator Fire Detection and
Suppression System and its components are not
initiators of wocidents, This modification
does not introduce any new failure mou. for
any important to safety equipment of the
plant,
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: iii) Does this moditication reduce the margin of safecy as
defined in the bases for the Technical Specifications? ‘

Angwer: No, this modificacion does rot impaut any
safety featurcs of the plant. The existing
Technical Specification commitments related to
the plant fire suppression and detection
systems o.e not affected by this modification,
Technical Specification Sections 3/4.7.6 and
3/4.3.7.9 were reviewed in making this
determination.
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Modification No,:  6137-1

System: Plant Computers and Samac
L T 1T

This modification added a Radiation Area Access Control (RAAC)
system for Unit 1. The RAAC system provides permanent
stations outside of nine (9) radiological area access points.
Each station provides corporate computer and telephone access
and the capacity for future installation of an electronic
dosimetry system.

Reasop for Change:

This modification enhances the radiation monitoring capability
of the plant perconnel and allows Health Physics (HP)
personnel the ability to view and print essential radiclogical
exposure data and Radiation wWork Permit (RWP) data.

Saiety Evaluation Summary:

i) Does this modification increase the probability of
occurrence or the conseguences of an accident or
malfuncticon of equipment important to safety as
previously evaluated in the FSAR?

Answer : No, this modification meets design, materiai,
and construction standards applicable to the
svstems modified. These changes make
additions to the plant telephone and security
systems, but all components are nonsafety-
related and have no impact on safely-related
systems. Physical and elertrical separation
was considered to 1solate safety-related
syctems and components.

ii) Does this modification cceate the poussibility for an
acciden. or malfunction of a different type than any
evaluated previously in the FSAR?

Answer: No, this modification does not create the
potential for any type of acuvident because the
components are not accadent initiators. This
modification dces not affect any safety
structure or component of the plant.
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iii) Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as
defined in the bases for the Technical Specifications?

Answer :

No, this modificatior is in accordance with
the Technical Specifications commatments
related to the radiation protection program.
This change does not affect any safety
features of the plant,
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Annual Plant Modification Report
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Page 26

Modification HNo,:  6139-1

System: Snubbers

Description.

Thig modification is Phase A of the Limerick Snubber Reduction
Program. Phase A removes snubbers from Unit 1 anchor to
anchor piping systems that have similar piping configurations
to corresponding Unit 2 calculations that were a part of the
Limerick Unit 2 Snubber Reduction Program. The specific
systems invc.ved in this moditfication are Main Steam (Outside
Containment), Diesel Generator, Standby Liquid control,
Reactor Pressure Vessel (RPV) Head Vent, Main Steam Drain, and
Fuel Pool Drain piping systems.

Reason for Change:

This modification is a part of the Limerick Snubber Reduction
Program,

i) Does this modification increase the probakility of
cccurrence or the consequences of an accident o1
malfunction o¢f equipment important to safety as
previously evaluated in the FSAR?

Answer: No, the small pipe line break is already
considered in the probability of the Design
Basis Accident. The pipe break effects will
not have an adverse impcct on the desiyn bases
of any eguipment important to safety inside
the drywell.

ii; Does this modification create the rpoasibility for an
accident or malfunction of a different t;pe than any
evaluated previously in the FSAR?

Answer : No, snubbers were not removed from any piping
system wherc egquipment or components could not
be gualified to withstand the etfects of pipe
whip aud still perform th2ir intended

functicen,
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1ii) Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as
defined in the bases for the Technical Specifications?

Angwer:

No, the margin of safety as defined in tHe
basis of any Terchnical Specification is
unchanged from previcus values, because the
effects from a postulated pipe break at the
new location is enveloped by previous
analyses.

_

I
1




¥ 3 - - B I T T R Iy T T W TN NN T TaTaeaea———————

Limerick Generating Station

Unit 1 |

‘ Annual Plant Modificataion Report
July 1, 1991 Through June 30, 1492

Page 28

Modification No.:  6168<1

A. System: Feedwater
B. Description:

e This modification installed a high point vent on the suction
riping of each Reactor Feed Pump (RFP) 1AP101, 1EP101, and
LCP101, downstream of the suction valve of each pump.

