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P R O C E E D I N G S1

1:00 p.m.2

OPERATOR:  Welcome and thank you for3

standing by.  At this time all participants are in4

listen-only mode until the question and answer session5

of today's call.  At that time, you may press *1 on6

your phone to ask a question.7

I would now like to turn the conference8

over to Marlone Davis.  You may now begin, sir.9

MR. DAVIS:  Thank you and good afternoon. 10

My name is Marlone Davis and I'm a Senior Storage and11

Transportation Inspector in the Inspections and12

Operations Branch in the Division of Fuel Management13

in the Office of Nuclear Materials, Safety and14

Safeguards here at the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory15

Commission.16

I want to welcome everyone attending this17

Webinar Workshop on Guidance Implementation of Title18

10 of the Code of Federal Regulations, CFR Part 7219

paragraph 72.48 Requirements.20

Before we begin, I want to say that I hope21

everyone out there who is either participating or just22

listening in today's meeting is doing well during this23

public health emergency.  I hope you, your families,24

and loved ones are staying safe and healthy.25

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS

1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C.  20005-3701 (202) 234-4433



3

Since today's meeting is completely1

virtual, I'd like to take a moment to discuss2

logistics and that attendees know today's meeting and3

how we will proceed.4

As the operator mentioned, if you would5

like to ask a question or provide a comment after the6

presentation portion of this, please press *1 on your7

phone when prompted by the operator and the operator8

will unmute and open your line at that time.9

You can also submit questions or comments10

via the WebEx chat message.  And just a reminder, this11

is an audio-only, visual meeting where we are using12

the operator to control the telephone bridge line.  We13

are also using WebEx to display the PowerPoint14

presentations and allow the attendees to enter15

questions and comments via the chat function of the16

WebEx.  17

I believe the video and audio of the WebEx18

has been disabled.19

I would like to also mention that there20

will be a court reporter recording the line so we can21

capture any of the questions and the comments and also22

be able to read the transcript and to make sure we23

answer all the questions and comments that we may24

receive today.25
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Due to the larger number of attendees,1

there will be no introductions.  And the plan is to2

follow the agenda that was attached to the meeting3

notice in today's -- here's the agenda for the public4

meeting.5

I'll quickly go over introductions which6

I'm doing today.  I will have a few opening remarks to7

give you some more logistics and the purpose of doing8

this webinar.  Then I will perform the workshop9

presentation and then we'll open up for discussion,10

questions, and comments.11

With that, the purpose of this workshop is12

to discuss the proposed revisions to Regulatory Guide13

3.72, titled, Guidance for Implementation of 10 CFR14

72.48 Changes, Tests, and Experiments.  And this is15

for endorsement of Nuclear Energy Institute, NEI-12-0416

Guidelines for 10 CFR 72.48 Implementation, Revision17

2, dated September 2018.18

Other topics at this workshop will19

include, but not limited to, discussions on the20

departure from the method of evaluation, the21

relationship between 10 CFR 72.48 and 72.21222

evaluation reports and applying 72.48 to non-23

conforming and degraded conditions which normally24

occur during temporary modifications and fabrication25
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at the vendors' facilities.1

Public participation is actively sought2

for this meeting to fully engage the public and the3

discussion on the proposed revision to Reg. Guide 3.724

and NEI-12-04.  5

The NRC encourages the public to provide6

comments and ask questions throughout the meeting, as7

this is an NRC Category 3 meeting.  8

I would also encourage attendees to please9

complete the public meeting feedback form located on10

the public meeting website, to let us know if there is11

anything we can do to improve the way we conduct our12

meetings, especially virtually.  Or please feel free13

to reach out to me after the meeting with any feedback14

you have.  My information was a part of the meeting15

agenda and is on the NRC public website.16

The NRC has long recognized the importance17

of a positive nuclear safety culture.  We expect that18

all individuals and organizations performing or19

overseeing regulated activities involving nuclear20

materials to take the necessary steps to promote a21

positive safety culture.  You can find NRC safety22

culture policy statements on our website.  We23

encourage everyone to raise safety concerns and we24

promptly review and appropriately resolve the concerns25
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and provide timely feedback as appropriate.1

