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Jim,

As discussed a couple of weeks ago, | have compiled comments from the NRC staff regarding FAQ 33 and 35 and have
tried to summarize them as best as | understood them in preparation for the 8/21 public webinar.

Attached you will find the revised markup that you sent us for FAQ 33 and 35 with the NRC staff comments included. If
you have any questions, please let me know.

Thanks
Juan Uribe
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FAQ 33: HRR — Options for Interim Actions for Challenging HRRs

A. TOPIC: HRR — Options for Interim Actions for Challenging HRRs

Source document: March 1, 2013 Eric Leeds 50.54(f) Supplemental Information Letter Section:

B. DESCRIPTION:

What options could be considered to develop interim actions as part of the Hazard Reevaluat|on Report submittal
if the reevaluated hazard is particularly challenging?

March 1, 2013 Eric Leeds 50.54(f) Supplemental Information Letter states the o

“Inter/m Actions (Requested Informat/‘on Item 1.d)

describe in their 50.54(f) letter response interim actions, taken or,
hazard while the staff assesses the safety and regulatory significa

the NRC staff to assess their acceptability,
ssment and then implement permanent
ness of the interim actions in the
s}.and how these actions continue to

]

C. Initiator:

Name: Jim Ril
Date: 1/8/14

Phone: 202-739-8137

D. RESOLUTION: (Include ac ? | pages: 4 )
Inquiry number:

for Interim Act

fThe NRC'’s March 2012 50.54(f) cover letter states that the current regulatory approach and the resultant plant
capabilities provide confidence that an accident with consequences similar to the Fukushima accident is unlikely to
occur in the United States. The NRC letter concluded that continued plant operation and the continuation of
licensing activities do not pose an imminent risk to public health and safety. Regge_st_eg Information item 1.d of
Enclosure 2 to the' f&ﬁ:{etter S that the final report should contain “Interim evaluations and actions planned
to address any high ards relative to the design basis, prior to completion of the integrated
assessment described "necessary.”

The flooding reevaluations being performed in response to the NRC’s March 12, 2012 50.54(f) letter are for
beyond design basis events. As such, they do not constitute an immediate operability concern and are not
reportable outside of the response to the 50.54(f) letter unless the reevaluation results identify concerns with the
current licensing or design basis. Note however, that the new condition may need to be entered into the
corrective action program for evaluation.

Rev. 1a

Comment
the FAQ is t
intends to ¢

A1]: Staff is still unclear on what [
rying to address and the message it |
pnvey. Background with FAQ 31 |

'A2]: Staff is not entirely clear of
the

value added between this

paragraph (Fukushima-specific)

part of the paragraph stating
to submit interim actions,
independent of each other.




FAQ 33: HRR — Options for Interim Actions for Challenging HRRs

Concepts for Interi

Actions

Based on the conservatisms in the deterministic approaches being used to reevaluate flooding hazards in

accordance with pr
reevaluated hazard ex
reasonable. The time

relative risk(s) and fre

nt day methodology, these events could be very unlikely events. If the results of the

ceed the current design basis, interim actlons should be |mplemented Els soon as

Reevaluation Report (HRR). The time frame will also be impacted by the significanc

actions, and time needed to develop and implement them. Interim actions sl

maintain the key safe

iy as a result of
The NRC has describe
Also, the NRC inspect

insights on the appropri

In some cases, the se!
challenging to the CD

might be useful. Nete

specific hazards.
[General NRC Conce

calculated flooding eve

contact their NRC P

RC concerns ldenuﬁed dunng .
are shown in brad(ets usmg /ta//azed font. Licensees should keep the NRC concerns in
intended to mitigate their plant

: The NRC's main message during the discussion of this FAQ was that situations where the
t is particularly challenging need to be handled on a case-by-case basis. Licensees should
iect Manager prior to the HRR submittal to explain the conditions and explore options. In

vative corrfb?ﬁatlons of parameters and events defined by the various
UREGs 1SG documents and standards h‘he resultlng flooding hazard may

=

!

Rev. 1a

N

~ + comment [A9]: Define

| aspects.
> . { comment [A5]: Why was “integrity” deleted? |

- Comment [A3]: The scenario in which this

FAQ would be used is beyond the point of
performing the FHRR review. Therefore, it
should begin with the second sentence which is
the main purpose. The staff is hesitant on the
use of terminology such as “very unlikely
events”.

OB AR A

Comment [A4]: As soon as reasonable is an
ambiguous term and open to interpretation.
Interim actions, taken or planned, are to be
submitted during the FHRR and will be reviewed
by the staff. The timing for implementing the
actions is very site specific and will be
determined on a case by case basis. The rest of
the paragraph touches on some of these

| Comment [A6]: The hazard is defined by the
analysis parameters used and documented in
the FHRR.

Comment [A7]: Remove NRC general |
concerns from the body of the document

Comment [A8]: Inconsistent with “very
unlikely events” term. See comment J3.

|
TN L)

- - Comment [A10]: See comment A3. No value w
added.

Comment [A11]: This sentence needs
additional clarification. HHA?

Comment [A12]: Remove NRC general ﬁﬂ[
concemns from the body of the document




FAQ 33: HRR — Options for Interim Actions for Challenging HRRs

e Monitoring: Monitor the status of input parameters whose assumed values drive the reevaluated flood
hazard and take a graded approach to actions as those parameters approach their assumed values. This
monitoring should i ommunication and coordination with other federal a: ies that possess

information relevant to the hazard (e.q., USACE for dams, NWS for hurricanes and storm surge, etc.).

