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INFORMATION ROUTING
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AccorDine TO THE CHicaco TRiIBUNE, NRC waiTed 2 1/2 YEARS
BEFORE ALERTING OTHER UTILITIES ABOUT SAFETY PROBLEMS AT
BYRON,

PaRT A

{) WHy DID NRC walT?

Q>'ﬁ ALso, WERE THE COMMISSIONERS INFORMED OF THESE PROBLEMS, AND
IF SO, WHEN?

‘ég Does THE BYRON DECISION INDICATE A CONTINUING INABILITY ON

THE PART OF QUR INSPECTION PROGRAM, EITHER NATIONWIDE OR IN

Recion III, TO DETECT IN A TIMELY MANNER CONSTRUCTION QA
PROBLEMS?

(1§§HOULD WE REINSTITUTE THE INDEPENDENT DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION
REVIEWS FOR NTCOL PLANTS?

Part B

fg)HxLL THE BYRON SITUATION BE COVERED IN THE REPORT SENT TO
CONGRESS UNDER THE FORD AMENDMENT?



