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Gent lenen; 

COWUI.'Y S2ZIOC, UNITS NO. 1 A&D 4 3. 2 

in response to your request, dated Septemier 22, 1977, and suppleiaentea 

by your letter, dateu February 2, 1978, toe Nuclear Regulatory Cooeission 

nas issue•i an oruer extending the construction completion Gates for th.e 

La Oalle County Station, Units Wo. 1 and No. 2. The latest construction 

completion dates nave been extended for Unit i4o. 1 from June 1, 1978 to 

Harch A1, 19bu and for Unit No. 2 from June 1, 1)79 to December 31, 196u.  

A copy of the Order, Staff 6valuation, 1.1egative Declaration anw 

Lnviroi{iental impact Appraisal, are enclosed for your information.  

The Order aum k'ecgative Declarations have been forwardeu to thie 

Office of the Federal Register for publication.  

sincerely, 

Original signed by R. C. DeYoujii 

Roger S. aoyd, DireQtor 
Division of Project mana.g3elbnt 
Office of Nuclear R~eactor Regulation 

Enclosures: 
1. order 
2. Staff L-valuation 
3. d4egative Declaration 
4. Lnvironiental Impact Arppraisal 
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"MAY 3 11978 
Commonwealth Edison Company - 2 

cc: Richard E. Powell, Esq.  
Isham, Lincoln & Beale 
One First National Plaza 
Suite 2400 
Chicago, Illinois 60670 

Illinois Department of Public Health 
ATTN: Chief, Division of Nuclear Safety 
535 West Jefferson 
Springfield, Illinois 82761 

Edward R. Lambert, Chairman 
Board of Supervisors of La Salle County 
La Salle County Courthouse 
Ottawa, Illinois 61350 

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
ATTN: EIS Coordinator 
Federal Activities Branch 
Region V Office 
230 South Dearborn Street 

.Chicago, Illinois 60604 

Chief, Energy Systems 
Analyses Branch (AW-459) 
Office of Radiation Programs 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Room 645, East Tower 
401 M Street, S. W.  
Washington, 0. C. 20460 
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in resprone to your request, dateo r tew-.er 22, 1977, and s--w',, ejN.teI .  
cy your letter, oated February 2,F 'T 71i e aiuclear R~egulatory Conaissioin 
nais issueed an, oruer extending ti corist ction coi-plet ion dates for tie 

La Salle County Station, units o. 1 ar4 ,o. 2. The latest construction 

comiplet ion dates nave veer. e oende for Jr. A. 3-4. Ifrx June .1 1976 to 

March .31, 19duI and tor tint No. 2 from June , 1979 to Decemaer 31, 196i).  

A.copy of the Cruet> S f Evaluation, heg iand 
Lnviro ital Impact <raisal, are enclosed to your infor...a-tiotn.  

The jroer am t4neati C eclarations 'have en for. ardeu to the 

Office of the t'ece aI Register for publictatitori.  
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oguer S. ltoyd, Direct r 
Division of Project ma yeitent 
Office of Nuc.lear React Regulation
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Gentlemen: 

SUBJECI; O:PiR EXTEJNDinG CNSTRUCT ON COVPlrION DATE FOR LA SALLE 
COU0N0 Y STATION, UNITS NO. AWD Na. 2 

In res.onse to your request, dated se. te' er 22, 1977, the £' ear 
Regulatory Counmission has issued an Or er extending the cý truction 
comrietion dates for the La Salle Count Station, Units 4o. I and 
No. 2. "he latest construction comnleti n dates havybeen extended 
for Unit No. 1 fronf June 1, 1978 to March 31, 1980 nd for Unit ".o. 2 
from JLme 1, 1979 to Decemb•er 31, 1980.  

A coy of the Order, Staff Evaluation, R.gave Declaration and 
Environraental Irpact Appraisal, are erncloý or your informiation.  
Thbe Order and Negative Declaration~hav, been forwarded to the 
Office of the Federal Register for pu ication 

Sincerely, 

Roger S. Boyd, Director 
Division of Project Managesient 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulati 

Enclosures: 
1. Order 
2. Staff Lval tion 
3. Negative Declaration 
4. Environmental Impact Appraisal
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ENCLOSURE 1 

