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PROCEEDINGS
8:31 a.m.

CHAIRMAN BLEY: The meeting will now come
to order. This is the first day of the 634th meeting
of the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards.

During today®"s meeting, the committee will
consider the following: additional guidance to
support the closure plan for the reevaluation of
flooding hazards; review of Fukushima Tier 2 Group 3
recommendation regarding other natural hazards
screening evaluations; the NuScale Topical Report TR-
0515-13952, Risk Significance Determination, Use of
RAW Importance Measures, R-A-W; preparation of ACRS
reports.

This meeting 1is being conducted in
accordance with the provisions of the Federal Advisory
Committee Act. Mr. Mike Snodderly is the Designhated
Federal Official for the initial portion of this
meeting.

We have received no written comments or
requests to make oral statements from members of
public regarding today"s sessions.

There will be a phone bridge line. To
preclude interruption of the meeting, the phone will

be placed in the [listen-in mode during the
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presentations and committee discussion.

A transcript of portions of the meeting is
being kept and it iIs requested that the speakers use
one of the microphones, identify themselves, and speak
with sufficient clarity and volume that they can be
readily heard.

I also want to make you aware that this
meeting is being webcast with the ability to view our
presentation slides on the web. Those out on the
bridge line might want to do that primarily because
the audio 1is better and you can Tfollow the
presentations through the vugraphs. You can dial into
the bridge line or you can connect through the NRC"s
public meeting website and click on the link. It
usually works and the sound iIs reported to be very
good. In fact, 1°ve listened to it. It is. IF it
doesn®t work, please call our office.

The committee would like to introduce and
welcome Yvonne Wall. Yvonne comes to us from the
Office on Nuclear Security and Incident Response on a
three-month rotational assignment as the Executive
Director”s Administrative Assistant. Welcome, Yvonne.

At this point, 1711 turn the meeting over
to Member Stetkar, to lead us through the first topic.

MEMBER STETKAR: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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111 make this introduction brief. This session is
inter-staff guidance on activities related to focused
evaluations and integrated assessment of external
flooding hazard. Our Fukushima Subcommittee reviewed
the matter really recently. It seems so long ago, but
a couple of weeks ago on April 22nd, so this should be
fresh in the minds of most of our members.

I think the staff will lead us in their
introduction through the torturous path of how we got
to where we are with this topic. And with that, 1"l
turn over the proceedings to Mohamed Shams.

MR. SHAMS: Thank you. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman and distinguished members. | just want to
take a minute and lay out what we"re trying to do here
in our presentation.

As Dr. Stetkar indicated, we were here a
couple of weeks ago and we had the opportunity to
interact with the subcommittee and go in detail over
the guidance itself. So I don"t want to belabor that,
so it is again a guidance about evaluating plant
responses to flooding. We"ve taken on an activity
related to the Japan Lessons Learned activities
related to the Fukushima accidents to reevaluate the
hazards for all sites, for all operating reactor

sites. So this activity is to describe the guidance
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7

related to sites that have exceedance in a hazard and
how they are going to deal with it.

Part of the feedback we received last when
we talked with the subcommittee, was to explain the
landscape on how this activity fits in the broader
scope of our reevaluated hazard. To just put a
pointer on that, late last year or middle of last
year, the Commission directed us to carry on with two
activities. One relates to ensuring that mitigating
strategies are protected and deployable for the
reevaluated hazard and one relates to continuing with
the 50.54(F) letter assessment such that we have the
ability to identify any additional safety margin
enhancements that one can identify.

This guidance relates to the 50.54(F)
letter assessment again searching for additional
safety enhancements. We"ve been interacting with you
on the mitigating strategies, reevaluation under the
mitigating beyond design basis rule. That"s where the
guidance is. That"s where the activities reside. And
we met with you on that, again, on the 22nd. And we
plan to meet again later on this year to talk with you
again and get your iInsights on the guidance.

So we"ll go through that. we"ll go

through the guidance itself and what the guidance
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entails and our clarifications, if any. And we"ll
also lay out for you the landscape and hopefully we
may be clear this time around what we"re doing and
where this activity fits.

With that, 1°11 turn it over to Eric and
look forward to your comments and questions on this
activity.

MR. BOWMAN: Thank you, Mohamed. Good
morning, Chairman, members of the committee. 1°m Eric
Bowman. 1"m a Special Advisor in the Japan Lessons
Learned Division. 1 had the privilege of briefing the
subcommittee on the 22nd of April on the interim staff
guidance document that"s the subject of this
presentation. That number is JLD-1SG-2016-01 and it
provides guidance for the focused evaluations and the
revised version of the integrated assessment process
for licensees responding to the 50.54(f) on external
flooding reevaluation.

The purpose of the guidance is to provide
guidance for the closure of the hazard reevaluation
process by endorsing an industry developed guidance
document, NEI 16-05, with some clarifications in order
to give us a graded approach to identify the need for
and to prioritize the scope of the integrated

assessments. The revised integrated assessment
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process under this interim staff guidance document
using NEI 16-05 will provide an input to an additional
guidance document we are In the process of developing
that will lay out the criteria for regulatory decision
making.

As Mo mentioned, we committed to providing
the committee with a presentation, a map if you will,
of how everything fits together with respect to the
mitigating strategies and the hazard reevaluation.
This 1s a large, if you will, 50,000-foot view of the
lay of the land for it. We"ve got two separate
processes going on with respect to addressing the
reevaluated hazards.

On the left is a depiction of what we"re
terming the mitigation strategies assessments and
those are intended to evaluate the mitigating
strategies that were developed by the licensees under
the mitigating strategies order to show that either
they are capable of mitigating -- addressing the
reevaluated flood hazard levels, or they can be
modified in order to address those reevaluated flood
hazards.

On the right hand side of the slide is
what®"s going on with the 50.54(Ff) process for the

reevaluated hazards. In this ISG, we"re going through
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a focused evaluation to give us the graded approach in
order to screen out licensees that we do not believe
will have a potential for safety improvements that
would justify further regulatory action.

IT a licensee does not screen out, they
would go down the process of conducting the revised
integrated assessments and then we®"d go into the
follow-on guidance that we"ll be developing for the
regulatory decision making.

VICE CHAIRMAN CORRADINI: So all licensees
have to go through the blue and the green?

MR. BOWMAN: Yes.

