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Introduction
The Washington State Department of Ecology’s Nuclear Waste Program (Ecology) manages
dangerous waste within the state by writing permits to regulate its treatment, storage, and disposal.
When a new permit or a significant modification to an existing permit is proposed, Ecology holds
a public comment period to allow the public to review the change and provide formal feedback.
(See Washington Administrative Code [WAC] 173-303-830 for types of permit changes.)
This Response to Comments document is being issued to address the public comments received
during a comment period held July 1 through August 30, 2019. The public comment period was
held for a Class 3 Permit Modification submitted by the Permittees.
In addition to the public comment period that was held specifically for Low-Activity Waste
Facility and Effluent Management Facility, as detailed above, Ecology received some comments
specific to the WTP during a comment period held on the renewal of the draft Rev. 9 Site-wide
Permit, from May 1 through October 22, 2012. We will use this Response to Comments Document
to address those comments.
The Response to Comments purpose is to:
•

Describe and document public involvement actions.

•

List and respond to all significant comments received during the public comment period
and any related public hearings.

This Response to Comments is prepared for:

Comment period:

Low-Activity Waste Facility and Effluent Management Facility - WTP
Class 3 permit modification, 24590-WTP-PCN-ENV-18-007, July 1
through August 30, 2019

Permit:

Hanford Facility Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
Permit for the Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Dangerous Waste,
Part III, Operating Unit Group 10 (WA7890008967), Waste Treatment
and Immobilization Plant (WTP Dangerous Waste Permit)

Permittees:

United States Department of Energy - Office of River Protection and
Bechtel National, Inc.

Original issuance date:

September 27, 1994

To see more information related to the Hanford Site and nuclear waste in Washington, please visit
our website: https://www.ecology.wa.gov/Hanford.

Reasons for issuing the permit
The Permittees submitted to Ecology a draft permit modification that incorporates new and
modified information focused on the operations of the Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant
(WTP).
This permit modification will add a description of operations to the WTP Dangerous Waste Permit
for the Low-Activity Waste and Effluent Management Facilities. The modification describes
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operations, provides clarification between the Baseline and Direct-Feed Low Activity Waste
(DFLAW) configurations and to comply with all regulations.
The modification updates/modifies the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Unit – Specific Permit Conditions
Part A Form
Chapter 3, Waste Analysis Plan
Chapter 3A, Waste Analysis Plan for the Baseline Configuration
Chapter 3B, Quality Assurance Project Plan
Chapter 3C, Waste Analysis Plan for the DFLAW Configuration
Chapter 4, Process Information
Chapter 4E, Low-Activity Waste Facility
Chapter 4G, Direct Feed Low-Activity Waste (Effluent Management Facility)
Chapter 4I, Balance of Facilities
Chapter 6, Procedures to Prevent Hazards
Chapter 6A, Inspection Plan
Chapter 7, Building Emergency Plan
Chapter 8, Personnel Training
Updates to multiple appendices

Supporting Information for this modification includes:
•

•

Dangerous Waste Training Plan – supplemental information developed to meet
Washington Administrative Code requirements. This document will be placed in the
operating record and not part of the Dangerous Waste Permit.
Chapter 12, Reporting and Recordkeeping – This chapter is proposed to be removed from
the Dangerous Waste Permit because the information is duplicated in Permit Conditions
II.I, Facility Operating Record, and throughout the WTP Permit.

Interim Compliance Schedule items completed with this permit modification include: LAW-3
through LAW-7, LAW-11, LAW-14, LAW-15, LAW-17, LAW-25, LAW-45, as well as EMF-3
through EMF-7, EMF-11 and EMF-45.
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Public involvement actions
Ecology and the Permittees encouraged public comment on the Low-Activity Waste Facility and
Effluent Management Facility - Class 3 modification to the WTP Permit, (24590-WTP-PCNENV-18-007) during a 60-day public comment period held, July 1 through August 30, 2019.
The following actions were taken to notify the public:
•
•
•
•
•

Mailed a public notice announcing the comment period to 1,261 members of the public.
Distributed copies of the public notice to members of the public at Hanford Advisory
Board meetings.
Placed a public announcement display advertisement in the Tri-City Herald on June 30,
2019.
Emailed a notice announcing the start of the comment period to the Hanford-Info email
list, which has 1,325 recipients.
Posted the comment period as an event on the Washington Department of Ecology –
Hanford Facebook and Twitter pages.

The Permittees held a public meeting on July 30, 2019, at 5:30 p.m. at the Richland Public
Library. Five members of the public attended, and no comments were collected.
The Hanford information repositories located in Richland, Spokane, and Seattle, Washington,
and Portland, Oregon, received the following documents for public review:
•
•
•

Transmittal letter
Fact Sheet for the Low-Activity Facility Waste and Effluent Management Facility Permit
Modification
Draft Class 3 Permit Modification to the WTP Permit for Low-Activity Waste Facility and
Effluent Management Facility (24590-WTP-PCN-ENV-18-007)

The following public notices for this comment period are in Appendix A of this document:
•
•
•
•

Fact Sheet
Classified advertisement in the Tri-City Herald
Notice sent to the Hanford-Info email list
Event posted on the Washington Department of Ecology – Hanford Facebook and Twitter
pages
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List of Commenters
The table below lists the names of organizations or individuals who submitted a comment on the
Low-Activity Waste Facility and Effluent Management Facility permit modification during the
July 1 through August 30, 2019 comment period. The comments and responses are in
Attachment 1.
Commenter

Organization

Anonymous Citizen #1

Citizen

Robert Apple

Citizen

Mike Conlan

Citizen

Fredrick Brim

Citizen

Judy Pigott

Citizen

Anonymous Citizen #2

Citizen

Hanford Challenge

Organization

Heart of America Northwest and Heart of America
Northwest Research Center

Organization

Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation

Tribal
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Attachment 1: Comments and responses for Revision 8C
Description of comments:
Ecology accepted comments from July 1 through August 30, 2019. This section provides a
summary of comments we received during the public comment period and our responses, as
required by Revised Code of Washington 34.05.325(6)(a)(iii). Comments are grouped by
individual, and each comment is addressed separately.

I-1: ANONYMOUS
Comment I-1-1
We were supposed to have been making glass in 2007. Still no date in sight when this will
happen. What needs to be done are two things. One before they decided to turn the waste into
glass they had a plan to mix the waste with grout and turn it into concrete logs. They had two
plants. They ran a batch and it worked. They shut it down saying it was obsolete. They gutted the
one plant but the other can still be used. Strongly suggest it be done, much better in cost and and
time. If you are going to use the VIT plant treat all the waste as HLW. You don't need two plants
one LAW one HLW. This is very costly. Last and most important you don't have the
infrastructure to maintains the plant to run everything. You don't have enough electrical power,
not enough storage for the fuel to run the standby generators full time. Most importantly the
plant cannot handle all the waste on site. Which means you are going to need to expand the size
of it. When you eventually get it all done now you are going to need to spend money to tear
down and remove. Was not well thought out.
Response to I-1-1
As outlined in the Part A, and in Chapter 4 of the WTP Permit, the facility is designed to treat
the low-active portion of tank waste in the LAW facility and the high-level waste will be treated
in the HLW facility. The treated waste generated by these facilities will be disposed in different
locations. High-Level Waste must be disposed in a deep geological repository. Low-Activity
Waste will be disposed onsite at the IDF Facility. Additionally, the WTP has been designed and
constructed with sufficient infrastructure (e.g., power) to operate at the capacities outlined in the
permit.
In addition, if the comment is referring to the Grout Treatment Facility, the only material that
ran through the facility was simulant. The facility has since been closed.
I-2: ROBERT APPLE
Comment I-2-1
I strongly object to the reclassification of radioactive wastes at the Hanford Nuclear Reservation
and simply reducing its classification does not make it safer or less the hazard that it is. Your are
instituting a name change to allow a far lessor required process of dealing with extremely
hazardous nuclear waste that is already leaching into our environment and will continue to at a
more rapid rate if you allow the name change of the existing high level nuclear waste to be
changed simply and by the stroke of a pen. Effectively its only been 70 years of the expected half
million necessary to actually consider the wastes being considered for name change to not be the
hazard they have proven to be through air, water and soil invasive spread and will likely get
worse and not better through that extreme time line yet to come. To face facts you are
considering this action only because all of your attempts at other methods have failed completely
while being very expensive in todays dollars that will only get worse through time when the need
is likely to arise again. Consider you are again proposing to add more chemicals to an extremely
toxic mess that you nor anyone has any idea what will happen or be the end result from adding
concrete and rather than glass.

Response to I-2-1
Between 1993 and 1997, DOE and NRC went through an extensive process to establish a
technical basis for classifying approximately 50 of the 56 million gallons of high-level waste in
Hanford's tanks as "Waste Incidental to Reprocessing" (WIR) if DOE meets three criteria:
(1) remove key radionuclides to the maximum extent technologically and economically practical;
(2) vitrify the wastes at a concentration that does not exceed applicable concentration limits for
Class C low-level waste; and
(3) manage the wastes to meet safety requirements comparable to the performance objectives set
out in 10 CFR Part 61.
These criteria are set forth in a letter dated June 9, 1997 from Carl J. Paperiello, NRC Office of
Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards Director, to Jackson Kinzer, USDOE Office of Tank
Waste Remediation System Assistant Manager. Based on the treatment and disposal path
identified in the 1997 letter, DOE signed onto commitments in the TPA and a subsequent consent
decree that require it to implement this established pathway within a certain timeframe. The TPA
and consent decree include legally enforceable milestones for the construction of facilities to
separate out key radionuclides from tank waste and facilities to vitrify both the high level and
low activity fractions of the waste.
I-3: MIKE CONLAN
Comment I-3-1
1) Remove all nuclear waste,
2) Do not allow anymore nuclear waste into the facility,
3) Replace all single storage tanks,
4) Stop all the nuclear leakage from entering the Columbia River
Response to I-3-1
Ecology is working to ensure that long-term storage, treatment, and disposal of the waste is
protective of human health and the environment. The proposed permit changes are not to allow
new waste, but to better manage the waste already at Hanford. Single-shell tanks are not in the
scope of this comment period. Ecology does agree the tanks pose a threat. We believe a better
approach to addressing it is to transfer waste from the single shell tanks to the double-shell tanks
to prepare for eventual treatment in the Waste Treatment Plant. Stopping any potential nuclear
waste from impacting the Columbia River is not within the scope of the WTP Permit. Prevention
of groundwater and surface water impacts are addressed in operations associated with other
units.
I-4: FREDERICK BRIM
Comment I-4-1
I have several question concerning WDOE's role in overseeing the Hanford WTP's production
startup activities. Once US-DOE's own WTP startup activities and their operational readiness
review activities are complete, and US-DOE states that WTP is ready to go live with processing
of Hanford's tank waste material, does WDOE have to give its own separate approval for WTP

production operations to begin? If that is the case, I would presume that WDOE would be using
US-DOE's own production readiness assessments as the basis for granting or denying approval
for initiating production operations. Is that correct?
Response to I-4-1
Unlike the Department of Energy, the Department of Ecology does not issue an approval that
allows for commencement of normal operations. Ecology does not provide approval for
operational readiness review. Ecology's approval comes in the form of an issued permit that the
permittees must comply with. In the case of WTP, there are permit conditions that must be
satisfied prior to receipt of dangerous waste. For example, some of the permit conditions include
certification of construction, successful completion of performance demonstration testing using
simulants and any outstanding compliance schedule items. This list is not all inclusive. Once
compliance with these permit conditions is demonstrated, the permittees are authorized to
commence treatment of dangerous waste.
I-5: JUDY PIGOTT
Comment I-5-1
As a concerned individual I STRONGLY object to the reclassification of tank waste as "Low
Activity Waste". This material is Hight level Waste, and must be treated as such. The proposal
that is being made is dangerous in a most egregious way, putting the Columbia River, and all
who live on or near it at risk. This is unacceptable, and I object to the proposed operating permit.
Thank you -- Judy
Response to I-5-1
Between 1993 and 1997, DOE and NRC went through an extensive process to establish a
technical basis for classifying approximately 50 of the 56 million gallons of high-level waste in
Hanford's tanks as "Waste Incidental to Reprocessing" (WIR) if DOE meets three criteria:
(1) remove key radionuclides to the maximum extent technologically and economically practical;
(2) vitrify the wastes at a concentration that does not exceed applicable concentration limits for
Class C low-level waste; and
(3) manage the wastes to meet safety requirements comparable to the performance objectives set
out in 10 CFR Part 61.
These criteria are set forth in a letter dated June 9, 1997 from Carl J. Paperiello, NRC Office of
Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards Director, to Jackson Kinzer, USDOE Office of Tank
Waste Remediation System Assistant Manager. Based on the treatment and disposal path
identified in the 1997 letter, DOE signed onto commitments in the TPA and a subsequent consent
decree that require it to implement this established pathway within a certain timeframe. The TPA
and consent decree include legally enforceable milestones for the construction of facilities to
separate out key radionuclides from tank waste and facilities to vitrify both the high level and
low activity fractions of the waste.

I-6: ANONYMOUS CITIZEN
Comment I-6-1
Ecology Should Review LAW Vulnerability Closure Actions - DFLAW is not Likely to Start
On-Time or Safely The Fact Sheet states that the permit modification establishes requirements to
ensure that waste management activities are protective of human health and the environment.
The 2015 Low Activity Waste Design and Operability Report identified approximately 362
"vulnerabilities" that were expected to result in unacceptable risk to the overall project mission.
Has Ecology reviewed the effectiveness of the "closures" of the vulnerabilities? ORP prepared a
set of closure letters from 2015 to 2018 (per the table below, which contains some excerpts). The
"verified closure" letters often kick the issue down the road to startup and commissioning, or
reject the issues all together based on future promises or because the FPD accepted the risk on
the behalf of workers, taxpayers, and the environment. The table shows that these letters referred
to "commissioning" at least 111 times. The accepted risks were apparently not used to add time
for schedule margin or to add contingency for cost overruns.
The risk is further illuminated in the discrepancy between DOE statements and the objective
schedule evidence. ORP management expressed a lackadaisical attitude towards making any
corrections per page 15 of the February 7, 2019 TPA PMM Meeting Minutes1. In these minutes
DOE indicated they were happy with the current Bechtel team; content with the chronic delays and were not working on them.
On June 14, 2019, DOE replied to the Department of Ecology (in Letter 19-ORP-0004) that the
DFLAW treatment facility is on schedule to meet the startup milestone for the LAW facility. The
ORP Field Office Manager further insisted (on page 4) that schedules change "through no fault"
of DOE. As a result, it appears the DOE has no interest in looking for the root causes of the
delays, or the root causes associated with the failed fast track design-build/phased
permitting/black cells instead of a canyon building decision. I believe DOE should be held
accountable for long-recommended improvements that have been ignored.
Contrary to ORP's confidence in the startup schedule, the Consent Decree Monthly Reports for
April and May, 2019, for example, show multiple unfavorable "variances" for the LAW and
EMF facilities, a euphemism for cost overruns and delays. Safety risks and poor cost and
schedule performance continue.
I would appreciate if Ecology would review the incomplete or closed to future work LAW D&O
"closures" in the letters listed below to verify the risks are actually addressed and resolved before
granting permission to operate the plant. In addition, GAO has pointed out that 13 LAW systems
were not reviewed in the Design and Operability Report. The 13 additional systems should have
been reviewed as an extent of condition evaluation, given the number and significance of the
problems that were found in the D&O report, and the unreviewed systems create additional
safety and operating risk. Note that the D&O expert panel was not consulted regarding the path
to closure.
1

https://pdw.hanford.gov/document/AR-01146

Response to I-6-1
Ecology performed a technical review of USDOE's Class 3 permit modification for Low-Activity
Waste and Effluent Management Facility's operating permit, Ecology reviewed and discussed
these action items with USDOE. In the review, Ecology readdressed the open action items that
were discussed in the review of the 2015 WTP Permit modification to incorporate final design
information and allow installation of the Low-Activity Waste HEPA Preheaters, Melter Offgas
Caustic Scrubber and Thermal Catalytic Oxidizer.
Ecology continues to communicate with Energy to ensure that these items noted in LAW Design
and Operability Report, Table B-1, "Crosswalk of System Vulnerabilities to Vulnerability
Category", are appropriately managed.
In particular, Ecology is focused on the categories of "Newly Identified", "Contract Change
Required", and "Validity Requires Further Review" for dangerous waste permit affecting
equipment and systems.
It is Ecology's intention to further review with Energy each of these items to determine current
status and further need for updates and closure.
Finally, the Permittees have initiated a certification process according to WAC 173-303810(14)(a)(i) and Permit Condition III.10.C.2.a. The certification process uses system
requirements verification matrixes to ensure that systems and equipment are constructed in
accordance to approved designs and permit requirements. Ecology has been involved in this
vertification process. Currently, the LAB facility review is reaching completion and the LAW
facility is in review.
The review of the LAW Design and Operability Report will continue until the commissioning
phase of the low activity waste treatment facility to ensure that any items that may take
significant effort can be closed, and to ensure that any new issues can also be brought to
appropriate closure.
Comment I-6-2
Single Shell Tank Farm Barriers are Needed
As shown in item 1 above, Ecology is correct that there is a good probability that the DFLAW
facilities will not start on time. Nor is it likely that the equipment will have very good
performance if it ever starts up. As a result, I believe Ecology should not allow DOE to
"negotiate" and waste more time over the installation of additional interim surface barriers in the
single shell tank farms. (See DOE "disapproved" change form M- 45-19-03 and the article in the
July 13, 2019 Tri-City Herald2.). Such barriers should be installed immediately as they are the
only practical means of preventing migration of waste to the groundwater due to infiltrating
precipitation. Barriers break the pathway to the groundwater. Void space fill should also be
considered to prevent subsidence. DOE rejection of new barriers in favor of endless negotiations
demonstrates the ongoing hypocrisy. There is enough "crisis" to fund Bechtel, but not enough
concern to protect the groundwater from past and future events due to precipitation. Based on
past performance, barriers are sorely needed. In addition, Ecology should consider curtailing
single shell tank waste retrievals - since SST retrievals serve only to add water and contribute to