A summary of the meeting will be prepared2

by the NRC staff and will be placed in the NRC's3

electronic document management system, ADAMS, where it4

will be publicly available.  The meeting summary will5

include a synopsis of the topics discussed at the6

meeting and our goal is to have the meeting summary7

completed within 30 days after the meeting has8

completed.9

As mentioned earlier, we will also be10

transcribing the meeting and that will be attached to11

the meeting notice or reference the ML number for that12

transcript.13

Furthermore, as we discussed today, the14

comment period for the proposed revision to Reg. Guide15

3.72 closes on August the 3rd, 2020.  A notice16

published in the Federal Register on June the 2nd,17

2020 and all this information was provided in the18

meeting summary.  We will also go through this during19

the workshop presentation.20

Although we intend to have an open21

dialogue today, please note that there will be no22

regulatory commitments made during this meeting. 23

Prior to speaking, please state your name and your24

affiliation once the operator unmutes your line.25
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Also, please note that the meeting notice1

which includes the agenda and public presentation2

slides can be found in ADAMS at -- for the first one3

which is NEI-12-04 document that the Reg. Guide will4

be endorsing is at ML18250 Alpha as in A, 255.  The5

Regulatory Guide itself, the proposed draft guide is6

ML19269 Bravo as in B, 763.  And the presentation7

slides are at ML20202A667 and again, those are8

included as a part of the meeting notice for your9

review.10

During the presentation, I will note the11

slide number so that the attendees can follow along. 12

At the end of the overview topics and if necessary, I13

can pause to see if there are any questions or14

comments from the attendees on the phone or questions15

and comments from the WebEx chat.16

I would now like the NRC panelists on17

today's call to introduce themselves because they have18

tremendously assisted in preparing for this public19

meeting.  Also, if there are any DFM management that20

would like to speak, I will allow them to do so now. 21

But first, if the panelists can introduce themselves.22

MS. CUADRADO:  Hi, good afternoon.  This23

is Leira Cuadrado, the Inspections and Oversight24

Branch Chief here at the Nuclear Regulatory Commission25
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in headquarters.1

MR. DAVIS:  DyLanne?2

MS. DUVIGNEAUD:  DyLanne Duvigneaud,3

Inspections and Oversight Branch.4

MR. DAVIS:  Tomeka.5

MS. TERRY:  Tomeka Terry, Inspections and6

Oversight Branch.7

MR. DAVIS:  All right.  And Jeff Lynch.8

MR. LYNCH:  Yes, Jeff Lynch.  I'm9

moderating the WebEx.10

MR. DAVIS:  This completes my opening11

remarks and now on to the presentation portion of12

today's meeting.13

So what are we looking at today?  A quick14

introduction describing the purpose and success for15

the presentation, the background, to cover the Draft16

Regulatory Guide, the comment period, and who is17

impacted by this revision, the overview, essentially,18

the proposed revisions to the Reg. Guide, what to19

expect and briefly discuss the exceptions and20

clarifications.21

Everyone's favorite subject is the method22

of evaluation, what it is, and what it's changing; the23

overview of 72.48 and 72.212 relationships with the24

inclusion of the RIS 2012-05; and applying 72.4825
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compensatory actions to address nonconforming or1

degraded conditions.2

Again, those were selected topics that3

when we looked at the operating experience and the4

lessons learned from inspection findings, those were5

the high level topics that repeatedly came up.  So I6

wanted to just touch base on those, but again, during7

the open discussions, we can discuss screenings.  We8

can discuss the whole process in general, and just9

design change also.10

And then following that, we're going to do11

a summary just to summarize everything up and then12

open up for public interaction with questions or13

comments on the topics discussed for the public to do. 14

So slide five, the quick introduction. 15

the purpose of this workshop again is to discuss the16

proposed revisions to the Reg. Guide 3.72.  The draft17

guide number 3054 was published on June 2, 2020 and18

there's a 60-day comment period for that and so it19

will close on August the 3rd.  The proposed revision20

endorses the NEI document 12-04, Revision 2.  If you21

look at the number for NEI, normally the first number22

is the year that they kind of developed the guidance. 23

So it's been a long journey with all the back and24

forth and the comments to get to a place for us to25
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endorse NEI-12-04.  A lot of hard work went into this.1

