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NRC ATTENDEES: Kimberly Gruss, Gordon Bjorkman, Jason Piotter, Pierre Saverot

The NRC called Holtec International (Holtec) to pursue a continuing dialogue on HI-STAR 60 and -180 issues, address some
concerns previously communicated to various NRC staff and provide clarification to topics raised by Holtec with the objective
that Holtec works on a solution that NRC would expect to see into a revised application. Such clarifications are addressed
below:

(1) Holtec did not clearly understand the regulatory basis for the staff position on the required gap analysis and believed that
it was being treated differently from other vendors. NRC staff said that the regulatory basis is delineated in 10 CFR 71.51.
Transportation packages have to meet both normal and hypothetical accident conditions of transport and, with the existing
large gap in the current design, there is a potential to have some offset in the containment boundary. NRC staff also said that
it was a generic line of questioning that had been addressed with other vendors over the last few years and that the staff was
absolutely not "spotlighting" Holtec's application on this issue because NRC had recognized the issue of the gap analysis since
2006 and thus considered that gaps during transport must be included in the applicant's drop analysis. Further, NRC has had
a number of discussions on this issue with both the German and the British competent authorities. NRC staff also mentioned
to Holtec the conclusions from a BAM paper, presented at the 2007 PATRAM meeting, on the necessity to consider secondary
impact due to gaps during a 30 ft drop.

(2) Regarding tolerances to include or not into the gap analysis, NRC staff said that, using the HI-STAR 180 two inches axial
gap as an example, it appears that tolerances are relatively insignificant relative to the size of the gap. As a consequence,
there is no real need to perform a sensitivity analysis using allowable tolerances and Holtec should only use the nominal gap
to perform the analyses. In addition, NRC staff told Holtec that it had recently evaluated responses on a simple system and
that the main parameter is the stiffness of the closure system. Therefore, there are ways for Holtec to reduce potential
responses to a gap issue.
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(3) Regarding the evaluation of gaps for radial and/or axial directions, NRC staff stated that Holtec needs to consider any gap
that has the potential to impart a significant secondary impact to the package and that it was up to Holtec to determine what
was or was not significant. Holtec would have then to provide a justification as to why certain gaps were not included in the
analysis for NRC to complete its evaluation.

(4) Regarding Holtec's question on the use of NUREG-1864, NRC staff said that NUREG-1864 uses a single pin model, does
not have a transportation type scenario and therefore no gaps were considered. Staff believes it is not difficult to incorporate
a gap into the system and look at the response. Holtec agreed with the staff's answer.

(5) Regarding the use of the LS-DYNA model, staff said that Holtec has not yet benchmarked LS-DYNA for bolt closure. Staff
also said that any comparison of this case to what was done in NUREG-1864 had the potential for a difficult success path
because the two drop scenarios have different boundary conditions and therefore the comparison of the results using a
similarity argument may not be appropriate. Staff said that Holtec can use the methodology but can't make comparisons to
the results of NUREG-1864. Holtec agreed with the staff's answer.

(6) Regarding Holtec's question on the potential addition of a physical component (e.g. a spring) to damp the response to close
the gap, staff said that such design had been used in the past for testing at Sandia National Laboratory.
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