COMMO-NWEALTH EDISON COMPANY 

LA SALLE COUNTY STATION, UNITS NO. 1 AND NO. 2 

DOCKET NOS. 50-373 AND 50-374 

ORDER EXTENDING CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION DATES 

Commonwealth Edison Company is the holder of Construction Permits 

Nos. CPPR-99 and CPPR-100 issued by the Atomic Energy Commission* on 

September 10, 1973, for the construction of the La Salle County Station, 

Units No. 1 and Wo. 2, presently under construction at the applicant's 

site in Brookfield Township, La Salle County, Illinois. On September 22, 

1977, the applicant filed a request for an extension of the completion 

dates. By letter, dated October 13, 1977, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

requested additional information in order to justify extending the 

construction completion dates. Supplemental information was received from 

Commonwealth Edison Company, dated February 2, 1978 stating that construction 

had been delayed due to: 

(1) Optimistic construction schedule, 

(2) Delays due to unusually wet winter, 

(3) Numerous strikes and work stoppages, 

(4) Lack of manpower, i.e., in crafts, 

(5) Design revisions and structural changes due to additional analysis 

of multiple or prolonged discharge of the safety relief valves, 

(6) Additional requirements by the staff.  

*Effective January 20, 1975, the Atomic Energy Commission became the 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission and permits in effect on that day 

RF "..... . . ........... . . ..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
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This action involves no significant hazards consideration; good cause 

has been shown for the delay; and the requested extension is for a reasonable 

period, the bases for which are set forth in the staff evaluation dated 

may ?, , 1978. The preparation of an environmental impact statement for 

this particular action is not warranted because there will be no environmental 

impact attributable to the Order other than that which has already been 

predicted and described in the Commission's Final Environmental Statement 

for the La Salle County Nuclear Station, Units No. 1 and No. 2, published 

in February 1973, and the Draft Environmental Statement published in March 1978.  

A Negative Declaration and an Environmental Impact Appraisal have been 

prepared and are available, as are the above stated documents, for public 

inspection at the Commission's Public Document Room, 1717 H Street, N. W., 

Washington, D. C. 20555 and at the local public doctumnent room established 

for the La Salle County Station facility in the Illinois Valley Community 

College Library, Rural Route No. I Oglesby, Illinois 16348.  

It is HEREBY ORDERED THAT THE latest completion date for CPPR-99 

be extended from June 1, 1978 to March 31, 1980 and for CPPR-100 be 

extended from June 1, 1979 to December 31, 1980.  

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

Original signed by R. C. DeYoung 

Roger S. Boyd, Director 
Division of Project Management 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulatio 

DATE OF ISSUANCE: MAY 3 11978 LWRYAW O' 
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ENCLOSURE 2 

EVALUATION OF REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF 

CONSTRUCTION PERMITS NO. CPPR-99 AND NO. CPPR-100 

FOR THE LA SALLE COUN4TY STATION, UNITS NO. 1 AND NO. 2 

DOCKET NOS. 50-373 AND 50-374 

Introduction 

On September 22, 1977, the Commonwealth Edison Company (CEC or applicant) 

filed a request for an extension of the construction completion dates 

for Construction Permits CPPR-99 and CPPR-100 issued for the La Salle 

County Station, Units Nos. 1 and 2 on September 10, 1973. At the staff's 

request, CEC submitted additional information by letter, dated February 2, 

1978, to support its request for an extension of the latest completion 

dates.  

Discussions 

In the applicant's application for extension of the construction completion 

dates for Unit 1 from June 1, 1978 to March 31, 1980 and for Unit 2 from 

June 1, 1979 to December 31, 1980, CEC cited approximately five (5) reasons 

for the approximate twenty two (22) months delay in the construction 
schedule. According to the applicant: 

(1) The excavation period was extended by approximately two (2) 

months due to water retention from an unusually wet winter; 

(2) The construction schedule has been adversely affected 
approximately five (5) months by a number of strikes and work 

stoppages. Moreover, significant losses in productivity were 

experienced following a strike while efforts were made to 

return manpower to their pre-strike levels; 

(3) Design changes were made to the containment system as a result 

of combined seismic, conventional (thermal, weight, pressure) 

and accident losses (SRV discharge, LOCA, large steam break).  

The following changes resulted in increased safety margins: 

(a) Added structural steel at the intersecting planes where 
the base mat and containment walls meet. Added structural 
steel to the reactor pedestal and redesigned pedestal 
openings; 

O F F IC E -) = "................... ... I............................................... .......................................... . .......................................... . ............................................ ......................................  
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(b) Added structural stiffness on inside of suppression pool 
floor to increase the load carrying capacity from minus 
two (2) psi to minus eight (8) psi; 

(c) Added lateral reinforcing braces between downcomers in 
the suppression pool volume; 

(d) Redesigned existing drywell embedments and added new 
imibedments to drywell for more anchor/attachment points 
as a result of load combinations referenced above; and 

(e) Dynamic reactor pressure vessel and piping analyses with 
load combinations referenced above required additional 
snubbers, hangers and restraints.  