I wasn't initially on the team, but I know2

and have spoken with the staff that worked on this and3

there was a lot of hard work that went into this.4

And in addition, for Reg. Guide 3.72, the5

proposed revision, Revision 1, the NRC did make some6

changes in our position in what we look at as far as7

the departure from the method of evaluation and how8

the NRC approves an MOE.9

Slide six.  As stated above, again, the10

proposed Reg. Guide, June 2, 2020, the Federal11

Register number is here and also what I have included12

and was included in the meeting notice was the Federal13

Register where you would click on it, it would have14

the draft guide itself, the regulatory basis,15

regulatory analysis associated with this draft guide16

and also the NEI document.  And it will allow you to17

link to where you can make comments on the document.18

As of yesterday, there were four comments19

and I believe two of the comments or three of the20

comments were almost identical, so right now there's,21

I would say, two comments even though it's showing22

four.  And again, the comment period closes on August23

the 3rd, 2020.24

Slide seven.  Essentially what to expect25
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with the proposed reviews to the Reg. Guide 3.72. 1

This is the U.S., United States map of all the2

Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installations in the3

country.  This map is current as of December 2019. 4

And again, it specifies where the general licensees'5

ISFSIs are, the site specifics, the away from reactors6

which are titled stand alone in this particular map. 7

Sites that are pursuing a future specific licensed8

ISFSI, if you look at 21 and 22, those are9

Consolidated Interim Storage Facilities that we're10

reviewing the applications for now.11

And so this is just a map and so the12

changes in 72.48 in this Reg. Guide would affect13

pretty much all of the general licensees and the site-14

specific licensees.15

Here are the specific compliance holders16

with NRC-approved designs: NAC International, Holtec17

International, Orano Transnuclear Americas, and18

Westinghouse Electric Company, which currently was19

formerly Energy Solutions and Fuel Solutions right now20

with the DSC 24.  I believe there's a new application21

in that Westinghouse is pursuing.22

So the overview for the Reg. Guide 3.72,23

Revision 1, again, it's going to endorse NEI-12-04,24

for the guidelines.  This is Revision 2, dated25
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September 2018.  It's going to provide guidance on1

which changes are permissible without prior NRC review2

and approval.  That hasn't changed.  But what is one3

change that we wanted to do in this revision was to4

bring consistency to the guidance from 72.48 and5

50.59.  And our ultimate goal was to increase our6

regulatory effectiveness and efficiency by potentially7

reducing the number of amendment requests for specific8

licensees and certificate holders.9

For general licensees, they will have to10

ask the certificate holders to actually submit the11

amendment if they have made changes, if they needed12

prior NRC review and approval.13

Slide ten.  Changes the NRC's guidance on14

departures from a method of evaluation and NRC's15

method of evaluation on how we approve MOEs.  And for16

the guidance document, for the draft guide, we did17

have three exceptions and one clarification.  And the18

exception was for a departure from an MOE and again,19

these exceptions are consistent with the revision to20

Reg. Guide 1.87 for 50.59.  21

And essentially, and we're going to22

discuss this in a later slide, the emphasis is on the23

departure from the method of evaluation, whether24

either you make a change to the MOE, that means having25
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a different MOE, that doesn't necessarily mean that1

you cannot also make the same change to apply the2

results of the analysis are conservative and3

essentially the same.  So that was one of the4

exceptions to the language that was in 12-04.  5

Another exception was the uncertainty. 6

The NRC itself wanted to look at and make an exception7

with the language that was in the 12-04 where8

uncertainty should be considered every time and not9

just when you're looking at the MOE.  And even if it's10

not addressed as a part of the method of evaluation.11

And then the third was the accident of a12

different type.  And that accident of a different type13

is any new accident and it was distinct from any14

previously evaluated in the FSAR, in the Final Safety15

Analysis Report with similar frequency and16

significance, not simply a revision of the existing17

analysis would be the need for a different type of18

accident.  And again, that was an exception that we19

made to the NEI-12-04.20

And there was one clarification and that21

centered around the guidance for the Final Safety22

Analysis Report for the supplements for license23

renewal and that was effective for site specific and24

COC renewals.25
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The next slide, which is Slide 11, is1

pretty much an overview of the method of evaluation. 2

For us, in our lessons learned, we identified a lot of3

findings dealing with the method of evaluation.  And4

as a part of this revision, we put a lot of attention5

in that particular area.6

One, we actually changed our position and7

how interpret the statements of consideration, and8

another was in the exceptions that I talk about, when9

you're talking about departure from the method of10

evaluation.11

What this slide is trying to predict and12

I got this confused look because the method of13

evaluation can be very confusing if you don't know the14

details or know what actually -- how the design15

criteria and design basis and licensing basis all kind16

of go together and the licensing basis and design17

basis is a subset of the licensing basis.  So it's all18

a part of the design itself.19

And for the MOE, it means just a20

calculational framework used for evaluating behavior,21

response of an ISFSI facility, the cask design itself,22

or a structure, system, or component, right?23

So what's an example of a method of24

evaluation when you're talking about dry cask storage? 25
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It's a tip-over analysis, the drop analysis.  It could1