VICE CHAIRMAN CORRADINI: So -- 1 was
afraid you were going to make it more complicated.

MEMBER STETKAR: It gets a lot simpler.

MR. SHAMS: Let me go back to just a
slight correction, the previous slide, can | go back
to the previous slide?

So all licensees go through the blue. The
green, not quite. Some licensees that their hazard,
their evals did not exceed their current license and
current design basis would not need to go through the
green. They"re already closed out.

MEMBER STETKAR: 1Is that what screen out

means?
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MR. SHAMS: We can think it as such, but

MEMBER RICCARDELLA: Actually, it would be
the screen out before even getting to this guidance
because their reevaluated flood hazards did not exceed
the design basis flood hazard level.

MEMBER STETKAR: When you say -- but for
clarity, when you say "this guidance™ you mean JLD-
1SG-2016-01.

MR. BOWMAN: The guidance that is under
consideration by the committee in this meeting. But
when 1 speak of licensees, 1°m only speaking of
operating reactor licensees, operating power reactor
licensees. We are not talking about combined license
holders that just got their licenses through the
Office of New Reactors. They were not subject to the
50.54(F) letter.

VICE CHAIRMAN CORRADINI: Okay, but can 1
say it back to you since 1 played hooky that Friday.
I wasn®"t here. So what we"re speaking about today is
guidance for the green path?

MR. BOWMAN: Yes, correct.

VICE CHAIRMAN CORRADINI: And we"ve yet to
see -- or we"re still in discussion, as | understand

it, with the guidance for the blue path. Because
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we"re going to revisit that and all its complicity in
July.

MR. SHAMS: Yes and no. We"ve been
interacting with you on this. You"ve seen Appendix G
related to flooding and now we"ve talked to the
subcommittee about also the updates on the seismic
size as well --

MEMBER STETKAR: Mohamed, to get people
indexed quickly, think blue path is Appendix G and H
to NEI-1206. Okay, if that will settle in. And the
draft regulatory guide that will be a compendium of
that will eventually go on with the rulemaking, you
have the mitigation of beyond design basis external
events rulemaking. That"s the blue path stuff.

The green path stuff is what we"re talking
about today, but as they"ll say there®s sort of a --
they"re not completely independent.

MR. SHAMS: When 1 say yes and no, we
provided some. We owe you some more and we"ll come
back and talk with you later on.

MEMBER STETKAR: But what we"re talking
about in July is the continuation of the green path
stuff.

MR. SHAMS: Correct.

MEMBER STETKAR: But July right at the
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moment.

MR. SHAMS: Right. We"ll talk a little
later on that.

MEMBER STETKAR: We"ll talk about that
later.

MR. SHAMS: Yes.

MEMBER RAY: John or -- the thing that
interests me is how the green path is being affected
as we"re in it now by what we anticipate occurring in
the blue path. And 1 don®"t know whether that"s what
this slide -- | was waiting to see if that"s what this
slide is going to tell me, but that"s what I"m most
interested in. How is it, as we look at the green
path, we"re paying attention to oh well, but we"re
going to solve this over in the blue path.

MR. BOWMAN: Okay, to try and give you a
preview, they are fundamentally following different
regulatory processes, but we are recognizing that
there is a lot of work that"s being done on the
individual paths that can be relied upon in the other
path in order to achieve efficiency iIn the use of
resources and make 1t a more effective overall effort.

MEMBER RAY: 1 realize this is very hard
to articulate as to exactly how this takes place, but

it seems clear that the green path is being influenced
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by the blue path. The question is how. It"s not just
flooding.

So as | say, one more time, that"s what is
of most interest to me. [1"m not quite able to digest
what John said about the appendices, but the
interaction and to what extent going down the green
path we"re keeping in mind, oh well, but we"re going
to go down the blue path, too, and that®"s going to
enable us to do something different than the green
path than we would if there were no blue path. That"s
what I1°m most interested in.

MR. BOWMAN: And I think we"ve articulated
very well -- we"re actually very cognizant of the fact
that the two paths are parallel, they iInteract with
each other. You"ll see in the guidance that we have
specific revisions on if assessments were done in the
blue path, you need to take or can have the
opportunity to take advantage of that iIn the green
path.

Also, at the end of the green path when
one assesses what additional safety enhancements need
to be added, one would have to recognize that there
are safety enhancements gained already in the blue
path and to what degree we want to add beyond what

we"ve already achieved in the blue path.
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MEMBER RAY: Well, basically, the blue
path stems from the idea that we may exceed the design
basis. We need to be able to mitigate that. But then
it raises the gquestion inevitably to what extent do we
not make changes that would otherwise be made in the
design basis because we have the mitigating
capability. And that"s -- | know at the Commission
level that®"s a huge issue for the Agency as a whole,
and | just think we ought to try and focus on that
enough so that we understand it and it isn"t just
somewhere in the background, but we don®"t know how it
works.

MR. SHAMS: Yes, it is not and that"s
actually -- it is not forgotten, 1 should say. And it
is the focus of the Phase 2 guidance which is the
reason it"s difficult because we"re trying to draw
that line in the sand to what degree we should take
credit for the mitigating strategy, not over sell it
and also not under sell it.

MEMBER RICCARDELLA: Could I just try to
understand? As | understand it, the blue path refers
to ability to deal with two certain things, loss of
offsite power and loss of access to the ultimate heat
sink.

MR. BOWMAN: That is true to a certain
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extent. It"s more complicated than that and 111 get
to that.

MEMBER RICCARDELLA: But I would think the
green path may have to consider some different
scenarios, right?

MR. BOWMAN: Oh, yes.

MEMBER RICCARDELLA: Maybe not so much for
flooding, but certainly for seismic you would have to
consider things that happened that aren®t necessarily
related to those two specific things.

MR. SHAMS: In a lot of ways, the green
path is a bit more actually free, in the sense that
it"s free In the sense that the event that happens and
whatever consequential failures that come from that
event are considered and those that did not happen
would not be considered.

MEMBER RICCARDELLA: Right.

MR. SHAMS: On the other hand, the blue
path is a very determined, stylized event that we
start with.

