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1 Introduction and Executive Summary
US Ecology Idaho (USEI) currently operates a RCRA Subtitle C and Toxic Substance
Control Act (TSCA) Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage and Disposal Facility (EPA ID
No. DD073114654) located approximately 10 miles west of Grand View in Owyhee
County, Idaho (Figure 1). The facility is located approximately in the middle of Section
19, T4S, R2E. The USEI facility was previously one of three Titan missile bases in
southwestern Idaho constructed and later decommissioned in the early to mid-1960's.
The US Air Force designated the three bases Sites A, B and C. The USEI Grand View
facility is Site B.

The USEI facility is operated under the authority of the permit issued and monitored by
the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ). USEI has submitted a siting
license application (Application) to add Cell 16 as additional storage capacity at the site
This siting license was subsequently approved by the IDEQ after the prescribed review
and public process 2. The Siting Application includes a comprehensive description of
subsurface conditions at the site that is has been confirmed by over 25 years of
investigations by USEI and previous site owners and operators and their environmental
consultants.

Because the USEI facility is not licensed by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Agency (NRC)
and because Idaho does not have authority as an Agreement State to implement NRC
regulations for disposal of wastes from NRC regulated facilities exemptions are
necessary from the requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 20 for disposal at USEI. Pursuant to this
requirement, Westinghouse Electric Company, LLC (WEC) has requested an amendment
to its NRC license and authorization under the provisions of 10 C.F.R. § 20.2002 to ship
waste from its Hematite facility in Festus, Missouri to USEI for disposal ("WEC
Request"). In response to this application, the NRC has asked questions about the USEI
site geology and groundwater that are the subject of this report. This report also
addresses seven specific contentions raised by one commenter (CCI) in formal comments
to the NRC regarding the WEC request (Appendix B)3.

As an aid in further demonstrating site hydrogeologic conditions at Site B, we have
prepared the following: 1) Summary of hydrogeologic conditions; 2) Quantitative
analysis of hydrologic conditions using three-dimensional illustrations, geotechnical
engineering analysis, and numerical modeling of groundwater flow; and 3) Use of the
quantitative analysis to address comments made by one commenter on this matter.

American Geotechnics, June 30, 2006: Hazardous Waste Facility Siting License Application Cell 16

Grand View, Idaho
2 Idaho Department of Environmental Quality siting license approval letter to US Ecology Idaho dated

December 6, 2006
3 Citizens for a Clean Idaho (CCI), an Idaho citizens group, raised seven specific contentions to the US
Nuclear Regulatory Commission as part of its request for a public hearing on the Westinghouse proposal.
The Atomic Safety Licensing Board subsequently denied the request for a hearing.
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In summary, this report will demonstrate the following:

" Site geologic and hydrogeologic conditions are well understood based on decades
of environmental study and reports prepared by environmental professionals and
accepted by the IDEQ.

* The site is underlain by two, discrete, low yielding, water-bearing units referred to
as the Upper and Lower Aquifers.

" Rising groundwater conditions in both aquifers at the site are well documented
and have been investigated and the potential impacts on groundwater monitoring
have been systematically evaluated since 1999.

" The materials that overlie the Upper Aquifer are sufficiently permeable to allow
water entering them to drain to the north and east which will limit the elevations
to which groundwater will rise.

" A three-dimensional model has been developed that uses site specific and regional
data and information that quantitatively demonstrates that drainage function of the
permeable materials above the present zone of saturation will prevent water levels
from continuing to rise and will prevent the formation of new groundwater
discharge to the surface via springs and seeps.

* The model was used to demonstrate the limits on water level rises and the lack of
new groundwater discharge to the surface under the a hypothetical and extremely
unlikely condition of increasing recharge from precipitation from the current
value of zero to a value that would result from permanently quadrupling the
annual precipitation in the region.

" As a result, under both expected and extremely unlikely, hypothetical scenarios,
the parameters and assumptions used for the site's RESRAD model remain sound.

This report has been prepared by licensed and certified professional engineers and
geologists at the request of USEI.

Mr. Eric Lappala, P.E., P.H, Eagle Resources, P.A., provided the overall report collation
and preparation including assembling and completing the figures. In addition Mr.
Lappala was the primary author of Section 3 including the development of the numerical
groundwater flow model and associated simulations. Mr. Rex Hanson, P.E., American
Geotechnics, Inc., provided the geotechnical evaluation and discussion of water level
responses to soil loading at Site B found in Section 3.1. Mr. Charles Feast, P.G., Feast
Geosciences, LLC, prepared Section 2 describing the Site Hydrogeology and Section 3.2
which discusses long term water level trends at the USEI site. Mr. Lappala also
conducted the RESRAD modeling presented in Section 4.
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It is our collective professional opinion that the data, information and analyses included
in reports that have been prepared over the last 25 years and which are summarized in the
Siting Application comprise an adequate technical basis to demonstrate understanding
and description of the hydrogeologic conditions at Site B.

2 Summary of Site Hydrogeologic Conditions
USEI and previous owners of the facility have conducted extensive studies and
characterization of the groundwater and unsaturated (vadose) zone beneath Site B over
the last 25 years. This report provides a summary of the hydrogeologic conditions based
upon those studies and uses site specific information as well as regional information to
extend the understanding of these conditions to an area of approximately nine (9) square
miles that is centered on the site (Figure 1).

2.1 Hydrogeologic Setting
The USEI Facility sits on a low flat topped knoll at an elevation of 2545 to 2600 feet
(Figure 1). Surrounding surface elevations range from 2450 to 2475 feet on the west,
north and southeast and 2500 feet on the south side. The Snake River, at elevation
approximately 2,335 flows from east to west approximately three miles to the east and
two miles to the north of the site. Two perennial streams, Castle and Catherine Cieeks
flow from south to north approximately 2,000 feet west of northwest comer of Section 19
and 4,000 feet west of the southwest comer of Section 19 (Figure 1). The two creeks join
at the approximate northern edge of Section 19 and the combined creek, .Castle Creek,
continues to the north approximately two miles where it discharges into the Snake River.

Site studies based upon geologic cores, geophysical logs and hundreds of water quality
samples from dozens of borings and wells have concluded that below a thick vadose zone
there are two, independent, water-bearing zones within the upper 300 feet beneath the
site. Out of convenience and convention to ease communication with the regulatory
agencies (US EPA and IDEQ) these units have been designated the Upper and Lower
Aquifers (Figure 2), although neither "aquifer" is capable of producing significant water.
The aquifers and the clay unit that separates them beneath the Site dip downward to the
north-northeast at 3 to 5 degrees.

Underlying the Lower Aquifer and extending to a depth of approximately 2400 feet are
progressively indurated clays and shale that comprise the confining bed for a deep,
geothermnal, artesian aquifer present in basalt that was penetrated by a 3100 foot deep
well installed by the US Air Force.

The general geologic history of the subsurface at USEI Site B, pertinent to this report
begins with the placement of the Banbury Basalts in late Miocene time, approximately 5
to 6 million years ago (mya). Overlying the Banbury Basalt is the Glenns Ferry
Formation of Pliocene age (approximately 5 to 2 mya). The Glenns Ferry Formation
consists of a thick section of predominantly clay, silt and fine sand beds deposited in a
series of large, regional lakes that formed behind temporary lava dams across the Snake
River near the Idaho-Oregon border. The Glenns Ferry Formation beneath Site B
consists of both lacustrine (lake deposits) and fluvial (flood plain) sediments. The
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sedimentary record at Site B reflects a general pattern of coarsening upward, as the large
regional lakes filled in, dried up or drained. In general the deeper portions of the Glenns
Ferry Formation is almost entirely thick, massive, lacustrine clay and silt but the upper
parts, including the Upper and Lower Aquifers and much of overlying vadose sediments,
represent a transition from lacustrine to fluvial sediments. This coarsening-upward
sedimentary pattern is very significant to the understanding of the hydrogeology of Site
B.

Above the Glenns Ferry Formation is the Pleistocene Bruneau Formation (less than 1.5
mya) that forms a mantle of fine to coarse sands and mixed sand and gravel. The
Bruneau Formation was deposited, and subsequently reworked, by the Snake River after
the regional lake forming conditions at the end of the Pliocene had ceased.

2.2 Hydrostratigraphic Units
To assist in presenting the hydrogeologic conditions documented by past studies and
reports a three-dimensional cross-section that cuts from west to east through the Cell 14
of the USEI site is presented as Figure 2. Figure 3 provides a detailed north-south cross
section along the east side of Site B. These sections have been prepared using the
lithologic logs of wells and borings that were drilled to characterize the Upper and Lower
Aquifers.

Six hydrostratigraphic units are important to understanding site hydrogeology and its
ability to isolate disposed wastes. These units, beginning at ground surface and extending
to a depth of about 3300 feet consist of the following: 1) Vadose Zone; 2) Upper Aquifer;
3) Upper Confining Clay; 4) Lower Aquifer; 5) Lower Confining Clay and Shale, and 6)
the basalt artesian aquifer.

2.2.1 Vadose Zone
The vadose zone is the interval of unsaturated materials extending downward from the
land surface to the top of the uppermost zone of permanent saturation (Upper Aquifer).
At the USEI site, the vadose zone is 150 to 200 feet of thick. Locally a discontinuous,
surficial gravel layer is present over parts of the site but large areas of these deposits were
disturbed beginning with the construction of the missile base in the late 1950's. The
upper part of the vadose zone, below the surficial gravels (where present), consists of
thick beds of dry, fine to medium, sand with thin beds of silt and clay. The lower part of
the vadose zone consists of medium to thinly bedded fine silty sand, silt and clay. West
of the site, along the east wall of the Castle Creek valley, the materials comprising the
vadose zone beneath the site crop out and form relatively steep slopes as shown in
Figures 1 and 2.

The grain size distribution, moisture content and hydraulic properties of the various
stratigraphic units within the vadose zone have been characterized by extensive sampling,
field testing, and laboratory testing4 . Using these characteristics, a three dimensional,

4 CH2MHiII, 1986. Vadose Zone Characteristics at ESII Site B Grand View Idaho
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Saturated-Unsaturated Transport (SUTRA 5) model was used to evaluate movement of
water through the vadose zone. This analysis concluded that the overall low moisture
content and hydraulic contrast between the numerous discrete beds comprising the
vadose zone at USEI Site B provide a high degree of protection against vertical
movement of water from the surface to the Upper Aquifer. In addition the model results
indicated that the vadose zone would retain more water than could reasonably be
produced on the site if such water were to enter the vadose zone as a result of the failure
of the disposal cell liner systems6.

2.2.2 Upper Aquifer
The Upper Aquifer is an unconfined or water-table aquifer. The top of the aquifer is
defined by the current position of the water table. The lower part of the Upper Aquifer
consists of fine sand and silt beds in a predominantly silty-clay matrix. The frequency
and thickness of sand beds generally increase upwards within the Upper Aquifer and the
uppermost portion of the Upper Aquifer is predominantly fine to medium sand. As a
result of the north-northeast dip of the Upper Aquifer, the saturated thickness of the
Upper Aquifer is wedge shaped with the greatest thickness along the northern boundary
of the site. And as shown on Figure 3, the saturated thickness of the Upper Aquifer thins
to the south. The southern extent of saturation in the Upper Aquifer crosses from
northwest to southeast across the site approximately at the northern toe of Cell 14 as
shown in Figure 4.

As a result of the combination of decreasing saturated thickness, and the fact that the
lower part of the Upper Aquifer contains less sand, the well yields of the Upper Aquifer
also decrease from north to south. Across the northern portion of the site where the
aquifer is the thickest and contains the highest percentage of sands, well yields of 1 to 3
gallons per minute (gpm) can be maintained. Toward the southern extent of the aquifer
where it is thinner and there are fewer and thinner saturated sand beds, well yields fall off
to less than 0.5 gpm.

Water levels in the Upper Aquifer are generally 165 to 200 feet below ground level
depending on the ground surface elevation at the well head. In the extreme northwest
corner of the site in the vicinity of well U-4, the topography is the lowest and the depth to
water in the Upper Aquifer is approximately 130 feet.

2.2.3 Upper Confining Unit
Underlying the Upper Aquifer is a thick, massive clay and silty clay 20 to 35 feet thick
with sufficiently low permeability to hydraulically separate the Upper and Lower
Aquifers. This material is similar to that being mined from the Ketterling source located 2
miles southeast of the site. The clays from this source are being used for the low
permeability clay liners at the site and have a permeability of approximately 1.0 x 10-6

5 Voss, C.I., 1984 A Finite Element Simulation Model for Saturated-Unsaturated, Fluid-density-dependent
Groundwater Flow with Energy Transport or Chemically-reactive Single-Species Solute Transport: U.S.
Geological survey Water Resources Investigation Report 84-4369.
6 CH2MHiII, 1987. Computer modeling results for the Part B Permit Application, ESII Site B Grand View
Idaho.
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cm/sec (0.003 ft/day). The permeability of samples of the deep lacustrine clays
determined during site characterization 7 ranged from 1.0 x 10-6 cm/sec to 1.0 x 10-7

cm/sec.

2.2.4 Lower Aquifer
The Lower Aquifer is a confined aquifer and is saturated beneath the entire site. The
Lower Aquifer is bounded by upper and lower confining clays and consists of a "swarm"
of thin lamina, partings, and thin beds of very fine sand with an aggregate thickness of
approximately 3 feet that is embedded in approximately 30 feet of silty clay. The Lower
Aquifer is an extremely low water yielding formation. None of the Lower Aquifer wells
can be pumped continuously and estimates from observations of water level recovery
rates indicate that even under extreme drawdown conditions the formation yields less
than 0.01 gpm.

Beneath the southern edge of the Site the depth to water in the Lower Aquifer is typically
190 to 210 feet.

2.2.5 Deeper Hydrostratigraphic Units
Based upon the log of the 3,100 foot deep artesian supply well drilled on site by the U.S.
Air Force, site, approximately 2285 feet of clay and shale underlie the Lower Aquifer and
separate it from the Banbury Basalt and deeper basalt aquifers. The Banbury Basalt and
deeper basalts are local and regional geothermal, artesian aquifer. The artesian well at
Site B was plugged and abandoned in 1985 using oil field techniques and contractors8.

2.3 Recharge, Movement, and Discharge of Groundwater
Understanding the operation of any hydrogeologic system requires knowing the location,
timing, and magnitudes of water entering (recharge), flowing through, and leaving the
system (discharge).

