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USHRC

Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch, -

Division of Freedom ofInformation and Publication Services
Mail Stop T-6-D-59
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington D.C. 20555-0001

Dear Sir:

The Department of Energy has completed its review of the draR NUREG 1567, StandardReview
Planfor Spent Fuel Dry Storage Facilities. Our comments are enclosed for your consideration.
In general, we believe the document accomplishes its objective of providing useful guidance to the
NRC staff. It should also be useful to potential applicants for a license to construct and operate a
spent fuel dry storage facility. Our comments generally relate to the need for clarification and/or
correction of cenain technical points.

We appreciate being given the opportunity to comment on the draft review plan. Please contact
Fred Rodgers of my staff at (202) 586-9313 ifyou have any questions on this matter.

Sincerely,

Alan Brownstein, Director
Regulatory Coordination Division
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet 1

'

Commenter U.S. Decadment of Enercy Issue Number 1of61 >

'

Summary ofIssue:
Existence of similar scope in NUREG-1536 and NUREG-1567 notentially :

confusina
;

Chapter Section Paragraph

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories: |
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency / Clarification X

.

Comment: |
Titles and introductions of NUREG-1536 and NUREG-1567 do not draw a clear
distinction between the scopes of the two documents. The former applies to dry
cask storace and the latter to wet and dry storane. so the reason for existence of

,

NUREG-1536 is not clear. (It would seem NUREG-1567 could address both.) j

Bases for Comment:
Self-explanatory.

.

.

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language !

Clarify in introductions the difTerence in scopes between the two documents. explain
why both are needed.

:

,

t
i

i

i

|
__
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet )
.

I

Commenter U.S. Department of Eneruv Issue Number 2 of 61 |
:

Summary ofIssue- i

Tvooaraphical errors ;

1

)
Chapter Acronyms Section Paragraph

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the f dlowing categories: :

Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error X
Inconsistency / Clarification

1

!
|

Comment:
|

Various tvooarachical errors. Some terms in list are not acronyms (e.a.. C. Ci). '

Some items are listed multiple times (e.a.. ACI). Some items are not in proper !
alphabetical order. Entries for SAR and SER contain parenthetical (See) entries !

without references. :

!

Bases for Comment: |
Self-explanatory.

!

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
As per comment.

|

l
|

|
;
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet

. -

,

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 3 of 61,

:

1
Summary ofIssue:
Distinction between definitions of" controlled area" and " restricted area" unclear.

| Chapter Glossary Section Paragraph

L Type ofIssue; Please select one of me following categories:

| Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error
i Inconsistency / Clarification ' X

'

-

!
|

| Comment:
Definitions of controlled area and restricted area in Glossary appear to be essentially

interchanneable. The definition of controlled area does not match that in Part 20.
and the definition in Part 60 does not match that in Part 72 or Part 20. 1

| Bases for Comment:
Inconsistent definitions of commonly used terms amona different regulations and in

SRPs cause confusion.

f

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language:
Revise the Glossary definition of controlled area to be consistent with Part 72.

Consider standardizina definitions of these terms in the various NRC reaulations
; and auidance documents.
| I

|

|

i

!

)

|

I
:

(

|

|

._ _ - - :



NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet
.

Commenter U.S. Depanment of Enerav Issue Number 4 of 61

Summary ofIssue:
Definition of Design Basis

Chapter Glossary Section Paragraph

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency X / Clarification

Comment:
The Glossary defimition of Design Basis is different from that for " Design Bases"
provided in 10 CFR 72. Also. the definition of Design Basis in the Glossary states
that Design Basis " compares with Design Events III and IV of ANSI /ANS 57.9."
The meaning of this statement is unclear.

]

Bases for Comment:
Inconsistency between the NUREG and the regulation could lead to confusion or
disagreement. It is not immediately clear how " design basis" can be compared to
"desian events."

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
Revise Glossary hfinition to be consistent with that in 10 CFR 72. Clarify
statement regarCnn comparison between "desian basis" and "desian events."

1
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet |
i

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 5 of 61

:

| Summary ofIssue:
{

No definition of MRS or ISFSI. :
.

!,

.F'

|. Chapter Glossary Section Paragraph
'

i

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
l Suggestion / Addition X / Grammatical Error

,

j- Inconsistency / Clarification
,

,

i *

| ;
i

i

| Comment: '

The Glossary does not contain a definition of a Monitored Retrievable Storace I
Installation. Though there is a listing for ISFSI. the listine does not contain a I

definition. l
|

:

;

i
'

!

Bases for Comment:
Definitions for these terms in the cuidance document would be helpful.

,

!

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
,

Add definitions consistent with 10 CFR 72.3.
I

.

.

:

F

t

|
. _ , _
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet '
i

l i

|
J

| Commenter- U.S. Department of Eneruv Issue Number 6 of 61
j

i

Summary ofIssue- 1

L IJaclear definition of nonsafety-related electrical eauipment
j

]
..

'

-

Chapter Glossaiv Section Paragraph :

I
Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories: I

Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency / Clarification . X

;

Comment:

Definition of nonsafety-related electrical eauipment is potentially confusina. The
. term as used in 10 CFR 50.49 olaces reauirements on nonsafety-related equipment j,

that could affect safetv-related eauipment. but 10 CFR 50 does not define )
"nonsafety-related electrical eauioment"in a manner similar to the definition in j
Draft NUREG-1567. Some nonsafetv-related eauipment is essentially irrelevant to
safety considerations. The definition from NUREG-1567. however. imolies that all

,

"nonsafetv-related electrical ea.ui.pment" by definition could affect safety functions.' !
.

.

!

Bases for Comment:
The FSRP should not imply that the phrase "nonsafety-related" eauipment only
aDDlies to eQuiDment that could affect safety-related eauipment. Many nonsafetv-

related items have no such effect.