risk. Single shell tank retrievals appear to be "speculative accumulation" given the uncertainty
about waste processing and the expected additional delay to the WTP pretreatment facility. Why
pile up risk and waste when the treatment processes aren't available?
2

https://www.tri-cityherald.com/news/local/hanford/article232604387.html

Response to I-6-2
Thank you for your input and sharing your concerns about the Single Shell Tanks (SST) and
barriers, however, any issues associated with the SSTs are outside of the scope of this permit
modification. The technical issues associated with the SSTs will be discussed and documented in
an upcoming Class 3 Modification to the Hanford site wide Permit, Revision 8C.
Comment I-6-3
IQRPE Reports are Still Preliminary
The Washington Administrative Code requires an Independent Qualified Registered Professional
Engineer to certify structural integrity and suitability for handling dangerous waste for each tank
system, as required under WAC 173-303-640 [see WAC-173-303- 806]. The IQRPE cannot
make such a certification if the design and the flow sheet are incomplete. For example, the recent
resubmittal of an IQRPE report for the LAW Catalytic Oxidizer/Reducer (19-ECD-0056)
continues to show that IQRPE reports rely on draft documents. In this case there are drawings at
Rev B00 for the general assembly and also a reference to 24590-WTP-M4C-VI IT-00004, Rev.
C, Calculation of Hydrogen Generation Rates and Times to Lower Flammability Limit for WTP,
including ECCN # 24590-WTP-M4E-VI IT-00009. Letter revisions are not final design. Ecology
should ensure that DOE never sends an IQRPE report that contains draft information, because
the resulting IQRPE certification is therefore also not final. This is true regardless of "phased"
permitting because it is "draft permitting" and not a genuine certification.
There are also draft documents in the current permit modification request (19-ECD-0047) including multiple citations of 24590-LAW-DBC-S13T-00028, Rev. A, Elevated Slab Design
@Elev.+ 28'-0"; and 24590-LAW-DBC-S13T-00034, Rev. A, Elevated Floor Slab Design @
48'-0".
Response to I-6-3
Any documentation reviewed by the IQRPE is complete at the time the IQRPE review for
certification is made, and before the reports are submitted to Ecology for approval, they are
reviewed for accuracy and contain all required and updated facility documentation.
The design calculations referenced by the IQRPE are "committed calculations". Committed
calculations (as designated with alpha revisions) contain some assumptions that require
verification, however they may be utilized in final design documents prior to being confirmed.
The construction certification process is currently in place to ensure that the facility has been
constructed as designed in the WTP Permit, in accordance with WAC 173-303-810(14)(a)(i) and
Permit Condition III.10.C.2.a. As part of the construction certification process, Ecology
conducts an extensive documentation review to verify that permit-affecting systems and
equipment are installed consistent with the permitted design.

Comment I-6-4
LAWPS Actions Should Be Completed Before Issuing the LAW/EMF Permit
DFLAW Operations rely on the design and operation of the Low Activity Waste Pretreatment
System (LAWPS). Ecology should require that the LAWPS permit be completed first, so that the
source facility and its waste ion exchange columns are addressed before issuing a permit for
LAW/EMF. Otherwise we will have more orphan waste. Actions from letter 19-NWP-103
should be completed prior to issuing the permit modification for LAW/EMF operations.
Response to I-6-4
Permitting of the Low-Activity Waste Pretreatment System (LAWPS) Operating Unit Group is
outside of the scope of this Permit modification. Issues associated with the generation and
ultimate disposal of the Ion Exchange Columns will be addressed within the Permit for the
LAWPS Operating Unit Group (OUG-1)
The permittees have provided technical information about the liquid waste stream that will be
generated by the Tank Side Cesium Removal (TSCR) System (which is an individual Dangerous
Waste Managment Unit within the LAWPS OUG) and verified that the expected waste stream
will meet WTP's waste acceptance criteria.
Ecology is taking the necessary steps to ensure that the Permittees do not generate an orphan
waste.
Comment I-6-5
Ecology Should Insist on Design Verification for Dangerous Waste Equipment
ASME Standard NQA-1, which applies to the WTP, requires designs to be verified "in all cases"
prior to relying on the component, system, or structure, or computer program, to perform its
function. As a result, Ecology should require DOE to provide objective evidence of design
verification for all of the LAW and EMF components prior to issuing an operating permit. This
may be difficult, given that DOE and Bechtel have, in a number of cases, elected to defer design
verification until commissioning, when the plant will be charged with non-radioactive hazardous
chemicals or hazardous chemical precursors. Some of the safety functions of the LAW/EMF
equipment are precisely to handle the hazardous chemicals. As a result, design verification
should have been performed long ago (before cold commissioning) in an integrated pilot plant.
DOE and Bechtel elected to not perform some technology maturation tests and elected not to
perform integrated testing or mockups for verification prior to completing design and
installation. Testing has been stove-piped or put off. As a result, significant cost and safety risks
have been pushed to the very last activities, after a lot of money has been spent. Ecology should
not issue an operating permit until ALL of the design verifications are complete for equipment
that handles hazardous chemicals and off-gases to the satisfaction of an independent-of-ORP QA
organization (per an open recommendation from the GAO3).
3

Per GAO-19-311SP, https://www.gao.gov/assets/700/698600.pdf

Response to I-6-5
Ecology provides environmental regulatory oversight of construction and eventual operations
for treatment and storage of dangerous waste at the Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant

(WTP). Ecology ensures that the agency is apprised of WTP progress and issues by continuing
an open dialogue with project personnel, and by maintaining a site presence to monitor that
construction activities are consistent with permit documents. Ecology remains apprised of open
issues through resolution on the WTP Project.
It is beyond the scope of Ecology's regulatory authority to require application of the NQA-1
standard in the manner described (i.e., outside of the generally accepted interpretation in the
industry) by the commenter. The Permittees are responsible for the design, construction and
operation of a facility. The Permittees must ensure the completed facility performs as an
integrated treatment facility. Ecology and other regulatory agencies, (e.g., DOH), permit the
resulting emissions to the environment, (e.g., criteria air pollutants and radiological air
emissions), and if the facilities do not comply with the permitted emission requirements, these
agencies have the regulatory authority to take action to protect human health and the
environment.
Comment I-6-6
Process Flow Diagrams Should Include Data Tables
The process flow diagrams in the package omit mass balance tables for the hazardous chemicals
(Chapter 4). This prevents a complete understanding of how safety and the environment are
protected. I would appreciate if some data tables could be added.
Response to I-6-6
WTP Process Flow Diagrams are located in the Appendices of the Dangerous Waste Permit and
not in Chapter 4; Process Description. The instrument tables located in Chapter 4 contain all
pertinent information as required by State of Washington regulations. Mass Balance
documentation is submitted to Ecology and placed in the Operating Record.
Comment I-6-7
No WTP or ETF Secondary Waste or Effluent Should be Sent to Richland
Ecology should ensure that no WTP or ETF waste is sent into the City of Richland for treatment,
including EMF evaporator bottoms or ETF brine. The contractual scope of the WTP was to treat
the waste in the 200 Areas of Hanford. The risk should not be transferred so that it is directly
upwind of city residents and food storage and processing businesses.
Response to I-6-7
In the WTP Permit, secondary wastes from WTP are designated for disposal at Hanford 200
Integrated Disposal Facility (IDF).
Comment I-6-8
Ecology Should Verify Piping Integrity
Piping at WTP has for years been subject to Cathodic Protection System operations that were out
of specification. Out of specification cathodic protection can actually destroy the piping it is
intended to protect. Ecology should verify the integrity of affected piping before it is allowed to
handle hazardous chemicals.

Response to I-6-8
In the DFLAW configuration, the waste transfer lines utilize the High Density Polyethylene
(HDPE) jacketed design to isolate the transfer lines from the soil environment. The cathodically
protected intra-facility piping system between the Pretreatment Facility and other WTP
Facilities will be isolated and not used.
Integrity assessments for the underground transfer lines are included in the IQRPE Structural
Integrity Assessment of the Waste Treatment Plant (WTP) Underground Transfer Lines and
Ancillary Equipment.
O-1: HANFORD CHALLENGE
Comment O-1-1
To Whom It May Concern:
On behalf of Hanford Challenge, I am submitting these comments in response to the Waste
Treatment and Immobilization Plant Project Proposed Operating Permit for the Low-Activity
Waste Facility and Effluent Management Facility.
Interest of Commenter
Hanford Challenge is a non-profit, public interest, environmental and worker advocacy
organization located at 2719 East Madison Street, Suite 304, Seattle, WA 98112. Hanford
Challenge is an independent 501(c)(3) membership organization incorporated in the State of
Washington and dedicated to creating a future for Hanford that secures human health and safety,
advances accountability, and promotes a sustainable environmental legacy. Hanford Challenge
has members who work at the Hanford Site and within the Tank Farms who are at risk of
imminent and substantial endangerment due to DOE's handling, storage, treatment,
transportation, and disposal of Hanford's solid and hazardous waste. Other members of Hanford
Challenge work and/or recreate near Hanford, where they may also be affected by hazardous
materials emitted into the environment by Hanford. All members have a strong interest in
ensuring the safe and effective cleanup of the nation's most toxic nuclear site for themselves and
for current and future generations, and who are therefore affected by conditions that endanger
human health and the environment.
In 2010, Hanford Challenge began assisting engineers, scientists and managers who worked at
the Waste Treatment Plant (WTP) and who disclosed numerous design, construction and safety
violations and defects at the WTP. These issues had been ignored or white-washed by existing
managers at both DOE and the contractors. The employees who raised these issues found
themselves unemployed in most cases. In some cases, these employees were outright terminated
after raising these concerns.
The concerns were of a nature that impacted the safe and effective future operation of the WTP.
The allegations were numerous and serious, and included, faulty and inadequate designs, quality
assurance and quality control violations, suspect equipment and instrumentation, the risk of
combustion and/or explosion and nuclear criticality events. The most troubling of the allegations

was the campaign to suppress the reporting of and correction of these issues, including the
removal of the source of the allegations: the people responsible for detecting and reporting the
violations.
After many years of hearings, media reports, Congressional testimony, investigations and
inquiries, then Secretary of Energy Stephen Chu visited the site for a period of several weeks,
culminating in his decision to suspend all design and construction activities associated with the
affected facilities of the WTP (including the Pretreatment facility, the High-Level Waste facility,
and the Low Activity Waste facility). In short, the allegations by the engineers and scientists
were validated.
Today, all focus has shifted away from attempting to bring the PT and HLW facilities online, and
instead to build a direct-feed facility to the Low Activity Waste (LAW) facility. However,
Hanford Challenge has ongoing concerns about unresolved safety issues identified by a special
review team in 2014 entitled, "Low-Activity Waste Facility Design and Operability Review and
Recommendations."
Overview
The Fact Sheet that announces this comment period states,
"This permit modification provides the operational details for the Low-Activity Waste (LAW)
Facility and Effluent Management Facility (EMF). The permittees are requesting a Class 3
Modification to the Hanford Dangerous Waste Permit. In the Direct-Feed Low-Activity Waste
(DFLAW) configuration WTP will run the Laboratory, EMF and LAW facility. In this
configuration WTP will receive pretreated tank waste that will be immobilized (formed into
glass) in the LAW Facility. These activities are performed in accordance with the Hanford
Dangerous Waste Permit Revision 8C (WA7890008967).
The Hanford Dangerous Waste permit establishes requirements to ensure that waste management
activities are protective of human health and the environment. The DOE is proposing a Class 3
permit modification pursuant to WAC 173-303-830. The permittees' compliance history during
the life of the permit being modified is available through Ecology."
Comments
1. Hanford Challenge objects to the characterization of tank waste as "Low Activity Waste" since
the statutory definition of HLW is quite clear: Hanford tank waste is HLW.
a. The DOE, contrary to law, has "reinterpreted" the definition of HLW. By doing so, DOE is
fundamentally altering more than 50 years of national consensus on how the most toxic,
radioactive, and dangerous waste in the world is managed and ultimately disposed in geologic
repositories. The proposal will seriously endanger millions of Americans and countless future
generations. Because HLW contains highly radioactive fission products and radionuclides that
pose long-term dangers to human health and the environment, Congress has enacted laws
defining HLW and defined DOE responsibilities to safely manage the waste at its sites and to
dispose of that waste in geologic repositories. It has not given DOE authority to change the
definition of HLW.

Congress is clear. HLW by definition is:
(A) the highly radioactive material resulting from the reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel,
including liquid waste produced directly in reprocessing and any solid material derived from
such liquid waste that contains fission products in sufficient concentrations; and
(B) other highly radioactive material that the Commission [NRC], consistent with existing law,
determines by rule requires permanent isolation.
Thus, the NWPA defines HLW by its source – "the highly radioactive material resulting from the
reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel"– rather than specifics of its hazardous characteristics.
Reprocessing waste is categorically treated as HLW and defined by its origin because it is
necessarily both "intensely radioactive and long-lived." Reprocessing is the act of separating the
ingredients in irradiated nuclear reactor fuel and target materials, including plutonium, into
constituent parts or streams. The extraordinarily radioactive waste that results from this process
is HLW. This includes all of the wastes currently stored in Hanford nuclear waste tanks, as well
as leaked and/or dumped wastes in the soil.
b. The DOE intends to rely on a discredited DOE Order, 435.1, to relabel some of the Hanford
tank waste as "low level waste." However, a federal district court issued a decision in 2002 that
found that the tank wastes at Hanford fall within the definition of high level radioactive waste.
The Department's assertion that it can exempt waste streams based on technical and economic
constraints, the court found, "directly conflicts with" the Act's definition of high-level radioactive
waste. The District Court also found that Congress has spoken clearly on the subject and that
DOE Order 435.1 directly conflicts with the NWPA's definition of HLW (citing Chevron v.
NRDC, 467 U.S. 837, 842 (1984)).
Response to O-1-1
Between 1993 and 1997, DOE and NRC went through an extensive process to establish a
technical basis for classifying approximately 50 of the 56 million gallons of high-level waste in
Hanford's tanks as "Waste Incidental to Reprocessing" (WIR) if DOE meets three criteria:
(1) remove key radionuclides to the maximum extent technologically and economically practical;
(2) vitrify the wastes at a concentration that does not exceed applicable concentration limits for
Class C low-level waste; and
(3) manage the wastes to meet safety requirements comparable to the performance objectives set
out in 10 CFR Part 61.
These criteria are set forth in a letter dated June 9, 1997 from Carl J. Paperiello, NRC Office of
Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards Director, to Jackson Kinzer, USDOE Office of Tank
Waste Remediation System Assistant Manager. Based on the treatment and disposal path
identified in the 1997 letter, DOE signed onto commitments in the TPA and a subsequent consent
decree that require it to implement this established pathway within a certain timeframe. The TPA
and consent decree include legally enforceable milestones for the construction of facilities to
separate out key radionuclides from tank waste and facilities to vitrify both the high level and
low activity fractions of the waste.

