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Michael R. J ohnson, Drrector

.. Office of Enforcement .
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washmgton DC 20555-0001

s’UB'JEcT:' SAFETY CULTURE WITHIN THE REACTOR OVERSIGHT PROCESS

Dear Mr. Johnson:

Tam wntmg to you in your capacrty as Chalrman of the Safety Culture Steenng Commrttee followmg the
, August 17th publrc meetmg on the sub_)ect S LT e '

I confess o havmg a negatlve percepnon when Ms Isabelle Shoenfeld ﬁrst contacted me about thc then 1!

' left the August 1 7'h meetmg W1th a dlfferent perceptxon It appeared 10 ‘me that: the eason for the year - .
.'-‘gap between SRM and meeting’ was 'due to the ‘staff completmg consrderable homework rather thanf T
;because the 1ssue has a low priority. It also appears to me'that:the duration of the meetmg was due to its. T
»’functlon as a klck-off ses510n fora planned series of publxc interactions rather than because that’ was the  ©
minimum amount of time. needed to check off some box ona form 1 hope thls rev15ed perceptlon is the
correct one S : ‘ : L . . oo .
"I'hrs hlstory is provxded pnmanly to provrde foundatlon for my comment about the hazards w1th usmg
numb_ers w1thout proper context Anned-mth.numbers (year gap and short meetmg duratton) but lackmg
culture senously I agree w1th Jerry Roberts and several of the mdustry representatlves ‘that, without’ the‘,
,proper underlymg context many of the numbers ﬁlled An on the safety culture attnbutes table could '

‘I am by 'no means a safety culture expert But havmg

‘ "'llstened o many such expeffs OVer the past E_lecade, 38T
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Safety culture assessments are “much more- accurate when charactenzmg trends than when making
snapshot determmatlons Thus an assessment may bei imprecise when attemptmg to define the absolute
soundness of safety culture ‘at- that moment yet be very msrghtful when ‘defining that moment’s safety
culture relattve to the culture that exrsted six months or a year ago - : .

' 'Wlth thlS understandmg about safety cu]ture assessments I am more than a lrttle leery about equrppmg all
K NRC mspectors with “safety culture sonar.’ * Given the ]arge number ‘of tasks perforrned at nuclear power
S plants and the complexrty level of many of these tasks -thére wrll always ALWAYS be’ data that could
-—---~=~-~suggest«safety culture - problems -Rather than sendmg an -army :of - NRC mspectors out-on safety culturem..» e
: scavenger hunts w1th the very llkely outcome of havmg them dredge up thls data, relevant or not as srgns S
of bad safety culture, it 'would : seem “far, far better for the mspectors to focus on assessmg performance
~levelsas; accurately ‘as possrble and ‘then’ havmg safety culture experts "detérmine; whether bad’ safety
'. culture could be a cause for dechnmg performance It secms very unhkely to hlghly 1mprobab1e that for’

a safety culture * snapshot from a radratlon protectron 1nspector along W1th a’ snapshot “from a firé
‘ protect1on 1nspectron and get the correct rmpress1on of the safety culture trend If so, they would be called

. _j.;'performance the safety culture experts could be called in, The safety culture mspectors mmal assessment .
' '-.' “would simply be a baselme for subsequent trend. analysrs as the NRC oversees the: lrcensee 'S efforts to0
stop the performance declme and restore it. Because safety culture trend analysrs seems far more rellable

ased on ‘an’ assumptron that cross-cuttmg performance s ues fmcludmg ‘bad safety culture would
; mamfes_t themselves i in; the performance indicators and/or 1nspect10n fmdlggs Some cite. Daws-Besse and
Salem/Hope Creek as prima facie evrdence this assumptron is invalid: I am riot persuaded ‘that is the case.”
"1 am convmced that ‘the ‘reactor oversrght process can “and: should do'a better _]ob of handlmg safety\ N
culture :but T am’ “far from convinced that - taskmg all NRC mspectors wrth performmg safety culture T
. assessments ' even of llmtted SCope = rs the nght approach' ; N

