
From: RILEY, Jim
To: Cook, Christopher; Miller, Ed
Cc: Attarian, George; Brunette, Pat; Buman, Dan; Burris, Ken ; Carrie L. Stokes (carrie.stokes@bwsc.net); Colin

Keller; crharris@aep.com; Dave Bucheit; Dean Hubbard (dmhubbard@duke-energy.com); Don Bentley
(DBENTLE@entergy.com); "Faller, Carl"; Gambrill, David; Gary W. Smith (gsmith@enercon.com); GASPER,
JOSEPH K; Giddens, John; Glen D Ohlemacher (ohlemacherg@dteenergy.com); Hackerott, Alan; Hammons,
Mark A.; Heather Smith Sawyer (heather.sawyer@bwsc.net); Heerman, John; Horstman, William R; "Huffman,
Ken"; HYDE, KEVIN C; Jeff Brown (jeffrey.brown@aps.com); Jim Breunig (james.breunig@cengllc.com); Joe
Bellini (joe.bellini@amec.com); John Lee (John.Lee@dom.com); Kit Ng (kyng@bechtel.com); LaBorde, Jamie;
Larry Shorey (ShoreyLE@Inpo.org); Lorin.Young@CH2M.com; Maddox Jim (maddoxje@inpo.org); Mannai,
David J; Matt Nienaber (mbniena@nppd.com); Maze, Scott; Michael Proctor (michael.proctor@urs.com);
MICHAEL.J.MILLER@sargentlundy.com; Mike Annon - Home (ICENG2008@AOL.COM); Miller, Andrew; Murray,
Mike; Parker, Thomas M.; Ray Schneider (schneire@westinghouse.com); RILEY, Jim; Robinson, Mike; Rogers,
James G; Rudy Gil; Ruf, Gary (Gary.Ruf@pseg.com); Scarola, Jim; Selman, Penny; Shumaker, Dennis; Snyder,
Kirk; Stapleton, Dan; Stone, Jeff; Terry Grebel (tlg1@pge.com); Thayer, Jay ; Vinod Aggarwal
(Vinod.aggarwal@exeloncorp.com); Wrobel, George; Yale, Bob

Subject: FW: FAQs
Date: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 5:50:02 PM
Attachments: FAQ 023 CLB Event Duration Unspecified.doc

FAQ 024 Simple IA Manual Action Evaluation.doc

Chris, Ed;
 
These are the FAQs we would like to discuss at our meeting on Thursday.
 

Jim Riley
NEI
(o) 202-739-8137
(c) 202-439-2459
 

From: Hubbard, Dean M [mailto:Dean.Hubbard@duke-energy.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 2013 5:32 PM
To: RILEY, Jim
Subject: FAQs
 
 
 
Dean
 
Dean M. Hubbard,  PE 
Licensing Manager, Oconee Nuclear Station
Direct 864-873-3133   Cell:  864-710-1833

 
 

Now available: Nei’s online Congressional Resource Guide, Just the Facts!
Web site address: www.NEI.org/CongressionalResourceGuide
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Inquiry Form – Industry Approval



		A. TOPIC:
Integrated Assessment trigger – Undefined CLB Event Duration






Source document:
JLD-ISG-2012-05


Section:
1.1





		B. DESCRIPTION:


The design basis flooding evaluation for some licensees does not contain specific information on event duration, however the hazard reevaluation will contain this information.  Is it necessary to perform an Integrated Assessment if the design basis flooding evaluation bounds the reevaluated hazard in all respects, but the design basis evaluation does not include specific information on the duration of the flood hazards evaluated?





		C. Initiator:


Name:
Jim Riley





Phone:

202-739-8137

Date:
04-18-13

E-Mail:

jhr@nei.org








		D. RESOLUTION: (Include additional pages if necessary.  Total pages: 
2
)


Inquiry number:
023



Priority:
H


It is not necessary to perform an Integrated Assessment if the design basis flood evaluation does not contain information on flooding event duration but bounds the reevaluated hazard in all other respects (including addressing all applicable associated effects), as long as there is no reason to believe that the flood duration has not changed. 

EXAMPLE:


The limiting event for the site is a hurricane driven storm surge.  The expected surge height and all applicable associated effects determined by the reevaluation are bounded by the design basis evaluation.  In addition, all other design basis hazards and associated effects bound the parameters in the reevaluated hazard.  

The duration of the limiting flooding event in the reevaluation is 2 days; however, the duration of the corresponding design basis event was not specified.  Since all other aspects of the reevaluation are bounded and since no new information indicates that the event duration has increased significantly, it can reasonably be assumed that the durations of the event in the reevaluation and the CDB are approximately the same.  Therefore it is acceptable to assume that the CDB event evaluation bounds the reevaluated hazard and an Integrated Assessment is not necessary.

