
 
 

October 14, 2015 
 
 

 
MEMORANDUM TO: Michele Sampson, Branch Chief 
 Spent Fuel Licensing Branch 
 Division of Spent Fuel Management 
 Office of Nuclear Material Safety 
   and Safeguards 
 
FROM: John Vera, Project Manager  /RA/ 
 Spent Fuel Licensing Branch 
 Division of Spent Fuel Management 
 Office of Nuclear Material Safety 
   and Safeguards 
 
SUBJECT: RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS ON DRAFT REGULATORY 

ISSUE SUMMARY 2015-XX, “SEISMIC STABILITY ANALYSIS 
FOR SPENT FUEL DRY CASK STACK-UP CONFIGURATION” 

 
 
 A notice of opportunity for public comment on this Regulatory Issue Summary (RIS) was 

published in the Federal Register (80 FR 21770) on April 20, 2015 for a 45-day comment 

period.  Four organizations and individuals provided comments, which were considered before 

issuance of this RIS in final form.  Comments were received from Nuclear Energy Institute 

(Agencywide Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS) Accession No. 

ML15161A480), Holtec International (ADAMS Accession No. ML15161A477), and anonymous 

submittals (ADAMS Accession Nos. ML15160A310, and ML15163A028).  Enclosed are the staff 

responses to all public comments. 

 
Enclosure: 
As stated 
 
CONTACT: John Vera, NMSS/DSFM/SFLB 
  301-415-5790 
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Enclosure 

NRC Staff Response to Public Comments on 
DRAFT NRC REGULATORY ISSUE SUMMARY 2015-XX 

“SEISMIC STABILITY ANALYSIS METHODOLOGIES FOR SPENT FUEL DRY CASK 
LOADING STACK-UP CONFIGURATION” (ML13353A710) 

 
 
Comments on the subject draft regulatory issue summary (RIS) are available electronically in 
the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s (NRC’s) electronic Reading Room at 
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.html.  From this page, the public can gain entry into the 
Agencywide Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS), which provides text and 
image files of NRC's public documents.  Comments were received from the following individuals 
or groups: 
 

Letter 
Number 

ADAMS 
Accession No. 

Commenter 
Affiliation 

Commenter Name 

1 ML15160A310 No Known Affiliation Anonymous 
2 ML15161A477 HOLTEC Kimberly Manzione 
3 ML15161A480 Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) Kristopher Cummings 
4 ML15163A028 No Known Affiliation Anonymous 

 
This document lists each public comment by letter number.  For each comment, the NRC has 
repeated the comment or question followed by the NRC’s response. In some instances, the 
comment was broken down into segments for clarity.  Each comment is referred to by letter 
number listed above, and each comment from the corresponding letter. 
 
Comments 
 
Comment No. 1-1:  Do the original cask [final safety analysis report] FSAR and dropped load 
analysis address the current safety concerns of today?  Will this review be completed per 
NUREG 1536 with the consideration of components being reclassified as a safety related or 
important to safety?  
 
NRC Response:  The commenter’s question goes beyond the scope of the RIS.  The intent for 
issuing this RIS is to share information regarding acceptable seismic stability analysis 
methodologies to determine seismic stability of spent fuel dry cask loading stack-up 
configurations.  The RIS discusses methodologies to perform analyses to evaluate stack-up 
stability under seismic loads.  The classification of components is outside the scope of the RIS.  
No change was made to the RIS in response to the comment. 
 
Comment No. 1-2:  The RIS should discuss the connection points to the [multi-purpose canister] 
MPC during canister transfer during stack-up. 
 
NRC Response:  The staff disagrees with this comment.  The commenter’s question goes 
beyond the scope of the RIS.  The intent for issuing this RIS is to share information regarding 
acceptable seismic stability analysis methodologies to determine seismic stability of spent fuel 
dry cask loading stack-up configurations.  Connection points to the MPC are designed in 
accordance with American Society of Mechanical Engineers Code and the guidance in 
Regulatory Guide 3.61, and safety analyses are described in the safety analysis report.  No 
change was made to the RIS in response to the comment. 
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Comment No. 1-3a:  The RIS should be a backfit per 10 CFR Part 50.109(a)(5) for establishing 
new safety requirements with respect to seismic stability analysis. 
 
NRC Response:  The staff disagrees with this comment.  The intent for issuing this RIS is to 
share information regarding acceptable seismic stability analysis methodologies to determine 
seismic stability of spent fuel dry cask loading stack-up configurations, it does not impose any 
new regulatory requirements.  No change was made to the RIS in response to the comment. 
 