MR. BOWMAN: IT you will, 1 can run
through this diagram quickly and try to lay out how
things Interact and then after that, we can answer any
questions or clear up anything that I°ve made even

less clear by talking about this slide.
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This is a more detailed depiction than the
prior slide that includes the regulatory instruments
that were issued. Where we see the boundary between
the order that was issued after the Fukushima event on
the mitigating strategies and the upcoming mitigation
at the end, design basis events rulemaking, and what
the guidance that"s directing what"s happening, as
well as on the right side what®"s going on with the
50.54(f) letter and the direction we"ve received from
the Commission on the subject.

Starting on the top left part, after
Fukushima Daiichi, we issued the mitigating strategies
order. That"s Order EA-12-049 and the licensees, the
operating power reactor Jlicensees, have Dbeen
developing and implementing the mitigating strategies
taking iInto account for the most part the external
hazards at the current design basis levels. Those
levels were informed by other processes going on to
the extent that they could. Licensees took into
account what they believed would be the outcome of the
hazard evaluations that were underway in response to
the regulatory instrument on the right-hand side of
this vugraph which is the request for information that
was 1issued on the same day as the orders under

50.54(f) to reevaluate seismic and flooding hazards.
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In the guidance document for the
mitigating strategies and that"s in this box here, our
interim staff guidance document, JLD-1SG-2012-01 at
its endorsement of NEI 12-06, Revision 0, for the
flooding hazards, we had licensees look to flooding
evaluations that had been accomplished for adjacent
sites, nearby early site permits, and other
information they might have rather than merely looking
to the information that was in the final safety
evaluation or safety analysis reports, so that they
had a better understanding of what they would likely
need to be able to address in the end.

Going down the request for information
path on the reevaluated hazards, we had a couple of
interactions with the Commission on the situation, in
order to try and harmonize the efforts that were going
on, on both the part of the licensees and on the part
of the staff, for the development of mitigating
strategies and the reevaluation of the flooding hazard
in particular. The first of those iInteractions was a
document that went up to the Commission, COMSECY-14-
0037. You had a number of interactions with us on
that and provided a recommendation to the Commission
on the subject.

In that interaction, we had suggested the
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integration of the two bodies of work viewing that the
establishment of mitigating strategies that were
capable of addressing the reevaluated hazard would
provide sufficient safety benefits to essentially make
the regulatory decision making for the 50.54(F) letter
no longer an evaluated activity.

The Commission directed that we instead
continue down the path of having the mitigating
strategies order, the strategies that were developed
under that order, address the reevaluated flooding
hazards and still look to the results of the 50.54(f)
reevaluation of the flooding hazard to see if there
would be any more safety gains that would be worth
achieving through regulatory action. And that"s what
we are working on iIn this interim staff guidance
document, JLD-1SG-2016-01, that"s the subject of
today®"s meeting and the follow-on document that"s
under development for the regulatory decision making.

VICE CHAIRMAN CORRADINI: So I think I get
it, but can I say it back to you in simpler terms, or
at least in my terms?

MR. BOWMAN: You can try.

VICE CHAIRMAN CORRADINI: Okay, so the
current policy as determined by the Commission is that

if 1 do the reevaluation, let"s forget about colors,
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because 1"ve got to do the reevaluation regardless,

and 1 do the reevaluation in the presence of
mitigating strategies, | don"t have to redesign -- 1
don®"t have to change my design base. | can simply

mitigate against the design base if | exceed it.

MR. BOWMAN: That is a potential outcome.
However, the regulatory decision making under the
50.54(f) letter will need to look into the licensee
has established a capability to mitigate without
changing the design basis of the revised reevaluated
flooding hazard level. There may be a safety benefit
from in addition to the mitigating strategies capable
of addressing the flooding level doing something else.
Because i1t may be more effective to, for example,
protect a set of emergency diesel generators and
prevent the loss of all AC power, rather than going
down the path of mitigating the loss of all AC power.

MEMBER RAY: That"s key, what you just
said, that example. It"s just an example, but it"s
very important because there®s maybe a tendency to cut
it off and say we don"t need to worry about it because
we can mitigate it if It happens, but the benefit
opportunity would be missed in that case.

MR. BOWMAN: Exactly. And there is an

interaction between what is the actual risk that"s
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posed by the reevaluated flood hazard level. Do we
have the current state of the art iIn the flooding
evaluations to say that it is a 10° flood or a 10° or
10“. And we"ll talk about that that a little bit
later on In the presentation.

VICE CHAIRMAN CORRADINI: So one last
thing, 1t"s kind of not on your plate, but I"m sure
you"re thinking about it. If I were to look at the 99
current operating plants and 1 do a little event tree
that you"ve got to do this first and this second and
this third and then I get a binary step that nah, no,
I screened out, so I"m okay, but no I didn"t screen
out, so I"ve got to do this.

Have you thought through how all this
plays out relative to all the various things? |
assume the industry has and they"re going to explain
to us how they thought about it. But to me, I™m
curious if staff has figured out how all this plays
out through numbers going through these various
pathways or has there not been enough evaluation even
to determine? Do you see what 1"m asking?

MR. SHAMS: If I understand that question
correctly --

VICE CHAIRMAN CORRADINI: In other words,

are 70 -- to pick numbers -- are 70 of them screened

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

22

out through the simpler boxes and I"m only dealing
with 29 or am 1 dealing with 70 that I had to go
through these?

MR. BOWMAN: In the flooding area, we
believe that for the revised iIntegrated assessments,
we will wind up with on the order of 10 to 15 plants
that need to go down that path.

VICE CHAIRMAN CORRADINI: Okay, thank you.

MR. BOWMAN: And in the seismic area, it"s
about 20 that will be doing the seismic probabilistic
risk assessment. That"s outside the scope of this
presentation. We"re just focusing on flooding here.

VICE CHAIRMAN CORRADINI: Thank you.

MEMBER STETKAR: We have to be a little
cognizant of time and we have time for the industry.

MR. BOWMAN: To finish up the slide on the
lower left hand part are the activities going on with
the rulemaking that"s underway that we also briefed
the subcommittee on the 22nd. We have revised
industry guidance document, NEI 12-06 Revision 2, that
includes Appendices G and H to talk about how they
will look at the mitigating strategies for flooding
and seismic hazards respectively.

We anticipate we"ll get another version of

NEl 12-06 to add the one piece that was missing which
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was the process for addressing plants that are doing
the seismic probabilistic risk assessment.

