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Rulemakings and Adjudication Staff 

Request for Comments on Proposed Rule "Compatibility With IAEA 
Transportation Safety Standards (TS-R-1) and Other Transportation Safety 
Amendments" 10 CFR 71, RIN 3150-AG71, 67 Fed. Reg. 21390 (April 
30, 2002)

Dear Ms. Vietti-Cook: 

The Westinghouse Electric Company is pleased to have this opportunity to submit comments on 
the proposed rulemaking noted above. As an international company that is involved in the 
transport of various radioactive materials across international boundaries, Westinghouse is 
interested in maintaining consistency in such regulations in order to avoid the inherent 
complications and inefficiencies that result from incompatible regulations. Westinghouse fully 
supports the safe transport of radioactive material and fijll compliance with the regulations. It is 
important to have well-defined and unambiguous regulations as well as common standards to 
ensure compliance. There is a much higher potential for noncompliance if regulations are not 
common or are difficult to interpret. Situations such as those can potentially lead to less safe 
transports which is not intent of the regulations.  

Westinghouse supports the intent of the proposed modifications to the regulations. The 
attachment to this letter provides detailed comments which address the 19 issues raised by the 
NRC. In addition to adoption of the IAEA standards, the rulemaking proposes several changes 
to other sections of Part 71. In the case of exemption values for fissile material the proposed rule 
is overly conservative and places increased costs and unnecessary burdens on the industry, 
specifically, in the case of bulk shipments of contaminated materials, such as soil or building 
rubble. Further the proposed rule for fissile exempt material is incompatible with the 
international standards and will complicate the international shipment of such materials.  
Westinghouse supports the comments provided by the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) with 
respect to this issue, along with the other industry comments provided by NEI. Westinghouse is 
prepared to work with the NRC staff to further define the problems involved and to define an 
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approach that will meet the needs of the industry in a proper regulatory framework. The NRC 
must re-evaluate this aspect of the proposed rule.  

The Westinghouse comments note several areas of incompatibility between the NRC and DOT 
proposed rules. Westinghouse encourages the NRC and the DOT to conduct a further review of 
these issues to ensure compatibility.  

If you have any questions concerning these comments please contact me.  

Sincerely, 

A. Joseph Nardi, Supervisory Engineer 
Environment, Health and Safety



Westinghouse Comments on NRC proposed rules for 
"Compatibility With IAEA Transportation Safety Standards (TS-R-1) and Other 

Transportation Safety Amendments" 
Federal Register, Volume 67, pages 21390 to 21484 (April 30, 2002) 

General Comments: 

As an international company that is involved in the transport of various 
radioactive materials across international boundaries, Westinghouse is interested 
in maintaining consistency in such regulations in order to avoid the inherent 
complications and inefficiencies that result from incompatible regulations.  
Westinghouse fully supports the safe transport of radioactive material and full 
compliance with the regulations. It is important to have well-defined and 
unambiguous regulations as well as common standards to ensure compliance.  
There is a much higher potential for noncompliance if regulations are not 
common or are difficult to interpret. Situations such as those can potentially lead 
to less safe transports which is not intent of the regulations.  

The comments on each issue are based on the premise outlined above.  
Westinghouse agrees with the general need to maintain compatibility with 
international transportation regulations for radioactive material.  

Specific Comments: 

The following comments are keyed to the 19 issues identified in the NRC 
proposed rulemaking.  

Issue 1 - Changing Part 71 to the International System of Units (SI) Only 

Westinghouse agrees with NRC proposal to use the dual-unit system in Part 71.  

Issue 2 - Radionuclide Exemption Values 

It is important to have a common standard for assessing exemption values in 
international transport whilst not complicating domestic transport with different 
criteria for calculations. The uniform dose based system is a more defensible 
system for assessing exemption than an activity-based system.  

Westinghouse therefore agrees with the NRC proposed position to adopt the 
radionuclide exemption values in TS-R-1 to assure consistency between 
domestic and international regulations. In particular, Westinghouse agrees with 
the inclusion of exempt consignment quantities in the regulations. (However see 
the later comment on the need for a definition of "consignment".)
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Westinghouse anticipates that there will be an impact on the shipments of 
naturally occurring materials. Even with the proposed factor of 10 allowance 
provided in the proposed 71.14(a)(1), shipments of Zircon sand will now become 
regulated shipments that require the material to be shipped as LSA-I material. It 
is not clear that such materials represent a hazard that would warrant the 
imposition of additional shipping regulations. Westinghouse reccmmends that 
the NRC review this issup and consider a higher factor, such as a factor of 100, 
for naturally occurring materials.  