2.3.1 Groundwater Recharge
Four potential sources of groundwater recharge have been evaluated by past studies of
the USEI site: deep percolation of precipitation, infiltration of ponded precipitation in
uncompleted waste cells; streamflow losses from Castle and Catherine Creeks, and
upward leakage from the geothermal artesian aquifer or from the abandoned artesian
well. As shown in the following sections, recharge from the creeks is the only plausible
and reasonable source of groundwater present in the Upper and Lower Aquifers.

2.3.1.1 Recharge from Precipitation
Previous studies conducted as part of the permitting of the USEI site have clearly
demonstrated that the arid conditions and thick vadose zone at the site preclude
measurable recharge to the saturated zone from infiltration of precipitation. The mean
annual precipitation at the site is less than 7 inches per year based upon 47 years of

7 CH2MHilI, 1986. Vadose Zone Characteristics at ESII Site B Grand View Idaho

8 CH2M HILL, June 1986). Report on Plugging the Artesian Well at USEI Site B Near Grand View, ID.

Boise, ID.
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record at Grand View Idaho9. Records of precipitation and potential evapotranspiration
(PET) for Grand View, Idaho from 1993 to the present show that average annual
precipitation was 6.1 inches and average annual PET was 57.3 inches10 . In addition site
runoff is routed to lined evaporation basins and prevented from ponding and infiltrating.
Consequently, all precipitation falling on the site is returned to the atmosphere by ET
from the soil zone before it infiltrates deeper. The vadose zone characterization and
SUTRA model results 6 confirmed that recharge from precipitation is insignificant at the
USEI site.

2.3.1.2 Infiltration from Waste Cells
Liquid wastes are not accepted at the USEI facility as a condition of their operating
permit with IDEQ. The liner and leachate collection systems for the waste cells at the
USEI site are constructed to contain and remove any liquids that may accumulate as a
result of an extreme rainfall event falling on the cells prior to closure. As part of previous
permitting of the site, analyses were conducted to assess the fate of a release of water
from a hypothetical liner failure. These studies have shown that water from such a failure
would not reach the water table in the Upper Aquifer because it would be retained by
capillarity in the thick vadose zone present at the site4'5'11'12

2.3.1.3 Lateral Recharge from Castle and Catherine Creeks
Catherine and Castle Creeks originate in the Owyhee Mountains south of the site and13
have a combined drainage area of 248 square miles . Both of these streams are

14designated as perennial on the U.S. Geological Survey 7.5 topographic map of the area

Site studies since 199915 have identified Castle Creek northwest and southwest of Site B
as the probable recharge source for the Upper and Lower Aquifers. The strata containing
the Upper and Lower Aquifers dip to the north-northeast at 3 to 5 degrees and the lateral
trend of the strata, the strike, is southeast-northwest. Extending the strike of the Upper
Aquifer sediments indicates the upper part of the aquifer probably underlies Castle Creek
northwest of the northwest corner of Section 19. Projecting the Lower Aquifer up-dip to
the southwest indicates that recharge to the Lower Aquifer probably occurs along the
reach of Castle Creek lying south of approximately the north boundary of Section 24
(Figures 1 and 2).

9 http://www4.ncdc.noaa.gov/cgi-win/wwcgi.dll?WWDI-StnSrch: National Climatic Data Center Station
103760, Grand View, ID.
10 http://www.usbr.gov/pn/agrimet/wxdata.htmi : U.S. Bureau of Reclamation AGRIMET Station Grand

View, ID
1 CH2MHiII, February 1986. ESII Site B Site Characterization and Groundwater Monitoring Program,

Envirosafe Services of Idaho, Inc., Grand View, ID. U.S. EPA I.D. No. 1DD073114654. Boise, ID.
12 Eagle Resources, P.A. April 2005. Site-Specific RESRAD Water Pathway Parameters for the
Contaminated Soil, Vadose Zone and Saturated Zone, US Ecology Grand View Idaho.
13 http://www.idwr.idaho.gov/Geographiclnfo/GISdata/watersheds.htm: Idaho Department of Water
Resources online GIS Data.
14 http://data.geocomm.com/catalog/US/61053/425/index.html: U.S. Geological Survey, Castle Butte 7.5
minute topographic map, digital version.
"s CH2MI-IilI, 1999 Rising Groundwater Study
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2.3.1.4 Upward Leakage from the Geothermal Artesian Aquifer or from
the Abandoned Artesian Well

Site studies since 199916 and data collected during each semi-annual groundwater
sampling event have examined geochemistry, water level and temperature data in an
effort to determine if the Lower Aquifer is being recharged by vertical movement either
as diffuse flow through the thick lower confining strata beneath the Lower Aquifer, or as
leakage up the well wellbore of the abandoned artesian well drilled by the U.S. Air Force.
Based on these analyses there is no evidence that vertical leakage at the site is a
significant source of recharge to the Lower Aquifer.

2.3.2 Groundwater Movement and Age Dating
The characterization of the movement of groundwater in the Upper and Lower Aquifers
has been documented by using both water level elevation measurements in monitoring
wells and age dating of water samples from the water wells.

2.3.2.1 Groundwater Flow Directions
Water level measurements in Upper Aquifer monitoring wells and Lower Aquifer
monitoring wells that have been taken over the last 20+ years have been used to
document the direction of groundwater movement and to infer the approximate rates of
such movement. These data show that groundwater in the Upper Aquifer flows along
strike from its recharge area along Castle Creek northwest of Section 19 and flows to the
east-southeast (Figures 2 and 4). Groundwater in the Lower Aquifer moves down dip to
the northeast from the apparent recharge area along Castle Creek drainage southwest of
the site (Figures 2 and 5).

In addition to the lateral flow regimes described above there are vertical ,gradients
between the aquifers. Based on previous studies' 7 , the confining clay between the
aquifers has a hydraulic conductivity of 1.0 x 10-6 cm/sec to 1.0 x 10-7 cm/sec. Across
the northern one-third of the site the water level in the Upper Aquifer is higher than the
Lower Aquifer and thus there is a downward gradient and therefore under Darcy's law a
calculable flow. However, the flux of water across the confining clay under these head
conditions is not significant.

Across the south central part of the site, there is a zone where an upward gradient exists
from the Lower to the Upper Aquifer. Based upon the difference in measured water
levels in the Upper and Lower Aquifers in this zone and the low hydraulic conductivity
of the clay that separates them, the leakage from Lower to Upper Aquifer is insignificant.
The lack of significant exchange of water between the two aquifers has been clearly
demonstrated by the distinct different water chemistry of the two aquifers.

16 CH2MHilI, 1999 Rising Groundwater Study
17 CH2MHiII, 1986. Vadose Zone Characteristics at ESII Site B Grand View Idaho
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2.3.2.2 Groundwater Age Dating
Age dating conducted in 199918 indicates that "new" 700-900 year old groundwater is
coming in from the northwest in the higher permeable parts of the Upper Aquifer and is
mixing with and displacing the older water in the less permeable parts of the Upper
Aquifer across the eastern and south central portions of the site. The oldest Upper
Aquifer water was dated at about 9,500 years old.

Water in the Lower Aquifer is moving very slowly to the northeast (down dip) from the
projected recharge area along Castle Creek southwest of the site. Lower Aquifer water at
Site B was dated at about 12,000 years old, about the same age as the samples collected
from two artesian wells in the area. This suggests that while hydra'ulic head (pressure)
and gradient (flow direction) are being influenced by the recharge area, modem recharge
water has not reached Site B. The extreme sluggish movement of water in the Lower
Aquifer makes it difficult to positively identify the source of water in the Lower Aquifer.

2.3.3 Discharge of Groundwater
As documented by tile direction of groundwater flow based on contours of water levels
shown in Figures 2, 4, and 5, both of the aquifers discharge through the north and east
boundaries of the analysis area. Although there has been no specific aquifer
characterization efforts conducted off site to the east and northeast the continuation of the
aquifers is implied by the consistency and continuity of the water level contours and
groundwater potential lines for both aquifers.

2.3.4 Water Level Trends, Causes and Effects
Beginning with the first sets of sequential water level measurements in test wells installed
during the site characterization process in the mid 1980's it was observed that water
levels were rising slowly in monitoring wells at USEI Site B. The upward trend in water
levels at Site B is one of the major issues raised by CCI.

The issue of rising groundwater at the site has been evaluated by USEI and the previous
site owners. The results of these studies have been presented in reports beginning with
the primary report in 199919 and with subsequent updates in 2001, 2003 and 2006. In
addition, beginning in 2006, each semi-annual groundwater sampling report contains an
evaluation of water level trends updated with the most recent set of water level data.

2.3.4.1 Water Level Trends
Figure 6 provides examples of hydrographs for Upper and Lower Aquifer wells at Site B.
The hydrograph for Upper Aquifer well U-7 along the northern boundary of the site
shows that the rate of water level rise has flattened considerably since approximately
2000. Well U-26 at the extreme southern extent of the Upper Aquifer shows a longer,
steeper trend but also a distinct flattening of the water level trend line beginning in about
2004.

18 CH2MHiII, 1999 Rising Groundwater Study
19 CH2MHilI, 1999 Rising Groundwater Study
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The hydrographs for Lower Aquifer wells shown on Figure 6 have similar water level
trends to the Upper Aquifer wells. Well LP-13 in the extreme northeast comer of the site
shows a flattening trend similar to adjacent well U-7. Well L-33 in the center of the site
shows a flattening trend similar to well U-26.

The hydrograph for Lower Aquifer well L-38 is provided to illustrate the water level
response to surface loading observed in .this, and several other Lower Aquifer wells. One
of CCI's issues was directly related to this hydrograph. As can be seen by this
hydrograph, a large spike in the water level occurred in mid-1992. This spike correlates
with the stock piling of soil excavated from Cell 14. Following this sudden increase, the
water levels slowly declined in a smooth curve over the next 5 years as the hydrostatic
conditions in the aquifer re-equilibrated. Other, smaller, changes in surface loading
occurred as additional soil stockpiles were placed, or moved in the area (1997 and 2002).
Since about 2005 water levels have remained fairly constant. Other Lower Aquifer wells
around L-38 and adjacent to Cell 15 show the effects-of loading from the stockpiling of
soils associated with cell construction. The geotechnical assessment, presented in
Section 3.1 provides a more detailed analysis of the affects of soil loading on water
levels.

2.3.4.2 Causes of Rising Water Levels
The specific causes of rising water levels in each well at Site B are not known but can be
reasonably attributed to several processes based on the known site history and
hydrogeology. Both aquifers appear to be responding to some change of conditions
which may include long term (thousands to tens of thousands of years) precipitation
cycles. The sluggish response of both aquifers, especially the Lower Aquifer, makes it
difficult to determine the lag time components of any changes due to variations in paleo-
climates.

The age dating study briefly discussed in Section 2.3.2.2 suggests both the Upper and
Lower Aquifer originally had similarly-aged water of around 12,000 years old. Currently
the oldest water in the Upper Aquifer is about 9,500 years old but as shown by this study
it appears that younger water is entering the aquifer from the northwest and displacing
and mixing with the original water. Therefore, in the case of the Upper Aquifer the rising
water levels appear to be associated with post-ice age climate change and/or changes in
streambed geometry in Castle Creek within the last 10,000 to 12,000 years.

The Lower Aquifer is confined across Site B and therefore rising water level
measurements indicate increasing pressure and not an actual increase in the saturated
thickness of the aquifer. Pressure or potentiometric responses in confined aquifers can be
transmitted rapidly over relatively long distances. As was discussed in the previous
section, changes in surface loading can quickly affect the potentiometric surface in Lower
Aquifer wells. Increases in the hydraulic head in the recharge area of the Lower Aquifer
could also cause water levels to rise in the Lower Aquifer wells. Therefore water level
rises in the Lower Aquifer may be caused by both local affects and longer term climatic
changes possibly complicated by the anthropomorphic changes in the Castle Creek and
Catherine Creek drainage areas. These changes include the relatively recent drilling and
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incomplete abandonment of uncontrolled flowing wells, use of storage reservoirs to
capture spring runoff and land use changes including irrigation in the general implied
recharge area for the Lower Aquifer southwest of Site B.

Surface loading (and unloading) has been nearly continuous at Site B since the mid-
1950s when the U.S. Air Force began construction of the missile base. To construct the
subsurface structures and inter-connecting tunnels the upper 80 feet of sediments was
splayed back across large swaths of the site and three excavations approximately 60 feet
in diameter and 170 feet deep were made for the silos. This excavated soil was
stockpiled over large areas of the site. Following decommissioning of the missile base the
site has been in almost continual use for hazardous waste storage which has also involved
excavation and stockpiling soils.

While there has been no correlative cause and effect of short term water level fluctuations
associated with surface loading observed in the Upper Aquifer wells it is important to
note that all of the significant construction activity at Site B since the mid-1980s has been
over the southern portion of the site which overlies the Lower Aquifer. The Lower
Aquifer water levels are clearly impacted by surface loading and compaction, the affects
of which can operate over periods at least as long as 10 years for the relatively small
surface loading near L-38 (Figure 6).

Rising groundwater levels in the Upper Aquifer are also increasing the hydraulic load on
the Lower Aquifer where the Upper Aquifer directly overlies the Lower Aquifer across
the northern half of the site (wells U-7 and LP-13, Figure 6). This hydraulic loading
probably also affects water levels in the Lower Aquifer under the southern half of the site
by the flattening the gradient and causing water to "back up".

Therefore, it is likely that the rising water levels observed in the wells at USEI Site B are
due to multiple causes including long term, complex changes in the recharge of both
aquifers, localized surface loading, and hydraulic loading.

2.3.4.3 Effects of Rising Water Levels
As the water level in the Upper Aquifer rises it causes the southern extent of saturation
move to the south (because of the NE dip), about 20 feet south for every 1 foot of rise.
Since the Upper Aquifer is unconfined, water level rises represent increasing saturated
thickness. The cross section provided in Figfire 3 illustrates how the southern extent of
saturation in the Upper Aquifer will move in response to water level changes.

As water levels rise in the Upper Aquifer rise, additional sand beds and higher
permeability sediments will be encountered because of the coarsening upward
characteristic of this formation. As more of these transmissive sediments become
saturated water will flow more freely to the east and northeast and the rate of water level
rise across the northern portion of the site will decline. This flattening of the water level
trend is present in all the Upper Aquifer wells across the northern side of the site as
illustrated in Figure 6 by the hydrograph for well U-7. In general this trend of flattening
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hydrographs should progressively advance from north to south across the site to include
additional Upper Aquifer wells.

