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Responses to Public Comments on Draft NUREG-2215, “Standard Review Plan for Spent Fuel Dry 
Storage Systems and Facilities”. 

On November 15, 2017, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff published for public 
comment draft NUREG-2215, “Standard Review Plan for Spent Fuel Dry Storage Systems and Facilities”.  
This Standard Review Plan (SRP) provides guidance to the NRC staff for reviewing safety analysis reports 
(SARs) for (1) a Certificate of Compliance (CoC) to enable the use of a dry storage system at a general 
license facility and (2) a specific license for a dry storage facility that is either an independent spent fuel 
storage installation (ISFSI) or a monitored retrievable storage installation (MRS).  This SRP does not apply 
to wet storage ISFSIs or MRSs.   

In finalizing NUREG-2215, the staff considered stakeholder input received in response to a Federal 
Register notice requesting public comments (82 FR 52944), and from feedback received at a public 
meeting on draft NUREG-2215.  In addition to reviewing and considering public comments in finalizing 
the guidance in NUREG-2215, the staff also received input from the NRC’s Advisory Committee on 
Reactor Safeguards subcommittee on the staff’s plan to address the public comments, incorporate 
responses to the comments where appropriate, and finalize the guidance. 

This document addresses the public comments received.  The staff received 162 comment letters 
regarding the draft NUREG 2215 from various stakeholders.  Staff also received comments from other 
federal agencies that were considered.  In addition, some of the comments were further broken out into 
distinct sub-comments where multiple comments were contained in a single comment letter. This 
resulted in a total of 246 specific comments that were considered by staff.  The commenters and their 
affiliations are shown in Table 1, along with the Agencywide Documents Access and Management 
System (ADAMS) Accession number of the individual comment letters.  

The staff developed responses to the public comments received on the draft guidance, which are 
presented in this document.  This document lists stakeholder comments by topical area related to 
NUREG-2215 and provides NRC staff responses to the comments.  In reading the comments and 
responses, note the following: 

• The comments have been grouped by commenter and topical area 
• The comment numbers are based on the order in which the comments were received 
• The content of the comments has been summarized and comments regarding similar subject 

matter have been grouped together, where appropriate.  

 

Comment 
Number 

ADAMS No. Commenter Affiliation Commenter Name 

1 ML18002A349 Nuclear Energy Institute Rodney McCullum 
2 ML18023A143 Private Citizen Mark McGrath 
3 ML18023A144 Private Citizen Donna Gilmore 
4 ML18023A145 Private Citizen Christa Gostenhofer 
5 ML18023A146 Private Citizen Gary Headrick 
6 ML18023A147 Private Citizen Anonymous 
7 ML18023A148 Private Citizen Maria M. Jimenez 
8 ML18023A149 Private Citizen Gary Christmas 
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9 ML18023A150 Private Citizen WhitePeackcockWoman 
10 ML18023A151 Private Citizen Janet Maker 
11 ML18023A152 Private Citizen Mark Reback 
12 ML18023A153 Private Citizen Sharon D. Brimer 
13 ML18023A154 Private Citizen Terry Albrecht 
14 ML18023A155 Private Citizen Gerry Martocci 
15 ML18023A156 Private Citizen James Flanagan 
16 ML18023A644 Private Citizen Richard Sauerheber 
17 ML18023A647 Private Citizen Dale Shawn 
18 ML18023A649 Private Citizen Benjamin Clarke 
19 ML18023A651 Private Citizen Lougene Anderson 
20 ML18023A653 Private Citizen Jim Wells 
21 ML18023A656 Private Citizen Anonymous 
22 ML18023A658 Private Citizen Laura Muesse 
23 ML18023A660 Private Citizen Colleen Choi 
24 ML18023A663 Private Citizen Sharon Swan 
25 ML18023A665 Private Citizen Sharon Torrisi 
26 ML18023A667 Private Citizen Anonymous 
27 ML18023A141 Private Citizen Sherine Smith 
28 ML18023A670 Private Citizen Jody Gibson 
29 ML18023A673 Endangered Planet Charles M. Murray 
30 ML18023A675 Private Citizen Sandra McCanne 
31 ML18032A181 Private Citizen Anonymous 
32 ML18032A182 Private Citizen Dennis Trembly 
33 ML18032A183 Private Citizen Andrew Dow 
34 ML18032A184 Private Citizen Nina 
35 ML18032A185 Private Citizen Joseph Thompson 
36 ML18032A186 Private Citizen John Moe 
37 ML18032A187 Private Citizen Reed Johnson 
38 ML18032A188 Private Citizen M Anderson 
39 ML18032A189 Private Citizen Harry Muesse 
40 ML18032A190 Private Citizen Dave Kisor 
41 ML18036A189 Private Citizen Gail Camhi 
42 ML18032A191 Private Citizen Anonymous 
43 ML18032A192 Private Citizen Frances Howard 
44 ML18032A193 Private Citizen Mha Atma S Khalsa 
45 ML18032A195 Private Citizen T Strohmeier 
46 ML18032A197 Private Citizen Cheryl Harding 
47 ML18032A198 Private Citizen Sara Allen 
48 ML18032A199 Private Citizen Daryl Gale 
49 ML18032A200 Private Citizen Starr Cornwall 
50 ML18032A201 Private Citizen Jaqueline Marie 
51 ML18033A562 Private Citizen Larisa Stow-Norman 
52 ML18033A563 Private Citizen Viraja Prema 
53 ML18033A565 Private Citizen Alan Papscun 
54 ML18033A567 Private Citizen Angela Sarich 
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55 ML18033A569 Private Citizen Robert Hensley 
56 ML18033A570 Private Citizen Katya Gaynor 
57 ML18033A593 Private Citizen Patrick Bosold 
58 ML18033A594 Private Citizen Joshua Hayward 
59 ML18033A595 Private Citizen Chelsea 
60 ML18033A596 Private Citizen Matther Stein 
61 ML18033A597 Private Citizen Noa Lakshmi 
62 ML18033A599 Private Citizen Bill Smirnow 
63 ML18033A601 Private Citizen Maura Hoffman 
64 ML18033A603 Private Citizen Edward Hopkins 
65 ML18033A496 Private Citizen Lorna Farnun 
66 ML18033A498 Private Citizen Nancy Alexander 
67 ML18033B120 Private Citizen Gwendolyn Terra 
68 ML18033B123 Private Citizen Anonymous 
69 ML18033B126 Private Citizen Madeleine Pengelley 
70 ML18033B127 Private Citizen Nonie Fickling 
71 ML18036A190 Private Citizen Anonymous 
72 ML18036A191 Private Citizen JC Chernicky 
73 ML18036A192 Private Citizen Cheriel Jensen 
74 ML18036A193 Private Citizen Anonymous 
75 ML18036A194 Private Citizen Bestsy Finkelhoo 
76 ML18036A195 Private Citizen Richard Van Every 
77 ML18036A196 Private Citizen Christian Hellmers 
78 ML18036A197 Private Citizen Ken Stretch 
79 ML18036A198 Private Citizen Ian O’Roarty 
80 ML18036A199 Private Citizen Anonymous 
81 ML18036A200 Private Citizen Liz Kuhns 
82 ML18036A201 Private Citizen Michelle LaPenai 
83 ML18036A202 Private Citizen Mike 
84 ML18036A203 Private Citizen Anonymous 
85 ML18036A204 Private Citizen Michael Kaliski 
86 ML18036A205 Private Citizen Cindy Cirlincione 
87 ML18036A206 Private Citizen Pamela Horowitz 
88 ML18036A207 Private Citizen Carroll Arkema 
89 ML18036A208 Private Citizen B Grace 
90 ML18036A209 Private Citizen Carlos Rodriguez 
91 ML18037A678 Private Citizen Nancy Parker 
92 ML18037A680 Private Citizen Stan Weber 
93 ML18037A681 Private Citizen Anonymous 
94 ML18037A682 Private Citizen Jennifer Quest 
95 ML18037A683 Private Citizen Lisa Garcia 
96 ML18037A684 Private Citizen Emily Utter 
97 ML18037A685 Private Citizen Mary Beth Brangan 
98 ML18037A686 Private Citizen Michael Ravenwood 
99 ML18037A687 Private Citizen Melissa Brizzie 