The proposed exempt concentrations of Table A-2 appear to also result in a 
significant change in the requirements for the transportation of unimportant 
quantities of Source Material. The concentration of natural uranium in a material 
meeting the 0.05% limit of 10CFR40.13(a) is 355 pCi/g. This concentration 
exceeds the concentration limit of 270 pCi/g for Natural uranium in the proposed 
71.14(a)(1). Similar examples are found for the exempt quantities given in 
1 OCFR30.18. As a specific example, for Cs-1 37 the exempt quantity in Schedule 
B of 1 OCFR30 is 10 microCuries whereas the exempt consignment quantity limit 
of the proposed Table A-2 is 0.27 microCuries. Thus a quantity of Cs-1 37 that is 
exempt from licensing would have to be shipped as radioactive material under 
the proposed rules.  

The wording utilized in the proposed 71.14(a)(1) is "Natural materials and ores 
containing naturally occurring radionuclides that are not intended to be 
processed for use of these radionuclides, ... (emphasis added)." This 
wording requires the shipper to have knowledge of the intended use by the 
receiver of the material and this requirement is not reasonable. Such wording 
could also result in the situation where a shipper of a specific commodity would 
be required to ship a natural material to different receivers using different 
regulations. Regulations for the transport of such materials must be based only 
the radiological properties of the material being shipped. There would be no 
difference between the radiological considerations of natural material that is 
being shipped whether it is or is not intended to be processed for the for the use 
of the radionuclides. Westinghouse recommends that the words identified above 
in bold type be deleted from the proposed regulations even though this change 
would result in a minor wording incompatibility with the IAEA safety standards.  

Westinghouse recommends that the proposed exemptions for plutonium-244 
provided in the proposed 71.14(b)(1) and (2) be deleted. A review of special 
form sources seems to indicate that there are no special form plutonium-244 
sources available. Given the nuclear properties of this radionuclide and the 
expected difficulty of production of such material it is unlikely that such sources 
will be available. Thus the proposed exemptions are unnecessary for this 
specific radionuclide.  

Issue 3 - Revision of A1 and A2 values
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Westinghouse agrees with the NRC's proposed position.

Table A-1 provides the Al and A2 values based on domestic shipments and 
gives the values to be used for international shipments in a supplement to the 
table. In the proposed DOT rules the opposite approach is used where the Table 
contains the international values and the domestic values are provided in notes 
(h) and (i) to the table. Westinghouse suggests that the NRC and the DOT 
should agree on a consistent approach to the presentation to this specific issue 
in order to avoid potential confusion.  

The entry for specific activity of U(dep) in SI units is incorrect. This entry should 

reference footnote (2).  

Footnote 2 to Table A-1 is incorrect. It should read "See Table A-4".  

Issue 4 - Uranium Hexafluoride Package Requirements 

Westinghouse generally supports the rule changes proposed. It is recognized 
that the NRC regulations have always required fissile material packages to be 
designed, or the contents so limited, that a single package would be non critical if 
water leaked into the compartment system; as outlined in 71.55(b). Enriched 
Uranium Hexafluoride packed in 30B cylinders have never met this criteria 
although the standard of package is recognized in the international community 
and the NRC have authorized these designs even though they do not meet the 
71.55(b) requirement. Adoption of the TS-R-1 provision for UF6 packages as 
they relate to fissile material allows the NRC to formally accept such packages.  

Westinghouse supports this change as it standardizes the approach for approval 
of fissile UF6 packages.  

However, the NRC is proposing to limit this to errichments up to 5% by reference 
to the DOT rules. Westinghouse believes this to be a matter of individual 
assessment of the safety case when an application is made and the NRC should 
not codify the exclusion of 71.55(b) for enrichments up to 5% but apply the rule 
for enrichments above 5%. If mass control is acceptable for enrichments up to 
5% then the same principles should be acceptable above 5%. It may well be that 
other restrictions in the design may have to be added to meet the safety criteria 
for higher enrichments.  

Packages for fissile material are generally assessed for criticality based on water 
in-leakage and this is a reasonable criterion for most packages. However, the 
30B cylinder is a pressure vessel and the in-leakage of water as, providing the 
valve is not damaged, is not a realistic scenario. This is the reason that in
leakage of water is not considered in the criticality assessment. This is equally 
true for enrichments above 5%. The consideration should therefore be what
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safety features may be added or required at the higher enrichments not a 
codification of the assessment criteria.  