Potentiometric pressure rises in the Lower Aquifer, beneath the southern portion of the
site, are increasing the gradient across the confining clay and into the overlying Upper
Aquifer sediments. As the gradient increases the upward flux of water will also increase.
However, the low permeability of the confining clay restricts this leakage to insignificant
amounts. Currently under the southern one-third of the site the Upper Aquifer sediments
are not saturated and the minor quantity of leakage that does cross the confining bed will
gradually move down dip to the northeast where it will be incorporated into the flow
dynamics of the Upper Aquifer and subsequently will flow to the east. Where leakage
occurs into an area where the Upper Aquifer is currently saturated the water will simply
flow with the Upper Aquifer. The small amount of water moving into the Upper Aquifer
from the Lower Aquifer will not affect the flow patterns in the Upper Aquifer because of
the relatively higher permeability and transmissivity of the Upper Aquifer.

The overall affect of rising groundwater at Site B is minimal: over the 25 years of
monitoring, water levels have risen and average of 6 to 7 feet in both aquifers. Gradients
and flow directions within and between both aquifers have remained relatively stable.
The affects of water level rises over longer terms and under hypothetical recharge
conditions is discussed in Section 3 of this report.

3 Quantitative Analysis of Hydrogeologic Conditions
To demonstrate clearly that the hydrogeologic conditions beneath and in the vicinity of
the USEI site are adequately understood, to provide an explanation of the likely source of
rising water levels in monitoring wells, and to provide a tool to demonstrate the fate of
groundwater rising into the permeable sands, we present the following three analyses:

1. A geotechnical analysis that provides an explanation of fluctuations in water
levels in Lower Aquifer monitoring wells around Cell 15;

2. An explanation for the long term trends of water levels in the Upper and Lower
Aquifers; and

3. A groundwater flow model analysis that demonstrates that the hydrogeologic
conditions described in the previous section can be quantified and that
quantitatively demonstrates the fate of water rising above the top of the Upper
Aquifer, independent of the reason for the rising levels.

3.1 Geotechnical Analysis of Fluctuating Water Levels in the
Lower Aquifer Around Cell 15

Several of CCI's comments imply that the pattern of water level responses in Lower
Aquifer monitoring well L-38 cannot be reasonably well explained and that therefore the
site is too complex to adequately characterize. However an evaluation of the effects of
loading by site operations (stockpiling excavated material from a cell and refilling the
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cell with waste and backfill) by a licensed professional geotechnical engineer has shown
that this such loading is a plausible explanation for both the sudden changes in water
level elevations as a result of increased overburden pressure, consolidation of clays
within the aquifers and confining layer, and migration to sand and silt stringers.

3.1.1 Effects of Cell Construction
Stockpiling sand adjacent to the cells and waste placement in the cells has caused the
underlying soil stratums to consolidate. Geotechnical analysis performed prior to the
construction of Cell 15 indicates the underlying stratums were expected to experience
approximately 3 feet of consolidation, with approximately one-half of the consolidation
occurring within the saturated soil layers.

The quantity of water that is squeezed or displaced from the underlying saturated stratum
related to the construction of Cell 15 and the adjacent stockpile is estimated below:
Displaced volume of water = Footprint of Cell 15 and sand stockpile * Consolidation

- [(39 acres + 13 acres) * (43,560 ft2/acre)] * (1.5 ft)
= 3.4 x 106 ft3 * 7.48 gallons/ft3

= 25 x 106 gallons.

Thus, the volume of groundwater that is ultimately squeezed out of the Glenns Ferry
Formation as a result of Cell 15 construction is very substantial (approximately 25
million gallons).

The driving force displacing this volume of water is also considerable. If the ultimate
load from the waste placed in Cell 15 and the sand stockpiles placed adjacent to Cell 15
were applied instantaneously, the driving force displacing groundwater from the saturated
soil stratums would be approximately 50 psi (based upon an average net loading of 60
feet of material with a typical density of 120 pcf). The loading induced by cell
construction at the site is not applied instantaneously. However, we expect that
accelerated loading would result in displacement pressures approaching the upper limit of
50 psi and that slower loading would result in a lower displacement pressure,
approaching the lower limit of 0 psi.

Ultimately, when waste placement and cell construction is completed at the site, the
additional pressure head caused by these activities is expected to dissipate as the
displaced water escapes the soil layers at the site. In evaluating a consolidation curve for
the site conditions, the underlying soil stratums are expected to achieve 90 percent of
ultimate consolidation within 25 years of complete loading. In the interim period, an
increased pressure head will exist with a variable magnitude.

These observed changes of the water surface within the monitor wells (5 to 10 feet) are
indicative of approximately an additional 2.2 to 4.4 psi of pressure head in the Lower
Aquifer. These values are well below the maximum additional pressure head of 50 psi
and are much closer to the lower limit of 0 psi.
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3.1.2 Conclusions Regarding Lower Aquifer Water Level Fluctuations
During the last 8 years, landfill cell construction and waste placement has accelerated
resulting in increased pressure within the site soils across the southern portion of the site.
This increase in pressure causes water from the underlying strata to be manifested in
water level rises in wells that are connected to the zones undergoing consolidation. As
discussed in Section 2.3.4.2 surface loading is a component of the rising water levels in
the lower aquifer, especially across the southern portion of the site.

3.2 Long Term Trends in Water Levels
The ultimate upper limit of water levels in the upper and lower aquifer is controlled by
three factors: the elevation head of the recharge, the aquifer transmissvity or ability to
transmit the incoming water to point(s) of discharge, and the surface elevations on the
down-gradient side of the site.

With regard to the Upper Aquifer, the apparent recharge source is Castle Creek northwest
of the site at an elevation of approximately 2425 to 2450 feet. The ultimate possible
water level in the Upper Aquifer is therefore 2425 to 2450 feet. Currently the water level
in the Upper Aquifer ranges from 2373 to about 2400 feet. Water level data indicate this
recharge water is moving into and across the site and is discharging east of the site. Since
there is apparently an established discharge area for Upper Aquifer, the maximum water
level will be lower than the recharge elevation.

In addition, as discussed previously, as the saturated thickness of the Upper Aquifer
increases the transmissivity of the aquifer also increases, and under conditions of constant
recharge the resultant water levels will reach a point of equilibration. As illustrated by the
hydrograph for U-7 shown on Figure 6, the Upper Aquifer wells along the northern
portion of the site may be reaching this equilibration point. The water level in well U-7 is
currently at elevation 2376 feet and has been stable at this elevation since 2000.

The apparent recharge area (or pressure head source) affecting the Lower Aquifer in the
Castle Creek drainage southwest of the site is at an approximate elevation of 2500 feet.
For the same reasons discussed above, since there is a flow-discharge pattern established
in the Lower Aquifer, the ultimate water level will be somewhat less than 2500 feet. The
current water levels in the Lower Aquifer range from 2370 to 2446 feet. However, it is
important to note that the Lower Aquifer is confined and these are elevation or pressure
heads measured in wells and they do not represent the top of the zone of saturation.

There are two discharge regimes that will affect the ultimate pressure head in the Lower
Aquifer, the lateral discharge area off site to the northeast, and vertical leakage into the
overlying Upper Aquifer sediments as discussed in section 2.3.4.2. Under the current
pressure heads there is insignificant leakage, however, if the pressure heads continue to
increase there may be a self limiting increase in leakage into the Upper Aquifer. Since
the Upper Aquifer is much more permeable than the Lower Aquifer any increased
leakage will be quickly assimilated and discharged with the Upper Aquifer flow.

US Ecology Idaho Summary of Hydrogeologic Conditions and Groundwater Flow Model 01131 O.doc 14



The ultimate water level elevation in the Upper Aquifer, and any component of Lower
Aquifer water entering the Upper Aquifer, will be the surface elevations east of the site.
If water levels in the Upper Aquifer rise to this level springs and surface discharges will
develop. The Snake River, elevation approximately 2355 is the ultimate base level for
the groundwater in this area. Between the Snake River and Site B the surface terrain
rises to a bench at 2400. Ground surface gradually rise to 2500 feet northeast of the site.
There are smaller drainages due east of the northern boundary of Section 19 at elevation
2450 that would probably develop surface flow if regional groundwater levels rose to this
elevation. However, as discussed in Section 3, even under hypothetical conditions of
climate change that would increase the regional groundwater recharge from the present
value of zero to 4 inches/year, groundwater levels will not rise to the land surface to
produce spring discharge east of Site B.

In summary, the elevations of the recharge areas for both aquifers provide one general
sense of the maximum water level elevation if water levels continue to rise. Aquifer
properties and flow-discharge dynamics however will provide a self limiting water levels
that are lower than the recharge elevations. Topography and existing drainages east of
the site provide additional controls limiting the maximum water levels at Site B. To
address some of the issues associated with long term water levels trends under current
and hypothetical future conditions, USEI has conducted additional groundwater
modeling. These modeling efforts and results are discussed in the following section.

3.3 Groundwater Flow Model Analysis
Numerical models of groundwater flow are commonly used to evaluate and demonstrate
the operation of hydrogeologic systems. These models provide the ability to represent
complex conditions such as the presence and three-dimensional geometries of multiple
aquifers and confining zones, complex recharge areas connected to different aquifers at
different locations, and conditions that would result from factors such as those causing
water levels to rise at the site.

A three-dimensional numerical model of groundwater flow has been built based upon the
information and data in the Application, and regional topographic and geologic
information available in the public domain. This model is a mathematical representation
of the three-dimensional system illustrated in Figure 2.

3.3.1 Model Construction
The groundwater model was constructed using a 100-ft x 100-ft square grid of
computational cells that cover the analysis area shown in Figure 1 that is centered on the
site. All horizontal coordinates used to construct the model are in feet based on the Idaho
West State Plane system. All vertical coordinates are in feet based on the NAVD88
Datum.

Figure 2 illustrates the geometry of the five layers that represent hydrostratigraphic units
used to construct the model. Each of the units described above is included with the
exception of the deep artesian fractured basalt aquifers. The thickness and low
permeability of the clays and shales separating this unit from the Lower Aquifer preclude
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any significant effect on the units above it caused by conditions within the artesian basalt
aquifer.

Note that because the model uses hydrostratigraphic units to define layers, they may or
may not be saturated. The top of the zone of saturation or watertable is computed as part
of the model output, and is not specified a-priori. Measures of how well the model
represents the modeled system are the degree of fit between the computed elevation of
the watertable and the lateral extent of the zone of saturation of the upper aquifer which
dips to the north and east at 3 to 5 degrees.

3.3.1.1 Layer 1: Bruneau Formation
The top of the uppermost layer (Layer 1) which represents the Bruneau Formation was
taken as the elevation of the land surface. The elevation of the land surface was
downloaded from the U.S. Geological Survey National Elevation Dataset (NED) in on a
10 meter x 10 meter grid for the analysis area shown in Figure 1. The elevation of the
land surface for each of the 100 ft x 100 ft model cells was interpolated from the NED
grid using the Arclnfo(tm) GIS program. The bottom of Layer 1 in the model is the top
of the Upper Aquifer.

As shown in Figure 2, the bottom of Layer 1 or the Bruneau Formation occurs at the toe
of the steep slopes extending into the valley of Castle Creek from the plateau upon which
the site is located. The model truncated layer one at this boundary.

Based upon lithologic descriptions and previous studies6'7, the hydraulic conductivity of
Layer I was modeled using a value representative for a fine sand of 10 ft/day (4.0 x 10-3

cm/sec).

3.3.1.2 Layer 2: Upper Aquifer
Layer 2 in the model represents the hydrostratigraphic unit that includes the saturated
Upper Aquifer and materials above the zone of saturation. The term Upper Aquifer is
used for the purposes of this report to refer to this entire hydrostratigraphic unit. The top
of this unit was determined using the cross sections shown as 6 and 7 in the Siting
Application (Figure 3 in this report) as well as lithologic logs of wells and borings that
were drilled to characterize the Upper and Lower Aquifer. This information was used to
prepare a hand-drawn contour map of the top of the Upper Aquifer. The contours were
drawn to honor .the observed dip from south-southwest to north-north east discussed in
previous site investigations. Where these contours intersected the land surface, the land
surface elevation was used as the top of layer. This results in the correct modeling of
thinning of the Upper Aquifer in the lower parts of the valley of Castle Creek south of the
north boundary of Section 24 as illustrated in Figure 2. The contours were interpolated
to the model grid cells using ArcInfo.

Based on the sections in the Application and lithologic logs of borings and wells, the
Upper Aquifer was assumed to have a constant average thickness of 45 feet. The bottom
elevation of Layer 2 was therefore assigned by subtracting this value from the top
elevation for each model grid cell.
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Based upon information in the Application and site studies the hydraulic conductivity of
the Uaper Aquifer was modeled using a value representative of a sandy silt of 1 ft/day (4
x 10 cm/sec). This value was used as a generalization of the value of 0. 6 ft/day that is
reported in the studies used to permit the site.

3.3.1.3 Layer 3: Upper Confining Clay
Layer 3 in the model represents the upper confining clay. Based upon the sections in
Figures 6 and 7 of the Siting Application and logs of wells and borings on the site, this
layer was assumed to have a constant average thickness of 38 feet and therefore the
elevation of the bottom of this layer was determined by subtracting this value from the
top elevation at each model grid cell.

Based upon information in the application and other site studies, the hydraulic
conductivity of Layer 3 was modeled using a value representative of the clay from the
Kettering Source of or 1 x 10-6 cm/sec (0.003 ft/day). This value is at the upper (more
permeable) end of the range of 1 x 10-7 to 1 x 10-6 cm/sec for the upper confining clay
based upon laboratory testing of core samples of the deep lacustrine clays in the Glenns
Ferry Formation7 .

3.3.1.4 Layer 4: Lower Aquifer
Layer 4 in the model represents the Lower Aquifer. Based upon the sections in Figures 6
and 7 of the Siting Application and logs of wells and borings on the site, this layer was
assumed to have a constant average thickness of 30 feet and therefore the elevation of the
bottom of this layer was determined by subtracting this value from the top elevation at
each model grid cell.

Based upon information in the application and other site studies, the hydraulic
conductivity of Layer 3 was modeled using a value representative of a clayey to sandy
silt of 0.1 ft/day (4 x 10-5 cm/sec). This is a generalization of the value of 0.29 ft/day for
the hydraulic conductivity of the Lower Aquifer. Recent tests of the new Lower Aquifer
wells show that the average hydraulic conductivity is lower than the value in the permit
and hence the value used in the model is reasonable.

3.3.1.5 Layer 5: Artesian Aquifer Confining Layer
Layer 5 in the model represents the upper portion of the over 2000 feet of clay and shale
that overly the deep artesian basalt aquifer. The bottom of Layer 5 was set an arbitrary
constant elevation of 2,100 feet. The hydraulic conductivity of this layer was set to the
same value of I x 10-6 cm/sec (0.003 ft/day) used for the upper confining clay.

