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VIA 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 Conservation and Recovery Act ("RCRA") 

permitted hazardous waste disposal facility in my state. This facility is operated by Envirosafe 
Services of Idaho, Inc. ("Envirosafe"). Enlvirosafe has a contract with the U. S. Army Corps 

of Engineers ("USACE") to dispose of radioactive waste from the Formerly Utilized Sites 
Remedial Action Program ("IUSRAP") at its facility which is located near Grand View, 
Idaho.  

The Snake River Alliance's concerns about this situation can be summarized as follows: 

* 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 enforce 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 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission ("NRC" or "Commission") to look into this matter and take 
action to ensure that worker health and safety, 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 Engineering 
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Laboratory ("INEEL") site which is located above the Snake River plain aquifer. Like the 

INEEL, Envirosafe is located near Idaho's Snake River, and any contamination of the Snake 
River or its aquifer by radioactive waste from Envirosafe would create a critical situation for 

the people of my state. Further, I understand that there is a situation underneath the 

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 1le.(2) radioactive byproduct material. I understand that the 

NRC has taken the position that if this uranium mill tailings waste was generated before 1978, 

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 Ile.(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 addition, 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 and disposal of any waste at Envirosafe 

is, however, regulated by rigorous hazardous waste requirements and several additional permit 

conditions expressly directed toward the radioactive component of FUSRAP waste." In fact, 

however, radioactive FUSRAP waste is classified as "byproduct material" under the AEA, and 

I understand that both RCRA and Idaho Code Section 39-4403 specifically exclude byproduct 

material from their definitions of hazardous waste. Idaho only 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 such 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 Permit 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 to 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 complying with its own worker health 

and safety requirements. Thus, the state has no legal authority or practical ability to enforce 

any worker health and safety or environmental protection requirements.  

If Idaho has no authority and the NRC is refusing to regulate this radioactive FuJSRAP 

waste, who is looking out for the radiological health and safety of the people of Idaho? What 

is the NRC doing to ensure that workers, the public, and the environment in Idaho are 

protected from exposures to radiation as a result of the disposal of radioactive waste at this 

facility? 

Please respond to this inquiry and provide answers to 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, 

Pamela Allister 
Executive Director 

Enclosures 

cc: Richard 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



FAX NO.: 

FAX 
1) n te.:a ' 6-6

Feb. 25 2000 02:58PM P1 

Coy ERV

From: / '1 otn Ilcludilig COve~r

SNAKE R~IVER 

ALLIANCE
5;BOx1731 
Bnise, 11) 83701 
(208) 344-9161 
Fax 344-9305

LiBox 409(0 
Kýelciww, 11) 83340 
(208) 7210-7271 
Fpx (726-1531

[3I3 0 C'eI Clder 

PocaItello, 11) 83201) 
(208) 234A4782 
17a x 373-1922

Li urrgenit [A~ For Review Pleise (oninien( lii Mean:.s ReAph Li] Plemws fkccycle

IT141S C.OMMUNICATION IS PRIVI!LAGED AND CONr*IIENrIAL INFORMAIION TIIA? IS ?NTFJNr)Fp ron liim USE OF TJIE ADDRESSee NAMED ABOVE. IF T14E READERn Or- TFIS MESSAGe IS Nor T~lEr iNTENDED RECIPIENI. I'LEASI-Z NOlE iI1IAT ANY DIS~r;M1NATI)N.  
DISTRIBUTION OR COPYING OF TIll15 COMMUNICATION is STRICTLY I'ROI IEI TIED.

Notes:

Woring fir Peace and dhie Eizviromi,,ent s-in~ce.1979 

Thle Snake River 1AlI(z,~ce is all Idaho-basedI gl-assioofs group11 working fim pear':c r71iind /uxk*. 11v' end (?f 
11z1clec71'weapons p)'Oiauction. activities, anld 'esponsibie .yolutionrs to nutclear waxt7rh evild cffweujirrjqton.



,SW TTE OF IDAHO 

DIVISION OF 
0 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

1410 NJorth HIo• * gOigo* Ie5d'o 637G0t6-1• . Z08) 37~3.n 
O~L IGempd'omr. G•veiwl 

C. SGph~ns A*"-, Amirtnlrabr 

December 23, 1999 

Robbi King 
State Senator, District 20 
P.O. Box 28 
Glenns Ferry, Idaho 83623 

Dear Senator King: 

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

EUvirosate is a hazardous waste disposal facility regulated by the Idaho Division of Environmental Quality (DEQ) under the Hazardous Waste Management Act of 1983 (HWMA), Idaho Code §§ 39-4401, A=. The HWMA and the Idaho hazardous waste rules at IDAPA 16.01.05, adopt a state hazardous waste regulatory program authorized pursuant to Subtitle C of the fedcral Resources Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).  

