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BB} V1A FACSIMILE (301) 415-2700 AND U.S. MAIL

Dr. William D. Travers

Executive Director for Operations
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Re: Disposal of Radioactive FUSRAP Waste in Idaho

Dear Dr. Travers:

On behalf of the members of the Snake River Alliance, I am writing about radioactive
waste that is being disposed of at a Resource Conpservation and Recovery Act (*“RCRA™)
permitted hazardous waste disposal facility in my state. This facility is operated by Envirosafe
Services of Idaho, Inc. (“Envirosafe”). Envirosafe has a contract with the U. S. Army Corps
of Engineers (“USACE™) to dispose of radioactive wastc from the Formerly Utilized Sites
Remedial Action Program (“FUSRAP™) at its facility which is located near Grand View,
Idaho.

»

The Snake River Alliance’s concerns about this situation can be summarized as {ollows:

e The NRC is not regulating radioactive FUSRAP waste that is being disposed of in
Idaho;

¢ The state of Idaho has no authority to regulate the disposal of this radioactive waste;
and

¢ The state of Idaho does not have a radiation control program or qualified employees‘
that have the knowledge or ability to enflorce any worker health and safety or

environmental protection program that is adopted by the disposer of this radioactive
waste.

This letter discusses in more detail the basis for my concerns and requests action by the
Nu.clear Regulatory Commission (“NRC” or “Commission™) to look into this matter and take -
action to epsure that worker health and safcty, the public, and the environment are fully

protected from radiation exposure as a result of the disposal of radioactive FUSRAP waste in
Idaho.

The people of Idaho have become very concerned with the disposal of radioactive waste

due to problems at the Department of Energy’s Idaho National Environmental and Engincering
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. “ L") site which is located above the Snake River plain' aqqifer. Like the
Lllsggﬁognsirléiffi is )located near Idaho’s Snake River, and any contamlna.u.on of‘ the .Sna;ce
River or its aquifer by radioactive waste from Envirosafe‘ wou.ld create a critical situation for
the people of my state. Further, I understand that there s a situation underneatl} the o
Envirosafe site that is resulting in a rising groundwater table which makes the disposal of long
lived radioactive waste at that facility very troubling to me.

Apparently, the FUSRAP waste that is being disposed of at Envirosafe is Atomic
Energy Act (“AEA”) section 11e.(2) radioactive byproduct material. 1 undcrsta_.nd that the
NRC has taken the position that if this uranjum mill tailings waste was generated before 1?78,
it is not regulated by the NRC, and it can be disposed in Envirosafe’s landfill. However, if
this very same material was generated after 1978 by an NRC licensee, it is regulated by the

NRC, and it cannot go to Envirosafe but must be disposed in a licensed radioactive waste
disposal facility.

The state of Idaho is not an “Agreement State” with the NRC, and it does not have its
own radiological control program. The state defers to the NRC on matters relating to

radiological health and safety. I had always understood that the NRC has responsibility for the
regulation of non-Department of Energy radioactive waste in Idaho.

It seems clear to the Snake River Alliance in sections 81 and 84 of the Atomic Energy
Act (“AEA”) that Congress wanted the NRC to have authority for all 11e.(2) material
regardless of when it was generated. '

Further, section 274(c)(4) of the AEA seems to give the Commission the authority to
regulate any byproduct material “as the Commission determines by regulation or order should,

because of the hazards or potential hazards thereof, not be so disposed of without a license
from the Commission.”

In ac.ldition, the NRC’s regulations interpreting its Agreement State program make clear
that states like Idaho that do not have Agreement State status are precluded from regulating

byproduct material from the standpoint of radiological health and safety -- this responsibility
_rests completely with the NRC. See 10 CFR Part 8.4.

I have attached a copy of a letter from Katherine Kelly of Idaho’s Division of
Environmental Quality (“DEQ”) to Idaho State Senator Robbi King. Ms. Kelly states in her
letter that, “The NRC does not regulate the FUSRAP waste being accepted for disposal at the
Envirosafe facility, and DEQ does not explicitly regulate the radioactive component of the
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waste.” Ms. Kelly goes on to state that, “The receipt anf:l disposal of any waste ;t .Enzluoes:r’i:it
“is, however, regulated by rigorous hazardous wa.f,te requirements and several ad 1t1<3nm1;a o
conditions expressly directed toward the radioactive component of FU§R§P wast:t.1 o , ]
however, radioactive FUSRAP waste is classified as “byproduct ma_tenal under the od’ a:x
I understand that both RCRA and Idaho Code Section 39-4403 specxﬁcally exclude bypr thuc
material from their definitions of hazardous waste. Idaho <_>n1y has authority to regulate the
disposal of hazardous waste at Envirosafe and not radioactive byproduct (FUSRAP) waste.

As Ms. Kelly herself points out in her letter to Senator King,

...at present no Idaho rules are in place that specifically regulate Envirosafe’s receipt
and disposal of the radioactive component of FUSRAP wastes. Were any suc1.1 rules or
requirements considered for proposal by DEQ, we would have to closely consider our
authority to adopt the rules given the stringency provisions the Legislature has included
in the EPHA and HWMA. The stringency provisions limit DEQ’s rulemaking

authority to rules no broader in scope or more stringent than those of the federal
government.

Essentially what Ms. Kelly is saying is that it is doubtful DEQ could even develop rules
or regulations covering the disposal of radioactive waste at Envirosafe, because its authority in
this regard is limited. Since DEQ’s statutory authority does not provide for the regulation of

the disposal of radioactive waste, DEQ has no authority to adopt rules and regulations in this
regard.

Arguably, the only way Idaho could regulate radioactive waste is by Envirosafe’s
voluntary agreement to include provisions within its permit that would allow the state to
regulate radioactive waste received at its facility. This seems to be the position taken by Ms.
Kelly in her letter to Senator King. However, in looking at Envirosafe’s permit, it is clear that
there is no requirement within that permit or otherwise for Envirosafe to do anything. (See
copy of Envirosafe Mermit for FUSRAP Waste, attached.) While there are references to an
Envirosafe FUSRAP Health and Safety Manual, there is no requirement that Envirosafe abide
by that Manual. The allowable doses under the permit appear to0 be very high. There is no

bioassay program for workers. There are no reporting requirements. There is no requirement
that groundwater at the site be monitored for radionuclides.

