
UNITED STATES 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001 
 

 
                       May 22, 2017 

 
 

 
 
Ms. Lori Podolak 
Regulatory Affairs Department 
QSA Global, Inc. 
40 North Avenue 
Burlington, MA 01803 
 
SUBJECT: SECOND REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOR REVIEW OF THE 

MODEL NO. SENTRY PACKAGE 
 
Dear Ms. Podolak: 
  
By letter dated May 18, 2016, as supplemented on October 4, 2016, QSA Global Inc., submitted 
an amendment request to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission for Certificate of 
Compliance No. 9357 for the Model No. SENTRY transportation package. 
 
In connection with the staff’s review, we need the information identified in the enclosure to this 
letter.  We request that you provide this information by June 30, 2017.  Inform us at your 
earliest convenience, but no later than June 16, 2017, if you are not able to provide the 
information by that date.  To assist us in re-scheduling your review, you should include a new 
proposed submittal date and the reasons for the delay.   
 
Please reference Docket No. 71-9357 and CAC No. L25122 in future correspondence related to 
this request.  The staff is available to clarify these questions, and if necessary to meet and 
discuss your proposed responses.  If you have any questions regarding this matter, please 
contact me at 301-415-6577. 
 
    Sincerely, 
     
     
     /RA/ 
     
    Bernard H. White IV, Senior Project Manager 
    Spent Fuel Licensing Branch 
    Division of Spent Fuel Management 
    Office of Nuclear Material Safety  
      and Safeguards 
 
Docket No. 71-9357 
TAC No. L25122 
 
Enclosure:   
Request for Additional Information 
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Enclosure 
 

Request for Additional Information 
QSA Global, Inc. 

Docket No. 71-9357 
Certificate of Compliance No. 9357 

Model No. SENTRY Package 
 

By application dated May 18, 2016, QSA Global, Inc., requested approval of an amendment for 
Certificate of Compliance No. 9357 for the Model No. SENTRY package.  This request for 
additional information identifies information needed by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NRC) staff in connection with its review of the application.  The requested information is listed 
by chapter number and title in the applicant’s safety analysis report.  NUREG-1609, "Standard 
Review Plan for Transportation Packages for Radioactive Materials,” was used by the staff in its 
review of the application. 
 
Each question describes information needed by the NRC staff for it to complete its review of the 
application and to determine whether the applicant has demonstrated compliance with 
regulatory requirements. 
 
2.0 Structural Evaluation 
 
For those components requested to be made of "300 series" or "400 series" stainless steels, 
specify the standard organization (i.e., ASTM International (ASTM) or the American Society for 
Mechanical Engineers (ASME) materials) to which these materials will be fabricated. 

 
A previously issued request for additional information on September 6, 2016, (see Agencywide 
Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS) Accession No. ML16251A011) the 
NRC requested the following: 

 
For those components requested to be made of “300 series” or “400 series” stainless 
steels, specify the standard organization (i.e., ASTM or ASME materials) to which these 
materials will be fabricated, and show that there will not by any significant galvanic or 
chemical reactions that may occur as a result of contact between dissimilar materials. 
 
It is assumed that a “300 series” or “400 series” refers to the ASME standard, however 
the drawings do not indicate the standard.  It is unclear how these materials will interact 
metallurgically (galvanic or chemical reactions) with other components made of 
dissimilar materials that they may come into contact with.  Additionally, it is not clear 
how future materials added to the 300 or 400 series standard will behave in this fashion. 
 

The applicant’s response did provide all of the requested information.  The applicant’s 
response with regards to galvanic or chemical reactions for “300/400 series” materials assuming 
the ASME standard appears to be reasonable.  Please revise the tables on the licensing 
drawings (such as Sheet 1 above the title block) to indicate the standard (ASME) and the year 
of publication.  Standards such as ASME constantly evolve, and can add or drop materials or 
be regrouped altogether.   

 
Note: The applicant stated that there are no components in the licensing drawings that are 
referenced as being a “400 series” material.  400 series material was specified for the spring 
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plunger on sheet 10 of the licensing drawings under the model 867 lock cover assembly view.  
The callout says: 

 
Spring plunger optional 400 series stainless steel nose material 
 

This information is needed to determine compliance with Title 10 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations (10 CFR) 71.33(a)(5) and 71.43(d).  

 
5.0 Shielding Evaluation 
 
Provide tolerances or justification for the choice of the reference dimensions on drawing 
R86000, sheet 9, Revision T. 
 
In its response dated October 4, 2016, to the NRC request for additional information dated 
September 6, 2016, the QSA Global stated that it relied on acceptance criteria in Section 8.1.6 
of the SAR to determine acceptability of the shield assembly, sometimes with the use of 
supplemental shielding.  However, the applicant’s acceptance criteria is not consistent with the 
dose rates provided in Tables 5.1a-g in the SAR dated November 18, 2015.  While staff 
understands that certain dimensions are difficult to precisely measure, there does not appear to 
be a correlation between an actual depleted uranium (DU) shield thickness in the prototype 
tested and the measured dose rates.  Staff would use an actual or minimum shield thickness 
as a point of reference for its confirmatory analysis.  
 
NUREG/CR-5502, “Engineering Drawings for 10 CFR Part 71 Package Approvals,” provides 
guidance for preparing drawings of transportation packages submitted in an application for 
approval under 10 CFR Part 71.  It states that engineering drawings should have tolerances 
that are consistent with the package evaluation. 
 
NMSS ISG-20 discusses the importance of clearly specifying the degree to which manufacturing 
variability is expected.  Because the drawings will be referenced in Certificate of Compliance, it 
is important to capture this variability so any slight deviation will not cause the package to be out 
of compliance.  Not only do tolerances for dimensions and weight assure safety performance of 
the packaging, but also provide flexibility and reasonable variation in the fabrication of the 
packagings. 
 
Prior revisions had the same numeric value for the dimensions, but the applicant had labeled 
them as minimum.  This practice is consistent with the criteria in NUREG 1609, “Standard 
Review Plan for Transportation Packages for Radioactive Material.”  The Standard Review 
Plan for Transportation Packages states that any analysis should rely on dimensions and 
material properties that maximize the external dose rates.  The applicant’s prior drawings 
supported confirmatory analysis consistent with these conservative principles.  However, the 
applicant’s use of reference dimensions, without further justification, is not. 
 
This information is required to determine compliance with 10 CFR 71.33(a) and 10 CFR 71.47. 