Applying a requirement that the package has to be safe by shape or moderation 
will have very high cost implications to the industry.  

Higher enrichments are diways being considered in the industry and there are 
high costs of greater than 5% enrichment associated with plant modifications and 
licensing. However, it may not be viable if the transport costs were so high 
because of the requirement to have special packages, over-packs, increased 
handling and the very small quantities that could be shipped at one time. There 
will also be plant interface problems with different shipping packages for different 
enrichments.  

The higher enrichment limit should be left to the licensing review process and it 
may be that industry could demonstrate safety of the existing packages (which 
are pressure vessels) with additional safety features without codifying the 
solution today. The NRC always has the right to review and refuse if the 
proposed solution is not considered of high enough safety to meet the standards.  

Westinghouse therefore supports the proposed changes to the rules but does not 
support an enrichment limit as this can be dealt with by the NRC review process 
of industry solutions.  

Issue 5 - Introduction of Criticality Safety Index Requirem nts 

Westinghouse agrees with the NRC's proposed position.  

Issue 6 - Type C Packages and Low Dispersible Material 

Although it is recognized that there may be no domestic requirement for Type C 
packages and the NRC will review any DOT request for review of these 
packages for international transports. It would seem more advantageous to 
recognize that packages may exist in the future and therefore include them in the 
proposed rules. This recommended approach would ensure compatibility of 
package types in the transport community.  

Westinghouse therefore requests that the NRC adopt the TS-R-1 standard for 
Type C packages.  

The comments also apply to LDM material regulatory changes in TS-R-1.  

Issue 7 - Deep Immersion Test 

Westinghouse supports adoption of this proposal.
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Issue 8 - Grandfathering Previously Approved Packages

Westinghouse supports adoption of this proposal.  

Issue 9 - Changes to Various Definitions 

Westinghouse is concerned that the NRC is proposing not to adopt some of the 
definitions in TS-R-1. This can only lead to confusion and there is no clearly 
defined case for not adopting them.  

Westinghouse supports the adoption of the definitions proposed except as noted 

below.  

The following exclusions are of concern: 

Confinement System 

The NRC believes that it is sufficient to define the containment system and 
that this is broad enough to include the confinement system.  

This can only lead to confusion and inconsistency in licensing of 
packages. If the international communities recognize the confinement 
system to determine criticality and this is different than the containment 
system then the safety case will be reviewed on a different basis. The 
confinement system mechanically maintains the configuration to ensure 
the package is not critical under the hypothetical accident conditions. The 
containment system ensures the contents are retained in the package 
under hypothetical accident conditions. These can be two very different 
combinations of the components of the package.  

The exclusion of this definition could lead to packages meeting one of the 
standards (the TS-R-1 requirements or NRC) and there is no clear case 
for excluding the definition.  

Westinghouse is currently developing a number of packages to be used in 
international shipments. The safety case will be built around defining both 
the confinement and containment system, which may be different. This will 
lead to different evaluations if the NRC does not adopt and recognize this 
confinement definition.  

Consignment 

No definition is provided for this term and Table 16-1 indicates that the 
NRC believes that this is not necessary. Westinghouse does not agree 
with this position. Without a clear definition of the term it is possible to
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base a consignment on the material described in a single shipping 
manifest and to have multiple shipping manifests provided to the carrier 
for transport at one time. While this problem has been eliminated from 
consideration for the shipment of fissile exempt materials under the 
proposed rule, the consignment issue remains with the exempt quantity 
provisions of proposed Table A-2. Westinghouse recommends that the 
NRC adopt the definition of "consignment" included in the DOT proposed 
rule.  

Shipment 

There is no clear case for exclusion of this important definition 

Contamination 

The definition of non-fixed contamination is important. TS-R-1 defines this 
as contamination that can be removed during routine transport. As 
contamination is a very emotive subject drawing much media attention it is 
important to have a common definition such that there is no confusion on 
standards.  

This is particularly true on the standards for contamination as the levels 

are different for fixed and non-fixed.  

Qliality Assurance 

It is noted that the NRC Part 71 Subpart H requirements are different than 
those defined in TS-R-1 paragraph 232. There will, therefore be additional 
procedures required to ensure consistency with both requirements for 
international transports.  

Unirradiated Uranium 

The exclusion of this definition could lead to inconsistencies in licensing 
packages for international transports.  

The exclusion of definitions can only lead to confusion and inconsistency in 
interpretation. The NRC does not provide a clear case for these exclusions.  