For example, if conditions indicate that the probability of a challenge to a dam is increasing, r
communication should be established with the dam operator to determine ossibility of increased

monitoring and inspection of the dam'’s condition. If a dam failure evaluatio :’assumes a 100 year snow
pack, monitor the actual snow pack at an appropriate frequency, incr > the frequency if a defined \
threshold is reached, engage the operator of the dam to evaluate z water management if the snow |
pack continues to increase, and shutdown the plant if the 100 year k is reached and the resulting |
ﬂood cannot be fully protected or mitigated. In addition, |ns i

f

§jmilar

FLEX equipment storage locations, connection pOI‘
the flood height and conditions determined by the r
functionality are maintained.

: 'Qns'a strategy such as removing the
vessel head, floodin e vesse inal, and allowi‘éﬂood waters to enter site buildings
with the possible |oss © 3 provide the necessary cooling function, may be
necessary.

E. NRC Review:

Not Necessary_x
Explanatlon Ri

E. Industry Approval:

Documentation Method: Date:

Rev. 1a

A13]: It should be ensured that

procedures are in
in order to take credit for

A14]: Remove NRC general
the body of the document .




FAQ 33: HRR — Options for Interim Actions for Challenging HRRs

G. NRC Acceptance

Interpretation Agency Position

Documentation Method: N/A Date:

Rev. 1a




FAQ 035: HRR Revisions

A. TOPIC: HRR Revision Process

Source document: Fukushima Response 50.54(f) letter Enclosure 2 Section: Required Response
B. DESCRIPTION:

REQUIRED RESPONSE item 2 states that licensees must submit Hazard Reevaluation Reports (HRRS) in
accordance with the NRC's prioritization plan and within 1 to 3 years after the date of the information request
letter. The description of the response is silent on when and how to submit updated information that changes
the results previously submitted in the HRR. Under what circumstances and processes should updated information
to the HRR be submitted?

C. Initiator:
Name: Jim Riley Phone: 202-739-8137
Date: 06/26/4314 E-Mail: jhr@nei.org

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

Inquiry number: 035 Priority: H

The NRC prefers that HRRs not be revised except in the case where the licensee finds an error in the initial
submittal because a revised submittal would be a burden on NRC resources (since their review might have to be
restarted) and would cause a delay in closure of the 50.54(f) response. However, licensees may have additional

compelling reasons for revising their HRRs such as jm, assumptions model nalysis._Inany |

case, if a revised HRR submittal is planned, inform the NRC in advance and explain the reason for the change.

There are fwo aspects ko the question of HRR revision: (1) under what circumstances is it worthwhile to revise |

and resubmit the HRR, and (2) when should the revision be submitted to minimize disruptions in the review
process.

Circumstances

HRR revisions are expensive for the licensee and challenging to the overall 50.54(f) response schedule and to NRC
review resources. Revisions would normally not be undertaken unless the changes are significant. However, *

significance is not measured only by changes in flood level, for example:
e If an error is discovered in the evaluation, the NRC should be informed and a revision would normally be
submitted. ver, if rror i ntive (i.e., it will ff importan fi
or fl rotection or change plan se) a revi bmittal may not be necessary),. 0000
¢ Small relative changes in flood level can have a large effect on the plant if the change in water level either
avoids or causes overtopping of a flood barrier.

¢ Revisions to hazard evaluations that substantially impact warning time could either prevent or allow
completion of manual actions that would otherwise not be possible, or allow use of passive protection in
place of more costly measures such as automatic protection or mitigation.

Ultimately, a revised HRR submittal should not be undertaken unless the original HRR was in error or the

improvement in results allows | reduction n plant response such that the benefits outweigh the cost of revision. |

33]: It should still be




FAQ 035: HRR Revisions

Qanned”) SH m—

thereasensst

ets-the-HRR-HRR revisions can be submitted at any time, but the following options descnbe

2. Submit a revised hazard énalysis in response to a RAI on the HRR submittal. Reor:)gnizing the time limit
for responding to most RAIS, if the updated analysis has not already been completed the response could

commit to completing an updated analysis by a specified datel

3. Submit the new
has required si
Rew-hazard-ana
information co
flooding respo

w hazard analysis information as the basis for an update to the interim actions. The NRC
tes to notlfy them |f there are any changes to the mterlm actlons I|sted in the HRR. Fhe
g - The new
uld impact margln (posntlvely or negatlvely) and would provide a basns for revisions to the
nse strategy.

4. Include the new hazard analysis information as part of the Integrated Assessment (IA) and address both

the original an

d revised hazards in parallel showing the consequences of, and response to, both the HRR

flooding level and the updated HMR flooding level.
5. Include the new hazard analysis information as an addendum or revision to the initial IA alerg

withsubmittal.
the updated h

This should include a description of the impaetschanges to the IA conclusions caused by
azard analysis.

Any of these approaches would put the new information on the docket and, depending on the timing of the

submittal, either enabl
to be used in the Inte
response process.

Revision:_8b0d

e the NRC to recognize its effects on margin as they make their decision on hazard inputs

Date:_ 6/4008/01/14

e review Qrocess Net&tha%ﬂheﬂew—haeaféﬂﬁa#yasaﬂfe&na&emssubﬁﬂ&ed-suﬁﬁeenﬂy

grated Assessment, or influence any regulatory action taken during Phase 2 of the 50.54(f)

E. NRC Review:

Not Necessary
Explanation:

Necessary

F. Industry Approval:

Documentation Method:

Date:

G. NRC Acceptance:

Interpretation

Agency Position

Documentation Method: Date:

letter?

&

- Comment [J5]: If the intent is to revise from

the beginning, why doesn’t
an extension as discussed in the March 1, 2013

the licensee request

- Comment [J6]: It would be helpful to have
advanced notification of

the reason to revise the

FHRR and a clear understanding of the extent
of the planned revision.