Moreover, the state of Idaho does not have a radiation control program of any Kind.
Other than employees who work for Idaho’s INEEL Oversight Program which is funded by the
Department of Energy, the state of Idaho does not have qualified health physics employees
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who have the ability to determine whether Envirosafe is com.plying witl} its own worker health
and safety requirements. Thus, the state has no legal authonty. or practical ability to enforce
any worker health and safety or environmental protection requirements.

If Idaho bas no authority and the NRC is refusing to regulate this radioactive FUSRAP
waste, who is looking out for the radiological health and safety o.f the pcop}e of Idaho? What
is the NRC doing to ensure that workers, the public, and the environment 1n Idaho are

protected from exposures to radiation as a result of the disposal of radicactive waste at this
facility? -

Please respond to this inquiry and provide answers [0 my questions at your earliest
convenience. Further, please consider this a formal request for action pursuant to 10 CFR Part
2.206 to enforce the AEA and the NRC’s regulations governing the disposal of all radioactive

byproduct materials, including FUSRAP waste and similar radioactive byproduct uranium mill
tailings generated prior to 1978.

Sincerely,

Ronetn Creticne
Pamela Allister
Executive Director

Enclosures

cc: Ri;hard Meserve, Chairman, Nuclear Regulatory Commission w/enclosures
Governor Dirk Kempthorne w/enclosures

Senator Larry Craig w/enclosures

Senator Mike Crapo w/enclosures
Representative Mike Simpson w/enclosures
Representative Helen Chenoweth w/enclosures
Vice President Al Gore w/enclosures
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December 23, 1999

Robbi King

State Senator, District 20
P.O.Box 28

Glenns Ferry, Idaho 83623

Dear Senstor King:

Steve Allred asked that I respond to your letter dated December 9, 1999, concerning regulation of
the receipt and disposal of redioactively contaminatcd waste at the Envirosafe Services of Tdaho, Inc,
(Envirosafe) facility in Owyhee County,

Envirosafe is a hazardous waste dispasal facility regulated by the Idaho Division of Environmental
Quzlity (DEQ) under the Hazardous Wasta Management Act of 1983 (HWMA), Idshe Code 5§
394401, et seq. The HWMA and the Idahe hazardous waste rules at IDAPA 16.01.05, adopt a state
hazardous waste regulatory progrem authorized pursuant to Subtitle C of the federal Resources
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). :

In recent years, Eavirosafe has been awarded contracts to digpose of U.S. Army Corps of Engincers
(USACE) waste gencrated by the Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP).
These FUSRAP wastes gre generally in the form of mill tailings and soils. The wastes contain very
low cancentrations of uranium, thorjum, or radium generated from the process of extracting
materials from ore. In addition to the radioactive component, some of the wastes characterize as
“hazardous” under the HWMA and RCRA Subtitie C. :

IFFUSRAP waste contains a hazardous component, its treatment, storage and disposal in Idaho is
subject to the requirements of the HWMaA, and it can only be disposed of at a facility permitted 10
accept hazardous waste such as the Envirosafe facility. Even if the FUSRAP wastes do not qualify
33 a “hazardous waste,” USACE has determined that the wastes will only be disposed of at Subtitle
C facilities permited to accept hazardous waste, rather than the jess rigorously regulated Subtitle
D solid waste landfills. In theory, however, under existing Idaho law, certain radioactively
contaminated waste may be eligible at Subtitle D or non-municipal solid waste facilities. -

The federal Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) regulates the disposal of radioactive waste in
Idaho and Utah (the U S, Department of Energy is self-regulating on the INEEL site). Regarding
their radicactive component, the NRC has determined that FUSRAP wastes are not subjcct to NRC
reguiation. If the wastes were subject to NRC regulation, they would be cligible for disposal only
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‘ata NRC-licensed facility such as Envirocare in Utah. The Envirosafe facility does not bave an NRC
license. NRC has not prohibited the disposal of FUSRAP wastes at a Subtitle C facility such as that
operated by Envirosafe, and nothing in Idzho law prohibits such disposal.

While Idaho Code §§ 39-3001, et s0q., and the Idaho Environmental Protection and Health Act,
ldsho Code §§ 39-101, gt seq., provide DEQ and the Board of Heslth and Welfare general authority
to regulatc radiation and protect public bealth and safety, and the environment, at present no 1daho
rules are in place that specifically regulate Envirosafe’s receipt and disposal of the radioactive
camponent of FUSRAP wastas, Were any such rules or requirements considered for proposal by
DEQ, we would have to closely consider our autherity to adopt the rules given the stringency
provisions the Legislature has included in the EPHA and HWMA. The stringency provisions limit
DEQ’s rulemnaking authority to rules no broader in scape or more stringent than those of the federal
government, Setting aside the question of DEQ’s administrative or statutory authority, Envirosafe
has voluntanly agreed to include in their Subtitle C permit certain requirements that are equivalent
ta NRC standards for facilities accepting low-level radioactive wastes. The additional permit
requirements include the following:

. Implemontation of a screening process to insure that wastes are not accepted if a load fails
established radioactivity limits;

. In-depth personnel training and monitoring for handliag low level radioactive wastes;
L Installation and operation of stationary air and particulate sampling and radon gas

measurements; and

. Censtruction of & landfill cap barrier equivalent to the cap required by NRC.

Once incorporated into the permit, these additional conditions are enforceable by DEQ. Envirosafe’s

nancompliance with these or any of its permit conditions could result in an administrative or civil
action by DEQ.

Envirosafe has accepted approximately 150,000 tons of FUSRAP waste since 1997. This amount
represents about one-third of the volume of waste that Envirosafe receives in a normai year. If they
are awarded the contracts they have bid for, the Envirosafe facility expects to receive 50,000 tons
of FUSRAP waste in 2000, 75,000 tons in 2001, 100,000 tons in 2002, and 125,000 tons in 2003.

This volume will contribute significantly to Envirosafe’s receipts and will result in significant fees
(most at $5/ton) for the State general fund. ‘

In summary, the NRC does not regiilate the FUSRAP waste being accepted for disposal at the
Envirosafe facility, and DEQ does not explicitly regulate the radioactive component of the waste,
The receipt and disposal of any waste at Envirosafe is, however, regulated by rigorous hazardous
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waste requirements and several additional permit conditions expressly directed toward the
radioactive component of FUSRAP waste. For your information, | have attached a chart comparing
NRC permit requirernents with those currently in place in Envirosafe’s Subtitle C permit.

If you have additional questions or concerns, please let me know.

