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Joseph Hendrie, Chairman
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission
~}fij Washington, D.C. 20555

liG,:j

Sh Dear Chairman Hendrie:
=g
-l., .

M I have recently reviewed a suggestion for improved nuclear
u.ml accident analysis and prevention which I considered worthy
N' of further examinatier. The suggestion was made to me

Q - in the attached letter'by Dr. Hal 1.ewis, of the Univen ity

] of California. As Dr. Lewis explains therein, he believes
that the nucle.ar regulatory process could benefit bysa

.

If creation of a statutorily independent, quasi-judicial
j board for accident analysis similar to that now operating

|M.] in conjunction wi,th the Federal Aviation Administration.
"]! That board, the National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB),

4 undertakes objective analyses of aviation accidents to
8 assign probable cause and to determine what regulatory
d improvements could be made to preclude the occurrence.of
'| such accidents in the future.:

. .
3

- 3

. | Dr. Lewis' comparison of safety problems in the nuclear and
aviation industries seems to-indicate that such an independent' '

,

body for accident assessment might be cpprapriately used
to improve reactor safety. I would appreciate the views of

'

3 the Commission on this subject, particularly with. respect

f . to the following:
3

. ]d
- 1) What are the differences and similarities in nuclearf.

5 and aviation industries arid regulatory structures which
7. could bear on the effectiveness of a board like the NTS3?
= ..
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?;-f 2) How would creation of such a board' fit into the
gM administrative fo'rmat of the NRC? What, if any, significarit
jggi administrative changes might be required at the NRC to
E=E adjust to a statutorily independent, quasi-judicial body
=.g like the NTSB for review and recommendation regarding
m._.=..a nuclear accidents?

.

._.. . . .. .

"FE 3) How do the duties and authorities of.the NTSB
43:]} da.ffer from those o.f the Advisory Committee on Reactor

?.=. Safeguards, and how would creation of an NTSB-like, group
i,lM affect ACRS workload and productivity?==
:" *: ,

. . . 4) In what ways might creation of such a body helpis or' hinder nuclear. regulation?
me=

5) What are the pros and cons of assigning r'esponsibility'

_.
- - - ' -

for the analysis of defects, malfunctions and accidents
~s?_? to a statutorily' independent, quasi-judicial. body. separate- ,

-

..g from thc. :taff whose function.is to develop, implement and:

'EEE: enforce regulations designed to prevent such' problems?
=$=

-

M - 6) What legislative action would be. required for
crea. tion of a board like the NTSB for work in conjunction -aus.

"7
. t th the NRC? .

-

|Ei+: . -- - -

_ .

== .
- 7) What ar'e'the Commission's recommendatior5s with-

~

#p '

respect to any such future legislat' ion?E
.

. . . . . . .

3.1 The~ACRS will also be approached for its views on Dr. Lewis'
=."EM

-
'

suggestion. It would be helpful to me if the views of --

] . the Commission were available by July 30, 1978.
M .

Sincerely, .

'
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MORRIS K. UDALL,

. . = . = - - - - Chairman. . . . . .
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.:$..
House .of Representatives

- The Honorable Morris K. Udall

Washington, D.C.
,

20515

Dear Congressman Udall-

if' . Although you know that I chaired the APS study on Reactor.

Safety, and am currently chairing the NRC look at Risk Assess-
j inent and WASH-1400, I wish to emphasize that I am wearing none
~?;j of these hats in the following. -

::

21

7TM For some years I have been concerned about safety assurance ,

'

for nuclear reactors, and have been bothered by the fact that so
J.j much of the public attention has been focused upon risk assess-_

241 ment, to the detriment of t:ne former. In some respects it is ;

=jjj easier to make contributions to the former than to the latter, .

-I
~ and it is in that context that I wish to bring to your attention

and which I !

; a suggestion which I have been making for years, I

:s j obviously believe has some. merit. 'It vould probably require some
.

. legislative action.
*

,

. . . . .
Ther are many analogies between the problem of reactor-

X safety and that of aviation safety. Each deals with a highly

complex mechanism, with potential for mechanical, electrical,=52

?-M
and human failure, and with the safety of each predicated upon
a " defense in depth" . In the aviation . case, the analysis of .

1
,

- real accidents normally reveals a chain of events coupled with
operator error, ultimately leading to an accident, although the.my record sometimes includes uniqu.e events such as the baggage

?:]s
:

door failure on the DC-10. The analogy I see is that these two

j technologies each involve extremely complex systems,'the analysis
of whose behavior, especially under upset conditions, strains our 1

.:: |*

.iXI capability to or perhaps past the limit.
d
M How then do we assure, and continue to improve, aviation:p

if safety? We recognize that designs are not perfect, that
I ' inspection is not perfect, that pilots are not perfect, and that

M.s
accidents themselves can form a statistical base for safety

In particular (and this is a feature shared with~ ~ ~

assurance.
reactors) , we exploit the fact that any serious accident must

,

have some less serious precursors, and that the precursors them-
selves provide statistical keys to the weaknesses in the system.