100 ML18037A689 Private Citizen Cindy Koch 
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101 ML18037A688 Private Citizen Angela Ravenwood 
102 ML18037A690 Private Citizen Helen Hanna 
103 ML18037A691 Private Citizen Christina Koppisch 
104 ML18037A692 Private Citizen Ari Marsh 
105 ML18037A693 Private Citizen Lorraine Delear 
106 ML18037A694 Private Citizen Krista Peterson 
107 ML18037A697 Private Citizen Diana Dehm 
108 ML18037A699 Private Citizen Anonymous 
109 ML18037A700 Private Citizen Mark E. Smith 
110 ML18037A702 Private Citizen Diana Gayfutdinova 
111 ML18038A845 Private Citizen Anonymous 
112 ML18038A846 Private Citizen Joe Sain 
113 ML18038A847 Private Citizen Ricardo 
114 ML18038A848 Private Citizen William Volk 
115 ML18038A849 Private Citizen Jesse Davis 
116 ML18038A850 Private Citizen Anonymous 
117 ML18038A852 Private Citizen Kim Walter 
118 ML18038A853 Private Citizen Laura Lynch 
119 ML18038A855 Private Citizen Guy Ferdman 
120 ML18038A856 Private Citizen Laura Thompson 
121 ML18038A858 Private Citizen Anonymous 
122 ML18038A859 Private Citizen ML18060A075 Anonymous 
123 ML18038A860 Public Watchdogs Charles Langley 
124 ML18038A861 Private Citizen Leah Altman 
125 ML18046A071 Citizens’ Oversight Projects Ray Lutz 
126 ML18038A864 Private Citizen Donna Gilmore 
127 ML18038A869 Private Citizen Kalene Walker 
128 ML18038A866 Private Citizen Linda Seeley 
129 ML18038A870 Private Citizen Myla Reson 
130 ML18038A871 Citizens’ Oversight Projects Ray Lutz 
131 ML18038A872 Public Citizen Patricia Borchmann 
132 ML18032A180 Holtec International Kimberly Manzione 
133 ML18038A873 Holtec international Kimberly Manzione 
134 ML18046A059 Citizens’ Oversight Projects Ray Lutz 
135 ML18066A523 Private Citizen Mary B. Brangan 
136 ML18066A527 Private Citizen Laura Lynch 
137 ML18066A524 Private Citizen Joseph Gildner 
138 ML18066A525 Private Citizen Michelle Schumacher 
139 ML18066A526 Private Citizen Abell 
140 ML18066A529 Private Citizen Patricia Martz 
141 ML18066A530 Private Citizen Cindy Koch 
142 ML18066A532 Private Citizen Dave Rice 
143 ML18066A533 Private Citizen Caryn Graves 
144 ML18066A534 Private Citizen Erin Yarrobino 
145 ML18066A535 Private Citizen Eric Gephart 
146 ML18066A537 Private Citizen Carey Strombotne 
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147 ML18066A539 Private Citizen Phoebe A. Sorgen 
148 ML18066A541 Private Citizen Neil Aronson 
149 ML18066A544 Private Citizen Kevin Kamps 
150 ML18066A545 Private Citizen Steve Guich 
151 ML18066A547 Private Citizen Sharon D. Brimer 
152 ML18066A549 Private Citizen Shari Horne 
153 ML18066A551 Private Citizen Alexander R Bay 
154 ML18066A552 Private Citizen Diane Hennessy 
155 ML18066A553 Private Citizen Jan Boudart 
156 ML18066A554 Private Citizen Christa Gostenhofer 
157 ML18066A555 Private Citizen Kathleen Morris 
158 ML18066A556 Private Citizen Lee McLendon 
159 ML18066A558 Private Citizen Anonymous 
160 ML18066A559 Surfrider Foundation Katie Day 
161 ML18066A561 Private Citizen Matt Collins 
162 ML18085A153 Private Citizen Leigh DeFreece 

 

The NRC received the following comments, as summarized below.  NRC responses for each subject 
matter comment(s) are also provided below. 1.  Requests for Extension of Comment Period 

The NRC received multiple comment submissions requesting an extension of the comment period.  The 
comments expressed concern that the NRC was not providing members of the public sufficient time to 
review the NUREG due to the complexity of the document.   