The project was delayed by a minimum of four (4) months 
to complete this redesign effort.  

(4) The manpower levels to support the schedule were not attained.  
The original project schedule was predicted on a full multiple 
shift basis. Limited manpower availability restricted the second 
shift to approximately fifty percent of manpower goals and 
eliminated all but a skeleton force on the third shift. The 
project has and will be delayed by approximately seven (7) months 
due to this manpower shortage.  

(5) Increased staff's requirements have directly and indirectly extended 
the construction schedule. Comprehensive preoperational testing 
and flushing required by Regulatory Guide 1.68 and ANSI N45.2.8 
have directly extended the schedule. The application of seismic 
criteria to additional components, moderate energy line break 
analysis, fire hazard analysis, industrial security, and 
containment leak rate criteria have indirectly extended the 
schedule by delaying engineering activities which later impacted 
upon construction. The project was delayed by eight (8) months 
as a result of these requirements.  

It is noted that the above delays are not totally additive because in a 
number of instances, the period of delay overlap.  

Conclusion 

We have reviewed the information provided by the applicant and conclude 
that the factors discussed above are reasonable and constitute good cause 
for delay; and that extension of construction for the La Salle County 
Station for 22 months is justified.  

b FFIC F 0 " ....................... . ... ............ .................. .... ..... .............. ,............................ ................ . .......................................... .............................................. ......................................  

SU RNAM E . .......................... ... ......................................................................................................................................................................................... ...................................  
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As a result of our review of the Final Safety Analysis Report to date, 
we further conclude that this action does not involve significant hazards 
considerations and that good cause exists for the issuance of an Order 
extending the completion dates.  

Accordingly, issuance of an Order extending the latest construction 
completion dates for the La Salle County Station, Units 1 and 2 as set 
forth in CPPR-99 and CPPR-100, to March 31, 1980 and December 31, 1980, 
respectively is reasonable and should be authorized.  

Originaf sT, byr 

Anthony CU:,iT 

Anthony Bournia, Project Manager 
Light Water Reactors Branch No. 3 
Division of Project Management 

Original Signed by 
0. D. Parr 

Olan D. Parr, Chief 
Light Water Reactors Branch No. 3 
Division of Project Management

MAY 3 11 978
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NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

SUPPORTING ORDER RELATING TO THE EXTENSION OF 

DATES FOR COMPLETION OF CONSTRUCTION 

LASALLE COUNTY STATION 

UNITS NO. 1 AND 2 (CPPR-99 AND CPPR-OO.) 

COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY 

DOCKET NOS. 50-373 AND 50-374 

The U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has 

reviewed the Order relating to the construction permits for the LaSalle 

County Station, Units No. 1 and 2 (CPPR-99 and CPPR-100), located in 

LaSalle County, Illinois, issued to Commonwealth Edison Company. The 

Order would authorize the extension for twenty-two months of the date 

for completion of construction of Unit No. 1, and for nineteen months 

of the date for completion of construction of Unit No. 2.  

The Commission's Division of Site Safety and Environmental Analysis 

has prepared an environmental impact appraisal for the Order, and has 

concluded that an environmental impact statement for this particular 

action Is not warranted because there will be no environmental impact 

attributable to the Order other than that which has already been pre

dicted and described in the Commission's Final Environmental Statement 

for the LaSalle County Nuclear Station, Units No. I and 2, published in 

February 1973, the Draft Environmental Statement published in March 

1978, the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board decisions of September 1973 

and March 1974, and the Atomic Safety and Licensing Appeal Board 

decisions of October 1973 and April 1974.

* U. S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OPFICEI 1976 - 626.624NRC FORM 318 (9-76) NRCM 0240
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The environmental impact appraisal Is available for public 

inspection at the Commission's Public Document Room, 1717 H Street, N.W., 

Washington, D. C., and at the Illinois Valley Community College Library, 

Rural Route #f, Oglesby, Illinois 16348. A copy may be obtained upon 

request addressed to the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 

Washington, D. C. 20555, Attention: Director, Division of Site Safety 

and Environmental Analysis.  