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
The definition should either be deleted or revised to indicate that nonsafety-related
eauioment may affect safety-related eauipment. in which case specified

re_quaments are placed on the nonsafety-related equipment involved.

r

i

i

|

-+mwy
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet |
'

,

Commenter U.S. Department of Energy Issue Number 7 of 61
'

' >

Summary ofIssue: '

Definition of k.yis misleading
i

!
>

!
1

1

'

I Chapter Glossary Section ' Paragraph )
1

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error '
Inconsistency / Clarification X

i

-

Comment:
Definition of k,y is notentially misleadine. Discussion in second sentence actually;

applies to calculated vs. actual k,y.

| Bases for Comment: |
L Definition obscures the difference between actual and calculated k,y. Glossary

should define the term: chapter 10 should explain how the term is used (i.e.. what is

the difference between actual and calculated k,y). )
1

I

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language |

Revise definition to: " Measure of nuclear reactivity. At the critical state the actual

k,y = 1.0. If k,y s less than 1 the system is subcritical." |i

!

i

|

|
,

I
'

|

!
|

, ~,, - ,.
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet

i

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 8 of 67 j
1

Smnmary oflssue:
Structural Features and Geomorphologic Aspects related to the site

Chapter 2 Section 2.4.6.1 Paragraph 1

Tyne ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error |
Inconsistency / Clarification X l

Comment:
Replace the sentences " Specific structural features of sienificance. such as folds.
faults. synclines anticlines. basins. and domes should be identified on a structural
man showina bedrock surface contours. A description of the site geomorpholouv
should include areas of potential landsliding or subsidence. as well as a topographic
man showina orincipal site facilities and neomorphic features."

Bases for Comment: ;
,

To clarify (a) alobal nature of the structural element involved and (b) nature of the
neomorphic data reauirement

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
All planar and linear structures of significance should be identified on a neologic j
base map with bedrock surface contours. A description of the site aeomorpholoav j
should include a neolonic map of the surficial units and features. includina areas of j
past and potential landslidina or subsidence. as well as locations of principal site i
facilities. !

i

|

I

i

_ . . _ . - --
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!' NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet
J

.

.

(

;
Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 9 of 61

Summary ofIssue:
I Proposed rulemakina that would make 10 CFR 100 Subpart B apolv to an MRS

should be oursued. )
i
'

:

; Chapter 2 Section 2.4.6.2 Paragraph

Type ofIssue: Please ' select one of the following categories: !.

i Suggestion X / Addition / Grammatical Error

| Inconsistency / Clarificatio'n

: Comment: ]
i The NRC has indicated in the Federal Reaister (12/11/96) that a separate !

! rulemaking to make Suboart B aoolicable to an MRS or other non-reactor facility is
'

under consideration. DOE considers such a change to be aooropriate andi

|
encourages its early consideration.

|.

] Bases for Comment:
Because Part 100 Suboart B represents the latest NRC considerations on seismic'-

issues. its applicability should be expanded as the NRC has considered doina.

i
,

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language,
,

; Revise regulations to make Part 100 Subpart B anolicable to ISFSI/MRS facilities.

.

I

i

:

.- _ . - - _ . .. - ..
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet-

i .

!
'

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 10 of 61,

:

; Summary ofI.ssue:
Acceptance criteria for vibratory ground motion should reflect revisions to 10 CFR

. 100.
i
a

|
Chapter 2 Section 2.4.6.2- Paragraph

_ _ _ .

.

| Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
j Suggestion. / Addition X / Grammatical Error
j Inconsistency / Clarification

i Comment:
This section of the acceptance criteria should reflect the December 1996 revisions to.

10 CFR 100 (as discussed in the review orocedures in 2.5.6.2) by discussing use of

! probabilistic methodoloav for assessina peak around acceleration..

;

i

| Bases for Comment:

| FSRP needs to reflect current regulations. Examples: Terms such as " capable
'

; faults.""floatina eanhauakes." and " maximum vibratory around motion at the site" -

| are specific to the deterministic methodoloav of 10 CFR 100. Ano A. and not to the 1
I new 10 CFR 100. Subpart B. :

.

,

j Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
I State that Subpart B to 10 CFR 100 has been published. and that this rule allows use

of probabilistic methodoloav for assessina peak around acceleration.
i

,

!
-

: !
1 |

|
a

|
..

a

1

_ - _ _ , __ __
i
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 11 of 61.

,

i

; Summary ofIssue:
Inappropriate reference to " measurable" around motions..

.

.

:

Chapter 2 Section 2.4.6.2 Paragraph
;

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
,

Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error.

Inconsistency / Clarification X
.

t

Comment:

The reauirement to list historical earthauakes that could have caused " measurable"
around motions is inappronriate. Modern seismocraphs routinely measure around
motions imperceptible to humans and that have no local engineerina significance.

.

Bases for Comment:
The issue for historical earthauakes should be related to earthauakes of onsite
sienificance. Seismograph measurements of distant earthauakes that are of no
sianificance onsite are not the appropriate focus.

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
Substitute "notentially damagina" for " measurable."

l
[

.
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j NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet '

!; .

b Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 12 of 61
'

i i
:

.

;

j- . Summary ofIssue: i

| Guidance for capable faults needs clarification j
s

j

Chapter 2 Section 2.4.6.2 Paragraph

; Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error1

Inconsi.stency / Clarification X:

i

i

i Comment:

| Guidance that only faults havina some portion oassine within 100 mi of a site must
i be considered is not considered technically aooropriate.
>

;

!
t

; Bases for Comment:

| At some sites; faults more distant than 100 mi may control the seismic desian at
L longer o_ eriods (e.a.. New Madrid fault zone dominates long-period seismic hazard i;

for much of the Midwest). Hazard analysis must determine freauencies of- 1;

! engineerina interest for proposed facility. then identify earthauake sources of j
stumficance. reaardless of distance.