Comment No. 1-3b:  The RIS does not explain why a single-failure-proof crane and seismic 
stability analysis of the dry cask stack-up are not required for 10 CFR Part 72 when there are  
no facilities providing adequate protection to the health and safety of the public as described in 
10 CFR Part 50.109(a)(5). 
 
NRC Response:  The staff disagrees with this comment.  The commenter’s statement goes 
beyond the scope of the RIS.  The intent for issuing this RIS is to share information regarding 
acceptable seismic stability analysis methodologies to determine seismic stability of spent fuel 
dry cask loading stack-up configurations.  No change was made to the RIS in response to the 
comment. 
 
Comment No. 1-4a:  The RIS should identify a defense-in-depth approach with respect to 
NUREG-0612. 
 
NRC Response:  The staff disagrees with this comment.  The requirements of NUREG-0612 
“Control of Heavy Loads at Nuclear Power Plants,” are outside the scope of the discussion of 
the RIS.  No change was made to the RIS in response to the comment. 
 
Comment No. 1-4b:  The guidelines for 10 CFR Part 50 with respect to stack-up configuration 
and heavy loads should apply to 10 CFR Part 72. 
 
NRC Response:  The staff disagrees with this comment.  The commenter’s statement goes 
beyond the scope of the RIS.  Guidance concerning stack-up configuration and heavy loads 
under 10 CFR Part 50 is intended to provide acceptable methodologies to demonstrate a 
licensee’s ability to meet requirements for structures and facilities regulated under 10 CFR  
Part 50.  This RIS is intended to address the current requirements associated with 10 CFR  
Part 72.  No change was made to the RIS in response to the comment. 
 
Comment No. 1-4c:  The following question is quoted from the commenter:  “Does the INTENT 
of this RIS for Seismic Stability Analysis Methodology include a Part 50 Facility (e.g. - Cask 
transfer inside a fuel building, reactor building), a Part 72 Facility (e.g. - cask transfer facility, 
above ground cask transfer) or both?...” 
 
NRC Response:  To the extent that the commenter is suggesting that 10 CFR Part 72 guidance 
should or should not apply to 10 CFR Part 50 facilities, the analysis methodologies described in 
the RIS are independent of the location or facility of any actual stack-up.  In addition, as 
described in the Backfitting and Issue Finality Section, “…Although an ISFSI licensee who is an 
addressee of this RIS may also be a holder of a 10 CFR Part 50 operating license or a holder of 
a 10 CFR Part 52 combined license, the discussion in this RIS is directed to activities and 
matters conducted under the authority granted by the NRC’s general license for an ISFSI and 
NRC-approved cask designs…”  No change to the RIS was made in response to this comment. 
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Comment No. 1-5:  The RIS is not clear on whether it is applicable to 10 CFR Part 50 facilities 
that have been granted a general license for storage. 
 
NRC Response:  The staff disagrees with this comment.  As described in the Backfitting and 
Issue Finality Section, “…Although an ISFSI licensee who is an addressee of this RIS may also 
be a holder of a 10 CFR Part 50 operating license or a holder of a 10 CFR Part 52 combined 
license, the discussion in this RIS is directed to activities and matters conducted under the 
authority granted by the NRC’s general license for an ISFSI and NRC-approved cask 
designs…”  No change to the RIS was made in response to this comment. 
 
Comment No. 2-1:  The draft RIS states that, "The phasing of the Fourier components 
associated with the real seed motions must be maintained to the maximum extent practical."  
The use of the word "must" appears to contradict NUREG-0800, SRP Section 3.7.1 Rev. 4, 
which uses the word "should." 
 
NRC Response:  The staff agrees with this comment.  The word “must” in the sentence has 
been changed to “should.” 
 
Comment No. 2-2:  The mean plus one standard deviation value of the maximum responses 
should be considered as the computed response only for the maximum rocking angle and the 
maximum sliding displacement.  For force and moment results, such as the maximum vertical 
load and the maximum shear load, the computed response should be taken as the mean value 
of the maximum responses.  This would be consistent with the guidance in Section 3.3.2 of 
ASCE 4-98 which states:  "If five or more accelerograms are used, the mean of the calculated 
responses may be used in making demand-to capacity checks".  Using the mean plus one 
standard deviation value for forces would be unnecessarily conservative since design codes, 
such as ASME Section III, Subsection NF, have built-in safety factors associated with their 
allowable limits.     
 