C. Reagon for change:

A method to vent entrapped air from RFP suction piping from :
the suction valves to the pump inlet gas 1zaded.

D. gafety Bvaluation Summary:

| i) Does this modification increase the probability of
[ occurrence or the conseguences ©f an accident or
Tl malfunction of eqguipment imporiant to safety as
i previously evaluated in the FSAR?

Answer : No, the vents were installed per existing ﬁ
design, material, aand construction standards J

-y P

applicable to the feedwater system, This :
] modification does not affect any eguipment
i important to satety. This portion of the

feedwater system is not cafety-related and is
not regquired to be operable following a LOCA.

ii) Does this modification create the possibility for an
accident or malfunction of a different type than any
evalua“ed previcusly in the FSAR?

i ea RS- R aas
P -~

Answer: No, this modification installed additional
vents in the feedwater system simnilar to
existing vents in the systen. Addition of
vents to the feedwa!er system dces not create :
the possibility of malfunction of any
eguipment important to safety.
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iii) Does chis modification reduce the margin of safety as |
defined in the bases for the Te~hnical Specifications? |

5 Angwer: Technical Specifications bases and UFSAR

i Section 15.0 were reviewed and no applicable |
r- section exists.
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E' ‘ Limerick Generating Station

l iy Modification No.:  6171-1

:

' A. System: Instrument Air
B. Rescriptigu:

This medification chaaged the process tap locations for
PSL-1"-110/210A,B, sicnal for the Main Control Room (MCR) low
preg.ire alarm, ard PT-15-120/220A,B, signal for the MCR
pressure iudicator, to a common process tap (previously used
for PSL-15-140/141 anc 240/241) downstream of the Instrumernt
Air Dryer Pac:age on the air header. This tap is also used
for the local pressure indicator added by this modification.
] Process taps f-r PSL-15-140/14" and 240/241 were changed to
the taps used 'oSr PSL-15-110/240A,B, thereby maintaining an
air receiver l. . pressure signal to the MCR, as a digital
computer point. The old process taps for PT-15-120/220A,8
were capped.

e = e e e & T
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4 C. Reason for Change:

f" Instrument air header pressure wag not adeguately monitored in

a the MCR, A low pressure condition in the instrument air

f header could exist prior to any indication or alarm in the

b MCR .

R

l!”w D. gafety Evaluation Summary:

it i) Does this modification increase the probarility of

-l occurrence or the consequences of an accident or

f{. malfunction of equipment important to sifety as

fi previously evaluated in the FSAR?

Eﬂ Answer: No, this modification does not impact the

T instrument air system’s ability to perform its

ET_‘ Jesign basis function. These instruments

LR, perform no safety-related function and are
used for alarm and indication only. This

modification does not introduce a new failure
mode nor adversely affect ecuipment impertant
to safety.
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o

e ¢ ii) Doss this modification create the pussibility for an
Ty accident or malfunction o¢f a different type than any
b evaluated previously in the FSAR?

Answer: No, this mcdification does not change the
F function each device performs within the
- instrument air system, It enables better
Lk indication and alarm monitoring of the
F‘ instrument air header versus the receiver
pressures which allows for quicker response
and recovery from instrument air trouble. No
cther eqguipment important to i.fety relies on
40 the operability of the devices invclved in
{ this modification. These devices have no
safety-related function,

K i1i) Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as
i ‘ defined in the bases for the Technical Specifications?

; Answer: No, the Technical 8Spec fication does not
I, address the Instrument .ir System. Technical
i b,ecification Sections 3/4.3, 3/4.6, 3/4.7,
s and their bases have been reviewed in naking
i this determination.
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| ©  Medification No.: 61821
=\
B A. System: Reactor Water Cleanup

f B. Description:

This modification rercuted the Reactor Water Cleanup (RWCU)
Precoat Tank overflow line to install a tee and associated
valves to run the overflow line tv the Dirty Radwaste (DRW)
sysi.em during backwash of the RWCU Filter Demineralizers
(F/Ds) . In addition this modification cut and blanked a
vortion of the recycle line, 2" HBC-132, as a measure to
ensure the isolation of the preccat tank during F/D backwash.