'

-

|
'

1

i

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language |;

! Revise section to incorporate the aooroach to analysis described above and - j

j eliminate the distance criterion. !

.

.

i

'

;
'

-
,

,

,, , . . . . . _ . , .c _ , .- y..y.
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NUREG-1567. Comment Sheet

Commenter , U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 13 of 61
|
|

|

Summary ofIssue:
1

Technically incorrect term. )
.:

1

Chapter 2 Section 2.5.6.2 Paragraph 3 )
i

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories- I

Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency / Clarification X |

|
1

Comment:
,

Second sentence refers incorrectly to a " spectrum of 0.25e." |
:
:

!

:

Bases for Comment: !

Spectra have more than one value. anchored at some point. !

i
s

.

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
Revise "of" to " anchored at."

i

I

I

,

.

!
: |

| !

I

|

.
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 14 of 61

Summary ofIssue:
Vibratory around motion review orocedures need to reflect revision to 10 CFR Part
100.

- Chapter 2 Section 2.5.6.2 Paragraph 4

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency / Clarification X

,

1
|

!

Comment:
The text referring to future publication of Appendix B to 10 CFR 100 needs to be
updated to reflect the fact that it actually has been published (as Suboart B rather
than as Aooendix B). Terminology in the section should be revised to be consistent
with Suboart B.

.

i

Bases for Comment:
Terms in the section currently apply to deterministic methods in Part 100 Anoendix j

A (e.u.. tectonic province boundaries) rather than to the probabilistic method !
discussed in Part 100 Suboast B.

i

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language !
Revise section to refer to 10 CFR 100 Subpart B: revise terminoloey to be

consistent with Subpart B.

_ _- _ _ _ _ _ _. . . _
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet ;
.

a

!:

j Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 15 of 61-
|

.

Summary ofIssue: :-

Clarification of seismic siting and desian criteria.

'
Chapter 2 Section 2.5.6.2 Paragraph 4-

!
; .

'

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error7

] Inconsistency / Clarification X *

i

! i

Comment: ;,

i Guidance in the FSRP should reflect the fact that the potential source term is limited '

! for a dry storace facility as compared to a power reactor. A higher annual: i
j probability of exceedance of desian basis around motion should be allowed for an '

|
ISFSI or M'RS. '

i
;

Bases for Comment:
! The notential radiological conseauences of a seismically initiated accident at a dry

storace facility are very limited as compared to the potential high-energy release at a

| oower reactor. Seismic desian criteria should reflect this fact.
i
:
J

,

! Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
Add guidance to the FSRP to allow a higher annual exceedance probability than isi

'

allowed for power reactors.
,

1

1

.

;

1

:
I
:

i

i
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 16 of 61

Summary ofIssue:
Guidance for vibratory motion analysis should be flexible.

Chapter 2 Section 2.5.6.2 Paragraph 4

Type ofIssue: Please' select one of the following categories:
Suggestion _ / Addition / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency / Clarification X

Comment:
The FSRP should. niven the lack of experience with the future Reculatory
Guide 1.165 reauirements. allow flexibility in acolication of the auidance in that

|
document. Such flexibility is implied in use of all Remilatory Guides, but it should

,

be emphasized in the FSRP. !

Bases for Comment:
Site- and facility-specific considerations may warrant different choices for
parameters such as reference freauencies. or for use of mean vs median as the !

central-tendency measure for exceedance orobabilities. etc. These application !

details will take time and experience to work out and should be reviewed on a case- '

by-case basis. I

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
Revise the FSRP section to recoanize and allow for flexibility in application of the
available cuidance.

!



.

NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet .

i
h

,

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 17 of 61
1

Summary ofIssue: |
Guidance for maximum magnitude event should incorporate consideration of several ;

empirical relationships.
;

Chapter 2 Section 2.5.6.2 Paragraph 4
!

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
' Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error !

Inconsistency / Clarification X -

I
;

Comment: i

Guidance for maximum magnitude event should call for consideration of several ;

empirical relationshios. as discussed in DG-1032. Section 2.2.2 (e.a.. rupture area. |
maximum fault disolacement. average fault displacement. and fault slio rate).

_ ,

!

Bases for Comment: ;

As noted in DG-1032. Section 2.2.2. it is prudent to consider several empirical j
relationships that might helo determine the maximum magnitude event. !

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
Revise the FSRP section to recognize and allow for consideration of several
empirical relationships to determine maximum maanitude event. as per DG-1032.



NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet |
;

!

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 18 of 61 |
!

Summary ofIssue- 1

Correction of" wear and tear" 'l
;

|
1

Chapter 3 Section 3.4.3.1 Paragraph 5

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency / Clarification X

~

Comment:

FSRP should not succest that ANY " wear and tear" should need to be corrected.
regardless ofits conseauence (or lack thereof) for system or component |

1performance. Second sentence of paragraoh headed " Acceptable Response for . i

Normal Condition Maximum" appears to imolv this meanina. )
:
I

Bases for Comment: 1

Existina statement (second sentence in paragraohl succests that even trivial " wear
and tear" needs to be corrected. If taken to extremes. this could apolv to minor
surface abrasions. etc. that would have no impact on oerformance or capability. |

1
1

!

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
To the end of the second sentence. add: " ..that would dearade the capabilities of the
ISFSI or MRS." This change makes it clear that only " wear and tear" that affects
the installation's capabilities need be repaired. This meanine would be consistent
with the first sentence of the paragraoh. which emphasizes dearadation of
capabilities.
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet
:

Commenter U.S. Department of Energy Issue Number 19 of 61

Summary ofIssue: .

Should not assume multiple failures of safety-related systems unless they are

credible conseauences ofinitiatina event.

Chapter 3 Section 3.4.3.1 Paragraph 7

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categones !

