NOC STAFF EVALUATION OF THE BAILLY CONSTRUCTION PERMIT EXTENSION REQUEST

The NRC staff has performed an evaluation of the request by the Northern
Indiana Public Service Company (NIPSCO) to extend the latest completion
date of the construction permit (CP) for the Bailly Renerating Station,
Nuclear-1, from September 1, 1979, to Necember 1, 1989, This evaluation
~onsists of three parts: (1) the NRC staff evaluation of good cause for
failure to complete the Bailly facility by the latest date specified in
the (2 and a reasonable time for the extension of the ©P in accordance
with Section 50.55(b) of 10 CFR Part 50; (2) a Negative Declaration
recardina the issuance of an Environmental Impact Statement; and (3) an
Environmental Imoact Appraisal.

The NBC Proiect Manager assigned to the review of NIPSCO's request for
an extension of the 8ailly C? is Mr. ¥ David Lynch. Mr. Lynch may be
contacted by telephone at (301) 492-0413 or by writing h.m at:

My, Navid Lynch

nivision of Licensing

11.S. Nuclear Requlatory Commission
Washinaton, N.C. 20555

The followina NRC staff members contributed %o the three sections cf
this evaluation:

NeC Staff Evaluation of food Cause

My, Navid Lynch

veaative Neclaration

My, Navid Lynch

Enyironmental Impact Appraisal

L. A, Hulman
L. M, Bykoski
M. Navid Lynch



NRC STAFF EVALUATION OF THE REJUEST

CONSTRUCTION PERMIT NO. CPPR-1U4

FOR THE BAILLY GEWERATING S ATION, NUCLEAR-1

JOCKET M0. 50-367

A. INTRODUCTION

Northern Indiana Public Service Company (NIPSCQ or the permittee) is the holder
of Construction Permit No. CPPR-104 issued by the Atomic Energy Commission on 1/
May 1, 1974, for construction of the 3ailly Generating Station, iuclear 1 (Bailly).
The plant is presently under construction at the permittee's site located in

Porter County, Indiana, about 12 miles east-northeast of Gary, Indiana. In
accordanca with Section 185 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1354, as amended, 42

U.S.Ce Section 2235, and in accordance with Section 50.55(a) of the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission's (NRC) regulations, a construction permit (CP) states

the earliest and latec. aates of construction. 3y letter dated February 7, 1979,

the seraittee advisea the NRC staff that construction could not e completad

oy tne latest date presently specified, namely September 1, 1979, and, therafore,
requested that the construction permit be extended to Septemoer 1, 1985. In

two subsequent letters dated August 31, 1979, and Novemper 26, 1380, NIPSCC
successively amended its estimate of the construction completion date to Jecember

1, 1987, and thence %0 Decemver 1, 1989. In accordance with Section 50.35(2)

of 10 CFR Part 50, tne RC staff, having found good cause shown, ang for the

reasons stated oelow, concludes +nat the latest complation date should ode

extended as requested to Jecember 1, 1959, pending submittal of jcceptaple
mogifications t0 the construction dewataring program.

This evaluation contains the following sections: Section 3, tne WRC staff
avaluation of tne specification of “3ood cause” shown Dy the jemittee for
‘an extension" (i.e., the specific dalays which the permittee nas cited in
support of its request for an extension); Secticn C, an NRC staff assessment
sf the reasonableness of MIPSCO's estimate of the time to complete the
3ailly facilicy; ana Section O, the NRC staff's conclusicn.
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8. IRC STAFF EVALUATION OF THE SPECIFIED DELAYS

In i1ts letter of February 7, 1379, the permittee set forth five factors to which

it attributed the delay in completing construction of the 2ailly facility beynnd
Septenper 1, 1979, tne latest completion date stated in its construction nermit
(CP). Four of these five factors occurred after issuance of the CP. The total

delay due to these factors accounts for 37 months; tnese five factors are dis-
cussed in Sections 1 through 5 below. [n its two subsequent letters on this matter,
NIPSCO specified certain additional matters wnich delayed the construction of

the gdailly facility. Basically, these subsequent letters cited the continuing

slip in the staff's evaluation of the shorter pile proposal and reflected

the actual construction experience of other nuclear power plants.