3.3.2 Boundary Conditions
All model boundary conditions assumed steady state (time-invariant) to represent the
conditions of dynamic equilibrium between recharge and discharge to the modeled
system. Boundary conditions were specified to define inflow and outflow at the model
boundaries as well as to represent the hydraulic connection between the system and
Castle and Catherine Creeks.
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3.3.2.1 Castle and Catherine Creeks
Because site studies concluded that these creeks are the source of recharge to the Upper
and Lower Aquifer, they were included in the model to see if such a conclusion was
reasonable. Both creeks were modeled using a River boundary condition that requires the
specification of the elevation of the water surface in the creeks, the elevation of the
streambed, and a hydraulic conductance per unit area of bottom sediments in the creeks.
The cells representing the creeks were assigned by interpolating the locations digitized
from the U.S. G.S topographic maps to the nearest grid cell. The elevations of the water
surface were assigned to be the land surface elevation for the cells representing the creek,
and the streambed elevation was assigned as being one (1) foot lower. The conductance
of the streambed was assigned a value of 10 ft/day to represent a high degree of hydraulic
connection.

3.3.2.2 Lateral Boundaries
Based upon an evaluation of the general topography, the northwest and southeast model
boundaries extending approximately one mile from the respective comers of the model
were assigned a no-flow boundary condition in Layers 2, 3, and 4 to model regional
groundwater flow paths. The entire lateral boundaries of Layer 1 (Bruneau) and Layer 5
(Lower Confining Clay) were modeled as no flow boundaries.

To model regional flow into the model across the southern half analysis boundary a
General Head Boundary (GHB) was used for layers 2, 3, and 4 with a driving head
elevation varying linearly from 2,510 feet at the southwest analysis comer to 2,590 feet at
the southeast analysis corner and a conductance of 0.01 ft/day.

To model regional flow out of the model that discharges to the north and east analysis
boundaries, a General Head Boundary was used for layers 2,3, and 4 with a driving head
equal to the average elevation of the Snake River from the U.S.G.S. topographic maps
and a conductance of 0.01 ft/day. The conductance value was reduced from an initial
value of 0.1 to achieve a reasonable match between modeled and measured water level
contours at the site as discussed below.

3.3.3 Sources and Sinks
As discussed above, previous studies have concluded that there is no measureable
recharge from precipitation at the site - ET exceeds precipitation by 7 times.
Consequently, for the analysis used to simulate present and expected future conditions a
recharge rate of zero was assigned to the entire top of the model (land surface).

Simulation of the potential discharge from springs that may form in the case that the
modeled watertable rises to intersect the land surface is accomplished using a Drain
boundary condition assigned to the top surface of the model. Based upon site studies
U.S.G.S topographic maps, there are no springs that emanate from the modeled units
within the modeled area. Consequently for modeling present and expected future
conditions no drain boundaries were modeled. However, as discussed subsequently, this
condition was used to assess the potential for springs to develop under the hypothetical
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extreme climatic change analysis used to force water levels to rise into Layer 1 of the
model beneath the site.

Although there are wells that apparently pump from the modeled units within the analysis
boundary, they are all located west of Castle Creek and therefore the River boundary
condition used for the creek would preclude any modeled effects of pumping from these
wells on modeled heads east of Castle Creek. Consequently no wells were included in
the model.

3.3.4 Comparison of Modeled and Measured Water Levels
To assess the reasonableness of the numerical model contours of modeled water levels
were compared to those in Figures 4 and 5 of the Siting Application. Figures 7 and 8
show this comparison and the areas where the model shows the Upper Aquifer to be
unsaturated. The only model parameter adjusted to achieve this degree of fit was the
conductance of the General Head Boundary used to represent the discharge to north and
east portions of the model boundary (eventual discharge to the Snake River alluvium).
Based upon professional judgment and over 40 years of applying groundwater flow
models, this fit is acceptable for the purposes of using the model to understand the flow
system and to test the conclusion stated above regarding the limiting effect on rising
water levels provided by the permeable materials lying above the Upper Aquifer.

3.3.5 Model Analyses of Rising Water Levels
Because the model reasonably well reproduces observed water levels in the Upper and
Lower Aquifers and the portion of the Upper Aquifer that is unsaturated, it comprises a
reasonable tool to evaluate the consequences of rising water levels at the site. In
particular it was used to evaluate the effect that the higher permeability materials of the
Bruneau Formation have in serving to drain water to the north and east and therefore to
prevent water levels from rising more than a few feet above the current top of the zone of
saturation.

As has been documented by other studies 6'7 and described elsewhere in this report, the
arid climate and thick vadose zone preclude recharge from infiltration of precipitation.
However, to force water levels to rise into the upper part of the Upper Aquifer and the
overlying Bruneau Formation, a hypothetical recharge rate of four inches per year was
applied to the entire model analysis area. This rate is hypothetical but would correspond
to an average annual precipitation of greater than 40 inches per year based upon a
commonly used recharge rate of 10% of this rate in temperate areas of the U.S.

Figure 7 and 8 show the modeled increases in water levels and the changes on flow
patterns that resulted from application of the hypothetical increased recharge. The
modeled recharge applied to the analysis area causes water levels to rise under the
topographically high areas east of Castle Creek, including under the site. These rises are
sufficient to saturate the Upper Aquifer beneath all of these areas. However, as shown in
Figure 8, the high permeability materials of the Bruneau Formation limit the rise to a few
feet into this unit.
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3.3.6 Conclusions from model construction and analyses
A representative quantitative model has been constructed using site specific information
that has been developed from over'20 years of investigations and measurements at the
site. The model incorporates the geometry and hydraulic properties of the five
hydrostratigraphic units occurring below the site. The model includes recharge from
Castle and Catherine Creeks and accounts for regional inflow from the south and west
and for regional outflow to the north and east that eventually discharges to the alluvium
of the Snake River.

The agreement between modeled water levels and gradients and those interpreted by hand
from water level measurements in wells screened in both the Upper and Lower Aquifer is
adequate to have confidence that the model is a reasonable representation of the
hydrogeologic conditions beneath and in the vicinity of the site.

The model was used to clearly demonstrate that even under the hypothetical climate
change conditions evaluated with the groundwater model that the recharge of 4 inches per
year from this hypothetical and extremely unlikely condition is not sufficient to reverse
the gradient and produce flow from the site towards any reach of Castle Creek.
Furthermore this analysis shows that there is no potential to develop new surface water
discharge to the north and east of the site because the high permeability of the materials
occurring above the Upper Aquifer drain any water that rises into them and precludes the
watertable from rising to the land surface, even in topographically low areas.

4 Assessment of the Site B RESRAD Model
USEI currently uses a RESRAD model to assess the potential dose from materials that
are proposed to be disposed at Site B. The current RESRAD model for the site uses site-
specific parameters to characterize the vadose and saturated zones that were developed
and documented by Eagle Resources in 200520. The site-specific parameters were
developed using the same studies and reports cited in the present report regarding the6,15
degree of protection afforded by the thick vadose zone and the arid climate6 '1 .

The saturated zone included in the site-specific RESRAD model corresponds to the
Upper Aquifer discussed in this report. The site RESRAD model simulated the adjective
(non-dispersion or ND) mode that assumes that the intruder water supply well is located
at the down-gradient edge of the waste disposal facility.

RESRAD is a screening model that uses bounding conditions to define transport
pathways, including flow in the saturated zone to the intruder well. As such, RESRAD
does not explicitly simulate the regional effects of recharge from Castle Creek and
discharge to the north and east. RESRAD also assumes that the lithologic unit
comprising the saturated zone is horizontal and uniform in thickness. One of the purposes
of constructing and applying the three-dimensional model described in Section 3.3 of this
report was to assess the combined effects of the regional recharge and discharge with the

20 Eagle Resources, April 2005: Site-Specific RESRAD Water Pathway Parameters for the Contaminated

Soil, Vadose Zone, and Saturated Zone, US Ecology Grand View Idaho.
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known dip to the northeast of the hydrostratigraphic unit that includes the Upper Aquifer
as well as the units that correspond to the Lower Aquifer and the confining unit that
separates the Upper and Lower Aquifers.

The hydraulic gradient used in the RESRAD model to compute the rate at which water
would migrate from below the waste zones to the intruder well located at the edge of the
disposal site was 0.011. The computed hydraulic gradient across. Site B with the three-
dimensional model discussed in Section 3.3 of this report was 0.012. The agreement
between these values of the hydraulic gradient shows that the RESRAD model correctly
incorporates the effects of regional discharge and discharge across the site.

The value of hydraulic conductivity of the Upper Aquifer for the model described in
Section 3.3 was I ft/day. The hydraulic conductivity used in the RESRAD well intruder
scenario to compute the advective flow in the saturated zone to the well wag 25
meters/year (0.23 ft/day). The lower hydraulic conductivity used by the RESRAD model
is conservative (more protective) because it results in a smaller volumetric rate of clean
water entering the intruder well from that portion of the well's cone of depression that is
outside the site boundary than would be the case using the value used for the model
described in Section 3.3 of this report. This results in a higher computed dose from the
intruder well with the parameters used in the RESRAD model than would be the case if
the value of 1 ft/day from the current model were used.

In conclusion, the analyses presented in this report are consistent with the assumptions
and parameters used in the Site B RESRAD model for the water pathway involving the
intruder well scenario. The RESRAD model correctly represents the regional hydraulic
gradient across the site, and the hydraulic conductivity used results in a conservative
higher dose from the water pathway than would be the case if the value used in the model
developed for this report had been used.
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5 APPENDIX A: Figures
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EXPLANATION

10 Pathlines_no_RechargeR008

Modeled Present Steady State Water Level Elevation

Reach of Castle Creek Recharging Lower Aquifer

- 2006 Measured LowerAquifer Water Level Elevation

Disposal Cells
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Summary of Hydrogeologic Conditions and
Groundwater Flow Model

Plan view of hypothetical hydrogeologic conditions In the
Upper and Lower Aquifers In the event of a climate change
producing annual precipitation of 40 inches and a regional
recharge rate of 4 Inches per year.
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EXPLANATION
Contour on Surface of Zone of Saturation
Under Present and Expected Future Conditions;
Contours on Top of Saturation Zone (Elevation Datum: NAVD88);
and Directions of Groundwater Flow.



6 APPENDIX B: Response to CCI Issues
The following presents our response to the seven (7) issues that Mr. Gililan as the
commenter for CCI raises to the WEC application.

Issue 1: Contrary to the stated conclusion in the application, the applicant conclusively
demonstrates that there is a direct hydrologic connection between Castle Creek and all
the underlying aquifers at Site B, which is typically the opposite conclusion one hopes to
arrive at with regard to hazardous waste storage sites.

RESPONSE:
The author's statement that it is necessary to have no connection between surface water
and groundwater is not a requirement for a site to be protective. In the case such as is
with the USEI site, when surface water serves as a recharge source rather than a
discharge source, such connection needs to be understood, but is not a restriction on site
protectiveness. Site studies and the modeling analysis presented in this response show
that Castle Creek is the up-gkadient recharge source for the groundwater beneath the site.
Groundwater flow directions in both. aquifers are away from Castle Creek to the east and
northeast and not toward it as the author seems to imply by the oft repeated concern that
the groundwater and surface water systems are connected.

Even under the hypothetical climate change conditions evaluated with the groundwater
model Castle Creek continues to be a recharge source to the Upper and Lower Aquifers.
The modeled recharge of 4 inches per year from this hypothetical and extremely unlikely
condition is not sufficient to reverse the gradient and produce flow from the site towards
any reach of Castle Creek.

Furthermore this analysis shows that there is no potential to develop new surface water
discharge to the north and east of the site because the high permeability of the materials
occurring above the Upper Aquifer drain any water that rises into them and precludes the
watertable from rising to the land surface, even in topographically low areas.

Issue 2: The applicant's study indicates that the local hydraulic head associated with the
underlying artesian aquifer is significant and geologically impressive while
simultaneously documenting through site well data that the area groundwater table is
rising. In ideal storage siting, the applicant typically wants to demonstrate a very deep
below ground, static and or receding groundwater table. The applicant has
documented the opposite condition.

RESPONSE:
The presence of a deep artesian basalt aquifer beneath the site Basalt is a statement of fact
and the Application includes the log of the properly abandoned and sealed well on site
that was completed in this aquifer. We are not aware of any statements in the
Application or other reports on site hydrogeologic conditions that conclude that there is
any effect either by the artesian aquifer on the units above its confining unit or any
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potential effect on this aquifer that is or could be imposed by the units above its confining
layer.

The wording in Mr. Gililan's comment implies that the artesian aquifer is somehow the
source of groundwater in the Upper and Lower Aquifer and consequently the cause of the
rising water levels at the site. The 1999 Rising Groundwater Study concluded that there
was no indication of leakage from the deep artesian aquifer via either the confining bed
or the well bore. Sections 2.3 and 3.2 of this report discuss the potential causes for rising
water levels and as clearly demonstrated in Section 3.1 of this response, the shorter term
fluctuations in water levels in wells near Cell 15 are adequately explained by variations in
loading at the surface during cell construction, filling, and completion.

We are not aware of state or federal requirements for site suitability that require
demonstration of deep and or receding watertable conditions.

Issue 3: The applicant's analysis largely considers the risk of downward contaminant
leakage to the underlying Upper and Lower Aquifers which are connected to Castle
Creek. However, given the documented groundwater rise, the more likely pathway for
contaminants leaving the site is through dispersal in a saturated near surface
water table which also includes and permits significant lateral contaminant movement.

RESPONSE:
It is true that previous studies by CH2M Hill and Eagle Resources 4' 6' 7'8 have shown that
not only is there no discernable recharge from precipitation due to the arid climate and
thickness of the vadose zone. These studies have also demonstrated that a release of
water from extreme precipitation events that might collect in uncompleted cells and be
released via a total liner failure would be retained in the vadose zone and not recharge the
Upper Aquifer. The CH2M Hill Study used three-dimensional unsaturated transport
computer simulations that used extreme, hypothetical releases of water to try to get
something to reach the groundwater. After 10,000 simulated years the release faded into
background soil moisture levels and effectively stopped moving.

Quantitative analysis with the model presented in this report demonstrate that if, water
levels rise into the increasingly permeable materials in the upper part of the. Upper
Aquifer that they will conduct such water to the north and east. This limiting condition
on water levels is functional even under hypothetical conditions of extreme climatic
change that would permanently increase rainfall at the site sufficient to increase recharge
from zero to 4 inches per year. These analyses demonstrate that there is no potential for
new surface water discharge to springs and seeps by a rising water table around the site
and along groundwater flow paths to the north and east.