Suggestion / Addition X / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency / Clarification

;

1
1

j

Comment:
The paraaraoh beginnina " Accident-level conditions are described. " shculd be

;ifollowed by a statement that the NRC staff does not assume multiple failure
scenarios of safety-related systems unless these multiole-failure scenarios are

credible conseauences of the initiatina event. ;
'

'l

Bases for Comment:
Consistent with reactor licensina precedent

;

:

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
As per comment.
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet

Commenter _ U.S. Department of Enerav
_ Issue Number _20 of 61

{ Summary ofIssue:
i

Relationship between " credible" and " nonmechanistic" unclear

-

Chapter 3 _ Se'etion 3.4.3.1 Paragraph _ 8

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
.

Suggestion
! / Addition

f Grammatical ErrorInconsistency
/ Clarification _ X

: o.

Comment: .!'

The paraaraoh beginning with "The NRC reauires analysis " apoears to d
.

,

parallel between " credible" and "non-mechanistic" which is not evident from the
;

. raw a
} C

reauire analysis ofcertain events renardless of whether they are determined to be_ definition of the latter tenn in the Glossary. The caraaraoh may have intended to
''

'

_ credible. If this is the case. the first sentence in the caraaraoh should be revised to__jreflect this intent.

Bases for Comment:
r

!

Per the Glossary definition of" nonmechanistic." such an event has no id

rather than credible as stated in the text.cause. This definition would aonear to be consistent with an event beine incr dibl|j
entified

e e. |!
Suggested Revision / Replacement Language

-_ I,

~

Revise " credible"in first sentence to " incredible."
i
'

i

-

_.

-

_____

_

i
f

~

5'

-
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet
; !

|
'

|
.

Commenter U.S. Department of Energy Issue Number 72 of 61
.

Summary ofIssue:
3 More cuidance needed for criticality analyses 1

i

I
'

Chapter 3 Section 3.4.3.5 Paragraph 1
,

s ,

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error

i Inconsistency / Clarification X

i
:

Comment:-

Bulleted list does not provide much useful detail or references fc. reviewer or
'

aonlicant to use in determinine what criticality analysis is needed. For example. |
under " errors in accountina and loadina." what tvoes of errors should be }.

'

considered? Is misloadina an assembly with excessive enrichment to be i

considered? How are multiple errors to be addressed? More detail would be
helpful.

,

b

Bases for Comment:
Existina cuidance is very ceneral.

;

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
Provide additional cuidance or references as per comment.

!

i

%
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' NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet

Commenter U.S. Department of Energy Issue Number 23 of 61

Summary ofIssue:
Incorrect reaulatory reference

Chapter 4 Section 4.4.5 Paragraph I (2nd bullet)

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency / Clarification X

Comment:

Reference to 10 CFR 122(I) should read 10 CFR 72.122(I).

Bases for Comment:
Typographical error

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language>

As per comment.

_

i
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet
1

'

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 24 of 61 '

Summary ofIssue:
Undefined term

.

Chapter 4 Section 4.5.4 Paragraph 1 (3rd item under 1st bullet)

!
Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categones.
Suggestion '/ Addition / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency / Clarification X

.

Comment:
Term " nuclear hazards" is undefined.

I
,

i

!
Bases for Comment:
The implications of use of this term are of potential importance to safety anaivses. |
It should therefore be defined or an alternative term used.

I

i

i

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language |
Define the tenn or use a different one that is defined.

\
.

i

, . .,_
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 25 of 61

Summary ofIssue:
Unclear /inconsistant use of tenn

Chapter 4 &5 Section see below Paragraph 1

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency / Clarifi:ation X

|
Comment:

j|Pane 4-20 (L4.1). Dane 5-3 (f.1 st bullet). Dane 5-7 (L5.6-5.81 pane 6-15 (L6.x) -

Use of the term " surveillance" is not clear.

I

Bases for Comment:
The term is aoolied in an inconsistant manner

1
-

|

,

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language: I
Recommend addina a definition for surveillance in the Glossarv

|

;

,



y

!

NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet !
l

!

)
>

Commenter U.S. Deoartment of Enerav Issue Number 26 of 61 |

Summary ofIssue:
More detail needed in cuidance for re-ooening storane cask

I

Chapter 5 Section 5.5.1 Paragraph 11 (numbered list o.5-8) |
!
|

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories: 1

Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error i
Inconsistency / Clarification X j

!

Comment:

|!Item 6 reauires unspecified additional measures to deal with degraded fuel found
when reopenina a storaae cask. Suanest addressina disposition of fuel that has

|
failed in a storage cask. single vs. multiple failed assemblies. and dealine with stuck

'

fuel assemblies. '

:

Bases for Comment: |
Additional cuidance would help reviewer and applicant understand NRC viewooint j

,

on the issues discussed in the comment.' |

|

|
1

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
As per comment. I
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet )

l

: Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 27 of 61

i~

Summary ofIssue: 1

More detail needed in cuidance for re-openina storace cask
l

Chapter 5 Section 5.5.1 Paragraph 1st para under "BWR Crud"
,

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error

'

,

j Inconsistency X / Clarification
.

! Comment:
This section describes a sienificant difference between crud release into the.

atmosphere durina handline of BWR vs PWR fuels. to the point that BWR crud
release is considered to pose significant problems. while PWR fuel does not. In

!
section 11.4.3. however. no distinction is made for Co-60 release (the primary

|
'

icontributor to crud activity) between the two tvoes.
i,

Bases for Comment: .

Self-exclanatory..

|

.

!

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
Explain in Section 11.4.3 why the difference in BWR and PWR fuel release
explained in 5.5.1 does not affect the cuidance in 11.4.3. or otherwise explain or

,

eliminate the difference in treatment of the subiect in the two sections.

.
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet

Commenter U.S. Department of Eneray Issue Number 28 of 61

Summary ofIssue:
Inconsistency with 10 CFR 20 dose acceptance criteria

i
i

Chapter 6 Section 6.4 Paragraph 1

!