Sincerel

ment and Remediation Program Office

KBE/r8 swossonsoNKNaGesT.LIR

Enclosure

cc:  C. Stephen Allred
ESbpf
COF
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ENVIRQSATFE SERVICES OF IDAHO, INC.
September 16,1999

Ms. Katherine Kelly RECE| VED
State Waste Program Administrator

Division of Environment2! Quality A SEP {7 1999
Idaho Department of Health and Welfare Divor

1410 North Hilton Al W@%&%owr
Boise, ID. 83706 - ASTE

Dear Ms. Kelly:

Regarding:  Envirosafe Services of Idaho, Inc. (ESIT) - IDD073114654
Class 1 Permit Modification to ESII's RCRA Part B Permit

This letter is being sent to provide notice of a Class 1 Permit Modification prepared in accordance with 40
CFR §270.42 and as adopted in IDAPA 16,01.05.012. This Permit modification is necessary to provide
additional waste acceptance parameters that will continue to ensure protection of human health and the
environment. Pursuantto general Class 1 Permit modification criteria established in 40 CFR §270.42 (d)(2)(i)
it has been determined that the changes described herein, although, do not substantially alter the permit

conditions they do, however, increase the capacity of the facility 1o protect humsh heslth and the
environment.

This notice is being filed in accordance with 40 CFR 270 42 (2). The ma:hng list used is on file with the State
of 1deho IDHW as the official mailing list.

The antached notice derails the requirements for this modification and the effective date. In addition, proof

of mailing (certified mail receipts) will be forwarded as proof that the required mailing was completed in
accordance with 40 CFR Part.270.42(¢2)(ii).

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact either me or Lec Weber at (208) 834-2275,

Sincerely,

Ol W %N
Michael W. Spomer '
General Manager -
Attachments

cc: \/ﬁob Bullock, IDEQ
Brizn Gaber, IDEQ
Lee Weber, ESII

P.O. Box 400, Grand View, Idaho 83624 « (208) 834-2275 » {BDU) 274-1516 « Fax: (208) 834-2007
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NOTIFICATION OF CLASS 1 MODIFICATION

Addition of waste acceptance parameters that will continue to
ensure protection of human health and the environment

BY
ENVIROSAFE SERVICES OF IDAHO, INC.
IDD073114654
EFFECTIVE ON

~ September 16, 1999



Class 1 Modification - September 16, 1999

Page 1

The following Class 1 Notice of Modification is submitted in accordance with the requirements of
IDAPA 16.01.05.012 (40 CFR Part 270.42(2)) as follows:

1.

270.42(a)(1)():;

This notice of Petmit Modification is effective on September 16, 1999. This notice is being |
transmitted within the required time frame of no later than 7 days after the effective date of
the modification. This notice incorporates language in to the Part B Permit that identifies

additional waste acceptance parameters to provide added assurance for the protection of
human health and the environment.

These changes provide for more frequent monitoring and sampling in accordance with the
definition requirements for a Class | Permit modification found in 40 CER 270.42
Appendix 1 (A)(4). In addition and pursuant to 40 CFR 270.42(d)(2)(i), more detailed
language describing the barrier for long-term control of wind dispersal, erosion and air

emissions of some wastes has been added to ensure further protection of human health and
the environment.

The exact changes requi'red to the existing RCRA Part B Permit and supporting documents
are presented in Appendix A of this Notice.

Other information required by 40 CFR Part 270 is as follows:

® 270.13 There is no change required to the contents of the Part A Permit Application.

@ 270.14 The only change required by this section is to the Waste Analysis Plan
(WAP) as required in 270.14(b)(3) and this change js presented in
Appendix A.

© 270.15 There is no change required to either the Part B Application documents or the
Part B Permit required by this section.

& 270.16 There is no change requited to either the Part B Application documents or the
Part B Permit required by this section.

270.17 There is no change required to either the Part B Application documents or the
Part B Permit required by this section. :

. 270.18 Not applicable.
] 270.19 Not applicable.

® 270.20 Not a;pplicable. .
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. 270.21 The only change required by this section is to the Landfill Units Design and
Operation Plan as required in 270.21 (b)(‘) and this change is presented in

Appendix A
e 270.62Not applicable.

®  270.63 Not applicable.

270.42(a)(1)(ii):

A copy of the receipts for the certified mailing to the required mailing list maintained under
40 CFR Part 124.10{c){ix) will be forwarded upon completion for inclusion as Appendix B.

A copy of the receipts for the certified mailing to the appropriate units of State and Local
governiment, as required by 40 CFR Part 124.10(c){x) will be forwarded for inclusion as
Appendix C. Please note that these personnel will be sent a complete package including the

entire text of this Notice. In addition please be aware that there is no local fire Chief or Fire
District for distribution.

270.42(a)(2):

This Class 1 Permit Modification does not require prior written approval by the Director in
accordance with 40 CFR 270.42 (d)(2)(i) and 40 CFR appendix I to 40 CFR 270.42,
Classification of Permit Modifications, Section A.4.a.

270.42(2)(3):

ESIH does not elect to follow Class 2 Permit Modifiation procedures of 40 CFR Part
270.42(b) for this Permit Modifiation:

I certifi- under penalty of law that this document and all anrachments were prepared under my direction or
supervision in accordance with a system designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and
eveluate the information submitted, Based on my inguiry of the person or persons who manage the sysiem,
or those persons directly responsible for gathering the information, the information submitted is, to be the
best of my knowledge and belief, true. accurate, and camplete. I am cware that there are significast penalties

Jor submitting false information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing violarions.

Pl W &W | &,;"x 12,1

Signature Date
Michael W, Spomer, General Manager
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NOTE: Only pages C-17 and C-18 have been
modified in the Waste Analysis Plan. No
other changes have been made to the WAP
other than the Table of Contents.
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C-2 Preacceptance Protocol | )

C-2a Hazardous Waste Preacceptance Review

The preacceptance protocol has been designed to ensure that only hazardous waste streams that can be
properly and safely stored, treated, and/or disposed of by ESII are approved for receipt at the facility. A
two-step approach is taken by ESIL. The first step is the chemical and physical characterization of the
candidate waste stream by the gencrator. The second step is the preacceptance evaluation performed by
ESII to determine the acceptability of the waste for receipt at the facility. Figure C-2 presents a logic
diagram of the preacceptance protocol that is utilized at the ESII facility.

