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Industry Comments on Draft Revision 1 to Interim Staff Guidance JLD-ISG-2012-01 

Item Issue ISG Position Industry Response 

1 Rationale 4. The specifications of NEI 12-06, 
Revision 1A, for the performance of 
assessments of the mitigating strategies 
under the reevaluated flooding hazards 
under the March 12, 2012, 50.54(f) letter, 
provides an appropriate methodology for 
licensees to resolve issues being tracked 
related to the mitigating strategies and the 
reevaluated flooding hazards in a manner 
that aligns with the proposed MBDBE 
rulemaking.  

Industry suggests this paragraph be worded as follows: 

4. The specifications of NEI 12-06, Revision 1A, for the 
performance of assessments of the mitigating strategies for 
the reevaluated flooding and seismic hazards developed in 
response to the March 12, 2012, 50.54(f) letter, provide an 
appropriate methodology for licensees to address the 
reevaluated hazards in a manner that aligns with the 
proposed MBDBE rulemaking. 

2 Implementation Except in those cases in which a licensee 
or construction permit (CP) holder 
proposes an alternative method for 
complying with Order EA-12-049, the NRC 
staff will use the methods described in this 
ISG to evaluate licensee and CP holder 
compliance as presented in submittals 
required in Order EA-12-049.  

Industry suggests this paragraph be worded as follows: 

Except in those cases in which a licensee or construction 
permit (CP) holder proposes an alternative method for 
complying with Order EA-12-049, the NRC staff will use the 
methods described in this ISG to evaluate licensee and CP 
holder compliance as presented in submittals required in 
Order EA-12-049. The methods described in Revision 0 of 
JLD-ISG-2012-01, combined with plant-specific alternatives 
that have been previously approved by the NRC staff, remain 
an acceptable method of establishing compliance with Order 
EA-12-049. 

3 Development and 
Implementation Process 

1. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NRC) Order EA-12-049, “Order Modifying 
Licenses with Regard to Requirements for 
Mitigation Strategies for Beyond-Design-
Basis External Events” [Reference 1] 
requires that applicants or licensees 
develop and implement guidance and to 

Industry suggests this paragraph be worded as follows: 

1. U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Order EA-12-
049, “Order Modifying Licenses with Regard to Requirements 
for Mitigation Strategies for Beyond-Design-Basis External 
Events” [Reference 1] requires that applicants or licensees 
develop, implement, and maintain guidance and strategies to 
maintain or restore core cooling, containment and spent fuel 
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maintain or restore core cooling, 
containment and spent fuel pool (SFP) 
cooling capabilities…….. 

pool (SFP) capabilities ….. 

4 Establishment of Baseline 
Coping Capability 

Staff Position a) Initial and boundary 
conditions do not accurately reflect a loss 
of all ac power condition. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Staff Position 1.2 Contingencies for Loss of 
All Alternating Current Power 

The industry does not agree with this clarification and 
concludes that it is a substantial change to the definition of 
an extended loss of ac power (ELAP) that was used to 
develop the mitigating strategies. This clarification was not 
included in JLD-ISG-2012-01, Rev. 0 and no changes have 
been made to the definition of an ELAP condition that 
warrants this clarification being included now. The mitigating 
strategies were developed assuming the initial and boundary 
conditions as described in NEI 12-06 Sections 3.2.1.3.1 and 
3.2.1.3.2 existed at time zero in the sequence of events. The 
proposed clarification would add a requirement that loss of 
ac power at time zero would also include the loss of station 
batteries and associated dc buses along with ac power from 
buses fed by station batteries through inverters. This 
condition was not considered at the onset of the event in the 
development of the mitigating strategies and is clearly not 
intended as noted in Sections 1.3 and 3.2.1.3.2.  