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency X / Clarification

Comment:
Terminoloav used in the FSRP dose acceptance criteria. thouah consistent with that

of 10 CFR 72. is inconsistent with new 10 CFR 20 terminoloav. !

Bases for Comment:
Terms such as " committed effective dose eauivalent" are not used in the acceptance

|
criteria.

Suggested . Revision / Replacement Language
Revise acceptance criteria to include 10 CFR 20 tenninoloav or at least make note

of difference between terminoloav in Parts 20 and 72. Mention NRC olans to revise
Part 72 to be consistent with Part 20.
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet
:
|

Commenter U.S. Department of Energy Issue Number 29 of 61

Summary ofIssue:
"Sienificant impairment of retrievability" not defined

Chapter 7 Section 7.4.2.1 Paragraph 3 (bottom of paae)

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error !

Inconsistency / Clarification X |

l
!

Comment: I

Last item in bulleted list at bottom of pace places reauirements on the desian to '

preclude "significant impairment of ready retrievability." Description of what the
;

staff would consider to be sinnificant impairment would be helpful. |

Bases for Comment: ;

As a unidance document, the FSRP should no beyond the term above. which is open
to widelv varvina interpretations.

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
Describe to the extent feasible what "sianificant impairment" means.



:
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet

Commenter U.S. Department of Energy Issue Number 30 of 61

Summary ofIssue:
Unclear cuidance on when full radiographic examination is reauired

Chapter 7 Section 7.4.2.2 Paragraph 19 (last para. in section) |
|

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories: |

Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error |
Inconsistency / Clarification X |

I

Comment:
The FSRP cuidance states that weld integrity testina may be by a combination of
ASME-aporoved techniaues which do not necessarily result in full radiographic
examination. It does not. however. provide cuidance for what situations miaht
warrant less-than-full radiographic inspection (e.a.. on what basis can a decision be
made as to whether measures under consideration are imoractical. should some
welds always be radiographed and others not. etc.)-

Bases for Comment: -j

There is considerable variance in the industry regardina this issue. and any cuidance

!to help the reviewer understand the NRC's Staff's perspective on this issue would
be helpful.

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
Provide cuidance in the subiect section on criteria for when full radiographic |

'

inspection can be replaced with alternative approaches. as discussed in the

comment.
.

|

_.-
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_

!

.

-

,

:'

,

1 !

; Commenter ' U.S. Department of Eneruv Issue Number 31 of 61
! ;
2 ;

; Summary ofIssue: |
; Prohibition of permanent degradation is too strinnent. '

p
t ,

. Chapter 7 Section 7.4.2.3 Paragraph 3 ;

,

! -

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
i Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error :

| Inconsistency / Clarification- X
,

!

Comment:
Last sentence states. "The system should experience no permanent deformation or >-.,

I degradation in response to normal and off-normal conditions." This wordina could
be open to the interoretation that the slightest dent. scratch. etc. would result in the

; system beine outside the licensine basis.

!
"

Bases for Comment:
; The issue for degradation should be the effect of the degradation on system
j functions and perfonnance. If there is demonstrably no such effect of a niven
i "dearadation." there should be no prohibition. This simply incorporates a

,

||| reasonableness criterion.
:
4

i Suggested Revision / Replacement Language '

? Add the followine after the word "dearadation" " Jother than minor surface
; defects on visible. external surfaces that would not in any way affect the
e confinement or other functions of the system).. "

i

!
'

\

4

i

j

j

i

. _ . _ - . . ._ . , , . _ , ... , _ _ . . _ . . . _ _ , _ , _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ .
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet i
.

!

|

Commenter __U.S. Deoartment of Enerav Issue Number 32 of 61 |

Summary ofIssue-
Missina guidance for determinina cask storace oad target hardness

Chapter 7 Section 7.4.2.3 Paragraph 14

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency / Clarification X

l

I

Comment: .

The FSRP subsection on cask tio-over would be more useful to reviewer and
aoolicant ifit would provide auidance on acceptable methods for determining cask
storace oad target hardness.

Bases for Comment:
Assumotions about target hardness must be made to support impact analyses:
auidance on assumptions and methodolonies the NRC Staff views as acceptable
would be helpful.

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
Provide auidance on acceptable assumptions and methodologies fbr determinina
storane pad hardness.

I
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet
i

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 33 of 61

: Summary ofIssue: -

No cuidance for analysis of a sealed canister droo when beine lifted into or out of a.

ventilated concrete cask

Chapter 7 Section 7.4.2.3 Paragraph 14

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition X / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency / Clarification

Comment:
The FSRP does not orovide cuidance regardine analysis of the case of a sealed

;

canister droo when beine lifted into or out of a ventilated concrete cask. |
|

!
!

Bases for Comment:
The referenced configuration is pertinent. and guidance on it would be useful to

reviewer and aoolicant.

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
Provide cuidance as per comment.

__



~ . . . . - - - , - , . - ~ . . = - . . . - . - . - - - . - . . - - - - .

!
,

'
. ,

NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet I
;

i
|

Commenter - U.S. Department of Enerev Issue Number 34 of 61 i
:
!

Summary ofIssue:
!

Unclear as to whether thermal stresses in basket must be evaluated for basket !
buckline. .

:
:

!
Chapter 7 Section 7.4.2.3 Paragraph First full paragraoh on og 7-23 !

!
'

'

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error :

'

Inconsistency / Clarification X !
!

i

Conunent: |
The referenced paragraph does not provide cuidance as to whether thermal stresses

;|in the basket must be evaluated for bucklina of the fuel basket.
1

i

i

i

Bases for Conunent:
Additional cuidance would be useful to reviewer and aonlicant. Guidance on oc 7- |

52 appears to exempt thennal stresses from basket calculations. but the wordina
|

suggests that the text refers to cylindrical containers and not basket structures. j

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
Add or clarify cuidance as per comment and bases.