C. Reason for Change:

: This modification is to eliminate the possibility of a single
2 active failure from contaminating the RWCU Precoat Tank during
1 backwash coperations of the RWCU F/D’'s.

D. Safety Evaluation Summary:

i) Does this modification increase the probability of

occurrence or the conseguences of an accident or
: malfunct.on of eguipment important to safety as
| previously evaluated in the FSAR?

e e, i

¥ Answer: No, this modification does not change the
L design or the function of either the floor

drain system or its collection tank. The
s drain system does not require or affect the
F operation of safety related equipment. The

U5 removal of a porticn of the FRC-132 line does
not impact the operation of t 2 RWCU system.

ii) Dces this modifi-ation create the possibility for an
accident or malfuncticn of a different type than any
evaluated previously n the FSAR?

QUE OFNE Ci See L
\ 1 s ~

? Answer: No, this modification maintains the original
i design conditions of the RWCU system. It will
| nct cause a new malfunction of safety related
equipment since the floor drain system is
passive and the modification is in accordance
with all current design standards for the RWCU
system,
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'

I' :

Ef f iii) Doeg this modification reduce the margin of safety as
= ' defined in the bases for the Technical Specifications?

l Answer . No, this modification deces not change the
s gystem in any way and does not reduce the
L‘ system performance, therefore, the margin of

sl H VT NS

safety as described in the Technical

Specifications is maintained.

I
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Modification No.: 6183+

System: Reactor Enclosure Heating, Ventilation, and Air
Conditioning (HVAC) and Standby Gas Treatment
System (SBGTS)

Rescription:

Yhis moagification increzsed the secondary containment blowout
ganel actuation setpoints in the Reactor Enclosure (RE) from
0.25% psid to 0.5 psid.

Reason for Change:

There was a site event involving actuation of RE blowout
panels which resulted in a Licensee Event Repcrt (LER).

Safecy Evaluation Summary:
i) Doeg this modification increase the probability of
occurrence or the conseguences nf an accident or

malfunction of eguipment important to safety as
previously evaluated in the FSAR?

Answer: No, increasing the panel release setpoint
makes a loss of secondary containment less
likely. The blowout panels have maintained
their Seismic Category I installation
criteria, Environmental gualification of
important to safety components, equipment, and
gsystems have not been affected. The secondary
containment differential pressure due to fan
pressurization is less than that due to
tornade depressurization.

ii) Does this modification create the possibiliity for an
acci dent or malfunction of a different type than any
evaluated previously in the FSAR?

Apswer: No, the blowout panels are not initiators of
acciden' . The blowout panels were installed
in ac dance with Seismic Category I
criteri.
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;

{'f’ iii) Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as
' defined in the bases for the Technical Specifications?
3

.

Answer: No, increasing the secondary containment
' blowout panel actuation setpoints does not
impact any safety features of the plant. ,
Technical Specification Section 3/4.6.5 was

reviewed in making this determination.
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NCR No.: L-90224

A

Systen: Compressed Air
DRescxaption:

This Nonconformance Report (NCR) replaced the copper tubing
connecting the backup nitrocen hottle to the service air
supply piping connected to the intlatable seals with stainless
steel, replaced the brass valves with stainiess steel valves
to be compatible with the tubing, and installed the missing
valves. Inflatable seals which are the Spent Fuel Pool (SFP)
gate seals, are not being upgraded because the 1/4 inch copper
tubing is acceptable.

Reason for Change:

This NCR wag issued to restore the design to the original
configuration as shown in the P&ID.

1) Does thais modification increase the probability of
occurrence o©or the consequences of an accident or
malfunction of eqguipment lmportant to safety as
previously evaluated in the FSAR?

