
 
 
 

November 15, 2013 
 
 
MEMORANDUM TO:  Shana R. Helton, Chief 

Rulemaking Branch 
Division of Policy and Rulemaking 

    Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
 
FROM:    Tara Inverso, Project Manager  /RA/ 

Rulemaking Branch 
Division of Policy and Rulemaking 

    Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
 
SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF NOVEMBER 6, 2013, PUBLIC MEETING ON THE 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS OF REGULATION AND THE RISK 
PRIORITIZATION INITIATIVE 

 
 
The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) held a Category 3 public meeting on 
November 6, 2013, to discuss the Cumulative Effects of Regulation (CER) and the Risk 
Prioritization Initiative (RPI).  The meeting was held at the NRC headquarters location in 
Rockville, Maryland. The purpose of the meeting was to:  1) Discuss the status of the 
CER effort, including activities on the CER template and 2) Discuss the status and objectives of 
the staff’s response to SRM-COMGEA-12-0001/COMWDM-12-0002, “Proposed Initiative to 
Improve Nuclear Safety and Regulatory Efficiency,”(Agencywide Documents Access and 
Management System (ADAMS) Accession No. ML13037A541), including the Nuclear Energy 
Institute’s (NEI’s) October 1, 2013 letter to the NRC (ADAMS Accession No. ML13276A147). 
 
The meeting was attended by 60 individuals primarily representing industry representatives, 
Agreement States, non-power reactors, private citizens, and NRC staff.  Of the 60 participants, 
35 participated in the meeting through audio teleconferencing and webinar. 
 
The meeting slides and handouts are available in ADAMS under Accession Nos. ML13308C041 
(NRC presentation), ML133309B673 (NEI presentation on guidance), and ML13309B684 (NEI 
presentation on prioritization examples). 
 
 
CONTACT: Tara Inverso, NRR/DPR 
                    301-415-1024 
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In addition to the material presented in the slides, the major areas of discussion are summarized 
as follows: 
 
General Remarks 

• NEI and licensee representatives in attendance noted that CER and RPI are vitally 
important to the industry and will help ensure that industry’s limited resources are being 
applied appropriately.   

• NEI noted that the CER SRM directed the staff to develop outreach tools that would 
focus on those items of greatest safety import.  That attendee further noted that a 
prioritization process would place the focus on the most safety significant items first. 

• The NRC clarified that, if there is an urgent need to shift a schedule to focus on a more 
safety significant item first, an exemption request could be used.  The NRC also clarified 
that the goal of CER was never to eliminate requirements, but rather to obtain additional 
input to develop implementation schedules that are achievable in light of available 
resources and other ongoing activities. 

• A licensee representative expressed concerns with any proposed process (CER and 
prioritization) that would require significant resources to develop, and that he would like 
to have an idea whether the process would provide adequate benefit (characterized as 
significantly increased flexibility in implementing regulatory actions in the very short 
term) before investing those resources.  The NRC explained that the proposed process 
would be one of several recommendations provided to the Commission in the July 2014 
SECY paper on RPI.  The staff needs Commission approval before it can proceed with 
implementation of a prioritization process (either as proposed by industry or another 
process to be recommended in the July 2014 paper).  Specifically, NRC management 
indicated that there is not currently an intent to endorse the industry proposal (to allow 
licensees piloting the process to implement it at their facilities) prior to the Commission’s 
decision on the matter. 

• Another licensee representative indicated that a prioritization process that is too complex 
would itself create burden, and be something that would not be pursued. As a practical 
matter, for prioritization to be successful, it should be simple to implement, and should 
be accomplished in the near future.   

 
CER Presentation 

• NEI noted that the volunteer facilities are moving forward on case studies that explore 
the accuracy of cost and schedule estimates in NRC’s regulatory analyses.  He noted 
that the studies could be complete by the end of the year.  He added, as a preliminary 
observation, that a more detailed issue definition could help to obtain more detailed 
feedback for the regulatory analysis early in the process. 

• There was a lengthy discussion on the relationship of CER and RPI: 
o The NRC explained that, if implemented, the prioritization process could be one 

tool to address CER.  However, the CER process enhancements and policy itself 
would also continue to exist.  This is particularly important because the 
prioritization process targets operating reactors only, and not other entities (e.g., 
fuel cycle facilities, Agreement States). 

o The NRC explained that, while CER and RPI are two distinct initiatives, they are 
a coordinated staff effort. 

o The NRC also explained that the Commission directed the staff to continue to 
develop a CER template.  The CER template could be similar to the overall 
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process proposed by NEI (i.e., beginning with issue definition and success 
criteria development through prioritization (if implemented)).  Regardless of 
whether prioritization is ultimately implemented, there are several enhancements 
that can be made to regulatory basis interactions.  The NRC could also consider 
the use of an NRC expert team early in the issue identification process. 

o The NRC stressed that the SRM associated with RPI directs the staff to explore 
prioritization and to develop a Commission paper in July 2014 with 
recommendations.  The NRC staff does not have direction to implement 
prioritization.  CER, however, is a Commission-approved effort and the staff 
continues to enhance that process and respond to related Commission direction. 

• An attendee asked whether CER applies to rulemaking only.  The NRC explained that 
CER, as originally proposed in 2011, pertained to the rulemaking processes.  Recently, 
the NRC expanded the CER process enhancements to the generic letter process by 
including a specific request for comment on CER in draft generic letter Federal Register 
notices.  The industry noted that it believes CER process enhancements should also be 
applied to other generic communications. 