Revision:
0

Date:
4/18/13




		E. NRC Review:


Not Necessary






Necessary
X


Explanation:














		F. Industry Approval:

Documentation Method:






Date:






		G. NRC Acceptance:

Interpretation






Agency Position



Documentation Method:






Date:










Inquiry Form – Industry Approval



		A. TOPIC:
Simple Integrated Assessment - Evaluating Manual Actions






Source document:
JLD-ISG-2012-05


Section:
6.2, 7th bullet





		B. DESCRIPTION:


An Integrated Assessment (IA) is required but it is expected to be simple because the site’s flooding response relies only on protection (no mitigation) and the reevaluated hazard is bounded by the CDB in all respects except for one of the following:


· The flooding CDB was silent on an associated effect that was included in the reevaluation

· The flooding reevaluation including associated effects resulted in no increase in overall flood height

The existing operator actions are proceduralized, trained on, and are not changed or affected by the reevaluated hazard in a manner not considered by a reasonable simulation.  In addition, no small APMs were identified during the flood design basis walkdowns for the flood protection feature being considered.

Is it necessary to perform a HRA evaluation in accordance with JLD-ISG 2012-05 of any operator actions included in the site’s flood protection response?





		C. Initiator:


Name:
Jim Riley





Phone:

202-739-8137

Date:
04-18-13

E-Mail:

jhr@nei.org








		D. RESOLUTION: (Include additional pages if necessary.  Total pages: 
2
)


Inquiry number:
024



Priority:
H


In the specific circumstances listed above, it is not necessary to perform an HRA evaluation of the operator actions required to establish flood protection as part of the Integrated Assessment as long as the actions have not changed, were not affected by the reevaluated hazard, all actions have been evaluated by “Reasonable Simulation” (see the flooding design basis walkdown guidance, NEI 12-07), and no small APMs were identified for the flood protection feature during the design basis walkdowns.  A justification for the use of Reasonable Simulation instead of human reliability analysis (JLD-ISG-2012-05 Appendix C) is required and the results of the reasonable simulation must be included in the Integrated Assessment report.

EXAMPLE: 


The limiting event for the site is a hurricane driven storm surge.  The expected surge height plus wave run-up determined by the reevaluation is bounded by total still water flood height in the design basis evaluation, but the design basis evaluation did not specifically address wave run-up.  The only operator actions in the design basis are the installation of stop logs in a flood barrier and these were not changed or affected by the reevaluated hazard.  The required actions are defined by procedure, demonstrated by reasonable simulation, and operators are trained on the procedure periodically.  No small APMs were identified for the stop log barrier.

An Integrated Assessment is required in order to evaluate the additional associated effect.  However, the evaluation of the operator actions may be accomplished by “Reasonable Simulation” instead of a human reliability analysis.  Note that the reasonable simulation could be performed again to validate the parameters in the reevaluation.

Revision:
0

Date:
4/18/13




		E. NRC Review:


Not Necessary






Necessary
X


Explanation:














		F. Industry Approval:

Documentation Method:






Date:






		G. NRC Acceptance:

Interpretation






Agency Position



Documentation Method:






Date:










    

This electronic message transmission contains information from the Nuclear Energy Institute, Inc. The information is intended solely for
the use of the addressee and its use by any other person is not authorized. If you are not the intended recipient, you have received
this communication in error, and any review, use, disclosure, copying or distribution of the contents of this communication is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this electronic transmission in error, please notify the sender immediately by telephone or by electronic
mail and permanently delete the original message. IRS Circular 230 disclosure: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by
the IRS and other taxing authorities, we inform you that any tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments) is
not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties that may be imposed on any taxpayer
or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed herein.
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 Inquiry Form – Industry Approval 

A. TOPIC: Integrated Assessment trigger – Undefined CLB Event Duration   
   

Source document: JLD-ISG-2012-05   Section: 1.1   
B. DESCRIPTION: 

The design basis flooding evaluation for some licensees does not contain specific information on 
event duration, however the hazard reevaluation will contain this information.  Is it necessary to 
perform an Integrated Assessment if the design basis flooding evaluation bounds the reevaluated 
hazard in all respects, but the design basis evaluation does not include specific information on the 
duration of the flood hazards evaluated? 
 