In recent years, Envirasafe has been awarded contracts to dispose of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) waste generated 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 concentrations of uranium, thodun, 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 contains a hazardous component, its treatment, storage and disposal in Idaho is subject to the requirements of the HWMA, 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 as a "hazardous waste," USACE has determined that the wastes will only be dihposed of at Subtitle C facilities permitted to accept hazardou 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 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 an the INEEL site). Regarding their radioactive component, the NRC has determined that FUSRAP wastes are not subject to NRC regulation. If the wastes were subject to NRC regulation, they would be eligible for disposal only
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"at a NRC-Uc.nsed facility such as Envirocare in Utah. The Envirosafe facility does not have 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 Idaho law prohibits such disposal.  

While Idaho Code §§ 39-3001, I=., and the Idaho Environmental Protection and Health Act, 
Ideho Code §§ 39-101, g,.,- provide DEQ and the Board of H4alth and Welfare general authority 
to regulate radiation and protect public health and safety, and the environment, 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 such 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 HWM.A. The stringency provisions limit 
DEQ's rulemaking authority to rules no broader in scope or more stningent.than those of the federal 
govenmnent, Setting aside the question of DEQ's administrative or statutory authority, Envirosafe 
has voluntarily agreed to include in their 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; 

"* Installation and operation of stationary air and particulate sampling and radon gas 
measurements; and 

"* Construction of a land-fill cap barrier equivalcnt to the cap required by NRC.  

Once incorporated into the permit, these additional conditions are enforceable by DEQ. Envk-osafe's 
noncompliance 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 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 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 regulate the FUSRAP waste being accepted for disposal at the 
EnviroSafe facility, and DEQ does not explicitly regulate the radioactive component of the waste, 
The riceipt 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, I 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.  

state waste M ment and Remediation Program Office 
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Enclosure 

cc: C. Stephen Alfred 
ESbpf 
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ENVIROSAFE SERVICES OF IDAHO, INC.  
September 16, 1999 

Ms. Katherine Kelly C IV a 
State, Waste Program Administrator 
Division of Environmental Quality SEP 17 199s 
Idaho Department of H-ealth and Welfare OFv opN8 
1410 North Hilton -Wi MALQUAUi 
Boise, ID. 83706 HDOUS WASTE 

Dear Ms. Kelly: 

Regarding: Envirosafe Services of Idaho, Inc. (ES11) - IDD073 114654 
Class 1 Permit Modification to ESII's RCRA Part B Permit 

This letter is being sent to provide notice of a Class I Permit Modification prepare-d 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. Pursuantio 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, increa.e the capacity of the facility to protect human health and the 
environment.  

This notice is being filed in accordance with 40 CFR 270.42 (a). 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 (certified mail receipts) will be forwarded as proof that the required mailing was completed in 
accordance with 40 CPR Part: 270.42(a)(ii).  

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

Sincerely, 

Michael W. Spomer 
General Manager 

Attachments 

cc: Aob Bullock, IDEQ 
Brian Gaber, IDEQ 
Lee Weber, ES]I 

P.D. Box 400, Grand View. Idaho 83624 * (2D8) 834-2275 (800) 274-1516 • Fax: (208) 834-2997



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 I Modification- September 16, 1999 Page 1 
The following Class I Notice of Modification is submitted in acco-dance with the requir-ements of IDAPA 16.01.05.012 (40 CFR Part 270.42(a)) as follows: 

I. 2 70.42(a)(l)(i): 
This notice of Permit 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 Perrmit 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 I 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 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 Pennit Application.  

0 270.14 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.  

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

a 270.16 There is no change required 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 applicable.
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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)(5) and this change is presented in 
Appendix A.  

* 270.62 Not applicable.  

* 270.63 Not applicable.  

2. 270.42(a)(l)(ii): 

A copy of the receipts for the certified mailing to the required mailing list maintained under 
40 CFR Part 124.1 0(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 
govemrnment, 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.  

3. 270.42(a)(2): 

This Class I 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 Pemit Modifications, Section A.4.a.  

4. 270.42(a)(3): 

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

I certo0 uiiderpenalty of law that this documenr and all attachnments wereprepared under my direction or 
supervision it accordance with a system designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and 
evaluate the information submitted. Based on my, inquihy qf the person or persons who manage the system, 
or those persons directly responsiblefor gathering the Information, the information submitted is. to be the 
best of my knowledge and belief true. accurate, and complete. Iam aware that there are significantpenalties 
for subniluing false information, including the possfbilihy offine and imprisonmenr for knowing violations.  