1. Assumption Regarding The [ssuance Jate of the Constructicn Permit

NIPSCO's estimate made in 1973 regarding the issuance date of the 3ailly CP
assumed that tne Atomic Safety and Licensing Zoard would issue a favoraple
initial decision in Jecember 1373 and tnat the 'RC staff would issue a CP
oy January 1, 1974, The actual course of avents demonstrated thatl these
assumptions were optimistic., dowever, it was reasonaole to anticipate in
1973 that the CP nearings would end in August of that year dasad on their
start in early April 1973. Instead, the nearing record did not close until
November 1973. The Board issued its favoraple initial decision in April
1974, Normally, the iRC staff would nave Deen reguired to issue the cP
Jitnin a few days. However, the Appeal Soard ordered a stay in the staff's
issuance of the CP which was finally issued on May 1, 1374.

Wnile none of these individual delays (2.g., the protracted hearings or tne
~ppeal Soard Order staying issuance of the CP) were predictabie, tne permittee
could have wodified its estimated construction completion date as avents
unfolded. However, this relatively small slip of four months did not 12ad
XIPSCU to alter its ariginal estimate of the construction completiun date.

It is the WwC staff's finaing that the original estimate made by NIPSCU in
1973 tnat the CP could oe issued by January 1, 1374, was reasonable Ddased

on tne CP nearings starting in early April 1373. The MRC staff alsc finds
tnat the time period between the original date assumea for issuance of the

CP (January 1, 1374) and the actual issuance (May 1, 1374) was the direct
consequence of the length of the CP hearings ana, accordingly, was deyond tne
control of the permittee.

accordingly, the iRC staff finds that the first factor statad by tne cermittee
rapresents good cause for tne delay as cefined in Section 3U.33(2) of 19 CFR

Jart .

2. wuelays Attributable to The Judicial Stay

This particular factcr is cited oy NIPSCO in its letter of Fedbruary 7, 1379,
for 25 montns of tne delay in completing the 3ailly facility. However,
41PSCC nas stated at a later date in regonse to an interrogatory that it
chose not to resume construction following a decision of the 7th Circ.it
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of the U.S. Ceourt of Appeals (April 13, 1976) denying petitions for review. 2/
This would, cherefore, ac.ount for an 13 month delay beyond the control of
the permittee.

Aith respect to the time between April 1976 (the Court of Appeals decision)
and November 1976 when the U.S. Supreme Court denied petitions for certiorari,
we find 1t unnecessary to make any judgment as to whetner NIPSCO's delay in
resuming construction in the period from April 1376 to November 1976 is
attributable to any reason which would constitute good cause inasmuch as
NIPSCO made no such claim in its response to the cited interrogatory. The
maximum period of time for which we reserve our judgment is seven months.

As discussed in Section 6 of this evaluation, this interval is too short

to affect our overall assessment.

Based on the foregoing discussion, we find that an 18 month delay attributable
to the court ordered stay of construction was a matter Deyond the control of
the permittee and represents good cause for the specific delay cited. we
make no judgment regarding the following seven month period.

Mobilization of Contractors

The permittee also stated in its letter of February 7, 1973, that it
axperienced a two month delay in mobilizing its contractors. It should
he noted that most of the contractors and subcontractors involved in
building a nuclear power plant in the first half of the construction
pnase, which is predominately heavy construction, are nhighly specialized,
capital intensive companies. Moreover, at all stages in the construction
process, contractors on a nuclear power plant must establish and maintain
nighly specialized quality assurance/quality control procedures and
highiy skilled personnel, Under the rules and practice of the NRC, they
must comply with the requirements of Appendi 3 %o 10 CFR Part 50 and

are subject to a continuing review process Dy the Ofrice of Inspection
and Enforcement. Accordingly, compared to the total number of contrac-
tors and subcontractors in heavy construction, tnere are relatively few
who fulfill these requirements and are thus qualified to be employed dy a
utility in constructing a nuclear power plant.

Since NIPSCO was unable to predict with any precision when the court ordered
stay of censtruction would be lifted, it was unable to schedule the required
contractors who could initiate construction immediately following the lifting
of the stay on construction. To have kept specializad, capital intensive

contractors "on call" for either an 18 month or a 25 month period attributable

to the  udicial stay of construction would have resulted in inordinately

large economic penalties.