NRC Response:  The NRC disagrees with the comments. Since NUREG-2215 is only a consolidation of 
existing guidance, the 45-day comment period was appropriate.  During this time, the NRC received 133 
individual comment letters during this period and accepted an additional 29 that were received after the 
comment period closed, for a total of 162 comment letters.  No changes were made to the NUREG as a 
result of these comments. 

[Comment Numbers 1, 23, 34, 38, 42, 51, 52, 54, 55, 56, 59, 61, 71, 74, 75, 76, 77, 80, 82, 85, 89, 91, 92, 
94, 96, 98, 101, 103, 104, 105, 106, 110, 113, 115, 116, 117, 119, 121, 122, 123, 124, 158] 

2. Editorial and Clarification 

The NRC received a comment highlighting editorial and spelling mistakes, syntax errors and formatting 
issues in the document.  In general, the NRC agreed with these edits and made the appropriate revisions 
to NUREG-2215. 

[Comment Number 149] 

3. Proposal for Additional Public Meetings 

The NRC received a comment proposing a multi-step review process for the NUREG, including additional 
public meetings.  The commenter felt that the subject Federal Register Notice represented an important 
first step in this process.  To facilitate the second step, the commenter proposed that NRC host at least 
two public workshops in early 2018 to discuss draft NUREG-2215 in detail with industry and other 
stakeholders.  According to the commenter, NRC should then consider input received through these
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workshops, discuss the approach being taken with the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards 
(ACRS), and publish a second draft in the Federal Register for comment allowing sufficient time for a 
more detailed review. 

NRC Response: The NRC disagrees with the comment.  In lieu of the two public workshops suggested, 
the NRC held a public meeting in March 2018 and a meeting with the ACRS subcommittee in April 2018.   
No revisions were made to the NUREG as a result of this comment. 

[Comment Number 1] 

4. Compliance with Project AIM 

The NRC received a comment indicating that Industry’s review had identified four over-arching issues 
that should be discussed in the proposed workshops and addressed in the finalization of NUREG-2215.  
According to the comment, these fundamental concerns exemplify the need for additional stakeholder 
input to assure that NUREG-2215 would be consistent with Project AIM.  Additionally, the commenter 
noted that the concerns did not represent a complete detailed list of industry comments.  [These 
fundamental concerns are numbered 1 through 4 in the comment letter.] 

NRC Response: The NRC staff reviewed the comment.  Project Aim is the NRC’s initiative to adapt to a 
changing workload and constricted budget environment, and is designed to position the agency to 
effectively and efficiently fulfill its mission today and in the future.  The Project Aim report, entitled 
Achieving Exemplary Nuclear Regulation in the 21st Century provides detailed information on the 
project recommendations.  NUREG-2215 was developed using the principles of Project AIM to create a 
better and more efficient Standard Review Plan.  The draft NUREG was published for public comment, 
and there was a public meeting in March 2018 to discuss the comments received and get feedback from 
the public.  No revisions were made as a result of this comment. 

[Comment Number 1] 

5. Conflict with Other Initiatives Ongoing in DSFM 

The NRC received comments expressing concern that NUREG 2215 would undermine NRC’s ongoing 
improvements on the graded approach to dry storage licensing, 10 CFR 72.48 change process guidance, 
and dry storage license and CoC renewal.  The comment noted that NRC and industry are working on a 
Regulatory Issue Resolution Protocol, RIRP-I-16-01, to reassess and redefine the appropriate content of 
the ISFSI license/DSS CoC conditions and any associated appendices (e.g., technical specifications), yet  
the comment indicated that the draft NUREG does not appear to acknowledge or account for this 
ongoing initiative.  These comments are summarized below. 

[Comment Number 1, 5, 130, 134] 

5.1 Several sections of the draft NUREG mention the technical specifications that accompany a 
license or CoC; RIRP-I-16-01 is introducing a new appendix (Inspections, Tests, and Evaluations) 
to the CoC, equal to the TS in the set of licensing basis documents. This new appendix may need 
to be mentioned in several areas of the draft NUREG as a result of the RIRP-I-16-01 initiative.
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5.2 Nearly every chapter mentions verifying that the technical specifications include adequate 
restrictions of one form or another. Those particular restrictions may or may not be determined 
to be appropriate for inclusion in TS as a result of the RIRP-I-16-01 results. 

5.3 While some of the format, content, and selection criteria of RIRP-I-16-01 are very similar to the 
parallel sections of draft NUREG Chapter 17, they are not identical and therefore they should be 
carefully considered, in order for the final NUREG to be consistent with RIRP-I-16-01 results. 

5.4 The Chapter 17 outline of TS subjects is not consistent with the RIRP-I-16-01 suggested outline. 
For example, the Design Features in the RIRP-I-16-01 scheme have been moved to the 
license/CoC conditions. 

5.5 In the case of CoC applications, draft NUREG Chapter 17 (Table 17-1b) cites all parts of 10 CFR 
72.236 for consideration as TS whereas RIRP-I-16-01 and the regulations only consider 10 CFR 
72.236(a) as minimal requirements for TS.  10 CFR 72.236(a) is augmented by the RIRP-I-16-01 
format, content, and selection criteria to more clearly define CoC/TS content. 

5.6 The format and content of both ISFSI licenses and DSS design CoCs should be governed by a 
separate guidance document (e.g., a revision to NUREG-1745 or NRC-endorsed industry-
authored guidance as planned in RIRP I-16-01), which NUREG-2215 would reference. Chapter 17 
should be used strictly for the technical specification bases. This approach works well with 
proposed technical specification bases being subject to 10 CFR 72.48 change control as part of 
the ISFSI or DSS FSAR. It would also allow the RIRP I-16-01 effort to be completed without 
requiring an almost immediate revision to NUREG-2215. 