Signature Date / 
Michael W. Sporner, General Manager

Class I Modification - September 16, 1999
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PAGE C-17 and C-18 
September 16, 1999 

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 ESII. 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(l) 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 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 ESII'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 Matt, fat, prepared by Radiation Safety Associates, Inc.).  

1. ESII may only receive FUSRAP material containing natural uranium, natural thorium, and their daughter products. ESH 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 ES!!, average activity concentrations may not exceed 355 pCi/g natural uranium (' U) and 110 pCi/g natural thorium ('Th) in any individual shipping container (e.g., rail car). Specific isotopes in the 23U decay series will be evaluated against the action level of 174 pCi/g and specific isotopes in the u2Th decay series will be evaluated against the action level of 55 pCi/g. ESI1 may accept, on a caseby-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 to exceed or are suspected of exceeding three times the average activity concentration guidelines described above, ESII may still accept the material so long as the generator certifies that the dose rate in contact with the unshielded container does not exceed 0.5 toremo/hr (500 grem/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 Department or 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 Malerial Recefpt 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-17 0 Copyright 1998 Envirosafe Services of Idaho, Inc.
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Figure C-2 Pre-acceptance Protocol 

G Pre-acceptance Criteria

Figure C-2 Pre-acceptance Protocol

C-i 8 0 Copyright 1998 Envirosafe Services of Idaho. Inc.
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Page 49 and 50a through 50c 
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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 I vertical, and an interior slope of 1.5 horizontal to 

I 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 i-ae of I 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 approved 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 FUSRAF material above grade must not extend beyond a maximum slope of 

5 horizontal to I vertical (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. TMis 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 modeling 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 20pCitm2/s radon flux on the surface 

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

•4Copyrighl Envirosafe Services of Idaho. Irtc.. 199649



T-.0 C-.- Tad 

7-- -5/ 'Tad

1 9,C 

178T Ito 0000
4XII0311130al 

NOZZIPM Wry/rAl" m0awq

panupoo Z I -(I am2iq 
6661 '9jxaqmajdaS :pas-TAa-tj 
61 :.iaqtunK juatupelIV 
MKIELOGGI ON Ilmlad

AeTzAve A.A. 1 mu RAp;"=vAw . .  

lmrs'ek, 7 , ' .'am mm L 
-CWTOV 1-161 PXVM..ITW -jqgoý it,, .7.;., . ..... I AMM I .........

31Y=A sma'ONCO !TY7

020 to-act$ 

ocs'l 110-acty, 00.4000. to 
00-Claco. ro-uaL* co _Q1.11S Mýalrv- t 

to.acLz" ao-ocal U-Codo. 0-0etv C01134301 9 
oos*i 'co-aost* ro-Godo, co-Coes, I 
0xv 9= 4 

no-woo, 1 a a *Cl 6 zo- ý4 a Co4qGQ0loj 00+G 5 
P1720 i 1.9031 IND LET J

0 
It r .  

3ULUS104 

4 3901 

!Cd to'esivst bml z7i=CNOT 

l"l3l.U304 

It, NOTIUMM I'myla 

tLT ITTAIZZV Wilaw ==svxq 

9'T =SMCI sm ardnreA 

GRIM= 

I XXXV1 

gni 

1901slQnd )=U 3zymms 

't-.T Tod Boa" 2zvl=g 11MAZO 

(ZZZIWlldo jam S92MIRL IZLV9 

x1ru MM no lull 0 

saunru Cm %I= A0 
P7;- lug 

J0 )u2AVU SHRIBI

MIDI 11143= 
(GIRIVIAM'D 

Horlzylu 
Nollv=vs Zw=lou 

ZHCLLSIOM 4 1=12M 

N011YUmaw 
kU =uos aErmaTic 

141311MCC HQ=vHvwR IMLY1 11MVIAC 

=,AMV knorm cm=m 

um 4M;U

JLL15010d 

salmilu 

t lallyn

J"Zsx I=Cl ROMA

q05

C-.Q-ý fad 

-7-

zo-CIL66, C 

oo-acoolo 

9C* 

6. Cal

nl RID 2 11A -4 -2ft Halsaill V7=4ý 
M011MVIU 

3=SIOW % jmr2k 

MoIlvULIMNM 
WH31 73mms a2zy=Tdo 

nmnlaw 
W1 ZMWd3q 

111A=v waimm arswes, 

untua sm ammvvmý 
Ulný 

mmmmntý 
C MAYi

000*0 

zo+Ce9ll6 
CO*(IVtvlz 
CC+a**C'G 

it-.v T:)d)

oo+cssd - I, 

00-avol's 

06+00's-9 

To-aaut 

20+42LIt-1.  