2/ Northern Indiana Public Service Co. response to Porter County Chapter

Tntervenors' second set of Interrogatories (5/8/3l); answer to Interrogatory l.
P -







CP issuance nad deen brought to the federal courts. Following the lifting
of the court ordered stay of construction in iovember 1976, NIPSCO made

a one-sentance reference %o the use of jetting as part of its pile placement
program in a letter subaitted in December 1975.

while the September 1977 submittal provided some information on the jetting
proposal, the NRC staff felt tha need to obtain more data regarding the
engineering and environmental aspects of this proposal and, therefore,
arranged to observe in late September 1977 the first installation of a pile
usin~ jetting as a major feature of the placement program. At that time,

and :n its subsequent review effort, the NRC staff expressed its concerns

that the jetting process proposed by NIPSCO as an integral feature of its
pile placement program mignt adversely affect the in :itu so1’ propertias

of the underlying interbedded glacial sands and clays, and might also adversely
affect the adjacent [ndiana Dunes National Lakesnore. NIPSCU's position on
the matter of adversely affecting tnhe soil properties was that although the
jetting process mignt disturd the underlying soil, the subsequent conventional
driving prc-2ss would redensify the interbedded sands 2nd clays. Existing
conventiona. technigues would tnen De used to recensify the soil near tne

top of the piles. The MRC staff did not accept HIPSCO's position on this
natter inasmuch as the soil disturbance would nave to e incurred tnrougn
jetting of the pilas before it could de determined whether conventional

pile ariving after the jetting process would actually redensify the disturced
soils as claimed oy NIPSCU. Accordingly, lacking any definitive demonstration
of «IPSCO's claims, tne NRC staff chose on a conservative dasis not tJ accept
the Septamber 1377 proposal for pile placement. This was formally statea

in a letter from tne JRC staff to NIPSCU in February 1378. The IRC staff's
sosition was also dased on the consideration that the potentially adverse
Lipact on tne agjacent National Park would bDe avoiged if the proposed method
of jetting was not imolementead.

The differences between the permitted and the 'RC staff views on this
narticular matter can de characterized as an optimistic tachnical approach
oy #IPSCO and 1ts consultants and a conservative judgment Jy the staff ang
sur consultants. This is typical of many sucn divergent tecnhnical views of
Jroposals nade oy utilities. In most, if not all, post-C? case. where the
WRC staff view prevailed, sudsequent delays nave occurred 1n the design and
construction phases.

Tha WRC staff finds that NIPSCO actead in good faith in proposing an innovative
engineering method for pile placement in Septemper 1377. Un this basis, we

find that the six .sontn delay attridutable to the review and subsequent rejection
oy tne ARC staff of the Septemper 1377 proposal represents jood cause for

tne delay from Septemper 1977 to iarch l137c.

IPSCO thereafter supmitted wnat is now called the snorter pile oroposal

in darch 1373. The HRC staff initiated a prompt review of tne snorter pila
sroposal 1eaging %o a meeting in May 1373 in the offices of Sargent & Lunay
in cnicago. At this meeting, detailed technical discussions of the Harch
1975 oroposal ensued leading to the issuance of RC staff questions seeking
addicional information. As part of this process, tne 'RC staff required the
permittee to conduct an indicator pile program and %o submit an evaluation
of tnis program 2s part of 1ts response. The final report in response to tni
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requirement was submitted by NIPSLO in December 1973.

de find that NIPSCO initiated the indicator pile program in an expeditious
manner recognizing tiie specialized 2quipment requirea to drive the indicator
piles. «e also find that the Cecember 1378 NIPSCO report incorporating all
the fi2ld experience accumulated in driving the indicator piles was submitted
within a reasonable time pericd.

For the reasons discussed aruve, we find that the delay attributed tu this por-
tion of the review process (i.e., from March 1978 to December 1978) represents
good cause for gelay.

The nkC staft ~-view of the shorter pile proposal continuea from January 1379
4ntil darch 5, .381. The lengtn of this NRC staff review was primarily attribu-
table to internal considerations regarding the “RC's various responsibilities
rather than to any significant geficiency in NIPSCO's proposal. Accoraingly,

we find that permittee had no control over tie length of tnis HRC staff review
and, therefore, we find that good cause exists for tnis perioa of delay.

