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COMMISSIONER ACTION A+ ey

For: The Commissioners f _f?f"”/‘/ 75
Ih£!=. Executive Director for Operations Y,

Subject: PROPOSED REPLY TO MR. CRAWFORD OF EEI/(')"’/;,/”

Purpose: To acquire Commissioners' approval/comments on

proposed response.
Issue: NRC position on power plant reliability issue.

Discussion:  Mr. W. Donham Crawford's letter (Enclosure 1) notes
EET concern over the memorandum of December 2, 1974
by Dr. Triner to L. Manning Muntzing concernlng
reliability which was the subject of an item in the
New York Times on March 9, 1975. Mr. Crawford
volunteered to arrange for a group of Utility
Managers to discuss their activities regarding
r@11ab111ty

Commissioner Action Paper 75-178 circulated a reply
which implied some support of Dr. Triner's position.

This redraft (Enclosure 2) takes a more neutral
position and responds positively to EEI offer of a
NRC/EEI meeting on the subject.

/

T. A. Rehm
Assistant to the Executive
Director for Operations

Enclosures:
1. Ltr. from W. D. Crawford
2. Proposed 1tr. to

W. D. Crawford

Contact: W. J. Bircks
Extension 7561

Commissioners' comments should be provided directly to Mr. Dlrcks,
by cob May 12, 1975. ;
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March 28, l%ZS:L:'_,_Q.HW-;{LRY

Hon William A Anders, Chairman

U S Nuclear Regulatory Commission
1717 H Street, N W

Washington, D C 205553

Dear Mr Chairman

In the March 9, 1975 issue of the New York Times, an
article written by David Burnham stated that a Nuclear Regula-
tory Commission study concluded that utilities are not suffi-
ciently concerned about the safety and performance of their
nuclear reactors. While it appears that Mr Burnham accurately
reflected what Dr Triner's report said about utility companies'’
attitudes toward reactor reliability, we believe Dr Triner's
conclusions are entirely erroneous in this regard. Despite
Mr Burnham's commentary, we find nothing in Dr Triner's report
to suggest that he was critical of the utility industry on
safety matters.

Although we understand that Dr Triner's memorandum does
not represent the official position of NRC, we are concerned that
the article will imply that it does. Consequently, we wish to
comment on his observations regarding the utility industry's
role in power plant reliability matters. '

Often utilitiées rely on architect/engineers to provide
power plant design and construction services. 1In many instances,
the relationship between a utility and its architect/engineer is
of such long standing that each is intimately familiar with the
design and operating philosophy of the other. The utility con-
siders the architect/engineer as an extension of its own engineer-
ing department and exercises control over the activities of the
architect/engineer by reviewing layouts, specifications for major
equipment, costs and the like. These relationships provide an
economic and technically sound method of designing and building
steari~electric generating plants, particularly for small and
ricdiign-size utility systems which cannot justify a large engineer-
iy riopartment. We are not aware of any data which demonstrate

~aut-olants designed and constructed under such arrangements are
ipzs reliable than genervating units built utilizing only the ser-
¢f utility company personnel.

You may wish to discuss the role of architect/engineers
with several such firms. We believe they have a continuing inter-
est in providing for reliable plant operations in their designs,
otherwise their reputati-ns would suffer and further business

opportunities woulé - sited. | ner. Lne
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Dr Triner has asserted that "it is advantageous for the
utilities to reduce front end costs even at the expense of accept-
ing higher long-term operating and maintenance costs since the
latter can be passed on to the customer." This suggests that
Dr Triner is not familiar with the mahner in which utility regula-
tory commissions carry out their responsibilities or with the atten-
tion utilities pay to plant performance. While regulatory bodies
do not participate in the details of power plant design, they con-
cern themselves with all costs upon which rates are based, includ-
ing operating and maintenance expenses. This is particularly true
at a time when utility rates are increasing due to rising costs of

every description.

