
August 8, 2014 
 
 
 
Mr. Christopher Dane  
Vice President of Cask Development, Engineering Manager 
Robatel Technologies, LLC 
5115 Bernard Drive, Suite 304 
Roanoke, VA 24018 
 
SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOR THE MODEL NO. RT-100 

PACKAGE, DOCKET NO. 71-9365.   
 
Dear Mr. Dane: 
 
By letter dated June 3, 2014, Robatel Technologies, LLC, submitted a request for an 
authorization to ship activated metals from the Rancho Seco decommissioning project using the 
Model No. RT-100 package.  Such contents are not currently authorized in Revision No. 0 of the 
certificate of compliance.  Your request is intended to demonstrate that such shipments will be 
in full compliance with the regulatory limits.   
 
In connection with our detailed technical review, we need the information identified in the 
enclosure to this letter.  We request that you provide this information by August 27, 2014.  If you 
are unable to meet this deadline, you must notify us in writing no later than August 25, 2014, of 
your submittal date and the reasons for the delay.  The staff will then assess the impact of the 
new submittal date and notify you of a revised schedule. 
  
Please reference Docket No. 71-9365 and TAC No. L24925 in future correspondence related to 
this request.  The staff is available to meet with you to discuss your proposed responses.  If you 
have any questions regarding this matter, I may be contacted at (301) 287-0759. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

 
/RA/ 
Pierre M. Saverot, Project Manager 
Licensing Branch 
Division of Spent Fuel Storage and Transportation 
Office of Nuclear Material Safety 
  and Safeguards 
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Request for Additional Information 

Robatel Technologies, LLC 
Docket No. 71-9365 

Model No. RT-100 Package  
 
 
 
By letter dated June 3, 2014, Robatel Technologies, LLC, submitted a request for an 
authorization to ship activated metals from the Rancho Seco decommissioning project using the 
Model No. RT-100 package.  Such contents are not currently included in Revision No. 0 of the 
certificate of compliance. 
 
This request for additional information (RAI) identifies information needed by the staff in 
connection with its review of this package authorization letter request to confirm whether the 
applicant has demonstrated compliance with regulatory requirements.   
 
NUREG-1609, “Standard Review Plan for Transportation Packages for Radioactive Material,” 
was used for this review. 
 
 

1. Justify the adequacy of MicroShield for calculating the dose rates of the package with 
the proposed contents. 

On page 6 of the report “RT-100 Transport Cask Contents Description, Rancho Seco 
Reactor Vessel Internals,” the applicant states: “The dose rate obtained by modeling 
with Microshield® assumes a uniform distribution throughout the entire volume of the 
liner. This might explain the discrepancy between some of the measured and the 
estimated dose rate.  This difference is larger for some activated metal and might be due 
to the geometrical form of the hardware and the way the waste was packed in the liner.”   

On page 5 of the report “Radiological Characterization of Rancho Seco Reactor Core 
Region Internals,” the applicant states: “The MicroShleld calculation was based on a 
uniform source distribution.  Results were normalized to the maximum measured dose 
rate at approximately the mid-point of the range.”   

From the data provided in Table 3, it appears that MicroShield may be inadequate for 
these calculations.  Based on the information provided in the application, it appears that 
the homogenization of the source also might have introduced significant errors in the 
dose rate calculations because the activation of the various parts of the reactor vessel 
internals (RVI) is highly dependent on the neutron flux intensity of these locations.  The 
side of a component facing the reactor will have significant more activation than the 
other side of the same component.  This is true for all reactor internals components.  
Averaging the activity over a component might have severely underestimated the 
activation of the materials on the side facing the reactors and overestimated the activity 
on the opposite side.  As such, if loaded in such a way that the highly activated side of a 
segment of the RVI is facing toward the outside of the liner, the dose rate could be 
substantially higher than what is calculated based on an average source.   