be the thermal analysis, shielding analysis, and2

criticality analysis.  Those are just some examples of3

when we're talking about method of evaluation.  Again,4

that's the framework for evaluating that behavior of5

what they believe that the cask design will actually6

respond to or the ISFSI facility will respond to or7

any of the important safety structures, systems, or8

components.9

In the second bullet, what I was trying to10

simplify, a simple calculation on framework, right? 11

And this is an addition problem.  Two plus one equals12

three is really a method of evaluation if you look at13

the definition where three is the resulting value14

created in the licensing and design bases.15

And then there's a distinction between16

when you're looking at your method of evaluations for17

those examples that are provided for like the tip-18

over, thermal, shielding, and criticality analyses,19

you're going to have input parameters associated with20

that and you're going to have elements.  And those21

elements and input parameters are very important when22

you're looking at the 72.48 criteria when you're23

trying to decide whether or not you're looking at 124

through 7 or you're just looking at criteria 8 in25
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72.48(c)(2) where you're just focusing on the1

departure of method of evaluation.2

So next slide, Slide 12, which talks about3

the departure from an MOE and there's two definitions4

in the regulations, changing any of the elements5

described in the Final Safety Analysis Report unless6

the results of that particular analysis are7

conservative or essentially the same.  And so you're8

looking at -- you're not making any changes to the MOE9

per se, but you may have changed one of the elements10

and so you want to look at that same method of11

evaluation that you've used and that was approved,12

reviewed and approved by the NRC and you run the13

results again and then those results should come up14

conservative or essentially the same.  And then that's15

when you know that you can implement that particular16

design.  If those results are non-conservative or17

they're not the same, and then that way you will meet18

one of the criteria and will require NRC prior review19

and approval when you're talking about the parts of20

the method of evaluation.21

The second one is changing from a method22

described in the Final Safety Analysis Report to23

another method unless that method has been approved by24

the NRC for the intended application.  And I25
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highlighted or bold the approved by the NRC for the1

intended application because there's a lot of2

discussion that center around that based on their3

approval and that was the -- when we looked at the4

statements of consideration, that was the position5

that we ultimately in this particular revision,6

proposed revision, that we discussed.7

And the next slide kind of gets to that. 8

So what does the Reg. Guide propose?  So we explain9

what we meant by approved by the NRC for the intended10

application which can mean approved by the type of11

analysis being conducted.  So that was across cask12

systems, amendments for a single vendor or design13

authority.  14

As recall from the previous slide, the15

design, the NRC approved designs from the four vendors16

themselves were NAC, Holtec, Orano Transnuclear17

Americas, and Westinghouse, those were the -- they are18

the design authorities for those particular casks and19

what this revision is doing is allowing changes that20

we have reviewed and approved through the method of21

evaluation through the safety evaluation report to22

allow the licensees, types of licensees and the single23

vendor and design authority to be able to use that24

across their system design.25
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For example, for TN or Orano, if they want1

to do their NUHOMS 1004 and then they have a thermal2

analysis that they use in EOS, they would be able to3

use that thermal analysis to make changes within their4

1004 and across different amendments also.  And so5

that's -- when we looked at that, we thought that was6

a good way to -- 50.59 was also applying, but in our7

case, we did limit it to the single vendor, so Holtec8

cannot use Orano's or NAC can't use Holtec and vice9

versa.  We wanted to limit that across -- we didn't10

want to cross-pollinate for that.11

The second item, accordingly, when NRC12

approves the COC application or amendment which13

describes the analysis of an MOE from the FSAR, the14

NRC is approving that MOE at that time.15

And then third, the approval of an MOE may16

be used to support the use of that MOE in another cask17

system in a separate licensing action when an MOE is18

used in the same type of analysis and within the19

single vendor and design authority.  Again, one and20

three are similar or really combined in that aspect21

on, we wanted to give the vendor and site-specific22

licensees flexibility today to make those changes23

under this new proposed revision.24

So with that, I want to stop and see if we25
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have any questions or comments in the chat line and1