Second Mobilization of Contractors

In our ietter of February 1978, we aavisea NIPSCO not to place safety-related
niles at the 3ailly site whose design differea significantly from that descrided
in the CP application until we had reviewed and approved any -ucn proposal.

In its letter of November 26, 1980, NIPSCO asserted that following 1ifting

of the NRC staff aagmonition of February 1978, it needed six months in which

to perform a corporate reassessment and to mepilize 1ts contractors prior

to initiating the nroduction phase of placing the snorter piles. 3/ In this
instance, we interprat the phrase "mobilize its contractors” to include the
engineering work force at its arcnitect/engineer, Sargent & Lundy, and its

pile placement contractor. Lacking any detailed justification for this six
month mobilization period, we cannot accept tne fu'l amount of this stated
delay, particularly that portion related to a corporate decision-making process.

Recognizing that NIPSCO was able in November 1376 to mobilize its contractors
witnin two months following the lifting of the judicial stay of construction,

we believe that a second mobilization of NIPSCU's work force coulad reasonadly

pe accomplisned within a period of three to four morihs. This leave: adpout

two months of this particular delay for which goor cause has not Deen shown. However
our assessment of a reasonable time within wnich 12 compliete the sailly facility
is not a precise process (Refer to Section C of this evaluation) which can

account fo- small, individual construction pnases such as nopilization of
contracte ;. ‘oreover, a two montn diffarential detween NIPSCO's estimate

of the ° e t0 conduct a corporate reassessment and to mobilize its contractigrs
and tn. time astimatea by tne .RC staff for the second mobilization of contractors

3/

Since we stated our acceptance of the snorter pile proposal in our letter
dated darch 5, 1981, construction of the 3ailly facility coulsd De 2xpected w0
resume in early September 1981.



is too small when compared to the 107 month tota! -onstruction time estimated
oy MIPSCO, co be of siynificance 1n our overall assessment of 2ither good cause
or of a reasonable tim2 to complete construction of the Bailly facility. &/

Un the basis of the for:going discussion, we find good cause for the delay
incurred in mobilizing NIPSCO's contractors a second time.

.s Summary of Delays in Completing the 3ailly Facility

The delays in completing construction at the Bailly facility by the latest date
specified in the CP resulting from the causative factors discussed in Sections

L througn 5 are summarized in Table 1. Uf the total 68 month construction
seriod estimated Dy the permittee in 1973 in arriving at its estimated construc-
tion completion date, 30 months were lost due to factors wnich we find represent
jood cause. Accordingly, we find that the permittee has identified in its
latter of February 7, 1379, factors which represant good cause for the delay

in conpleting construction of the 3ailly facility within the time period (i.e.,
from iday 1974 to September 1979) specified in the 3ailly CP.

The permittee has also identified in its letters of August 2!, 15/9, and November
26, 1980, additional factors which we find represent gocod cause for the delay in

completing construction of the B8ailly facility in the time period from September

1379 until September 1321.

In the following section, we avaluate whether HIPSCO nas specified a reason-
able time within which to complete the 3ailly faciiity.

+/

“in its letter of dovewper 25, 1980, NIPSCU astimatea trit it would need a
total of 107 wonths, including an allowance for uncertiinties, to complete
tne batlly facility following the 1ifting of the WRC staff’'s nola imposed

in February 1973.




TABLE 1

CHRONOLUGY UF MAJOR MILESTUNES ODURING THE TENURE OF THE SAILLY CP

(day 1, 1974 to eptember 1, 1379)

TIME
INTERVAL LAY
OATE EVENT (months ) (menths ) COMMENT
cAll 1974 #IPSCO estimate for
C? issuance _
< qx rotracted hearings
JAY 1974 CP issuance
) none
JCT 1974 -Qurt ordered stay
13 18 J«5. Court of Appeals
APcIL 1978 Uenial of petitions
7 b UeS. Court of Appeals
WY 1970 Jenial of certiorari
2 2 Mobilize contractors
Jan 1977 start slurry wall
2 2 Construct slurry wall
MAR 1977 complaete wall
] none
3z? 1977 Jetting proposad dy NIPSCU
5 3 Raviaw 2of pile plice-
fent using jetting
Fz3 1978 ARC letter rejecting pile
placement using jetting
AR 1973 Snocter pilas proposed :
3 3 Raview of snhorter pile
oragram
gEC 1578 {IPSCY suomits final report
3 3 Staff raview
AR 1379 T4l accident
3 9 Ad noc reorzanization
of AR
sef 1979 Lactest CP conpletion
Totals including Pre<C?
factors 53 30