Answer : No, the Secvice Air System and the inflatable
soals are not initiators of an accident
previously evaluated in the UFSAR. The repair
meets the design, material, and construction
gstandards applicable to the service air supply
to the inflatable seals per the original
design. Safety-relate? syastems are not
involved in the repair activity.

ii) Dnes this modification create the possibility for an
accident or malfunction of a different type than any
eva.uated previously in the FSAR?

Answer: No, the tubing run from the nitrogen bottle to
the service air piping does not impact the
functionality of the nitrogen bottle. The
nitrogen bottles and the inflateble seals will
function as originally designed.
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iii) Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as
defined in the bases for the Technical Specifications?

Answer: The inflatable seals are not discussed in
detail in the Technical Specifications. The
Technical Specification Section 3/4.6.5 and
their bases were reviewed in making this
determination.
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{0 Tet o, SP-T-008

A System: Feedwater
B. Dogcription:
This test performs a feedwater flow measurement using

i radicactive sodium (Na24) tracer at Limerick Generating
t Station Unit 1.

¢, Baagop for Change:

¥ Thig test is pertounmned for on line flow measuremsnts using a
h radioactive tracer to verily whether there is any discrepancy
in the feedwater flow nmeasured by the venturis.

0. Safsty Eyaluation Sunpary:

o i) Does this modificatioa increase the probability of
5 peeurrence  or the ronsequences of an @2cident or
;
:-

malfunction of eguapment important to sa‘ety as
previcusly evaiaated in the FEAR?

i Angwer: No, the injection of sodium njtrate (NaNO3)
has no significant effect on the materials »f
the reactor o~r fuel cladding. The *-3t 1is
done under noamal operation of the unit. The
introduction of Na2d causes only neglig. .le
increase in ‘‘he reactor coolant activity.

Dués thus nodification create the possibility for an
accident or malfunction of a different type than any
evaluated previously in the FSAR?

Augwver: No, the rffects of such a small quantity of
podium nitrate on the components of reactor
vessel, fuel c¢ladding, and comvonents of
feadwat»r system are negliyibtle. The increase
in main steam line radialion is within the
normal operating limits.
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Does this modification reduce the margin >f safety as
defined in the bases for the Technical Specifi_.ations?

Angwer: No, the reactcr coulont shemi. ~ a1 sotivily
remains well within allowable .1:... wnd the
main steam line radiation Jncre.se is
negligible. Safety Limits and Limiting Safety
Systems settings Technical Specifications and
bases (2.2.1), Reactor Coolant Chemistry
Technical Sr..cification and bases (3/4.4.4),
neactor Coolant Specific-Pctivity Technical
Specifications and bases (3/4.4.5), and UFSAR
Sections 5.2.3 and 15.0 were reviewed in
making this determination.
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Medification No,:  5342-2 |

A. System: Condersate Filter Demineralizers

B. Description:

This modification installed .ew inlet and outlet is .ation
i valves for the condensate filter demiueralizers during a plant
gD shutdown.

tﬂf ¢. Reason for Change:

B This modification provides positive means of isolation, as

i needed, and enables on-line mainterance of the 2xisting valves

i which control the flow through the concdensate filter 1
g |
i

demineralizers,
] D'
)
b i) Dos: this modafication increase the probability of |
) occurrence or the consequences of an accident or
Rk malfunction of eguipment important to wsafety as |
L p' 2vicusiy evaluated in the FSAR?
2 |
: Answer : No, the new isclation valves do not impact the ;
normal operating conditions of the condensate ?

el filter demineralizers. This mcdification does |
iR nst change, degrade, or prevent the response

ol of active or passive systems. |
ol gr . LT T |
L ii) Does this modification create the possibility for an 4

fﬂ accident or malfunction of a different typz than any
S evaluated previously in the FSAR?

Answer: No, this modification does not affect
equipment important to safety or safety
related systems. This modification meets the
seismic specifications for this system and the
original design specification for materials
and construction practices.