then if we do not, we'll go to the operator and ask2

for questions from the phone.3

MS. DUVIGNEAUD:  Hi, Marlone.  I do not4

see any questions in the chat at this time. 5

Operator, can you please open up the lines6

for questions?7

OPERATOR: Thank you.  We will now begin8

the question and answer session.  If you would like to9

ask a question, please press *1, unmute your phone and10

record your name clearly.11

Your name is required to introduce your12

question.  If you need to withdraw your question,13

press *2.14

Again, to ask a question, press *1, unmute15

and record your name.  It will take a few moments for16

the questions to come through.  Please stand by.17

(Pause.)18

OPERATOR:  Our first question comes from19

Mark Richter.  Your line is now open.20

(Pause.)21

OPERATOR:  Hello, Mark.  Your line is22

open.23

DR. RICHTER: Yeah, I'd like to defer for24

one question and come back, if I can do that.25
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MR. DAVIS: You just go ahead, Mark.1

DR. RICHTER:  Okay.  This is Mark Richter2

with NEI and I would just like to make a few comments3

here.  4

First of all, on behalf of industry and5

NEI we appreciate all the work that NRC has done to6

implement what we see is the key benefits in the NEI7

12-04 document.8

And we also would like to thank NRC for9

their letter dated February 6 of this year, the10

interim letter that affirmed the use of NEI 12-0411

during the DG review process.12

And consistent with what we just saw in13

the presentation, indeed there were three exceptions14

and one clarification noted in DG-3054.15

We have no objection or comments on16

Exceptions 1 and 3 or Clarification No. 4.  However,17

we do believe that some additional precision in the18

wording in Exception 2 is necessary and would be19

helpful to ensure a better common understanding of20

this exception for the licensees.21

And we're hoping to gain a better22

understanding of staff's comments regarding Exception23

2 to 12-04, which relates to Section 6.8.1, Guidance24

for Changing One or More Elements of Method and25
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Evaluation.  We are going to provide written comments1

regarding that exception.2

As far as the other exceptions and3

clarification, from our perspective, we see no need4

for any additional work and we look forward to the5

review process being completed. 6

So, again, we will recognize and applaud7

NRC's endorsement of the updated 72.48 guidance, and8

we're looking forward to both industry and NRC9

implementing that guidance here in the near term in10

the coming months.  Thank you.11

MR. DAVIS: Alright.  Thank you, Mark. 12

Alright.13

OPERATOR: I see no other questions in the14

queue at this time.15

MR. DAVIS:  Alright.  Thank you.  So, I'll16

go ahead with the next topic that we have for the17

workshop, which was 72.48 and 72.212 reports and their18

relationship.19

So, as a part of this particular20

endorsement of NEI 12-04, we, the NRC, task NEI to21

incorporate the Regulatory Issue Summary 2012-05 and22

clarify a relationship between 72.212 and 72.4823

evaluation to the guidance document.24

And the key component from that RIS itself25
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was really -- was Bullet 2, was to evaluate the1

conditions that are not bounded by the FSAR under2

72.48.3

Again, the 72.212 for any public that is4

listed in -- the 212 report is the -- I call it, and5

this is Marlone's interpretation, it's like the6

general licensee's final safety analysis report that7

essentially evaluates whether or not the general cask8

design will be able to be used at the general9

licensee's facility.10

And with that, all things that are in the11

generic final safety analysis report provided by the12

industry, the vendors themselves may not bound13

everything that's at a general licensee's site.  And14

so, that 212 report is essentially there to provide15

those evaluations. 16

Now, the relationship that comes in with17

the 212 and 72.48 is that with those changes that are18

outside the final safety analysis report, it normally19

requires -- generally requires a 72.48 evaluation, or20

a look within the 72.48 process, to be able to assess21

whether or not, again, if it needs prior NRC review22

and approval, at that point, or some general licensees23

may go with the exemption route.24

But, again, the 212 report has its own25
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evaluations under (b)(5) and (b)(6), but 72.48, that1

