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i SUMMARY CONTINUED:
; LC 10.6 ENV questioned whether this condition restricted them from

applying the procedure discussed in their license application
(state of practice) of visually inspecting all containers for free f
standing water and testing every 10th using the methodology in the q
condition. ENV aiso asked whether they had to reject any q
container with free standing water or 1f they had the flexibility ‘
to use available technulogy to remove the free standing liquid.

The NRC staff stated that the condition specified the specific
test to be used, not a change to the proposed procedures as
described in the license application., With regard to their second
question the staff indicated that ENV had to comply with the
procedures identified and approved in the license application,
which was that containers with free standing liquid had to be
rejected. If ENV wanted to change their procedure to allow the
flexibility to use available technology to remove the free
standing liquid, then they could make it a part of the license
amendment already under consideration.
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LC 11.1 ENV had several guestions regarding this license conditions’
specification for the 24 and 48 hour timing on the confirmatory
samples, Specifically:

1. Did the condition mean samples had to be taken, analyzed, and
the results provided to the licensee such that confirmatory
samples could be taken within 24 or 48 hours of the original
sample; or, whether confirmatory samples had to be taken within 24
or 48 hours after receipt of the results of the original sample,
no matter how long it took for the results?

2. Was the 24 or 48 hour period for sampling restricted to work
days or did it include weekends?

3. What did NRC mean by a “certified laboratory" and would the
use of Utah State certified laboratories be acceptable?

The NRC staff indicated that they would have to check into these
gquestions. 3Some of the wording of these conditions is carried
over from other URFO license’'s and the staff would have to go back
to URFO to verify the origins of the wording. The staff was under
the impression that the laboratory certification referred to was
the Environmental Protection Agency’'s.
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SUMMARY CONTINUED:

CONFERENCE CALL LOG

LC 11.2 ENV wanted clarification tnat this condition applied to "all
monitoring requirements and all sampling events.”

The NRC staff agreed with ENV interpretation,

STATUS OF LC 9.6 AND 9.7 INFORMATION:

i+ ENV has completed their response to LC 9.6 (c) - procedures to
ensure that all waste is lle.{2) byproduct material. They should be
submitted to the NRC for approval soon.

2. ENV is waiting to talk to L. Bykoski, whe’s been out ill,
regarding a proposed revision to the wording to their Letter of
Credit. This issue should be completed soon.

3. ENV has almost compieted their response to our comments on their
ALARA document.

4. Mr. Hellstrom also stated that they were working on our comments
on the specifications portion of the Construction QA/QC Plan and were
waiting for our comments on the QA/GC portion and the Hydrology
Report.

The NRC staff indicated that the staff QA/QC reviewer had completed

his review and had further comments. We also indicated that the staff

review of the Groundwater Quality Report s@gg)d be completed shortly.

ACTION REQUIRED: The staff needs to follow up on ENV's questions on LL 9.6
and 11.1. In addition, the staff needs to check whether ENV's change to a
Letter of Credit from a Trust Agreement wuuld be considered a license
amendment ?

PERSON DOCUMENTING CONVERSATION: Sandra L, Wastler
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