R R S A I R R S T R R B T R I R R R R R R N e B R R R R N N R R IR R R R SO R R R R R R R T NN R TRV R R R NN NS T TR



P . L . L4 At
.
:

Limerick Generating Station

Unit 2
Annual Plant Modification Report e
July 1, 1991 Through June 30, 1892 '
Page 45 :

iii) Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as
defined in the bases for the Technical Specifications?

P T e [ e ————

T Answer: No, this moditication does not involve ‘a
change in the initial sgystem conditions or
response time which affect the course of an :
accident analysis supporting the bases of the i
Technical Specifications. Technical _
i Specificaticns 3/4.4 and 3/4.7 were reviewed ,
7 in meking this determination.
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Modification No.:  5515-2

~yaLeln: Feedwat er
Rescription:

This modification changed the typ: of coupling installed
berween the Reactor Feed Pump 2B~P101 and its driver turbine
2B-8105.

for C

This modification replaced the existing gear-type coupling
with a dry coupling to eliminate Reactor Feed Pump (RFP)
vibration rthat was experisnced during continuous operation of
the existing Unit 1 gear-type couplings.

Safety Evalyation Summary:

i) Does this modification increase the probability of
occurrence or the conseguences of an accident or
malfunctisn of eguipment important to safety as
previously evaluated in the FSAR?

2nswer: No, the RFP, its driver turbine, and
associated components, such as the coupling,
are not safety-related equipment. Failure of
the coupling doec not compromise any safety-
related system or component and does not
prevent a safe stutdow.. of the plant. This
modification reduces the probability cf a loss
of feedwater accident by improving the
reliability of the coupling connecting the RFP
te its driver turbine.

ii) Dnes this modification create the possibility for an
a.vident or malfunction of a different type than any
eva.iated previously in the FoaAP?

Answer: No, the only accidents which could result from
& failure of the coupling and resultant 1loss
of feedwater flow have already been analyzed
in FSAR Section 15. k.1 15.2.7, and
15.9 6.3.3.:n.
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iii) Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as
defined in the bases for the Technical Specifications?

Answer: No, the RFP coupling bhas no Technical
Specification requirements, Technical
Specification 3/4.3.9 was reviewed in making
this determination.
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ii1) Does this modification reducs the margin of safety as
defined in the bases for the Technical Specifications?

Answer: No, tbis modification does not affect the
safety-related part of the reactor enclosure
and refueling area HVAC systems. Technical
Specifications Sections 3/4.3.2 and 3/4.6.5
and their bases were reviewed in making this
determination.
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Modification No.:  5956-2

Sygtem: Feedwater
r g

This modification installed General Electric’s Zinc Injection
Passivation (GEZIP) system on Unit 2.

Reason for Change:

The presence of trace amounts of soluble zinc in BWR reactor
watar has been shown to considerauly reduce radia-ion buildup
on primary piping and components. The GEI [P pro . ess consists
of a skid-mounted injection system for antroducing a
continnous dilute solution of zinc oxide into the feedwater
system,

Safety Evaluation Summa.y:

1) Does this modification increasc the probability of
occurrence - the consequences of an accident or
malfunction of eguiprneut important to safety as
previously evaluated in the FSAR?

Answer: No, loss of power to the GEZIP system will not
cause a loss of feedwater to the reactor via
an inccrrect valve line-up; check ‘ralves nave
been incorporated into the design of the zinc
injection piping to insure that the
probability of occurrence of loss of feedwater
to the reactor i1s not increased by this
modification, The =ffect of traces of soluble
zinc in the feerwater has been found to have
no adverse effects on plant materials or on
BWR fuel.

ii) Does . wmodificatic~ creatc the possibility for an
accider: or malfunction of a different type than any
evaluated previously in the FSAR?

Answer: No, the GEZIP system is not expected to have
any adverse efferts on the reactor pr2ssure
vessel, fuel cladding, parts of the fuel
assembly, or the primiry system piping. This
modification installs non-safety related
equipment in a non-safety related area of “he
plunt.
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e Modification No.:  6097:2

Sys.eun Plant Comput r7 and Samac
T

This modification upgraded tne Satety Parameter Data System
(4PDS) portion of the Plant Monitoring System (PMS) to make
the screen/curve display agree with the Transient Response
Implementaticun Plan (TRIP) procedures.