relationship is looking at based on your 2122

evaluations and based on the final safety -- generic3

final safety analysis report.4

Are you still bounded by that and are you5

able to use this generic cask system at your site? 6

And that's when 72.48 comes into play.7

Also, we took this and some information8

from information notices, which I would like to say9

97-39, which is titled Inadequate 72.48 Safety10

Evaluations of Independent Spent Fuel Storage11

Installations.12

And also another RIS that actually was13

also included and is part of this 12-04 not by name,14

but by concept, was the lessons learned from Part 7215

Dry Cask Storage Campaigns.16

And there was a specific example that17

talks about 72.48 that the staff spent a lot of work18

on that.19

And then the final bullet from slide 14 is20

the 72.212(b)(7) portions of it, which requires the21

general licensee to evaluate any change to that22

particular written evaluations.  23

They are required by paragraphs (b)(5) and24

(b)(6) of the 72.212.  They have to use the25
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requirements of 72.48.  And, again, that's the1

relationship.2

If you're going to make changes in that3

evaluation report, they need to evaluate it through4

the 72.48 process.5

So, with that, I will also open the chat6

line to see if there are any questions or comments on7

this particular topic of the presentation.8

DyLanne.9

MS. DUVIGNEAUD:  I do not see any chats at10

this time asking you any questions.11

Operator, can you please open up the line12

for questions?13

OPERATOR:  Yes.  As a reminder, please14

press *1 if you have a question, unmute your phone and15

clearly record your name.  Again, that's *1.16

(Pause.)17

OPERATOR: I see no questions at this time.18

MR. DAVIS: Alright.  Excellent.  This is19

going smoother than I imagined.20

Next topic here -- we had a lot of21

discussions with NEI, the industry and specifically22

the vendors because -- applying 72.48 to nonconforming23

and degraded conditions.24

The majority of these evaluations and/or25
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applying the 72.48 change process, it really affects1

the fabrication part of the cask designs.2

The first bullet is really for temporary3

modifications that occur at the facilities and how4

they're applying the 72.48 change process.5

I believe there are three bullets within6

that -- within the NEI 12-04 document that pretty much7

discuss when is the opportunity and when should you8

apply 72.48 when you're using your compensatory9

actions and what your final corrective actions will10

essentially be.11

From the second bullet, as mentioned,12

during the fabrication phase sometimes the vendors13

experience one-offs or some items when they're doing14

the fabrication that may not conform to the final15

safety analysis report or is degraded to the fact due16

to the licensing and design drawings, and then they17

apply the 72.48 to that particular corrective action,18

and the "as-is" is normally the evaluation that19

accepted that nonconforming or degraded condition for20

that corrective action.21

And, again, why I selected this particular22

topic is because normally that is for a -- what I call23

a "one-off" when they have experienced this one issue24

that was identified as a part of the nonconforming or25
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degraded condition while they were in fabrication1

where they may have missed performing a visual2

examination and to the point where they have to go3

back and they were unable to do so, and then they're4

going to do it as an "as-is" to accept that condition5

of not meeting that particular design specification as6

part of the fabrication.  That's the final corrective7

action.8

Now, in fabrication if you miss the visual9

-- the DT on multiple occasions or you have a10

nonconforming or degraded condition on multiple11

occasions, then, again, the 72.48 process will allow12

you to make those changes.13

And if your final corrective action keeps14

repeating itself, then you might need to look at the15

corrective actions to see if you need to make a design16

change using the 72.48 process for that final17

corrective action to that issue.18

And what we had experienced on some19

occasions that we will see the nonconforming/degraded20

conditions repeat multiple times where it actually21

became a part of the design, but no changes were made22

to the final safety analysis report and/or to the23

calculations that supported that.24

And so, that's one reason I wanted to25
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bring this up as a topic and to make some1

clarification which is described in the NEI 12-042

document that the NRC has endorsed. 3

So, with that discussion, we'll again look4

at the chats.5

MS. DUVIGNEAUD:  I do not see any6

questions in the chat at this time.7

MR. DAVIS: Okay.8

MS. DUVIGNEAUD: Operator, can you please9

open the line for questions?10

OPERATOR: Yes.  As a reminder, please11

press *1 to ask a question, unmute your phone and12

record your name clearly.13

(Pause.)14

OPERATOR:  At this time, I do not see any15

questions coming in.16

MR. DAVIS: Okay.  So, the next topic, it's17

really a summary.  I just wanted to mention that the18

comment period closes August the 3rd, 2020.  So, there19

is some time to provide comments on the draft20

document.21

We went over the method of evaluation,22

what the MOE can be in simplistic terms, some23

examples, and then some of the changes that we feel24

they're a benefit to the licensees with the changes in25
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our interpretation of the MOE.1