Westinghouse requests that the NRC adopt in full the definitions in the TS-R-1 
regulations.  

Westinghouse does not agree with all of the proposed changes to the definition 
of terms as follows:

Page 6 of 13



Deuterium 

The proposed definition is based on the definition provided in 
10CFR1 10.2. Westinghouse believes that this is an inappropriate 
definition for the purpose of nuclear criticality safety. The definition 
provided in paragraph 110.2 is equivalent to saying that "deuterium" 
includes any mate, ial enriched by more than about 30% over the natural 
ratio of deuterium atoms to hydrogen atoms. Westinghouse believes that 
such a definition is overly conservative for purposes of nuclear criticality 
safety. The NRC should provide a definition of deuterium that is based on 
a ratio of deuterium atoms to hydrogen atoms that is important to nuclear 
criticality safety.  

Graphite 

The proposed definition is based on the definition provided in 
1 OCFR1 10.2. Westinghouse believes that this is an inappropriate 
definition for the purpose of nuclear criticality safety. The definition 
provided in paragraph 110.2 is very stringent with respect to the purity of 
the graphite (less than 5 ppm boron equivalent and a density greater than 
1.5 g/cc). While such nuclear grade graphite may be appropriately 
regulated for purposes of export, this has no relationship to the needs to 
control graphite content for the purposes of nuclear criticality safety.  
Westinghouse believes that the proposed definition may not be 
conservative enough for the purpose of nuclear criticality safety when 
considering higher concentrations of fissile material thar are equivalently 
present in natural uranium. While such pure graphite may be needed to 
achieve a self-sustaining chain reaction with natural uranium, it would not 
be needed for higher uranium enrichments. The NRC should provide a 
definition of graphite that is based criteria that are important to nuclear 
criticality safety.  

LSA-I and LSA-11 

The definitions for these terms differ between those provided in the NRC 
and DOT proposed rules. In some instances the differences are 
important. For example, 1) for LSA-I (iv) the two definitions are 
incompatible, and 2) for LSA-III the DOT includes the parenthetical phrase 
"excluding powders", whereas the NRC definition does not include such a 
limitation. While other less serious differences also exist, there is no 
reason why any differences should exist. Westinghouse recommends that 
the definition for the various LSA materials be consistent between the 
agencies.  

Issue 10 - Crush Test for Fissile Material Package Design
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The basis for the regulatory requirements for the hypothetical accident conditions 
are based on accident scenarios reviewing the different types of damage the 
package could be subjected to such as fire, drop and puncture. The crush test is 
associated with the drop test except that for small packages it is considered that 
the crush from 9 meters could be more damaging than the drop of the package 
from 9 meters due to the energy that has to be absorbed on impact. TS-R-1 
therefore requires the crush test for small packages (meeting the set criteria) and 
the package drop for all other packages.  

The NRC position is to demand both tests, which are essentially for the same 
accident conditions, and it is unreasonable to assume that the package could be 
subject to both a crush condition and a drop condition under the same accident 
scenario.  

However, it is not unreasonable to have both tests to ascertain the most 
damaging condition but if they are on different packages. To carry out the two 
tests on the same package is a double drop test and beyond the considered 
accident scenarios. This is a more damaging set of tests than that required for 
other packages and is essentially a double 9 meters drop test, which is not 
something demanded of other packages on the same item.  

Westinghouse therefore request that if both tests are required on packages that 
meet the requirements for the crush test then the rules specify that this could be 
carried out on two different packages.  

Issue 11 - Fissile Material Package Design for Transport by Aircraft 

Westinghouse supports adoption of this proposal.  

Issue 12 - Special Package Authorizations 

Westinghouse agrees with the NRC's proposed position and in particular with 
concept of a corresponding DOT change such that a case-by-case approval by 
the NRC of a special package authorization would not also require a DOT 
exemption. Westinghouse however is unable to confirm that the DOT has indeed 
proposed such a corresponding change.  

Issue 13 - Expansion of Part 71 Quality Assurance Requirements to 
Certificate of Compliance (CoC) Holders 

The NRC is expanding the Quality Assurance provisions of 71 Subpart H to 
include certificate holders and applicants for certificates of compliance.  
Westinghouse, like other fabricators, is both a user of others packages and a 
supplier of Westinghouse packages to others for transport. This places a quality 
assurance obligation on Westinghouse under these circumstances, which does 
not currently exist.
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Westinghouse notes the liability as a result of deliberate and intentional acts or 
omissions and therefore supports the changes proposed.  