C-2a(1) FUSRAP Waste Acceptance Criteria

The following waste acceptance criteria is established for accepting radiologically contaminated waste
material from FUSRAP sites administered by the Ammy Corps of Engineers. Although the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) does not regulate this material, NRC regulations suggest certain
concentrations of radioactive material are considered unimportant. Using this as a guide ESW's
consultant, Radiation Safety Associates, Inc. in Hebron, Connecticut, developed the following aceeptance
limits for FUSRAP materials (detailed analysis of these criteria is presented in ESII's Waste Acceptance
Criteria and Justification for FUSRAP Material, prepared by Radiation Safety Associates, Inc.).

1. ESII may only receive FUSRAP material containing natural uranium, natural thorium,
and their daughter products. ESI may not accept any material that is or has been
regulated by the Atomic Energy Commission or the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

2. Unless approved in advance by ESII, average activity concentrations may not exceed
355 pCi/g natural uranium (% U) and 110 pCi/g natural thorium (™*Th) in any individual
shipping container (¢.g., rail car). Specific isotopes in the ¥*U decay series will be
evaluated against the action level of 174 pCi/g and specific isotopes in the #?Th decay
series will be evaluated against the action level of 55 pCi/g. ESII may accept, on a case-

. by-case basis, FUSRAP material that exceeds these guidelines provided that the
material does not meet the definition of radioactive material as defined by the
Department of Transportation in 49 CFR 173.403.

3. If individual “pockets” of activity are known 1o exceed or are suspected of exceeding
three times the average activity concentration guidelines described above, ESII may still
accept the material 50 long as the generator certifies that the dose rate in contact with
the unshielded container does not exceed 0.5 mrem/hr (500 urem/h) (e.g., no shielding
added to the rail car).

4. The generator of the FUSRAP material must certify that the materjal being shipped does
not meet the definition of radioactive material as defined by the Departmient of
Transponation in 49 CFR 173.403.

FUSRAP waste acceptance criteria, as presented, when used in conjunction with an effective radiation
monitoring and protection program as defined in ESII's FUSRAP Health and Safety Manual and FUSRAP
Material Receipt Procedures provides adequate protection of human health and the environment. This

criteria assures that the highest potential dose to a worker handling FUSRAP material at ESII should
never exceed 400 mrem/year.

C-I7 © Copyright 1998 Eavirosafe Services of Idaho, Inc.
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Figure C-2 Pre-acceptance Protocol
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C-18 © Copyright 1998 Envirosafe Services of Idaho, lnc.



ATTACHMENT 19 - LANDFILL UNITS: Design and Operation

Page 49 and 50a through 50c¢
September 16, 1999

NOTE:  Only page 49 has been modified in the
LANDFILL UNITS: Design and Operation
Plan. Pages 50a through 50c have been
added to describe the typical section
through Landfill 14 of the fill. No other

changes have been made other than the
Table of Contents.
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As waste placement operations approach the top of the below-grade liner system, clean soil
perimeter dikes will be constructed to provide for waste and runoff containment. These
dikes will be constructed in stages, varying in height from 0 to 6 feet, with a top width of 10
feet, an exterior slope of 3 horizontal to 1 vertical, and an interior slope of 1.5 horizontal to
1 vertical (see Figure D-10). Each lift of soil dike will be compacted to 90% of the standard
proctor density. Density tests will be performed at the rate of | per 10,000 square feet of lift,

to ensure the specified compaction is achieved.

ESII maintains stockpiles of clean native soils, which were excavated during construction
of the Landfill Trenches. This material is used, as necessary, for cover, construction of the
above-grade containment dikes, and to provide clean access roads. The clean soil is
transported and applied using construction equipment and compacted with the hauling and
spreading equipment, which readily achieves a minimum of 85% of the standard Proctor
‘density. Clean soil, asphaltic emulsion, or other appro{rcd cover material is placed to
minimize the potential for volatilization and wind dispersal. The permeability of the cover

soil is adequate to promote drainage through the landfill.

Placement of FUSRAP material above grade must not .cxte-nd beyond a maximum slope of
5 horizontal to .l vértical (See figure D-12). Native soil or select wastes (e.g., stabilized
baghouse dust, or other wastes based upon considerations of ease in placement for a shallow
lift) will be placed above the FUSRAP material. This lift above the 5:1 slope will serve as
a barrier for the FUSRAP matenial as described in Figure D-12 and the attached radon
attenuation mbdeling output. The barrier will consist of six to twelve inches of native soil
to be placed as described above for the placement of the cover. Although this barrier is not

necessary to achieve the performance requirement of 20pCi/m2/s radon flux on the surface

of the landfili, this barrier is an additional precaution that ESII is electing to apply.

49 ©Copyright Envirosafe Services of Idzho, lnc., 1996
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Figure D-12
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STATE OF 1DAHD
DIVISION OF

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

etemm SO meras o B

1410 North Hilsa = Boise. Idaho 637081298 « (208) 373052

Ot Kampthorne, Governor

C. Swaphen Alreg. agminnstrator

December 23, 1999

Robbi King

State Senator, District 20
P.O.Box 28

Glenns Ferry, Idaho 83623

Dear Senator King:

Steve Allred asked that | respond to your letter dated December 9, 1999, conceming regulation of
the receipt and disposal of radioactively contaminated waste at the Envirosafe Services of [daho, Inc,
(Envirosafe) facility in Owyhee County.
Envirosaft is a hazardous waste dispasal facility regulated by the Idaho Division of Environmental
Quality (DEQ) under the Hazardous Waste Management Act of 1983 (HWMA), Idaho Code §§
39-4401, ef seq. The HWMA and tho Idaho hazardous waste rules at IDAPA 16.01.05, adopt a state
hazardous waste regulatory program authorized pursuant to Subtitle C of the federal Resources
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).

In recent years, Envirasafe has been awarded contracts to dispose of U.S. Army Corps of Engincers
(USACE) waste gencratsd by the Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP).
These FUSRAP wastes are generally in the form of mill tailings and soils. The wastes contain very
low eoncentrations of uranium, thortum, or radium generated from the process of extracting
materials from ore. In addition to the radioactive component, some of the wastes characterize as
“hazardous” under the HWMA and RCRA Subtitle C.