• The NRC provided an update on the Office of Nuclear Safety and Safeguards (NMSS) 
approach to address CER at fuel cycle facilities.  A representative of NEI expressed 
NEI’s appreciation of NMSS’ efforts and of the continued dialogue. 

 
RPI Presentations 

• The attendees agreed that an effective prioritization process must be transparent, clear, 
and simple.  The process should not require an excessive amount of resources. 

• NEI explained the NEI’s proposed prioritization process builds off existing process.  NEI 
also encouraged NRC’s participation in further development of the process.  NEI 
envisions a first set of table top exercises that would focus on generic issues and 
perhaps a second set of table top exercise that would focus on plant specific issues. 

o A licensee representative indicated that he understands NRC participation in the 
table tops and in providing detailed feedback of NEI’s October 1, 2013, letter do 
not imply NRC endorsement. 

• The NEI proposed process was risk-informed and more focused on using qualitative 
arguments in lieu of quantitative evaluations (but without precluding use of probabilistic 
risk assessment (PRA) information).  NRC staff commented that the process may not 
fully conform with the main intent of the Commission SRM on RPI, which was to 
incentivize and enhance the use of PRA.  NEI stated that they believe the process fits 
within a phased approach where PRA use would ultimately be fostered via the screening 
and prioritization process.  One licensee representative countered that any process that 
results in additional burden to PRA staff would not be supported. 

• NEI discussed the generic prioritization and characterization process, but was not clear 
on who would be performing those tasks and how they fit into the overall prioritization 
process. 

• There was a lengthy discussion about how relative priorities would be determined once 
the generic characterization was complete.  For instance, how would relative priorities be 
determined amongst all rules in each low, medium, and high priority.  Details of this 
relative ranking were provided in the “pair wise” portion of the example, and will be 
further explored during table top exercises. 



S. Helton 4 
 

• The attendees explored two examples:  improved reactor coolant pump seal package 
and fitness for duty (enhanced testing).  These examples were a preview of the type of 
exploration during upcoming table top exercises. 

 
Next Steps 

• NEI suggested that table top exercises should occur (in a public meeting setting) during 
the weeks of December 9 and December 16, 2013.  Prior to those exercises, NEI would 
send a suggested list of issues to table top.  The NRC expressed the potential desire to 
send NEI a list of issues the NRC may want to table top.  (Any and all lists will be made 
publicly available prior to the meeting.)  The industry representatives suggested there 
was about 8 hours of pre-work (per issue) required to ensure successful table topping. 

• The NRC will continue to explore the enhancements to the existing CER process 
enhancements, including the use of an expert panel as discussed during the meeting. 

• The NRC will hold a public meeting (possibly in December) on the case studies on the 
accuracy of cost/schedule estimates in NRC’s regulatory analyses. 

 
 
 
Enclosure: 
List of Attendees 
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LIST OF MEETING ATTENDEES 

 
Name Organization 
Jana Bergman Scientech 
Anthony Markley NRC 
John McCann Entergy 
Larry Campbell NRC 
Lawrence Kokajko NRC 
Joel Wiebe NRC 
Kimberly Keithline NEI 
Stanley Levinson AREVA 
Patrick O’Regan Epri 
Donald Dube ERIN Engineering 
Sunil Weerakkody NRC 
James Chapman Scientech 
Marissa Bailey NRC 
Howard Benowitz NRC 
Fernando Ferrante NRC 
Ching Ng NRC 
Antonios Zoulis NRC 
Shana Helton  NRC 
Adrian Heymer NEI 
Biff Bradley NEI 
Tara Inverso NRC 
Pat Castleman NRC 
Tim Reed NRC 
Mike Rodriguez NRC 
Glenna Lappert NRC 
Stephen Odell Westinghouse 
Gary Becker Nuscale Power 
Allan Jelalian EPM, Inc. 
Tim Sande Enercon 
Ronald Gaston Exelon 
Paul Orlando New Jersey Department of Environmental 

Protection 
Barbara Taylor Texas (Department of State Health Services) 
Marvin Lewis Private Citizen 
Tim Mikulski US Army Safety Office 
Roy Linthicum Exelon Nuclear (Chairman, PWROG) 
Judy Schuerman Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality 
John Hawkinson Enercon 
Mike Stephens Florida Bureau of Radiation Control 
Kagen DelRio NCEMC 
Dan Cronin University of Florida Training Reactor 
Monica Orendi NRC (Region I) Agreement State Officer 
Michael Griffen Maryland Department of Environment 
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Evita Lagard Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality 
Leslie Collins Westinghouse 
Annie Caputo U.S. House Energy and Commerce 
Tom Houghton Certrec Corporation 
Thaddeus Swanek NEI 
Beth Murtha AREVA 
Bob Link AREVA 
Vijay Nilekani NEI 
Jim Riley NEI 
Jim Slider NEI 
Chris Earles NEI 
Gayle Elliot AREVA 
Brian McCabe Duke Energy 
Steven Dolley Platts 
Chuck Pierce Southern Company 
Matthew Tynan Hogan Lovells US LLP 
Pareez Golub EXCEL Services Corporation 
Harold Scott NRC 

 


