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., . UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COomMiw SION

"REGION 1
631 PARK AVENUE
: KlNG OF PRUSSIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19406

MAY 1 3 1977

‘MEMORANDUM FOR: -Dudley Thompson, Act1ng D1rector, Division of Field

Operations, IE:HQ o
FROM: -~ James P. 0'Reilly, Dxrector, Reg1on I, IE

.SUBJECT: - PERFORMANCE OF CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF NEW YORK,:

INC., OFFSITE SAFETY REVIEW COMMITTEE

REFERENCES: | (1) Letter from M. W. Grainey to M. C. Farrar, Esqu1re,-  '

dated April 14, 1977, concerning NRC Staff's
Proposed F1nd1ngs of Fact With Respect to the -
Expanded Seismic Monitoring Network .-

~(2) Combined Inspection Report 50-247/76-22'and 50-286/1 o

76-24, Detail 8
(3) Telephone conversation between F. A Dreher. and
B. Davis on May 2, 1977 :
(4) Comb1ned Inspection Report 50—247/76-26 and 50-”86/
76-28, Detail 3 a(3)(b)

' Th1s memorandum is forwarded for 1nformat1on.

~-On May 2, 1977 F. A Dreher requested that Reg1on I document our eva]u-'
ation of the Nuc]ear Facility Safety Committee (offsite safety committee

for Ind1an Point Units 1, 2, and 3) performance based on 1nspect1on ex-
perience. - The most recent inspection of overall NFSC performance is
documented in Reference (2) and was conducted during September 1976.

- The inspection did not reveal any d1screpanc1es and indicated the NFSC

was discharging its responsibilities in an acceptable manner. Although
Reference (2) does not indicate the technical quatity of the NFSC re-
views examined, it is the opinion of_ the Project Inspector that the .
technical qua11ty satisfied the. Techn1ca1 Spec1f1cat1ons

In add1t1on to the overall 1nspect1on (Module 407008) which is conducted '

on an annual basis, the Reg1on I Project Inspector has interfaced w1th
the NFSC on severa1 occasions. during CY 1976 on difficult technical
problems which give the Proaect Inspector confidence as to the techn1ca1

quality of NFSC reviews. These problems included such issues as reactor

coolant system overpressur1zat1ons multiple rod drops, and loose part

- monitoring. "With one minor exception (Reference (4)) the NFSC. conducted.
- jtself in a satisfactory manner. and 1n some cases went beyond what was

- requ1red of respons1b1e 11censees
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Dudley m;nps‘on.z" o @y 1977

Reference (1) appears to call into question the general qua]ity and
'value of NFSC reviews. This is based upon NFSCs failure to properly
review the licensee's proposal to not expand the existing seismic ’

monitoring network. Region I recognizes that the NFSC failed to meet at -

least the intent of the Technical Specifications during 1ts review of
the seismic monitor1ng network expansion issues; however, based on a
much larger sample size examined in Reference (2), Region I does not
believe that the generalization in Reference (1) as to the quest1onab1e
quality and value of the NFSC reviews is Just1f1ed

The next indepth inspection of the NFSC performance under Module 407008
is scheduled for July 1977. During that inspection the inspector will
emphasize those NFSC reviews which should have involved outside tech-
nical evaluations (i.e., consultant 1nput) The ‘inspection results will
indicate if the NFSC reviews are being conducted ‘with the proper exper-
‘tise involved.
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