Reason for Change:

This modification upgraded the Unit 2 PMS SPDS to reflect the
revigion of the BWR Owner’'s Group Emergency Frocedure
Guidelines (EF3s). Revision 4.

Safety Evaluation § :
i) Does tris modification increase the probability of
occurrence or the corasejuences of an accident o:

malfunction of eqguipment important to safety as
previously evaluated in the FSAR?

Auswer: No, this modificaticn dces not affect the
Class 1E input modules to PMS. A failure of
PMS can not render a malfunction of the Class
1E input modules to PMS due to itg circuit
isolation capability.

ii) Does this mo? fication create the possibiiity for an
accident or ualfunction of a different type than any
evaluated previously in the FSAR?

Angswer: No, the circuit isolation capability of Class
1E PMS input moduies will not be affected,
ensuring that no failure of PMS can be
reflected back into the safetyv systems,
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Modification No.:  610B-2

A, System: DC Systems

B. Description:
This modification replaced tihe underrated fuses in the
125/250V DC Motor Control Centers (MCCs) and panels, and acded
a second set of Class 1E fuses/fuse blocks for the High
Pressure Coolant Injecticn/Reactor Core Isolaticn Cooling
(HPCI/RCIC) nonsafety related pump motors and new fuse holders
on MCC 20D020%, Compartments 01, 0z, 03,

C. Reason for .nange:
The 125/250V DC MCCs and panels were replaced with properly
rated fuses capable of meeting the des.gn requirements for
voltage rating and interrupting capability.

D. gafety Evaluation Sumraxy:

i) Does this modification increase the probability of
occurrence or the consequences of an accident or
malfunction of equipment important to safety as
previously evaluated in the FSAR?

Answer: No, thies change w.ll have n: impact on the
acciden. analysis described in the FSAR
Chapter 15. The replacement of undeirated
fuses in the MCCs and panels bring this
eguipment into compliance wit™ the original
design inteut. Tais modification does not
degrale any system structure or component
reliability and therefore all systems,
stiuctures and component s perform as
previously designed.

ii) Does =his modification create the possibility for an
accident or malfunctiun of a different type than any
evaluated previourly in the FSAR?

Answer: No, the installation ¢f properly rated fuses,
new fuse blocks, and series connected fuses
meets the original design criteria with no
effect on the SAR accident aralysis, and
brought this equipment into compliance waith
the original design intent for the DC Power
Distribution System
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Medification No.:  6115-2

A. Syster: Electro RHydraulic Control (EHC)

B. Description:
This moaification added hydr v ¢ accumulators, valve
manifolds and associated one inch ping and fittings to the
EHC System Fluid Actuator Supply AS) for each of the four
main turbine contrcl valves, Alsou, £AS tubing routed from the
EHC unit to the control valves were replaced with schedule 80
stainless steel piping and associated hanger material.

C. Reason for Change:
This modification provides incrveased iydraulic damping of the
EHC systzm and improves the quality of the welded joints.

D. Safety Evaluation Summary:

1) Does this nodification increase the probability of
occurrence or the consequences of an accident or
malfunction ¢f eqguipment important to safety as
previously evaluated in the FSAR?

Angwer: No, once the EHC system hes tvipped, the
accumulators are isolated from the trip
circuit, because ti.:y are outside of the trip
boundary. The accumulators will not preveut
the EHC system from performing its design
function. Thie modification will lower the
probability of turbine trip events.

ii) Does this modification create the possibiiity for an
accident or malfunction of a different type than any
evaluated previously in the FSAR?

Answer: No, the EHC system is not safetyv-related cnd
ite failure does not directly affect any
egquipment important to safetry. This
modification does not introduce modes of
failure that have not been previously
considered.
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iii) Does this modification reduce the margin of “afety as
defined in the bases for the Technical Specifications?

