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Louisiana Power & Light Company (LP&L) would like to take this. ' - ' -

opportunity to submit written comments to the Advance Notice of
Rulemaking regarding the Nuclear Plant Reliability Data Systen
(MPRDS), as published in the January 30, 1980 Federal Register/Vol. &5
No. 21/pages 6793 through 6795.

LP&L has for many years been actively participating in tne developument
of the NPRDS and considers the intended action of the Comamission to
make NPRDS mandatory of vital interest. LP&L considers the
Commission's action to be without cause and firmly cpposes regulations
making NPRDS mandatory. The utility industry has developed and
supported NPRDS to izmprove data knowledge about equipment and system
on nuz2lear plants, Jjust as it has cooperated for years with the Edison
Electric Institute Outage Data System for fossil plants., LP&L -=es no
benefit to the use of NPRDS as a regulatory arm of the NRC.

To summarize LP&L's view of items 1 through 9 of the proposed

rulemaking ("Summary of Features Being Considered for Proposed Rule"),
we consider that the Commission has blianded itself to its own
"requirezent that data gathering must be shown t2 be necessary, not
merely useful or interesting," by not estadblishing guidelines for the
scope of NPRDS reporting. Proposal aumder §, “he request that "the
NPRDS Manual be upgraded toc establisz a s:tsndard reportable scope and
inssructions for consistent reporting® 2:s nct g0 as far as the ANSI
N18«20 3Sudccomamittee, which is curren:.y 1:iressing the issues of 15
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reportable scope and data usage through an Ad Hoc Task Force. LP&L,
therefore, fails to understand how the Commission can consider making
the NPRDS mancatory when it cannot identify what is necessary, not

merely useful or interesting, for the creation of a2 standard and ac-
curate data base,

LPEL also believes that the NRC must look at its charter to determine
whether the concept of availability and reliability, from a technical
standpoint, is net in conflict with statements in 10CFR addressing
safety. These ideologies dc not always agree, We refer you to the
Navy Nuclear Program, where there is a fundamental difference in
cperations philosophy between a land-based prototype reactor that is
shut down for any safety reason and a submarine several hundred feet
under water, for which the reactor is the primary life support, and

whose availability and reliability are primary reasons for kxeeping the

reactor up and operating.

LP&L is of the opinion that data collection is but one aspect of the
total safety reliability/availability/productivity picture, and we
would seek the Commission's participation in developing a program to
reduce duplication in LERS and NPﬁDS reporting. We 2lso would be
agreeabdle to helping the Coumission make the LERS, which is already
mandatery, a more meaningful tool for data collection, so that
analyses might be provided from a reliability, availability, and
safety aspect. From this point of view, we offer the following come
ments in response to the NRC's questions.

Suestiocn No, 1: How should NPRDS effort be apporticned between

improving plant availabdility and izproving plant safety? Where should
the emphasis be?

foggent: This question points up a contradiction iz the NRC's

tainking regarding the use of reliability data generated by the
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NPRDS. On the one hand, it is stated in summary item § that the NPALS
would provide equipment reliability data previously reported by the

LZR system so as to place primary emphasis on the NPRDS as a long=-terno

o

redictor of component and plant availability. On the cther hand,
¢

]

Question nuamber 1 asks how the NPRDS effort can not only supply
reliability data for improving plant availablity but also improve
plant safety. The answer is that it cannot, since plant safety and

plant availability are not always compatible goals.,

with regard to how the NPRDS effort can be apportican=d to improve
plant availability, the following statement is offered. The ANSI
N12-20 Subcommittee recognizes the igportance of blance-of-plant (BOP)
components to plant availability, and has considered expanding the
initial one-time data base generated by utilities in order to
"pedigree" BOP components, Nevertheless, the Subcommittee foresees
econcmic payoffs simply by using the existing safety-related data base
and transferring computerized data where it already exists in the
utilities to the NPRDS.

ien N ¢ How should NPRDS data be used by industry, the public
and the NRC to achieve this emphasis? What other uses, if any, should
e made of NPRDS data?

Csppent: A description of how NPRDS data can be used by industry, the
pudblic, and the NRC is best accomplished by describing the existing
NPRDOS program. Through ANSI N18-20 Subcommittee conferences, its
membership, its associations with industry groups such as EEI and
SPRI, yearly workshops, and quarterly and annual reports, all three

Sectors are served,

] £1o L $ How should NPRDS data be gathered and analyzed to

facilizate reccunmended uses?



Samuel J. Chilk, Secretary
Page - 4
March 28, 7980

Copgent: The existing data collection framework is appropriate except
where further effurts are needed to izprove affectiveness. See
responses to questions § and 10.