Issue 4: The applicant's data and analysis suggests a highly unusual and dynamic
relationship between surface ground pressure at Site B and the underlying aquifers such
that simple excavation of trenches and stockpiling overburden on the site dramatically
and rapidly alters the elevation of the underlying groundwater.
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RESPONSE:
See Section 3.1 of this response document and responses to Issues 1, 2, and 3.
Furthermore, the rise in the potentiometric surface at well L-38 in 1992 was in direct
response to the geologically sudden increase in surface loading as the spoils from the
excavation of trench 14 were stockpiled adjacent to this well. For the next 10 years water
levels slowly recovered (declined) as the aquifer reached a new equilibrium with this
loading. In 2002 additional spoils were moved into the area causing another small
increase with a commensurate gradual decline for about 3 years. Since 2005 water levels
in this well have been approximately constant. Other Lower Aquifer wells in the vicinity
of Cells 14 and 15 also show rapid water level variations apparently related stockpiling
and moving of spoils and the excavating and filling of trenches. Lower Aquifer wells
more distant from the construction activity do not show these variations. The author
should review the concept of hydraulic soil loading and effective stress on confined
aquifer systems.

Issue 5: The applicant clearly states that well log data analysis from UP-28 and U-29
indicate anomalies in expected potentiometric surfaces based on other well data onsite,
and that these anomalies can be explained by upward leakage from the Lower Aquifer to
the Upper Aquifer.

RESPONSE:
The water levels in these two wells are not consistent with the expected water level for
Upper Aquifer wells. During construction the boreholes at both wells were advanced into
the Lower Aquifer to allow borehole geophysics to be used to positively identify the top
of the Lower Aquifer and bottom of the Upper Aquifer. After logging the bottom portion
of the boreholes were plugged back with bentonite grout. There are three possibilities for
thehigher than expected water levels in these wells: the water levels are real and reflect a
recharge pathway or higher transmissivity zone in the Upper Aquifer; the water levels are
an indication that the bottom seal in the borehole was not complete or sufficient to
prevent the higher heads in the Lower Aquifer from dominating the water levels in the
wells; or there is significant leakage of water through the confining bed at this location.
The geologic and geophysical logs for these wells indicate the confining bed is present,
intact, and similar to the confining bed encountered beneath the site at other wells.
Consequently the most likely cause of these high water levels is leakage up the well bore
or lateral movement of water from recharge areas at higher elevations along Castle Creek.
Regardless of the cause of these water levels they have no affect on the groundwater
monitoring at the Site.

Issue 6: Based on the applicant's acknowledgment of complex site stratigraphy,
communication between the Upper, Lower, Artesian, and Castle Creek shallow alluvial
aquifer, and that time trends on this data show rapidly changing conditions, discussions
concerning groundwater flux and velocity can be considered no more than speculative
exercises.

RESPONSE:
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The author needs to read and study the many reports issued on the hydrogeology of Site
B. There are no data that suggest the deep regional geothermal artesian aquifer is
affecting or communicating with the upper or Lower Aquifers at Site B. The 1999 Rising
Groundwater report addressed this issue directly and concluded there was no evidence
from head, temperature or chemistry that the artesian well, plugged in 1985, on site was
leaking. This conclusion has been confirmed by water level, temperature and chemistry
data collected in the 20 years since the 1999 report was issued.

The "rapidly" changing conditions referenced by the author are apparently directed at the
water level response in several of the Lower Aquifer wells across the southern portion of
the site. These pressure heads in these wells, notably wells L-38 and LP-14, reacted to
rapidly changing surface loads as cells 14 and 15 were excavated, the spoils stock piled
and the cells backfilled up to and above original grade. With the exception of the Upper
Aquifer across the northern portion of the site the groundwater systems at Site B have
very low permeability, are internally complexly inter-bedded with thin, laterally
discontinuous beds and lamina of fine sands, silts and clay and are therefore too sluggish
or "hydraulically retarded" to have the "rapidly changing" conditions the author cites in
his concern. With the exception of the few Lower Aquifer wells mentioned above, water
levels while rising gradually have maintained inter-well and inter-aquifer gradients and
consequently flow directions have been remarkably consistent over the 25 years the site
has been monitored.

Groundwater flux evaluations were presented during the site characterization process as a
way to account for water movement through the subsurface at Site B. Certain
simplifying and generalizations assumptions are required because of the natural variation
in aquifer properties, variations in head and head relationships within and between
geologic units. A vertical flux from the Upper Aquifer into the Lower Aquifer across the
northern portion of the site was addressed because the fundamental law addressing
groundwater flow, Darcy's Law, mathematically does not allow "no" flow when there is
permeability and a gradient. In actuality there are recognized lower limits of flux in
natural systems and while Darcy's Law indicates the potential for flux between the
aquifers, water chemistry separation between the upper and Lower Aquifers indicates any
flux, if occurring, is minimal.
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Issue 7: The applicant clearly states a significant trend in groundwater rise beneath the
site that is not related to any measurable change in the contributing areas precipitation
or surface distribution of water related to agriculture or water storage facilities.
Therefore, the observed rise in water table has to be related to a change in conditions in
the overall hydrogeographic watershed

RESPOSE:
The use of the term ".. hydrogeographic watershed.." illustrates that at best Mr. Gillian's
familiarity is with the elements of surface water hydrology which are defined by
topographic basins or watersheds. There is no definition of hydrogeographic in any of
the hydrogeologic literature. In fact, it is at best misleading because hydrogeologic units
are defined by the presence and interconnection of hydrostratigraphic units, or subsurface
features that exhibit similar hydraulic properties over connected zones or regions.

The analyses in this report show that there are reasonable and supportable explanations
for the water level rises and further more that geometry and permeability of the sands that
occur in the upper part of and above the Upper Aquifer place limits on future rises. This
limiting function of these permeable materials on water level rises has been further
demonstrated for a hypothetical and extremely unlikely condition that would increase
.recharge to the Upper Aquifer from zero to four (4) inches per year.
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Attachment 2
External and Internal Dose Evaluations

Case Summaries and Input Parameters, MicroShield® Ver. 7.02
(12 pages attached to this cover sheet)

A. MicroShield Source Term Data

Waste Stream
Concentration iCi/cm3 Input for

Isotope (pCi/g) MicroShield® 1

Ag-1 08m 1 8.80E-07
Am-241 10 8.80E-06

C-14 2 1.76E-06
Cm-243 2 1.76E-06
Cm-244 2 1.76E-06
Co-60 5 4.40E-06
Cs-137 15 1.32E-05
Eu-1 52 1 8.80E-07
Eu-1 54 1 8.80E-07
Fe-55 20 1.76E-05

H-3 100 8.80E-05
Ni-63 10 8.80E-06

Pu-238 4 3.52E-06
Pu-239 4 3.52E-06
Pu-240 4 3.52E-06
Pu-241 150 1.32E-04
Sr-90 5 4.40E-06
Tc-99 10 8.80E-06
U-234 2 1.76E-06
U-235 2 1.76E-06
U-238 2 1.76E-06

'lnput concentrations for MicroShield® are adjusted for expected density of the matrix (0.88 g/cc).

B. Summary of MicroShield® Runs

Dose
Conversion

Factor
(mrem/hrjper

Job Function Description pCi/cm)
Truck Drivers 4 m from surface of IMC (8'x20'x5') on loaded 1.33E-06

chassis trailer. 0.5 cm Al shield
Truck Surveyors 1 m from truck bed (8'x20'x5'), centerline - front, 2.17E-05

0.5 cm Al shield
Treatment Workers 2 m above corner of rectangular stabilization pit 9.89E-06

(12.5'x12.5'x12.5'). No shielding
Landfill Cell Operators 2 m from slab source (1 m x 2m x 35 m) 4.48E-06

with 1.25 cm Fe shield



Case Summary of HBPP 3 - SNM Mix Pagel1 of 2

MicroShield 7.02
US Ecology, Inc. (08-MSD-7.02-1419)

Date FBy Checked

Filename Run Date Run Time Duration
IMC Truck Driver Revised.ms7 April 18, 2012 8:06:52 AM 00:00:01

Project Info
Case Title HBPP 3 - SNM Mix

Description IMC Truck Driver Dose Model - D=4m
Geometry 13 - Rectangular Volume

Source Dimensions
Length 617.2 cm (20 ft 3.0 in)
Width 243.8 cm (7 ft 12.0 in)
Height 152.4 cm (5 ft 0.0 in)

Dose Points 3

Al X Y z
1.0e+3 cm33 ft 4.7 in 121.9cm 3 ft 12.0 in) 60.9cm 1 ft 12.0 in

Shields
Shield N Dimension Material Density
Source 2.29e+07 cm '  Concrete 0.88

Shield 1 .5 cm Aluminum 2.7
Air Gap Air 0.00122

Source Input: Grouping Method - Standard Indices
Number of Groups: 25

Lower Energy Cutoff: 0.015
Photons < 0.015: Excluded

Library: Grove
Nuclide Ci Bg ACi/cm3  Bq/cm 3

Ag-108m 2.0180e-005 7.4667e+005 8.8000e-007 3.2560e-002
Am-241 2.0180e-004 7.4667e+006 8.8000e-006 3.2560e-001
Ba-137m 2.8636e-004 1.0595e+007 1.2487e-005 4.6203e-001

C-14 4.0361e-005 1.4933e+006 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
Cm-243 4.0361 e-005 1.4933e+006 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
Cm-244 4.0361 e-005 1.4933e+006 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
Co-60 1.0090e-004 3.7334e+006 4.4000e-006 1.6280e-001
Cs- 137 3.0270e-004 1.1200e+007 1.3200e-005 4.8840e-001
Eu-152 2.0180e-005 7.4667e+005 8.8000e-007 3.2560e-002
Eu- 154 2.0180e-005 7.4667e+005 8.8000e-007 3.2560e-002
Fe-55 4.0361e-004 1.4933e+007 1.7600e-005 6.5120e-001
H-3 2.0180e-003 7.4667e+007 8.8000e-005 3.2560e+000

Ni-63 2.0180e-004 7.4667e+006 8.8000e-006 3.2560e-001
Pu-238 8.0721 e-005 2.9867e+006 3.5200e-006 1.3024e-001
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Case Summary of HBPP 3 - SNM Mix Page 2 of 2

Pu-239 8.0721 e-005 2.9867e+006 3.5200e-006 1.3024e-001
Pu-240 8.0721e-005 2.9867e+006 3.5200e-006 1.3024e-001
Pu-241 3.0270e-003 1.1200e+008 1.3200e-004 4.8840e+000
Sr-90 1.0090e-004 3.7334e+006 4.4000e-006 1.6280e-001
Tc-99 2.0180e-004 7.4667e+006 8.8000e-006 3.2560e-001
U-234 4.0361e-005 1.4933e+006 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
U-235 4.0361e-005 1.4933e+006 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
U-238 4.0361e-005 1.4933e+006 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
Y-90

Buildup: The material reference is Source
Integration Parameters

X Direction 20
Y Direction 20
Z Direction 20

Results
Fluence Rate Fluence Rate Exposure Rate Exposure Rate

Energy (MeV) Activity (Photons/sec) MeV/cm2/sec MeV/cm 2/sec mR/hr mR/hr
No Buildup With Buildup No Buildup With Buildup

0.02 4.897e+05 3.320e-10 3.948e-10 1.150e-l 1 1.367e-l 1
0.03 8.112e+05 2.130e-06 3.027e-06 2.111 e-08 3.000e-08
0.04 7.428e+05 1.756e-05 2.970e-05 7.767e-08 1.313e-07
0.05 1.524e+05 9.560e-06 1.929e-05 2.547e-08 5.140e-08
0.06 2.701e+06 3.048e-04 7.440e-04 6.055e-07 1.478e-06
0.08 9.535e+04 2.165e-05 6.471e-05 3.426e-08 1.024e-07
0.1 1.360e+06 4.716e-04 1.568e-03 7.216e-07 2.399e-06

0.15 2.353e+05 1.554e-04 5.474e-04 2.559e-07 9.014e-07
0.2 1.236e+06 1.243e-03 4.247e-03 2.194e-06 7.496e-06
0.3 4.230e+05 7.633e-04 2.367e-03 1.448e-06 4.490e-06
0.4 7.234e+05 1.981e-03 5.632e-03 3.859e-06 1.097e-05
0.5 5.829e+03 2.212e-05 5.870e-05 4.342e-08 1.152e-07
0.6 1.030e+07 5.115e-02 1.278e-01 9.984e-05 2.495e-04
0.8 1.100e+06 8.383e-03 1.916e-02 1.595e-05 3.645e-05
1.0 4.283e+06 4.569e-02 9.791e-02 8.422e-05 1.805e-04
1.5 4.198e+06 8.304e-02 1.594e-01 1.397e-04 2.681e-04

Totals 2.886e+07 1.933e-01 4.195e-01 3.490e-04 7.626e-04
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Case Summary of HBPP #3 SNM Mix Page I of 3

MicroShield 7.02
US Ecology, Inc. (08-MSD-7.02-1419)

Date By Checked

Filename Run Date Run Time Duration
USEI Tanker Truck Driver Revised.ms7 April 18, 2012 8:22:34 AM 00:00:02

Project Info
Case Title HBPP #3 SNM Mix

Description Tanker Driver - 0.2" SS shield, 50" dist, Dens=l g/cc
Geometry 8 - Cylinder Volume - End Shields

Source Dimensions
Height 1.3e+3 cm (42 ft 0.0 in)
Radius 304.8 cm (10 ft 0.0 in)

Dose Points OY

A X Y Z

#1 152.4 cm (5 ft 0.0 in) 1.4e+3 cm (46 ft 4.5 in) 0.0 cm (0.0 in)
#2 152.4 cm (5 ft 0.0 in) 1.6e+3 cm 52 f 9.5 in) 0.0cm 0.0 in)

Shields
Shield N Dimension Material Density

Source 3.74e+08 cm 3  Water 1 X
Shield 1 .953 cm Iron 7.86
Air Gap Air 0.00122

Wall Clad .267 cm Iron 7.86
Top Clad .343 cm Iron 7.86

Source Input: Grouping Method - Standard Indices
Number of Groups: 25

Lower Energy Cutoff: 0.015
Photons < 0.015: Included

Library: Grove
Nuclide Ci Bg paCi/cm 3  Bq/cm3

Ag-108m 3.7363e-004 1.3824e+007 1.00OOe-006 3.7000e-002
Am-241 3.7363e-003 1.3824e+008 1.00OOe-005 3.7000e-001
Ba-137m 5.3018e-003 1.9617e+008 1.4190e-005 5.2503e-001

