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Washington, D. C. 20555
Dear Al:

In a letter dated December lst, 1980 TIOT™
W. E. Ehrensperger concerning the licensing of the
A. W. Vogtle Nuclear Plant, Mr. Eisenhut comments
"The staff believes that tl.c deletion of the enclo-
sure building appears to represent a significant
change in safety margin to the design for which
se issued construction permits." Would you please
ask the staff what it considers to be the increase
in risk, in guantitative termms?

(: Further i, the letter Mr. Fisenhut asks that the
request for change in construction permit *“should in-
clude a cost-benefit andlysis that demonstrates that
the reduced safety margin would be warranted by the
savings in cost associated with deleting the contain-
ment 2nclnsure buildings”

Would you pleaze ask the stalf:

(1) »=2 regulatory basis for tl.is recuest.
(2) wi.ere one finis described thuy sort of
analysis that would be acceptable.

Sincerely.

William Kerr
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Docket Nes. 50-424

and 50-425

Mr. W. E. Ehrensperger
Senior Vice President
Power Supply

Georgia Power Compeny

e 0. Bux 4545

Atlanta, Jeorgiz 30302

Dear Mr. Ehrensperger:

SUBJECT: DIf'ETION 2F THE CONTAINMENT ENCLOSURE BUILDING ON THE A. W. VOGTLE
NULLEAR PLANT ,

In 2 letter dated August 21, 1979, Georgia Power Cumpany filed Supplement 6
to its application for Constructior Permit and Operating License for the

A. W. Vogtle plant. This supplement described 2 modification to the plant
design deleting the containment enclosure building and its safety grade
exhaust and recirculation system. The modification replaced the enclosure
building with an equipment building extending ugward from grade to about

one third of the containment building height. The equipment building 1s not
designed to perform a sefety function. This supplement also included
revised analyses for the radiologicai consequences of a Loss-of-Coolant
Accident, with the calculations not teking credit for the enclosure building.
The proposed deletion of the enclosure building and its safety function was
oreviously discussed in a meeting with the MRC staff on August 8, 1979,

In that meeting, you requested an expeditious review and prompt decision

on the design change. .

In a Y tter dated April 28, 1380, Georgia Power Company advised that the
need for a prompt decision on this design chenie had abated and may be
deleyed until January 31, 1981; and that the disign was proceeding based
upon deletion of the enclosure building.
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th on &7 the €nslosuie buiiding appears to
teprasent 2 significant chan sefety margin to the cesign for which we
issued the construction permits. Tiie chanoce would impact and invalidate the
evaluations presented in the Safety Evaluatios Report issued March B, 1974,
Therefore, we conclude that the proposed thange must be considered under an
amerdment to the construction permits. [f you wish to pursue this matter,
please provide 2 Request for Amendment of Construction Permits. Such a
request for amendment should inclucs a cost-benefit analysis that demonstrates
that the reduced safety margin would be warranted by the savings in cost
assocciated with deleting the containment enclosure building. Conversely,

you may previde us with vour basis for concluding that the proposed modification
Lo the enclosure builcing should rol be considered a change in “the proposed
design of the facility as described in your application including, but not
limited to the principz] architectural and engineering criteria for the design"
or in “the major features or components incorporated therein for the protection

of the health and safety of the public.”
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incerely,

1vision off/ Licensing