tT-,* a-.% Tad)

LU-USSIO-E 

EO+(IELS - s 

CQ+aL90 'T 
EO+Woe't 

(WD)

6"O'Llm*Tm Noisa"ra mom 2H; jo szrmsu 
W, Z I'[ =.;Vl WOUA =U mvi low= 3vve r 

E-.tLz Tod 

1-.B/Tad

EO GEWL 

LTG*-l .110 vaj morlymuvs 

XMLSIOW 4 Dom 
Nalivullm)= go +U000 * 0 Wnl 23tum a2.tvq47m' 

It, 9311WOM=Mn.Lmvm 

karavu amumvm 
L=uma vsvw amaym 

L-9011

"I 2AM so -XLY=. nu mm = mug vxva

ZVI 

lit,



Permit No. IDD073114654 
Attachment Number: 19 

Revised: September 16, 1999 

Figure D-12 

!i i 
i '9 

Cha 

~ LJ 

%N.,

50a

QS



SSTTE OF IDAHO 

IVISION OF low ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

usa North HtoaW - *'*l*e. Idtho 63706-1k55o (208) 37.3-06M 
D;d. Ke. e, Godeir 

C. St•phan Aked. .. minnlrawr 

December 23, 1999 a 

Robbi King 
State Senator, District 20 
P.O. Box 28 
Glenns Ferry, Idaho 83623 

Dear Senator King: 

Steve AllMrd asked that I respond to yor letter dated December 9, 1999, concerning regulation of the receipt and disposal of radioactively contauminatcd waste at the Envirosafe Services of Idaho. Inc.  
(Envirosafe) facility in Owyhee County.  

Envirosafe is a hazardous waste disposal facility regulated by the Idaho Division of Environmental Quality (DEQ) undcr the Hazardous Waste Management Act of 1983 (H-IWMA), Idaho Code §§ 39-4401, rt=. The HWMA and the Idaho hazardous waste rules at IDAPA 16.01.05, adopt a state hazardous waste regulatory program authorized pursuant to Subtitle C of the fedcral Resources 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).  

In recent years, Enviresafe has been awarded contracts to dispose of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) waste generated by the Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP).  These FUSRAP wwats ar= generally in the form of mill tailings and soils. The wastes contain very low concentrations of uranium, thorium, 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 VIW A and RCRA Subtitle C.  

If FUSRAP waste contains a hazardous component, its treatment, storage and disposal in Idaho is subject to the requirements of the HWMA, 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 as a "hazardous waste," USACE has determined that the wastes will only be disposed of at Subtitle C facilities permitted 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 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 radioactive component, the NRC has determined that FUSRAP wastes are not subject to NRC regulation. If the wastes were subject to NRC regulation, they would be eligible for disposal only



Senator King 
December 23, 1999 
Page 2 

at aNRC-Lcensed facility such as Eavirocarc in Utah. The Envirosafe facility does not have an NRC 
license- NRC has not prohibited the disposal of FUSRAP wastes at a Subtitle C facility such as that 
operated by Envirosafc, and nothing in Idaho law prohibits such disposal.  

While Idaho Code §§ 39-3001. =.. and the Idaho Environmental Protection and Health Act, 
Idaho Code §§ 39-401, g ., provide DEQ and the Board of Health and Welfare general authority 
to regulate radiation and protect public health and safety, and the environment, 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 such 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 rulernaking authority to rules no broader in scope or more stringcnt than those of the federal 
goverment. Setting aside the question of DEQ's administrative or statutory authority, Envirosafe 
has voluntarily agreed to include in their Subtitle C permit certain requirements that are equivalent 
to NRC standards for facilities acccpting low-level radioactive wastes. The additional permit 
requirements include the following; 

"* mplemontation of a screening process to insure that wastes are not accepted if a load fails 
established radioactivity limits; 

"* In-d•pth personnel training and monitoring for handling low level radioactive wastes; 

"* Installation and operation of stationary air and particulate sampling and radon gas 
measurements; and 

"* Construction of a landfill cap barrier equivalent to the cap required by NRC.  

Once icorporated into the permit, these additional conditions are enforceable by DEQ. Envirosafc's 
noncompliance with these or any of its permit conditions could result in an administrative or civil 
ation by DEQ.  