Angwer: No, because this modification greatly reduces
the o -obabil- ty of ZHC system weld failures
ana subsequ .¢ loss of EhC, there will be a
corresponding increase in past safety margins
due to a more reliable EHC sysrem. Technic. .

b -1

E Spet.€ication Bases 3/4.3.1, 3/4.3.8, and 4.2
i were reviewed in making this determination.
4
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2 Modification No.:  6120-2

A, System: Reactor Water Cleanup
B. Descriptioq:

This modification replaced the existing 4* diameter Reactor
Water Cleanup valve 44-HV-2F039 with another valve that is a
I 3* diameter, but using an improved disc design.

Reascn fcx Change:

The Reactor Water Cleanup valve 44-HV-"r039 had been found to
leak excessively during the Local Leak Rate Test.

D. Safety Evaluation Summary:

i) Does this modification Acrease the probabilicy of

: occurrence or the conseqguences of an accident or

f‘ malfunction of eg  ment important to safety as
previously evaluate. :. the FSAR?

T3

Answer: No, the valve meets or exceeds tbe original
valve purchase ordey regquirements for
material, design, testing, inspection and
installation as specified in the USFAR. The

; new valve does not affect other systems since
! its function or method of function has not
e changed.

ii, Does this modification rreate the possibility for an
accident or malfunction of a different type than any
evaluated previously in the FSAR?

}, : Answer: No, the check valve continues to function as
e originally designed. The new valve has been
Vil evalue-ed to have no impact on Reacior Water
; Cleanup system flow or functional
2 requirements. No other modifications are being
1 made to &ny safety related equipment or
equipment important to safety.

iii) Does this modification reduce the margir of safety as
defined in the bases for the ‘echrical Specifications?

Answer: No, the new valve is designed to the same
valve design specifications, gualification and
function as the valve it replaces.
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Modification MNo.:  6182-2

"
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System: F=actor Water Cleanup

: s

This modification rerouted the Reacto. Wwater Cleanup (RWCU)
Precoat Tank overflow line to install a tee and associa*ed
valves to run the overflow line to the Dirty Radwz~*e (URW)
syvstem during backwash of the RWCU Filter Deminerulizers
D8 .

Reason for Chonge:

This modification is to eliminate the possibility of a single
active failure from contaminating the RWCU Precoat Tenk during
backwash operations of the RWCU F/D’s.

Safety Bv.luation Summary:

i)

ii)

Does +this modification increas: the probability of
occurrence or the consequences of an accident or
malfunction of eqQuipmeat important to safety as
previously evaluated in the FSAR?

Answer: No, this modification dces not change the
design or the function of either the floor
drain system or its collection tank. The
drain system does not regquire or affect the
operation of safety related equijment.

Does rhis modification create the possibility for an
accident or malfunction of a different type than any
evaluated previousls in the FSAR?

ingwer: No, this modification maintains the original
design conditions of the RWCU system, It will
not cause a new malfunction of safety related
equipment since the floor drain system is
passive and the modification is in accordance
with all current design standards for the RWCU
system,

e
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iii) Dows this modificatior reduce the margin of safety as
defined in the bases for the Tuchnical Specifications?

Answer

.
-

No, this modification does not change the
system in any way and does not reduce the
systein performance, therefore, che margin of
safety as described in the Technical
Specifications is maintained.
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Test No.: SP-T-009

A. gystem: Feedwater
B, pescription:

i This test performs a feedwater flow measurement using
gt radiocactive sodium (Na24) tracer at Limerick Generating
P Station Unit 2. A similar test was done for Unmit 1. This
b2, review is based on some of the actual data of Unit 1.

C. Reason for Change:

This test is performed for on line flow measurements using a
radioactive tracer to verify whether there is any discrepancy
in the feedwater flow measured by the venturis.