*Jelay inCurred prior to (P issuance
**i0 judgement nade regarding jJoCG Cause



C. Ft ASJN SLENESS OF NIPSCO'S ESTIMATE OF THE TIME TO COMPLETE THE BAILLY FACILITY

-n aviordance with Section 5U.35 (b) of our regulations, the Commission will extend
the completion date of a CP for a reasonable period of time upon 2 ..uowing of good
cause. The previous section addressed the matter of good cause. This sectic:
presents the #RC staff evaluation of a reasonable time for the 2xtension of Lne
Bailiy CP.

In JIPSCO's letter of February 7, 1979, the permittee stated that it concluded,

based on tne construction experience of other utilities building nuclear power plants,
that the time to complete the sailly facility would De longer than the 58 months
gstimate it made in 1373. This longer construction period was attributed by NIPSCO
t0 the aaditional 2ngineering affort required tc complete the final design due %o
more numerous and detailed regulatory guides. NIPSCO estimated in this letter that
pased on its observations, a construction pericd of 80 months was requirad from
initial yground breaking to fuel lcading. Althougn we do not share NIPSCO's views

cn the particular cause of lengthier construction, we agree that experience indicates
that 63 months from issuance of 2 CP to completion of construction was optimistic.

se also consider NIPSCQO's February 7, 1376, a2stimate or 50 months to nave deen
optimistic, an opinion wnich NIPSCO came to share, as indicited in its letters

of August 1273 and dovember 135U.

dased on its further evaluation of construction 2xperience with respect to

schedules and other factors, WIPSCO submitted on August 31, 1379, a revision of

its Hreviouslj astimated construction completion date. Basically, NIPSCO reevaluated
its astimate of the construction periud for the Bailly facility based on azn NRC
staff study entitled, "!RC Caseloaa, Planning Projections for Fiscal fears 13981-85,"
Warch 1379. This 4RC s:uc/ oresented a relationsnip Detween the percentage of
canpleted construction and the construction time 2lapsed since placement of tre
first structural concrete (typically, %iue reactor ouilaing base mat). This rels
tionship estaolisned three types of plant construction schedules; i.e., those fac'l-
ities built faster than the median, 3 median construction pace and facilitias ~u1lt
sore slowly than the median. 3ased on 2 sample of 18 piants completed in *.e

time frame of 1977 tarougn 1978, the construction period estimated by th. NRC

staff from first structural concrete to fuel loading is 63 montns for an “earl,“
plant, 77 months for a median plant and 37 montns for a “late" plant. These values
sere considered in early 1979 to pe representative of industry averages. - plot

ef the construction curves re prnsenning these three scnedular modes is shown in
Figure 1. Tne corresponding ‘n:erza s from ground dreaking to first concrete are

3, LU, and 15 montns for tne "early", median and "late" mocels, respectively.

In its letter of August 31, 1979, NIPSCO estimated the conscruction pericd from
first concrete to fuel loading as 74 months and from deginning of pile placement

to first concrete as 3 months. W®IPSCU then included an a***'~~nai 15 months in

its estimated construction :‘n %0 account for various uncertainties. The result-
ing total construction peri #as estimated to oce 33 mon ns. Starting in Octooer
13273, tnis yielded ine .ern:::ee's estimate of Cecemper 1, 1987, as the construction
cempletion gate.

[




Que to delays in the MRC staff's raview of the shorter pile proposal, NIPSCO amenced
its estimate ! construction completion date from December 1387 to Uecember 1333

in ics letter dated ovember 26, 1580. This latest NIPSCU estimate was Dased on:
(1) completion of the NRC staff review 0. the shorter pile pruposal by Janua-, ''81;
(2) a six month period to mopilize its major contractors following completion of
{tem (1); (3) pile placement in nine months; (4) a 74 asonth construction period

Trom first structural concrete; and (3) an 18 month uncertainty allowance added %o
Item (4) to provide conservatism in its estimate. The significant diffarences Detween
NIPSCO's August 1979 and lovember 1980 estimates were tne addition of the six

nontn mobilization period and the addition of three more montns to the uncertainty
estimate.