C. Initiator: 

Name: Jim Riley      Phone:  202-739-8137 
Date: 04-18-13  E-Mail:  jhr@nei.org      
D. RESOLUTION: (Include additional pages if necessary.  Total pages:  2 ) 

Inquiry number: 023    Priority: H  
 
It is not necessary to perform an Integrated Assessment if the design basis flood evaluation does 
not contain information on flooding event duration but bounds the reevaluated hazard in all other 
respects (including addressing all applicable associated effects), as long as there is no reason to 
believe that the flood duration has not changed.  Also, explain the basis for the conclusion.   
 
EXAMPLE: 
The limiting event for the site is a hurricane driven storm surge.  The expected surge height and all 
applicable associated effects determined by the reevaluation are bounded by the design basis 
evaluation.  In addition, all other design basis hazards and associated effects bound the parameters 
in the reevaluated hazard.   
 
The duration of the limiting flooding event in the reevaluation is 2 days; however, the duration of 
the corresponding design basis event was not specified.  Since all other aspects of the reevaluation 
are bounded and since no new information indicates that the event duration has increased 
significantly, it can reasonably be assumed that the durations of the event in the reevaluation and 
the CDB are approximately the same.  Therefore it is acceptable to assume that the CDB event 
evaluation bounds the reevaluated hazard and an Integrated Assessment is not necessary. 
 
Revision: 0  Date: 4/18/13  
E. NRC Review: 

Not Necessary       Necessary X  
Explanation:            
F. Industry Approval: 

Documentation Method:       Date:    

mailto:jhr@nei.org�


 Inquiry Form – Industry Approval 

G. NRC Acceptance: 

Interpretation       Agency Position   

Documentation Method:       Date:    

 



 Inquiry Form – Industry Approval 

A. TOPIC: Simple Integrated Assessment - Evaluating Manual Actions    
  

Source document: JLD-ISG-2012-05   Section: 6.2, 7th bullet   
B. DESCRIPTION: 

An Integrated Assessment (IA) is required but it is expected to be simple because the site’s flooding 
response relies only on protection (no mitigation) and the reevaluated hazard is bounded by the 
CDB in all respects except for one of the following: 

• The flooding CDB was silent on an associated effect that was included in the reevaluation 
• The flooding reevaluation including associated effects resulted in no increase in overall 

flood height 
The existing operator actions are proceduralized, trained on, and are not changed or affected by the 
reevaluated hazard in a manner not considered by a reasonable simulation.  In addition, no small 
APMs were identified during the flood design basis walkdowns for the flood protection feature being 
considered. 
 
Is it necessary to perform a HRA evaluation in accordance with JLD-ISG 2012-05 of any operator 
actions included in the site’s flood protection response? 
 
C. Initiator: 

Name: Jim Riley      Phone:  202-739-8137 
Date: 04-18-13  E-Mail:  jhr@nei.org      
D. RESOLUTION: (Include additional pages if necessary.  Total pages:  2 ) 

Inquiry number: 024    Priority: H  
 
In the specific circumstances listed above, it is not necessary to perform an HRA evaluation of the 
operator actions required to establish flood protection as part of the Integrated Assessment as long 
as the actions have not changed, were not affected by the reevaluated hazard, all actions have been 
evaluated by “Reasonable Simulation” (see the flooding design basis walkdown guidance, NEI 12-
07), and no small APMs were identified for the flood protection feature during the design basis 
walkdowns.  A justification for the use of Reasonable Simulation instead of human reliability analysis 
(JLD-ISG-2012-05 Appendix C) is required and the results of the reasonable simulation must be 
included in the Integrated Assessment report. 
 
EXAMPLE:  
The limiting event for the site is a hurricane driven storm surge.  The expected surge height plus 
wave run-up determined by the reevaluation is bounded by total still water flood height in the 
design basis evaluation, but the design basis evaluation did not specifically address wave run-up.  
The only operator actions in the design basis are the installation of stop logs in a flood barrier and 
these were not changed or affected by the reevaluated hazard.  The required actions are defined by 
procedure, demonstrated by reasonable simulation, and operators are trained on the procedure 
periodically.  No small APMs were identified for the stop log barrier. 

mailto:jhr@nei.org�


 Inquiry Form – Industry Approval 

 
An Integrated Assessment is required in order to evaluate the additional associated effect.  
However, the evaluation of the operator actions may be accomplished by “Reasonable Simulation” 
instead of a human reliability analysis.  Note that the reasonable simulation could be performed 
again to validate the parameters in the reevaluation. 
 
Revision: 0  Date: 4/18/13  
E. NRC Review: 

Not Necessary       Necessary X  
Explanation:            
F. Industry Approval: 

Documentation Method:       Date:    
G. NRC Acceptance: 

Interpretation       Agency Position   

Documentation Method:       Date:    

 