IfFUSRAP waste containg a hazardous component, its treatment, storage and disposal in Idaho is
subject to the requirements of the HWMaA, and it can only be disposed of at a facility permitted to
accept hazardous waste such as the Envirosafe facility. Even if the FUSRAP wastes do not qualify
2s a “hazardous waste,” USACE bas determined that the wastes will only be disposed of at Subtitle
C facilities permined to accept hazardous waste, rather than the less rigorously regulated Subtitle
D solid waste landfills. In theory, however, under existing Idaho law, certain radioactively
contaminated waste may be cligible at Subtitle D or non-municipal solid waste facilitics. -

The federal Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) regulates the disposal of radioactive waste in
1daho and Utsh (the U S. Department of Energy is self-regulating on the INEEL site). Regarding
their radioactive component, the NRC has determined that FUSRAP wastes are not subject to NRC
reguiation. If the westes were subject to NRC regulation, they would be cligible for disposal only
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‘at s NRC-licensed facility such as Envirocare in Utsh. The Envirosafe facility does not have an NRC
license. NRC has not prohibited the disposal of FUSRAP wastes at 2 Subtitle C facility such as that
operated by Envirosaft, and nothing in Idzho law prohibits such disposal.

While Idaho Code §§ 39-3001, et seq., and the Idaho Engvironmental Protection and Health Act,
Idsho Code §§ 39-101, gt seq., provide DEQ and the Board of Heslth and Welfare general authority
to regulatc radiation and protect public health and safety, and the environment, at present no ldaho
rules are in place that specifically regulate Envirosafe’s receipt and disposal of the radioactive
component of FUSRAP wastas, Were any such rules or requirements considered for proposal by
DEQ, we would have to closely consider our authority to adopt the rules given the stingency
provisions the Legislature has included in the EPHA and HWMA. The stringency provisions limit
DEQ’s rulemaking suthority to rules o broader in scope or more stringent than those of the federal
government. Setting aside the question of DEQ’s administrative or statutory authority, Envirosafe
has voluntanily agreed to include in theic Subtitle C permit certain requirements that are equivalent
to NRC standards for facilities accepting low-level radioactive wastes. The additional permit
requirements include the following:

. Implementation of a screening process to insure that wastes are not accepted if a load fails
established radioactivity limits;

. In-depth personnel training and monitoring for handling low level! radioactive wastes;

e Installation and operation of statiopary air and particulate sampling and radon gas
measurements; and

. Construction of & Jandfill cap barrier equivalent to the cap required by NRC.

Once incorporated into the permit, these additional conditions are enforceable by DEQ. Envuosafe s

nancompliance with these or any of its permit conditions could result in an administrative or civil
action by DEQ.

Envirosafe has accepted approxumately 150,000 tons of FUSRAP waste since 1997. This amount
represents sbout one-third of the volume of waste that Envirosafe receives in a normal year. If they
are awarded the contracts they have bid for, the Envirosafe facility expects to receive 50,000 tons
of FUSRAP waste in 2000, 75,000 tons ir 2001, 100,000 tons in 2002, and 125,000 tons in 2003.

* This volume will contribute significantly to Envirosafe's receipts and will result in sxgmﬁcant fees
(most at $5/ton) for the State general fund.

In summary, the NRC does not regulate the FUSRAFP waste being accepted for disposal at the
Envirosafc facility, and DEQ does not explicitly regulate the radioactive component of the waste,
The receipt and disposal of any waste at Envirosafe is, however, regulated by rigorous hazardous
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waste requiretnents and several additiopal permit conditions expressly directed toward .the
radicactive component of FUSRAP waste. For your information, | have attached a chart comparing
NRC permit requirements with those currently in place in Envirosafe’s Subtitle C permit.

If you have additional questions or concerns, please let me know.

ment and Remediation Program Office
KBEK/T2 swMONSONKINGESTLLTR

Enclosure

cc:  C. Stephen Allred
ESbpf
COF
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protect the American peapls and property
owners in this country without wotrying
aboat thoee that Hve abroad.””*

(k) Congress, in onacting the Price-
Anderson Indemnity Act added to sec-
tion 2 of the Atomic Energy Aot of
1954, s new subsectlon which stated,

inter alla:

In order * * * to encoursge the develop-
ment of the atomic energy indue-
try, * t * the Unitad States may maXxe fonds
availabla for a portion of ihe demages saf-
fered by the public from nmaclear incidents
and may lmit the Uabllity of those persons
1iable for such lossos.

This statutory parpose 1s frustrated U
the atomic energy indonatry i8 not pro-
tected from banlkrapting liabllities for
damages caused abroad by an accldent
coenrring In the United States.® In the

181 (1867) (hereluafter raferrsd Lo as ““Hoar-
ings.”)
¢ Heariogs, p. 163,

1 Hearings, p. 182
¢Heaclngs, p. 97. It is significant to nots

that Mr. Haugh stetod at that point the
problem of the resctor operator wio ls con-
corned with any type of liabiiity. He noted
that tho Insurance contracts would cover
«exs thg ipstance whera *#¢ somethiny
happenfed] out of the countcy and o suik i
brought M the Unitsd States on that."

¥ The Atamic Industrial Forum study notes
that “[Tlo be adequate, the governmentsl in-
demnity must cover industry's labllity to
rogidents of the countries who suffer as 4 e
sult of an accident at an installation based
in the United States.” p. §1. This {8 certalnly
the case and cpe of the major Congressional
purpoees {8 frustroted ahowld the Act be sald
to be unclear on this point. The peiacipal
reason for the concluslon that there ls cov-
erage reached iu the Forum astady 18 the fact
that Price-Anderson provides indemalty for
“any legal ljability.” Arthur Murphy, Diree-
toe of tha study. In a recent articlo, has atat-
ed that the confusing sentence in the Report
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Nucloar Requiaiory Caomundssion

Benort, the Joint Commitise on Adon
1¢ Energy mads explicit mention/of the
fact that the private insarance\to be
provided for reactor oporators inchuded
coverage for damage In Canada andt
Mexico and, at another potnt, noted
the Committee's hope that the inaur-
ance contract In its final form would
caver the sams scope 43 the bill, 10

() I$ is my opimlon that since the
Ianguage of the Act dmaws no diatine-
tion between damage received in the
United States and thet received
sbroad, none can properly be drawn. To
read the Act as imposing such & limita-
tiow {n the absence of statutory direo-
tion and in the light of an avowed Con-
gresalonsl Intention to encourags the
development of the atomic energy in-
dustry would be unwarranted. The con-
fusing sentence cited in the Report
mass, therefore, be read consistantly
wvith the language of the Act {n the
mamer suggoeated above, i.8., as recog-
abzing Congressional inability to limit
forelgn Nability, or must be ignored as
inconsiatent with the broad coverage of
the statutory langnage. :