Envirosafe has accepted approximately 150,000 tons of FUSRAP waste since 1997. This amount 
reprmsts about 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 in 2001, 100,000 tons in 2002, and 125,000 tons in 2003.  
This volume will contributz 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 regulate the FUSRAF waste being accepted for disposal at the 
Enviroasfe facility, andt DEQ does not explicitly regulate the radioactive component of the waste, 
The r'ceipt and disposal of any waste v Enriirosafe is, however, regulated by rigorous hazardous
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waste requircments and several additional permit conditions expressly directed toward the 
radioactive component of FUSRAP waste. For your information, I 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 mc know.  

Administ tor 
State Wasto M • ent and Remediation Program Office 

KBKY-ra 3wm0wNsamf02Sisr.LT 

Enclosure 

cc: C. Stephen AlIlred 
ESbpf 
COF
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Is 'i1es occurrence which Is the sublact 
&1s definition JS that svent at the site of 
licensed activity, or activity for which 

mnlsseloa bm eterd into a contract.  
may caUe damae, rather than the 

wbece the damage may perhaps be 
d. Thin site must be within the United 

463. The suggested exclusion of facilities 
Ir li1cnse for exxort was not accepted.  

1 is because the definition of "unclear In
7 it" limits the ocrurrence causing danm
Ito one within the United States. It does 

sCatter what license may be appilcablo If 
currence is within the United States.  

iere is anything from a nuclear incident 
me licensed activity which causes lnjury 
tad or It there is any activity abroed 
f1h causec further injury In the United 
tea the situation will require further !n
elgation by the Coengrese at that timLe 

Sd literally, the last sentence would 
Inconsistent with the preceding 

ltement. Tt, Is, however, possible to 
Id the sentence as consistent with 
1 preceding statement If it Is taken 
Indicatlng a recognition by Congress 
the fact that the statutory Itmita

of liability to $500oo,000,W would 
;bably not limit clatms by foreign 
itdents to that amount in foreign 
xrts and that therefore the persons 
lemniftied were not fully protected 
Linst bankrupting claims, one of the 
mary purposes of the bin. 4 
f) ThIe point In question received 
xt consideration during the hear
:a preceding adoptlon of the bill hold 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Rn
.-y. A ummiary of the study of the 
ornic Industrial Forum, cited above, 
s introduced Into the record of the 
wring and Included a conclusion that 
Sprovisions of the bill seemed to 
rer the sitiation.A That conclusion 

ATtmic lItndustrial Worum. Fbiancial Pro
tion Against Atomic Hazard.% The Inter
donal Aspects, V. 52 (IM59).  
Ehearings before the Joint Committee on 
,taic Energy. Governmental Indemnity 
I Reactor Safoty, 85th Cong., 1st Sease. p.

10 CFR Cth. 1(0-1-99 Edl~kO 

would sene entitled to more than otiU
nary weight dinOe the Fo-t study re
ceived the cAreful cOonderatlon of the 
Joint Oonamitteo. 5 e.and the study rmf
erenced a statement from the 19Wg Re
port very similar to the confusing 
statement In tbe 1M7 Report noted 
above. 7 

(g) There was also a. rather axabig
uous colloqay In the hearings between 

epresentative Cole and Mr. Charles 
Haugh in which RoprseentativO Cole in
dicated that the Joint Committee 

"" S A will do pretty well If we B-ooeeatai1 
protect the AmeriCan people and property 
own&5 in this country without worrying 
&bout thoes that live abroad."" 

(h) Congress, in enacting the Price
Anderson Isldefumity Act added to sec
tion 2 of the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954. a new subsection which stated.  
inter alia: 

In order A to encourage the develoO
ment of the tcntic eneMY hbdUe
try, * I the United State" may Make funds 
available for a. vortion of the damaged snf
fered by the public from nuclear incidents 
and may limit the liability of thoee perOas 
liable for such loeees.  

Thin statutory purpwon is frustrated if 
the atomic energy indusatry' IS not pro* 
tected from bankrupting liabilities for 
damages caused abroad by an accident 
occurring in the United States. 0I the 

181 (5il,7 (hereinafter reermed to sa "Hear
ings.") 

iHetriogs. p. 18.  
'Heartn V. 182.  
'HearbxM p. 97. It in signlficant to nots 

that Mr. Haugh stated at that point tle 
problem of the reactor operator who Is con.  
corned with any type of liability. He noted 
that the insuralnce contracts would cover 
"*** the ingtamec where A** somethlin 
happented] out of the coontry and a suit is 
brought in the United Statue on that." 