C-14 7.4726e-004 2.7649e+007 2.00OOe-006 7.4000e-002
Cm-243 7.4726e-004 2.7649e+007 2.00OOe-006 7.4000e-002
Cm-244 7.4726e-004 2.7649e+007 2.00OOe-006 7.4000e-002
Co-60 1.8682e-003 6.9122e+007 5.00OOe-006 1.8500e-001
Cs- 137 5.6045e-003 2.0737e+008 1.5000e-005 5.5500e-001
Eu-152 3.7363e-004 1.3824e+007 1.00OOe-006 3.7000e-002
Eu-154 3.7363e-004 1.3824e+007 1.00OOe-006 3.7000e-002
Fe-55 7.4726e-003 2.7649e+008 2.00OOe-005 7.4000e-001
H-3 3.7363e-002 1.3824e+009 1.00OOe-004 3.7000e+000
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Case Summary of HBPP #3 SNM Mix Page 2 of 3

Ni-63 3.7363e-003 1.3824e+008 1.00OOe-005 3.7000e-00 1
Pu-238 1.4945e-003 5.5298e+007 4.0000e-006 1.4800e-00 1
Pu-239 1.4945e-003 5.5298e+007 4.00OOe-006 1.4800e-001
Pu-240 1.4945e-003 5.5298e+007 4.00OOe-006 1.4800e-001
Pu-241 5.6045e-002 2.0737e+009 1.5000e-004 5.5500e+000
Sr-90 1.8682e-003 6.9122e+007 5.00OOe-006 1.8500e-001
Tc-99 3.7363e-003 1.3824e+008 1.0000e-005 3.7000e-001
U-234 7.4726e-004 2.7649e+007 2.00OOe-006 7.4000e-002
U-235 7.4726e-004 2.7649e+007 2.00OOe-006 7.4000e-002
U-238 7.4726e-004 2.7649e+007 2.0000e-006 7.4000e-002
Y-90 1.8682e-003 6.9122e+007 5.00OOe-006 1.8500e-001

Buildup: The material reference is Shield 1
Integration Parameters

Radial 20
Circumferential 20

Y Direction (axial) 20

Results - Dose Point # 1 - 152.4,1413.51,0) cm
Fluence Rate Fluence Rate Exposure Rate Exposure Rate

Energy (MeV) Activity (Photons/sec) MeV/cm2 /sec MeV/cm/sec mR/hr mR/hr
No Buildup With Buildup No Buildup With Buildup

0.015 1.915e+08 2.053e-257 6.246e-27 1.761e-258 5.357e-28
0.02 9.067e+06 1.007e-118 4.649e-28 3.487e-120 1.610e-29
0.03 1.502e+07 1.465e-40 1.057e-27 1.452e-42 1.048e-29
0.04 1.375e+07 3.016e-20 3.635e-20 1.334e-22 1.607e-22
0.05 2.822e+06 2.525e-13 3.369e-13 6.727e-16 8.974e-16
0.06 5.002e+07 1.443e-08 2.120e-08 2.865e-1 1 4.212e- 11
0.08 1.765e+06 4.974e-07 8.831e-07 7.871e-10 1.397e-09
0.1 2.518e+07 1.106e-04 2.319e-04 1.693e-07 3.548e-07

0.15 4.356e+06 2.352e-04 6.493e-04 3.874e-07 1.069e-06
0.2 2.288e+07 3.241e-03 1.056e-02 5.720e-06 1.863e-05
0.3 7.83 1e+06 2.954e-03 1.058e-02 5.603e-06 2.008e-05
0.4 1.339e+07 9.191e-03 3.277e-02 1.791e-05 6.385e-05
0.5 1.079e+05 1.153e-04 3.951e-04 2.264e-07 7.756e-07
0.6 1.907e+08 2.905e-01 9.482e-01 5.670e-04 1.851e-03
0.8 2.036e+07 5.393e-02 1.605e-01 1.026e-04 3.053e-04
1.0 7.929e+07 3.216e-01 8.842e-01 5.928e-04 1.630e-03
1.5 7.772e+07 6.771e-01 1.610e+00 1.139e-03 2.709e-03

Totals 7.258e+08 1.359e+00 3.658e+00 2.432e-03 6.600e-03

Results - Dose Point # 2 - 152.4,1609.09,0) cm
Fluence Rate Fluence Rate Exposure Rate Exposure Rate

Energy (MeV) Activity (Photons/sec) MeV/cm2/sec MeV/cm2/sec mR/hr mR/hr
No Buildup With Buildup No Buildup With Buildup

0.015 1.915e+08 1.419e-257 3.150e-27 1.217e-258 2.702e-28
0.02 9.067e+06 8.712e-l 19 2.344e-28 3.018e-120 8.121e-30
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0.03 1.502e+07 1.351e-40 5.332e-28 1.339e-42 5.285e-30
0.04 1.375e+07 2.837e-20 3.420e-20 1.255e-22 1.512e-22
0.05 2.822e+06 2.327e-13 3.104e-13 6.199e-16 8.269e-16
0.06 5.002e+07 1.266e-08 1.859e-08 2.514e-1 1 3.693e- 11
0.08 1.765e+06 3.873e-07 6.839e-07 6.129e-10 1.082e-09
0.1 2.518e+07 7.811e-05 1.618e-04 1.195e-07 2.475e-07

0.15 4.356e+06 1.454e-04 3.887e-04 2.394e-07 6.401e-07
0.2 2.288e+07 1.893e-03 5.882e-03 3.341e-06 1.038e-05
0.3 7.831e+06 1.642e-03 5.549e-03 3.116e-06 1.053e-05
0.4 1.339e+07 4.982e-03 1.672e-02 9.708e-06 3.257e-05
0.5 1.079e+05 6.145e-05 1.982e-04 1.206e-07 3.891e-07
0.6 1.907e+08 1.528e-01 4.703e-01 2.982e-04 9.181e-04
0.8 2.036e+07 2.781e-02 7.835e-02 5.291e-05 1.490e-04
1.0 7.929e+07 1.635e-01 4.270e-01 3.013e-04 7.871e-04
1.5 7.772e+07 3.359e-01 7.651e-0I 5.652e-04 1.287e-03

Totals 7.258e+08 6.888e-01 1.770e+00 1.234e-03 3.196e-03
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MicroShield 7.02
US Ecology, Inc. (08-MSD-7.02-1419)

Date By Checked

Filename Run Date Run Time Duration
IMC Surveyor Revised.ms7 April 18, 2012 8::03 AM 00:00:01

Project Info
Case Title HBPP 3 - SNM Mix

Description IMC Surveyor Dose Model
Geometry 13 - Rectangular Volume

Source Dimensions
Length 243.8 cm (7 ft 12.0 in)
Width 617.2 cm (20 ft 3.0 in)
Height 152.4 cm (5 ft 0.0 in) y

Dose Points

#1 245.4cm(8ft06 in) 76.2cm (2 ft 6.0 in)308.6cm (10 ft 1.5 in)
#2 344.4 cm (11 ft 3.6 in) 76.2 cm (2 ft 6.0 in) 1308.6 cm (10 ft 1.5 in).

Shields Zo l

Shield N Dimension Material Density
Source 2.29e+07 cm 3  Concrete 0.88

Shield 1- .5 cm Aluminum 2.7
Air Gap Air 0.00122

Source Input: Grouping Method - Standard Indices
Number of Groups: 25

Lower Energy Cutoff: 0.015
Photons < 0.015: Excluded

Library: Grove
Nuclide Ci Bg piCi/cm

3  Bq/cm3

Ag-108m 2.0180e-005 7.4667e+005 8.8000e-007 3.2560e-002
Am-241 2.0180e-004 7.4667e+006 8.8000e-006 3.2560e-001
Ba-137m 2.8636e-004 1.0595e+007 1.2487e-005 4.6203e-001

C-14 4.0361e-005 1.4933e+006 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
Cm-243 4.0361e-005 1.4933e+006 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
Cm-244 4.0361 e-005 1.4933e+006 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
Co-60 1.0090e-004 3.7334e+006 4.4000e-006 1.6280e-00 1

Cs-137 3.0270e-004 1.1 200e+007 1.3200e-005 4.8840e-001
Eu- 152 2.0180e-005 7.4667e+005 8.8000e-007 3.2560e-002
Eu-154 2.0180e-005 7.4667e+005 8.8000e-007 3.2560e-002
Fe-55 4.0361e-004 1.4933e+007 1.7600e-005 6.5120e-001
H-3 2.0180e-003 7.4667e+007 8.8000e-005 3.2560e+000

Ni-63 2.0180e-004 7.4667e+006 8.8000e-006 3.2560e-001
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Pu-238 8.0721 e-005 2.9867e+006 3.5200e-006 1.3024e-001
Pu-239 8.0721e-005 2.9867e+006 3.5200e-006 1.3024e-001
Pu-240 8.0721e-005 2.9867e+006 3.5200e-006 1.3024e-001
Pu-241 3.0270e-003 1.1200e+008 1.3200e-004 4.8840e+000
Sr-90 1.0090e-004 3.7334e+006 4.4000e-006 1.6280e-001
Tc-99 2.0180e-004 7.4667e+006 8.8000e-006 3.2560e-001
U-234 4.0361e-005 1.4933e+006 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
U-235 4.0361e-005 1.4933e+006 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
U-238 4.0361e-005 1.4933e+006 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
Y-90 4.0361e-005 1.4933e+006 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002

Buildup: The material reference is Source
Integration Parameters

X Direction 20
Y Direction 20
Z Direction 20

Results - Dose Point # 1 - (245.4,76.2,308.6) cm
Fluence Rate Fluence Rate Exposure Rate Exposure Rate

Energy (MeV) Activity (Photons/sec) MeV/cm2/sec MeV/cm 2/sec mR/hr mR/hr
No Buildup With Buildup No Buildup With Buildup

0.02 4.897e+05 3.214e-10 3.869e-10 1.113e-ll 1.340e-11
0.03 8.112e+05 1.192e-05 1.747e-05 1.181e-07 1.731e-07
0.04 7.428e+05 2.081e-04 3.829e-04 9.204e-07 1.693e-06
0.05 1.524e+05 1.603e-04 3.668e-04 4.271e-07 9.772e-07
0.06 2.701e+06 5.948e-03 1.637e-02 1.181e-05 3.251e-05
0.08 9.535e+04 4.748e-04 1.612e-03 7.513e-07 2.552e-06
0.1 1.360e+06 1.082e-02 4.079e-02 1.655e-05 6.240e-05

0.15 2.353e+05 3.73 1e-03 1.485e-02 6.144e-06 2.446e-05
0.2 1.236e+06 3.053e-02 1.178e-01 5.388e-05 2.079e-04
0.3 4.230e+05 1.927e-02 6.726e-02 3.656e-05 1.276e-04
0.4 7.234e+05 5.10le-02 1.625e-01 9.939e-05 3.166e-04
0.5 5.829e+03 5.787e-04 1.711e-03 1.136e-06 3.359e-06
0.6 1.030e+07 1.356e+00 3.755e+00 2.646e-03 7.330e-03
0.8 1.100e+06 2.269e-01 5.695e-01 4.316e-04 1.083e-03
1.0 4.283e+06 1.257e+00 2.934e+00 2.318e-03 5.409e-03
1.5 4.198e+06 2.355e+00 4.845e+00 3.963e-03 8.151e-03

Totals 2.886e+07 5.318e+00 1.253e+01 9.586e-03 2.275e-02

Results - Dose Point # 2 - (344.4,76.2,308.6) cm
Fluence Rate Fluence Rate Exposure Rate Exposure Rate

Energy (MeV) Activity (Photons/sec) MeV/cm2/sec MeV/cm2/sec mR/hr mR/hr
No Buildup With Buildup No Buildup With Buildup

0.02 4.897e+05 4.487e-08 5.241e-08 1.554e-09 1.815e-09
0.03 8.112e+05 2.955e-05 4.023e-05 2.928e-07 3.987e-07
0.04 7.428e+05 1.869e-04 3.106e-04 8.268e-07 1.374e-06
0.05 1.524e+05 1.036e-04 2.091e-04 2.760e-07 5.569e-07
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0.06 2.70 1e+06 3.38 1e-03 8.318e-03 6.716e-06 1.652e-05
0.08 9.535e+04 2.451e-04 7.440e-04 3.879e-07 1.177e-06
0.1 1.360e+06 5.378e-03 1.805e-02 8.228e-06 2.761e-05
0.15 2.353e+05 1.781e-03 6.274e-03 2.933e-06 1.033e-05
0.2 1.236e+06 1.427e-02 4.867e-02 2.519e-05 8.589e-05
0.3 4.230e+05 8.769e-03 2.713e-02 1.663e-05 5.147e-05
0.4 7.234e+05 2.276e-02 6.456e-02 4.434e-05 1.258e-04
0.5 5.829e+03 2.541e-04 6.725e-04 4.988e-07 1.320e-06
0.6 1.030e+07 5.875e-01 1.463e+00 1.147e-03 2.855e-03
0.8 1.100e+06 9.621e-02 2.188e-01 1.830e-04 4.162e-04
1.0 4.283e+06 5.239e-01 1.1 16e+00 9.657e-04 2.056e-03
1.5 4.198e+06 9.498e-01 1.807e+00 1.598e-03 3.040e-03

Totals 2.886e+07 2.215e+00 4.779e+00 4.000e-03 8.690e-03

file://C:\Program Files\MicroShield 7\IMC SurveyorRevised.htm 4/18/2012



Case Summary of HBPP Mix3 - SNM Page I of 2

MicroShield 7.02
US Ecology, Inc. (08-MSD-7.02-1419)

Date By Checked

Filename Run Date Run Time Duration
USEI Stabilization Operator Revised.ms7 April 18, 2012 8:10:19 AM 00:00:01

Project Info
Case Title HBPP Mix3 - SNM

Description USEI Stabilization Operator Dose Model
Geometry 13 - Rectangular Volume

Source Dimensions
Length 385.572 cm (12 ft 7.8 in)
Width 385.572 cm (12 ft 7.8 in) y
Height 385.572 cm (12 ft 7.8 in)

Dose Points
A X I Y Z
#1 665.988 cm (21 ft 10.2 in) 0.0 cm (0.0 in) 0.0 cm (0.0 in)

Shields Z
Shield N Dimension Material Density
Source 5.73e+07 cm 3  Concrete 0.88

Air Gap Air 0.00122

Source Input: Grouping Method - Standard Indices
Number of Groups: 25

Lower Energy Cutoff: 0.015
Photons < 0.015: Excluded

Library: Grove
Nuclide Ci Bg ACi/cm 3  Bg/cm 3

Ag-108m 5.0443e-005 1.8664e+006 8.8000e-007 3.2560e-002
Am-241 5.0443e-004 1.8664e+007 8.8000e-006 3.2560e-001
Ba- 137m 7.1578e-004 2.6484e+007 1.2487e-005 4.6203e-001