The outcomes of the mitigating strategies
assessments using those guidance documents will be
either mitigating strategies, that is, strategies to
mitigate the effects of the initiating event, assuming
that it results in a loss of all AC power and a loss
of normal access to the ultimate heat sink, either as
they were initially devised or modified in order to
address the reevaluated hazards.

The other alternative 1is what we"ve
labeled as alternate strategies. They would be as
they“re laid out iIn Appendix G as alternate mitigating
strategies or targeted hazard mitigating strategies
for flooding that do not make the assumption that
you®ve had an extended loss of AC power and a loss of
normal access to the ultimate heat sink, but instead
treat the event mechanistically rather than
deterministically.

Are there any more questions on the lay of
the land with how these two interrelate?

MEMBER REMPE: Just a comment. 1
appreciate you making this diagram and going through
it. It makes it easier to follow, In my opinion.

Thank you.

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

24

MR. BOWMAN: Thank you. In the end, what
we see i1s the regulatory outcomes we"ll have. Under
the 50.54(F) letter, licensees already took interim
actions to address the reevaluated hazards and we
anticipate that there will be commitments such as may
be necessary to justify improving the realism of the
hazard reevaluation to give us something that"s closer
to what we would anticipate a true hazard to be.
Those commitments could be to make plant modifications
or to put in place programs and procedures such as
procedures to check the clearance of drain systems
prior to an anticipated flooding event.

And then the other outcome, of course,
would be going down the path of regulatory decision
making. IT we need to impose further requirements
using orders or requests for additional information or
issue demands for information, then that would be
another potential outcome.

Under the rulemaking, the mitigation of
design basis events rulemaking, the two types of
mitigating strategies that 1 talked about, the pure
flex mitigating strategies, if you will, to use the
industry terminology for it that assume that there is
a loss of all AC power, concurrent with a loss of

normal access to the ultimate heat sink at the
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reevaluated flood hazard or the ultimate mitigating
strategies or targeted hazard mitigating strategies.
And those would not be adjusting to get a lower level
than a bounding level for the flooding hazards.

The 1industry®s proposed guidance that
we"re Qlooking at in this interim staff guidance
document is NEI 16-05. We published the guidance

document itself by reference in the Federal Register

on the 22nd of April. The comment period for that
runs through the 23rd of May. I"ve got the page

number for the Federal Register notice and the docket

ID number on the presentation for the reference on
anyone that"s participating in this meeting, So you
can look it up and make appropriate comments.

I included the diagram from NEI 16-05 to
show you the different paths that the flooding focused
evaluations and revised integrated assessments will go
down following their guidance document. The different
paths, the ones iIn the top three on this flow chart
are what we term the focused evaluations. The two
that end in the red blocks or the bottom two are the
revised integrated assessment paths. The reason
they"re separated in this manner, the ones that
terminate iIn the orange blocks, the focused

evaluations, are the ones where the outcome 1iIs a
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demonstration of an ability to protect against the
revised flooding hazard. And also the path 3 which is
an evaluation of the local Intense precipitation path.

For the local iIntense precipitation path,
we Tollow the addressing of that hazard in the
mitigating strategies order. And we"ve looked at that
and concluded that there will be no need to take
further regulatory action on it. We"ll talk about
that a little bit later.

MEMBER RICCARDELLA: You specifically used
the word protect when referring to those green -- to
those orange ones.

MR. BOWMAN: Yes.

MEMBER RICCARDELLA: And could you draw
that line that the top three are protection versus the
bottom two are mitigation?

MR. BOWMAN: well, the top two are
protection for the reevaluated hazards. The third
one, It can incorporate mitigation of the local
intense precipitation hazard. But that"s the
reasoning underlying how the industry put together
this flow chart.

In the Commission™s direction to the staff
in SRM-COMSECY-15-0019, as well as in the prior SRM

that we received, that"s staff requirements
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memorandum, on COMSECY-14-0037, we were told to look
to areas where we could make the evaluation of the
flooding hazard more realistic by removing over
conservatisms and in the prior one, the 14-0037 staff
requirements memorandum, it included looking for areas
where conservatism was not adequate to represent what
the realistic hazard was.

In NEI-1605 and in the I1SG that we"re
talking about here, we are looking to the hierarchical
hazard assessment process from NUREG/CR-7046 as the
process that will be used to look for areas where we
can reduce the conservatisms and achieve a more
realistic evaluation what the real hazard is.

NEI-1605 Appendix A includes a catalog of
potential areas that licensees can look to and try to
determine if there are indeed over or under
conservatisms. It"s a very site-specific application
of the items that are in Appendix A. The staff plans
to look at those on a case-by-case basis because there
are areas iIn that catalog of potential sources of
conservatism that may be over or under conservatism.

Okay, NEI-1605 gives a couple of different
sections that deal with an initial evaluation of the
impact of the flooding hazard and the determination of

the numerical value of the available physical margin.

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

28

We"ve looked to those sections and agree that they
provide an acceptable method of doing that. We did
have to make a couple of clarifications for the
determination of available physical margin. The
clarifications are listed on this slide and they have
to do with consideration of flood penetration seals
and what the capability of those flood penetration
seals are with respect to the reevaluated flood hazard
levels.

NEI-1605 1incorporates by reference a
request for additional information that was issued for
the flooding walkdowns in 2013. That RAIl was specific
to the capability of the flood penetration seals at
the current licensing basis. We"re clarifying that it
is appropriate to use the considerations of that RAI,
but it should be done at the reevaluated flood hazard
level rather than the current licensing basis. And
we"re also clarifying that operating experience on the
use of temporary barriers for flooding should be
considered in Qlooking to the available physical
margin.

Path 1 which is the first of the five
paths, 1If a licensee is able to go through and using
the hierarchical hazard assessment process reduce the

outcome of the flooding evaluation such that it"s

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

29

bounded by the current design basis, that"s an
appropriate way to disposition the flooding hazard
reevaluation for those particular flooding mechanisms
because the current licensing basis would be capable
of addressing the flooding hazard.

Path 2 is similar, but it looks to the
effective flood protection that would be available
because there is available physical margin. This
would be the path that would be taken for flood
mechanisms that a licensee can provide protection
against, rather than mitigation of. And we make a
similar clarification on the RAlI that was issued for
the flooding walkdowns for the flood penetration
seals.