Operability and maintainability are important criteria used
in developing power plant design. First costs are not the only con-
sideration. 1In addition, throughout the life of an electric gener-
ating unit efforts are made to improve plant operations. The Edison
Electric Institute's Prime Movers Committee provides one of the
principal means of achieving this objective. At meetings of this
committee, utility engineers responsible for power plant design and
operations exchange information and experiences regarding plant per-
formance. Through this forum, which jis aided by the power plant
operating statistics available through the annual EEI Equipment
Avallablllty Report, utility engineers develop modifications to plant
designs and to operating and maintenance procedures in order to de- :
crease plant outages. Problems of a generic nature are promptly
brought to the attention of architect/engineers and appropriate
equipment manufacturers. This procedure also involves a feedback
for improving future plant and equlpment design.

Primary responsibility for power plant reliability, both
fossil and nuclear, should continue to rest with the electric util-
ity industry. Because of their operating experience, utilities are
best qualified to oversee the work of architect/engineers and equip-
ment manufacturers to provide component and plant designs for maxi-
mum reliability. The establishment of nuclear power plant reliability
criteria by NRC is unnecessary and would undoubtedly result in addi-
tional expense and delay in the construction of nuclear generating

units.

We would welcome an opportunity to arrange for a group of
utility managers with responsibilities for power plant design, con-
»n-uc ion, and operations to meet with your staff to discuss our
~otivities regarding power plant reliability, as well as our views
v me:hods to further improve generating unit availability.

Sincerely yours

/’//Z [ /\—\_ L '\,\\\’

rce _ W Donham Crawford
President



Mr. W. Donham Crawford, President
Edison Electric Institute

90 Park Avenue

New York, New York 10016

Dear Mr. Crawford:

Chairman Anders has asked me to thank you for your March 28, 1975,
letter to him in regard to the article in the March 9, 1975, issue of
the New York Times concerning an informal memorandum writteh to
L. Manning Muntzing, the Director of Reculation, U. S. Atomic Energy
Commission by Dr. Edward Triner, Directer of the Office of Planning and
Analysis, Directorate of Regulation.

In your letter, you expressed your views that the conclusions
reached by Dr. Triner regarding utility companies' attitutes toward
reactor reliability are erroneous. You also felt concern that the news
article implies that the NRC has taken an official position on this
matter. Your Tetter then went on to describe the efforts that the
utf]ities are making to assure reliable and safe operation of nuclear
poWer plants and that, because of these efforts, NRC should not establish
nug]‘ear power plant reliability criteria.

1 Let me assure you that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has not
taken an/official position on this subject. The memorandum by Dr. Triner
represents his point of view. I have enclosed a copy of that memorandum
for;your information. The issues raised by Dr. Triner are important ones
aff?cting the interests of the general public as well as the public
utility industry. However, as you can see, the issues and the recommenda-

tions were expressed in general terms designed primarily to stimulate

further investigation and discussion.

ENCLOSURE 2



The staffs of the Commission's various program offices are
currently evaluating the recommendations made in the memorandum. Before
'taking any action in this area, the staff will undoubtedly want to seek
additional data and analyses from the general public and the utility
industry. Your offer to arrange for a group of utility managers with
responsibilities for power plant design, construction and operation to
visit with our staff to discuss their activities regarding power plant
reliability as well as additional views to improve generating unit
availability is thus a welcome and timely one. The NRC staff will
contact you by telephone to make further arrangements. |

It may also be beneficial for you to meet at the same time with
ERDA and FEA. These two agencies have formed a Joint Task Force to
examine means of improving LWR availability. I shall provide ERDA and
FEA with copies of your letter and this response.

Sincerely,

Lee V. Gossick
Executive Director for Operations

Enclosure:
Memo by Dr. E. Triner



Cecember 2, 1974

L. Manning Muntzing, Director of Requlation
IMPROYING THE RELIABILITY OF NUCLEAR POUER PLANTS - A POINT OF VIEW

Refarence is made to the mestinsg you netd on Friday afternoon, November
22, to discuss various aspects of the reliability.of nuclear power plants.
The following represents a point of view that has_not had the benefit of
dezailed analysis. Nonetheless, it ddes pull together a number of the
issues that need to be further considered in coming to grips with the
important area of improving nuclear plant reliability. (I am using the
term "improved reliability" in a broad sense to mean increasing power:
generation rather than a statistical definition of being able to predict
failure with a high confidence factor.)

