
 
 
 
 

May 12, 2014 
 
 
MEMORANDUM TO:  Matthew A. Mitchell, Chief 
    Projects Management Branch 
    Japan Lessons-Learned Project Directorate 
    Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
 
FROM:    Robert F. Kuntz, Senior Project Manager /RA/      
    Projects Management Branch 
    Japan Lessons-Learned Project Directorate 
    Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
 
SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF APRIL 2, 2014, PUBLIC MEETING ON 

IMPLEMENTATION OF NEAR-TERM TASK FORCE 
RECOMMENDATION 2.1, FLOODING HAZARD 
REEVALUATIONS, RELATED TO THE FUKUSHIMA 
DAI-ICHI NUCLEAR POWER PLANT ACCIDENT 

 
 
On April 2, 2014, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff held a Category 2 public 
meeting1 with stakeholders.  The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the flooding hazard 
reevaluations that are being performed as part of Recommendation 2.1 from 
“Recommendations for enhancing Reactor Safety in the 21st Century,” a report issued by the 
post-Fukushima Near-Term Task Force (NTTF) on July 12, 2011.2  On March 12, 2012, the 
NRC issued a request for information pursuant to Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
(10 CFR), Section 50.54(f) (hereafter referred to as the 50.54 (f) letter) to implement this 
recommendation.3   
 
The Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) presented4 an integrated assessment example, which is 
intended to demonstrate the use of a bounding, conservative probabilistic risk analysis (PRA) to 
evaluate the total plant response to a reevaluated flood hazard that is not bounded by the 
current design basis for a plant.5  NEI stated that the intent of the presentation was to discuss 
the overall approach presented in the example and receive initial, high-level feedback from the 
staff.  NEI requested that the staff not focus its comments on the hypothetical probabilistic flood 
hazard assessment (PFHA) contained in the example, but rather focus on the overall approach.     
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1 The original meeting notice is available via the Agencywide Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS) under 
Accession No. ML14078A105   
2 The NTTF report is available under ADAMS Accession No. ML111861807.   
3 The 50.54(f) letter is available under ADAMS Accession No. ML12053A340.   
4 NEI presentation on the simple PFH integrated assessment example is available under ADAMS Accession No. ML14122A108. 
5 The simple PFH integrated assessment example is available under ADAMS Accession No. ML14122A109. 
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The staff expressed that, because the overall approach was highly dependent on the outcomes 
of the hypothetical PFHA, it was not appropriate to neglect that aspect of the example. 
 
Overall, the staff expressed that the PFHA presented in the example did not meet available 
guidance and lacked the rigor that would be needed to support a PFHA and subsequent PRA.  
Moreover, the staff noted that the simplifying assumptions made regarding plant responses 
resulted in the loss of many insights that would have otherwise been gleaned from the 
performance of a PRA.         
 
NEI presented6 a discussion on integrated assessment examples.  NEI discussed the example 
of a scenario based evaluation of mitigation capability performed as part of the integrated 
assessment,7 which had been revised based on NRC comments provided in a previous public 
meeting.  The NRC staff provided additional comments on the revised example with particular 
emphasis on sections related to evaluation of manual actions because staff had not previously 
had the opportunity to perform a comprehensive review of those sections.  NEI stated that they 
would consider the staff’s comments and revise the document before distributing the example to 
the industry. 
 
NEI also presented an integrated assessment example8 that is an extension of the example NEI 
developed previously to illustrate an integrated assessment for a relatively simple situation.  The 
NRC staff provided comments on the “extended simple” example.  NEI stated they would revise 
the example and transmit it to the NRC for comment and discussion at a future public meeting. 
 
NEI presented several frequently asked questions (FAQs).  FAQ 179 addresses hazards 
considered in an integrated assessment.  The staff stated that the intent of some of the 
statements in the FAQ and associated answer could be more clearly stated to reduce ambiguity. 
However, based on clarifying explanations provided by NEI during the meeting, the staff had no 
additional comments. 
 
FAQ 3110 addresses interim actions.  The NRC staff had no comments on FAQ 31. 
 
FAQ 3311 addresses interim actions for partial mitigation.  The staff stated that the 50.54(f) letter 
indicates that licensees are requested to provide interim actions taken or planned to address the 
reevaluated hazard.  Staff will review the appropriateness of the actions on a site-by-site basis.  
The staff stated that they did not support development of the proposed FAQ. 
 
Prior to concluding the meeting, an opportunity for public comment was afforded.   
 
 
Enclosure:   
Lists of Attendees 

                                                 

6 NEI presentation on integrated assessment examples is available under ADAMS Accession No. ML14122A101. 
7 “Scenario based” integrated assessment example is available under ADAMS Accession No. ML14126A721. 
8 “Extended simple” integrated assessment example is available under ADAMS Accession No.  ML14126A732. 
9 FAQ17 is available under ADAMS Accession No.  ML14122A095. 
10 FAQ 31 is available under ADAMS Accession No.  ML14122A097. 
11 FAQ 33 is available under ADAMS Accession No.  ML14122A100. 
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of the hypothetical PFHA, it was not appropriate to neglect that aspect of the example. 
 
Overall, the staff expressed that the PFHA presented in the example did not meet available 
guidance and lacked the rigor that would be needed to support a PFHA and subsequent PRA.  
Moreover, the staff noted that the simplifying assumptions made regarding plant response 
resulted in the loss of many insights that would have otherwise been gleaned from the 
performance of a PRA.         
 
NEI presented1 a discussion on integrated assessment examples.  NEI discussed the example 
of a scenario based evaluation of mitigation capability performed as part of the integrated 
assessment,2 which had been revised based on NRC comments provided in a previous public 
meeting.  The NRC staff provided additional comments on the revised example with particular 
emphasis on sections related to evaluation of manual actions because staff had not previously 
had the opportunity to perform a comprehensive review of those sections.  NEI stated that they 
would consider the staff’s comments and revise the document before distributing the example to 
the industry. 
 
NEI also presented an integrated assessment example3 that is an extension of the example NEI 
developed previously to illustrate an integrated assessment for a relatively simple situation.  The 
NRC staff provided comments on the “extended simple” example.  NEI stated they would revise 
the example and transmit it to the NRC for comment and discussion at a future public meeting. 
 
NEI presented several frequently asked questions (FAQs).  FAQ 174 addresses hazards 
considered in an integrated assessment.  The staff stated that the intent of some of the 
statements in the FAQ and associated answer could be more clearly stated to reduce ambiguity. 
However, based on clarifying explanations provided by NEI during the meeting, the staff had no 
additional comments. 
 
FAQ 315 addresses interim actions.  The NRC staff had no comments on FAQ 31. 
 
FAQ 336 addresses interim actions for partial mitigation.  The staff stated that the 50.54(f) letter 
indicates that licensees are requested to provide interim actions taken or planned to address the 
reevaluated hazard. Staff will review the appropriateness of the actions on a site-by-site basis.  
The staff stated that they did not support development of the proposed FAQ. 
 
Prior to concluding the meeting, an opportunity for public comment was afforded.   
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6 NEI presentation on integrated assessment examples is available under ADAMS Accession No. ML14122A101. 
7 “Scenario based” integrated assessment example is available under ADAMS Accession No. ML14126A721. 
8 “Extended simple” integrated assessment example is available under ADAMS Accession No.  ML14126A732. 
9 FAQ17 is available under ADAMS Accession No.  ML14122A095. 
10 FAQ 31 is available under ADAMS Accession No.  ML14122A097. 
11 FAQ 33 is available under ADAMS Accession No.  ML14122A100. 
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