The results of the evaluation of the flood
protection include the capability to use temporary
flood protection measures. We*ll be looking to the
use of the flood protection measures, temporary and
permanent, using qualitative evaluations relying on
engineering judgment and operational judgment because
of the lack of a good methodology for determining the
frequencies of exceendance as we had laid out to the
Commission in the flooding action plan in COMSECY 15-
0019 and as the Commission approved in its SRM on the

subject.
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Okay, one area of particular concern that
we spoke to the subcommittee about was the use of the
evaluation of overall site response. The overall site
response in NEI 16-05, the evaluation there relies on
the feasibility determinations that are being
accomplished for the mitigating strategies under NEI
12-06, Appendix E which provides the guidance for the
conduct of validation.

The genesis of that particular appendix,
it came about because the mitigating strategies order
itself did not require an evaluation of human
performance. However, the industry guidance specifies
that licensees will provide a reasonable basis to show
that they can meet the time criteria that they need to
accomplish in order to perform the mitigating
strategies.

VICE CHAIRMAN CORRADINI: Can 1 say that
back to you? 1"m just trying to understand. So I%ve
gone through the boxes. 1 understand the first box.
I understand the second box. So this is the orange
box, but it requires some sort of mitigation that is
dependent upon timing. Do 1 have that approximately
right?

MR. BOWMAN:  You have it approximately

right, but it also impacts the second box because of
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the presence of a potential for reliance on temporary
flood measures that would require some timing to put
those flood measures iIn place either by shutting a
door or building a sandbag barrier or something like
that or even to the extent of closing valves or
starting a pump.

In the mitigating strategies area, the
mitigating strategies order does not have any
boundaries to the conditions under which the actions
that are required by that order would have to take
place. That is largely an outcome of several actions
that were taking place 1in concurrence with the
issuance of the orders that went out on March 12,
2012.

We were 1iIn parallel considering NTTF
Recommendation 1 which included a recommendation that
the Commission establish a beyond design basis
extension category of events. [If we had gone down
that path, and said a beyond design basis extension
category of events, we could have established, for
example, that the mitigating strategies under the
mitigating strategy order be capable of addressing a
flood that was 30 feet higher than the design basis
flood level of the facility or a seismic event that

1.67 times the size of the seismic event that the
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facility was licensed to or any individual set of
hazards that set the performance criteria and the
reference bounds for which that facility was licensed.

Because we were not authorized to set that
type of beyond design basis extension criteria, our
conclusion was that we would not be able to establish
with any degree of certainty what the effects on the
performance shaping factors that would be necessary
for a consideration of reliability would be.

MEMBER STETKAR: Eric, you®"re Kkind of
going into a lot of -- a simple answer is you have to
show that the actions are Tfeasible regardless of
whether you"re putting in barriers or whether you"re
mitigating it. And the feasibility is Appendix E of
NEI 12-06.

MR. SHAMS: And that applies to box 2, 3,
4, and 5.

MEMBER RAY: But many of us here went
through recently an operating license issuance for a
wet site that you could say uses mitigating strategies
for certain flooding conditions. Which box would it
fit in? Could you say it"s most like box path 1 or 2
or 37

I*m talking about the recent plant start

up licensing action that we were -- because you
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certainly mitigate in that case, taking steps very
much like -- not mitigate, that is not the right word.

You certainly take steps to -- that are
part of a licensing basis to address wet site
conditions. And I was wondering if that was most like
one of these boxes that you®ve just been describing.

MR. BOWMAN: To tell you that, 1 would
have to look at what they were actually doing for it.

MEMBER STETKAR: I think what you“re
describing would be analogous to what they“re calling
a path 2 assessment.

MEMBER RAY: That"s what 1 thought.

MEMBER  STETKAR: You®"re protecting
feasibility, but iIt"s protection, not mitigation.
You"re not mitigating damage. You®"re preventing
damage and that®"s analogous to their orange box path
2.

MEMBER RAY: Yes. 1 withdrew the word
mitigating. That"s a misnomer. But anyway, it looks
like some of this and path 2 I thought was most like
it.

MEMBER STETKAR: In my mind, that"s the
analogy.

MR. BOWMAN: It s a little bit of a

difficult thing to give you a certain answer to
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because we have licensees that as part of their
response to the mitigating strategies order installed
capabilities that are new capabilities that are only
relied on for the flex mitigating strategies.

One of the licensees that comes to mind
readily would be South Texas where they put diesel
generators on the roofs of their auxiliary buildings.
Those diesel generators are protected from the
flooding hazard, but if a licensee were to point to
that and say that it"s providing flood protection, we
would likely call it a mitigation, rather than a
protection because it"s not the installed plant
equipment that reliance is on, although 1 believe they
can already protect against the flooding hazard of
that licensee. But it"s a complicated question and 1
didn"t want to make the diagram any more complex than
it had to be.

MEMBER RAY: 1 just want to remind those
who are involved, we"ve done something that®"s not
dissimilar from what vyou®"re talking about here
recently.

MEMBER STETKAR: We need to be a little
aware of time because the industry needs some time.

MR. BOWMAN: Okay, bottom line is that

although our endorsement of Appendix E to NEI 12-06
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only allows for crediting It as demonstrating the
feasibility, the outcome of the analyses that a
licensee does for i1t will result in a document that
shows that time margins are available for all of the
individual actions that are necessary to carry out the
mitigating strategies as well as an integrated roll up
of all those actions to look for double counting of
personnel and equipment and a discussion at a
qualitative level on what the effects on the
performance shaping factors are.

We believe that the staff will be capable
of looking at that validation and making a qualitative
Jjudgment using engineering and operational judgment as
to whether or not it iIs adequate to meet the needs of
what our qualitative assessment of the flooding risk
is for, in this case, path 2, given our knowledge of
what the magnitude of the risk is.

For the path 3, the local intense
precipitation, as | mentioned before, licensees can
approach this hazard using either a demonstration of
effective protection or the capability to mitigate the
hazard. We have looked at this in the mitigating
strategies area and what you see here 1is the
discussion of it as it was proposed to the Commission

in COMSECY-15-0019 which had been approved by the

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

36

Commission in their SRM

MEMBER STETKAR: In this, 1 went back and
I read the COMSECY and quite honestly, as | read the
COMSECY 1 was given the impression that local intense
precipitation would be resolved through protection,
because there are examples in there that talk about
clearing drains and more realistic evaluation of
precipitation rates which sounds an awful lot like
path 1 and path 2.