12 FR 4075, May 7, 1960)

fa* ¢+ * {noopalgtant with the flat coversge
of any legal liability by the indemnity."
Murphy, Liability for Atomic Accidents and
Inmyanics, in Law and Administration in Na-
clear Eovergy 75 (1059). In the testimony be-
{ote the Joint Committee last :year, Pro-
fessor 8amuel D. Estep, ons of three anthors
of thn comprehensive stady of Atoms and the
law ppparently reiying npon the leglelative
history, stated that the probiem of a reactor
sceident in the United States causing dam-
N in a forelgn coaniry wes anclear, pre-
samsbly since he constdered the phrase “any
{egal Uability" directed at 8 diffstent prob-
lem. Hearings before the Jolut Committee on
Atomic Energy, Indamaity and Reactor Bale-
ty, %6th Cong., ist Sess., p. 77 (1863); Stason
Estep, and Plerce, Atoms and the Law, 577
(19%), Professor Entep stated that there
“surely ocaght to be’ coverage and suggeated
s clarifying amondment. His statetaent that
the phrase “any legnl lability” covers only

the noestion of time restrictions for claims

teems t0 mMe erroneous Bincs the language

wad, “any lagal Hability,” seems inten.

floanlly brosd. Additionally, shounid this

Sery nerrow reading be given to admittedly

troad atatutory lasugusgs, Lhe Congressionsal

parpues would be frustrated.

Report, p. 11,

§3.4
#6838 [Raserved}

$84 In retation by the

ot ABE ovor
fncilities amd i
the Atamtc

(a) By VIrtuw-s ha Atomic Eneres
Act of 1954, as sme od, I the acH -

vidusl
of an agreement with the Atomic kn-
ETzy Commisalon, reeufafs jhe _mate-
als described n the Act from the
llmmmdm; oxI_heaith and
Bafaty. Bven States which have entered
agreements with the AEC lack au-
thority to regulate the facilities de-
seribed 1n the Act, including nuclear
power plants and the discharge of
effluents from such facitities, from the
standpoint of radiological bealth and
safety.

(b) The Atomic Energy Act of 1954
sets out a pattarn for Hoensing and reg-
ulation of - certaln nuclear materials
and facilities on the besls of the com-
mon defense and security and radio-
Jogical health and safety. The regu-
latory pattern requires, In general,
that the construction and operation of
production facilitiea (nuclear reactors
used for production and separation of
plutonium or uraniem-233 or fael re-
Processing plants) and ntllization fa-
cilities (nuclear reactors used for pro-
ductton of power, medical thetapy, re-
search, and testing) and the possesston
and wuse of byproduct material
(radiolsotopes), source material (tho-
riam and uranimm ores), and special
nuclear material (enriched uraninm
and plutonium, used as fuel in nuclear
reactors), be licensed and regulated by
the Commiasion. 12 In1 carrying ont {ts
statutory responsibilities for the pro-
tection of the public health and safety
from radiation hazards and for the pro-
motion of the common defense and se-
curity, the AERC bas pramulgated regu-
lations which establish requirements
far the issnance of licenses (Parts 30-36,
40, 50, 70, 71, and 100 of this chapter)

1 Pub. 1. 83-703, 53 Stat, 019,

2The terms “byproduct material,”
“source materjal,” and “special naclear ma-
torial” are deflned In the Atomic Snetgy
Act, sections lle, 11z, and 1las, respectively.
The tarms ‘‘production facility' and *‘utili-
ration f(aclilty’® ars defined in seotions 1iv
aad llcc of the Act, respectively.
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ENVIRQSAFE SERVICES OF IDAHO, INC.

September 16, 1999

Ms. Katherine Kelly RE CEj VED
State Waste Program Administrator

Division of Environmental Quality - SEP 17 1999
ldaho Department of Health and Welfare by, OF Exyn

1410 North Hilton A AlR g HAZA",?’ngEgSTAL QUALT
Boise, ID. 83706 WASTE

Dear Ms. Kelly:

Regarding:  Envirosafe Services of Idaho, Inc, (ESII) - IDD073114654
Class 1 Permit Modification to ESIP's RCRA Part B Permit

environment. Pursuant 1o general Class 1 Permit modification criteria established in 40 CFR §270.42 (d)(2)(i)
it has been determined that the changes described herein, although, do not substantially alter the permit

conditions they do, however, increase the capacity of the facility to protect human health and the
environment,

This notice is being filed in adéordance with 40 CFR 270.42 (2). The mailing list used is on file with the State
of Idaho IDHW as the official mailing list. ' .

The attached notice details the requirements for this modification and the effective date. In addition, proof

of mailing (centified mail receipts) will be forwarded as proof that the required mailing was completed in
accordance with 40 CFR Part. 270.42(a)(ii).

If you have any questions, please feel free 1o contact either me or Lee Weber at (208) 834-2275.
Sincerely,

Michael W. Spomer
General Manager

Attachments

cc: \/ﬁob Bullock, IDEQ
Brizn Gaber, IDEQ
Lee Weber, ESII

P.0. Box 400, Grand View, Idaho 83624 « (208) 834-2275 » (B00) 274-1516 » Fax: (208) 834-2997

——



e
208

NOTIFICATION OF CLASS 1 MODIFICATION

Addition of waste acceptance parameters that will continue to
ensure protection of human health and the environment

BY
ENVIROSAFE SERVICES OF IDAHO, INC.
IDDO73114654
EFFECTIVE ON

' September 16, 1999




Class 1 Modification - September 16, 1999

Page 1

The following Class 1 Notice of Modification is submitted in accordance with the requirements of
IDAPA 16.01.05.012 (40 CFR Part 270.42(a)) as follows:

1.

270.42(a)(1)(G):

This notice of Permit Modification is effective on September 16, 1999. This notice is being
transmitted within the required time frame o no later than 7 days after the effective date of
the modification. This notice incorporates language in to the Part B Permit that identifies

additional waste acceptance parameters to provide added assurance {or the protection of
human health and the environment.

- These changes provide for more frequent monitoring and sampling in accordance with the

definition requirements for a Class | Permit modification found in 40 CFR 270.42
Appendix 1 (A)(4). In addition and pursuant to 40 CFR 270.42(d)(2)(i), more detailed
language describing the barrier for long-term control of wind dispersal, erosion and air

emissions of some wastes has been added to ensure further protection of human health and
the environment.

The exact changes required to the existing RCRA Part B Permiit and supposting documents
are presented in Appendix A of this Notice.