,The Atomic Industrial Forum study noted 
that "ITlO be dfQate. the governme3utA In' 
demnity must cover indu•try' liability to 
restdents of the countries who suffer as a Me

salt of an accident at an Installation beael 
li, the United States." p. St. This is certailly 
the cas and one of the major Congre•SSnal 
purposes is fr-utrated should the Act be salt 
to be unclear on this point. The principal 
reason foer the conclusion that there Is cov
etra• reached In the Forum study is the fact 
that Prico-Andeav'out provides Indemnity for 
"any legal liability." &rtbur Murphy, Direc
tor of the study. in e recent articic, has stat
ed that the confusing sentenco In the Report

mnice.t Ragukitom Camrihsk

Report. the Joint Committee on 
tc Energy made explicit mention/of the 
fact that the Private inersanoekto be 
provided for reactor operators Inched 
coverage for damage In Can#a an 
Mexico and, at another point, noted 
the Committee's hope that the Insar
axe contract in Ita final form would 
cover the same scope as the bill. %o 

(1) It Is my opinion that since the 
language of the Act draws no distinc
tion between damage received lin the 
United States and that received 
xbroad, mone can properly be drawn. To 
read the Act as imposing such a imlta
tion In the absence of statutory direo
tio and in the light of an avowed Con
gresonal Intention to encourage the 
development of the atOmic energy in
dustry wouJd be unwarranted. The con
fusing sentence cited in the Report 
must, therefore, be read consistently 
with the language of the Act in the 
manner suggested above, i.e., as recog
nizing Congressional inability to limit 
foreign liability, or must be lsnored as 
inconsistent with the broad coverage of 
the statutory language.

In F11 4075, May 7, IM)s 

A * * t*conaisteot with the flat coverage 
of any legal liability by the Indemnity." 
Murphy, Liability for Atomic Accidenas and 
Insurance, in Law and Admlnlst•tloc In Nt 
clear Eoergy 75 (J159). In the testimony be
foeM the Joint Committee loet 'year, Pro
tesor 8muel lD. Estep. one of three authors 
of tie comprehentive study of Atoms and the 

law Apparently relying upon the leglolative hisory. stated that thJe problern of a reactor 
accident in the United States causing dam
ozie In a forelsi country was uncetr. pre
asmably since he considered the phrase "aa7 
legal liability" directe atm a different prob
lem. Hearings before the Joint Committee oa 
Atomic Encrg7, Indemnity and Reactor Safe
ty, 96t Cong., 1•t 8e•e., p. "41 (IM); Stason 
FAtep, and Pierce, Atoms and the Law, 577 
(19). Professor Estep •tad that there 
"surely oeght to be" coverage and sutggeted 
i clarifytng amendment. His statement that 
the phrase "any legal liability" covers only 
te question of time restrictions for claims 
teemw to me erroneous since the language 
w05. "any legAl liability." seems lntea
tlonlly broad. Addlitionally, should this 
ser ierrow reading be given to admittedly 
broad statutory language, the Congresslonal 
parpoee would be f-ustrated.  

"ýReport, p. U.

# " Mse faeIie nd M |4 In~trp~eta by the Generw 

-e." ami modE• wat ruerf-Is under 

Act of 1954, as amended.,I
vidual stm i.v not. in the aAL bO 
ofa reement with' the Atomic4-t

a desibed U- the Act from _the

agt r eements with the AEC lack au
thority to regulate the facilittes de
soribed In the Act, including nuclear 
power plants and the dischargv of 
effluents trom such facilities, from the 
standpoint of radiological health and 
safety.  

(b) rhoe Atomic lEnergy Act of 1964 
sets out a Pattern for lloensing and reg
ulation of certain nuclear materials 
and facilities on the basis of the com
mon defense and ecurity and radio
loglcal health and safety. The regu
latory pattern requires, in general, 
that the constructIon and operation of 
production facilities (nuclear reactors 
used for production and separation of 
plutonium or uranium-r33 or fuel re
processing plants) and utilitation fa.  
cIlitles (nuclear reactore used for pro
duction of power, medical thempy, re
searc, and testing) and the possession 
and use of byproduct material 
(radloisotopes), source iaterial (tho
rium and uranium ores), and special 
nuclear material (enriched uranium 
and plutonium, used as fuel In nuclear 
reactors), be licensed and regulated by 
the Cominrnsiou.12 In carrying out Its 
statutory responsibilities for the pro
tection of tlhe public health aKd safety 
from radiation hazards and for the pro
motion of the common defeose and se
curity, the ABC has promilgated regu
lations which establish requirements 
for the issuance of licensee (Parts 30-36, 
40. 50. 70. 71. and 100 of this chapter) 

"11 Pub. I 83-1•_• 58 Stat. 919.  
rathe terms "byproduct material ." 