Comment O-1-2
2. LAW Vulnerabilities: The public notice and Fact Sheet announcing this comment period
states, "The Permit establishes requirements to ensure waste management activities are
protective of human health and the environment." The 2015 Low Activity Waste Design and
Operability Report identified approximately 362 "vulnerabilities" that were expected to result in
unacceptable risk to the overall project mission.
ORP prepared a set of closure letters from 2015 to 2018 (per the attached table, which contains
some excerpts). The "verified closure" letters often kick the issue down the road to startup and
commissioning, or reject the issues all together based on future promises or because the FPD
accepted the risk on the behalf of workers, taxpayers, and the environment. The attached table
shows that these letters referred to commissioning at least 111 times. The accepted risks were
apparently not used to add time for schedule margin or to add contingency for cost overruns.
The risk is demonstrated further in the discrepancy between DOE statements and the objective
schedule evidence. ORP management expressed a lackadaisical attitude towards making any
corrections per page 15 of the February 7, 2019 TPA PMM Meeting Minutes. In these minutes
DOE indicated they were happy with the current Bechtel team, happy with the chronic delays –
and they were not working on them. On June 14, 2019, DOE replied to the Department of
Ecology (in Letter 19-ORP-0004) that the DFLAW treatment facility is on schedule to meet the
startup milestone for the LAW facility. The ORP Field Office Manager further insisted (on page
4) that schedules change "through no fault" of DOE. As a result, it appears the DOE has no
interest in looking for the root causes of the delays, or the root causes associated with the failed
fast-track design-build/phased permitting decision.
In short, DOE has yet to show that it has completed all necessary actions to actually resolve the
hundreds of serious safety and design issues at the Low Activity Waste facility raised in 2014.
The report, which was publicized in the national media (including the Washington Post and the
Los Angeles Times, states, "The review teams identified 362 significant design vulnerabilities
that could limit LAW Facility functionality and operability for which mitigation is highly
recommended prior to the start of radioactive operations and in many cases, prior to the start of
commissioning. Unless resolved in a timely manner, these vulnerabilities are expected to result
in unacceptable risk to the overall project mission." [emphasis added]
The authors of the draft report included 37 top experts on a wide range of engineering and
scientific topics. Team leaders included the Federal Project Director for Special Projects at the
Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant (WTP) in Richland, Washington, and the WTP
Design and Operability Manager for Washington River Protection, Solutions in Richland,
Washington. Others were listed with expertise in Radiological Control and Industrial Health,
Electrical Distribution Systems, Instrumentation and Controls, Container Systems, Mechanical
Systems, Ventilation Systems, and Process Support Systems.
The report identified "eight key programmatic deficiencies are as follows:
1. Inadequate Discipline in Design Execution and Control
2. Inadequate and Incomplete Control System Design Requirements
3. Inadequate Analysis or Understanding of Production Capability

4. Inadequate Implementation of As Low As Reasonably Achievable (ALARA) Principles
5. Transfer of Scope and Risk to the Commissioning Phase
6. Inadequate Definition and Implementation of Design Requirements for Waste Management
7. Inadequate Consideration of Industrial Safety and Hygiene Requirements
8. Inadequate Consideration of Success of Operations and Maintenance Activities"
"If left unresolved, the design vulnerabilities, coupled with the programmatic design process
weaknesses, would likely continue to have a compounding impact on the functionality of
individual LAW systems and the LAW Facility as a whole to the extent that the facility is
unlikely to achieve operational status within the anticipated timescale or achieve an acceptable
throughput," said the report.
The team, for example, found that an O-ring designed to seal 1,250-degree gases would fail at
250 degrees. It also found a number of ventilation problems, potentially allowing radioactivity to
migrate into safe areas of the plant. The experts warned that the plant's design would increase the
difficulty of decontamination, if it ever became necessary.
Response to O-1-2
Ecology performed a technical review of USDOE's Class 3 permit modification for Low-Activity
Waste and Effluent Management Facility's operating permit, Ecology reviewed and discussed
these action items with USDOE. In the review, Ecology readdressed the open action items that
were discussed in the review of the 2015 WTP Permit modification to incorporate final design
information and allow installation of the Low-Activity Waste HEPA Preheaters, Melter Offgas
Caustic Scrubber and Thermal Catalytic Oxidizer.
Ecology continues to communicate with Energy to ensure that these items noted in LAW Design
and Operability Report, Table B-1, "Crosswalk of System Vulnerabilities to Vulnerability
Category", are appropriately managed.
In particular, Ecology is focused on the categories of "Newly Identified", "Contract Change
Required", and "Validity Requires Further Review" for dangerous waste permit affecting
equipment and systems.
It is Ecology's intention to further review with Energy each of these items to determine current
status and further need for updates and closure.
Finally, the Permittees have initiated a certification process according to WAC 173-303810(14)(a)(i) and Permit Condition III.10.C.2.a. The certification process uses system
requirements verification matrixes to ensure that systems and equipment are constructed in
accordance to approved designs and permit requirements. Ecology has been involved in this
vertification process. Currently, the LAB facility review is reaching completion and the LAW
facility is currently in review.
The review of the LAW Design and Operability Report will continue up until the commissioning
phase of the low activity waste treatment facility to ensure that any items that may take
significant effort can be closed, and to ensure that any new issues can also be brought to
appropriate closure.

Comment O-1-3
Here are some more excerpts from the 2014 report that raise serious, and possible unresolved
safety and design concerns that put public and worker health and safety at risk:
Introduction
"During the course of this review, the teams identified recurring fundamental deficiencies in the
approach to design that appeared to be key contributors to the evolution of the vulnerabilities
affecting design functionality. These design approach deficiencies are reported in Section 4.0." p.
3.5
4.0 FUNDAMENTAL PROGRAMMATIC DEFICIENCIES CAUSING DESIGN AND
OPERABILITY VULNERABILITIES
"The Design and Operability review teams observed recurring fundamental programmatic design
process deficiencies that appear to be key contributors to or causes of the system specific design
and operability vulnerabilities. The design and operability vulnerabilities in combination with the
fundamental programmatic deficiencies are likely to have a compounding impact on the
functionality of individual LAW facility systems and the LAW Facility as a whole." p. 4.0
1. Inadequate Discipline in Design Execution and Control: It was evident for the systems
reviewed that requirements for design execution and control were not being met at an acceptable
level. Failure to effectively establish disciplined design processes results in procurement and
installation of equipment that does not meet the desired functional requirements and technical
specifications. If left unmitigated, there is a potential that the final design cannot be validated
and verified. This may result in an inability to effectively declare readiness to operate, pass an
operational readiness review (ORR), and achieve operational status.
2. Inadequate and Incomplete Control System Design Requirements: The requirements for the
equipment and process control systems lack sufficient clarity of definition and documentation to
ensure the functionality of the LAW Facility systems. The quality classification for the control
system software does not appear to be consistent with the hazards and functions that the system
is intended to control. Further, the current approach used to document the identified instrument
and control system functions results in a very large number of documents, thereby making
configuration control of the systems nearly unmanageable. Prior reviews have identified similar
concerns.
3. Inadequate Analysis or Understanding of Production Capability: The basis for the LAW
Facility production capability is incomplete and/or not technically defensible. Therefore,
reasonable projections of future plant performance and production are not reliable.
4. Inadequate Implementation of As Low As Reasonably Achievable (ALARA) Principles:
There are specific regulatory and contractual requirements associated with meeting goals and
objectives intended to reduce worker exposures and the potential for spread of radioactive
contamination within a nuclear facility to be As Low As Reasonably Achievable (ALARA). Due
to a lack of task analyses to reasonably estimate worker exposure and models to predict

contamination migration patterns, there is insufficient evidence that ALARA goals and
objectives will be achieved. Given the nature of complex chemicals that will enter the LAW, this
deficiency exists for chemical as well as radiological hazards.
5. Transfer of Scope and Risk to the Commissioning Phase: A number of activities were
identified in which integrated testing or functional demonstrations of critical system components
are deferred to the commissioning phase of the project. Therefore, additional cost and schedule
risks are likely as a result of postponing functional design validation of some systems to
commissioning.
6. Inadequate Definition and Implementation of Design Requirements for Waste Management:
The design process has not adequately considered or implemented sufficient features necessary
to ensure the capability and reliability of waste management systems to support the LAW
mission.
7. Inadequate Consideration of Industrial Safety and Hygiene Requirements: There are specific
safety and health regulatory and contractual requirements that must be met as part of the design
and operational process. In addition hazard identification and control are key core functions of an
effective ISMS Program. Fundamental weaknesses were identified in the hazard identification
and mitigation process used to address chemical and physical hazards.
8. Inadequate Consideration of Success of Operations and Maintenance Activities: There was
limited evidence that a thorough and systematic assessment of the facility design has been
undertaken to ensure that operational and maintenance tasks required for the effective operation
of the facility are safely executable, as the current design depends on hands-on operation and
maintenance activities. There are questions about the safe and efficient performance of operators
and maintenance technicians in environments with elevated temperature, chemical and
radiological hazards and challenging ergonomics which are currently incompletely defined and
have not been modeled or considered in sufficient detail.
4.1.2 Examples Following are some representative examples of vulnerabilities that appear to be
caused by inadequate discipline in design and execution control:
* The ventilation system failure modes and impacts for normal and off-normal conditions have
not been identified. These conditions should include start-up sequencing, reduced production
modes, and defined maintenance modes as well as other conditions that are not considered
"normal" operations.
* Exhaust fan sizing does not take into account design changes associated with higher incoming
air temperatures. Fan performance is reduced with higher air temperatures and the flowrate will
be reduced, resulting in potentially inadequate contamination confinement in some rooms.
* Uninterruptible power supplies (UPS) for critical components are undersized and do not meet
capacity requirements during a loss of power event. Equipment rooms that house the UPS
batteries are too small to accept the additional number of batteries needed to meet the
requirements.
* Cooling times used in design analysis of the LAW container do not have a technically
defensible basis. The cooling values provided to the review teams used non-prototypic tests as a

basis for input to stress calculations to ensure the container integrity under thermal operating
conditions. When a container full of molten glass is lifted, there is a chance that the container
lifting flange will fail because it has not cooled enough to regain its strength.
* The Submerged Bed Scrubber (SBS) is a main component in the melter offgas system and is
relied on to reduce the temperature of melter off gas stream and remove contaminants from the
air stream. The design temperature requirement for off-gas stream coming directly off the melter
was specified to be 1250 degrees F. Therefore, the design of some SBS components, including
an 0-ring gasket used to seal the vessel, must be compatible with this temperature. However, the
0-ring provided by the vendor will likely fail at temperatures above 250 degrees F. This 0-ring
design was accepted by the WTP Project without evidence of documented analysis or basis.
* Electrical equipment in high temperature areas are not properly designed for the ambient
conditions as required. Projected temperatures in several areas of the pour handling system
exceed the specified design values of electrical components. This may lead to reduced electrical
capacity, overheating of components, signal failure, electrical shorts, and interruption of
operation.
* According to the PDSA for the LAW Facility, one of the most significant postulated chemical
events involves the release of nitrogen oxides (NOx). Current safety analysis indicates that the
NOx hazard is eliminated two hours after feed to the melter is terminated.
4.1.3 Conclusions Failure to effectively establish disciplined design processes, which are relied
on to systematically establish and maintain the design bases, results in procurement and
installation of items that do not meet the desired functional requirements and technical
specifications. There is a risk the final design cannot be validated and verified, resulting in an
inability to effectively achieve and demonstrate readiness to operate. Additionally, future design
changes may be difficult to implement if these cannot be confirmed to meet the design basis
requirements.
INADEQUATE AND INCOMPLETE CONTROL SYSTEM DESIGN SPECIFICATION AND
EXECUTION
Control systems lack adequate specification of quality assurance and functional requirements:
During the course of this review, it was observed that the functional requirements of the control
systems were not clearly specified and did not include sufficient supporting basis such that the
intended control intent could be validated. Further, the D&O team questions whether the quality
level of the software is in full compliance with DOE 0 414.1 C) which may therefore lead to
conditions where personnel and the environment are not adequately protected.
Design process does not adequately consider operational control: Review of the design and
operational parameters of the LAW Facility found that there was not a clear understanding of
how certain components of the ICN will support safe operation of the facility. Consequently,
systems may not function as expected under normal and off-normal condition.
Inadequate control system design: The monitoring and control system design for the LAW
Facility does not appear to have adequately considered available design input, requirements, or
industry standards. This will result in systems not functioning as expected under normal and offnormal condition.

4.2.3 Conclusions The collective evidence indicates that the LAW Facility control systems are
lacking in quality assurance, requirements definition, requirements traceability, design processes,
design elements, and clear documentation. Further, this lack of requirements definition and
traceability to upper tier requirements prohibited a full assessments of future plant operability,
because it is unclear what the control system requirement are, and the basis for those
requirements.
Specifically:
* The LAW Facility functional requirements are not adequately defined and lack a basis
traceable to upper-tier requirements.
* WTP has applied a questionable and likely inadequate software QA grading and classification
process to the LAW Facility control systems (a unique WTP process). The inadequate software
QA grading and classification process has resulted in a quality assurance implementation at a
level lower than is required to support the ICN functions.
* WTP has not evaluated the hazards associated with the ICN, which monitors and controls the
entire WTP. Lack of hazards evaluation has resulted in inadequate software quality assurance,
functional requirements, and hazard controls. The hazards (as defined by 10 CFR 830) must be
evaluated in order to successfully complete the design and achieve readiness.
* The LAW Facility control system documentation is inadequate, inconsistent, difficult to use,
and is not consistent with industry standards (i.e., IEEE). The current LAW control system
documentation issues must be corrected in order to successfully complete design and achieve
readiness to operate. The current documentation could be replaced with a much simpler set
consistent with industry standards.
* Resolution of identified specific control system issues prior to resolution of the underlying
control system design processes would not be productive. Without the benefit of sound
requirements, quality assurance and documentation system to inform and frame the design, the
LAW Facility control system is at risk of not being able to meet operational expectations or
achieve readiness.
4.3 INADEQUATE ANALYSIS OR UNDERSTANDING OF PRODUCTION CAPABILITY
4.3.1 Summary
The WTP project has developed an operational research (OR) model that includes the LAW
Facility, however, there was significant evidence to indicate that the inputs to this model were
incomplete or lacking conservatism, resulting in an inaccurate and overly optimistic assessment
of LAW Facility production capabilities.
The production capability of the LAW Facility is unknown but likely significantly less than
specified or anticipated to successfully execute the waste treatment mission as evidenced by the
following:
* Equipment reliability and maintenance not adequately considered or lacks a defensible basis:
There were recurring instances where the design did not appear to adequately or completely
consider the impacts of equipment reliability and maintenance on the production capabilities of
the LAW Facility. The review identified that spurious instrumentation trips on the melter off gas
system alone will likely result in a decrease in the LAW Facility production capability to below

the required 70%.
* Inadequate inputs and bases used to model production capability: The OR model developed
and maintained by WTP does not provide a realistic prediction of overall plant performance, on
which ongoing design decisions and future predictions of mission and operability can be based
because:
- The current OR model for the LAW Facility uses input assumptions and supporting bases that
are not considered
to be supportable based on operating experiences from other facilities with analogous equipment
and operating
constraints.
- The current OR model does not incorporate all the systems necessary to represent integrated
facility operations.
- The current OR model is not used to evaluate the full range of operating conditions that might
reasonably be
anticipated during long-term plant operations.
- The current OR model does not attempt to evaluate losses, other than availability, such as
quality and
performance losses, which on a minimally automated facility like the LAW facility could be
even more significant
than the availability losses.
* Design process does not adequately consider throughput impacts: The interactions of systems
and associated operations within the LAW Facility have not been adequately considered and may
result in unanticipated interruptions in melter glass production operations.
4.3.2 Examples
Following are some representative examples of vulnerabilities that provide substantial evidence
that the LAW facility production capability is not adequately analyzed or understood:
* The melter off gas treatment system equipment is required to meet environmental requirements
prior to discharge to the environment. The off-gas treatment system equipment is complex. This
complexity coupled with a lack of component redundancy and numerous safety and permit
affecting controls is likely to impact the ability to sustain melter operations and meet production
requirements because equipment failures are likely to be more frequent and take longer to repair
than currently assumed.
* Maintenance of some melter primary off gas system equipment requires that a confinement
barrier for radioactive material control be disconnected and opened. This will require that both
melters temporarily cease production operations so that the system can be placed in a safe
condition for maintenance. Further, the review team considers it possible that personnel entry to
the melter off gas process cells for any reason could require that glass production from both
melters be temporarily ceased and the cell vessels be de-inventoried in order to establish safe
conditions for cell entry.
* For electrical safety reasons it is anticipated that the melter power will be disconnected and
locked-out during some routine operations (such as replacement of air bubbler tubes used for
agitation in the melters, maintenance of redundant power supplies etc.,). There is no evidence
that the melter safe condition lock-out and subsequent time periods required for melter cool

down and reheat have been factored into the facility production capability. These activities could
represent a significant production impact for this routine consumable item replacement.
* Hot molten LAW glass produced in the melter is poured into steel containers. These containers
must be allowed to cool for a minimum period of time so that the container can be lifted to the
next handling station without risk of distorting the container flange. If this container flange were
to distort, the container could fall when lifted. The review team concluded that the current time
specified for cooling the containers was insufficient and should be extended. If the cooling time
for a container is extended consistent with existing WTP data, container production could be
significantly reduced.
* Automation of complex facilities is relied upon to ensure consistent control of the facility
processes and to minimize time for response to changes and off-normal conditions, thereby
increasing efficiency and production capability. However, the current level of automation in the
LAW Facility intentionally emphasizes manual operations. As a result, many functions that are
typically fully automated, such as start-up sequences, valve lineups, and shut-down sequences
rely upon operator interaction for control.
* The impact of the extent of these operator control and response actions on the production
capabilities of the LAW Facility do not appear to have been adequately considered. In addition,
the WTP contract requires that the operational research model assess activities such as the time
required to perform mechanical handling operations, which are generally assumed within the
model to be performed instantaneously without consideration of operator response times. These
operator response times could significantly impact LAW Facility glass production rates.
4.3.3 Conclusions
The evidence observed indicates that the basis for the expected LAW Facility production
capability is insupportable. Without the benefit of accurate predictive models to inform the
design and the design process that emphasizes production capability as a key consideration, the
LAW Facility glass production capacity presents a significant challenge to the Hanford Tank
Farms mission.
4.4 INADEQUATE IMPLEMENTATION OF AS LOW AS REASONABLY ACHIEVABLE
(ALARA) PRINCIPLES
4.4.1 Summary
Throughout the review it was apparent that ALARA principles, incorporated as part of the design
process, had not been effectively implemented. Key observations that the LAW Facility design
may not effectively achieve ALARA requirements include:
* Contamination control not effectively analyzed and demonstrated: There were recurring
instances where contamination control methods, defined in the design bases, such as airflow
through doorway and hatches, were not sufficiently considered and demonstrated to be effective,
challenging the ability of the project to successfully meet ALARA requirements. This is of
particular importance for the LAW Facility because the contamination levels expected to be
encountered as part of the hands-on maintenance approach are currently unknown and
unanalyzed. Additionally, it was not apparent that the design of SSCs has adequately considered
the need for periodic decontamination or provided features to facilitate decontamination efforts