The applicant needs to explain if any actions have been taken to correct this problem, 
when determining the source distribution in its shielding model for the RT-100 package. 
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The staff needs this information to determine compliance with the regulatory 
requirements of 10 CFR 71.47 and 71.51. 

 
2. Explain how the corrected dose rates were determined and why the corrected dose rates 

for RVI-19 are smaller than that of RVI-008, RVI-016, RVI-017, and RVI-018 given the 
fact that the 2005 measured dose rates of RVI-19 were much greater than that of those 
components. 

The applicant provides, in Table 3 of the report “RT-100 Transport Cask Contents 
Description, Rancho Seco Reactor Vessel Internals,” corrected dose rates on contact 
and at 3 meters adjusted for decay from 2005 to February 2014.  From this data, it is not 
clear how such adjustments were made.  The applicant needs to explain whether these 
adjustments were based on measured or calculated dose rates, as reported in this table.   

In addition, the applicant provides in Table 3 of the report “RT-100 Transport Cask 
Contents Description, Rancho Seco Reactor Vessel Internals” the estimated and 
measured contact dose rates in 2005.  The applicant further provides corrected contact 
dose rates adjusted for decay from 2005 to February 2014.  Given that the dose rates 
measured in 2005 for RVI-19 were much larger than those of the other segments, it 
would be expected that the decay time corrected dose rate for RVI-19 would be 
proportionally greater than the dose rates of the others.  However, from this data, it 
appears that corrected dose rates for RVI-19 are smaller than that of RVI-008, RVI-016, 
RVI-017, and RVI-018.   

The applicant needs to explain the inconsistency between these calculations and 
provide justification for the results.  The applicant also needs to provide justification for 
the adequacy of its quality assurance program in determining the source terms which 
are critical to the assurance of compliance with the requirements of 10 CFR 71.47 and 
71.51 on the package dose rates. 

The staff needs this information to determine compliance with the regulatory 
requirements of 10 CFR 71.47 and 71.51.         

 
3. Provide a summary table to demonstrate that the calculated dose rates meet the 

requirements of 10 CFR 71.47 and 71.51. 

The applicant provides a calculation package and input files for the dose rates at normal 
conditions of transport (NCT) and hypothetical accident conditions (HAC).  However, 
there is no summary of dose rates or reference to other document in the main 
application document to demonstrate compliance with the regulations.  The applicant 
needs to provide a summary table to demonstrate that the calculated dose rates meet 
the requirements of 10 CFR 71.47 and 71.51. 

The staff needs this information to determine compliance with the regulatory 
requirements of 10 CFR 71.47 and 71.51.         

 
4. Explain how the source term used in the shielding analysis model was determined. 

From the TLI Calculation note No. CN-13039-501 titled “Rancho Seco Activated Metal 
Shielding Analysis,” it appears that a uniformly distributed source was used in the MCNP 
models for both NCT and HAC analyses and that the source was defined with explicit  
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geometries of the content blocks in the NCT model.  However, it is not clear how the 
source distribution for each segment was determined from the information provided in 
the application and the calculation note.  The applicant needs to explain how the source 
term, source strength and geometry or both, used in the shielding analysis model, was 
determined. 

The staff needs this information to determine compliance with the regulatory 
requirements of 10 CFR 71.47 and 71.51.         

 
5. Justify the use of a disc source to represent the contents in the HAC model. 

In the TLI Calculation note No. CN-13039-501 titled “Rancho Seco Activated Metal 
Shielding Analysis,” the applicant states “For the side 1-meter dose calculations, the 
source is restricted to the 1-inch thick disc representing the components or the chips at 
the lead slump or pin puncture.”   

However, it is not clear how the sources distributed in the content were converted into a 
disc source.  The applicant needs to explain how this conversion was done and justify 
that it is conservative to do so.    

The staff needs this information to determine compliance with the regulatory 
requirements of 10 CFR 71.47 and 71.51.         