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 31 day of 1 
FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

George W. Knighton, Chief 
Environmental Projects Branch No. I 
Division of Site Safety 

and Environmental Analysis

NRC FORM 318 (9-76) N'RCM 0240
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Rural Route #1, Oglesby, Illinois 16348. A copy may be obtained upon 

request addressed to the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 

Washington, P, C. 20555, Attention: Director, Division of Site Safety 

and Environmental Analysis.  

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 'tday of f q 
FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

George W. Knighton, Chief 
Environmental Projects Branch I 
Division of Site Safety and 

Environmental Analysis
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT APPRAISAL

BY THE DIVISION OF SITE SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

SUPPORTIHG AN ORDER RELATING TO THE EXTENSION OF 

DATES FOR COMPLETION OF CONSTRUCTION 

LASALLE COUNTY STATION, UNITS NO. I AND Z (CPPR-o99 AND CPPR-1O0 

COM4ONWEALTH EDISON COVPANY 

DOCKET NOS. 50-373 Ak@ 50-374 

1, Description-of Proposed Action 

The action proposed is the issuance of an ORDER pertaining to the 
LaSalie County Station (LSCS), Units No. 1 and 2. The ORDER 
extends for 22 and 19 months the latest dates for completion of 
Units No. 1 and 2, respectively.  

The permittee, Commonwealth Edison Company, requested the extensions 
by letter dated September 22, 1977. The construction permit for 
Unit I (CPPR-99) will be extended from a latest completion date of 
June 1, 1978 to March 31 1980; the construction permit for Unit 2 
(CPPR-43O) will be extended from a latest completion date of 
June 1, 1979 to December 31, 1980. The NRC staff has reviewed the 
request and found that good cause has been shown for extension of 
the construction completion dates (see attached Safety Evaluation 
by the NRC staff).  

2. Summary Description of the Probable Impacts of the Proposed Action 

The environmental impacts associated with construction of LSCS have 
been previously addressed in the HRC staff's final environmental 
statement, construction permit stage (FES-CP) issued February 1973, 
addressed in the NRC staff's draft environmental statement, operating 
license stage (DES-OL) Issued March 1978, and determined by the Atom-ic 
Safety and Licensing Board in their Initial Decisions dated September 5, 
1973 (6 AEC 645) and March 18, 1974 (7 AEC 289), and the Atomic Safety 
and Licensing Appeal Board In their decisions of October 19, 1973 
(ALAB 153, 6 AEC 821, affirmed 6 AEC 1072), and April 15, 1974 
(ALAB 193, 7 AEC 423).

F . ............................................. .............................................. ........................................... . .......................................... ...............................................OI i!! !!!i76- i 
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The Atomic Safety and Licensing Board identified in the Initial Decision 

five major effects due to construction. These were: 

I. Dredging and construction of facilities on the Illinois 
River will have an impact on the river bottom and channel.  

2. The construction of the cooling lake and the station 

itself will involve major earthmovlng and will generate 
some noise and dust.  

3. Short term traffic problems may occur.  

4. Ancillary.activities such as transmission line and rail 

spur construction, and the increased use of local roads 

may create minor impacts.  

5. Station-related construction will temporarily remove 

ninety acres of land from agricultural production.  

Th first three construction-related effects noted above have already 

occurred. The dredging and construction of river facilities were com.

pleted In 1975. The major earthmoving activities were completed in 

1976. The construction work force has already peaked during the fourth 

quarter of 1976; remaining work forces will be at most 72 percent and 

at least 1 percent of the peak. Thus, local community-related impacts 

(such as traffic congestion) have already reached a maximum and are 

now declining. Therefore. because these three major construction 

effects have already occurred, the construction permit extensions will 

not add to impacts in these areas.  

The latter two effects will generally be postponed as a result of the 

construction permit extensions. Although the rail spur has been comi

pleted, and station-related heavy components have already been trans

ported to the site, the transmission lines have not yet been completed.  

Thus, those impacts resulting from transmission line construction (see 

Chapter V of the FES-CP) may be continued or postponed over the construc

tion permit extension period. The permittee will minimize these impacts, 

however, and therefore they are expected to be minor (see Chapter IV of 

the FES-CP).  

Finally, the return to agricultural production of 90 acres of land will 

be postponed until construction is complete. This, too,iS a minor 

and temporary impact; its magnitude was evaluated by the Board in its 

Initial Decision.  