(such as use of high gloss/nonstick surfaces, or minimization of joints/crevices that can
accumulate contamination).
* Personnel dose assessments are not sufficiently documented to support contact operations and
maintenance: Radiation doses to personnel are undetermined for Operations, Maintenance, and
Waste Management activities. Total cumulative radiation dose for a representative or bounding
set of operations and maintenance evolution have not yet been determined; therefore, it is not
known whether contract ALARA dose requirements can be met with currently planned staffing
levels.
4.4.2 Examples
Some representative examples of vulnerabilities associated with inadequate implementation of
ALARA principles include:
* The LAW Facility confinement ventilation system is a complex low airflow system. Some
rooms require multiple ventilation manipulations to maintain correct air flow direction. Entry
and exit from potentially contaminated rooms requires that airflow be manually controlled to
prevent reversal of air flows and disruption or shutdown of ventilation systems.
* The storage tanks for incoming waste and the associated rooms are expected to become highly
contaminated and the potential exists for personnel to receive significant radiation exposure in
the process cells. The anticipated dose levels in the cells have not been assessed and no
assumptions identified for the time required for removal of inventory from the cells and flush to
attain levels acceptable for personnel entry.
* The transfer of bogies (rail based carts used to transport containers) between rooms may be a
problem due to contamination potentially being transferred from rooms with higher
contamination to rooms with lower contamination. This issue is exacerbated by the inclusion of
design features such as recessed rails and unfinished walls above 7'6" that will trap
contamination and make decontamination more difficult.
* The current carbon dioxide (C02) system uses C02 blast pellets to decontaminate the glass
waste container. The C02 system uses pressurized air in the decontamination process and ablated
contaminants are contained and removed by the vacuum effluent removal system. Because the
C02 system has not been tested as an integrated system, it is unknown as to how well the vacuum
effluent system will capture the ablated contaminants, or whether the contamination will be
spread in the general Finishing Line area.
* Maintenance in the process cells, upstream of the melter, and within the Pour Cave and
Finishing Line may require personnel to be in contact with equipment that exhibits high radiation
exposure rates because of the hands-on maintenance design.
* Packaged waste containers that exceed a facility-specified radioactive dose limit, which is
often set relatively low to limit cumulative uptake, require special handling and/or shielding so
that the waste container can be safely handled and disposed.
4.4.3 Conclusions
There are specific regulatory and contractual requirements associated with meeting ALARA
goals and objectives. The review team found that these requirements may not be met, primarily
because of uncertainties related to how work will be conducted, a lack of systematic analysis,
and modeling to confirm how contamination will migrate.
The effectiveness of a low flow ventilation philosophy has never been demonstrated in this type

of facility using a hands-on maintenance approach. The low airflow design may cause
contamination to accumulate in some areas or progressively spread in other areas of the facility.
There is no model available to evaluate contamination migration paths throughout the facility.
Radiological conditions in the LAW Facility are considered likely to deteriorate over the life of
the facility thereby exacerbating difficulties associated with performing contact operations and
maintenance. Consideration of design controls to address the radiological dose and
contamination hazards over the life of the LAW Facility appears incomplete.
4.6 INADEQUATE IMPLEMENTATION OF DESIGN REQUIREMENTS FOR WASTE
MANAGEMENT
4.6. l Summary
The review team identified that the design requirements for secondary radioactive waste
management were incomplete, and adequate design features were not included to support
efficient secondary waste management. The capabilities to perform size reduction,
decontamination, storage, and export of secondary radioactive solid waste are considered
insufficiently developed to support sustained LAW glass production operations. In addition, the
forecasted secondary waste volumes appear to be underestimated based on other analogous
facilities and processes.
4.7 INADEQUATE CONSIDERATION OF INDUSTRIAL SAFETY AND INDUSTRIAL
HYGIENE REQUIREMENTS
4.7.1 Summary
Throughout the review process it was apparent that fundamental safety and health principles,
incorporated as part of the design process of the LAW Facility, had not been effectively
implemented. Key observations indicating inadequate consideration of industrial safety and
hygiene requirements include:
* Insufficient evidence of compliance with operational safety and health requirements in design:
During the course of this review, it was observed that there were recurring instances where safety
and health requirements were not effectively incorporated into the design of the LAW Facility.
* Inadequate implementation of the hazards analysis process for worker safety to address
chemical hazards: The identification of chemicals, other than chemicals associated with the
melter off gas system has not been considered as part of the facility design process. In addition,
exposure assessments conducted to date were not accurate and did not adequately reflect hazards
associated with the LAW Facility.
* Inadequate implementation of the hazards analysis process for worker safety to address thermal
hazards: There are two worker safety thermal hazards that are expected to be encountered when
the facility is operational: 1) the potential for burns due to hot equipment and 2) the potential for
heat stress due to elevated room/work environment temperatures and heat. The Review Team
found that these hazards had not been appropriately evaluated.
4. 7 .2 Examples

Some examples of vulnerabilities indicating inadequate consideration of Industrial Safety and
Industrial Hygiene requirements include:
* The review team was not able to find any documentation that identified expected chemical
compounds in the feed to the LAW Facility from the Pretreatment Facility. The WTP Project
maintains a list of anions and cations, along with generic volatile organic compound information;
however, no documentation was provided to the Review Team identifying the worst case, or
bounding source term, for chemicals present in the waste feed. These compounds and/or list of
chemicals need to be compared against worker protection limits to ensure engineering controls
are adequate and workers are appropriately protected. In addition, no routine area monitoring for
chemicals, other than those associated with the melter off gas system, was found to have been
incorporated into the facility design process. This is of particular concern due to the worker
protection issues that are associated with the Tank Farms operations and potential exposures to
similar chemical vapors at the LAW Facility should incoming waste migrate from the
containment piping (e.g., leaking valve, equipment maintenance).
* Ventilation is the primary means for controlling and mitigating exposure of personnel to
chemical vapors. It does not appear that chemical dilution (immediate barrier to release), from a
worker protection chemical perspective, was considered as part of the ventilation design.
* Breaker bars are required to provide mechanical advantage to open doors against the building
depressions allowing personnel to exit a room during emergencies or other off-normal events.
Although breaker bars are available for some areas they are not available for other similar areas,
this may preclude egress in the event of an off normal or emergency condition. Operation of
these devices under abnormal conditions is likely to cause the ventilation system to shutdown,
resulting in a potential loss of effective confinement.
* The potential for carbon fines to ignite in the carbon beds during normal operations or during
carbon replacement activities has not been thoroughly analyzed as part of the hazards analysis
process. Further, replacement of the carbon in the carbon beds involves workers crouching under
the beds in a space 3 feet high. The workers will work in these conditions for an extended period
of time since it will require about thirty (30) 55- gallon drums to collect the spent carbon. This
design does not adequately implement suitable worker ergonomic features.
* Container lids used in the finishing line must be manually loaded in the lid holder mechanism.
Each lid weighs 45 pounds and there are 35 lid-and-seal assemblies. Back injuries are common
when routinely lifting heavy equipment. Given the number of lids needed to be loaded, an
engineered means to perform this task is warranted.
* Three high voltage (13.8 kV) electrical supply power disconnects are all located in the same
power supply compartment on the melter power supplies. This configuration makes performing
zero energy checks to ensure that the system is safe for worker maintenance impossible unless all
incoming power to each LAW Facility melter power supply is disconnected. In addition, there is
inadequate space for worker access to the power supply cabinet.
* Existing exposure assessments for the LAW Facility were found to be inadequate and in need
of revision to accurately address chemical hazards and controls when performing work. In
addition, no administrative process exists that ensures results of the exposure assessments are
incorporated into the Engineering design process (ensuring engineered solutions to the mitigation
of hazards).
4.7.3 Conclusions

There are specific safety and health regulatory and contractual requirements that must be met as
part of the design process. The review team found fundamental weaknesses in the hazard
identification and mitigation process related to chemical and physical hazards. There is a
significant potential that similar worker safety concerns related to chemical vapors in the Tank
Farms may be present in the LAW Facility because the incoming feed to the LAW Facility
originates from the Tank Farms. Thermal hazards need to be thoroughly addressed to ensure
workers are appropriately protected from burns and heat stress. Finally, several examples were
identified within the LAW Facility that will require retrofitting of installed equipment to meet 10
CFR 851 requirements.
4.8 INADEQUATE CONSIDERATION FOR SUCCESS OF OPERATIONS/MAINTENANCE
ACTIVITIES
4.8.1 Summary
The review team observed that the current LAW Facility design was not consistent with the
stated operational intent. Inadequate consideration of operations and maintenance conditions
needed to successfully operate and maintain the facility will likely impact the ability to meet
production targets, challenge safety and hazard exposure goals, and ultimately extend the LAW
Facility mission.
Example: "Design process does not include adequate consideration of maintenance performance:
The LAW Facility relies upon hands-on maintenance for equipment repair, calibration and
replacement. Implementation of hands-on maintenance may require special precautions to
protect workers from chemical hazards, high temperature hazards, and to ensure radiological
conditions are controlled to maintain worker safety. The impact of these special precautions on
maintenance time durations or glass production do not appear to have been adequately
considered."
Response to O-1-3
Ecology performed a technical review of USDOE's Class 3 permit modification for Low-Activity
Waste and Effluent Management Facility's operating permit, Ecology reviewed and discussed
these action items with USDOE. In the review, Ecology readdressed the open action items that
were discussed in the review of the 2015 WTP Permit modification to incorporate final design
information and allow installation of the Low-Activity Waste HEPA Preheaters, Melter Offgas
Caustic Scrubber and Thermal Catalytic Oxidizer.
Ecology continues to communicate with Energy to ensure that these items noted in LAW Design
and Operability Report, Table B-1, "Crosswalk of System Vulnerabilities to Vulnerability
Category", are appropriately managed.
In particular, Ecology is focused on the categories of "Newly Identified", "Contract Change
Required", and "Validity Requires Further Review" for dangerous waste permit affecting
equipment and systems.
It is Ecology's intention to further review with Energy each of these items to determine current
status and further need for updates and closure.

Finally, the Permittees have initiated a certification process according to WAC 173-303810(14)(a)(i) and Permit Condition III.10.C.2.a. The certification process uses system
requirements verification matrixes to ensure that systems and equipment are constructed in
accordance to approved designs and permit requirements. Ecology has been involved in this
vertification process. Currently, the LAB facility review is reaching completion and the LAW
facility is currently in review.
The review of the LAW Design and Operability Report will continue up until the commissioning
phase of the low activity waste treatment facility to ensure that any items that may take
significant effort can be closed, and to ensure that any new issues can also be brought to
appropriate closure.
Comment O-1-4
5.0 SYSTEM REVIEW SUMMARY
5.1 PRIMARY OFFGAS PROCESS (LOP), SECONDARY OFFGAS/VESSEL VENT
PROCESS (LVP) AND AMMONIA REAGENT (AMR) SYSTEMS
Without mitigating actions, there is collective evidence from this review that the current design
of the combined LOP /LVP systems is likely to chronically limit the overall production
capability of the LAW Facility.
The summarized principal evidence is as follows:
* There were a total of forty six (46) vulnerabilities identified in these systems. Thirty four (34)
of these are considered to require corrective action, including some significant
reanalysis/redesign, prior to start-up testing. Figure 5-1 shows the ratio of high-, medium-, and
low-impact vulnerabilities identified for the two systems. See Appendix B for a list of
vulnerabilities and OFIs.
5.2 INSTRUMENTATION & CONTROL
Without mitigating actions, there is collective evidence from this review that the current design
of the WTP Instrument & Control (I&C) system is likely to significantly delay startup and
commissioning, increase the risk of safety and regulatory noncompliance and limit the
throughput capability of the LAW Facility.
* There were a total of fourteen (14) vulnerabilities identified in this system. All are considered
to require corrective action, including some significant reanalysis-/redesign, prior to start-up
testing. Figure 5-2 shows the ratio of high- and medium- impact vulnerabilities identified for the
system. See Appendix B for a list of vulnerabilities and OFIs.
5.3 CONFINEMENT VENTILATION SYSTEMS
The LAW Facility Confinement Ventilation System has been determined to be incapable of
meeting its intended function unless corrective actions are taken. The extent and number of
perturbations induced in the ventilation system as a result of routine operations are expected to
result in an unstable system. The current ventilation system design may cause delays to facility

startup and commissioning and impact facility operation during the life of the facility.
The summarized principal evidence is as follows:
* There were a total of seventy three (73) vulnerabilities identified in this system. Sixty six (66)
of these require collective action, including some significant reanalysis/redesign, prior to start-up
testing. Figure 5-3 shows the ratio of high-, medium-, and low-impact vulnerabilities identified
for the system.
* LAW Facility HVAC hazard analysis: A number of hazardous conditions associated with upset
and accident scenarios in the LAW off-gas system were identified in the PDSA hazard analysis
with high toxicological unmitigated consequences to the facility worker and chemical exposures
above threshold limits for the co-located worker. There is a strong potential that currently
unidentified HY AC controls will be needed to mitigate the hazards identified in the hazard
analysis. A final hazards analysis of the LAW ventilation system needs to be performed. Normal
and off-normal operations as well as accident conditions need to be evaluated and all HY AC
controls need to be identified.
5.4 ELECTRICAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM
It should be noted that many of the vulnerabilities are related, and performing corrective actions
on one can resolve multiple vulnerabilities. Many of the vulnerabilities identified in the review
had been previously self-identified by BNI and for those issues where evidence is available that
resolutions are in process, those issues are not addressed in this report. The summarized principal
evidence is as follows: * There were a total of thirty seven (37) vulnerabilities identified in this
system. Thirty one (31) of these are considered to require corrective action, including some
significant reanalysis/redesign, prior to start-up testing. Figure 5-4 shows the ratio of high-,
medium-, and low-impact vulnerabilities identified for the system.
5.5 RADIOLOGICAL CONTROL AND INDUSTRIAL SAFETY AND HYGIENE
(Note for comment reviewer - look in section 5.5.1 RCISH Key Results/Consequences, figure 55 in original comment document)
A total of eight (8) vulnerabilities were identified for the radiological control and industrial
safety review area. Figure 5-5 shows that the vulnerabilities identified for the system were all
considered high impact for which mitigation is recommended prior to cold commissioning and
preferably prior to startup testing.
The review team identified specific issues with the radiological control approach all of which
will require correction prior to startup testing. Listed below are summarized vulnerabilities:
* The potential for contamination to migrate to adjacent lower classification contamination zones
are a key concern of the review team and the design of the low flow ventilation system further
compounds this issue. This vulnerability was evident in a majority of the facility systems
reviewed and includes examples such as:
o The application of a special protective coating only to the seven and one half feet height level
on many of the facility walls, will impact the ability to effectively decontaminate the facility,