The subject of improving nuclear power plant reliability is at once
controversial, technically and managerially challenging and fraught :
with potential probliems as might be expected in almost any new Regulatory
initiative that impacts industry. As can be seen by the attached article
(Attachment 1) from Nucleonics Week, the subject of plant reliability

is beginning to be of considerable concern to the industry taking the
form of nuclear plant occupational exposure. If for no other eason,
reliability and its corollary - maintainability - need to be aggressively-
pursued by Regulation. The following is a discussion of pertinent aspacts
of reliability for your consideration.

Is Improved Nuclear Power Plant Reliability in the bub]ic Interest?

Frankly, I cannot think of ona argument against this concept. I'm sure
that the degree of reliability achieved when traded off against the cost
expended for eacn incremental reliability. gain would be the subject of cost
benefit analysis. Aside from tnhe detailed economical assessment of
increased marginal utility, improving reliability has to have a beneficial
impact upon both safety and economics. An increase in average nuclear
power plant caneration of 57 over the current 60% average capacity factor
could result in a net capital cost avoidance »f approximately 50 million
dollars. Fawer pawer pilants would be needed to produce the same amount

cf genaraticn or, vrom a different point of view, a given number of nuclear
povizr olants generating increased electrical output would reduce the

need Tor oil-fired plants. I beiieve there is general agréement that
improving the reliability o7 nuclear power plants is clearly in the public
intarast witn the proviso that careful assessment be made of the comparison
of incrementzl costs to increasas in reliability.



L. daaning Haatzing -2 - December 2, 1974

Who Should Be Concarrad with Achievina Enhanced Rel{ability?

It is apoarent that tha utilities in their role as customers for

nuclear power plants have prime responsibility for assuring that the
plants they purchase are both safe and cost effective. The reality,
however, is that without external suasion, the likelihood of the utility
customer taking aggressive action to improve plant raliability in the
near term is not very great.. This stems from a number of reasons.

By and large, the utilities are not that sophisticated. There is no
evidence, for example, that they have contractually imposed reliability
standards upon their A-Es. Very few of the utilities exercise much
influence at all over the design process as it impacts reliability.

Utilities are also reluctant to incur additional design costs which would
increase the front end load upon their requirement to generate
construction capital. . There is no incentive for them to make a total
1ife cycle cost analysis that includes both design and construction cost
and the thirty or forty years of operating and maintenance cost. Instead
it is advantageous for the utiiities to reduce front end costs even

at the expense of acc-pting higher long term operating and maintenance
costs since the latter can be passed on to the consumer. :

Similarly, the A-Es who are largely responsiblie for power plant design
have 1ittle incentive to consider increased reliability during the design
- process. Their interest is primarily short tem. Once a plant is
constructed, the A-E fade out of the picture. Except for a few utilities,
1ike Duke Power, who not only design and build the plant as well as :
operate it, the organization responsible for design does not usually have
to live with the results. Parenthetically, our very Timited investigation
into this area seems to indicate that Duke Power, because of the all
inclusiveness of its responsibility for design, construction and operation,
is more cencarned with the question of reliability than most other
utilitiss. They have production engineers ass1aned as an 1ntegra1 part

of tn2 design group.

The pubiic utility commissions (PUC) have an interest in the cost to the
cerzumer of olant operation. Thney certainly should be interested in the
quastion of how to maxe a plant more reliable and more efficient. The
fact {5 that they have little or no influence upon the design process.
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Additionally, to my knowledge, the appointment of individuals to these
cormissicns is not rormally based upon their technical knowledge of the
design and operaticn of a powar plant. In all-too-many instances the.
quantity and gquality of the stafr assigned to this function within the
state is inadequate. Should the PUCs become more concerned with improved
reliability and actively take tne initiative in this area, they would
have to look to the Nuclear Reguiatory Commission (NRC) to provide
guidance related to the design of pdwer plants to achieve increased
reliability standards.