5.7 Similarly, NRC should, in NUREG-2215, adopt review process improvements from two industry 
guidance documents that staff is currently reviewing and one other draft NUREG on which NRC 
is concurrently also receiving comments. These are as follows: 

NEI 12-04, “Guidance for 10 CFR 72.48 Implementation” 

NEI 14-03, “Format, Content, and Implementation Guidance for Dry Cask Storage Operations-
Based Aging Management” 

Draft NUREG-2214, “Managing Aging Processes for Storage” (MAPS) 

NRC Response: The NRC staff agrees with these comments in part; and disagrees with these comments 
in part.   

The NRC staff disagrees that the RIRP is inconsistent with consolidating current guidance into this 
NUREG.  Although complimentary, the current approach and schedule for NUREG-2215 and Regulatory 
Issue Resolution Protocol (RIRP)-I-16-01 are separate initiatives. The work on NUREG-2215 is a 
consolidation of existing guidance documents to provide consistent language and clarity in a single 
guidance document. The effort on NUREG-2215 was not intended to incorporate new guidance at this 
time. The efforts with the graded approach in RIRP-I-16-01 are ongoing and are anticipated to be 
completed in the near future. Any insights gained from the RIRP effort will be included in a future 
update of NUREG-2215.  Lessons learned from the RIRP will be included in separate documents, such as 
NRC endorsed Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) guidance, in parallel with future updates to NUREG-2215.  
No revisions were made as a result of these comments. 



8 

NRC staff also disagrees that the 10 CFR 72.48 change process guidance is inconsistent with NUREG-
2215.  Similar to the discussion above, although the efforts and documents referenced in the comment 
are complimentary, they are separate initiatives and, therefore, the purpose of this NUREG was to 
consolidate guidance in existence at the time the effort was undertaken.  New guidance and efforts such 
as those referenced in the comment will be considered in future efforts to update NUREG-2215.  No 
revisions were made as a result of these comments. 

NRC staff also disagrees with implementing aging management (in the form of renewal aging 
management programs) in the initial license as part of this NUREG.  Similar to the response to the 
comment above, although the efforts and documents referenced in the comment are complimentary, 
they are separate initiatives and, therefore, the purpose of this NUREG was to consolidate guidance in 
existence at the time the effort was undertaken.  New guidance and efforts such as those referenced in 
the comment will be considered in future efforts to update NUREG-2215.The staff notes, however, that 
the SRP directs the staff to evaluate the need for maintenance or inspection activities to address 
materials degradation for the entirety of the initial storage term (not just the first 20 years).  This is the 
staff's current practice.  No revisions were made as a result of these comments. 

The NRC staff agrees, however, that the draft NUREG was not always consistent regarding the level of 
detail/information necessary for the technical specifications.  Therefore, in response to this comment, 
The NRC staff has removed some of the detail from Chapter 17 in the final NUREG. This level of detail is 
more appropriate for inclusion in other documents, such as NUREG-1745, “Standard Content and 
Format for Technical Specifications” where content and format guidance for technical specifications is 
provided.  The described changes were made to the NUREG in response to the comment.  

[Comment Number 1, 5, 130, 134] 

6. Integration of Existing guidance 

The NRC received comments regarding the manner in which the ISGs and two existing NUREGs are being 
combined and added to the NUREG.  Comments indicated that the process was not sufficiently 
explained, introduces errors, expands the scope of the guidance, and does not consider the prior review 
history of each ISG.  The commenters felt that the NRC does not adequately address the fact that it is 
creating a brand new guidance document by attempting to merge two independent standard review 
plans, which were published a decade apart, together with numerous ISGs that were also published over 
a wide time span. The comments noted that the separate materials do not appear to fit together easily. 
For example: [ISG-2, ISG-3, ISG--11, Various ISGs.] 

NRC Response: The NRC staff agrees with the comments in part. NUREG-2215 is intended to give a state 
of present practice in reviewing storage applications, including NRC staff experience in performing 
reviews.  The NRC conducted a feasibility study in February 2016 prior to the consolidation to examine 
whether this approach would be preferable to leaving the SRPs and ISGs independent and updating 
them individually.  The recommendation of that study was the genesis of creating NUREG-2215.  
NUREG-2215 was published for public comment to allow the public to indicate any specific items that 
were of concern, including concerns regarding the ISGs that were incorporated into the NUREG for 
completeness.  
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NUREG-2215 was developed to incorporate these ISGs as they presently exist, with no intention of 
introducing new guidance.  The NRC Staff agrees, however, that the manner in which the existing 
guidance was combined has not resulted in the desired clarity. Therefore, in response to this comment, 
the NRC staff conducted a focused review of how the ISGs were incorporated into each of the technical 
chapters of NUREG-2215 to ensure that no new staff regulatory positions were introduced, and that any 
potential conflicting information from the prior existing guidance documents is clarified. Of particular 
note, the discussion regarding retrievability in Chapter 16 Section 16.4.5 was clarified in the final 
NUREG. The described changes were made to the NUREG as a result of these comments.  

[Comment Number 1, 132, 133] 

6.1 Comment regarding ISG-2: In attempting to incorporate ISG-2, the current draft of NUREG-2215 
inappropriately changes the meaning of that ISG. The language of NUREG-2215 can be read to imply 
that the licensee or CoC holder must use one or a combination of the three listed methods for 
retrievability. ISG-2, however, made clear that these are merely three “acceptable” means, so that 
licensees and CoC holders are welcome to propose and justify other means. NUREG-2215 should be 
clarified to maintain ISG-2’s intended meaning. 

In addition, the comment asked for clarification of the linkage of "retrievability" with the need for a 
pool.  Appendix 4B, Pool and Pool Confinement Facilities, provides the following opening statement: 
"The pool and pool confinement facilities provide a capability that may be essential to the conduct of 
ISFSI and MRS loading for storage and unloading functions and that may be needed for retrievability" 
(Pg. 4B-1, lines 2-5).  This statement suggests the NRC is linking the requirement for retrievability with 
the need for a pool.  This is not consistent with the NRC's latest position on retrievability espoused in 
ISG-2, Revision 2, where presenting a DPC for transportation also meet the requirement for fuel 
retrievability.  The licensee's desire for a pool may be unrelated to retrievability, which can be 
accomplished without the need for assembly handling. 
 