.
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.j5:j The problem is to learn enough from small accidents to make the:

~~Ei corrections necessary for the prevention of large ones. Ei; tor-

/E*=4 ically, this has been a successful approach, and public acceptance
'T|:7 of aviation attests to that fact..

. _.. . . _ . ,
. .

1= ? . The bureaucratic mechanism used (and I don't mean the term'in
7 a pejorative sense) is a quasi-judicial board known as the National
,;.=g, Transportation Safety Board, independent of the relevant regulatory

"F{} agency (in this case the FAA) ,"Ydakes a responsible analysis,
ii. including hearings, of aircraft accidents. The hearings are not

.==. intervenor-like proceedings, but are responsible efforts to assign
3.=Ej " probable.;. cause" to the accident and the Board's determinations are

M often followed by recommendations to the FAA for either alterationsi

[h.yj. in procedures or systems or aircraft. The FAA has ultimate

55g - responsibility for regulation, and may then issue mandatory retro-
!$=L fits on the relevant aircraft, may adjust its own controllers'
-~iB procedures, or may do nothing. But it is not responsible for
W.i evaluating its own performance.
:.lbE ..

This' pro'cedure, over a period of time, has sarved to makeMzjp
==g flying acceptably r,afe, and indeed many of the mandatory. retrofits

i . are initiated by the FAA without NTSB action. The philosophy is.
gj.M[zg. : simple, and it wor.<s. - - :

..

.

=hi . -
-

fj It seems to ne that an analogous procedure with respect to
-

~ the nuclear industry could be effective (and I say this without
M[j any implication about the, ability of NRC to do its job) . Not

,

only would it help, over a period of time, to close the loopholes |

=49| . on reactor safety, but it would even help in the public domain. !

?Ejj
=Eg For example, a dispassionate external analysis of the Brown's
n.=. .=. 4 Ferry. incident would be valuable even now. . .

,
_ _

,

i I could spell out this propos'al in greater detail, but am not
j sure that it would be useful. I would be happy to come in to talk ;

Tj.b to either you or to Henry Myers about. this, and even to bring along |

JEII some sample NTSB reports to give the flavor of that operation. If

id you are interested, and feel that s tould be useful, please let me '

E.:? know.-. . =2-

3:g

]4 ,

sincerely,%
/ .

Y / ~-th
'-j H. W. Lewis

-
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SCO CH;.I.f7e Ecnorable Ecrris K. Udall, Chairman .

-

Co.mittee on Interior and Inaular Affa2rsM United States House of Representatives
? I 20515
E.-

) x; 73 B fa.shington, D.C.
-

.

'

Dear Congress: tan Udall:

- h The Advisory Co.uittee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS) has considered the
suggestion in your letter' of January 27, 1978 for establishment of an.5[ independent, quasi-judicial board, patterned after the National Trans-

#1R portation Safety Board (NTSB), for accident analysis within the con-==9 text of the current nuclear regulatory process. The Ccmmittee considered
also the questions which you raised concerning the role of the ACRS vis-i

a-vis s' h a Board, should it be created.. g:;
'

.. il
n

Discussions with representatives of the NTSB's Bureau of Accident Investi-
sation have indicated that, although the NTSS is responsible for investi-.

gating accidents in surface, air, and marine transportation, the criteria,;;. .m

"~3 procedures, and scope of the investigations very depending on the specific
.

il rode of transportation involved. Air transport events, however, represent
the bulk of ITISB wrk and range frca minor incidents to serious accidents.~ '

It probably is the most well established area of NTSB's responsibility.3= In response to your inquiry the ACRS compared the nuclear power program
L: requirements with air transportation investigation procedures.

Wnile the NTSB reports on all aviation accidents, the bulk of the investi-=-

gations, which are concerned with minor acci' ents or incidents, are dele--d
.. Nj gated to the FAA, the involved . regulatory agency. NTSB investigatiens.;).j are reserved for major accidents, generally involting fatalities. Itnalo--~y gous major accidents have not occurred in commercial ' nuclear power plant2 operation. Indeed, the Nuclear Regulatory Comission (NRC) and the ACRS3 devote a significant effort to reviewing operational experiences, proposedWj changes in operating procedures, and plant design features ' intended to3. forestall such accidents and continuing discussion of thir process with
~] the NRC Staff is planned. For this reason, the ACns believes that exist-
[3

-

ing institutional arrangements are adequate for the range of incidents
7

,

thus far experienced in nuclear power plant operation. Should there be,

h (L E
~

f ( fi n p & { 9? L '
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an accident co:: parable in magnitude and significance to those now investi-
. . . . . gated by NTSB, it is within the mandate of the ACRS to conduct a co.Tpre-
" hensive and independent investigation of it. Therefore, our opinion is

that no need e;:ists to establish an independent board to carry out this
. function. . ,

() Sincerely yours, -
~

'

~.i..:

0.

"
~

Stephen Lawroski-

Chairman -
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