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Attention: Docketingz and Service Branch
Dear Sir:

riease cancel your modifizatzion of 10 CFR 50.44 wnich would require iner:inz
of Mark I and II 34R containmencs.

Jnder proposed rule making on Page £5L67 of FR Vol. 45, No. 133, you szate
‘Wnile the decresase in residual risk due to inerzi these containments i{s small,
as determined by probabilistic aralyses, (a) there are no significant counter=-
vailing safety disincentives; (o) the cost of inerzing is small”. I would like
to base my arguments for not inerting on the invalidity of this statement.

Very significant countervailing safety disincentivas will be created oy
iner<ing zne containments of these plants (cnly affectis Verment Yankee and
Hatch). Some exampies of this hazard are:

i+ Two men recently died in the inerzed fuel tank on the space szhu%i-le.
2+ A few years ago, two men died in a Mark I BWR containment in India.
3. I personally know of two near-fatal accidents at nuclear facilities
in New Zngland.
In my opinion, if these plants are required to iner:, you will De creating
the blzzest nazard in tne work place that employees ut these facilities will have

to contend with.

The zost of installing a system to inert the containment at Yermont fankee
will be about ore million dollars. Annually, inerting will cost Vermon: Yankee
about $3C,C000 Jjust for the nitrogen, plus an estimated one aillicn dsllars in
lost capacity. This is not what I consider a small cost.

dost 2f *he remainder of your statenents of consideration refer o the TMI-Z
accidenz, a FWR; and your conclusion is %o have two B+Rs inert and s:iudy FWBs o
see 1f there is a proviem. This logic is difficult f:r me %o comprenend.

- hope you will taxe this information into consideration and reirain fren
naking tais change to 10 CFR 50.44., The interes: cf employees and <ne public
Will be served better if wnis change 1s nct implemented.
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Mr. Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Dear Mr. Denton:

In the Matter of the ) Docket Nos. 50-250
Tennessee Valley Authority ) 50-260
50-296

In accordance with the provisions ¢f 10 CFR Part 50.59, we are enclosing
40 coples of a requested amendment to licenses DPR-33, DPR-52, and DPR-EE
to change the technical specifications of Browns Ferry Nuclear Plant
units 1, 2, and 3, The proposed changes revise the administrative
controls section of the technical specifications to reflect plant
organization.

In accordance with the requirements of 10 CFR Part 170.22, we have
determined this proposed amendment to be Class II for unit 1 and Class I
for units 2 and 3. These classifications are based on the facts that the
proposed amendment is an administrative change that has no safety
significance for unit 1, and the proposed amendments for units 2 and 3
are duplicates of the unit 1 proposed amendment. The remittance for
$2,000 (81,200 for unit 1 and $800 for units 2 and 3) is being wired to
the NRC, Attention: Licensing Fee Management Branch.

Very truly yours,

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

[}h\’\,w
L. M, Mills, nager
Nuclear Regulation and Safety

Subscribed and sworn to ore
me this day of 1081,
Notary Public
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