o Low flow ventilation increases the quantity of material that settles in the facility rather than
being captured on the HEPA filters,
o Potential contamination migration as equipment or material traverse from higher to lower
contamination zones, and
o The activity level of the glass suggests that the potential contamination levels will be higher
than are currently being assumed in the design (anticipated alpha activity concentration for LAW
incoming waste stream is >600,000 dpm/ml and beta activity concentration is >20,000,000
dpm/ml).
o Inability to meet contamination control limits for container release. The container swabbing
system smears a container over a 500 cm2 surface area as opposed to the 100 cm2 surface area
regulatory limit for release to controlled areas. Currently no technical basis exists for the release
criteria to meet regulatory requirements or the smear media planned to be used for surveying. A
more rigorous swabbing regime is likely to challenge the facility throughput further.
o The project is in the process of developing radiation dose rates for specific areas of the facility
but there has been no targeted assessment to understand the ability to effectively perform handson maintenance activities for the higher risk tasks. Dose rates have recently been calculated for
areas like the melter but these rates have not been applied to a conservative task analysis to
understand if there are chronic exposure concerns.
o Similarly there is no assessment of the implications of manual bagging operations of
contaminated bubblers. For areas like the process cells, which are also manually maintained,
there may be a more significant dose management challenge. Additionally the effort to deinventory and decontaminate areas (like the process cells, pour cells, buffer stores etc.) to
facilitate maintenance will have an unanalyzed impact on throughput and the radiation levels
may restrict some maintenance evolutions even after deinventorying.
o Issues identified in this review were similar to and consistent with those found during the HL
W Design and Operability Review that concluded:
- Administrative controls appear to be favored over engineered controls; and
- The confinement ventilation system design philosophy drives the need for frequent radiological
cleanup to maintain radiological control and confinement, in excess of that normally anticipated
at analogous facilities.
5.5.1.2 Industrial Safety and Hygiene
For Industrial Safety, the review team also identified four vulnerabilities of high significance that
will require correction prior to startup testing. Listed below are summarized vulnerabilities:
* Insufficient evidence of compliance with operational safety and health requirements in the
design process. Walk-throughs of the constructed facility found several locations where code
requirements were overlooked as part of system design on individual pieces of equipment, and
more importantly on the system as a whole. Examples include:
o Thermal protection from bums due to potentially hot surfaces, motors, etc.,
o Inadequate workspace ergonomics and engineered features to enable workers to safely and
efficiently fill and empty the carbon bed media,
o Inadequate access to maintain/operate elevated equipment e.g., ventilation dampers, cranes,
etc.
o Inadequate implementation of the hazards analysis process. Examples identified include:
- Limited or no task analysis of planned hands on maintenance tasks to assess the viability of the

existing design to support safe maintenance/operation.
- Experience on vitrification facilities in the nuclear industry require remote maintenance there is
no precedent or relevant experience for the LAW Facility approach so additional conservative
analysis is warranted.
o Lack of a defined chemical source term incoming to the LAW Facility.
- Lack of identified chemical area monitoring, throughout the facility, to ensure workers are
appropriately protected (greatest risk are work areas upstream of the melter).
- Two completed WTP chemical exposure assessments used incorrect data, which only
considered the off gas component and ignored the incoming waste feed. This waste is currently
causing significant health concerns due to vapors at the Tank Farms and must be considered for
WTP.
o There is no evidence that worker heat stress potential has been considered in the design and
there is no task analysis that considers the anticipated temperatures applied to a detailed task
analysis.
o The assessment for replacement of the melter implies Level A PPE will be required, yet Design
Engineering has assumed that minimal PPE would be needed. This means that the current design
may be incompatible with performance of tasks in this level of PPE.
5.6 MELTER EQUIPMENT SUPPORT HANDLING SYSTEM
The LSH System design may limit the production capability of the LAW Facility for the
following reasons:
* The review team identified sixty one (61) vulnerabilities for the LSH System. Forty two (42)
require remediation prior to startup testing. Figure 5-6 shows the ratio of high-, medium-, and
low-impact vulnerabilities identified for the LSH System. The ability of the LSH system to
provide the support necessary to assure sustained operation of the LAW Facility such that
immobilized low activity waste (ILAW) throughput requirements can be met has not been
demonstrated.
5.7 CONTAINER POUR HANDLING SYSTEM
The LAW Container Pour Handling (LPH) System supports the vitrification process by
accepting empty containers from the LAW Container Receipt Handling (LRH) System, moving
empty/filled containers into and out of the pour caves, placing containers under the melter pour
spouts to be filled with glass, and allowing for preliminary container cooling prior to transporting
filled containers to the LAW Container Finish Handling (LFH) System.
The current LPH system design may limit the overall production capability of the LAW Facility
based on the following evidence:
* The review team identified 88 vulnerabilities, 55 of which require remediation prior to
initiating production operations and preferably before startup testing. Fourteen of the fifty-five
vulnerabilities require some level of significant redesign.
5.8 MELTER HANDLING SYSTEM
The dedicated LAW melter handling system (LMH) provides the mechanical handling
equipment associated with the import of new Locally Shielded Melters (LSMs) and the export of

failed or spent LSMs from the LAW Facility. Key components of the LMH System include the
LSM rails and associated winch and pulley block arrangement.
Prolonged LAW Facility outages with attendant impacts to LAW production are anticipated in
order to recover from existing shortcomings in LMH System design based on the following:
* The review team identified thirteen (13) vulnerabilities for the LMH System, twelve (12) of
which require remediation prior to initiating production operations and preferably before startup
testing. Figure 5-8 shows the percentages of high-, medium- and low impact vulnerabilities
identified for the LMH System.
5.9 CONTAINER FINISHING HANDLING SYSTEM
The LAW LFH System receives filled containers from the LAW LPH System, provides glass
sampling functionality, measures container fill level, inert fill addition, installs lid,
decontaminates, swabs, and monitors contamination/radiation dose prior to transporting
containers to the LAW Container Export Handling (LEH) System.
The LFH System cannot meet throughput requirements, unless significant changes are made.
Decontamination issues, thermal issues, contamination control and product container handling
issues, if unmitigated, will render this system unable to support throughput requirements for the
following reasons:
* The review team identified seventy (70) vulnerabilities, forty three (43) of which require
remediation before CD-4 and preferably before startup testing. Sixteen of the forty-three
vulnerabilities are high impact and require some level of significant redesign.
5.10 RADIOACTIVE SOLID WASTE HANDLING SYSTEM
The purpose of the Radioactive Solid Waste Handling (RWH) System is to provide the
mechanical handling equipment necessary to facilitate handling and packaging of secondary
radioactive solid waste (RSW). Examples of RSW include failed equipment, consumable items,
and maintenance wastes.
The functionality of the RWH system is not adequate to fully support life-cycle operations.
Specifically, the RWH System may prevent the LAW Facility from achieving throughput
requirements for the following reasons:
*The review team identified thirteen (13) vulnerabilities for the RWH System, nine (9) of which
require resolution before startup testing. No high risk vulnerabilities were identified."
Hanford Challenge has learned from another commenter that some of these issues have been
"resolved" through letters that either outright accepted the risks outlined in the Review, or
promised that resolutions would happen at the time of commissioning. This is unacceptable. The
attached table demonstrates the nature of the so-called resolutions that DOE has accepted, but
which Ecology must not accept, in order to protect public health and safety.
Conclusion

Hanford Challenge appreciates the opportunity to submit comments on the Waste Treatment and
Immobilization Plant Project Proposed Operating Permit for the Low-Activity Waste Facility
and Effluent Management Facility.
Response to O-1-4
Ecology performed a technical review of USDOE's Class 3 permit modification for Low-Activity
Waste and Effluent Management Facility's operating permit, Ecology reviewed and discussed
these action items with USDOE. In the review, Ecology readdressed the open action items that
were discussed in the review of the 2015 WTP Permit modification to incorporate final design
information and allow installation of the Low-Activity Waste HEPA Preheaters, Melter Offgas
Caustic Scrubber and Thermal Catalytic Oxidizer.
Ecology continues to communicate with Energy to ensure that these items noted in LAW Design
and Operability Report, Table B-1, "Crosswalk of System Vulnerabilities to Vulnerability
Category", are appropriately managed.
In particular, Ecology is focused on the categories of "Newly Identified", "Contract Change
Required", and "Validity Requires Further Review" for dangerous waste permit affecting
equipment and systems.
It is Ecology's intention to further review with Energy each of these items to determine current
status and further need for updates and closure.
Finally, the Permittees have initiated a certification process according to WAC 173-303810(14)(a)(i) and Permit Condition III.10.C.2.a. The certification process uses system
requirements verification matrixes to ensure that systems and equipment are constructed in
accordance to approved designs and permit requirements. Ecology has been involved in this
vertification process. Currently, the LAB facility review is reaching completion and the LAW
facility is currently in review.
The review of the LAW Design and Operability Report will continue up until the commissioning
phase of the low activity waste treatment facility to ensure that any items that may take
significant effort can be closed, and to ensure that any new issues can also be brought to
appropriate closure.
O-2: HEART OF AMERICA NORTHWEST
Comment O-2-1
Attached are the comments of Heart of America Northwest and Heart of America Northwest
Research Center on the proposed LAW and EMF draft permits. Please respond to both
office@hoanw.org and gerry@hoanw.org.
Ecology should reject the draft permit and require a new submission accompanied by an SEIS
and technical fact sheets which meet requirements. Further, Ecology should not proceed to
review in a piecemeal fashion other draft permits for elements of the DFLAW system without
the benefit of an overview of the potential impacts, alternatives and potential mitigation

measures for the new facilities and drastically changed DFLAW system in comparison to the
system and facilities discussed in the Tank Closure and Waste Management EIS (TCWMEIS:
USDOE EIS-0391, December 2012; RoD 2013).
The TCWMEIS considered constructing and operating a massive "Pretreatment" plant and High
Activity Waste treatment plant in addition to the LAW facility. This DFLAW system is
dramatically different than the system and facilities analyzed in the Tank Closure and Waste
Management Environmental Impact Statement (TCWMEIS). USDOE acknowledges in a formal
Supplemental Analysis, January 2019, that one facility included in this permit proposal, the
Effluent Management Facility (EMF) was never considered in the TCWMEIS; and,
acknowledges that other related key facilities with potential significant impacts such as
unenclosed Tank Side Cesium Removal (TSCR) were never considered in the TCWMEIS.
Notice and opportunity to comment on this USDOE's Supplemental Analysis (SA) (EIS-0391SA-02, January 2019); and, the Supplemental Analysis did not meet the legal requirements under
SEPA or NEPA to justify the decision not to prepare a SEIS. The SA cannot be relied upon by
Ecology in lieu of a Supplemental EIS (even if it were adequate, the agencies failed to ensure
that it accompanied the proposed permit for public review).
There are potential significant impacts from these major changes from the system considered in
the TCWMEIS to DFLAW, which were never considered in the TCWMEIS (which USDOE
refers to as the "baseline" configuration). The SEIS should accompany the draft permit for
Ecology to be able to consider if alternatives or additional mitigation in the form of permit
conditions should be required pursuant to SEPA. An SEIS is also vital for the public, advisory
board and tribes to be able to comment effectively in regard to whether proposed permit
conditions for the new DFLAW configuration will appropriately protect health, safety and the
environment.
USDOE made a major change in the entire programmatic approach to High Level Nuclear Waste
treatment at Hanford, substituting Direct Feed LAW and Tank Side Cesium Removal (TSCR) in
replacement of the massive derailed Pretreatment Plant. This dramatic change required a
supplemental EIS, considering the changes in safety envelopes, waste streams, final waste form
and leachability characteristics, potential air emissions and solid wastes from secondary waste
streams from LAW and EMF, which are the focus of the current permit modification request.
USDOE attempts to portray the change from the use of a massive, permitted contained
Pretreatment plant with DFLAW as a potentially temporary arrangement. Even so, the change
requires a Supplemental EIS. But, USDOE has repeatedly acknowledged in budget and TPA
filings that it may not be able to construct and operate the Pretreatment Plant in the decade of the
2020's, and perhaps not during the 2030's.
As USDOE and Bechtel say in the draft permit: "The DFLAW configuration is independent of
the Baseline configuration." The DFLAW configuration was not analyzed in the TCWMEIS.
The dramatic changes in this configuration with potential significant impacts include: the use of
facilities to treat waste that are not in containment, e.g., TSCR; the EMF facility which was
never envisioned in the TCWMEIS; delays in emptying leaking or potentially leaking Single

Shell Tanks or potentially leaking Double Shell Tanks ; not removing sludges from tanks when
retrieving for DFLAW because the LAW plant cannot accept tank sludge; and treating wastes
without removal of all the waste streams utilizing ultrafiltration analyzed for the Pretreatment
Plant.
The environmental, safety and health impacts of the entire system are required to be considered
throughout the administrative processes by both USDOE and WA Ecology. Because the
permitting of the DFLAW system is phased, with permits for different system elements being
prepared and issued for comment on a staggered schedule, it is vital for the impacts of the entire
system to be considered in a Supplemental EIS.
Federal regulations require preparation of a Supplemental EIS when, as here, there has been a
major change in the federal agency's proposal based on technical inability to utilize one
technology (pretreatment) and substituting another set of technologies and facilities which have
not been previously evaluated for potential impacts on human health, safety and the environment
(Tank Side Removal taking place in facilities that lack basic containment features for releases or
accidents, changes in transfer lines, changes in waste composition for LAW vitrification and
byproduct waste treatment (EMF). None of these examples were examined in the TCWMEIS or
TWRS EIS.
While the TCWMEIS and prior chapter of the draft permit describe secondary containment and
extensive emission / ventilation controls for processing Hanford tank wastes at the Pretreatment
Facility and related storage or transfer tanks, the DFLAW configuration "bypasses" pretreatment
and utilizes a "Tank Side Cesium Removal" process that does not have secondary liquid or air
containment and other important safety measures. The potential risks and impacts from this new
configuration have never been analyzed in an EIS. They are not described in any environmental
analyses accompanying this proposed permit modification.
Importantly, the Supplemental Analysis (January 2019) issued by USDOE utterly fails to discuss
or consider the lack of a safety envelope for TSCR, and differences in controls for emissions and
in event of releases between an unenclosed tank side Cesium removal equipment and the massive
controlled Pretreatment Plant. The environmental, safety and health impacts of the entire system
are required to be considered throughout the administrative processes by WA Ecology for
permitting any element of this system.
40 CFR 1502.9 requires:
(c) Agencies:
(1) Shall prepare supplements to either draft or final environmental impact statements if:
(i) The agency makes substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to
environmental concerns; or
(ii) There are significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns
and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.
(2) May also prepare supplements when the agency determines that the purposes of the Act will
be furthered by doing so.
(3) Shall adopt procedures for introducing a supplement into its formal administrative record, if

such a record exists.
(4) Shall prepare, circulate, and file a supplement to a statement in the same fashion (exclusive of
scoping) as a draft and final statement unless alternative procedures are approved by the Council.
Pursuant to CEQ guidance for when supplemental EISes are required, this permit modification
must be accompanied throughout the decision making process by a Supplemental EIS since there
has not been a NEPA review of these massive changes:
i. "As a rule of thumb [...] EISs that are more than 5 years old should be carefully reexamined to
determine if the criteria in Section 1502.9 compel preparation of an EIS supplement.
ii. "If an agency has made a substantial change in a proposed action that is relevant to
environmental concerns, or if there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts, a supplemental EIS
must be prepared for an old EIS so that the agency has the best possible information to make any
necessary substantive changes in its decisions regarding the proposal. Section 1502.9(c)"
Ecology's own rules similarly require a Supplemental EIS for the substantive change to the
DFLAW program with new facilities, new risks and new waste streams that were never
contemplated or considered in the old TCWMEIS:
(4) A supplemental EIS (SEIS) shall be prepared as an addition to either a draft or final statement
if:
(a) There are substantial changes to a proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant
adverse environmental impacts; or
(b) There is significant new information indicating, or on, a proposal's probable significant
adverse environmental impacts. Preparation of a SEIS shall be carried out as stated in WAC 19711-620.
(5) Agencies may use federal EISs, as stated in Part Six
WAC 197-11-405.
The draft permit describes numerous wastes whose form, quantities and composition are likely to
have changed significantly with the switch to DFLAW and removal of pretreatment. Disposition
of these wastes, such as entrained resins or dangerous mixed liquid wastes, has potential
significant impacts for hundreds and thousands of years. Yet, these changes have not been
considered in a Supplemental EIS.
NEPA and SEPA require the environmental assessments, including assessments of risk with
potential mitigation strategies and conditions, to accompany and be considered on the record
PRIOR to permitting. USDOE seeks to replace this with an "environmental risk assessment" for
critical risks arising from processes, waste characterization, analysis and acceptance criteria.
However, the draft permit is not even accompanied by this undefined risk assessment (a risk
assessment would be expected to be incorporated by reference into, and summarized in, the
Supplemental EIS). Draft Permit Chapter 3B.3, page 3B.8.
The draft permit says that the waste acceptance criteria may be updated following periodic

revisions to the waste feed data quality objective report. That report is appropriately subject to
periodic update. It is not permissible to fail to include in the permit specific conditions for when
and under what circumstances it must be updated. The risk assessment should be available for
review DURING permitting and public review as part of the SEIS:
"The RDQO Optimization Reports are designed to address the regulatory needs of the WTP and
will be re-evaluated as a result of the environmental risk assessment, which is currently under
development. The environmental risk assessment is scheduled for completion prior to the
commencement of cold operation commissioning of the WTP. The RDQO Optimization Report's
and the DFLAW DQO Report's processes are subject to periodic evaluation and may affect the
list of analytes, selection of analytical methods, and associated QA/QC requirements."
Page 3B.8.
The Supplemental Analysis is legally inadequate and cannot be relied upon.
The SA utterly ignores key safety issues such as the lack of any confinement for TSCR. The SA
states that the DFLAW system was analyzed in the TCWMEIS on the basis of the TCWMEIS
discussing that the start-up of the WTP facilities would be "phased" with a short delay between
startup of the HAW facility after the LAW facility, in order to gain operational experience and to
avoid attempting simultaneous startup of the world's most complex nuclear and chemical
processing plants.
However, the TCWMEIS never analyzed a system without operation of the Pretreatment Plant,
which is the basis for the DFLAW system.
The Supplemental Analysis acknowledges that the EIS and 2013 Record of Decision includes
"pretreatment of all tank waste, with separation into LAW and HLW." Supplemental Analysis at
1-4, citing the Record of Decision, 2013 TC&WM EIS ROD (78 FR 75913). Now, pretreatment,
as considered in the TCWMEIS, is abandoned for at least fifteen years, if not permanently.
USDOE cannot pretend that the operations and potential impacts of DFLAW – with tank side
Cesium removal - were fully considered in the TCWMEIS as "phased startup" of LAW before
the start of HAW Plant operations. However, the processes considered in the TCWMEIS and
RoD included pretreatment as fully described in the TWCWMEIS in regard to operation of the
Pretreatment Facility.
The portable Tank Side Cesium Removal operation was never mentioned in the TCWMEIS. Nor
was there any consideration of directly feeding LAW to the LAW facility for extended periods of
time without the extensive, and fully contained, removal and pretreatment of wastes in the
described Pretreatment Facility.
USDOE acknowledges in the SA that the TCWMEIS did not even foresee, much less consider,
safety and environmental impacts from many of the facilities that are now proposed to be
permitted as part of the DFLAW system:

"DFLAW would, however, perform some of these functions in facilities that are different from
those described in the EIS. To accomplish DFLAW, DOE would need to complete construction
of the following facilities: the EMF, a cesium removal system (initially a TSCR unit followed by
either an additional TSCR unit or construction and use of a permanent cesium removal
capability-all under the LAWPS project), necessary transfer lines, and an IX Column Storage
Pad. The facilities would all be located in the 200 East Area, which over the past several decades
has been a heavily impacted and highly disturbed, industrial area. The functions of vaporation,
filtration, and cesium IX that the WTP Pretreatment Facility would have performed on tank
waste would instead be performed by the EMF and the cesium removal system."
Supplemental Analysis at Section 2.1, page 2-1.
USDOE acknowledges that it is now proposing to utilize facilities which are radically different
in size, risk, treatment processes, secondary waste production; and, which it never forecast in the
TCWMEIS. TSCR, EMF, Cesium Ion Exchange storage, are examples of facilities which were
never considered in the TCWMEIS.
The corrosion prevention system for the High Level Waste transfer piping is changed in the
DFLAW "configuration" from the system analyzed in the TCWMEIS. Instead of cathodic
protected buried lines, in some cases the double transfer line will be HDPE encased. The new
HDPE encased transfer lines will have to intersect and join the existing transfer lines to
LERF/ETF. Cathodic protection is the preferred methodology to prevent corrosion. The changes
increase risk both from the transfer points between systems and long-term corrosion or freezing
and movement. However, the impacts from the change have never been considered. It is
imperative that the potential impacts from these changes are analyzed in order to adopt
appropriate permit conditions – such as requiring integrity assessments every decade for transfer
lines that will not have cathodic protection.
Risks were never considered in the TCWMEIS from use of Tank Side Cesium Removal without
the defense in-depth containment in a massive Pretreatment Plant for emissions or releases and
additional potential radiological exposures.
USDOE inherently acknowledges that the portable TSCR without permanent constructed
containment, ventilation, etc. has additional, unanalyzed risks compared to a permanent concrete
and steel TSCR facility. See SA Section 2.3.2. USDOE has failed to consider the potential
significant impacts and alternatives, including holding off cesium removal until a permanent
facility is constructed, in any NEPA or SEPA analyses, as required by both statutes. Ecology
cannot issue permits for the related facilities that rely on a system with potential significant
impacts and alternatives which have never been considered.
In the Supplemental Analysis, USDOE failed to consider the potential for "facility accidents" to
include seismic, fire, pressurization, accidental or other events causing a release from the
unshielded, uncontained Tank Side Cesium Removal unit and equipment. This failure is
inexcusable. Instead, in section 3.3.2, USDOE considered the straw man potential for a fire or
dropping of a dry cesium exchange capsule on the storage pad and concluded that this risk was
too low with a low probability of release to justify further analyses. The analysis considered only

radiological dose from a fire involving the dry ion exchange column storage pad, not chemical or
radionuclide release and exposure from a fire, leak, or over pressurization, valve failure, etc.
during operations of the TSCR equipment (it's not as if USDOE has never had an accidental
release of High Level Waste during transfers in tank farms). The risk from release during
operation, however, is much greater than from the storage of the columns – ranging from vapor
exposures to natural or human caused major accidental releases.
USDOE seeks to justify rushing forward with a Tank Side Cesium Removal to meet the TPA
milestone for operating LAW facility by December 31, 2023. See SA inset box at page 2-7. A
TPA milestone cannot legally justify proceeding with construction and operation of a dangerous
facility, creating new unanalyzed waste streams, in violation of NEPA and SEPA. Further,
USDOE has been urged to comply with NEPA and SEPA by preparing a Supplemental EIS for
the TSCR and permanent cesium removal facilities and DFLAW configuration by many parties
for several years. Any failure is due to USDOE's intransigence.
USDOE does acknowledge that the outdoor storage of the highly radioactive cesium ion
exchange (IX) columns with new chemical wastes, resulting from the substitution of TSCR and
DFLAW for the analyzed pretreatment facility, was never considered in the EIS:
"the TC&WM EIS did not explicitly analyze interim storage of spent IX columns loaded with IX
media and cesium, nor did it specifically address the construction and operation of an IX Column
Storage Pad."
Supplemental Analysis at Table 2-1, page 2-3.
However, USDOE did not even prepare a Supplemental EIS for the indefinite storage of the ion
exchange columns. Instead in SA Section 3.3, USDOE justifies failure to prepare a Supplemental
EIS for the storage of the Cesium Ion Exchange columns by pointing out that USDOE did
complete a full NEPA analysis in the TCWMEIS for storage of dry casks with Cesium and
Strontium capsules from B-Plant. This actually illustrates that NEPA and SEPA required a
Supplemental EIS for the DFLAW Cesium Ion Exchange column storage.
The TSCR ion exchange generates significant new wastes, whose storage and disposal has not
been considered, compared to the Pretreatment Facility housed cesium removal ion exchange
analyzed in the TCWMEIS. The Pretreatment Plant was analyzed on the basis of using "elutable"
ion exchange column technology. Elutable ion exchange means that the cesium is not
permanently bound to the ion exchange medium and would be regularly "washed" out or
removed from the ion exchange. This would greatly reduce the volume of highly dangerous ion
exchange wastes to be disposed in the IDF landfill. However, USDOE now intends to use "nonelutable" cesium ion exchange resins columns. See SA at 2-3. This will greatly increase the
wastes for disposal. The impacts of the increased waste generation and disposal, or increased
difficulties in vitrifying the ion exchange columns with Cesium, have never been considered.
Additional wastes from "dewatering" the cesium ion exchange columns would be generated and
added back into the AP High Level Waste tanks. SA page 2-6 and 2-7.
It is reasonable to forecast that at least 780 of these extremely radioactive ion exchange columns
would be sitting in some unanalyzed "temporary" outdoor site prior to any startup of the WTP's

High Activity Waste (HAW) facility. See SA page 2-7 (120 columns with as much as 150,00 Ci
of Cs produced every five years per TSCR unit. USDOE proposes two units. HAW cannot start
operations, according to USDOE, prior to 2035 without a massive, unanticipated influx of
construction funds).
The generation of these numerous additional wastes is NOT consistent with Washington's Waste
Management Priorities pursuant to RCW Chapter 70.105 and WAC Chapter 173-303.
Ecology has a duty under Chapter 70.105 and SEPA to analyze the impacts from the additional
generation of wastes and to use its authorities under Chapter 70.105 and SEPA to mitigate
impacts by requiring use of technologies that generate less dangerous wastes.
In the Supplemental Analysis, USDOE acknowledges that the total secondary wastes will
increase from the amounts considered in the TCWMEIS, but fails to disclose what those amounts
or types of wastes will be, or how they will be disposed: "the secondary waste generated as a
result of DFLAW would represent an additional, but small, fraction of the waste streams
presented in the TC&WM EIS (see Tables 4-86 and 4-155)." SA at 3-12.
The potential impacts from the admitted increase in secondary wastes need to be fully considered
in a Supplemental EIS. Ecology has a duty under the IDF permit to ensure that these impacts are
considered and that the permit conditions barring disposal in IDF are not exceeded. If they may
be exceeded, the SEIS must address where the wastes will be disposed. Furthermore, HoANW
does not believe that USDOE can legally dispose of non-elutable Cesium Ion Exchange columns
or the Cesium from the columns in IDF, because it is High Level Waste (the NWPA bars
disposal of High Level Waste in landfills, as does the IDF permit). The SA fails to consider that
being "non-elutable", it will not be easy to remove and vitrify the Cesium. See SA 2-3. This
should be considered, with alternatives, in a Supplemental EIS. The quantities and characteristics
of highly radioactive dangerous resin wastes (mixed waste) from use of non-elutable Cesium ion
exchange columns in a portable facility, and the potential significant impacts from generating,
treating and disposing of these new waste streams have never been considered. A Supplemental
EIS is required to consider them. Further, Ecology has a duty to examine if there are alternatives
to minimize the production of these wastes pursuant to RCW Chapter 70.105, and to consider
mitigating conditions in all permitting actions.
The SA baldly, and falsely, asserts that the cumulative impacts from the new DFLAW system
are within the bounds of cumulative impacts considered in the TCWMEIS. However, USDOE
admits that the secondary waste streams will exceed – and differ from – the secondary waste
streams considered in the TCWMEIS.
The assertion on cumulative impacts is based on the non-sequitur that will not operate TSCR or a
hypothetical permanent new Cesium removal facility at the same time as it operates the
Pretreatment Facility. However, as we noted earlier, at best, USDOE will not operate the
Pretreatment Facility until the mid-2030's. Of course, the Pretreatment Plant may never operate.
As we have shown, TSCR will create different waste streams using more dangerous uncontained
equipment (there is no definitive plan for a permanent Cesium removal facility, which would
also trigger an EIS requirement) that lacks the confinement and containment of the Pretreatment

Facility:
"DOE does not intend to operate the Pretreatment Facility at the same time as the EMF and the
cesium removal system. Therefore, potential environmental and human health impacts associated
with those facilities would not result in added cumulative impacts compared to the impacts
presented in the TC&WM EIS for the WTP Pretreatment Facility." Supplemental Analysis at 21.
The cumulative impacts from entirely new liquid waste streams, which will be treated in a new
facility (EMF), cannot be said to be the same as under the prior system just because they will not
operate simultaneously. USDOE acknowledges that the Pretreatment Facility analyzed in the
TCWWMEIS utilized extensive "ultrafiltration" processes to pretreat waste, in addition to use of
cesium ion exchange to remove cesium. However, in the DFLAW / TSCR proposal,
ultrafiltration is entirely dropped. There is no discussion in the Supplemental Analysis of the
potential impacts from the removal of ultrafiltration. This may change characteristics and
treatability of the waste streams entering the LAW Facility, impact final glass formulation and
will change secondary wastes streams.
The potential for significant changes to liquid waste streams in comparison to those considered
in the TCWMEIS is high. This draft permit modification includes the Effluent Management
Facility. There is no record of consideration of those changes to waste effluents, evaporation
emissions, liquid waste discharges and treatment processes. The SA has a one sentence
acknowledgement that total secondary waste streams will be greater than analyzed in the
TCWMEIS, without discussion of quantities or types / characteristics of the additional waste.
All of these numerous potential impacts are required to be considered in a Supplemental EIS for
tribal and public comment, as well as for decision makers to consider before permitting. We
urged Ecology and USDOE to prepare a Supplemental EIS starting in 2016. There is no excuse
for USDOE's intransigence. Ecology should not reward that failure by proceeding without a
Supplemental EIS. If Ecology does proceed, Ecology's action is likely to be successfully
challenged. There is no record of decision makers from USDOE and WA Department of Ecology
considering the significant impacts, risks, alternatives, and mitigation for those risks as part of
the record for this draft permit.
In sum, 40 CFR 1502.9 and WAC 197-11-405 require a Supplemental EIS because USDOE has
proposed numerous substantial changes to the proposal, with probable significant impacts,
including: replacing Pretreatment with TSCR and proposing new waste streams and substantial
new risks. There is substantial new information and circumstances since issuance of the
TCWMEIS more than five years ago, including that the analyzed Pretreatment Facility may
never be used. Ecology cannot accept or rely upon the inadequate SA issued by USDOE.
Response to O-2-1
Ecology believes that the flow sheet of DFLAW is relatively the same as the LAW component of
the original WTP configuration and therefore Ecology's current position is that the TC&WM EIS
and supplemental analysis bounds the activities at the new pretreatment (TSCR) and LAW
Vitrification Facility. DOE has evaluated the EIS and has determined that the storage of ion
exchange columns are bounded within the the original EIS. Although the TSCR and IDF

facilities are not the subject of this permit modification, Ecology has and will continue to
monitor the operations and potential impacts of these facilities individually and cumulatively.
Comment O-2-2
In addition to denying the public the opportunity to review and comment on the significant
potential impacts from the new facilities, wastes and processes covered in these draft permits, the
public ability to review and comment has been undermined by USDOEs failure to prepare
legally required technical fact sheets to accompany the permit proposal for each facility and
permit chapter being modified.
In order to facilitate review by tribes, other governmental agencies and the public, each portion
of the draft permit or permit modification is required to be accompanied by a "technical fact
sheet," pursuant to Ecology's regulations (WAC 173-303-840). Each facility for which a permit
is proposed to be issued or modified, must have a technical fact sheet. (WAC 173303-840) WAC
173-303-840(i): A fact sheet will be prepared for every draft permit for a major dangerous waste
management facility
The proposed LAW and EMF permit modifications and proposed new permits cover several
distinct facilities. There should be a separate fact sheet for each facility. Instead, USDOE has
one, woefully inadequate fact sheet.
USDOE and Ecology were urged in 2016 by our organizations to prepare adequate fact sheets
for each chapter and facility subject to this permitting proposal when it was initially proposed for
review on November 28, 2016. Ecology acknowledged that the permit was incomplete and that
USDOE would need to meet a compliance schedule "to (provide) detail what additional design
and operations information is required to ensure the permit application for EMF is complete..."
The permit is still woefully incomplete. The necessary risk assessments, as discussed in
conjunction with our SEPA comments above, were not produced, Instead, Ecology is being
asked to permit, and the public to comment on permit conditions, without the requisite risk
assessments on which permit conditions should be based.
Instead of individual technical fact sheets for each facility and chapter being modified or
permitted for the first time, USDOE has submitted one fact sheet without any of the required
summaries of the facilities, waste streams, risks and permit conditions.
See Attachment 2, "technical fact sheet" to USDOE's transmission of the proposed permit
modification on June 26, 2019. USDOE-ORP Submittal of Proposed Class 3 Permit
Modification Operating Permits for LAW and EMF from ORP Manager Brian Vance to Ecology
Manager Alex Smith. This was not even easily found by the public (if anyone other than our
organizations found it) since the notification fact sheet did not provide a link or notice that the
technical fact sheet, which is supposed to function to provide more readily reviewable document
(compared to the entire 863 page submission), was available.
The technical fact sheet fails to disclose the changes in waste streams from tanks which will be
treated in the LAW and EMF Facilities following the substantive change from removal of
pretreatment in the Pretreatment Facility.