This staff position is not necessary if the definition of ELAP is 
not changed as noted above. The guidance does provide 
additional defense-in-depth as noted to address the potential 
for local manual initiation of core cooling as well as to 
address the potential loss of ac power from buses fed by 
station batteries through inverters but this loss is not 
assumed to occur at time zero. Eliminating Staff Position a) 
as recommended would obviate the need for Staff Position 
1.2.  

5 Establishment of Baseline 
Coping Capability 

Staff Position b) ….However, maintenance 
of the guidance and strategies requires 
that the estimate of capability be kept 
current to reflect plant conditions following 

It is not clear what is being clarified that is not already 
addressed by Section 11.8 Configuration Control. This section 
addresses assessing the impact of facility changes to ensure 
FLEX strategies are not adversely impacted. Additionally, the 
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facility changes such as modification or 
equipment outages.  

guidance addresses the unavailability of equipment. The 
industry does not believe this clarification is necessary, but 
rather, that it creates a lack of clarity in that it implies 
something in addition to Section 11.8 is needed.  

6 Establishment of Baseline 
Coping Capability 

Staff Position c) It is not clear what this staff position clarifies. It seems to be 
simply endorsing what the guidance says rather than 
providing any clarification of the guidance and yet is included 
in a list of clarifcations.  

7 Establishment of Baseline 
Coping Capability 

Staff Position d).1 The use of Level C 
validation methods should be limited to 
those tasks, manual actions and decisions 
that do not have a time constraint for the 
strategy to be successful. 

It does not appear that a clarification is needed as Level C 
validation is limited in the guidance to those tasks, manual 
actions and decisions that do not have a time constraint for 
the strategy to be successful. Clarification has been added to 
the description of Level C validation in Section E.5.1.2 of 
Appendix E. 

 

8 Establishment of Baseline 
Coping Capability 

Staff Position d).2 Level B vs Level A 
validation 

Footnote 17 on page 97 of NEI 12-06, Revision 1A 
erroneously establishes the basis of using a Level B validation 
for time-sensitive actions started between 6 and 24 hours 
solely on the availability of additional personnel. This is not 
the case and, as such, the footnote has been deleted. 
Validation is performed based on the nature of the task to 
determine if it can be performed within the time constraint 
with reasonable confidence. If the validation did not provide 
reasonable confidence, then applying additional resources to 
the task is one option that can be considered to establish 
reasonable confidence if additional personnel would 
effectively improve task performance.  

With this change, the industry does not believe the 
clarification is needed. 

9 Establishment of Baseline 
Coping Capability 

Staff Position d).2 Integrated Reviews The last sentence of the staff position provides a clarification 
that would imply the guidance in Appendix E for performing 
the integrated review is not sufficient. The guidance as 
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written does address adjusting procedures and revalidating 
tasks if there is not reasonable confidence that the task, 
manual action or decision can be completed within the time 
constraint. The industry does not see the need for 
clarification and the clarification only creates a lack of clarity 
as it implies that something in addition to the guidance is 
needed but does not provide clarifying guidance.  

10 Phased Approach Background and 1.1.1 Phased Approach In Revision 1A of NEI 12-06 the description of Phase 2 was 
changed to “Augment or transition from plant equipment to 
on-site FLEX equipment and consumables to maintain or 
restore key functions.” The description of Phase 2 in the 
Background and Section 1.1.1 of the ISG retain the previous 
language for Phase 2 and should be changed.  

11 Phased Approach Sections 1.1.1.1, 1.1.1.2 and 1.1.1.3 The language in these sections should refer to “plant 
equipment” and “FLEX equipment” vs installed equipment 
and portable equipment, respectively.  

12 Programmatic Controls for 
Unavailability 

Staff Position: Section 11.5.3 of NEI 12-06, 
Revision 1A….. 

Unavailability is addressed in Section 11.5.4 

13 Treatment of Reevaluated 
Seismic Hazards 

Section 6.1- The ISG provides the 
guidance for performing the mitigating 
strategy assessment for the reevaluated 
seismic hazard. 