C- 14 1.0089e-004 3.7328e+006 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
Cm-243 1.0089e-004 3.7328e+006 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
Cm-244 1.0089e-004 3.7328e+006 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
Co-60 2.5221e-004 9.3319e+006 4.4000e-006 1.6280e-001

Cs- 137 7.5664e-004 2.7996e+007 1.3200e-005 4.8840e-00 1
Eu-152 5.0443e-005 1.8664e+006 8.8000e-007 3.2560e-002
Eu- 154 5.0443e-005 1.8664e+006 8.8000e-007 3.2560e-002
Fe-55 1.0089e-003 3.7328e+007 1.7600e-005 6.5120e-001
H-3 5.0443e-003 1.8664e+008 8.8000e-005 3.2560e+000

Ni-63 5.0443e-004 1.8664e+007 8.8000e-006 3.2560e-001
Pu-238 2.0177e-004 7.4655e+006 3.5200e-006 1.3024e-001
Pu-239 2.0177e-004 7.4655e+006 3.5200e-006 1.3024e-001
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Pu-240 2.0177e-004 7.4655e+006 3.5200e-006 1.3024e-001
Pu-241 7.5664e-003 2.7996e+008 1.3200e-004 4.8840e+000
Sr-90 2.5221e-004 9.3319e+006 4.4000e-006 1.6280e-001
Tc-99 5.0443e-004 1.8664e+007 8.8000e-006 3.2560e-001
U-234 1.0089e-004 3.7328e+006 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
U-235 1.0089e-004 3.7328e+006 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
U-238 1.0089e-004 3.7328e+006 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
Y-90 1.0089e-004 3.7328e+006 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002

Buildup: The material reference is Source
Integration Parameters

X Direction 20
Y Direction 20
Z Direction 20

Results
Fluence Rate Fluence Rate Exposure Rate Exposure Rate

Energy (MeV) Activity (Photons/sec) MeV/cm 2/sec MeV/cm2/sec mR/hr mR/hr
No Buildup With Buildu No Buildup With Buildup

0.02 1.224e+06 4.473e-07 5.106e-07 1.550e-08 1.769e-08
0.03 2.028e+06 3.965e-05 5.1 14e-05 3.929e-07 5.068e-07
0.04 1.857e+06 1.294e-04 1.929e-04 5.722e-07 8.533e-07
0.05 3.809e+05 5.333e-05 9.204e-05 1.421e-07 2.452e-07
0.06 6.752e+06 1.519e-03 3.201e-03 3.016e-06 6.358e-06
0.08 2.383e+05 9.864e-05 2.568e-04 1.561e-07 4.064e-07
0.1 3.400e+06 2.074e-03 6.051e-03 3.173e-06 9.257e-06

0.15 5.881e+05 6.592e-04 2.069e-03 1.085e-06 3.407e-06
0.2 3.088e+06 5.182e-03 1.601e-02 9.145e-06 2.826e-05
0.3 1.057e+06 3.115e-03 8.939e-03 5.909e-06 1.696e-05
0.4 1.808e+06 7.979e-03 2.133e-02 1.555e-05 4.155e-05
0.5 1.457e+04 8.829e-05 2.227e-04 1.733e-07 4.371e-07
0.6 2.575e+07 2.028e-01 4.856e-01 3.958e-04 9.478e-04
0.8 2.749e+06 3.291e-02 7.296e-02 6.261e-05 1.388e-04
1.0 1.070e+07 1.783e-01 3.733e-01 3.286e-04 6.881e-04
1.5 1.049e+07 3.213e-01 6.094e-01 5.405e-04 1.025e-03

Totals 7.213e+07 7.562e-01 1.600e+00 1.367e-03 2.908e-03
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MicroShield 7.02
US Ecology, Inc. (08-MSD-7.02-1419)

Date By Checked

Filename Run Date Run Time Duration
USEI Waste Cell Operator Revised.ms7 April 18, 2012 8:13:15 AM 00:00:01

Project Info
Case Title HBPP 3 - SNM Mix

Description USEI Waste Cell Operator Dose Model
Geometry 13 - Rectangular Volume

Source Dimensions
Length 91.44 cm (3 ft)
Width 182.88 cm (6 ft)
Height 381.0 cm (12 ft 6.0 in)

Dose Points
Al X Y Z
#1[292.69 cm (9 ft 7.2 in 190.5 cm (6 ft 3.0 in) 45.72 cm (1 ft 6.0 in)

Shields
Shield N Dimension Material Density X

Source 6.37e+06 cm 3  Concrete 1.5 Z
Shield 1 1.25 cm Iron 7.86
Air Gap Air 0.00122

Source Input: Grouping Method - Standard Indices
Number of Groups: 25

Lower Energy Cutoff: 0.015
Photons < 0.015: Excluded

Library: Grove
Nuclide Ci Bg jiCi/cm 3  Bq/cm3

Ag- 108m 5.6067e-006 2.0745e+005 8.8000e-007 3.2560e-002
Am-241 5.6067e-005 2.0745e+006 8.8000e-006 3.2560e-001
Ba- 137m 7.9560e-005 2.9437e+006 1.2487e-005 4.6203e-001

C- 14 1.1213e-005 4.1490e+005 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
Cm-243 1.1213e-005 4.1490e+005 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
Cm-244 1.1213e-005 4.1490e+005 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
Co-60 2.8034e-005 1.0372e+006 4.4000e-006 1.6280e-001
Cs-137 8.4101e-005 3.1117e+006 1.3200e-005 4.8840e-001
Eu- 152 5.6067e-006 2.0745e+005 8.8000e-007 3.2560e-002
Eu-154 5.6067e-006 2.0745e+005 8.8000e-007 3.2560e-002
Fe-55 1.1213e-004 4.1490e+006 1.7600e-005 6.5120e-001
H-3 5.6067e-004 2.0745e+007 8.8000e-005 3.2560e+000

Ni-63 5.6067e-005 2.0745e+006 8.8000e-006 3.2560e-001
Pu-238 2.2427e-005 8.2980e+005 3.5200e-006 1.3024e-001
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Pu-239 2.2427e-005 8.2980e+005 3.5200e-006 1.3024e-001
Pu-240 2.2427e-005 8.2980e+005 3.5200e-006 1.3024e-001
Pu-241 8.4101e-004 3.1117e+007 1.3200e-004 4.8840e+000
Sr-90 2.8034e-005 1.0372e+006 4.4000e-006 1.6280e-001
Tc-99 5.6067e-005 2.0745e+006 8.8000e-006 3.2560e-001
U-234 1.1213e-005 4.1490e+005 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
U-235 1.1213e-005 4.1490e+005 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
U-238 1.1213e-005 4.1490e+005 1.7600e-006 6.5120e-002
Y-90 I I I I

Buildup: The material reference is Source
Integration Parameters

X Direction 20
Y Direction 20
Z Direction 20

Results
Fluence Rate Fluence Rate Exposure Rate Exposure Rate

Energy (MeV) Activity (Photons/sec) MeV/cm2/sec MeV/cm 2/sec mR/hr mR/hr
No Buildup With Buildup No Buildup With Buildup

0.02 1.361e+05 2.694e-1 15 3.333e-29 9.33le-1 17 1 .154e-30
0.03 2.254e+05 5.092e-40 1.221e-28 5.047e-42 1.210e-30
0.04 2.064e+05 2.611 e-20 1.028e-19 1.155e-22 4.547e-22
0.05 4.234e+04 1.477e-13 9.632e-13 3.934e-16 2.566e-15
0.06 7.505e+05 7.292e-09 6.600e-08 1.448e-11 1.311e-10
0.08 2.649e+04 2.163e-07 2.366e-06 3.423e-10 3.745e-09
0.1 3.779e+05 4.323e-05 4.597e-04 6.613e-08 7.033e-07
0.15 6.536e+04 7.879e-05 6.526e-04 1.298e-07 1.075e-06
0.2 3.433e+05 1.012e-03 6.984e-03 1.786e-06 1.233e-05
0.3 1.1 75e+05 8.633e-04 4.696e-03 1.638e-06 8.908e-06
0.4 2.01Oe+05 2.587e-03 1.196e-02 5.041e-06 2.330e-05
0.5 1.619e+03 3.163e-05 1.292e-04 6.209e-08 2.535e-07
0.6 2.862e+06 7.811 e-02 2.883e-01 1.525e-04 5.627e-04
0.8 3.056e+05, 1.407e-02 4.472e-02 2.677e-05 8.505e-05
1.0 1.190e+06 8.204e-02 2.340e-01 1.512e-04 4.313e-04
1.5 1.166e+06 1.660e-01 3.964e-01 2.793e-04 6.669e-04

Totals 8.017e+06 3.449e-01 9.883e-01 6.185e-04 1.793e-03
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Attachment 3
RESRAD Ver. 6.5 Input Parameters and Case Files

(pg. 1)

Calculation of RESRAD Concentrated Model Inout Pa rametersB

Parameters

# Parameter or Assumtion .. Value U.nit
A Assumed Timeframe to Complete Project 2 months

B Total HBPP Waste Volume 100,000 ft3

3703.7 cy

2831.7 m3

C HBPP Waste Density 55 lb/ft3

0.88 g/cc
D Mass of HBPP ADR#3 Waste Stream 5,500,000 lb

2,750 tons
E Average Annual Waste Received at USEI 725,000 tons
F Average Monthly Waste received 60416.7 tons
G Density of USEI waste cells (in situ) 1.5 g/cc.

1.65 tons/m
3

H Baseline RESRAD USEI Contamination Zone Area 88,221 m2

I Baseline RESRAD USEI Contamination Zone Depth 33.6 m
Equations and Calculations
Surface area for concentrated HBPP waste in USEI Landfill

J =H/6] 14703.5 m2

(total area divided by 6 - for 2 month burial period)

K Volume of Total USEI Waste Received in 2 months [= E/(6*G)] 73080 M3

(mass in tons converted to in situ m3)
L Dilution Factor for Concentrated HBPP Waste Stream [= B/K] 3.87E-02

(volume of HBPP ADR #3Nolume of USEI 2-month total)
M Thickness of CZ in Conc. RESRAD Model [= K/J] 5.0 m
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Resulting Radionuclide InputValues for Concentrated RESRAD Model

Concentrations (all values in pCi/g)
Modeled Modeled

Isotope Shipped (Baseline)a (Concentrated)b

Ag-1 08m 1 5.61 E-04 3.87E-02
Am-241 10 5.61 E-03 3.87E-01

C-14 2 1.12E-03 7.75E-02
Cm-243 2 1.12E-03 7.75E-02
Crm-244 2 1.12E-03 7.75E-02
Co-60 5 2.80E-03 1.94E-01
Cs-137 15 8.41 E-03 5.81E-01
Eu-152 1 5.61 E-04 3.87E-02
Eu-154 1 5.61 E-04 3.87E-02
Fe-55 20 1.12E-02 7.75E-01

H-3 100 5.61 E-02 3.87E+00
Ni-63 10 5.61 E-03 3.87E-01

Pu-238 4 2.24E-03 1.55E-01
Pu-239 4 2.24E-03 1.55E-01
Pu-240 4 2.24E-03 1.55E-01
Pu-241 150 8.41 E-02 5.81 E+00
Sr-90 5 2.80E-03 1.94E-01
Tc-99 10 5.61 E-03 3.87E-01
U-234 2 1.12E-03 7.75E-02
U-235 2 1.12E-03 7.75E-02
U-238 2 1.12E-03 7.75E-02

aModeled Conc. = Shipped Conc. x Baseline DF (5.61 E-04)
bModeled Conc. = Shipped Conc. x Concentrated DF (3.87E-02)
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Attachment 4

Inadvertent Intruder Analysis - Construction Scenario

USEI Inadvertant Intruder Dose Calculation Worksheet
Customer Prg& Humboldt Bav Power Plant

Project:.

-.1 --- 1-1

Isotope
PDCF.-2I Half Life
m.remlyr I (years)

Decay
Constant

Cw

(Ciim*)

Ag-i

f.

0.501
0.019
0.487
0.185
0.996

0.o00
0.812
0.215
0.089
0.951
1.000
1.000
1.000
1 .000

0.789
0.999
0.997
0.235
0.953
0.489
0.317

Air

7

Direct -

Gamma

It-M
U-235 7.98E+14

0.0383 I1.76E-06

sotope

Cs-137

Sr-90

H.F3

PDCF-5(wrmly Half Life
eer dlm'

t
(years)

Decay
Constant

Cw.
(cim')

1.320-05
4.40E-06

4.40E-06
8.80E-05

fo

f % of year for Dose
Exposure (mremlyear)

1 2.84E-10 5.70% 4.99E-05
1 2.84E-10 5.70% 3.08E-06
1 2.84E-10 5.70% 4.02E-04
1 2.840-10 5.70% 2.66E-07
1 2.84E.10 5.70% 2.48E-09
.1 2.84E-10 5.70% 4.08E-09
1 2.84E-10 5.70% 2.87E-06
1 2.84E-10 5.70% 5.87E-06
1 2.84E-10 5.70% 3.10E-06
1 2.84E-10 5.70% 3.37E-05
1 2.84E-10 5.70% 8.26E-06
1 2.84E-10 5.70% 2.53E-02
1 2.84E-10 5.70% 2.27E-02
1 2.84E-10 5.70% 2.25E-02
1 2.84&-10 5.70% 1.76E-01
1 2.84E-10 5.70% 2.62E-01
1 2.84E-10 5.70% 2.73E-01
1 2.84E-10 5.70% 4.37E-02
1 2.84E-10 5.70% 6.11E-01
1 2.84E-10 5.70% 4.02E-02
1 2.84E-10 5.70% 2.06E-02

S , % of year for Dose
Exposure (mremlyear)

1 0.057 1.24E+00
1 0.057 7.27E-02
1 0.057 2.34E-08
1 0.057 0.00E+00
1 0.057 0.00E+00
1 0.057 0.000E00
1 0.057 0.00E+00
1 0.057 6.42E-02
1 0.057 2.98E-02
1 0.057 4.04E-01
1 0.057 MA 6.42E-09
1 0.057 2.76E-05
1 0.057 7.00E-02
1 0.057 6.32E-03
1 0.007 8.88E-06
1 0.097 0.00+E00

1 8.097 1.36E-05
1 0.057 2.42E-06
1 0.057 3.04E-02
1 0.057 2.560-02
1 0.057 9.73E-07

3.44E+00

0.00E+00 I 1.23E+01 1 0.0562

C-1 1.7

0.185

0.996

0.000
0.812

1
1

1

1Fe.-! 1.7
0.00E+00 I1.00E+021 0.0069 8.80E-o6

Eu-I I
0

0.0513 1 8.80E-07 1 0.215
0.0807 1 8.80E-07 0.089

Pu-238 I 5.61E+01 It

TOTAL
Notes: I PJCF-5 set to 0 for these nuclides either due to lack of gamma emissions.