"source materlal," and "special nuclear ma
terial" are defined in the Atomic energy 
Act. sections Ile, Iz, and lis", respectively.  
The terms "production facility" •nd "utill
ration factllty" are defined In secatons liv 
and U1cC of the Act. respeetively.
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ENVIROSAFE SERVICES OF IDAHO, INC.  
September 16, 1999 

Ms. Katherine Kelly C IV 
State Waste Program Administrator Division of Environmental Quality SEP 1 7 1999 Idaho Department of Health and Welfare 

DIV 1410 North Hilton 
AIAJ-•I A Tl_ ,rAL.QUAlT Boise, ID. 83706 

HADOUS WASTE 

Dear Ms. Kelly: 

Regarding: Envirosafe Services of Idaho, Inc. (ESTI) - IDD073 114654 
Class 1 PerMit Modification to ESII's RCRA Part B Permit 

This letter is being sent to provide notice of a Class I 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. Pursuantio general Class I 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 accordance with 40 CFR 270.42 (a). The mailing list used is on file with the State of Idaho IDHW as the official mailing lisL 

The attached notice details the requirements for this modification and die 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(a)(ii).  

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

Sincerely, 

Michael W. Sportier 

General Manager 

Attachments 

cc: V/bob Bullock, IDEQ 
Brian Gaber, IDEQ 
Lee Weber, ESI! 

P.O. Box 400, Grand View, Idaho 83624 (20.8) 834-2275 (800) 274-1516 Fax: (208) 834-2997



NOTIFICATION OF CLASS I 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 I Modification - September 16, 1999 Page 1 
The following Class I Notice of Modification is submitted in accordance with the requir emenits of IDAPA 16.01.05.012 (40 CFR Part 2 70.42(a)) as follows: 

1. 2 70.42(a)(1)(i): 
This notice of Permit 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 Perrimit 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 I Permit modification found in 40 CFR 270.42 Appendix I (A)(4). In addition and pursuant to 40 CFR 270.42(d)(2)(i), more detailed language describing the barrier for long-tenn 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 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.  

0 270.14 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.  

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

a 270.16 There is no change required 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.  

0 270.18 Not applicable.  

0 270.19 Not applicable.

* 270.20 Not applicable.



* 270.21 The 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.  

* 270.62 Not applicable.  

270.63 Not applicable.  

2. 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 imits of State and Local 
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.  

3. 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 Perrnit Modifications, Section A.4.a.  

4. 270.42(a)(3): 

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

I cerrqA. underpenalt, of law that this docunment and all attachments wereprepared under my direction or 
supernision in accordance with a system designed to assure that qualifiedpermonnel properly gather and 
evaluate the information submitted. Based on my' inquiry qfthe person or persons who manage the system, 
or those persons directly responsible for gathering the Information, the information submitted is, to be the 
best of/mv knowledge and belief true. accurate, and complete. lain aware that there are signi icant penalties 
for submittingfalse information, including the porsibiliry offine and imprisonment for knowing violations.  

Signature Date 
Michael W. Spomer, General Manager

Class I Modification - September 16, 1999 Page 2
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ATrACHMENT 2 - WASTE ANALYSIS PLAN 

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

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.



Permit No. IDD073114654 
Attachment Number: 2 

Revised: September 16, 1999 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
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C-Ic Identification of Wastes to be Managed ............................ 6 
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Permit No. IDD073114654 
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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 ESII. 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 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 ESII'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 andJustificationfor FUSRA4P Material, prepared by Radiation Safety Associates, Inc.).  

I. 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 (e.g., rail car). Specific isotopes in the 2"U decay series will be evaluated against the action level of 174 pCilg and specific isotopes in the "2Th decay series will be evaluated against theoaction level of 55 pCi/g. ESTI may accept, on a caseby-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 to exceed or are suspected of exceeding three times the average activity concentration guidelines described above, ESII may still accept the material so long as the generator certifies that the dose rate in contact with the unshielded container does not exceed 0.5 mrem/hr (500 grem/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 Department 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 Recefpt 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 mrern/year.

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

G Pre-acceptance Criteria

S..... •,l~vvl [ Designate Compatibility 
Dstarmfne ProeprWasls L_!!ý wat 
Treatment I Processing Designate Safety 

S. Guidelines 

Complete Waste Profile-, Notify On-gite 

Assign intemat Waste Laboratory of Waste 
Product Questionnare L Analysis I Fingerprint 

(WPQ) U Analysis Procedures.