Attached to this submittal is proposed Revision 2 to NEI 12-
06. It includes Appendix H which provides guidance for 
performing the mitigating strategies assessments for the 
reevaluated seismic hazard. The guidance in Appendix H 
should be endorsed and replace the guidance provided in 
Section 6.1 of the ISG.  

14 (Modified) Mitigating 
Strategies 

Section 6.2.1- Sections G.4.1 and G.4.2 of 
Appendix G to NEI 12-06, Revision 1A 
discuss a method to assess or modify the 
mitigating strategies to show they provide 
reasonable protection from the new 
flooding hazard information, referred to as 
mitigating strategies flood hazard 
information. 

Industry suggests this paragraph be worded as follows: 

Sections G.4.1 and G.4.2 of Appendix G to NEI 12-06, 
Revision 1A discuss a method to assess or modify the 
mitigating strategies to show they remain capable of 
mitigating the new flooding hazard information, referred to 
as mitigating strategies flood hazard information. 
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15 Alternate Mitigating 
Strategies 

Section 6.2.2- Section G.4.3 of 
Appendix G to NEI 12-06, Revision 1A 
discusses a method to develop AMS to 
provide reasonable protection for the 
reevaluated flood hazards.  

Industry suggests this paragraph be worded as follows: 

Section G.4.3 of Appendix G to NEI 12-06, Revision 1A 
discusses a method to develop an AMS to mitigate the 
mitigating strategies flood hazard information. 

16 Targeted Hazard Mitigating 
Strategies 

Section 6.2.3- Section G.4.4 of 
Appendix G to NEI 12-06, Revision 1A 
discusses a method to develop 
targeted hazard mitigating strategies 
(THMS) to address the reevaluated 
flooding hazards. 

Industry suggests this paragraph be worded as follows: 

Section G.4.4 of Appendix G to NEI 12-06, Revision 1A 
discusses a method to develop targeted hazard mitigating 
strategies (THMS) to mitigate the mitigating strategies 
flooding hazard information. 

17 Targeted Hazard Mitigating 
Strategies 

Staff Position: Development of a THMS 
that provides a capability to mitigate the 
BDBEE by mitigating or preventing an ELAP 
that would occur as a result of the BDBEE 
through exhaustion of fuel for operating 
emergency power sources is an acceptable 
method of providing reasonable protection 
for the reevaluated flooding hazard when 
the hazard level for the THMS is identified.  
Section G.4.4 of Appendix G of NEI 12-06, 
Revision 1A provides an acceptable method 
to develop THMS to resolve issues 
identified with the reevaluated flooding 
hazards.  

The first sentence is not clear and seems to limit the use of a 
THMS to situations where an ELAP would occur due to the 
exhaustion of fuel sources to operating emergency power 
sources. A THMS would be used when the reevaluated flood 
hazard information results in the existing mitigating 
strategies not being implementable and other strategies 
being necessary, that include opening the containment, to 
maintain or restore core cooling. The staff position needs to 
clearly express acceptance for the opening of containment 
since Order EA-12-049 stipulates maintaining containment 
capability. Clarification has been added to Section G.1 
Introduction, of Appendix G that the THMS will not maintain 
or restore the containment capability. 

18 Spent Fuel Pool Spray 
Strategy 

The NRC seeks comment on whether 
continuing to require the SFP spray 
strategy under Order EA–12–049 is 
warranted in light of the analyses 
performed for NUREG–2161, or whether 
the need for this strategy should be limited 
or removed. 

The industry position is that the SFP spray strategy is not 
warranted in light of both the cited NRC study as well as an 
industry study being performed under Seismic Evaluation 
Guidance Spent Fuel Pool Integrity Evaluation EPRI 
3002007148. As such, it is proposed that the SFP spray 
strategy be removed from NEI 12-06. To this end, in the 
proposed Revision 2 of NEI 12-06 attached, the SFP spray 
strategy has been removed.  

 


