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NRC participants: Chris Allen, David Tarantino, Jason Piotter, Andrew Barto, Michel Call and Michele Sampson 
Croft participants: Sarah Marshall and Robert Vaughn 
MURR participants: Michael Flagg, Amber Gady and CJ Roberts 

Prior to the call, the requests for additional information were provided to the applicant (MLI3078A018) and the applicant provided a 
matrix with their initial responses (ML13084A192). Staff responsible for evaluating the containment and thermal capabilities of the 
package found the applicant's proposed responses to their questions acceptable; therefore, these responses were not discussed during 
the phone call. 

The response to RAI 2.2 was discussed first. When asked what was meant by "Under review," Croft explained that they were 
evaluating how the different components of the package fit together when the tolerances of the individual components were taken 
into account. Croft offered to provide a summary of their findings once they were completed and the NRC accepted. When the NRC 
asked if the gap in question served any specific purpose, Croft responded that it did not. 

The response to RAI 6.1 was discussed next. Croft was informed that their proposed response would not resolve concerns the NRC 
had because specifying a 15g limit may not ensure safe operations in all cases. In addition, it was pointed out that specifying a 15g 
limit might also prove burdensome on either Croft or a package user in some instances. Different options were subsequently 
discussed, and with input from MURR, it was concluded that the best resolution was to refer to the regulations and remove other 
restrictions from the Safety Analysis Report (SAR). 
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CONVERSATION RECORD (Continued) 
SUMMARY: 

In discussing the response to RAI 2.1, Croft proposed rewording the SARto state that Finite Element Analysis (FEA) results were 
being provided as supporting information. Since the results of the prototype drop tests were sufficient to make a safety 
determination, the NRC had no issues with this approach. However, the NRC stated that this approach might cause problems not 
only because some assumptions used to generate the FEA results were considered questionable by the NRC, but also because the 
FEA results showed negative margins in some cases. Therefore, the NRC cautioned Croft to carefully reword the SAR text. 

After a 30 minute break, the teleconference resumed. The ensuing discussion focused on the shielding RAis. Croft proposed 
revising the operations text in the SAR to specify that the Safkeg HS package would be used in exclusive use shipments because they 
felt this would address most of the concerns contained in the RAis issued by the NRC. Croft proposed using the existing dose rates 
in the SAR as a starting point and determining the dose rates on the transport vehicle surfaces using the l /r"2 approach (where r is 
the distance from the package surface to the transport vehicle surface). Croft proposed using multiple nuclides which they 
considered representative to validate this approach. The NRC felt this was reasonable, but stressed that this approach would only 
apply to shipments meeting the following criteria: the shipment occurred in a closed vehicle and the position of the Safkeg HS was 
fixed relative to the walls of the vehicle. Otherwise, the shipment must meet the regulations associated with non-exclusive use 
shipments. MURR suggested that, similar to the resolution of RAJ 6.1, the SAR text be revised to reference the exclusive use 
regulations in 10 CFR 71. Although this approach was acceptable in general, the NRC did not feel this approach, as proposed by 
MURR, was adequate. Croft indicated that they would take all of this information into consideration when revising the SAR text. 

Individual shielding RAis were discussed next. For RAI 5.1, Croft explained that source locations within the tungsten inserts did not 
impact the limiting dose rate location; however, for the stainless steel insert, they stated that the source location needed to be at least 
one centimeter from the top of the insert. Therefore, they were considering either requiring the liner to be present at all times or 
developing a special cap with the insert. The NRC informed Croft that they did not share their optimism about the tungsten inserts 
and encouraged them to evaluate dose rates on the package surface at locations where the depleted uranium shielding was minimized 
between the source and the detector; e.g., package surface locations which require the radiation to pass through the shielding at an 
angle from the insert lid. Next, in addition to their matrix response for RAJ 5.3, Croft identified that their evaluations of 
bremsstrahlung radiation indic~ted that beta particles were absorbed by the liner and never reached the depleted uranium shield. For 
RAI5.7, although the response matrix identified how alpha neutron reactions should not be a problem, Croft indicated they would 
modify the application to preclude the shipment of both boron and beryllium. Croft then identified their intent to supplement the 
SAR text to include contributions from all radiation sources as requested in RAI 5.8. All other proposed responses to the shielding 
RAis were considered adequate. Consequently, they were not discussed. 

After reviewing the matrix responses for the technical RAis, the non-technical RAis were reviewed. In discussions about RAI 1.9, it 
was determined that specifying all nuclides would be onerous. Consequently, MURR suggested removing all references to 
radionuclides having less than an A2 value from the SAR tables. This suggestion seemed reasonable to the NRC. For RAI 1.1 0, in 
addition to the response provided by Croft in their matrix, additional discussions were held about conditioning the certificate to 
prevent shipping alpha emitters to preclude alpha-neutron reactions; however, it was determined that including text in the SAR about 
the product containers would sufficiently address this topic. For RAI 3.7. Croft was informed that, although the typographical error 
did not pose a safety issue, it would reflect well of Croft to correct it from a quality viewpoint. Therefore, Croft agreed to correct the 
typographical error. In discussing RAI 7.5, Croft identified that product containers were relied upon to retain contents, particularly 
gases, under normal conditions of transport, and MURR indicated that they performed quality assurance checks on containers used to 
transport gases. In addition, the possibility of adding SAR text for the user to verify no gaps were present to ensure shipping 
conditions were similar to test conditions was also discussed. In regards to RAI 8.4, Croft explained they had experienced significant 
delays during manufacture of their Safkeg LS package because the testing personnel were inexperienced. Therefore, they felt the 
acceptance tests specified in the SAR would be sufficient because they intended to carefully implement both fabrication and 
manufacturing controls. They also felt that, by doing this, the radiation measurements at the time of shipment would provide proof 
of adequate fabrication. Croft also indicated that at least one other vendor had been allowed to use a similar approach in utilizing 
depleted uranium as shielding material. The NRC stated they would research how the adequacy of depleted uranium shielding had 
been evaluated in the past and also warned Croft that using radiation measurements at the time of shipment might not demonstrate 
design adequacy because the isotopes loaded may not provide the maximum dose rates. 

After discussing what documents each would provide, the call was ended at approximately 12: 15 P.M. 
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