Figure C-2 Pre-acceptance Protocol

C-I 8 C 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 Landfill 14 of the fill. No other 
changes have been made other than the 
Table of Contents.
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TABLE OF CONTENTS, continued 

LIST OF TABLES: 

Table D-1 I Landfill Capacities ............................................. 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 
Figure D-8 
Figure D-10 
Figure D-1 I 
Figure D-12

Certification of Liner System Repair Form ........................ 26 
Liner System Repair Report Form ............................... 27 
Typical Cross Section of Above-Grade Containment Dikes .......... 50 
W aste Locator System ........................................ 56 
Typical Section Through Cell 14 ............................... 50a

i)Copyrighl Envirosafe Services ofrIda, Iic., 1996
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As waste placement operations approach the top of the below-grade liner system, clen 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 I vertical, and an interior slope of 1.5 horizontal to 

I 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 iate of I 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 approved 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 I vertical (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 modeling 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 landfill, this barrier is an additional precaution that ESIL is electing to apply.

OCopyright Envirosafe Services of Idaho. tnc.. 199649



'y '&Iva No vzvmm, W114 WiL QL Ims vrda

tD-aLC6*E 

CST, 

t 

00-moo * 0 

Sc* 

ý=91 L OIE r

T-.S 

Z-.* C--XD Tod 

76/174 

C-_VAD a 

um

siz, 
Vs 

00"U900*6 

till

panut uoZ) Z I -(I o1al .1 _4 
6661 '91 -laqTuaidaS :p85.TAa-d 
61 .-ioqtunK juuu[jqaejjV 
MKIELOGGI *014 wanj

x0jx2vu JOAR-T S.-C 
r4 xv 

INTSINAlf 7.  
OrAdIjamm Yma mm 
01VIUbol JWVT2nH -S-a 

-CSMOEJ 4-101 pzvqojTw -1 9goý 6116T 'r 'q* 9*1 IU078-2QA ......... ; HOC" I .........

YAITI Lim

-czttcL 
"g, 

ti MISIOW 4 IM 

T-.# Tod 00+00010 wun 3zv= zaUzz 

or, ROXIVOM uWn 'Imy 
t-.6/yad a XIIAI=V HUMM 

xxxoma 86-44 a4w 

Isc 

L 90 '1 

7. 
M14 

Z bW 

T-.6 Z,= MDIMdJIq ý'e='nq 

sp norimamrws 3UMS1 
JM012Y 

T- lad to-ag-C-r-S NQlXWXIhMaNCC ZORMS auvlul-nyl 

It 
%-,S/lZd I'Ll SITAIlow klia" cwmn-lip 

15 MEMCI SSW ammsymm 

021Z ssamnu 
T =Vn I 

9015=nd xau zavm 

H07 N Tod mom 23VII 

cmZIN11,30 log 2652=211ml 

wu mm so IIHM 0 

smir" mm vm= do 

MmTmimd luml wnm 

sole Is WmAlm .40 JUIAM HIS 

As 
9V mulp".1 -dry/m" 

x-.2 TZ60000. J".UXOD woza 

JON

020, d

QQ+CIOCOlo 0 

r-IlQ Iscolý0-0- 70 011

=Iosusloz 

May 2munos c=Y=Tc 

"OlImma wu%-. J.,IavAn 

XIIALt-jv mim armaom 
Xlz-= ssvw czmsm 

J416010d 

1182=01M

IDIr.14 
HolswIrCRIMM 

MOMM 

WWU 2nudoo =VWIM 

MMIOI,1&30:: 
molxwmvm ImIrl =V12C 

UXAIIZV knIM 42WOW 

=Bxza env 4=STD 

JLLIsO'dOd

T-.9 C-.C= Fad

Hoisam-a ARMME 

L NOX.Lvwuvs 3"NorMayck, 
X=Slow it JMX214 

MOILWHIN7o 
WH31 71=s mtzv= 

LM211"m 
-40,Z.VAVWI HUWI IMWAW 

AIIA=)v W=mm ardnmh 

Lug= sm amswh

zo-aL661C 

cot, 

00-CIOOO 1 0 

se, 

Czal

led I il 

avot-9 

00+Co Ile, 9 

TO-aeivt 

to+cLsvt 

Z-.QI To

c0+4692 1 6 

c6+41,99 I z 

CC+ai,*C'6 

sollascVz 

It -. ,c Tod) 

*3NO3 ZTYII

BRO]cz-vmzlvz Noisuna uom z4 go szwm 
Z--w Tod zo+pr6bc It =xvj WOU xau =vq Aaw= 3m

to-arrs- m 

00-4000 

00-C1600 

Do-too 

*G-9syl 

0
-o- co-cost t t



Permit No. IDD073114654 
Attachment Number: 19 

Revised: September 16, 1999 

Figure D-12 
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