The performance mdlcators and'mspectlon findmgs did- a‘depl rable _]Ob of characterrzmg the senous g
safety problems caused at Davis-Besse by the ‘bad vsafety culture »‘Recall that,  after’ the fact,’ the NRC;‘
.. _lissued;a RED: ﬁndmg for the réactor coolant system leakage leadmg to'Teactor vessel head wastage a.
YELLOW ﬁndmg for ]ongstandlng contarnment sump deﬁcrenmes ‘a WHITE fmdrng for defrcrent hrgh ;

The proper solutron is’t to enable 1tse)‘ustm'g army of mspectorsbvrth the means to have rde_ntrf ed.oneor .
' _’fthen havmg a quad f safety ¢ lture

‘-r'w‘

The performance‘mdrcators dld an equally deplorable JOb of characterrzmg condmons at Salem and 'Hope :
- b Oné

from whrstleblower Dr.: Kymn Harvm, the Al e r
“underlying bmaﬁty Giilfure at this, tro”"bléd srte SIn'a any case St 18 apparent that’the NRC in jpectlons drd""’ 'f“j“"“ -
. iot detect dechmng performance soon enough based on results from an 'ndependen team s apprarsal that

DA

rated 73 of 90 areas “less than‘¢ompefent™ at Salem / Hope Creek
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In my view, the question to be answered is: What triggers safety culture‘m'onltoring ata site?

Safety culture inspections could be made part of .the baselme mspectron program but that would very
. likely be ineffective. The baselme 1nspectlon program does not have infinite resources. Carvmg out xx
inspection hours for safety culture inspections means there wrll be xx fewer hours spent mspectmg other
baseline areas. As those ‘other baseline’ mspectrons get even shallower than they were at Daws-Besse the
lrkehhood of mlssmg exlstmg safety problems increases. Unless that probabrlrty is matched or exceeded
by the likelihood of havmg XX mspectlon hours detect a bad safety culture when one exrsts, the shift will
be counter—productrve 1 see no_evidence for suspectmg yet alone bellevmg ‘that NRC mspectors given
mrnlmal trammg will be able to detect anythmg other thana really. good or really bad safety culture — the
two‘ends of the bell curve. For ‘the vast majority of cases falling'in the ‘middle, they will be unable to
detect with any - reasonable certainty the actual safety culture When they under-rate safety ‘culture, the
“unnecessary burden” objective suffers. When they - over-rate” safety culture, the ‘maintain - safety”

. obJecttve suffers. The lrkelrhood of avoiding both of these outcomes is SO small as to strongly suggest that
the exercise srmply be avorded : C

Rather than set NRC mspectors up for almost certain farlure 1t would be better to contmue to apply the xx
mspectron hours evaluating performance on the basehne program toplcs By not drlutmg this inspection -
- effort, the odds of detectmg an exrstmg performance deﬁctency ‘will not decrease. Each time the baseline
mspectlon program identifies a performance problem the NRC’s supplement mspectron effort could

assess the safety culture component S , . , sl '

In thetr SRM for SECY-94 01 11 the Cormmssroners d1rected the staff to make a formal determmatxon of
' whether bad safety culture is responsrble for-a plant bemg in-the: Degraded Cornerstone ‘Column (i.e.,
column three) of the ROP Actron Matnx In addmon to respondmg at that tlme 1t mlght also be prudent
N fmdmgs ‘Thi§ screenmg would not entail an. entlre squad of safety culture mSpectors needed to render a
- formal detérmination about safety. culture but would mvolve a safety culture _expert exammmg ‘the facts
--surroundmg the mdrcator/ﬁndmg and see if there’ s.a compellmg case for Jbad’ safety culture. bemg a .
potentral cause. This screening mlght be conducted using a checklrst such as that developed by the NRC
staff (i.e., the safety culture attnbutes table) coupled with mput from the NRC Résident Inspectors who ’
could provrde the underlymg context for the attributes. If that s screening | 1dent1ﬁed bad safety culture asa’
potentlal cause, the NRC’s supplemental mspectrons could mclude safety culture experts to probe deeper