:

a



NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 35 of 61

Summary ofIssue:
No cuidance regardina acceptability of slaa inclusions

. Chapter 7 Section 7.4.2.4 Paragraph First full paragraph on 7-25

\.

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories: |
. Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency / Clarification X j

.

Comment:
Guidance for weld acceptance makes no reference to slag inclusions.

Bases for Coimnent:
The lack of cuidance (when other causes for reiection are listed) implies slaa
inclusions are acceptable.

!

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
State the acceptability of slag inclusions. i

i



NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 36 of 61

Summary ofIssue:
Prohibition of nermanent deformation is too stringent

Chapter 7 Section 7.4.5.3 Paragraph 3

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency / Clarification X

Comment:
Last sentence states that no permanent deformation of structures important to safety

occurs. This reauirement is excessivelv Strinnent in that it could be construed to
prohibit even minor. inconseauential surf ace flaws.

Bases for Comment:
The issue for degradation should be the effect of the degradation on system
functions and performance. If there is demonstrably no such effect of a niven
" degradation." there should be no orohibition. This simply incorporates a
reasonableness criterion.

_

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language

After " deformation." add: " ..(other than minor surface defects on visible. external
surfaces that would not in any way affect the confinement or other functions of the
svstem).. "

l
|

|
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i NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet
!,

, .

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 37 of 61

Summary ofIssue:
Excessively strinaent corrosion criterion: insufficiently stringent review instructions

e for material interactions
,

[ Chapter 7 Section 7.5.2 Paragraph 6

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories::

: Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error

[ Inconsistency / Clarification X

.

| Comrnent:
First sentence of oaragraph reauires verifying that materials will not constitute a

; lona term cause of corrosion or other dearadation of the system. This reauirement j
; could be interoreted as prohibiting long-term corrosion even ifit is inconseauential

|'
for system performance or functions. Sentence only reauires review ofinteractions j
amona structural materials: should reauire review of such interactions amona all

p materials in direct contact. structural or otherwise. j

4

Bases for Comment:
i Degradation and corrosion processes should be reouired to be controlled to the
'

extent needed to ensure system performance and function are not dearaded.
Materials interaction effects should be analyzed for all materials (e.a.. between;

j structural and nonstructural materials). -
i

; Suggested Revision / Replacement Language !

; Revise first sentence to: " Review cask desian to verify structural materials m i

i contact with each other or with other materials will not produce a significant

! chemical or aalvanic action or constitute a long-term cause of corrosion or

[ degradation of the system that could adverselv affect the system's functions."

;

i
1

,

{
i

!

, . . . . -. .
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 38 of 61

Summary ofIssue:-
No guidance for stainless steel claddina temperature limits

Chapter 8 Section 8.4 Paragraph 3

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the follo. wing categories:
.

Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error I
'Inconsistency / Clarification X

.

Comment: -

Acceptance criterion for zircalov fuel claddine is provided: no such auidance is
provide'd for stainless steel claddina.

Bases for Comment:
To add completeness and address an existina spent fuel cladding tvoe.

!
Suggested Revision / Replacement Language

'

Add cuidance for stainicss steel claddina temoerature limits.

l

.
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i

: NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet
:
.

a

,' Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 39 of 61 j
'

'

Summary ofIssue:
More cuidance needed for cladding temoerature limits beina more restrictive at
increased cochna time

Chapter 8 Section 8.5.1.2 Paragraph 1 |

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error!

Inconsistency / Clarification X'
.

i
:
,

i Comment:

; The guidance states that temperature limits will be more restrictive for lone coolina
: times. It would be helpful to provide an acceptable reference or method for this
: determination.

!

b . Bases for Commeni:
NRC Staff perspective on acoroaches to' developing the restrictions would be useful

.|
-

to reviewer and applicant.

.

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language i
'

j - Add guidance as per comment.
!

,
.

I

'

'

i
&

Gd%

-

;.

5

l
.

i

-_ _ - - . - -
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet:

1

:
.

'

1

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number '40 of 61 |
: :

Summary ofIssue: ~j
'

Tvoocraohical error- |
i

*

|
;

; Chapter 9 Section 9.3 Paragraph 20.1301(aV2) I

! Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error X
Inconsistency / Clarification

i
.

| Comment:

[ Item in parentheses should read "(0.02 mSv1"

.

I

i

: Bases for Comment:
Tvocaraphical error.

,

i

'
.

!

;
!

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language; <

As per comment,

,

m-

1

,

!

4

a

*

,



- - .-- - ._ - - _. . - . -

, _
. ,

t

i

~

NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 41 of 61

Summary ofIssue:
Erroneous regulatory reference

:
!

'

Chapter 9 Section 9.4.4.2 Paragraph 2 (3rd bullet):

'

<

Type ofIssue: Please selea,t one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error !

Inconsistency / Clarification X

!
Comment:

;

Reference should be chanced from 20 CFR 101(a) to 10 CFR 20.1201.
i-

; .

Bases for Comment: |
Tvoonraphical error.

i

|

!
|
|

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language j.

As per comment |
|

\

i
-i

!

l

,

e 4 -t
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet
*

4

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 42 of 61

'
Summary ofIssue:
Missina reference to 40 CFR 191-

Chapter 9 Section 9.4.6 Paragraph 1

: Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition X / Grammatical Error.

Inconsistency / Clarification

Comment:

In addition to referrina to the EPA standards in 40 CFR 190. the FSRP should also
,

refer to the standards in 40 CFR 191 for facilities subiect to th'e regulations of that
'

Part.

Bases for Comment:
Facilities not covered by Part 190 are covered by Pad 191 (except for'NRC-licensed '

disposal facilities).

.

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
After "40 CFR 190" add: "(or 40 CFR 191. as applicable)"
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet :

. I
1

,

i Commenter U.S. Depadment of Enerav Issue Number 43 of 61
i

; Summary ofIssue: !