The 72.48 and 212 report relationship and2

the nonconforming and degraded conditions, how it3

relates to 72.48.4

And here's the schedule that we have --5

estimated completion time of when we will have the6

final version.7

And it bears -- it's really going to be8

based on the comments that we receive from the public9

and, again, that closes the 3rd.  10

And then, so we will spend the majority --11

the rest of August resolving those comments.  And then12

the next month we will update the regulatory guide to13

include any public comments that we felt that was14

sufficient enough to include as an exception and/or15

clarification to the regulatory guide.16

And then following that we have our17

interagency reviews of the regulatory guide itself in18

October.19

And then we'll prepare and publish the20

final guide.  We're envisioning around21

November/December time frame that the Revision 1 will22

be complete and published in the Federal Register.23

With that, we'll open it up to questions,24

comments or any other topic that you would like to25
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discuss. 1

DyLanne, anything in the chat room?2

MS. DUVIGNEAUD: There's nothing in the3

chat room at this time.4

Operator, can you please open up the phone5

lines?6

OPERATOR: Yes.  As reminder, please press7

*1 to ask a question, unmute your phone and clearly8

record your name.  Again, that is *1 to ask a9

question.10

MS. DUVIGNEAUD:  While we prompt speakers11

on the phone, I just want to remind or give a12

clarification -- I mean, WebEx, if you want to ask a13

question via the chat, you can press the blue button14

that has the little comment bubble in it and that will15

open your chat function in your screen so that you can16

ask questions or provide your comments that way as17

well.18

OPERATOR: There are no questions in the19

queue at this time.20

MR. DAVIS:  Okay.  Well, with that, I21

guess that was -- the NEI document was very clear and22

the reg guide was clear.23

I would like to just at least hold the24

line open to at least two o'clock then in case we have25
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some latecomers.1

(Pause.)2

MR. DAVIS: Do we know how many attended3

today?4

OPERATOR: We have some questions coming5

through.6

MR. DAVIS: Okay.  Excellent.7

OPERATOR: We have a question from Ken8

Hefner.  Your line is open.9

MR. HUNTER: Yeah.  That's actually Hunter,10

sorry.11

Just to go back to the MOE question so --12

and to understand the point here, I guess, for an13

example, if I was committed to an amendment that said14

I had a 2D thermal model, and then a subsequent15

amendment came out that said that it had a 3D thermal16

model for the same cask design, you're saying that I17

could use the now-3D model for my existing cask?18

MR. DAVIS: So, at that point in time for19

the 2D thermal model, right, you will be looking at20

the second part of the departure from a method of21

evaluation.22

So, you will be changing a method23

described in the FSAR to another method unless the24

method has been approved by the NRC for an intended25
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application, right?1

MR. HUNTER: Right.2

MR. DAVIS: So, for example, if you're3

Holtec and it's a different amendment and your 3D4

model had been approved in another amendment due to5

SER, the safety evaluation report, you will be able to6

use that 3D model, right, but then you have to look at7

what are the parameters that have changed and you're8

looking at if that's a new or different method of9

evaluation that you're applying to this particular10

cask system.11

So, you still will go through -- you still12

will go through the steps in answering that question13

for the MOE, but at that point in time you will be14

looking at departure from a method of evaluation No.15

2 and looking at the guideline to see if that change16

is acceptable under that particular one.17

Is that clear?18

MR. HUNTER: Not necessarily.19

So, if it's an approved methodology under20

a subsequent amendment, I should be able to credit the21

second part of the MOE -- departure to MOE, which says22

it's an approved NRC methodology.23

I need to also look at it again for other24

effects?25
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MR. DAVIS: Yes.  Because if you look at1

departure from changing from one method to another, if2

you change it from a 2D to a 3D, you have to see what3

are the other restrictions that will also apply.4

MR. HUNTER: Oh, I see.  If there's5

limitations on it, you still have to meet those6

limitations?7

MR. DAVIS: That is correct.  Right.8

MR. HUNTER: I understand.  Okay.9

MR. DAVIS: You walk yourself through that10

particular guidance.  Using that 3D model, based on11

our new guidance, will allow you to use that 3D model,12

but now you have to see how that applies to everything13

that's associated with that change in the new MOE that14

you're doing.15

MR. HUNTER: Yeah.  So, if the NRC and the16

SER review said it's limited to X and we're not doing17

X, then that's an issue.18

MR. DAVIS: That is correct.  Then that19

would mean that you would need prior NRC review and20

approval.21

It doesn't mean that we won't approve the22

change --23

MR. HUNTER: Right.24

MR. DAVIS:  -- we're just saying that,25
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hey, we want to come see it now because it is outside1

