
 
 
 
 

July 11, 2014 
 
 
MEMORANDUM TO:  Matthew A. Mitchell, Chief 
    Hazards Management Branch 
    Japan Lessons-Learned Division 
    Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
 
FROM:    Robert F. Kuntz, Senior Project Manager  /RA/ 
    Hazards Management Branch 
    Japan Lessons-Learned Division 
    Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
 
SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF JUNE 12, 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 June 12, 2014, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff held a public meeting1 with 
stakeholders.  The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the flooding hazard reevaluations that 
are being performed as part of Recommendations 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 update on the status of integrated 
assessments examples that NEI has developed.  Included in NEIs summary was a discussion of 
the example of a “scenario based” evaluation performed as part of an integrated assessment.5  
NEI asked NRC staff if they had any further comments on the example.  The NRC staff stated 
that they do not have any further comments on the example.  NEI also stated that it intends to 
attach the integrated assessment examples to a guidance document to be issued to the 
industry. 
 
 
CONTACT:  Robert F. Kuntz, NRR/JLD 
         301-415-3733  

                                                 

1 The original meeting notice is available via the Agencywide Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS) under 
Accession No. ML14150A082.   
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. ML14184A293. 
5 The latest version of the scenario based integrated assessment example is available under ADAMS Accession No. ML14184A390. 
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NEI discussed a recent public meeting held by the NRC on May 22, 20146 at which a discussion 
of local intense precipitation was held.  Specifically, the May 22, 2014 meeting discussed NRC 
observations from its review of the Grand Gulf Nuclear Station, Unit 1 flood hazard reevaluation 
report (FHRR).  NEI questioned the staff on whether there was any additional feedback for the 
industry to consider.  The NRC staff stated that the intent of the public meeting was to discuss 
the staff’s observations in a public forum so that the licensee’s who have used a similar 
methodology for developing their FHRR’s were aware of the staff’s observations.  The NRC staff 
had no further feedback for NEI on the topic. 
 
NEI presented a white paper they had developed on local intense precipitation (LIP) warning 
time.7  NEI stated that the intent of the white paper is to develop guidance for licensees to 
establish “triggers” for when sites would implement LIP protection or mitigation plans.  NEI 
stated that the criteria presented in the white paper are intended to establish conservative 
“triggers” to ensure that plants begin actions in response to LIP when necessary.  NEI stated 
that they were not concerned with “false triggers” that would cause LIP response plans to be 
entered because these “false triggers” would enable plants to exercise their plans.  The NRC 
staff questioned NEI on figure 1 of the white paper.  The NEI white paper states that “LIP 
warning thresholds should be set conservatively based on less extreme (and more predictable) 
events to assure that active protection or mitigation can be executed prior to consequential 
flooding (point at which required Structure, System and Components are impacted by flooding 
levels) occurring.  Consequential flooding may occur prior to the peak LIP flooding level (see 
Figure 1).”  Figure 1 of the white paper graphically depicts the “consequential flooding level” 
above the design basis flood level.  The NRC staff asked NEI if reaching the “consequential 
flooding level” would require plants to shut down.  NEI stated that would be part of a site’s 
integrated assessment evaluation.  The NRC staff stated that sites should consider what is 
necessary to protect safety related components, including possibly shutting down the plant if the 
current design basis is exceeded.  The NRC staff also cautioned that more information would be 
required to support the “triggers” proposed in the white paper.  The staff also commented that 
NEI should consider incorporating the information in the white paper into NEI’s integrated 
assessment example illustrating a relatively simple situation involving manual actions so that the 
staff and licensees could see an example of how the guidance could be implemented.  NRC 
staff also asked whether the skill of the forecasts (as measured by threat scores, probability of 
detection, etc.) proposed for use in establishing triggers is adequate for the task.  NRC staff 
called attention to a recently published study8 on extreme quantitative precipitation forecast 
performance, and suggested that the establishment of triggers should take into account the 
information on forecast skill provided in the study.   
 
NEI discussed the use of site specific meteorology studies for predicting probable maximum 
precipitation for developing an FHRR.  Specifically, NEI asked the NRC staff if there were any 
lessons learned from the staff’s review of FHRR’s that have been submitted that incorporated a 
site specific meteorological study.  The NRC staff responded that they did not have any lessons 
learned to share at the time of the meeting.   
 

                                                 

6 A summary of the May 22, 2014 meeting is available under ADAMS Accession No. ML14156A378. 
7 NEI white paper on LIP warning time available under ADAMS Accession No. ML14184A442. 
8 Sukovich, E., F. Ralph, F. Barthold, D. Reynolds, and D. Novak, 2014: Extreme Quantitative Precipitation Forecast Performance at 
the Weather Prediction Center from 2001 to 2011. Wea. Forecasting. doi:10.1175/WAF-D-13-00061.1 
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NEI also discussed the schedule for submitting an integrated assessment.  As discussed in the 
50.54(f) letter, licensees whose reevaluated flooding hazard is not bounded by the current 
design basis for any hazard scenario are required to submit an integrated assessment 2 years 
after the FHRR is submitted.  NEI expressed concern that, since the NRC staff has not 
completed its review of the Category 1 sites who submitted their FHRR in March 2013, that the 
2 year requirement could present challenges for some licensees.  Therefore, NEI wished to 
engage the NRC staff on timelines for submission of the integrated assessments.  The NRC 
staff stated that it was not prepared to discuss revising the schedule for providing any required 
integrated assessments.   
 
Prior to concluding the meeting, an opportunity for public comment was afforded.   
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