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REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
 
RAI 1: 
 
Dominion is requesting an amendment to Materials License Number SNM-2507 for the North 
Anna Power Station (NAPS) specific-license Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation 
(ISFSI) (ML14160A707).  The amendment requests changes to Technical Specification (TS) 
4.2.3, “Storage Pad,” which defines, in part, the distance between individual casks (center-to-
center) on the ISFSI Pad.  The licensee is proposing to change the distance between individual 
casks from a nominal 16 feet to a minimum of 14 feet (center-to-center) on ISFSI Pad 1 for TN-
32 casks with heat loads no greater than 27.1 kW.  Provide the following information about the 
NAPS ISFSI: 

• Location and distance to the nearest resident to the ISFSI. 
• Confirm that the license amendment request will not result in changes to: 

o routine operations, and 
o maintenance activities. 

• A list of other regulatory permits that Dominion is required to obtain in addition to the 
amendment to the NRC license SNM-2507.  If any other regulatory permits are 
necessary, provide the status of those permits. 

This information is necessary for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff to assess the 
environmental impacts of the proposed action as required by 10 CFR 51.30. 
 
RAI 2: 

Dominion considered the movement of the casks that shifted during the seismic event to their 
original pre-earthquake locations as an alternative to the proposed action.  Dominion stated that 
leaving the casks in their current location would avoid unnecessary personnel exposure and the 
increased risk of injury or a cask handling event associated with moving the casks back to their 
pre-earthquake position.  In addition, the license amendment request notes that the movement 
of the casks a few inches from their original locations, as a result of the earthquake, and, thus, 
allowing the casks to remain in their current position, has an insignificant effect on offsite dose 
at the site boundaries, as the closest site boundary is 2500 feet from Pad 1.  Also, Dominion 
states that the change in offsite dose rates due to cask movement is considered insignificant.  
Provide a more detailed discussion of the scope of activities that would need to be conducted if 
casks need to be returned to their pre-earthquake location.  At a minimum, provide the following 
information: 

• The duration of the activities necessary to complete the movement of the casks to their 
pre-earthquake locations. 

• The number of casks that would need to be moved in order to restore the casks to their 
pre-earthquake locations. 

• Whether any previously undisturbed land would need to be disturbed and, if so, the 
extent of the disturbance and mitigation measures or plans in place. 

• The number of additional employees necessary to complete the movement of the casks. 
• Whether the endangered or threatened species or their critical habitats are expected to 

be affected. 
 



This information is necessary for the NRC staff to assess the environmental impacts of the 
alternatives to the proposed action as required by 10 CFR 51.30(a)(ii). 
 

RAI 3: 

Dominion stated that radiological surveys of the casks on Pad 1 did not indicate any changes to 
the casks’ surface dose rate and that allowing them to remain in their current positions has an 
insignificant effect on offsite dose at the site boundaries.  Please provide copies of radiological 
surveys or calculations to support this statement. 

This information is necessary for the NRC staff to assess the environmental impacts of the 
proposed action as required by 10 CFR 51.30. 
 
GENERAL 
 
RAI 4: 

Clarify the reason for the proposed change to Technical Specification (TS) 4.2.3 references to 
storage pads and ensure that TS 4.2.3 references to storage pads are consistent. 
 
The applicant’s proposed changes to TS 4.2.3 to refer to a single storage pad in the first two 
sentences of the TS appear to be unnecessary and to make the TS language inconsistent.  For 
example, the last sentence of TS 4.2.3 still states that “The facility will have up to three storage 
pads.”  Furthermore, the second sentence states that a pad is designed to store 28 casks.  
Based on these statements and the amount of spent fuel permitted to be stored under the 
license and the size of the casks, more than one pad would be necessary.  Thus, while the 
licensee currently uses only one pad under the specific license, it could have up to three pads 
under that license (and would need three pads if it stored the full amount of spent fuel 
authorized under the specific license).  The proposed changes could also make a future 
amendment request (to modify the TS language again) necessary to enable storage of fuel that 
is already allowed to be stored under the current specific license. 
 
This information is needed to confirm compliance with 10 CFR 72.44(c)(4). 
 
SHIELDING/RADIATION PROTECTION 
 
RAI 5: 

Modify the radiological evaluation to address the effects of the proposed center-to-center cask 
spacing change as well as the cask movement caused by the August 2011 earthquake, both in 
terms of public and occupational doses. 
 
For the radiological evaluation, the amendment request only discusses the expected impacts to 
public dose from the small shifts in the positions of the currently loaded casks due to the 2011 
earthquake.  However, it does not appear to include in that discussion any consideration of 
reduction in cask shadowing (i.e., one cask acting as shielding for another cask) due to the non-
uniformity of the casks’ quake-induced movements, which resulted in the casks being even less 
aligned with each other than they were previously.  Furthermore, the amendment request does 
not address the radiological impacts, if any, of the more significant change from 16’ center-to-
center spacing to 14’ center-to-center spacing.  These items should be addressed and include 
consideration of the impacts, if any, on occupational as well as public dose estimates.  The 



bases for the evaluation’s conclusions should be clearly explained and include consideration of 
casks that could yet be loaded under this specific license. 
 
This information is needed to confirm compliance with 10 CFR 72.24(e), 10 CFR 72.104 and 10 
CFR 72.126(a). 
 
 