Add reference for neutron absorber credit
"

,

\
*

!
~

4

Chapter 10 Section 10.4.1.1 Paragraph 2nd dashed item on og 10-3

'

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:'

Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency / Clarification X

Comment:
Add ANSI /ANS-8.21 as reference for fabrication testing to verify presence and |

uniformity of neutron absorber

,

Bases for Comment:
Comment adds industry standard as reference. !

!

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
As per comment.



NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet

Commenter U.S. Department of Energy Issue Nmnber 44 of 61

Summary ofIssue:
Tvocaraphical error

Chapter 11 Section 11.4.3 Paragraph 3

Type of P., sue: Please select one of the following categories:
Sugges'.iori / Addition / Grammatical Error X
Incorsistency / Clarification _

Comment:
Tvocarachical error in last sentence on pace 11-18. "From" should read " form."

Bases for Comment:
Self-exclanatory

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
As per comment
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Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 45 of 61

Summary ofIssue:
Basis for release fractions not orovided. and context oflimits unclear

Chapter 11 Section 11.4.3 Paragraph 3

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error -

Inconsistency / Clarification X

Comment:
This section cites NUREG-1536 as th'e source for most of the release fractions.
However. that document does not orovide a reference for these numbers. so
essentially no reference exists for them. Also. it is unclear how the numbers are to
be used. Do they apolv to iust uncanistered fuel or the combined effects of fuel

matrix. claddina. and containers? For solid radionuclides. are the values for total -
fraction or respirable fraction?

Bases for Comment:
Preferable to cite original technical source document in NUREGs. Clarifying
auidance renardina the release fractions would belo prevent misinterpretation.

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
Add source document reference to both NUREGs. Clarify issues pointed out in the
comment.



NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet

Commenter U.S. Department of Energy Issue Number 46 of 61

Summary ofIssue:

Reauirement for consideration of off-normal occurrences and accident-level events
and conditions subiect to misinterpretation

Chapter 12 Section 12.4.1 Paragraph 1

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency / Clarification X

Comment: '

The first sentence of this section implies that all off-normal occurrences. even those
that are incredible. must be included in the SAR. This would reauire the applicant

to perform risk analyses for situations posing nealiaible public risk because of their
low nrobability of occurrence.

l

Bases for Comment:
Reaulatory crecedent (e.a.. recent 10 CFR 60 DBE rulemakina) exists for exclusion i

from funher analysis of hiahly unlikely events and occurrences. j

!
!

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
Consider providina cuidance similar to that in 10 CFR 60 that allows screenina

4events with probability of occurrence lower than 1 x 10 from further consideration
in risk analysis. State that a comprehensive set of events should be considered and
screened. Alternatively. clarify the definition of"off-normal" to clearly indicate that
the term refers to events expected to occur (i.e.. credible by definition).



i
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet

i

Commenter U.S. Department of Energy Issue Number 47 of 61

Summary ofIssue: .

Missina reaulatory reference

I
!

)Chapter 13 Section 13.4.3 Paragraph 2
i

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories: |
Suggestion / Addition X / Grammatical Error |Inconsistency / Clarification !

|

Comment:
1

Add NUREG-1497. Interim Licensina Criteria for Physical Protection of Certain
Storace of Soent Fuel. as a source for criteria and guidance. i

'

!
l

|

|

Bases for Comment: i>

:

Missina reference contains useful and applicable information on the subiect of '

physical protection.

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
As per comment. I

L
l'

|

;

i

!

!

I-
i
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: NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet
: I

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 48 of 61 |

Summary ofIssue:
'

Intent of reference is unclear
|

<

Chapter 15 Section 15.2.8b.- et.al. Paragraph Pace 15-3 et.al. '

j

; .
,

i Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition , / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency / Clarification X i

1

4

Comment:'

The reason for the parenthetical reference is not clear. j

i
;
'

;

Bases for Comment:,

; Editorial / clarification

: i

-
>

$

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language:4

Delete "(15.2.8b)" or explain what this carenthetical reference means

<

1

:
,

4

b
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet
-

.

- Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 49 of 61
_

Summary ofIssue:

Conflict between NUREG 1567 and Rec. Guide 3.48 -

Chapter 15 Section 15.2.20 Paragraph

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency X / Clarification

Comment:

15.2.20 indicates that the latest revision of ANSI /ASME NOA-1 should be used to
develop the aoolicants procram. even thouah the aoolicable Rea Guide endorses the
1983 edition. The result is inconsistent and contradictory cuidance.

.

Bases for Comment:
By proposina to review OA Programs to whichever version of NOA is current at

the time. it apoears that ALL FUTURE versions of NOA-1 are beina imolicitl f
endorsed (siaht unseen) as beina acceptable to the USNRC. And finally. this
NUREG annears to be the wrona place to endorse an ANSI Standard -if the
USNRC plans to chance the version of NOA-1 that they endorse. this should be
ideniiGed in the appropriate can guide.

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language .
Clarify the requirement and remove the contradiction

.
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet
.

Commenter U.S. Department of Energy Issue Number 50 of 61

Summary ofIssue:
Incorrect reference

Chapter 15 Section 15.4_ Paragraph

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
,

Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error )
Inconsistency X / Clarification J

Comment: |

Section 15.4 and the acceptance criteria for control of nonconformances (last
parauraohl reference reauirements from 10CFR Part 21

Bases for Comment:
Part 21 is a reportina reauirement and not a OA reauirement. As such it should not ;

'

be part of the the criteria for the acceptance of a O orogram.-
'

|

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language:
Clarify the acceptance criteria

,
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet j
:

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 51 of 61
|

~

Summary ofIssue: !

Document content is inconsistent I
>

!
.