Issue 14 - Adoption of American Society of Mechanical Engineers ASME) 
Code 

Westinghouse supports the non-adoption of these codes.  

Issue 15 - Change Authority for Dual-Purpose Package Certificate Holders 

Westinghouse supports adoption of this proposal.  

Issue 16a - Fissile Material Exemptions 

Westinghouse agrees in principle with the need to change the requirements for 
the shipment of fissile exempt materials. Under the NRC emergency final rule 
(62 FR 5907), the NRC imposed significant restrictions on the shipment of large 
volume decommissioning waste containing fissile material.  

In order to understand the following comments it is necessary to recognize that 
there are two different conditions where the shipment of fissile exempt materials 
is important.  

1. The shipment of large volumes of waste materials containing low 
concentrations of fissile radionuclides such as that associated with 
decommissioning wastes. Packages for such materials are generally very 
large, including bulk containers such as railroad cars. While the 
concentrations of fissile radionuclides are necessarily low to meet disposal 
site criteria, the total mass of fissile radionuclides can be substantial due 
to the large volumes of material involved, especially for enriched uranium 
contaminated waste. Such materials are generally limited to domestic 
shipments.  

2. The shipment of small quantities and volumes of fissile radionuclides such 
as samples. Generally these materials are of high purity. Packages of 
such material are relatively small and can be effectively limited by mass 
constraints. Such materials will often be shipped internationally.  

The proposed rules would effectively result in the situation where neither need is 
efficiently met. Westinghouse believes that this is because the proposed rule 
attempts to satisfy both needs without understanding the very significant 
differences between the two situations.  

Situation I - Decommissioning Waste:
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While the proposed changes eliminate some of the restrictions that were 
incorporated in the emergency rule they do not provide for the ability to 
ship large volumes of decommissioning waste in an effective manner.  

Under the proposed rules, 71.15(b) allows the shipment of material as 
fissile exempt provide a mass ratio of 2000:1 is applicable but places the 
additional requirement that the package contain less than 350 grams of 
fissile material. For shipments of enriched uranium contaminated 
decommissioning waste, this effectively limits the package volume to less 
than one cubic meter. Such small package volume limits are unrealistic to 
meet the needs for decommissioning efforts. Furthermore, this mass ratio 
criterion would limit the maximum concentration for low enriched uranium 
to about /2 of the waste acceptance criteria for the EnviroCare disposal 
site.  

While larger volume shipments are possible if the enriched uranium 
concentration is greater than the minimum mass ratio limit, experience has 
shown that the package limit of the proposed rule will prohibit large bulk 
shipments as fissile exempt material. For example, for low enriched 
uranium (i.e. 5% U-235) contaminated soil where the average uranium 
concentration is 300 pCi/g, a bulk shipment in a railroad gondola car will 
exceed the 350 gram fissile package limit. Such considerations would 
continue to place serious limitations on the planning for the shipment of 
decommissioning waste materials containing enriched uranium 
contamination. This limitation appears to be primarily due to the fact that 
this portion of the proposed rule has eliminated the need to have 
limitations of the content of lead, beryllium, graphite and hydrogenous 
material enriched in deuterium.  

Note also that the proposed changes for fissile exempt material can 
actually be more restrictive for bulk containers, such as a rail car, under 
the proposed rule than under the existing emergency rule. For bulk 
shipments, in a rail car, of enriched uranium contaminated waste, the 
current rules would limit the shipment to 400 grams of U-235 (the 
consignment limit), whereas the proposed rule would limit the shipment to 
350 grams of U-235 (the package limit).  

In the situation for decommissioning waste where the fissile material is 
dispersed in a large mass of other materials, the concept of a ratio 
criterion is simple to implement. The added restriction of the package 
mass limit however effectively limits the allowable volume of the package 
and would therefore not allow the efficient use of bulk packaging. Thus 
the proposed rules do not provide for the efficient shipment of such wastes 
that are anticipated in decommissioning projects.  

Situation 2 - Small Volume/Mass Shipments:
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The proposed adoption of the fissile exemptions as worded is of 
considerable concern to Westinghouse. Paragraph 672 of TS-R-1 
provides for fissile exempt materials that is the system adopted by the 
international community. The proposed rules provide for a completely 
different approach to fissile exempt materials. This difference will 
complicate the transport in international trade of these materials. Unless 
the proposed rule also permits shipments of fissile exempt materials in 
accordance with the provisions of TS-R-1, a shipper will be required to 
meet both regulations for international shipments with the attendant 
confusion and increased probability of nonconformance.  