The comment also requested NRC to clarify the guidance to better align with ISG-2, Revision 2 by stating 
that the ability to re-package individual fuel assemblies is not required to meet the Part 72 retrievability 
requirement. 

 

NRC Response: The NRC agrees with these comments.  Although the draft NUREG-2215 uses text that is 
identical to the "Technical Review Guidance" section of ISG-2, the staff recognizes that the 
"Recommendation" section of ISG-2 uses the term "acceptable means."  In response to this comment 
the NRC staff revised the text in Chapter 16 Section 16.4.5 to clarify that these are acceptable means, 
consistent with the intent of ISG-2. 

 Additionally, the staff agrees that NUREG-2215 is not intended to imply that a pool is required, but only 
to provide guidance if an applicant were to have a pool.  Language has been added NUREG-2215 to add 
clarity. The staff notes that the use of a spent fuel pool is just one approach a licensee may take to 
address a canister breach. 

The changes described were made to the NUREG as a result of these comments.  

[Comment Number 1] 
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6.2 Comment regarding ISG-3: In attempting to incorporate ISG-3 on post-accident recovery, the 
current draft language of NUREG-2215 implies that a licensee must maintain retrievability equipment, 
rather than preserving the language and intent of ISG-3 which recommended only that the design 
include post-accident recovery features. 

NRC Response: The NRC staff disagrees with this comment.  Chapter 3, Section 3.4.3.8 of NUREG-2215 
indicates that the SAR does not need to describe specific retrieval facilities, equipment, and procedures 
for post-accident conditions because of the wide variety of possible post-accident conditions that may 
occur. However, in response to other comments, the discussion on post-accident recovery and 
retrievability was clarified in the final NUREG-2215.   

[Comment Number 1] 

6.3 Comment regarding ISG-11: This guide also was not incorporated correctly. NUREG-2215 
contains incorrect fuel cladding temperature limits. It also does not include all of the acceptable 
combinations described in the ISG. For example, NUREG-2215 states that the low-burnup fuel cladding 
temperature limit is 570°C during normal conditions. The actual limit for normal conditions is 400°C. 
Furthermore, ISG-11 says for both “off-normal” and “accident” conditions the fuel cladding temperature 
limit is 570°C; while NUREG-2215 states that the higher limit only applies to accident conditions. 

NRC Response: NRC staff agrees with this comment.  NUREG-2215 has been revised throughout Chapter 
5 to be consistent with ISG-11. 

[Comment Number 1] 

6.4 General comment on various ISGs: Although recent ISGs have been issued for public comment, 
not all ISGs have had an equivalent level of review or opportunity for stakeholder input. Therefore, the 
issues addressed by these ISGs should be reviewed for technical merit and to assure that they do not 
have the effect of imposing new requirements without an appropriate backfit analysis. For example, 
industry’s comments on draft ISG-22, “Potential Rod Splitting due to Exposure to an Oxidizing 
Atmosphere during Short-Term Cask Loading Operations in LWR or Other Uranium Oxide Based Fuel” 
suggested that the ISG created new requirements and was implemented without sufficient risk 
consideration, formal backfit analysis or broad-based NRC management and ACRS consideration. In 
industry’s view, those concerns were not adequately addressed in NRC’s response to our comments. We 
believe this issue should have been considered in the NRC generic safety issue program described in NRC 
Management Directive 6.4, “Generic Issues Program” to determine if a sufficient enhancement to public 
health and safety justified the cost of implementation of the actions described in ISG-22. NUREG-2215 
appears to exacerbate this problem, which is also reflected below in our fundamental concern #4. 

NRC Response: The NRC staff disagrees with this comment.  The draft NUREG-2215 reflects current staff 
guidance in NUREG-1536, Revision 1, which incorporated ISG-22 and was available for public comment.   
The current revision to the SRP was not intended to revise existing staff positions. No changes were 
made in response to this comment.  

[Comment Number 1] 

6.5 General comment on integration.  These examples do not reflect the full scope of concern that 
might become evident upon a more detailed review. In reality, this NUREG needs to be treated more 
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like a brand new document instead of a simple consolidation, and NRC should be careful to assure that 
the new document is clear and consistent with the intent of project AIM 2020. 

NRC Response: The NRC staff disagrees with this comment. The intent of NUREG-2215 is to consolidate 
existing guidance documents to provide consistent language and clarity. The effort on NUREG-2215 was 
not intended to incorporate new guidance at this time.  The 45-day review period is consistent with the 
required comment timing and is consistent with the intent of project AIM 2020. No changes were made 
as a result of this comment.  

[Comment Number 1] 

7. Emergency Plans 

The NRC received comments regarding emergency plan provisions in the NUREG indicating that the 
finalization of NUREG-2215 in its current form could trigger an unnecessary and costly rewrite of 
Emergency Plans at several sites. The comments explained that Emergency Planning sections (12.4.7 & 
12.5.7) are based upon 10 CFR 72.32, while the most recent ISFSI-only Emergency Plans are based upon 
10 CFR 50.47/Appendix E. Although the two regulations are similar, the comments noted that they are 
not identical. The comments argued that NUREG-2215 should address both sets of regulations so that 
current and future ISFSI-only sites are not arbitrarily required to completely rewrite their Emergency 
Plans to conform to a different format, which would introduce inefficiencies to the utilities and the NRC 
and provide no additional safety benefit. 

NRC Response: The NRC staff agrees with this comment.  The emergency planning information in the 
NUREG was revised to bring emergency planning guidance in line with the state of current practice.   
Changes were made in response to this comment in chapter 12 of the final NUREG.  

[Comment Number 1] 

8. Fuel Characterization 

The NRC received a comment stating that draft NUREG-2215 advances new and inconsistent regulatory 
positions on fuel characterization prior to storage which would effectively impose new requirements on 
industry without any analysis of the safety benefits and costs.  The comment noted that throughout 
Materials Evaluation Section 8, there is language which seems to imply a variety of expectations 
concerning what the reviewer should be looking for in terms of fuel classification and selection. The 
comment stated that this is particularly apparent in Section 8B, which it indicated was confusing and 
appeared to call into question currently accepted practices for fuel testing.   