Suasticn No, 3: Who should alert appropriate perscns concerning
problems uncovered from analysis of NPRDS data? Who should initiate
design, maintenance or operating isprovements?

foppent: Alerts on significant events that need quick action will

seldom, if ever, come from a data base analysis. The more likely
items, 3uch as weakness in design, relative performance of vendors'
equipment, need for changes in test or surveillance schedules, etec.,
are longer term and should not be classified as alerts. At any rate,
if the identified problem results from analyses by organizations such
as NRC, INPO, EPRI, NSAC, or an lNSSS vendor, that organization should
take the lead in notifying the utilities, A/E's, NRC, etec.

Haatb ar

What systematic analysis is conducted currently by

licensees? To what extent and for what purpose should each licensee

be required to analyze data from its plant and from other similar
plants?

comppent: A requirement already ekists that each Licensee review
cperating experience at plants of similar design (TMI-2 Lessoas
Learned Task Force Report NUREG 05). NPRDS, through routine detailed
cutput reports and :he Special Report Writer capability (now being
tested in a pilot program), can assist the utilities in this funection
0y making historical engineering and failure data readily available.
The program can serve as a useful tool in operational experience

evaluation., 3ut %o regquire each Licensees to analyze the data would be

needlessly duplicative, aad, in fact, would be ountereproductive; it
would inhibit utilities from performing the ncneroutine, specialized

types of analyses per-inant %o particular situations and iampediate



Sanuel J. Chilk, Secretary
Page - 5
March 28, 1980

needs. This data analysis can be more effectively accomplished with

an attendant feedback mechanism by utility-sponsored organizations.

Quesztion : If NPRDS reporting is made mandatory, what form of
NPRDS management (i.e., industry, HRC, or joint industry/NRC) will

best lead to fully responsive reporting and to meaningful analysis?

Copment: The management of NPRDS should not be dependent upon
mandatory or voluntary consideration. The management should be based
upon input from industry, government, and the utilities. The preseat
makeup of the ANSI N18-20 Subcommittee is composed of these groups.

Question Mo, 7: To what extent, if any, should the NRC manage NPRDS
reporting and data analysis?

Copment: As noted by the GAQO, the NPRDS has been developed and
operated primarily by industry for industry's benefit. Under the
present management of NPRDS, NRC has representatives on the N1§=-2C
Subcommittee, Management rather than representaticon by the NRC would
inevitably result in a loss of flexibility and a growth of legal and
poclitical coamplications,

Questicn No, 8: If NPRDS reporting is mandatory, how should the NRC
inspect and enforce mandatory license participation? Should licensees
be subjiect to enforcement penalties for ncn-compliance with NPRDS

requiregents?

Conment: A requirement that all utilities participate in NPRDS does
not necessftate a separate inspection and enforcement function at the
utility level by the NRC. The degree am accuracy of reporting is
readily available for review by the N18-20 Subcommittee (which has l2C
representation) and the NRC staff through reports prepared by the
NPRDS contractor. The NRC has sufficient regulation to eansure that

auclear safety concerns are properly reported. NPRDS is a long-tera
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statistical data base developed by the industry, and it is
nappropriate to suggest or consider enforcement penalties. The NPRDS

should not be used as a regulatory tool.

3 N : What improvements should be made to the NPRDS Manuzl
or other guiding vehicle to enhance uniformity of reportable sccpe,
completeness and accuracy of reporting, and usability of the data?

Sompent: As stated by the ANSI N18-20 Subcommittee, reporting of
reliable data by utilities is dependent upon the utilities' confidence
that the data is technically and economically valuable, Indeed, the
NRC has recognized the "basic requirement that data gathering must be
shown to be necessary, not merely useful or interesting." Given the
1978 copnitment of the Subcommittee Task Force to review, clarify,
define, and recomzend rules and procedures for data reporting and

maintenance, no further expansion of data gathering is necessary.

| tiop X : Any data-gathering system needs feedback to maintain
and upgrade systex capability in the face of changing events,
methodological advances, and other factors, Feedback is particularly
necessary to modify data=-gathering activity upon which the whole
analytical system rests. #What feedback features, if any, should be
addressed by rulemaking?

Conpent: A number of changes to the NPRDS procedures manual and
reporting forms have been inmplemented since the system went into
operation in July 1674, all as a result of feedback to the ANSI N18-20
Subcozmittee, With the expected usage of the data base by NSAC, NRC,
and INPO, additional valuable feedback will be expected as a matter of
course,

Suestion No, 11: Should the NPRDS and LER systems be restructured to
avoid overlapping data-gathering requirements or should present
systems formats be retained.
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Cozmment: LP&L supports the NRC's participation in developing a

program that reduces duplication in both LER and !NPRDS reporting.