WAC 173-303-840 requires the fact sheet to include waste types and quantities.
The technical fact sheet should, in fact, be a set of technical fact sheets describing each facility
and chapter proposed to be modified. Wastes for each unit and facility are not described (or
identified by characteristics), processes are not described, waste products and disposition are not
described.
A fact sheet should be prepared for the LAW facility, describing how it is not proposed to be
utilized for the foreseeable future and how this will change waste streams and processing.
A fact sheet should include the proposed changes to transfer lines within the WTP complex,
which are subject to the site RCRA permit.
A fact sheet should describe the outdoor tanks and secondary containment conditions proposed
for dangerous mixed wastes, as well as for the numerous tanks and vessels inside the facilities.
A fact sheet should describe air emissions and liquid wastes treated and generated in EMF,
including changes to the waste streams compared to prior versions of the permit application and
to the wastes and processes considered in the TCWMEIS.
The fact sheets should describe results of risk assessments used to support permitting. However,
instead of submitting them with the permit, these are left to be submitted at an undefined time in
the future. The fact sheets should describe mitigation of those risk via permit conditions. It
cannot because the risk assessments are not provided. However, this does not eliminate
Ecology's duty to describe mitigation in the fact sheets and adopt such mitigating conditions.
Risk assessments should evaluate receptors based on Yakama Nation and Umatilla Nation
Members' use of nearby ceded lands. The LAW and EMF facilities, along with the other WTP
facilities, are being constructed to the east of the existing 200 Areas. TSCR operations in 200
East will not have containment from a structure. Routine emissions and accidents have the
potential to impact the health of tribal members utilizing lands and resources to which the tribes
have reserved rights under the Treaties of 1855. These impacts and restrictions may last eighty
years – without any accidents.
USDOE should stop basing risk assessments for facilities on hypothetical human "receptors"
who are not living on, or utilizing, the Hanford site. USDOE's draft permit states that USDOE
assesses risk based on a "plausible exposure scenario," which is "based on where potential
receptors currently exist or may reasonably be expected to exist within the foreseeable future."
Draft Permit Page 4.33. Therefore, USDOE only analyzes air emission impacts on the public
more than six miles from the LAW, EMF and TSCR sites.
In the NEPA Supplemental Analysis for DFLAW (January, 2019), USDOE claims that the
nearest potentially exposed public for purposes of analyzing risk from Tank Side Cesium
Removal (TSCR) "is more than 6. 8 miles from the IX Column Storage Pad." SA at 3-10. (IX
refers to the Cesium Ion Exchange storage pad). This callously ignores the Treaty rights of the

Yakama Nation to utilize ceded lands and resources on the Hanford site, including the Central
Plateau outside the operational areas.
Response to O-2-2
For the first portion of a Class 3 Permit Modification, USDOE is required under WAC 173-303830(4)(c) to prepare a permit modification and provide it for public review for 60 days. They are
required to provide a public information document, an advertisement and hold a public meeting.
They are not required to develop a technical fact sheet. During the second portion of the Class 3
Permit Modification, Ecology will draft the permit modification, incorporating additions or
updates per the agency's technical review. In addition, Ecology will provide the permit
modification for a 45-day public comment period. A technical fact sheet is required for Ecologyinitiated permit modifications, as well as a public information document and an advertisement. A
public hearing is not required, but will be considered if there is enough interest. Tri-Party
Agreement Section 10.5.3 requires for both comment periods a 30-day pre-notification for the
public.
Ecology determined the Permittee's permit modification to be complete as required in WAC 173303-840(1)(f)(i). The Technical Fact Sheet provided as Attachment 2 in this permit modification
was voluntarily submitted to explain the changes in greater detail. Ecology will consider your
comments on the details of a Technical Fact Sheet for the second portion of the Class 3 permit
modification.
The WTP preliminary risk assessment for the DFLAW Configuration will be available for public
review February 24 through April 9 as required under interim compliance schedule item EMF-9
(refer to Appendix 1.4 of the WTP Permit). As detailed in the Executive Summary of the
preliminary risk assessment, the human health risk assessment (HHRA) analyzed four adult,
child, and infant scenarios involving exposure to multiple environmental media: worker,
resident, resident subsistence farmer, and resident subsistence fisher. Two American Indian
scenarios provided by local tribes were also assessed. In the risk assessment, the CALPUFF air
dispersion model was used to estimate how emitted COPCs are dispersed in the atmosphere. The
model represented how emissions are dispersed in the atmosphere and deposited within 50
kilometers of the WTP, particularly on the soil and plants and on the surface of the Columbia
River.
Ecology cooperated with USDOE in the preparation of the TCWMEIS, and thereby looked
comprehensively at the management, treatment, and disposal of Hanford tank waste and solid
waste. As USDOE makes proposals that are "different than, those analyzed in the existing
documentation" (WAC 197-11-600), Ecology may still use the existing NEPA documentation if
Ecology reviews them and finds them to be adequate for Ecology's purposes.
Per SEPA # 201202015 Ecology is using a SEPA "phased review" [WAC 197-11-060(5)] for the
Hanford Permit. Doing a "phased" review allows Ecology to focus on the issues that are ripe for
review and exclude from consideration those issues and decisions that are still premature. There
is a prior phase, a current phase, and a future phase.

Comment O-2-3
Ecology Should Consider Environmental Justice and Treaty Rights in Permitting:
Ecology (and DoH for radioactive air emissions) should be honoring our States commitment to
consultation and consideration of environmental justice principles in permitting. This should start
with these permits by notifying USDOE that its risk assessments for air emissions under the
permits must be based on the reasonably foreseeable use of treaty or NHPA guaranteed rights by
tribal members to be present on Central Plateau areas outside the 200 Area fences.
The State of Washington should not join USDOE in failing to recognize that the reasonably
foreseeable uses of land and resources includes members of the Yakama Nation living on lands
and utilizing resources on the Hanford site as guaranteed by the Treaty of 1855 and pursuant to
the provisions of the NHPA. The relevant requirement for a Washington State Dangerous Waste
permit is to utilize the risk assessment elements of MTCA, which call for use of the reasonable
maximum exposure scenario. This reasonable maximum exposure scenario is tribal use of ceded
lands and a tribal exposure scenario.
Permit air emission limit conditions should be based on tribal use of resources and exposures,
including being protective of the plants and wildlife which the tribes have rights ensured by
treaty and the NHPA to use for food, religious and cultural practices.
Ecology should demonstrate in the record for permitting hos it has minimized emission from
evaporation and other operations, including alternatives to evaporation of liquid wastes if
evaporator emissions impact nearby areas.
Vitrified LAW waste and numerous secondary wastes from LAW are planned to be disposed in
Hanford's Integrated Disposal Facility (IDF) landfill. USDOE admits that the secondary waste
streams will exceed those analyzed in the TCWMEIS (see infra). Further, USDOE's use of nonelutable Cesium exchange columns may lead to USDOE seeking to dispose of other unanalyzed
waste streams being disposed in IDF. Permitting of this landfill was contentious because of the
potential for IDF to be used for unanticipated large quantities of waste, in unanticipated forms
and without knowing the waste characteristics. Waste will leach from IDF and contaminate
groundwater. Ecology appropriately adopted permit conditions for IDF requiring updated
performance assessments and limits on waste acceptance if the performance assessments predict
that any waste constituent will exceed 75% of maximum contaminant limits (MCL) in
groundwater at any time in the future.
Secondary mixed radioactive and hazardous wastes which will be disposed in IDF include
massive contaminated LAW Vitrification melters and large "ancillary equipment," contaminated
pumps, offgas emission HEPA filters and other emission control systems, resins and catalysts.
With the switch in processes to DFLAW, there are major changes in waste streams for disposal
in IDF which have not been analyzed in any environmental assessment. There has not been an
updated EIS for the DFLAW system, or a new performance assessment for IDF considering if
the changes in anticipated wastes may impact performance. Relevant permit conditions for EMF,
LAW and IDF should include:

• EMF: the permit should bar disposal of solidified liquid effluent stream in the IDF landfill if
the quantities and characteristics of the waste streams are not considered or if releases will
exceed 75% of MCL to groundwater when modeled. Modeling must be updated.
• IDF must have a new performance assessment to review if TSCR increases mobile
contaminants. Permit bars disposal of waste above amount which is modeled to reach 75% of
MCL in groundwater.
• The LAW and EMF permits should specify specific waste limitations for waste transferred to
LAW for treatment that are based on the concentration limits and maximum quantities
disposable in IDF pursuant to the IDF permit. Due to removal of pretreatment from the
processes, both a new SEPA / NEPA analysis and permit performance assessment must be
conducted to set those operating limits.
• A treatment variance for LDR testing of ILAW containers, which will be disposed in IDF is
being proposed. This is not supported by reasonable assurance that the changes in waste
composition for LAW, without pretreatment, will not be significant and impact the long term
performance of IDF to prevent groundwater contamination. This proposed permit exemption
should be removed.
Response to O-2-3
Three tribes have treaty rights at Hanford. Ecology complies with state law (RCW 43.376.020)
by communicating with those tribes about the implementation of our dangerous waste program
at Hanford. The majority of our government-to-government communication is by email and
telephone, with occasional meetings. We infrequently get requests for formal consultation about
Hanford issues.
The Hanford Dangerous Waste Permit regulates treatment, storage, and disposal of dangerous
waste. Radioactive air emissions are permitted under the Washington State Department of
Health, and are not part of this permit modification.
The approved WTP risk assessment air quality modeling protocol can be found in document
24590-WTP-RPT-ENV-08-001, Revision 2. The protocols six receptor scenarios, one of which
includes a hunter-gatherer future scenario. This scenario places receptors throughout the
Hanford Site, including Central Plateau areas, as shown in Figure 5-11 of the referenced
document.
The results of the preliminary and final risk assessment will be available for public comment in a
future permit modification.
Ecology has addressed the disposal of the ILAW waste stream at the Integrated Disposal Facility
(IDF), its impact on groundwater, and the ability of the Permittees to meet the drinking water
standards in the IDF Permit. It is Ecology's understanding that the TCWM EIS properly bounds
the ILAW and secondary waste streams as they will come from the DFLAW Configuration. In
addition the IDF permit conditions that address the risk budget tool, performance assessment
and limiting impacts (75% MCL) to the groundwater from IDF remain in place. Additionally, the
pretreatment of cesium an solids in the TSCR facility will be equivalent to what was going to
happen in the WTP Pretreatment Facility so additional SEPA/NEPA analysis is not needed. The
IDF Permit and current modifications to that permit out of the scope of the DFLAW Permit.

Comment O-2-4
How will Ecology assure that these IDF permit limits will not be exceeded without a new
Supplemental EIS and without appropriate description of wastes and limitations in this set of
permit modifications?
Low Activity Waste Treatment (LAW Facility) and EMF "secondary" waste streams pose
serious environmental impacts and safety risks.
Large quantities of secondary liquid waste streams will be generated and sent to the Effluent
Management Facility (EMF) for transfer to LERF/ETF (Effluent Treatment Facility) for
treatment and discharge to soil or evaporation. This draft permit includes EMF within its scope
as well as the LAW Facility, but not the ETF. This limits the ability to review and comment to
pieces of a system instead of allowing review and comment on the entire system.
This draft permit does not update sampling and analysis requirements for those secondary waste
streams in the LAW facility and units associated with this draft permit. Instead, the draft permit
relies on updating the waste acceptance criteria for each of the other permitted recipient units to
set appropriate sampling. See Draft Permit at 3.C.8. This leaves a large hole in analysis and
permitting. There is no assurance that each receiving unit's permit will be modified before startup of LAW Vitrification operations in 2022 or 2023.
EMF should be treated as a brand new facility for permitting, not a Class 3 modification. LAW
operations provisions are also not modifications.
Response to O-2-4
Operations of the Integrated Disposal Facility and the Liquid Effluent Retention Facility/Effluent
Treatment Facility is outside the scope of this permit modification.
The Effluent Management Facility (EMF) is one of the facilities at the Waste Treatment Plant
(WTP). The design, construction and operations of the EMF are all included in the WTP
Operating Unit Group (OUG-10), of the Hanford Site-wide Permit.
The operations of Liquid Effluent Retention Facility & 200 Area Effluent Treatment Facility
(LERF/ETF) is permitted as Operating Unit Group-3 in the Hanford Site-wide permit.
LERF/ETF's waste acceptance criteria is detailed within LERF/ETF unit specific permit. If
modifications need to be made to the LERF/ETF (OUG-3) permit, those changes will occur
through a separate permit modification.
Ecology strives to coordinate public comment periods when possible. This comment was made
during the public comment period for the Class 2 permit modification. After reclassifying the
permit modification to a Class 3, Ecology decided to schedule the second portion of the Class 3
comment period at the same time as DFLAW.
Comment O-2-5
The permits should require violations or exceedances of emission rate limits during emissions
testing and operations to be reported to Ecology immediately upon discovery.

Permit condition 1.E.21 and Part 3, III.10.K.1.h.iii; EMF Specific Operating Conditions
III.10.I.18.c and d (Conditions pages 315-317); III.10.I.18.c E.1 at page 30, and III.10.I.18.d E.1,
at page 33 and several other provisions allow USDOE 24 hours to notify Ecology of violations of
air operating emission limitations during the emission testing phases. As with releases of
hazardous substances generally, releases in excess of allowable limits should trigger immediate
reporting, ESPECIALLY during the emission testing and Other Emission Testing. We urge
Ecology to revise Permit Condition I.E.21.
While the conditions require USDOE / Bechtel to immediately stop the feed to LAW
Vitrification system whose operation led to the violation of emission limits, the notification to
Ecology should be immediate. The draft permit provisions inappropriately assume that USDOE
and Bechtel will know why, or from which aspect of operations, the excess emissions are caused
or from. This is not likely. Further, there is likely to be technical and professional judgments
involved in making that determination. This, Ecology should be notified immediately so
determinations to keep processing are not made inappropriately due to contractual or
management pressures.
Sampling and Waste Acceptance Permit Conditions Need Significant Strengthening:
The commitment to prevent ignitable or reactive wastes depends on full characterization of
wastes in tanks.
"While operating in the Direct Feed LAW configuration, WTP will not accept and/or treat mixed
waste that carries the D001 (ignitable) waste code and/or the D003 (reactive) waste code."
Permit Part A, XI.
Chapter 3C, Waste Analysis Plan is supposed to "describe(s) waste analysis during WTP
operations." It does not adequately describe and require waste analyses, separation and diversion
from wastes in tank farms to meet the requirement that ignitable and reactive wastes will not be
within the DFLAW system. The permit should list and bar wastes with worker health and safety
risks (e.g., vapor) and wastes which may generate other chemical reactions from entering the
system.
How will wastes with potential volatile toxic or other health risks going to be identified and
removed from the tanks before entering the DFLAW system? How will this be achieved to
reduce worker exposure?
Part A of the permit lists 16,300 Ton (T) of D-1 Ignitable waste per year for the Pretreatment
facility despite the contradictory statement that no ignitables will be transferred to or stored at
the Pretreatment Facility.
The limitation on waste in Part A has the notation that ignitable (D-0001) and reactive (D-0003)
wastes will only be present and are listed solely for the pretreatment facility, and will be
removed in PTF. However, DFLAW operation will not include PTF. Therefore, it is necessary to
list and describe removal and storage of ignitable and reactive wastes:

"*Waste codes for ignitability (D001) and reactivity (D003) apply only to the waste while it is in
the pretreatment facility, LAW feed receipt FRP vessels and the HLW feed receipt vessel.
Downstream of these vessels, the D001 and D003 waste codes are administratively removed
from the project's waste streams."
Footnotes Section XIV, Line 1, Part A.
A description of these wastes by specific chemical properties and safety requirements should be
provided, so that appropriate requirements specific to the wastes are incorporated. This requires
characterization / identification of wastes upstream, which is not described.
Entering one quantity for D-0001 of 16,300 T (tons) and having absolutely no permit limitation
on wastes within this quantity is not acceptable practice and does not provide Ecology with
appropriate oversight. All other wastes are listed as being included in the 16,300 T, with no
further breakout of quantities for each code. This does not meet the waste description
requirements.
The permit fails to specify how sampling for organics, PCBs, volatile organics, metals or
ignitables will be representative of all wastes transferred. The permit should require a minimum
number of samples for a given volume of waste from each portion or layer of a tank prior to
transfer to the DFLAW system.
The permits should require representational sampling from wastes in each portion of a tank and
each waste phase prior to transfer. One sample of 170mL from each tank is not representative of
a tank with tens of thousands to over a million gallons of waste and is woefully inadequate:
Section 3.A.5.8 at 3.A.19 requires only ONE sample per tank. This one sample is "anticipated"
to be just 300 mL of "slurry" containing 30g of solid and 170 mL of supernatant liquid. Table
3B-3, page 3B.26, footnote 3. For HLW being transferred in the DFLAW configuration to the
LAW Facility, the permit specifies the lower figure of just 170 mL of waste as the anticipated
sample size. Page 3C.6. This fails to ensure that all phases and layers of tank wastes to be
transferred will be sampled. Tank wastes are not uniform. Sampling requirements should vary by
phase and layer, e.g., increased sampling for metals from sludges; and, increased sampling for
ammonia and semivolatile organics for supernates.
• Section 3B.5.2.3. addresses representativeness as well. This section also fails to require
appropriate representative sampling prior to initial treatment campaigns or to incorporate
minimum sampling requirements for various types or phases of wastes in given feed tanks as
well as for tanks within the LAW facility:
"The number of samples collected for the characterization of waste feed and secondary waste
streams will be evaluated during the development of standard operating procedures to ensure that
sampling is representative of the total waste being sampled. Sample requirements will be
periodically re-evaluated as characterization data from previous treatment campaigns and
additional process knowledge becomes available."
This fails to provide any meaningful, enforceable requirement for sampling to ensure that