NRC Response: The NRC staff disagrees with this comment.  The fuel characterization recommendations 
in NUREG-2215 are consistent with Information Notice 2018-01, "Noble Fission Gas Releases During 
Spent Fuel Cask Loading Operations."  Therefore, NUREG-2215 incorporated NRC staff’s current practice 
as reflected in this Information Notice to ensure consistency with established practice.  No revisions 
were made to the NUREG as a result of this comment. 

[Comment Number 1] 

9. HELMS Petition 
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The NRC received comments via a Federal Register Notice (83 FR 12504) for a petition for rulemaking 
(ML 18022B210 and ML 18022B213) regarding various changes to Part 72, indicating that since NUREG-
2215 is modeled largely as a result of the thinking behind Part 72, it suffers from many of the same 
considerations already mentioned for Part 72 in the HELMS petition. The comments stated that the vast 
majority of NUREG-2215 would require no changes even if the petition achieved the goal of the petition. 
However, the comments noted that throughout the NUREG there was the potential for changes 
regarding the concept of longer life as a fundamental assumption to the review plan. 

NRC Response: The NRC staff reviewed the comments.  The petition for rulemaking is being handled 
through the NRC’s petition process and is, therefore, not within the scope of this NUREG.  This NUREG 
was intended to consolidate current guidance for spent fuel dry storage systems and facilities. If this or 
other petitions for rulemaking lead to changes in the regulations that require corresponding changes to 
this guidance, NUREG-2215 would be updated accordingly.  No changes to the NUREG were made in 
response to these comments.  

[Comment Numbers 118, 130, 131, 134, 136] 
 
10. Comments Outside the Scope NUREG-2215 

The NRC received comments regarding storage of spent nuclear fuel in general.  These comments 
addressed topics and issues outside the scope of the NUREG.  The NRC staff grouped many of these 
comments into topics and has provided a singular response to these grouped comments. 

10.1 Storage in California 

The NRC received multiple comments regarding storage of spent nuclear fuel at storage sites, specifically 
in California. 

NRC Response:  The NRC staff reviewed these comments.  NUREG-2215 is a consolidation of existing 
guidance for staff to use when reviewing the safety of spent fuel dry storage systems and facilities and 
does not address new or differing requirements.  The requirements are generally applicable 
domestically, and therefore, these comments are outside of the scope of this guidance document. 

As always, the NRC will continue to review new information that is pertinent in this area in order to 
remain focused on our mission to maintain the safe and secure use of radioactive materials and the 
environment.  No revisions were made as a result of these comments. 

[Comment Numbers 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 14, 18, 19, 21, 23, 24, 27, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, 36, 37, 38, 
39, 42, 45, 46, 48, 50, 51, 52, 54, 55, 56, 58, 59, 60, 61, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 71, 72, 74, 75, 76, 77, 79, 
80, 81, 82, 85, 87, 89, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 101, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 110, 113, 114, 
115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 122, 123, 124, 126, 127, 128, 129, 131, 135, 136, 138, 141, 142, 146, 147, 150, 
151, 152, 153, 154, 155, 156, 157, 158, 159, 160, 161, 162] 

 

10.2 Conservative Assumptions 

The NRC received comments regarding using conservative assumptions in the application of NUREG-
2215. 
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NRC Response:  The NRC staff reviewed these comments.  NUREG-2215 is a consolidation of existing 
guidance for staff to use when reviewing the safety of spent fuel dry storage systems and facilities and 
does not address new or differing requirements, including the use of conservative assumptions.  
Therefore, these comments are outside of the scope of this guidance document. 

As always, the NRC will continue to review new information that is pertinent in this area in order to 
remain focused on our mission to maintain the safe and secure use of radioactive materials and the 
environment.  No revisions were made as a result of these comments. 

[Comment Numbers 3, 5, 12, 28, 39, 42, 46, 66, 93, 97, 126, 129, 135, 151, 157, 159] 

 

10.3 Accidents 

The NRC received comments regarding accidents at storage sites. 

NRC Response:  The NRC staff reviewed these comments.  NUREG-2215 is a consolidation of existing 
guidance for staff to use when reviewing the safety of spent fuel dry storage systems and facilities and 
does not address new or differing requirements, including accidents.  Therefore, these comments are 
outside of the scope of this guidance document. 

As always, the NRC will continue to review new information that is pertinent in this area in order to 
remain focused on our mission to maintain the safe and secure use of radioactive materials and the 
environment.  No revisions were made as a result of these comments. 

[Comment Numbers 2, 4, 9, 13, 14, 18, 23, 27, 30, 31, 34, 35, 38, 43, 47, 48, 50, 51, 52, 54, 55, 56, 59, 
61, 63, 64, 65, 67, 69, 70, 71, 73, 75, 76, 77, 80, 82, 85, 89, 91, 92, 94, 96, 97, 98, 99, 101, 103, 104, 105, 
106, 107, 110, 113, 115, 116, 117, 119, 120, 121, 122, 124, 127, 136, 138, 149, 156, 158] 

 

10.4 Statements 

The NRC received comments with statements that were not considered comments on NUREG-2215, but 
rather general statements about the storage of nuclear material and nuclear energy in general. 

NRC Response:  The NRC staff reviewed these comments.  NUREG-2215 is a consolidation of existing 
guidance for staff to use when reviewing the safety of spent fuel dry storage systems and facilities and 
does not address new or differing requirements, including accidents.  Therefore, these comments are 
outside of the scope of this guidance document. 

As always, the NRC will continue to review new information that is pertinent in this area in order to 
remain focused on our mission to maintain the safe and secure use of radioactive materials and the 
environment.  No revisions were made as a result of these comments. 

[Comment Numbers 17, 26, 49, 78, 83, 86, 90, 111, 112, 137, 144, 148] 

 

10.5 Thin-Walled Canisters 
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The NRC received multiple comments regarding the use of thin-walled casks at storage sites.    

NRC Response:  The NRC staff reviewed these comments.  NUREG-2215 is a consolidation of existing 
guidance for staff to use when reviewing the safety of spent fuel dry storage systems and facilities and 
does not address new or differing requirements.  Therefore, these comments are outside of the scope of 
this guidance document. 