The MRC staff has made an independent assessment of the time it will most probably
take WIPSCU to complete construction of the 2ailly facility. we nave evaluated

tne construction progress of plants similar to 3ailly for wnich CP's were issued

in tne same time frame (late 1372 through nid-1974) ang for wnicn construction

is now expected to be completed in the 2arly 13980's. Taple 2 lists seven facilities
{not counting the 3ailly facility) wnich like 3ailly nave boiling water reactors
(8WR's) and 4ark Il containments. we have focused on the construction experience

of Ziumer, wP-2, Shorenam, LaSalle-l and Susquenanna-l sinca these five facilities
are sufficiently close tc complation to provide a reasonably firm estimate of

tha duration of construction for tne 3ailly facility. Start of constructicon for
tnese plants ranged from June 1971 through November 1373 and the most likely comple-
tion for these facilities is September 1981 through September 1283. The Limerick-]
and iine Mile Point-2 facilities were not considered in this assessment since

they are still four to five years from completicn.

The time from issuance of the CP to the construction completion date for these
selected facilities estimated oy tne NRC staff varies from a low of 36 montas
(LaSalle-1) %o a nigh of 126 months (WNP-Z). These construction periods are
scmewnat misleacing, however, since some of tne five salected facilities initiated
limited construction activities orior to issuance of the CP. Tnis was possiole

in the time frasa under consideration (i.2., 1371 througn 1373) since th- then
Atomic Energy Commission grantad exemptions for a number of facilities to¢ allow
site pgreparation and excavation to take piace prios to issuance of a CP. The
construction time estimated oy the RC staff ranges from 33 montns (Ladalle-l)

to 134 months (Zimmer and WiP-2).

In early 1975, the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS) and the iRC
staff igentified a significant new concern for a s.=cific type of containment; 1420,
nydrodmamic loads imposad on the structures and components of BWR's with vapor
suppression containments. These are the General Electric Mark I, Mark I and sark
[{! containment designs. The basic concern of the ACRS and tne IRC staff in early
1375 was that the pool dynamic loads mignt pe significantly higher than the design
sasis 1oads 4hich were tnen being used. After extensiva amalytical ana experinental
investigations, the RC staff asteolisned a requirement in late 1973 that utilities
suilding 3WR's using Mdark [l containments adopt a bounding set of gool dynamic
loads wnicn are significantly nigner than those previously used. These larger,
conservative sounding loads led to a redesign by the affected utilities of those
structures and components subject to these dounding loads resulting in a deiay
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in completing the five facilities cited above Dy a seriod we astimat2 to be 12
to 24 months. Additionally, the accident at TMI in Marcn 1379 resulted in a delay
in construction as did other factors including enhancead 'RC staff requirements
for the environmental gqualification of equipment, fire nrotection and security
and safeguards measures. The delays resulting from the use of larger pocl dynamic
loads, the impact of the accident at TMI and the other cited factors are not necessarily
:dditive. We estimate a nominal combined delay of about 24 months for all these
actors.

subtracting 24 months from the NRC staff's estimated 35 months to complete LaSalle-l
to account for the delays resulting from botn the impact of the THI accident and

the larger pool dynamic loads indicates that the olant mignt nhave been duilt in

71 wonths. This is in close agreement with a 70 wmonth construction period that 1s
sredicted by the early 1979 #RC model for a plant being built faster than average

(3 wontns from initial ground dreaking to first concrete and 95 months from there

to completion). Figure 1 illustrates this in that LaSalle-l followed the “early”
plant model for 20 months after first concrete. The time when the construction
schedule of LaSalla-1 diverged from the “early" schedule corresponds Lo garly 1376
Jnen tne NRC staff concerns i1agarding tne peel dynamic loads causec those utilities
suilding BWR's to redesign and reinforce the dasic structures and components

of the reactor ouildings. Following this, LaSalle-l tracked tne median construction
schedule of the 1379 NRC model. The apparent slowdown in LaSalle-l during tne

last 13 montns of construction is most likely attributable to the impact of the

THI requirements now Deing implementea on all plants doth under construction

and in operation.

