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1. Description of Proposed Action 

The action proposed is the issuance of an identical amendment to 

each of the construction permits for the Alvin W. Vogtle Nuclear 

Plant, Units 1 (CPPR-108) and 2 (CPPR-109), issued on June 28, 1974, 

providing for (1) the addition of Oglethorpe Electric Membership 

Corporation (OEMC), Municipal Electric Authority of Georgia (MEAG) ....  

and City of Dalton (Dalton) as co-owners with Georgia Power Company 

(GPC) of the station and (2) the extension for two years of the 

latest dates for completion of these units. The original applica

tion for amendments, dated July 15, 1975 requested that the 100 

percent ownership interest of GPC be distributed as follows: 

GPC - 38.4 percent; OEMC - 30.0 percent; MEAG - 30.0 percent; and 

Dalton - 1.6 percent. Subsequently, the Applicants, on' 

September 16, 1976, filed an amendment to their application 

requesting that the ownership interests be revised to the following:
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GPC - 50.7 percent; OEMC - 30.0 percent; MEAG - 17.7 percent; 

and Dalton - 1.6 percent. In addition, the Applicants indicate 

the possibility that Dalton may relinquish its 1.6 percent interest 

to GPC at some future date. However, Dalton presently intends to 

continue its participation. At the Applicants! request, the Staff 

has considered the possibility that GPC may assume Dalton's 1.6 

percent interest, increasing GPC's total interest to 52.3 percent.  

2. Environmental Impact of the Proposed Actions 

A. The amendments relate, inter alia, to a change in percentage 

ownership of the two units from 100 percent by GPC to the 

following: GPC - 50.7 percent or 52.3 percent, depending on the 

final disposition of Dalton's interest; OEMC - 30.0 percent; MEAG 

17.7 percent; and Dalton - 1.6 percent or 0 percent. Although 

GPC now proposes to build only two of the four units considered---

in the NRC Staff's Final Environmental Statement for Alvin W.  

Vogtle Nuclear Plant, Units 1, 2, 3 and 4, published in March 

1974 (FES), the increase in the construction costs in the two 

year period since the FES was prepared has resulted in an 

estimated cost for constructing the proposed two units which is 

equal to or greaterr than that previously estimated for the four 

units.  
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The most recent estimate by GPC (affidavit A. W. Dahlberg III 

9/16/76, Attachment A) of the cost of Vogte Nuclear Plant, Units 

1 and 2, including initial core costs, is $2.8 billion. The 1974 

estimate of the cost of Units 1, 2, 3 and 4 was including initial 

core costs approximately $2.4 billion with-an estimated fair

market value during the estimated 30-year life of the plant of 

approximately $2.0 billion. For the purpose of this analysis the 

conservative assumption is made that the fair-market value for 

Units I and 2 remains $2.0 billion.  

The proposed reduction in ownership interest by GPC to 50.7 

percent plus the 30.0 percent ownership interest held by OEMC, 

results in a taxable ownership interest of 80.7 percent. The 

remaining 19.3 percent ownership interest held by MEAG (17.7 

percent) and-Dalton (1.6 percent) is exempt from taxation.  

Therefore the value of the Vogtle Nuclear Plant, Units I and 2 

subject to tax is 80.7 percent of $2.0 billion, or about $1.6 

billion. The estimated tax revenues to Burke County from Units 

1, 2, 3 and 4 was estimated to be about 20 times the revenue to 

Burke County without the nuclear project (FES, Section 4.4).  

On the basis of the figures above the NRC Staff estimates that 

the tax revenue from the presently proposed Units 1 and 2'will " 

represent an increase of about 12 to 16 times the estimated tax
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revenues to Burke County without the nuclear project. Therefore, 

the conclusion reached by the NRC Staff that the anticipated 

revenues easily offset the cost of any adverse community impacts 

remains unchanged.  

B. The amendments also relate to an extension of the construction 

completion dates of Units 1 and 2 by two years (for Unit 1 from 

October 1979, earliest date, and April 1981, latest date, to 

October 1981, earliest date, and April 1983, latest date; and for 

Unit 2 from October 1980, earliest date, and April 1982, latest 

date, to October 1982, earliest date, and April 1984, latest date).  

The NRC Staff has reviewed the application and found that good 

cause has been shown for extension of the construction com

pletion dates of Units 1 and 2 by two years (Testimony of 

Lawrence P. Crocker following Tr. 185 (February 10, 1976)).  

The environmental impacts associated-with construction of-Units 

1 and 2 have previously been addressed in the NRC Staff's FES 

(pp. 4-1 to 4-31) and determined by the Atomic Safety and Licens

ing Board in its Initial Decision (I.D.) dated May 24, 1974 (7 AEC 

895 at 902-904). The only environmental impact possibly result

ing from the requested extension would be that due to shifting the 
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impacts in time or adding 2 years to the total time the area 

is subjected to temporary construction impacts. The environ

mental impacts associated with construction, other than those 

involving community impacts, are not affected by the proposed 

extension. The only significant community impact associated 

with the construction effort previously identified related to.  

traffic congestion (FES Section 4.4, pp. 4-24 and I. D. 7 AEC 

894, at 904). If a simple two year shift in the project is 

assumed, then there would be no change in effect. If the 

project is assumed to be stretched for two additional years, 

then the traffic congestion associated with construction 

would be somewhat less each year, but the total duration of 

the impacts would be increased by two years. The two effects 

are considered to be substantially offsetting. Thus, no 

significant change in impact, as previously evaluated, is 

expected to result from the two year delay.  

3. Conclusion and Basis for Negative Declaration 

On the basis of the foregoing analysis and the NRC Staff evaluation, 

it is concluded that there will be no environmental impact attribut

able to the proposed action other than that already predicted and 

described in the Commission's FES issued in March 1974 and the 

Board's Initial Decision (7 AEC 895). Having made this conclusion, 
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the Connission has further concluded that no environmental impact 

statement for the proposed action need be prepared, and that a 

negative declaration to this effect is appropriate.  

Dated November 5, 1976
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