While they are outside the scope of this NUREG, the NRC staff has responded to these types of 
questions and issues on several occasions, including some responses that are publicly available in our 
agency’s document management system (ADAMS).  See, ML17318A166, “NRC Responses to Questions 
on Proposed Waste Storage at SONGS”.   

As always, the NRC will continue to review new information that is pertinent in this area in order to 
remain focused on our mission to maintain the safe and secure use of radioactive materials and the 
environment.  No revisions were made as a result of these comments. 

[Comment Numbers 3, 4, 5, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 27, 28, 30, 31, 32, 34, 
35, 37, 39, 40, 41, 42, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 59, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 70, 71, 72, 
73, 75, 76, 77, 80, 82, 84, 85, 87, 88, 89, 91, 92, 93, 94, 96, 97, 98, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 
109, 110, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 122, 124, 126, 127, 128, 129, 135, 136, 139, 140, 142, 143, 
145, 146, 147, 151, 152, 153, 154, 156, 157, 158, 159, 162] 

 

10.6 Radioactive material releases 

The NRC received multiple comments regarding radioactive material releases at storage sites. 

NRC Response:  The NRC staff reviewed these comments.  NUREG-2215 is a consolidation of existing 
guidance for staff to use when reviewing the safety of spent fuel dry storage systems and facilities and 
does not address new or differing requirements.  Therefore, these comments are outside of the scope of 
this guidance document. 

While they are outside the scope of this NUREG, the NRC staff has responded to these types of 
questions and issues on several occasions, including some responses that are publicly available in our 
agency’s document management system (ADAMS).  See, ML032880058, NUREG/CR-6835. “Effects of 
Fuel Failure on Criticality Safety & Radiation Dose for Spent Fuel Casks”.   

As always, the NRC will continue to review new information that is pertinent in this area in order to 
remain focused on our mission to maintain the safe and secure use of radioactive materials and the 
environment.  No revisions were made as a result of these comments. 

[Comment Numbers 3, 5, 12, 28, 34, 39, 42, 46, 64, 66, 70, 93, 97, 126, 128, 129, 135, 146, 151, 157, 
159] 

10.7 Stress Corrosion Cracking (SCC) 

The NRC received multiple comments regarding stress corrosion cracking at storage sites. 

NRC Response:  The NRC staff reviewed these comments.  NUREG-2215 is a consolidation of existing 
guidance for staff to use when reviewing the safety of spent fuel dry storage systems and facilities and 
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does not address new or differing requirements.  Therefore, these comments are outside of the scope of 
this guidance document. 

While they are outside the scope of this NUREG, the NRC staff has responded to these types of 
questions and issues on several occasions, including some responses that are publicly available in our 
agency’s document management system (ADAMS).  See, ML16125A534, “Responses to Public 
Comments on Draft NUREG-1927, Rev. 1, “Standard Review Plan for Renewal of Specific Licenses and 
Certificates of Compliance for Dry Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel””.   

As always, the NRC will continue to review new information that is pertinent in this area in order to 
remain focused on our mission to maintain the safe and secure use of radioactive materials and the 
environment.  No revisions were made as a result of these comments. 

[Comment Numbers 3, 4, 5, 12, 28, 39, 42, 46, 66, 93, 97, 118, 126, 128, 129, 135, 146, 151, 157, 158, 
159] 

10.8 Welding Repair for SSC 

The NRC received multiple comments regarding welding repair of stress corrosion cracking at storage 
sites. 

NRC Response:  The NRC staff reviewed these comments.  NUREG-2215 is a consolidation of existing 
guidance for staff to use when reviewing the safety of spent fuel dry storage systems and facilities and 
does not address new or differing requirements.  Therefore, these comments are outside of the scope of 
this guidance document. 

While they are outside the scope of this NUREG, the NRC staff has responded to these types of 
questions and issues on several occasions, including some responses that are publicly available in our 
agency’s document management system (ADAMS).  See, ML16117A082, “Enclosure 2: Responses to 
Stakeholder Comment [Memo to M. Lombard re: Issuance of Spent Fuel Management Division’s Interim 
Staff Guidance No. 2, Revision 2, “Fuel Retrievability in Spent Fuel Storage Applications””.   

As always, the NRC will continue to review new information that is pertinent in this area in order to 
remain focused on our mission to maintain the safe and secure use of radioactive materials and the 
environment.  No revisions were made as a result of these comments. 

[Comment Numbers 3, 4, 5, 12, 28, 39, 42, 46, 66, 91, 93, 97, 126, 127, 128, 129, 135, 151, 155, 156, 
157, 159] 

 

11. Comments from Received from Other Internal NRC Offices and Intra-Agency  

The NRC received comments from other offices and agencies within the federal government regarding 
specific issues as detailed in the following section. 

11.1 Use of Pools 

The NRC received comments indicating that the NUREG-2215 guidance and expectations for when a 
pool is required are not clear.  The comments noted as an example, in the Introduction, Paragraph 2 
indicates that this SRP "does not apply to Wet Storage ISFSIs or MRSs (e.g., GE Morris), but does have 
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information related to pools for repackaging at a Dry Storage Facility (DSF).  Refer to NUREG-1567, 
'Standard Review Plan for Spent Fuel Dry Storage Facilities,' for information regarding the review of wet 
pools (such as for spent fuel repackaging, loading, unloading)" (Pg xxxiii, lines 13-16).  The comments 
indicated that, as repackaging is used in both examples, it is unclear which SRP should be used for an 
ISFSI or MRS that will include repackaging operations. 
 
The comments recommend that the guidance be clarified to state that no new requirement is created 
for a DSF to have the capability to open a Dual-Purpose Canister (DPC) to repackage fuel or for any other 
reason, since the creation of such a requirement would be contrary to operations at several shutdown 
plant ISFSIs.  In addition, the comments noted that such a requirement would be contrary for any future 
consolidated storage facilities that plan to receive canisters that are loaded with spent fuel and sealed at 
the originating site, and are placed back into storage without further handling of bare fuel assemblies 
(i.e., "start clean/stay clean"). 