D. Safety Eval -tion Summary:

3) Does this nmodification increase the probability of
occurrence or the consequences of an accident or
malfunction of equipment important to safety as
previously evaluated in the FSAR?

ey e v i e T A% e ol e T i s - Y L ol R
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Answer: No, the injection of sodium nitrate (NaNO3)
has no significant effect on the materials of
the reactor or fuel cladding. The =-est 1is
done under normal operation of the unit. The
introduction of Na24 causes only negligible
increase in the reactor coolant activity.
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ii) Does this wdification create the possibility for an
accider. or malfunction of a different type than any
evalusted previously in the FSAR?

Answer: No, the effects of such a smal! guantity of
sodium nitrate on the components of reactor
veasel, fuel cladding, and components of
feedwater system are negligible. The increase
in main steam lirns radiation is within the
normal operating limits.
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Limerick Generating Station

Unit 2

Annuai Plant Modification Report
July 1. 1691 Through June 30, 19%2
Fage 62

iii} Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as
defined in the bases for the Technical Specifications?

Answer:

No, the reactor coclant chemistry and activity
remains well within allowable limits and the
main steam line radiation increage i
negligible, Safety Limits and Limiting Safety
Systems settings Technical Specifications and
bases {2.2.1), Reactor Coolant Chemistry
Technical Specification and bases (3/4.4.4),
Reactor Coolant BSpecific-Activity Technical
Specificutions and bases (3/4.4.5), and UFSAR
Sections 5.2.3 and 1%.0 were ieviewed 1in
making this determinaticn.
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Limerick Generating Station

Unit 0

Annual Plant Modification Report
July 1, 1991 Through June 30, 1992
Page 63

Medification lo.:  0949-0
A. System: Communications
. Description:

This modification upgraded the existing power supplies to the
plant telephone and radio systems.

Reason for Change:

Thiz modification increases the availability of the plant
telephone and radio systems.

Safety Evaluation Summary :

i}

ii)

1i1)

Does this modification increase the probability of
ovcurrence or the consequences of &n accident or
malfunction of equipment impcrtant to safety as
previoucly evaluated in the FSAR?

Answer:

No. those cow;onents installed by this
modification will not alter or affect the

function of any components required for
safety.

Does this modification create the possibility for an
accident or malfunction of a different type than any
evaluated previously in the FSAR?

Arswer:
. .

No, this modification upgraded power supplies
to Dimension 2000, Prelude, ENS, and tbs plant
radio system and is in accordance with the
existing design criteria for these systems.
This modification is an improvement to the
communication systems and does not adversely
affect any safety features of the plant.

Does this modification reduce the margin of safety as
defined in the bases for the Technical Specifications?

Answer:

No, the Technical Specifications do not
address the power supplies to the plant
communication systems. Technical
Specifications Sections 3/4.7.7, 3/4.8, and
3/4.9.5 were reviewed in making this

determination.
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Limerick Generating Station

Unit O

Annual Plant Modification Report
suly 1, 1951 Through June 30, 1992
Page €4

Modification No.:  5993-0

System: Communications

: Yy

This modification upgraded the present radio communications
system between the Main Control Room, Remote Shutdown Panel
Room, and Operational Support Center,

Reason for Change:

The radio communications system was upgraded tc one that will
survive and operate during a loss of power or a fire in any
given area of the plant as described in the Fire Protection
Evaluation Repor:t (FPER) Appendix R.

i)

iii)
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Does thas modification increase the probability of
occurrence or the conseguences of an accident or
malfunctiou of eguipment importanrt to safety as
previously evaluated in the FSAR?

Answer: No, failure of any component associated with
this modification will not affect any safety
features of the plant., This change improved
the radic communications system of the plant
and was implemented in accordance with the
existing design criteria for the subject
system,

Does this modification create the possibility for an
accident or malfunction of a different type than any
evaluated previously in the FSAR?

Answer: No, this modification was implemented in
accordance with the existing design criteria
for the radioc communications system and does
not introduce a new mode of failure for any
safety-rzlated equipment of the plant.

Does this modification reduce the margin cof safety as
defined in the bases for the Technical Specifications?

Answer: No, this modification does not alter the
intended function of the radio communications
system.
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