Now you"re suddenly getting into a
situation well, no, you can mitigate the effects of
local intense precipitation that causes damage within
the plant and yet that evaluation that pertains to
mitigation now will not be subject to staff review in
the same way as an integrated assessment of a
different flooding hazard, let"s say a riverine flood
or a coastal flood. And therefore, it won"t be
subject to potential consideration iIn phase 2 for
regulatory action.

Why exactly is that? Because | don"t read
that in COMSECY-15-0019. Why is that? Because that
was developed before this whole framework was
established. Now you have a framework.

MR. SHAMS: I think this goes back to

earlier questions about are we recognizing the

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

37

interrelation between the green boxes and the blue
boxes. And essentially that"s us recognizing that
given the characteristics of the hazard itself, iIt"s
localized over the site itself, given the fact that
local, intense precipitation for a site is a bad
drain.

So I*m going through just the
characteristics of the hazard itself. It"s about --

MEMBER STETKAR: I1"m sorry, if the river
comes to visit me, that"s also local to me, so I don"t
understand why local intense precipitation is any
different from riverine or lake front or coastal zone
flooding. |If the flood came to visit me, regardless
of how the flood got here, in this case it rained on
my site and in another case it rained 150 miles up the
river and the river decided to come visit me, so I
don"t get that. So go on to the next thing, because
we do need to be a little short of time here.

Don"t give me a history. I want to
understand philosophically why mitigation of a local
intense precipitation flooding that causes damage
inside the plant, that causes damage inside the plant,
is treated from your perspective differently than a
riverine flood that causes damage inside the plant,

because it"s being treated differently.
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MR. SHAMS: As I shared simply in our mind
was that 1t"s a hazard that"s better predicted given
our forecasting abilities. It"s a hazard that we saw
that it"s a frequency from some of the information we
have out there is too low such that they would not go
through backfit. It s a hazard that we 1iIn our
guidance we still are seeking an appropriate balance
between mitigation and protection.

We still have that ability to comment on
a licensee®s approach and say that"s still not the
appropriate balance of mitigation and protection. But
we feel that this is an appropriate hazard to declare
up front that a mitigation process for it 1is
appropriate. And we"re being responsive to the
Commission that says focus the integrated assessments
on hazards that are cliff-edge hazards that have the
potential for the safety enhancement. And we did not
believe that it would fit in there.

MEMBER STETKAR: So you know the frequency
of this is much, much lower than the frequency of the
probable maximum precipitation 200 miles away from the
site that causes over-topping failure of 6 intervening
dams. You know that this is much lower than that.

MR. SHAMS: 1 wouldn®t declare that 1 know

that that --
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MEMBER STETKAR: No, you know that because
that event that 1 just described will be subject, if
it causes damage in the plant, to a mitigating
assessment that goes through path 4 or path 5 and in
the subject to your review in phase 2 for possible
regulatory action. It will be by definition.

MR. SHAMS: That"s true.

MEMBER STETKAR: Okay, thanks. We should
go on because we need to -- | needed to get that on
the record. We need to go on and get to the other
paths.

MR. BOWMAN: Okay, we did include a
clarification on local intense precipitation to state
that licensee should assess the protection of the key
SSCs prior to going on to demonstrating the mitigation
capability.

For path 4, the demonstration of effective
mitigation, path 4 and path 5 are the two paths that
industry has laid out as the revised Iintegrated
assessment paths.

In path 4, the clarification that we have
made 1is that licensees should provide information
corresponding to the critical flood of elevations or
as they"ve been referred to elsewhere, the

consequential floods including the frequencies of
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exceedance of those consequential floods. This is an
area where we are still working with industry on how
that would need to be addressed and we anticipate that
we will receive comments from industry on that
subject.

For the frequency determinations, for path
4 and path 5, Appendix D of NEI 16-05 provides
methodologies by reference that can be used for
finding frequencies of exceedance in the range of the
10 to 10 area. We"ve made a few clarifications to
the use of the Appendix D methodologies, and we"ve
also provided in enclosure 2 that provides examples of
characteristics of a methodology for determining
frequencies that when appropriate can be used in
conjunction with the Appendix D methodologies.

Path 5 of NEI 16-05 is a scenario-based
path that will select a variety of different flood
mechanisms at different particular frequencies of
occurrence and include -- our clarification is that
they should include the same critical flood elevations
as one of the scenarios so that we will have the
frequencies of exceedance for the consequential flood
heights.

The consequential floods heights that |

mentioned previously and 1"m talking about right now
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would be that flood height or flood criteria at which
the licensee would no longer be providing protection
of the plant, but may be needing to go to mitigation.

This will give us, when we have the
information, an 1indication of where the balance
between mitigation and protection that the licensee is
proposing is and that will be an input to the path 2
regulatory decision making.

VICE CHAIRMAN CORRADINI: A clarification.
You said this now three or four times. The transition
between protection and mitigation for some sort of
flooding events is protection is I"ve already got it
there and 1 just watch the event happen and mitigation
is | actively have staff do things?

MR. BOWMAN: No.

VICE CHAIRMAN CORRADINI: In your mind,
where does that -- how do I put it as a protection
versus a mitigation?

MR. BOWMAN: A protection is | have
installed structure systems and components, safety
related or possibly not safety related that the plant
relies on to provide core coolant containment and
spent fuel pool cooling.

In the flood protection area, those

particular structure systems and components are
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protected against the flooding so that the flooding
does not affect them.

VICE CHAIRMAN CORRADINI: And they don"t
require operators to do so.

MR. BOWMAN: They could, because flood
protection includes the potential for reliance on
temporary flood protection measures that a licensee"s
operators would need to put in place or activate by
some means in order to provide the flood protection.

Flood mitigation would be the use of
something different other than the normal plant
equipment that"s already been looked at and is already
relied upon, for example, the use of a flex pump
that"s provided under the mitigating strategies order
or generator to replace the functionality of an
installed structure system for component.

VICE CHAIRMAN CORRADINI: So by definition
flex is not in category 1 of installed. It"s there
just In case based on the flex -- to satisfy the
rules, so therefore you don®"t count it 1iIn the
protection category. You count it in the mitigation
category?