Also related to the use of pools, a comment was received regarding the reopening of DPCs in the event 
of some beyond accident basis event.  The comment indicated that the impact of this requirement on 
facilities was unclear.  Specifically, the comment pointed out that Section 3.5.2, Design Basis for 
Structures, Systems, and Components Important to Safety, includes the requirement, "Verify that the 
Safety Analysis Report (SAR) defines criteria for procedures for handling, repackaging, and shipping out-
of-specification wastes."  The comments stated that this could potentially impact permanently 
shutdown reactor sites and new facilities contemplating receipt of existing SNF canisters that either no 
longer have the capability, or do not plan to have pools for reopening DPCs. 

NRC Response: The NRC staff generally agrees with the comments and has added language to NUREG-
2215 to indicate that if there is a pool at an ISFSI, then the guidance from NUREG-1567 applies and has 
now been added to NUREG-2215 in appendix C.  In addition, to address the opening of DPCs, staff 
added, “(if needed)” after repackaging in Section 3.5.2 of NUREG-2215.  Additionally, the NRC staff notes 
that this NUREG is not intended to introduce requirements for applicants, but is instead intended to 
guide the staff while performing reviews.  The changes described were made to the NUREG as a result of 
these comments.  

11.2 Reactor-Related Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) Waste  

The NRC received a comment on Chapter 3 of the NUREG indicating that several requirements (e.g., 
3.5.2.2, Reactor-Related Greater-than-Class-C (GTCC) Waste) for verification actions or activities 
associated with loading were specified, and it was unclear how these requirements will be met for ISFSIs 
or MRSs that do not plan to conduct loading operations but rather expect to receive already canistered 
SNF or GTCC waste.  It appeared to the commenter, as written, that all informational needs were 
focused on loading operations. 

NRC Response: The NRC staff agrees with the comment that the NUREG could be clearer in this area.  A 
licensee needs to verify that the materials to be stored at their facility meet the specifications for 
contents given in the license, including the technical specifications.  For a facility, such as a consolidated 
interim storage facility or other away-from-reactor facility, which would be licensed to receive and store 
materials from other facilities, the licensee would need to perform appropriate verifications at the time 
of package receipt to ensure the received materials meet the license requirements for storage at that 
facility.  An applicant for a license for such a facility should describe the means by which this verification 
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will be done and justify that the means are sufficient to ensure that received materials meet the license 
requirements for storage at the facility.  Clarifying language was added to the NUREG in Chapter 3, 
Section 3.5.2.2 as a result of this comment. 

11.3 Radiation Protection 

The NRC received a comment that in multiple locations throughout the document, compliance with 10 
CFR Part 20 is discussed since the regulations at 10 CFR Part 20 apply to nearly all NRC-licensed facilities 
and apply a monitoring-based rule.  The comment requested clarification regarding how Part 20 is used 
in licensing the DSF design, viz., operating the facility.  The comment noted that the understanding is 
that Part 20 is not intended to be a basis for review of an application beyond a general sense of 
reasonable assurance that, when in operation, there is high confidence the DSF will meet Part 20 
regulations. 

NRC Response: The NRC has reviewed this comment.  As explained in the Introduction of NUREG-2215, 
the guidance lays out expectations for the information and evaluations to be provided with respect to 
10 CFR Part 20 requirements.  The applicant’s SAR should provide the information and evaluations 
needed to demonstrate that the facility design and operations appropriately address the requirements 
in 10 CFR Part 20, including onsite and offsite dose assessments.  The guidance in this NUREG in this 
area is consistent with current practice for review of Part 72 specific licenses and is consistent with 
guidance used in the review of radiation protection for reactor licensing actions (see Chapter 11 of 
NUREG-0800).  No changes were made to the NUREG in response to this comment.  

11.4 Not-Important-to-Safety (NITS) Structures, Systems, and Components (SSCs) 

The NRC received a comment that the guidance in Section 3.4.4 appears to broadly direct applicants to 
provide design criteria and bases for NITS SSCs, and that without a limiting principle, such as NITS items 
that must be described to adequately understand facility design and important-to-safety (ITS) 
operations, applicants will be including everything (e.g., administrative offices, maintenance shops, 
restrooms, visitor's center) in the SAR. 

NRC Response: The NRC staff disagrees with this comment. The facility description in an application for 
a facility specific-license should be adequate to enable determination of compliance with the 
requirements in 10 CFR Part 72.  That description would include both SSCs ITS and SSCs NITS.  For SSCs 
NITS, the level of detail is dependent upon what is needed to demonstrate compliance with those 
requirements, which are referenced in Section 3.4.4 of the NUREG-2215.  Section 4.3.2 of the NUREG-
2215 provides examples of some of those SSCs which may be NITS but are within the scope of NRC 
review for a facility.  In addition, a facility definition and description is needed that is sufficient to enable 
evaluations for meeting requirements in 10 CFR Part 20, which 10 CFR 72.24(e) and Chapter 10A of the 
SRP address.  No changes have been to the NUREG in response to this comment.  

11.5 Safety Classification of SSCs 

The NRC received a comment regarding Safety Classification of SSCs in Section 3.5.1 that includes 
"typical" ITS SSCs.  The comment indicated that the list is too general and could cause confusion.  The 
comment recommended that a preferable approach would be to replace the phrase "typical ITS SSCs" 
with a reference to the definition of ITS in the glossary and NUREG/CR-6407, which is the guidance for 
classifying SSCs according to importance to safety.  The comment provided, as an example, "gas 
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treatment and ventilation systems" (Pg 3-14, line 27) even if servicing contaminated areas are usually 
NITS.  The comment stated that the only way they would be ITS is if they were credited as part of the 
confinement system, which is not the case for cask-based dry storage. 

NRC Response: The NRC staff agrees, in part, with this comment.  In response to this comment staff 
removed the gas treatment and vent systems references from the list of items that are “typical ITS SSCs” 
in section 3.5.1 and added additional detail to explain that this is not an exhaustive list.  A broader 
change to the NUREG, however, was not made because the guidance in NUREG/CR-6407 only deals with 
SSCs for casks, not facilities and therefore, this NUREG may apply to other non-cask based systems 
where gas treatment and vent system may be ITS SSCs.  The change described was made to the NUREG 
as a result of this comment.   