Other information required by 40 CFR Part 270 is as follows:

L 270.13 There is no change required to the contents of the Part A Permit Application.

& 270.14 The only change required by this section is to the Waste Analysis Plan
(WAP) as required in 270.14(b)(3) and this change is presented in
Appendix A,

L 270.15 There is no change required to either the Part B Application documents or the
Part B Permit required by this section.

& 270.16 There is no thange required to either the Part B Aprlication documents or the
Part B Permit required by this section.

270.17 There is no change required o either the Part B Application documents or the
Part B Permit required by this section.

L 270.18 Not applicable.
] 270.19 Not applicable.

® 270.20 Not épplicable. ,



Class 1 Modification - September 16, 1999

Page 2

W

. 270.21 Thie only change required by this section is to the Landfill Units Design and

Operation Plan as required in 270.21(b)(5) and this change is presented in
Appendix A.

e 270.62 Not applicable.

e 270.63 Not applicable.

270.42(a)(1)(ii):

A copy of the receipts for the certified mailing to the required mailing list maintained under
40 CFR Part 124.10(c}(ix) will be forwarded upon completion for inclusion as Appeundix B,

A copy of the receipts for the certificd mailing to the appropriate units of State and Loca)
government, as required by 40 CFR Part 124.10(c)(x) will be forwarded for inclusion as
Appendix C. Please note that these personnel will be sent a complete package including the

entire text of this Notice. In addition please be aware that there is no local fire Chief or Fire
District for distribution.

270.42(a)(2):

This Class 1 Permit Modification does not require prior written approval by the Director in

accordance with 40 CFR 270.42 (d)(2)(i) and 40 CFR appendix 1 to 40 CFR 27042,
Classification of Permit Modifications, Section A.4.a.

270.42(2)(3):

ESII does not elect to follow Class 2 Permit Modifiation procedures of 40 CFR Part
270.42(b) for this Permit Modifiation.

F certify under penalty of law that this document and all aitachments were prepared under my direction or

supervision in accordance with a system designed io assure thar qualified personnel properly gather and

evcluaie the information submitted. Based on niy inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system,
or those persons directly responsible for gathering the informaion, the information submitted is, to be the
best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and complete. I am aware that there are significast penalties

Jor submluiing false information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations.

Signature
Michael W, Spomer, General Managgr

S 17,1999
' /

Date
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NOTE:

ATTACHMENT 2 - WASTE ANALYSIS PLAN

PAGE C-17 and C-18
September 16, 1999

Only pages C-17 and C-18 have been
modified in the Waste Analysis Plan. No
other changes have been made to the WAP
other than the Table of Contents.



Permit No. IDD073114654
Attachment Number: 2
Revised: September 16, 1999

TABLE OF CONTENTS
C-1 Introduction R T |
C-1a Approach to Waste AnalysisPlan ... ... ... ... ... ... . 1
C-1b Summary of Existing and Proposed Processes ..................... .. 3
C-lc Identification of Wastes tobe Managed .......................... .. 6
C-1d Tolerance Limits ............. e s aea et reatee it 7
C-2 Preacceptance Protogol «...co.vvvennnnnns.. B 17
C-2a Hazardous Waste Preacceptance Review . ....... e 17
C-2a(1) FUSRAP Waste Acceptance Criteria ....................... 17
C-2b Generator Waste Characterization .............. et 19
C-2¢ Preacceptance Evaluation ............................... . 30
C-2d Develop Treatment/Processing Scheme ..................... ... 32
C-2¢ Determine Waste Compatibility Characteristics ..................... 32
C-2e(1) Waste/Waste Compatibility Groups ..................... .. 33
C-2e(2) Waste/Tanks Compatibility ..................... ... ... .. 38
C-2¢(3) Waste/Containers Compatibility ..................... . . 38
C-2e(4) Waste/Stabilization Equipment Compatibility ............... 39
C-2e(5) Waste/Landfill Liner Compatibility ..................... . . 39
' C-2¢(6) Waste/Evaporation Pond Liner Compatibility . .. ... .. ... . 40
C-2¢(7) Waste/Containment Building Barrier Compatibility ... ... ... . 40
C-2f Land Disposal Restriction Requirements . .. ..................... ... 4]
C-2f(1) Notifications and Certifications ....... e 4]
C-2f(2) Land Disposal Sampling and Analysis ................. ... . 42
C-2g Develop Process Control Parameters ....................... .. 45
C-2h Develop Fingerprint Parameters for Receipt Control ......... ... ... 49
C-2i Preacceptance Decision ... ..........coooveeeeneeeinie 54
C-2j WPQ Changes, Re-Certification, Renewal .. ........ e 56
C-2j(1) WPQ Renewal or Re-Certification ................. ... ... 56
C-2j(2) ‘Waste/Process Changes ........... M i e, 56

CH © Copyright 1998 Envirosafe Services of Idaho, Inc.



Permit No. IDD0731 14654
Attachment Number: 2
Revised: September 16, 1999

C-2 Preacceptance Protocol : )

C-2a Hazardous Waste Preacceptance Review

The preacceptance protocol has been designed to ensure that only hazardous waste streams that can be
properly and safely stored, treated, and/or disposed of by ESII are approved for receipt at the facility. A
two-step approach is taken by ESIL. The first step is the chemical and physical characterization of the
candidate waste stream by the generator. The second step is the preacceptance evaluation performed by
ESII to determine the acceptability of the waste for receipt at the facility. Figure C-2 presents a logic
diagram of the preacceptance protocol that is utilized at the ESII facility. }

C-2a(1) FUSRAP Waste Acceptance Criteria

The following waste acceptance criteria is established for accepting radiologically contaminated waste
material from FUSRAP sites administered by the Army Corps of Enginecrs. Although the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) does not regulate this material, NRC regulations suggest certain
concentrations of radioactive  material are considered unimportant. Using this as a guide ESH's
consultant, Radiation Safety Associates, Inc. in Hebron, Connecticut, developed the following acceptance
limits for FUSRAP materials (detailed analysis of these criteria is presented in ESII's Waste Acceptance
Criteria and Justification for FUSRAP Material, prepared by Radiation Safety Associates, Inc.).

