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May 15, 19Ei w

Mr. Willi am O. Miller
License Fee Management Eranch
Office of Administration
U.S. Mucle ar Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Re ference : (1) Correspondence dated Februar y 20, 1931,
'>r. C. James Hollo way, Jr. to E. G.'Pauer, Jr . ,
Philadelphia Electric Company

(2) Corresponence dat'ed April 10, 1cR1,
'4r . Willi am O. Miller, HRC, to
E. G. Bauer, Jr., Philadelphia
Electric Company

Dear Mr. Miller:

In correspondence dated July 2, 1980, D. G. Eisenhut,

!!RC, to All Boiling Water Reactor Licensees, we were requested to
incor por ate sever al TMI Le ssons Le ar ne d Ca tego r y " A" items into
the Technical Specifications . A model specification was enclosed
to provide guid ance in the scope and types of required
speci ficatio ns .

The Lessons Learned modifications regarding containment
isolation valves was previously submitted in a separate Cperating
License amendment application dated July 16, 1010, at a fee of
34,300. The other required revisions to the Operating License
were ccmbined into another amendment application dated September
15, 1930, at another fee o f 3 4,400. Dcth of these applications
were 9ppr ov ed , with revisions , by the MRC.
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The referenced letters change the second amendment

application discussed above from a Class III to a Class IV
status, thus increasing the required fee of that application from

'
34,400 to 312,700, and the total cost for incorporating these
Lessons Learned i tems into the Operating License to 217,100.

A Class IV amendment as defined in 10 CFR 170.22
applies to amendments involving complex issues , more than one
safety issue , or . involve a significant hazards consideration.
The . amendment applications under discussion did not involve a
relaxation in the existing Peach Pottom specifications. To the ,

contrary, the application prcposed additional and more
,

conservative surveillance and operating requirements. As stated :
-

'
in' your February 20, 1981 letter, the OMRR staff has determined
that their review involved consideration of several safety issues .

twhich it appears to us were previously identified and reviewed as
'

generic BWR issues, not requiring significant plant specific
review. Nor~is it apparent to us why the addition of
requirements to the Coerating License in response to NRC staff
requests are construed as safety issues. >

!

Based upon the foregoing we would appreciate yo ur
*

re,considering your determination as to the. classification of the
Com pany's September 15, 1939 application. In the event yo u

'

,

should determine that|the reclassification described in yo ur
letter of February 20, 1991 is correct, we would appreciate your
advising us of the specific multiple safety issues reviewed in
connection with our application.

If you would like to discuss this matter further,
please do not hesitate to contact us. |
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