3 Thrs approach seems practxcal If the NRC conducted a safcty culture assessment absent some mmal

peérformance "detrcrency"'t would*1¢éd ‘t6 _nothmg Withonit® “the* concurrent revelatron of A pérformance"""“‘ o
defi crency For example had the NRC safety culture team ‘trekked to Davrs-Besse in fall 2001 and found -
the  exact same safety culture it found in fall 2003 that ‘finding “would ‘Have produced no discernible"
-change in the NRC’s regulatory posture unless one or more of the assocrated symptoms ‘of that bad safety
* culture (i.e., the football-sized ‘hole i the reactor vessel head or’ the HPI: :pump’ that would ‘hot have
_ worked durlng ‘an acmdent) had been 1dent1f1ed too Absent 1dent1ﬁcat|on ‘of one or more assoclated
symptom ‘the’ Slgmﬁcance Determmatron Process ‘could never be: greater-than—GREEN no matter how
bad the safety culture assessment.” Thus contrary to the fancrful notton that 1dent1ﬁcatron of a bad safety
, culture could be a leadmg mdrcator, 1t cannot possrble be so A S

: My answer to the questron of what tnggers safety culture momtormg at a sxte Each and every greater-
than-GREEN performance mdlcator and mspectlon ﬁndmg rmtlates a screemng by a sat'ety culture
expert to see 1f a bad safety culture |s a contnbutmg cause. . R

Rl Theoretrcally, each tune a perforrnance mdrcator 1dent1fxes a performance problem, there would also be an .
opportunlty to assess the safety culture component But the nuclear industry. successfully neutered and undermmed
the efficacy of the performance rndrcators since the mcepnon of the ROP that 1t’ll be a cold day in h‘ll before the
next non-GREEN performance mdrcator occurs o o I ) :
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e Y 1 concept'resembles the- screenmg process-employed-by licensees for changes tests and -eXperiments ~~~~ -woen.
: conducted pursuant to 10 CFR 50.59. Virtually all changes; tests, and expenments are screened to see if
an unrevrewed safety questlon could potentrally be raised. If. so a more elaborate safety evaluatron is
, experrment is not performed untll approval from the NRC is received. L1kew15e all greater—than-GREEN p
performance 1nd1cators and mspectlon fmdmgs should be: screened to see'if a’ deficient safety culture *
could be inyolved. If s0, a more elaborate assessment should' -be conducted to determme 1f a deﬁcrent
safety culture exrsts If so, the lrcensee should be polltely asked to do somethmg about rt ‘ '

The NRC also needs to mtegrate 1ts efforts on: safety culture wrth its longstandmg process of generrc‘ s
.communications. For some. unexplamed rreason; the NRC 'has - not 1ssued generic communications on
safety culture issues. For example when Mrllstone had its problems in the mid 1990s, the NRC 1ssued', ~
Information Notice 96-17, “Reactor Operatlon Inconsrstent with the Updated : Fmal Safety Analysrs
Report,” but issued nothmg about the Commrssmn s order in October 1996 requiring 1ndependent
oversight of the iemployee: concerns . program Aﬁer Davrs-Besse s problem ‘was dlscovered in March -
2002, the NRC quickly 1ssued Information Notrce 2002 11 “Recent Expenence wrth Degradatron of
Reactor Pressure Vessel Head » But after FrrstEnergy told the NRC in August '2002that it placed
productlon ahead of safety, the NRC 1ssued no genenc commumcatlon chensees have developed -
' relevant mformatron into - procedures ‘and trammg But the NRC has to actually 1ssue ‘a genenc'
.‘commumcatron for these licensee operatmg expenence programs to ‘work. They do’ not take’ NRC’s "
......‘w.xvrshes,achJIc:s,,or_.even meetmg summaries, as. mput = they,need the. Informatron Notice or Bulletm_f_l'he_;; wenersi
reason why the NRC’s' generic commumcatrons process has 1gnored safety culture problems ‘must-be .
ﬁxed ‘and the NRC srmply must issue generrc communrcatrons on safety culture problems as it has long
done forotherproblems R : B T U S

‘Sincerely, -

/quzia‘

. David Lochbaum _ o S S . '
NuclearSafetyEngmeer'~‘,' LT i e e e
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