MR. BOWMAN: That"s correct.

VICE CHAIRMAN CORRADINI: Okay, fine.

MEMBER STETKAR: Eric, one of the things
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that you didn't really, we talked a little bit about
at the subcommittee meeting, is that if I do a Path 4
now, now that we've introduced the Paths and the
distinctions in Path 5, I wanted to bring this up.

If I do a Path 4 assessment, or what I'll
call for the moment a higher frequency Path 5
assessment, so I've got a frequency that I've assessed
somewhere above 10 to the -4 event per year or
thereabouts.

The guidance talks about I have to
demonstrate effective mitigation. And there's
distinct guidance in terms of effective mitigation of
-- having confidence in both the reliability and
availability of hardware. Those pumps, for example,
that they take credit for. There's a whole appendix
in NEI 16-05 that addresses hardware reliability.

If T take the lower frequency Path 5
approach, something that has a low flooding event
frequency, the guidance says I have to demonstrate
feasibility of the mitigating strategies.

And that, in a general risk informed kind
of hierarchy, that makes a lot of sense, that I have
to have some confidence that I can indeed achieve for
what I intended to achieve.

But at very low frequencies, perhaps, I
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don't have to have the same confidence in the
reliability of achieving those end points as I do for
higher frequency events.

And that's, in the subcommittee meeting we
had some discussion about the difference between now
using the guidance for human performance, that's
focused on demonstration of feasibility, versus
guidance for human performance that would give me
higher confidence in both feasibility and reliability.

Do you want to comment on that? I know we
had some discussion already on the feasibility.

MR. BOWMAN: I can comment on that, and if
we go back to where we started out with the where
things came from, we will be in the position of having
already had a great deal of work done using the NEI
12-06 Appendix E, Guidance for the Development of
Demonstration that the manual actions have been
feasible.

As I mentioned previously, the outcome of
that will be a report that documents the time margins
available between the time required to take an action
and the time that's available to take an action, for
all of the actions in the mitigating strategies.

NEI 16-05 tries to draw a distinction

between the reliance on the Appendix E from NEI 12-06
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demonstration that the strategies are feasible, and
something that's effective by evaluating other aspects
of the human performance for those mitigating
strategies. We don't really see any true value to be
gained in drawing that distinction.

It's a little bit too qualitative a stamp
to put on something, to say that it's demonstrating
that you've got effective strategies as opposed to
feasible strategies.

And what the staff believes is possible to
accomplish 1is make a gqualitative judgment of the
degree to which the capability of the licensee to
accomplish the strategies relying on the wvalidation
that was conducted using the process that's in NEI 12-
06 Appendix E as supplemented by NEI 16-05 Appendix C,
and use engineering and operational judgment to come
to a qualitative determination as to whether that
demonstration is adequate to satisfy the needs in
order to address the risk that's posed by the flood
hazard at that reevaluated hazard level, taking into
account our understanding of what the magnitude of
that hazard is.

Did that answer your question?

MEMBER STETKAR: I think so. From what I

got out of it, make I sure I understood. You're going
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to take the results of their integrated assessments,
look at them, and make a qualitative judgment about
whether or not you think it was effective enough.

MR. BOWMAN: Right. I'm not saying to
look to whether they've binned it as being a feasible
strategy or an effective strategy. I'm going to look
to the underlying validation that was accomplished to
see that it was good enough or it was not good enough
qualitatively.

MEMBER STETKAR: Okay, thanks.

MR. SHAMS: And thoughts that I can add,
it's --

MEMBER STETKAR: We don't have the time to
go, we talked quite a bit and it's on the record in
the subcommittee meeting about this topic.

I think that it's, I personally think that
there are ways to have higher confidence that
something is reliable without doing a quantitative
human reliability analysis, if you will, and coming up
with some quantitative estimate for, you know, the
likelihood of failure of an action.

As I said, the hierarchical framework
that's been set out makes a lot of sense from a risk-
informed, performance-based approach to life, where

you ought to have higher confidence that mitigation

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

47

strategies for higher frequency events can be
accomplished reliably. Compared to, still confidence,
but perhaps not the same degree of confidence, of
accomplishing mitigation strategies for much lower
frequency events.

And I mean, that's sort of the notion of
a risk-informed, performance-based approach. And all
I was doing is trying to probe the notion of how the
staff makes a determination for those higher frequency
events, or for events that don't take the frequency
approach but just look at the magnitude of the hazard,
kind of Path 4 assessment.

How, for those approach, you're going to
make the determination that you have reasonable
confidence that those mitigation strategies from a
human perspective can be achieved reliably.

Because there is distinct guidance about
things you need to think about for the equipment.
That it's maintained, that it's, you know, tested,
that it's got all of those things. There is even
guidance on looking up generic failure data to support
that notion. Which does get into trying to assess the
reliability in terms of failure rates and things.

So it's Jjust, I understand from your

answer what you're going to do.
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MR. SHAMS: Yeah, I hope we reflected that
we understand and that's our intention, is to look at
the hazard, to look at the magnitude of the hazard and
its frequency, and then adjust from there. But we had
to establish an acceptable baseline which is at
feasible human actions, and then we'll go from there
as Phase 2 proceeds and we decide we need more than
that.

MR. BOWMAN: One thing that I didn't
mention at the outset of the presentation is that the
initial set of guidance that went out in JLV/ISG 2012-
05 for the integrated assessments is not being
withdrawn, and it may be relied upon by licensees.

That guidance includes an appendix,
Appendix C, that closely parallels and is based upon
the Reg 1852 for the determination of feasibility and
reliability.

And it may be a path that we need to go
down later on requesting further information or
demanding further information if we get to a position
where we need a greater assurance of reliability for
actions than we believe we've achieved by licensees'
execution of the wvalidation wusing the current
guidance.

MEMBER STETKAR: There's one more topic,
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and again, I have to make sure we have time for the
industry, that we did discuss during the subcommittee
meeting. And I noticed in your presentation you have
a backup slide that addresses it.

And that 1s, as I read all of the
guidance, and I think we had a discussion at the
subcommittee, the guidance in NEI 16-05 does say, for
example, I need in my assessment -- I tend to use the
words poorly. So when I think about hazards for my
site, one of the hazards that I need to think about,
for example, let's take a riverine site, is a seismic
event, for example, that fails an upstream dam, from
upsite.