Suastion Mo, 12: In the event you reconmend eliminating duplication
between LER and NPRDS reporting, how would you restructure each
system'. reporting requirement? Comment specifically onm the idea ex-
presse. .n summary Paragraph 8 of limiting LER reporting to iteams of
major safety significance. Should such restructuring be done
sinultaneously with making NPRDS reporting mandatory or should ongoing
NPRDS and LER upgrading efforts continue separately?

Copment: See our response to question 11,

Question No,. 13: Do you agree with the summary paragraph 2 estimate
of a minimum of 3500 components as an appropriate scppe? Assuming a
reportable scope of 3500 components, how many NPRDS failure reports

should be expected per month per operating plant?

Conpent: A scope of 3500 components is not a reasonable estimate;
rather, an average of 6000 components, based on a standardized scope
for reporting, is suggested.

In addition, the nunaber of failures per month in a plant is so small

that a meaningful average could only be established over a nuamber of

years, especially with the effects of higher failure reporting during
surveillance periods. Projections based on failures/month are not a

sound basis for evaluation.

Question No, 14: Should the scope of systems and components preseatly

sumpnarized by the NPRDS be expanded or contracted and, if so, what
areas?

Sogmernt: Some change in the scope of repoerting to NPRDS is expected
as 2 result of the ANSI N18-20 Subcommittee efforts described in the
~es:cnse $0 question 9. The resulting change in the NPRDS scope is
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expected toc be fairly minor, however, since existing data ccllecting
systems adequately cover those systems and components outside the
scope of NPRDS.

Question Mo, 15: Does tne cost of preparing and submitting failure
reports differ between the LER and NPRDS systems? What do you
estimate these costs to be?

compment: The response to this question should come from utilities
with actual experience in preparing and submitting reports for the LER
system and NPRDS. Louisiana Power & Light at this time does not have
any operating nuclear power plants.

] £ A ¢ Are the per plant figures of $75,000 to $200,000 for
one tize development of NPRDS engineering data and $50,000 for annual

NPRDS reporting considered valid or are these figures understated or
overstated?

Comment: See our ccmment on question 15,

Suestion No, 17: What alternatives to mandatory reporting would
provide the data necessary for complete and accurate reliability
analyses and at what level of assurance?

fozpent: As stated in our response to question 1, LP&L believes that
fuller use of the existing NPRDS data base is a more practical
alternative than expansiorn of the da%ta by way of mandatory participa-
tion in the system. Attention to defining the scope and methods of
reporting is the crucial issue upon which accuracy relies, and this
will not te accomplished simply by accumulating a maxiamum azount of

data.

.4 2 13,

¢ Do the benefits to the utility and tne public of
improved availadility and increased reactor safety warrant the ccst of



Sanuel J. Chilk, Secretary
Page - 3
March 28, 1980

"PRDS or is there 2 less costly way to realize equivalent benefits in
regulatory action?

~

Q00805 : A3 addressed in Comment 1, the MNPRDS effort is, and should
continue to be, directed at improving nuclear plant reliabilty. It is
cur best judgement that this system has a positive cost-benefit ratio
although it is not possible to determine the exact value, The
utilities have spent considerable tiame, ef fort, and money to support

this system. Making the NPRDS mandatory may increase its benefits,
but will certainly increase its cost.

guestion llo, 19: How should the NPRDS be funded? Should industry

fund fully or should the NREC contribute funds to support the industry
systea?

- ne

: NPRDS funding should continue to come primarily frocm the
utilities, but partial funding frem the NRC, in recognition of thei:
participaticn and use of the program, is appropriate,.

Question No, 20: Should the six early design plants, excluded when

the NPRDS commenced, continue to be excluded or should all Plants be
required to participate?

fomgent: The opinion of LP4L is tmt the data from all plants would
e valuable.

Suestion No, 21: Certain operator errors must now be reported within
the scope of the LER system. Furthermcre, NPRDS repor:s sometimes
include corresponding human error information. To what extent, if
any, shculd an iamproved NPRDS® collect man-machine interface data and
perfora reliability analyses which consider human factors?

~

conlent: LP&L concurs with ¢ e ANSI N18-20 Subcommittee that human
errors wiich dc not result in a systea or component failure delong in
a separate human factors engineering reliability data -ase, Huzmana 2--
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rors resulting in loss of safetye-related functions should be recorded

in the data base.

sn‘l\.'e az

The foregoing re;:nses to the NRC's proposed rulemaking are cffered in
the sincere hope that mandatory participation in the NPRDS will not be
imposed., LP&L believes strongly that in view of the additional
industry cost, limited expectad safety benefits, and duplication of
the LER system, little justification exists for altering the
management of the NPRDS or its development.

Sincerely yours,
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(5. M. ufsee
Chief Executive Officer
Louisiana Power & Light

ec: M.S. Medeiros, Jr.,
Office of Standards Development
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
S650 NL Rm 310
Washington, D, C. 20555