1. ESII may only receive FUSRAP material containing natural uranium, natural thorium,
and their daughter products. ESII may not accept any material that is or has been
regulated by the Atomic Energy Commission or the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

2. Unless approved in advance by ESII, average activity concentrations may not exceed
355 pCi/g natural uranium (™ U) and 110 pCi/g natural thorium (™" Th) in any individual
shipping container {¢.g., rail car). Specific isotopes in the 28U decay series will be
evaluated against the action level of 174 pCi/g and specific isotopes in the 3?Th decay
series will be evaluated against the action level of 55 pCi/g. ESII may accept, on a case-
by-case basis, FUSRAP material that exceeds these guidelines provided that the
material does not meet the definition of radioactive material as defined by the
Department of Transportation in 49 CFR 173.403.

3. If individual “pockets™ of activity are known 1o exceed or are suspected of exceeding

three times the average activity concentration guidelines described above, ESII may still

accept the material 5o long as the generator certifies that the dose rate in contact with

the unshielded container does not exceed 0.5 mremv/hr (500 urem/h) (e.g., no shielding
added to the rail car).

4. The generator of the FUSRAP material must certify that the material being shipped does
not meet the definition of radioactive material as defined by the Departmient of
Transportation in 49 CFR 173.403.

FUSRAP waste acceptance criteria, as presented, when used in conjunction with an effective radiation
monitoring and protection program as defined in ESII's FUSRAP Health and Safety Manual and FUSRAP
Material Receipt Procedures provides adequate protection of human health and the environment. This

criteria assures that the highest potential dose to a worker handling FUSRAP material at ESII should
never exceed 400 mremv/year.

C-17 © Copyright 1998 Envirosafe Services of Idsho, Inc.
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Figure C-2 Pre-acceptance Protocol

G Pre-acceplance Criteria
E o
N Is FUSRAP material meeting the
E Generator or independent |7, ostablished acceptance criterta?
R Laboratory Characterizes / %
A Analyzes Waste % 1s wasto accoptable In the facllity parmit?
T
- Fr RO ) !Ln
0 LA";I ‘&’(” &‘\ ‘ ﬁ""w ’:?i
R G tor Submils Wasle -.‘ Wil treatment of this waste cause
Pr::!‘:: (guosﬂt;:nalre with | operational or safety problems?
n %
A Requgdrégm:ﬂo / g Is the waste reactive or does it require
C epacial handling?
T R \-. - Fa W
G N
| G'& S Vh"'& Does wasts maet LDR standards or can ESN
Vv Generator Submits Waste : . treat to mest LDR standards?
| Sample F
T {when Requested by ESII) }: . ls wasts proflis data and submittal
| - — : complete?
Kie AT 3P o '
E U
S <
< Sample (a8 provided) is analyzed by ESH
or outside isboratory and eomparsd to
. waste profile sheaet data.
v A 4
ts
Wasto does not mest Pn—a:\::?;:‘: criteria
P ta criterl
re-acceptance . {Waste Is Approved) Designate Compatibllity
v v | Group for Wasts
‘ Dstormine Proper Waste -
Contact Generator Trasiment ! Processing [* Designate Safety
- Guldelines
. Complets Waste Profile, Notify On-site
Resolve Disc - Assign intarnal Wagte Laborstory of Waste
ve repancy Product Questionnaire 1 Analysis / Fingerprint
(WPQ)# Analysis Procedurss.
Y v ~RULOULARG Summary.
w“"‘“' 3pproved - Notity Generator of
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Figure C-2 Pre-acceptance Protoco)

C-18  © Copyright 1998 Envirosafe Services of Idaho, Inc.



ATTACHMENT 19 - LANDFILL UNITS: Design and Operation

Page 49 and 50a through 50c
September 16, 1999

NOTE:  Only page 49 has been modified in the
LANDFILL UNITS: Design and Operation
Plan. Pages 50a through 50c have been
added to describe the typical section
through Landfiil 14 of the fill. No other
changes have been made other than the
Table of Contents.
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Revised: September 16, 1999

TABLE OF CONTENTS, continued )

LIST OF TABLES:

Table D-11 Landfill Capacities . ...............ooooviiieno 2

Table D-12 Chart for Converting Field Measurements to Actual Liquid Levels in
Secondary Leachate Collection Sumps

.................................. 31
LIST OF FIGURES:

Figure D-7  Certification of Liner System RepairForm .....,................ .. 26
Figure D-8 Liner System Repair ReportForm ..........oooo oo .. 27
Figure D-10 Typical Cross Section of Above-Grade Containment Dikes . .. ... ... 50
Figure D-11 Waste Locator System .............ccovevuuenunnonnn 56
Figure D-12 Typical Section Through Cell 14 . .. .. ... e 50a

iii ©Copyrighl Envirosafe Services of ldaho, Ic., 1996
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As waste placement operations approach the top of the below-grade liner system, ci_ean soil
perimeter dikes will be constructed to provide for waste and runoff containment. These
dikes will be constructed in stages, varying in height from 0 to 6 feet, with a top width of 10
fect, an exterior slope of 3 horizontal to 1 vertical, and an interior slope of 1.5 horizontal to
1 vertical (see Figure D-10). Each lift of soil dike will be compacted to 90% of the standard
proctor density. Density tests will be performed at the rate of | per 10,000 square feet of lift,

to ensure the specified compaction is achieved.

ESII maintains stockpiles of clean native soils, which were excavated during construction
of the Landfill Trenches. A'I'h.is material is used, as necessary, for cover, construction of_ the
above-grade containment dikes, and to provide clean access roads. The clean soil is
transported and applied using construction equipment and compacted with the hauling and
spreading equipment, which readily achieves a minimum of 85% of the standard Proctor -
density. Clean soil, asphaltic emulsion, or other appro%rcd cover material is placed to
minimize the potential for volatilization and wind dispersal. The permeability of the cover

soil is adequate to promote drainage through the landfill.

Placement of FUSRAP material above grade must not extend beyond a maximum slope of
5 horizontal to 1 vértical (See figure D-12). Native soil or select wastes (e.g., stabilized
baghouse dust, or other wastes based upon considerations of ease in placement for a shallow
lift) will be placed above the FUSRAP material. This lift above the 5:1 slope will serve as
a barrier for the FUSRAP material as described in Figure D-12 and the attached radon
attenuation mbdeling output. The barrier will consist of six to twelve inches of native soil
to be placed as described above for the placement of the cover. Although this barrier is not
necessary to achieve the performance requirement of 20pCi/m2/s fadon flux on the surface

of the landfill, this barrier is an additional precaution that ESII is electing 10 apply.

49 ©cCopyright Envirosafe Services of 1dabo, nc.. 1996
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Figure D-12
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