( • c . .. . ...................................... ........ ..................................... ...... .................................... .... .................................... .. . ............ ........................... .. ......................... ... ........  
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In sunmiary, the environmental impact resulting from extending the 
construction permits Aill be either a postponement or continuation 
of previously identified and evaluated impacts.  

The Appeals Board highlighted another impact due to construction: 
the creation of the cooling lake would result in the removal of 
approximately 2058 acres of arable farmland from agricultural use.  
This impact has occurred, however, and the extension of the 
construction permits therefore will result in no further adverse 
effect relative to changes in land use.  

Additionally, another significant impact due to construction was 
evaluated in the DES-OL. It was found that subsequent to con
struction of the cooling lake, significant erosion occurred down
stream from the station site along the banks of a drainage creek.  
The applicant, however, has committed to a mitigation program 
(see letter dated MIay 25, 1978 from Cordell Reed of Commonwealth 
Edison Company to V. A. Moore of the NRC) which should reduce 
the impacts to preconstruction levels. Thus, once the mitigation 
plan is in effect, the construction permit extensions should not 
result in any additional erosion impacts.  

3. Conclusion and Basis for iNegative Declaration 

On the basis of the foregoing analysis and the NRC staff evaluation, 
it is concluded that there will be no environmental impacts attrib
utable to the proposed action other than those already predicted 
and described in the FES-CP issued in February 1973, the DES-OL 
issued in March 1978, the Board's Initial Decisions issued in 
September 1973 and March 1974, and subsequent Appeal Board 
Decisions. Having made this conclusion, the Cormiission 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- MAY 3 11978 

See previous concurrences. Date changed per OELD.
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In summary, the environvental impact resulting fItom extending the 
construction permits will be either a postponendnt or continuation 
of previously identified and evaluated impact;:.  / 

The Appeals Board highlighted another implac due to construction: 
the creation of the cooling lake would reIlt in the removal of 
approximately 2053 acres of arable farml ad from agricultural use.  
This impact has occurred, however, and the extension of the 
construction permits therefore will retult in no further adverse 
effect relative to changes in land upe.  

Additionally, another significant impact due to construction was 
evaluated in the DES-OL. It wasl~ound that subsequent to con
struction of the cooling lake, sAgnificant erosion occurred down
stream from the station site ao4ong the banks of a drainage creek.  
The applicant, however, has Fýbnlitted to a mitigation program 
(see letter dated March 16, 1978 from M. S. Turbak of Commonwealth 
Edison Company to V. A. Mobre of the NRC) which should reduce 
the impacts to preconstryction levels. Thus, once the mitigation 
plan is In effect, the/tonstruction permit extensions should not 
result in any additional erosion Impacts.  

3. Conclusion and Bashi for Neative Declaration 

On the basis of'the foregoing analysis and the NRC staff evaluation, 
it is concludrd that there will be no environmental impacts attrib
utable to thr proposed action other than those already predicted 
and descri p6d in the FES-CP issued in February 1973, the VES-OL 
issued in /arch 1978, the Board's Initial Decisions issued in 
Septemb 1973 and March 1974, and subsequent Appeal Board 
Decisi s. Having made this conclusion, the Commission has 
furti r concluded that no environmental impact statement for the 
pro sed action need be prepared, and that a negative declaration 
to his effect is appropriate.  

Jeremiah D. Jackson, Project Manager 
Dated. Environmental Projects Branch No. 1 

Division of Site Safety and 
Environmental Analysis 

Vor~~~~~~ cocrenesepvs EvironmentalPrjcsBahNoI 

ICE*. V-I9ELD . .JV nM!0AnalYsis 

kM-P k.M - renn a ht=..  
?1E 32P 78 11 3/J/78 3 /78
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In summary, the environmental Impact resulting from extendinq the 
construction permits will be either a postponement or continuation 
of previously identified and evaluated impacts.  

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 impacts attriL
utable to the proposed action other than those already predicted 
and described In the FES issued in February 1973, and the Board's 
Initial Decision issued in September 1973. Having made this con
cThsion, the Commission 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: 4A-17227 A 31 978

Jeremiah D. Jackson, Project Manager 
Environmental Projects Branch 1 
Division of Site Safety and 

Environmental Analysis

NCS0

Greorge W7KniggKton,1 tief 
Environmental Projects Branch 1 
Division of Site Safety and 

Environmental Analysis

O PF ICE ýP D< 
SURNAM E . . .. P a s o / L 1 G 

DATE> . ..................................... 
.7 T 

NRMC FORM 318 (9-76) NRCM 0240 *. IS. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1976 -626.624