A similar reasoning process applied to the ANP-2 facility indicatas that the plant
aignt nave been duilt 1n 110 months (134 less 24) while tne “late" model of the
1979 RC methodology would predict 102 montns (15 months from ground breaking to
first concrete plus &7 montns from there O completion). Figure 1 supports this
reasoning process since the WiP-2 facility closely tracked tne “late” construction
schedule for asout tne first five years of its construction. [t should be nuted
that Commonwealth Eaison has succe.<fully built and operated a numocer of plants
orior to starting construction cf La: alle-l whereas tha sasnington Public Power
Supply Systam (WilP-2) has yet to ¢ ..plete its fir,t facility. The construction
schedules of tnese facilities appear to correlate witn the relasive axperience of
tneir cermittees in building nuclear power plants.

4@ conclude, then, that the longer schedules presently Bdeing axperienced in con-
structing 3WR facilities using <ark Il vapor suppression containment designs
raflact che zaverse impact of two separate natters (the TMI accident and tne larger
2601 aynamic loads) whicn snould not adversely affect a similar plant sucn as tne
dailly facility, starting construction now. Jn this dasi., we concluce that the
sodels developad by tne RC in 1379 o estimate construction schedules are still
;alid. e further conclude that a utility wnicn 1s experienced in Juilding ang
sperating nuclear pover plants can de reasonably expectead =0 bulld a plant faster
than the nedian scnedule while 2 utility without prior nuclear power plant construce
tion exjseriance such as WIPSCO, can pe reasonadly expectad 2 complere construction
of the 3ailly facility on a scneaule siuilar to that of the WWP=Z and Zimmer
facilities {i.2., the 1373 WRC “late’ nodel s
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Witn respect toc WIP3CO'S estimate of nine months to drive tnhe safety-related piles,
we find tnais time int-rval tc oce coth reasonable and grudently conservative.

Jn the oasis of tne foregoing discussion, the .RC staff position is that NIPSCU

snculd pe acle to canmplete the 3ailly facility witnin apout a 36 montn period from re=
sumpeion of constructicn (7 months from start of pile placement to first structu-

ral concret2 plus 87 montns from there to campletion). The 74 montas which SIPSCO
estimates froam first structural concrete to completiori plus its uncertainty estinate
of lo montas auds up to 92 months to camplete tne 3ailly facility after 2ile placament.
Mis 92 ronth construction zeriod 2stimated oy WIPSCU is not ngm.fxcantl y differant
from trhe 47 wonth perio. preacicted oy tne 1979 HRC construction schedule mocels.

Inasawcn as the WRC construction schedule "late" model reflects cata for nuclear
Jower piants of all tymes (i.e., BW'3 and PWR'S) and 3since the 3statistically
gerived model vields estimates wnich are not significancly different from NIPSCO's
astinate, we consider tne permittee's estimate of 92 months for tne tocal construction
Jeriod to oce ooth re2asonacle and oracently conservative. The two month differential
cetween tne tine wnen WIPSCO assumed ti.e nNRC woula issue a favoraple evaluation of
the snorter pile proposal (January 1331) and the actual issuance (:arcn 1381) can

c@ ra2adily accommodataa within JIPSCO's 13 montn period for uncertainties. Horzover,
tne relatively wide scread in t..2 time to construct a nuclear power plant pragicted
oy tne 1979 .nC statistical models (70 montns to lJ2 montns) and the 18 montha
uncertainty estimated oy «IPSCO ocotn i1llustrate that tne construc.ion seriod of

a nu»lear over glant cannot oe pradictad in a precise manner. Accordingly, we

find tnat WIPSCO's astimated comzletion gata of Lecemner 1, 1339, is reasonable.

0. CGICLUSICH

for tne reasons statad aerain, the .RC staff concludes that 3Jood cause has deen
snown for e2xtencing tne latest construction completion 3date for construction of
tne 3ailly Generating 3tation, liuclsar-l, Construction Pzemit to. CPPR-104, ©O
secancer 1, 1989, and, accordingly, the J4IPSCO request snould oe jranted after
4I23C0 supimits acceptable mocifications to its monitoring and mitigation srogram
for construction dewatering. (Refer to our ;‘.nv_i.mggen:al .':.‘.:act)a;r\aisal.)
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