NRC Response:  The staff partly agrees with this comment.  The staff has not evaluated ASCE 
4-98 in the context of a stack-up analysis.  The RIS has been changed to eliminate forces from 
the computed response discussion. 
 
Comment No. 3-1:  The RIS needs to provide additional clarification about how the RIS applies 
to the stack-up analysis performed inside the Part 50 facility under Part 50 requirements, as 
compared to a Part 72 facility (i.e., at the ISFSI). 
 
NRC Response:  The staff disagrees with this comment.  The RIS is not meant to clarify 
relationships between Part 50 and Part 72 licenses.  The commenter’s statement goes beyond 
the scope of the RIS.  No change was made to the RIS in response to the comment. 
 
Comment No. 3-2:  The RIS appears to take the position that the backfit requirements of Part 50 
and Part 52 are not applicable because the RIS is directed to activities conducted by the 
general licensee (Part 72 licensee) and a backfit analysis was not completed.   
 
NRC Response:  The staff agrees with this comment.  The backfit discussion applies only to the 
content of the RIS, and only with regard to the activities of the 10 CFR Part 72 general licensee. 
This RIS does not impose any backfit on Part 50 licensees and a backfit analysis is not 
required.  No change to the RIS was made in response to this comment. 
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Comment No. 3-3:  The RIS should clearly state that the guidance is for future license 
applications and not intended to be applied to previously approved licensing bases approved by 
the NRC (either in Part 50, Part 52 or Part 72).  
 
NRC Response:  The staff disagrees with this comment.  This RIS does not impose any 
requirements either on previously approved licensing bases or future license applications.  No 
change to the RIS was made in response to this comment. 
 
Comment No. 3-4-1:  Radiation Control Program Directors and State Liaison Officers should not 
be included in addressees list.     
 
NRC Response:  The staff disagrees with this comment.  The staff has determined that the RIS 
contains information that is of interest to Radiation Control Program Directors and State Liaison 
Officers. No change to the RIS was made in response to this comment. 
 
Comment No. 3-4-2:  The RIS should provide a quantitative measure of maintaining phase. 
Otherwise, the interpretation of "minor" remains subjective. 
 
NRC Response:  The staff agrees with this comment.  The RIS has been changed to clarify that 
there is no need to impose an arbitrary phasing requirement since phasing is nearly random and 
different time histories will have completely different phasing.   
 
Comment No. 3-4-3:  The RIS deviates from NUREG-0080 on the topic of computed response; 
either a maximum of the averages of the discrete simulations or a mean plus one standard 
deviation value of the response from all simulations should be used. 
 
NRC Response:  The staff disagrees with this comment.  While NUREG-0800 “Standard 
Review Plan for the Review of Safety Analysis Reports for Nuclear Power Plants” contains 
information on seismic analyses, the standard review plan did not consider the parameters of a 
stack-up as basis for the guidance.  The staff considers calculating the maximum response as 
the maximum of the mean plus one standard deviation from each simulation as the appropriate 
computed response for this type of analysis.  No change to the RIS was made in response to 
this comment. 
 
Comment No. 3-4-4:  It may be more appropriate for the calibration to base the initial tilt on the 
actual expected response angle than the maximum permissible value and 50 percent of it. 
 
NRC Response:  The staff disagrees with this comment.  The objective of the calibration is to 
ensure that damping in the finite element model is not overstated.  This is achieved by using the 
maximum permissible angle of rotation.  No change to the RIS was made in response to this 
comment. 
 
Comment No. 4-1:  The RIS should discuss how long systems are in stack up configuration. 
 
NRC Response:  The staff disagrees with this comment.  The stack-up configuration is a part of 
operations for certain cask systems.  The RIS is not meant to discuss the timing of these 
operations.  The commenter’s statement goes beyond the scope of the RIS.  No change to the 
RIS was made in response to this comment. 
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Comment No. 4-2:  The RIS does not sufficiently discuss lateral support. 
 
NRC Response:  The staff disagrees with this comment.  Lateral support prevents sliding and 
rocking, which are the phenomena of interest when stack-up analyses are performed.  The topic 
of the RIS, on methodologies for analysis of stack up, is independent of lateral support.  The 
RIS was revised to clarify that the methodologies of analysis are the focus of this RIS.   
 
Comment No. 4-3:  The RIS should impose requirements for lateral support at all times.  
 
NRC Response:  The staff disagrees with this comment.  The methodologies discussed in the 
RIS may be used to assess the need for lateral restraints to meet regulatory requirements, but 
the RIS is not meant to impose such requirements.  No change to the RIS was made in 
response to this comment. 