the limitations and conditions that we approved to2

make that design change.3

MR. HUNTER: I gotcha.  Alright.  Thank4

you.5

OPERATOR: Our next question comes from6

Mark Oswald.7

Mark, your line is open.8

MR. OSWALD: Thank you.  And I may have9

missed this at the beginning.  So, I apologize, but is10

this presentation available to be downloaded?  11

MR. DAVIS: It is.  It's on the NRC public12

website.  The presentation was the ML number --13

actually, I can give you the ML number.  It's linked14

in the meeting notice and the ADAMS is also publicly15

available in ML20202A667.16

MR. OSWALD: Yeah.  I did try the link and17

I kept getting an error.  So, the other two reference18

documents were there, but this one didn't.  Thank you.19

MR. DAVIS: Alright.  No problem, Mark.20

OPERATOR: There are no other questions in21

the queue at this time.22

MS. DUVIGNEAUD: Marlone, I do have some23

questions that came in the chat.24

MR. DAVIS: Okay.  Excellent.25
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MS. DUVIGNEAUD: Okay.  The first question1

is from Gary J.  Is there a time line established for2

the approval for the consolidated storage facilities?3

MR. DAVIS:  I'm quite sure there is a time4

line established.  This particular topic is related to5

72.48 and I don't believe we have anyone on the panel6

that can address that -- a project manager that can7

address those questions on the project schedule.8

MS. DUVIGNEAUD:  The second question is9

from Eileen Supko.10

MR. DAVIS: Okay.11

MS. DUVIGNEAUD: Regarding slide 13, the12

approval of an MOE may be used to support the use of13

that MOE in another cask system in a separate14

licensing section.  15

When the MOE is used for the same type of16

analysis and is within a single vendor/design17

authority, does the design authority document the18

application of the MOE through revision of FSAR?19

MR. DAVIS: What was the second part,20

DyLanne?21

MS. DUVIGNEAUD: The last part of the22

question or do you --23

MR. DAVIS: Yeah, the last part.  I can --24

I think I've got the gist of the first part.25
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MS. DUVIGNEAUD:  Okay.  Does the design1

authority document the application of the MOE through2

revision of FSAR?3

MR. DAVIS: So, they would.  So, if -- so,4

for example -- let's go back to the example that Ken5

Hunter provided.6

So, if they wanted to move from a 2D7

thermal model to a 3D thermal model, and that 3D8

thermal model was approved in a different amendment,9

they go through and they look at all the limitations10

and conditions that was associated with that11

particular one it had met.  And so it did not lead to12

departure from the method of evaluation.13

At that point in time, they will update14

their FSAR to include that new thermal model within15

that particular FSAR.16

That's if that 3D model, that change that17

they're making, meets all the limitations and18

conditions that was approved through that SER.19

Yeah, you will treat it like any other20

completed design that you have made under the 72.4821

change process with updating your final safety22

analysis report to the new design change.23

And what we would do, as inspectors, we24

would go in and evaluate -- a 72.48 screening and/or25
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evaluation determines that you made the right choice1

in that particular accident.2

MS. DUVIGNEAUD: Okay.  Thank you.  That's3

all the questions we have at this time.4

MR. DAVIS: Okay.5

OPERATOR: I see no questions in the queue.6

MR. DAVIS: Anymore on the phone?7

OPERATOR: No, sir.8

MR. DAVIS: Okay.  With that, I have no9

other presentation.  We can close the meeting -- end10

the meeting and thank everyone for coming out.11

And just a reminder that the meeting12

summary will be 30 business days after today, and we13

will include the transcript as a part of that and the14

ML number associated with that transcript.  And that's15

the questions, comments and the overall presentation16

results.17

Alright.  With that, we can conclude the18

public meeting.19

OPERATOR: That concludes today's20

conference.  Thank you for participating.  You may now21

disconnect at this time.22

(Whereupon, the above-entitled matter went23

off the record at 1:57 p.m.)24
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