- Clearly, the FEA has an organizationa? responsibility to improve energy
gvailability. Hence, increased reliability of nucledr power plants should
be of considerable interest to them. ‘Realistically, they do not have any
control over the nuclear power plants and certainly have no way of
¥mpacting design considerations without, s1m1lar to the PUCs, interacting
close]y with the NRC..

NRC has responsibility for the safety of nuclear power plants along with
the public utilities. - Insofar as reliability is closely connected to
safety, the responsibility of NRC is well established. The question of
how active a position Regulation should take to improve plant reliability
arises as the connection between safety and reliability becomes more
tenuous. A most important issue that NRC needs to consider is whether,
ip its public interest role, NRC should more broadly interpret its mandate
tp influence the design of nuclear power plants to improve reliability to
insure not only safety but more cost effective operation as well.

Hﬁat Should Be the Role of the NRC to Improve Nuclear Power Plants Reliability?

If we believe - as 1 firmly do - that the most significant impact upon

plant reliability can be achieved during the design phase, then the NRC has

probably the most important role to play of any Federal Agency in improving

nuclear power plant reliability. The NRC is the only agency that regqulates

the design of nuclear power plants. The contributory roles that could be
piayed by FPC, FEA and the PUCs could only be accomplished by some

ax“asmont w.th the NRC. Hence, rcgard]ess of the effort expended by

aiher government agencies having an interest in improved nuclear power

plant reliability, the NRC would necessarily be involved in order to enhance

the Jikelihood of success.

Yvhat Actions Can the NRC Take?

Given that the \RC is wil}ing to take on this new initiative, and it is
datermined to be in the NRC's mandate to do so, there are a number of

steps that can be tzken. All of these steps can be justified either within
our 1egms]at1ve respons1b111t1es for safety or our requirement.to evaluate
the need Yor poyer.
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1. We could expand our program of failure data reporting by the utilities.
These data would be collected and analyzed by the ARC and a systematic
program developad to feed tha results of this analysis back into the
design process. Where we find that part§, components and systems are
developing histories of failure, we would systematically force adjustments
by modifying design requirements.

2. We can work with the PUCs and educate them concerning the relationship
between design investment and operating and maintenance costs. This could
result in the PUCs influencing the utilities to impose upon A-Es contractual
requirements for improved reliability.

3. We could modify our application format to include the requirement that
the utilities explicitly identify the plans they have for assuring high
reliability. While this tends more toward "jawboning" than the establish-
ment of firm mandates, it would start identifying an area of interest that
over some period of time would result in improved sophistication on the
part of the utilities. Additionally, at some point of time we could
establish criteria against which the utilities' reliability plans could

be evaluated. (This would lead us away from "jawboning” to a position

of exercising positive control.) ,

4, The illustration that is sometimes used of NASA developing high
reliability systems is not immediately transferrable to the NRC since

NASA was the customer whereas NRC is not. However, there are lessons that
can be learned if, as a Regulatory agency, the HRC develops an active
program to transier NASA's experience in reliability to the utilities.
This transfer of experience can be done in connection with the action
proposed in paragraph 3. above.

5.. NRC could s2lectively interact with officials of the public utilities
as.well as with the architect and engineering companies to express our
interests in improved system reliability and solicit their ideas on the
subject. This could be followed by an industry wide workshop to air the
question of improved reliability. Our approach to improving reliability
would take the form of public airing of the issues and by so doing
persuade the industry to take positive action.

In summary, improving the reiiability of nuclear power plants is clearly
. in the public interest. While other government agencies including FEA,

.
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FPC, the State PUCs all have some share of the responsibility in

. improving the efficiency and effectiveness of power plants, the NRC is
the singlie agency with the best front end leverage. A decision needs

to be made concerning how active a role NRC should take in executing its
responsibility for protecting the public interests. If protecting the
public interest is narrowly defined to mean only those aspects that are
directly relatable to safety and environment, then the actions we're
taking at present are probably adequate. If, however, public interest
is interpreted more broadly, then the NRC may wish to consider new
initiatives 1ike those mentioned above to improve nuclear power plant

reliability.

Edwin G. Triner, Director
Office of Program Analysis -
Reguiation

Attachment:
Article frm Nucleonics Week
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