The total dose to the inadvertent Intruder is estimated using the following equation:

H =I (fofjfwft),iC. PDCF, +I (fofdfwf,) .,a C. PDCF,

Explanation of calculation and terms:
Radionuclide Specific Pathway Dose Conversion Factor - Intruder Construction Scenario - Air.

PDCF2 Source: NUREG/CR-4370, Vol. 1 (most conservative transport class used)

Radionuclide Specific Pathway Dose Conversion Factor - Intruder Construction Scenado - Direct Gamma
EDGE5  Source: NUREG/CR-4370, Vol. 1 (most conservative transport class used)

Cw Radionuclide Concentration in Waste

Activity fraction remaining after decay

f, f = e- where tI is the the time pertod between the end of active disposal and the initiation ofthe scenado; the site closure plan for USEI
ensures maintenance for 30 years after closure.

OrIution factor due to particular disposal practices

0a 0.5 for random, 0.75 for stacked, or 0.5 for decontainerized. Fd set to 1 for this evaluation as USEI Is not taking credit for dilution of these
wastes as part of the Intruder scenario.

f, Waste form and Package Factor - No credit is taken for waste form or solidification

Site Selection Factor

f, = T. n ExposureFartor

T, =2.53nxOn-vx(10/v) x(sI30)x(50/PE)o =2.81x10"
0

where:

v = 4.47 m/s (average annual wind speed at Boise. ID Airport)

s = 50% (default sift content of soil
PE = 91 (default precipitation-evaporation Index)

Ia
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C.3 WASTE ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA

C.3.1 Pre-acceptance Review

The preacceptance protocol has been designed to ensure that only hazardous and radioactive
material that can be properly and safely stored, treated and/or disposed of by USEI are approved
for receipt at the facility. A two-step approach is taken by USEI. The first step is the chemical
and/or radiological and physical characterization of the candidate waste stream by the generator.
The second step is the preacceptance evaluation performed by USEI 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 facility.

C.3.2 Radioactive Material Waste Acceptance Criteria

The following waste acceptance criteria are established for accepting radiological contaminated
waste material that is generally or specifically exempted from regulation by the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) or an Agreement State under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954
("AEA"), as amended. Material may also be accepted if it is not regulated or licensed by the NRC
or has been authorized for disposal by the IDEQ and is within the numeric waste acceptance
criteria. Waste acceptance criteria are consistent with these restrictions.

The following five tables establish types and concentrations of radioactive materials that may be
accepted. These tables are based on categories and types of radioactive material not regulated
by the NRC based on statute or regulation or specifically approved by the NRC or and Agreement
State for alternate disposal. The criteria are consistent with these restrictions and detailed
analyses set forth in Waste Acceptance Criteria and Justification for FUSRAP Material, prepared
by Radiation Safety Associates, Inc. (RSA) as subsequently refined, expanded and updated in
Waste Acceptance Criteria and Justification for Radioactive Material, prepared by USEI.

Material may be accepted if the material has been specifically exempted from regulation by rule,
order, license, license condition, letter of interpretation, or specific authorization under the
following conditions: Thirty (30) days prior to intended shipment of such materials to the facility,
USEI shall notify IDEQ of its intent to accept such material and submit information describing the
material's physical, radiological, and/or chemical properties, impact on the facility radioactive
materials performance assessment, and the basis for determining that the material does not
require disposal at a facility licensed under the AEA. The IDEQ will have 30 days from receipt of
this notification to reject USEI's determination or require further information and review. No
response by IDEQ within thirty (30) days following receipt of such notice shall constitute
concurrence. IDEQ concurrence is not required for generally exempted material as set forth in
Table C.4a.

Based on categories of waste described in the waste acceptance criteria, the concentration of the
various radionuclides in the conveyance (e.g., rail car gondola, other container etc.) shall not
exceed the concentration limits established in the WAC without the specific written approval of
the IDEQ unless generally exempted as set forth in Table C.4a. Radiological surveys will be
performed as outlined in ERMP-01 to verify compliance with the WAC. If individual "pockets" of
activity are detected indicating the limits may be exceeded, the RSO or RPS shall investigate the
discrepancy and estimate the extent or volume of the material with the potentially elevated



USEI Part B Permit
EPA ID. No.: IDD073114654

Revision Date: September 25, 2008

radiation levels. The RPS or RSO shall then make a determination on the compliance of the
entire conveyance load with the appropriate WAC limits. If the conveyance is determined not to
meet the limits, USEI will notify IDEQ's RCRA Program Manager within 24 hours of a
concentration based exceedance of the facility WAC to evaluate and discuss management
options. The findings and resolution actions shall then be documented and submitted to the
IDEQ.

The radioactive material waste acceptance criteria, when used in conjunction with an effective
radiation monitoring and protection program as defined in the USEI Radioactive Material Health
and Safety Plan and Exempt Radioactive Materials Procedures provides adequate protection. of
human health and the environment. Included within this manual are requirements for USEI to
submit a written summary, report of Table C.1 through C.2 radioactive material waste receipts
showing volumes and radionuclide concentrations disposed at the USEI site on a quarterly basis.
USEI will also submit a Table C.3 through C.4b annual report of exempted products devices,
materials or items within 60 (sixty) days of year end (December 3 1st). The annual report will
provide total volumes or mass of isotopes and total activity by isotope listing the activity of each
radionuclide disposed during the preceding year, and the cumulative total of activity for each
radionuclide disposed at the facility. The report will include an updated analysis of the impact on
the facility performance assessment.

These criteria and procedures are designed to assure that the highest potential dose to a worker
handling radioactive material at USEI shall not exceed 400 mrem/year TEDE dose, and that no
member of the public is calculated to receive a potential dose exceeding 15 mrem/year TEDE
dose, from the USEI program. TEDE is defined as the "Total Effective Dose Equivalent", which
equals the sum of external and internal exposures. The public dose limit during operation
activities is limited to 100 mrem/yr TEDE dose. An annual summary report of environmental
monitoring results will be submitted to IDEQ by June 1 st for the preceding year.

Materials that have a radioactive component that meets the criteria described in Tables C. 1
through C.4b and are RCRA regulated material will be managed as described within this WAP for
the RCRA regulated constituents;
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Table C.1: Unimportant Quantities of Source Material Uniformly Dispersed* in Soil or Other
Media**

Status of Equilibrium Maximum Concentration of Sum of Concentrations
Source Material Parent(s) and all progeny

present"*
a Natural uranium in equilibrium with <500 ppm / 167 pCi/g (2 -U activity) _ 3000 pCi/g

progeny
Refined natural uranium (ZU, zU, <500 ppm / 333 pCilg <2000 pCi/g
234u; 234Th 234m 231Th)

Depleted Uranium ( n, Pa) <500 ppm / 169 pCi/g <2000 pCi/g
b Natural thorium ("ZTh + 2"Th) <500 ppm / 110 pCi/g <2000 pCi/g

Z1uTh in equilibrium with progeny <0.01 ppm / 200 pCi/g •2000 pCi/g
_"Th (with no progeny) 0.1 ppm / •2000 pCi/g
Any mixture of Thorium and Sum of ratios f- 1*... <_2000 pCi/g
Uranium

Table C.2: Naturally Occurring Radioactive Material Other Than Uranium and Thorium
Uniformly Dispersed* in Soil or Other Media**

Status of Equilibrium Maximum Sum of Concentrations of Parent
Concentration of and All Progeny Present***
Parent Nuclide

a 22 tRa or 22"Ra with progeny in bulk form 1 500 pCi/g _ 4500 pCi/g
T _2 6Ra or _ 25Ra with progeny in reinforced 1500 pCi/g 13,500 pCi/g

IP-1 containers 1
C z10Pb with progeny( Bi & 21uPo) 1500 pCi/g 4500 pCi/g

4UK 818 pCi/g N/A

Any other NORM _<3000 pCi/g
Any material containing ...Ra greater than 222 pCilg shall be disposed at least 6 meters from the external point on thecompleted cell.

Table C.3: Non-Production Particle Accelerator Produced Radioactive Material*****

Acceptable Material Activity or Concentration
Any non-production All materials shall be packaged in accordance with USDOT packaging requirements.
particle accelerator Any packages containing iodine or volatile radionuclides will have lids or covers
produced sealed to the container with gaskets. Contamination levels on the surface of the
radionuclide. packages shall not exceed those allowed at point of receipt by USDOT rules.

Gamma or x-ray radiation levels may not exceed 10 millirem per hour anywhere on
the surface of the package. All packages received shall be directly disposed in the
active cell. All containers shall be certified to be 90% full.

.Average over conveyance or container. The use of the phrase "over the conveyance or container is meant to reflect the
variability on the generator side. The concentration limit is the primary acceptance criteria.

**Unless otherwise authorized by IDEQ, other Media does not include radioactively contaminated liquid (except for
incidental liquids in materials). See radioactive contaminated liquid definition (definition section of Part B permit).

Diffuse waste with a total concentration (sum of concentrations of all radionuclides present) which is 2000 pCi/g or less
may be'accepted at the site (i.e., the controlling limit is 2000 pCi/g).

Conc. of U in sample Conc. of Th in Sample
Allowable conc. ofU + Allowable conc. of Th -1

Any material that has been made radioactive by use of a non-production particle accelerator as set forth in Federal
Register, Vol. 72, No. 189, Monday October 1, 2007, page 55868.
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Table C.4a: NRC Exempted Products, Devices or Items
Exemption Product, Device or Item Isotope, Activity or
10 CFR Concentration
Part*
30.15 As listed in the regulation Various isotopes and activities

as set forth in 30.15

30.14, Other materials, products or devices specifically exempted Radionuclides in
30.18 from regulation by rule, order, license, license condition, concentrations consistent with

concurrence, or letter of interpretation the exemption
30.19 Self-luminous products containing tritium, 8*Kr, 7H or '4t Pm Activity by Manufacturing

license
30.20 Gas and aerosol detectors for protection of life and property Isotope and activity by

from fire Manufacturing license
30.21 Capsules containing 14C urea for in vivo diagnosis of 14C, one pCi per capsule

humans
40.13(a) Unimportant quantity of source material: see table above _<0.05% by weight source

material
40.13(b) Unrefined and unprocessed ore containing source material As set forth in rule
40.13(c)(1) Source material in incandescent gas mantles, vacuum tubes, Thorium and uranium, various

welding rods, electric lamps for illumination amounts or concentrations,
see rules

40.13(c)(2) (i)Source material in glazed ceramic tableware !20% by weight

(ii)Piezoelectric ceramic •<2% by weight

(iii) Glassware not including glass brick, pane glass, ceramic •<10% by weight
tile, or other glass or ceramic used in construction

40.13(c)(3) Photographic film, negatives or prints Uranium or Thorium
40.13(c)(4) Finished product or part fabricated of or containing tungsten •<4% by weight thorium

or magnesium-thorium alloys. Cannot treat or process content.
chemically, metallurgically, or physically.

40.13(c)(5) Uranium contained in counterweights installed in aircraft, Per stated conditions in rule.
rockets, projectiles and missiles or stored or handled in
connection with installation or removal of such
counterweights.

40.13(c)(6) Uranium used as shielding in shipping containers if Depleted Uranium
conspicuously and legibly impressed with legend "CAUTION
RADIOACTIVE SHIELDING - URANIUM" and uranium
incased in at least 1/8 inch thick steel or fire resistant metal.

40.13(c)(7) Thorium contained in finished optical lenses •<30% by weight thorium, per
conditions in rule.

40.13(c)(8) Thorium contained in any finished aircraft engine part _<4% by weight thorium, per
containing nickel-thoria alloy, conditions in rule.



Table C.4b: Materials Specifically Exempted by the NRC
Or NRC Agreement State

Exemption Materials Isotope, Activity or
Concentration*

10 CFR Byproduct material including production particle Byproduct material at
30.11"** accelerator material exempted from NRC or concentrations consistent

Agreement State regulation by rule, order, license, with the exemption**
license condition or letter of interpretation rnay be
accepted as determined by specific NRC or
Agreement State exemption.****

10 CFR Source material exempted from NRC or Agreement Source material at
40.14*** State regulation by rule, order, license, license concentrations consistent

condition or letter of interpretation may be with the exemption.
accepted as determined by specific NRC or
Agreement State exemption.****

10 CFR 70.17 Special Nuclear Material (SNM) exempted from SNM at concentrations
NRC regulation by rule, order, license, license consistent with the
condition or letter of interpretation may be exemption.
accepted as determined by specific NRC or

1 Agreement State exemption.****
*Sum of all isotopes up to a maximum concentration of 3,000 pCi/gm.
**Specifically exempted production beam accelerator may be received under Table C.3 provisions [10 CFR 20.2008 (b)]
***Also includes equivalent Agreement State regulation where applicable.

**** Similar material not regulated or licensed by the NRC may also be accepted. Sum of all isotopes up to a maximum
concentration of 3,000 pCi/gm. IDEQ shall be notified prior to the receipt of Special Nuclear Material not regulated or licensed by
the NRC.

Additional Information for USEI's Waste Analysis Plan

1. US Ecology Idaho, Inc. (USEI) may receive contaminated materials or other materials as
described in Tables C.1 - C.4b above. USEI may not accept for disposal any material that by its
possession would require USEI to have a radioactive material license from the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC).

2. Unless approved in advance by USEI and IDEQ, average activity concentrations may not exceed
those concentrations enumerated in Tables C.1 and C.2. Additionally, for Tables C.1 and C.2,
individual pockets of material may exceed the WAC for the radionuclides present as long as the
average concentration of all radionuclides within the package or conveyance remains at or below
the WAC and the highest dose rate measured on the outside of the unshielded package or
conveyance does not exceed those action levels enumerated in ERMP-01.

3. Other items, devices or materials listed in Table C.4a, which are exempted in accordance with 10
CFR Parts 30, 40 or equivalent Agreement State regulations or 10 CFR Part 70 may be accepted
at or below the activities (per device or item) or concentrations specified in those exemptions.

4. The generator of the exempted or non-production particle accelerator produced waste must
specify that the waste meets applicable acceptance criteria and/or exemption requirements.

5. In accordance with permit requirements, notification of any exceedance of the WAC will be
provided to the RCRA Program Manager within 24 hours, in accordance with the permit.