I

Chapter 15 Section_15.4.1 Paragraph
*

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Errora

|

| Inconsistency / Clarification X |

Comment:
'

The first bullet. second item (cane 15-16) conflicts with Paraaraoh 15.4.2.. first
bullet. second item (cane 15-18). "Sitina.""constructina.""receivina." and
"assemblina" are listed in 15.4.2 but not 15.4.1.;

1

\-

i

Bases for Comment:
The clossary definition of construction (see oace xxvi) includes materials. desian.

15.4.2 should not use the term "constructina"if the activities associated with |

constructina are already listed.

! Suggested Revision / Replacement Language:
'

. Add the criteria listed in Section 15.4.2 to Section 15.2.1

.

4



NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerev Issue Number 52 of 61

Summary ofIssue:
Incorrect reference

Chapter 15 Section 15.4.7 Paragraph Pace 15- 25

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency / Clarification X

Comment:
First bullet. second line. The statement " based on (b) and or (c) below" should be
clarified.-

Bases for Comment:
There is no b or c below.

.

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language:
Correct reference error -



.

NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 53 of 61

Summary ofIssue:
Information duplicated in the content

Chapter 15 Section 15.4.7 Paragraph Pane 15.26

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency / Clarification X

Comment:
Second and third items are duplicates with the exception of the examples in
parenthesis.

.

Bases for Comment:
Information is duplicated

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language:
One of these should be deleted.

|
:

I

i



.

NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 54 of 61

Summary ofIssue:
Reference error

.

Chapterl5 Section _15.4.8_ Paragraph page 15-27

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency / Clarification X

Comment:
First bullet. third item: The statements " mentioned in (1) above" and " mentioned in
(2) above" should be clarified.

P

Bases for Comment:
There is no 1 or 2 above.

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language:
Correct the reference error (i.e.. delete " mentioned in (1) above" and " mentioned in
(2) above") .

-

.
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NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet
,

s

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 55 of 61,

2

: Summary ofIssue:
Content incomplete

:

.,

,

a

e

Chapter 15 Section 15.5.2. Paragraph Pane 15-41
i

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:.

Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error;

Inconsistency / Clarification X,

3

Comment::;
'

Second paragraoh has two blanks that should be completed.

,

4

I

Bases for Comment:,

Information missinn.

:

:

1

! Suggested Revision / Replacement Language:
Insert the name of the organization or Dosition

1

:.

,.=
,

g

d

*

I

|.

4 ,

4

,w w - -
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r

jCommenter' U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 56 of 61

Summary ofIssue:
Inconsistent with the reauirements in NUREG 1536 |

)

!

Chapter _ Section 15__ Paragraph

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error
Inconsistency X / Clarification

Comment:
This NUREG should Clarify the relationship ofits OA review criteria to Draft
NUREG 1536 (Dry Cask Storage Systems).

Bases for Comment:
NUREG 1536 does not include OA program review criteria and states that the

;

review is seoerate from the SER. The aooroach to the OA program aooears to be

inconsistent between the two NUREGs.

:

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language .;
Obtain' consistency between NUREGS |
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4

Commenter - U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 57 of 61
;

Summary ofIssue:
Tvocaraphical error

,

Chapter 17 Section 17.2.7 Paragraph 3,

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories-;

Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error X l
'

Inconsistency / Clarification |1

|
'

e

|

Comment:
After "... provide at the [ISFSI/MRS] such safeauards": replace "a" with "as."

|

'

Bases for Comment:
Tvoonraphical error

;

4

i

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language,

! As per comment

i

I
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i
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: !

: j
:

, .

,

Ceminenter U.S. Department of Energy Issue Number 58 of 61 !

.

j Summary ofIssue: |
Missina regulatory reference j

Chapter 18 Section 18.4.2 Paragraph

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the followmg categories. ]
Suggestion / Addition X / Grammatical Error i

Inconsistency / Clarification |
:

:

Comment- I

Add NUREG-1497. Interim Licensina Criteria for Physical Protection of Certain |

Storane of Soent Fuel. to the reference list.- |
|
|

)

Bases for Comment: i

Consistent with addition of this NUREG to chapter 13 text.

|

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
'

As per comment.

I

|

!

I

i

i
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4

1

Commenter U.S. Department of Energy Issue Number 59 of 61 |
I

Summary ofIssue: ;

Tvoonraphical error - i
,

i

Chapter Ann A Section Table A-1 Paragraph

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories: j.

Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error X ;

Inconsistency / Clarification i

l

i
i

Comment: !
Under section of Table A-1 for 10 CFR Part 73. 73.21(bV11 chance "s" to "as." {

!

l
)

Bases for Comment: ?

Tvocerachical error

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language
As per comment

,

!

!
t ;

I

1
'

:

|
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:

Commenter U.S. Department of Energy Issue Number 60 of 61 |

|

| Summary ofIssue:
'

Tv_oonra_phical error

| |

| Chapter Ann A Section Table A-1 Paragraph
:
!

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories.
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error X ;

Inconsistency / Clarification !

,

Comment:
.

| In Table A-1. under heading "Aooendix C to Part 73." Introduction text is
j

|
duplicated. '

Bases for Comment: '

Tvoonraphical error.

,
4

L |

i
i

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language :
,

| Delete duplicated text.

|

'
.

|-

i

!

!

|

|

|
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,

NUREG-1567 Comment Sheet
!

Commenter U.S. Department of Enerav Issue Number 61 of 61
:

Summary ofIssue:
'

Tvocaraphical error
9

:

I

Chapter Aoo A Section Table A-1 Paragraph I

Type ofIssue: Please select one of the following categories:
Suggestion / Addition / Grammatical Error X
Inconsistency / Clarification |

i

| Comment: !

| In Table A-1 under headina "Anoendix C to Part 73": caraaraoh anotina article 3.c |
left out the word " discussed" after "to be." i

1 -

| ,

|
!

!
I

t

Bases for Comment:
Tvocaraphical error

J

| 1

|

Suggested Revision / Replacement Language'
Add " discussed" after "to be."

i |
!

1

|'
f

f