Okay, and that's listed. NEI 12-06 also
explicitly tells me that I need to consider seismic
failures of downstream dams that might drain my
ultimate heat sink. So it's clear that either taking
the water away or putting water on my site, I have to
think about seismic events.

The guidance, and we were told this
orally, the guidance in some places, tells me that I
do not need to consider coincident hazards.

So, for example, I do not need to consider
the effects of an external flood at my site that's

caused by a seismic event that had an epicenter close
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enough to my site that failed an upstream dam and also
affected my site. And those, we were told, are
explicitly not considered.

And part of the concerns that we had were,
as people developed these more focused scenario-based
strategies for protecting, either protecting the plant
or more particular, developing mitigating strategies
where people are talking about housing the mitigation
equipment in structures that are robust for seismic
events, but may not be protected against flooding.

But you can move that equipment for a
flood event. Other equipment might be protected
against that flood event, but it might not be robust
for seismic events.

There's a concern that you can get into
situations that, should you have seismic damage with
an external flood that's a direct consequence from
that seismic, not an independent type of thing, that
focused mitigation strategies may not adequately
account for that.

And that these integrated assessments now,
because we're talking about mitigation, may not
recognize those conditions. And therefore, the
staff's evaluations may  not recognize those

conditions.
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Can you talk a little bit about that? And
I know you came prepared to do that, so I'd say go.

MR. BOWMAN: Yes, we can. As we mentioned
during the subcommittee, there are a couple of
sections din NEI 12-06 that do allow for the
consideration of consequential failures. Those are in
Section 3213, and I think it was Item No. 9, and 3214,
Item No. 4, that set the initial conditions and the
boundary conditions for the analyses and the
evaluations that were done for developing the
mitigating strategies.

We discussed the review, to a certain
extent, in an internal memo on supplementary staff
guidance to the Mitigating Strategies Directorate when
it was stood up in 2013. I can provide a copy of the
memo to Mike Snodderly for the committee's review, if
you like. It was made public and it does talk to
consequential events are within the scope of the
mitigating strategies.

It was unfortunate that the individuals
from industry that were present for the subcommittee
meeting were not licensees for whom a coupled seismic
and flooding event would have been in scope.

I know of several licensees that have

addressed the potential for coupled seismic and
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flooding events, and they did address them by
providing both seismic and flooding protection against
the, or for the mitigating strategies, and then
against both hazards at the same time.

In addition to that, the flooding
reevaluations under NTTF Recommendation 2.1 looked to
seismic dam failures, and seismic dam failures will be
further addressed in the seismic probabilistic risk
assessments. It's within the scope of the SPRAs for
things that are to be looked at for what the results
of a seismic event.

MEMBER RAY: We don't have time to get
into it, but when you say dam figures, always include
tsunami also, would you, where that's applicable.
Because I think that's your intent, isn't it?

MR. BOWMAN: It is. Seismic and flooding
coupled. We don't have that many licensees that are
subject to tsunamis.

MEMBER RAY: That's correct, but there are
some.

MR. BOWMAN: Oh, yeah.

MEMBER RAY: So I just, and that's not as
well developed. Like I said, I don't want to take
time, because we're out of time.

MEMBER STETKAR: We do need to move on.
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For the record, I'd like to quote, because you pointed
me to two sections of NEI 12-06. So 3213 No. 9 says
no additional events or failures are assumed to occur
immediately prior or during the event, including
security events. So that doesn't tell me that I have
to look at consequential things.

And 3.2.1.4 No. 4 says no independent
failures, other than those causing the 1loss of
alternate heat sink, and that are assumed to occur in
the course of the transient.

Now, everybody's been interpreting that as
I don't need to consider two what I call independent
events, a seismic and a flood. So I just wanted to
get that on the record of the points that you said
explicitly tells me to look at consequential events,
because I don't read that that way.

MR. BOWEN: And in any case, 1t is
definitely a recommendation we would take from the
committee on the Regulatory Guide 1.226, which will be
the outcome of Draft Guide 1301, which we'll be
briefing you on in the future when we get to the final
series.

(Simultaneous speaking.)

MR. SHAMS: Two seconds. I'd like to walk

away with that it is not lost on us, it is not lost on
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the sites, that this is an issue for them. A coupled
seismic and flooding event in both areas.

In 2.1, as we laid out, that that's been
looked at. And the entire 2.1 is about ensuring that
the plant survives the seismic event and as the flood
comes, this entire evaluation here is making sure that
they have either protection or mitigation for the
flooding.

In terms of mitigating strategies, our
last bullet actually addresses that directly. Yes,
the guidance could have been more explicit. But those
sites that understand in their design basis that they
could have a coupled event did clearly looked at it,
whether or not the guidance led them to do that.

MEMBER STETKAR: Good, I'm glad to hear
that. Anything more, because we want to try a little
bit on time here. Anything more for the staff?

If not, thanks a lot, covered a lot of
ground. Really appreciate the front walk-through on
how we got here. Let's bring up the industry, because
I know the industry has some comments on the guidance.
Admiring comments, hopefully.

Tom, you taking the lead, or is Mike?

MR. ZACHARIAH: I'm going to take the

lead. This is Tom Zachariah, NEI. Good morning. So,
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we're going to skip over a couple of slides, since we
went over in detail and we're struggling with time.

There's a bunch of clarifications that I
generally make whenever I make this presentation which
were already made. The one thing I do want to
clarify, just so we're all on the same page, is that
the way the paths will work through the flowchart is
that it's taken mechanism by mechanism. So there
might be a site that has multiple mechanisms, so they
may be on multiple paths.

MEMBER STETKAR: But for the purpose of
the committee and the record, a flooding mechanism is
a source of flooding. So a riverine flood is a
flooding mechanism, a local intense precipitation
event is a flooding mechanism.

MR. ZACHARIAH: Yeah, thank you,
appreciate that.

MEMBER STETKAR : It's jargon, but
sometimes on the public record, it's good to get past
the jargon.

MR. ZACHARIAH: Appreciate it. So before
we get into the comments that we're going to be
presenting, I want to point out that we feel positive
towards the ISG that the NRC staff developed. In

general, we think it is hitting the areas that we need
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to.

We will be providing comments on it. The
majority of those comments will be clarifications and
discussions over wording. There are a few th