For this shipping situation, the ratio control proposed by the NRC is 
significantly flawed.  

The two ratios of 200:1 and 2000:1 are based on material ratios that are 
not well defined. Iron is not defined and in some informal discussions 
seems to mean metal. Also there is no definition of "insoluble in water".  
Without these clear definitions it is difficult to accurately define material as 
being fissile exempt.  

It will also be difficult to make a full assessment of all materials in a 
package to get to the ratio calculations as some of the full chemical 
analysis of the contents of the proprietary materials is not readily available 
(eg. some of the foams used have performance specifications but not 
material breakdown).  

The basis of assessing fissile exempt materials has to be a clear.  
Definitions have to be unambiguous. Calculations that are easy to make 
and not subject to interpretation and hence error and non-compliance.  
There is also benefit in standardization of a simple system such as mass 
control.  

The NRC proposal has no clearly argued basis for adoption and benefits 
of a system different from that in TS-R-1.  

The NRC proposal is flawed on three levels: 

1. Lack of definition of terms to categorize the ratio calculations.  
2. Difficulty in obtaining information on materials to carry out the 

calculations.  
3. Complexity and inconsistency with international regulations.  

Westinghouse therefore clearly objects to this aspect of the proposed rule 
and recommends inclusion of the TS-R-1 provisions for fissile exempt 
materials.
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Conclusions:

As proposed, Westinghouse believes that the proposed provisions for 
defining fissile exempt materials is flawed. Westinghouse therefore 
supports the suggestion of the Nuclear Energy Institute to have the 
rulemaking to go forward while the industry works with the staff to arrive at 
operational limits that will assure the mass or concentration limit is 
maintained under accident conditions.  

Issue 16b - General License Provisions 

NRC is indicating that it is providing increased flexibility to shippers through 
modifications in 71.22. In exchange for this increased flexibility the NRC is 
proposing to significantly restrict accumulation of fissile material in individual 
shipments. The CSI requirements outlined in the draft 71.22(d)(3) states, that the 
sum of the CSI's must be less than or equal to 50.0 (for shipments on a non
exclusive use conveyance or storage incident to transport) and less than 100 (for 
shipment on an exclusive use conveyance). This requirement is repeated in 
proposed changes to 71.59.  

The rule implies that "incident to transport" applies to port operations (DoT 
consider port layovers to be "incident to transport"). There is no time limit defined.  
The transfer of cargo from vessel to truck or the time required to get customs 
c!earance would come within this definition. Under the proposed changes for 
71.59, a shipper would be restricted to accumulations of fissile material up to a 
total of a CSI of 50 for transport if the storage incident to transport occurred. This 
requirement would essentially eliminate the ability to transport under exclusive 
use conditions where the CSI limit is higher.  

The industry is losing many of the liner services, which previously were willing to 
carry radioactive material. There is a significant increase in the reliance on 
charter vessels to service the nuclear industry for the transport of radioactive 
materials. This rule, limiting the CSI to 50 for operations "incident to transport" 
would reduce the cargo allowed on a vessel and therefore both increase the 
number of transports required and the cost by a factor of two or three.  

It seems inappropriate that the NRC would wish to increase the number of 
shipments but this is what the proposed rule would do.  

Westinghouse therefore oppose adoption of any rule which imposes a limit on 
the CSI for operations "incident to transport" which is different than that applied to 
the transport operation i.e. vessel CSI limits.  

Issue 17 - Double Containment of Plutonium (PRM-71-12)
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Westinghouse has no comment on this issue.

Issue 18 - Contamination Limits as Applied to Spent Fuel and High Level 

Waste Packages.  

Westinghouse has no comment on this issue.  

Issue 19 - Modification of Event Reporting Requirements 

Westinghouse has no comment on this issue.  

Other Comments: 

Section 71.14- Exemptions for low-level materials 

Westinghouse believes that there is a potential for confusion between the 
wording of 71.14(b) and 71.14(c). Section 71.14(c) appears to exempt LSA-l and 
SCO-I shipments without limitation on the fissile material content. Section 
71.14(b) is primarily intended to exempt Type A quantity shipments and certain 
LSA and SCO shipments but does provide specific constraints on the fissile 
content. Westinghouse recommends that the following words be added to 
Section 71.14(b) to clarify the regulations: 

"provided that the packages do not contain any fissile material, or the 
meerial is exempt from classification as fissile material under 71.15".
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