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Comments on NRC RIPE Document 
 

Document Location Comment Suggested Resolution 
Throughout 
document 

Improve consistency by using 
“adverse impact”  

Replace “any impact” with “adverse 
impact” wherever the former is used 

Section 3 NEI is finalizing a guidance 
document to describe the licensee 
IDP process 

Include reference to NEI guidance 
document and remove conflicting 
portions of guidance as appropriate. 

Section 4.1, 
question 1 

There is no common definition of 
“risk significant.” Use of this term 
does not support regulatory 
predictability or consistency. 

Remove “risk significant” from Section 
4.1 

Section 4.2 As currently written, Step 2 
involves evaluation of the 
magnitude of the impact. This is 
best reserved for Step 3. 

Reframe Step 2 to be a set of questions 
that set up a more detailed risk analysis 
in Step 3, if appropriate. Step 2 then 
becomes a process of determining if the 
PRA is capable of modeling the issue. 

Section 4.2, 
question 1 

Reframe Step 2 to be a set of 
questions that set up a more 
detailed risk analysis in Step 3, if 
appropriate. 

Replace with “Can the increases in 
frequency of occurrence of an accident 
initiator, or new accident initiator (if 
applicable), be modeled in the PRA?” 

Section 4.2, 
question 2 

Reframe Step 2 to be a set of 
questions that set up a more 
detailed risk analysis in Step 3, if 
appropriate. 

Replace with “Can the decrease in the 
availability, reliability, 
or capability of SSCs or personnel relied 
upon to mitigate a risk 
significant transient, accident, or natural 
hazard be modeled in the PRA?” 
 

Section 4.2, 
question 3 

Reframe Step 2 to be a set of 
questions that set up a more 
detailed risk analysis in Step 3, if 
appropriate. 

Replace with, “Can the consequences of 
a risk significant accident sequence be 
modeled in the PRA?” 

Section 4.2, 
question 4 

Reframe Step 2 to be a set of 
questions that set up a more 
detailed risk analysis in Step 3, if 
appropriate. 

Replace with, “Does the issue result in 
the decrease in the capability of a fission 
product barrier not modeled in the 
PRA?” 

Section 4.2, 
question 5 

Reframe Step 2 to be a set of 
questions that set up a more 
detailed risk analysis in Step 3, if 
appropriate. 

Replace with “Is there a decrease in 
defense in depth or safety margins not 
reflected in the PRA” and remove the 
reference to RG 1.174  

Section 4.3 Several programs other than 50.69 
include an IDP, a RIPE-specific IDP 
would be more appropriate than a 
50.69 IDP. 

Replace “50.69 IDP” with “Formal RIPE-
specific IDP” 

Section 4.3 A percentage change relative to 
baseline risk is not appropriate for 
this process. 

Remove “The PRA results will be 
compared to the relative change in risk 
of the licensee’s overall CDF and LERF” 
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and “The issue contributes less than 1% 
of total CDF and LERF (consistent with 
RG 1.174).” 

Section 4.3 The PRA applications guideline is 
outdated and unnecessarily 
complex for this use. 

Replace CDF and LERF numbers with RG 
1.174 numbers 

Section 5, page 20 A percentage change relative to 
baseline risk is not appropriate for 
this process. 

Remove “percent” from the first 
sentence in the second paragraph. 

Section 5, page 20 A percentage change relative to 
baseline risk is not appropriate for 
this process. 

Remove “The criteria for acceptable 
changes vary depending upon the 
baseline value of the figure of merit (i.e., 
CDF or LERF). For the case of CDF, the 
screening of acceptable changes in risk 
ranges from 0.1% to 100%, depending 
upon baseline CDF value.” Replace these 
sentences with the delta CDF and delta 
LERF criteria from 1.174. 

Section 5, page 21 The PRA applications guideline is 
outdated and unnecessarily 
complex for this use. 

Replace with figure from RG 1.174 as 
this is more appropriate for this use. 

 
  