secondary waste streams to meet limitations (which should be in the permit).
• DFLAW processing of waste batches would be allowed based on submission of a waste profile
for each batch of waste to the WTP operator (contractor). Draft Permit Section 3C.5. The draft
has no requirement for the waste profile to be based on truly representative sampling.
o The draft permit has no requirement for sharing the profile with Ecology with a review period.
This should be added.
o The draft permit has no requirements in place to ensure that constituents from the sludge in
tanks is not present. Sludge is not defined and there may not be a rigid line between waste forms
and phases.
• Ecology should not accept the proposed draft permit language allowing for the waste
acceptance criteria for processing HLW in the LAW facility to be waived by contractor
personnel. Draft Permit at Section 3C.5, page 3.C.5 ("Alternately, a change to the waste
acceptance criteria may be made on a case-by-case basis (as long as there are no design or safety
basis impacts and permit compliance is maintained)." See also Section 3.A.5.6.
Waste acceptance criteria are permit conditions based on analyses to prevent serious
environmental, health and safety impacts (including cumulative impacts from repeatedly waiving
criteria). Waiving of criteria, therefore, must be done only with notice to, and approval by,
Ecology (and air regulators when there are potential air impacts). The permit should establish
that analyses and updates to waste performance or potential emission calculations may be
required for waiver, and that cumulative impacts from all waivers may not exceed any estimate
of impacts considered in prior analyses.
• For ignitables, the permit asserts that only Tank C-103 contains a separate organic solvent
phase and that there is no history of fires in tank wastes. This ignores the documented history of
ignitable and explosive waste precursors being disposed in tanks from facilities such as PUREX,
with lower temperature limits for ignitability. These chemical precursor wastes, e.g. tributyl
phosphate, which were disposed in tanks, were ignitable above 60 degrees Centigrade, the
regulatory threshold.
The permit should establish clear sampling, analysis, training qualification and processing
conditions. Of particular concern is the lack of requirements for specific employee qualification
and immediate reporting to Ecology of any conditions which are outside normal, expected and
permitted analytical ranges or operating conditions.
Ecology should include provisions for immediate reporting of exceedances. Ecology should
include training provisions in the permit requiring that personnel regularly demonstrate that they
understand their obligations to report to Ecology as a training qualification condition.
• Reports to Management on conditions which MAY have an adverse effect on quality,
emissions, should be shared with Ecology, and Ecology should have advance notice of reviews
to determine if Ecology personnel or a qualified contractor will participate in reviews as a permit
condition. See 3.B.7.3. The permit should specify as a condition that any employee who observes
a nonconforming condition or parameter has a duty to report to management, the QA Manager,

and to Ecology; and, that the facility management shall post this duty along with how to report
and assurances that reporting may be done anonymously.
• The need for these conditions is the numerous documented cases of Hanford workers feeling
that they could not report upset conditions or alarms to management without retaliation.
Response to O-2-5
While performing the Environmental Performance Demonstration Test there will be no
emissions of waste. While operating in the Direct Feed LAW Configuration waste that has been
treated through the Tank Side Cesium Removal System will be sampled and analyzed to ensure
that it does not carry the D001 and/or D003 waste codes, prior to transfer the to LAW Facility
for vitrification. The waste acceptance criteria for the LAW facility does not allow for these
waste codes to be accepted at the facility, therefore if a batch of treated waste did carry the
D001 and/or D003 waste codes that batch would not be authorized for transfer to the LAW
Facility. This commitment is limited to ignitable and reactive waste because the LAW Facility
was not designed or constructed to managed these waste codes. The Pre-Treatment Facility was
designed and is being constructed to safely handle waste that carries the D001 and/or D003
waste codes, that is why those two waste codes are identified on the WTP Part A for acceptance
at the Pre-Treatment Facility.
As stated in both Chapter 3A, Waste Analysis Plan for Baseline Configuration and Chapter 3C,
Waste Analysis Plan for DFLAW Configuration, "Prior to transferring waste, the WTP will
evaluate the waste profile and characterization data for conformance with WTP waste
acceptance criteria. The WTP will use this information to ensure the waste feed planned for
receipt meets waste acceptance criteria. Analytical results will also be used to determine the
appropriate treatment requirements for each campaign. The volume of the waste transferred
from the Tank Operations Contractor will be compared with the volume received at WTP to
confirm the waste transfer was completed as planned."
To support the Waste Analysis in the DFLAW Configuration, the Tank Operations Contractor
will characterize the staged DST waste feed in conformance with the DFLAW DQO Report.
Based on the results, the Tank Operations Contractor will develop a waste profile specific to the
waste and the planned treatment campaign prior to the transfer of treated waste to the LAW
Facility. Tank waste being sent to WTP will be required to meet the WTP Waste Acceptance
Criteria. Sampling will occur at the tank which is the ultimate feed to LAW. Each batch of waste
to be sent will be required to be sampled.
It is Ecology's expectation that the Waste Analysis Plan to support the WTP Operations in the
Baseline Configuration will be revised prior to the initiation of operations of the High-Level
Waste (HLW) Facility and the Pre-Treatment Facility (PTF). This draft permit modification will
not authorize the operations of either HLW or PTF.
Comment O-2-6
Training: The dangerous waste training plan must be an enforceable permit condition, not just a
guide in the "operating record."
Training qualifications should be specified in the permit. We support the draft changes which

added a qualification requirement, rather than solely stating that personnel are expected only "to
read and understand" sampling procedures. See 3B.6.1.3. However, how qualifications will be
established, and personnel demonstrate that they are qualified should be specified in an
additional training requirement documents – incorporated by reference into the permit. This is
important to specify for operating processes, particularly for recognizing and reporting out of
specification waste conditions.
Inspections:
• The addition of weekly inspections of dangerous waste container storage is appropriate. Section
6.A.2.1.4. So are requirements for a seven year schedule for integrity assessments for equipment
and lines with high potential for corrosion or erosion (which may be used for decades). See
Section 6A.2.1.9.
• Sumps and low point secondary liquid containment equipment should be subjected to actual
alarm testing every two years, not just visual or historic record inspection.
• The operator should be required to perform actual testing of alarm response to releases with
Ecology on a biennial basis to ensure training is effective and that alarms are operable.
• Section 6A.2.4 should require testing and integrity assessment of the transfer pipes for which
cathodic protection against corrosion has been replaced in the DFLAW system with HDPE
insulation. This integrity assessment should be on the same schedule as for assessments of
equipment and tanks.
Response to O-2-6
The Dangerous Waste Training Plan was written according to WAC 173-303-330(2) and has
been submitted to the facility operating record.
Training qualifications are written according to WAC 173-303-330(2)(a). The requirements
specified in the Personnel Training Chapter 8, provides the necessary regulatory information
and criteria of duties for a training plan.
The WTP Inspection Plan, Chapter 6A, contains inspections according to WAC 173-303640(3)(a) for sumps and secondary containment, as well as alarms.
Comment O-2-7
Ecology should include permit provisions ensuring access by the Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board (DNFSB) for inspections and review of corrective actions. DNFSB oversight has
been essential as a primary safety review and to supplement Ecology's oversight. Yet, DNFSB
access has been under attack by USDOE. Therefore, Ecology should make access and response
by USDOE to DNFSB reports or findings an essential safety condition under the permit (DNFSB
oversight includes chemical waste, not just radioactive materials – thus, it is appropriate for
inclusion in the RCRA / HWMA permit). DNFSB has expertise that Ecology relies upon.
• The inspection provisions of Chapter 6 of the permit should include enforceable permit
conditions guaranteeing DNFSB access to the facility and retaliation free access to staff. The
permit should also require USDOE to respond in a timely manner to all DNFSB safety reports
issued to DNFSB.

• The permit should have an enforceable condition that retaliation against any employee
reporting safety or environmental concerns to Ecology or DNFSB is a violation of the permit.
Response to O-2-7
Interactions between the Department of Energy and the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
are outside of Ecology purview.
Comment O-2-8
Ecology should also include permit provisions ensuring that upon Ecology request, the National
Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) will be able to join inspections and in
reviews of exposures or illness. Ecology and USDOE have relied upon NIOSH expertise for
investigating vapor exposures and beryllium exposures. However, NIOSH access is currently
limited to being invited by USDOE. Because Ecology has relied on NIOSH in the past, the
permit should ensure that NIOSH will be able to join Ecology or conduct an assessment when
requested by Ecology.
Storage capacities are proposed to be limited in the Part A Sections XI-XIII solely by total
volume of the tanks and storage areas, with no description or limitation based on waste
characteristics; e.g., 1.361 million gallons of waste stored in containers. This should be broken
out by facility, and by types of waste. The regulations require a description of wastes and
quantities, not just a total summation of storage capacity as constructed.
Characterization should list metals which are dangerous waste under WA law, nut just "RCRA
metals." For example, Beryllium is a dangerous waste. It must be identified and disposed in
accord with WA DW regulations.
Response to O-2-8
Ecology has worked with NIOSH in the past, but the State does not believe it would be
appropriate to include the agency on all compliance inspections.
Comment O-2-9
USDOE inappropriately seeks exemption from dangerous waste air emission regulation of tanks
and containers in the air emissions Chapter 3.C.6:
"These tanks and containers are excluded under WAC 173-303-692(1)(b)(vi) because they
qualify as waste management units "...used solely for the management of radioactive dangerous
waste in accordance with all applicable regulations under the authority of the Atomic Energy Act
and the Nuclear Waste Policy Act."
Draft Section 3.C.6 at pages 3.C.16, 17.
However, USDOE does not regulate radioactive dangerous wastes under authority of the AEA
and NWPA, and has no "regulations" to manage the dangerous waste "in accordance with".
USDOE blatantly disregards the provisions of the Federal Facilities Compliance Act (FFCA),
which amended RCRA to explicitly require USDOE to submit mixed waste treatment plans to
state hazardous waste regulators for approval, which is Ecology for Washington State.

Ecology should add provisions to regulate air emissions from tanks and containers pursuant to
WAC Chapter 173-303.
Response to O-2-9
When the Subpart CC standards were promulgated in 40 CFR 264 the EPA decided to
temporarily defer application of the Subpart CC standards to tanks, containers, and surface
impoundments which are being used solely to manage radioactive mixed wastes. This was due to
the potential that air emission control equipment required by the Subpart CC standards may
conflict with certain radioactive waste management requirements under NRC standards. As
stated in the preamble, EPA planned to further investigate methods for effective control of
organic emissions from waste management units handling radioactive mixed waste that are
consistent with the NRC waste management practices. This deferral was promulgated as an
exemption in the regulation stating "A waste management unit that is used solely for the
management of radioactive mixed waste in accordance with all applicable regulations under the
authority of the Atomic Energy Act and the Nuclear Waste Policy Act." At this time, this
regulation has not been amended and is incorporated in whole into the Washing Dangerous
Waste Regulations as WAC 173-303-692(a)(vi). Therefore, this exemption applies to containers,
tanks, or surface impoundments that solely manage mixed waste until the regulation is revised to
incorporate methods for effective control of organic emissions from the units handling
radioactive mixed waste.
Comment O-2-10
Outdoor tanks lack adequate secondary containment and sampling of storm water,
There are eight outdoor tanks at EMF in partially coated cement "vault-like structures", a caustic
collection tank in a cement berm at the LAW Facility and two outdoor process condensate tanks
outside the Pretreatment Facility in a "vault-like structure." Chapter 4.21. These have only been
designed to hold the contents of the largest vessel plus precipitation from a 25 year precipitation
event. Regulations require secondary containment able to prevent release to the environment of
the wastes in tanks. This is particularly important for an outdoor tank storage arear where the
release will be straight to the environment
• These draft provisions are not based on consideration of the likely causes for outdoor tanks to
leak or fail. The permit ignores reasonably foreseeable scenarios that will cause more than one
tank may fail at a given time, e.g., from a seismic / earthquake event, fire, major precipitation
event, accidental over pressurization.... (These scenarios should have been analyzed in a
Supplemental EIS). For internal storage areas, permit conditions describe gradient and other
elements for collection of wastes exceeding the volume of the largest single tank or vessel. Those
conditions are not applicable to the outdoor tanks.
• The permit should add testing of storm water collected in the outdoor berms or vaults before
discharge. USDOE and contractors have a history of asserting that releases from storage
containers were only storm water. For example, at CWC USDOE made this claim. Subsequent
analyses showed the releases to be contaminated with dangerous and radioactive wastes from
containers stored outdoors. The permit should mandate that testing should occur on a regular
basis or on a continual flow for release of "storm water" from the tank berms and vaults.
• Low Point Drain Vessel for EMF: how will leakage be detected? This is not described in

Section 4.G.2.1. A steel liner is described in the section. Steel liners may not prevent all releases.
The vessel location is not intended for personnel entry, so how will assessments occur, and
leakage be detected?
Response to O-2-10
All secondary containment systems meet WAC 173-303-640(4) waste removal and leak detection
criteria and Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.e.iii, III.10.G.10.e.iii and III.10.H.5.e.iii. The
secondary containment systems are capable of detecting and collecting a release of liquids and
all secondary containment systems are designed and will be operated to contain 100% capacity
of the largest dangerous or mixed waste tank or vessel within its boundary.
Waste Removal Capabilities and Leak Detection Capabilities are described in Operating
Documents for PT, LAW and EMF in Appendix 8.18, 9.18, and 13.18.
Sampling is required to determine whether sump accumulation in outdoor areas is rain water or
a process leak due to the possibility of rain accumulation and is described in Appendix 13.18 for
EMF.
Low-Point Drain Sump (DEP-SUMP-00001) is used to capture overflow effluent from the lowpoint drain vessel and is described in 4G.4.1. The stainless steel liner is sloped to direct liquids
to the sump. The liquid level in the low-point drain sump is monitored with transmitters that
communicate with the PCJ and provide control room alarm indication.
T-1: YAKAMA NATION ERWM
Comment T-1-1
Part A: Process and Ability to Review the DFLAW System and Proposed Permit:
1. SEPA / NEPA
a. SEPA and NEPA require that the consideration of environmental and health impacts
accompany the proposal throughout the agency decision making process. By failing to have the
environmental records accompany the decisions on the draft permit, and making unit specific
condition decisions without the benefit of either impact analyses or consideration of alternative
permit conditions to mitigate impacts, the YNERWM Program's and public's rights to have the
potential impacts considered and mitigated have been violated.
b. USDOE made a major change in the entire programmatic approach to High Level Nuclear
Waste treatment at Hanford, substituting Direct Feed LAW with Tank-Side Cesium and
Strontium removal (TSCR) for the massive investment in pretreatment described in the
TCWMEIS for the now derailed Pretreatment Plant. This massive change required a
Supplemental EIS (SEIS), considering the changes in safety envelopes, waste streams, final
waste form and leachability characteristics, potential air emissions and solid wastes from
secondary waste streams from LAW and EMF, which are the focus of the current permit
modification request.
i. As USDOE and Bechtel say in the draft permit: "The DFLAW configuration is independent of

the Baseline configuration." This new configuration was not analyzed in any prior EIS. The
dramatic changes in this configuration with potential significant impacts include: the use of
facilities to treat waste that are not in containment, e.g., TSCR; changes in how long mixed High
Level Nuclear Wastes will remain in leaking or potentially leaking Single Shell Tanks or
potentially leaking Double Shell Tanks (including that sludge will not be removed from DSTs
for processing as previously analyzed); and, processing of wastes without removal of waste
streams analyzed for the Pretreatment Plant.
ii. While the TCWMEIS and draft permit describe secondary containment for processing
Hanford tank wastes, including for the Pretreatment Facility and related storage or transfer tanks,
the DFLAW configuration "bypasses" pretreatment and utilizes a "Tank Side Cesium Removal"
process that does not have secondary liquid or air containment and other important safety
measures. The potential risks and impacts from this new configuration have never been analyzed
in an EIS. Nor are they described in any environmental analyses accompanying this proposed
permit modification. Nor is the lack of a safety envelope for TSCR discussed in the supplemental
analysis (January 2019). This permit modification is part of a system. The environmental, safety
and health impacts of the entire system are required to be considered throughout the
administrative processes by both USDOE and WA Ecology.
c. Federal regulations require preparation of a Supplemental EIS when, as here, there has been a
major change in the federal agency's proposal based on technical inability to utilize one
technology (pretreatment) and substituting another set of technologies and facilities which have
not been previously evaluated for potential impacts on human health, safety and the environment
(Tank Side Cesium Removal taking place in facilities that lack basic containment features for
releases or accidents, changes in transfer lines, changes in waste composition for LAW
vitrification and byproduct waste treatment (EMF). None of these examples were examined in
the TCWMEIS or TWRS EIS. 40 CFR 1502.9 requires:
(c) Agencies:
(1) Shall prepare supplements to either draft or final environmental impact statements if:
(i) The agency makes substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to
environmental concerns; or
(ii) There are significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns
and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.
(2) May also prepare supplements when the agency determines that the purposes of the Act will
be furthered by doing so.
(3) Shall adopt procedures for introducing a supplement into its formal administrative record, if
such a record exists.
(4) Shall prepare, circulate, and file a supplement to a statement in the same fashion (exclusive of
scoping) as a draft and final statement unless alternative procedures are approved by the Council.

Pursuant to CEQ guidance for when supplemental EISes are required, this permit modification
must be accompanied throughout the decision making process by a supplemental EIS since there
has not been a NEPA review of these massive changes:
i. "As a rule of thumb [...] EISs that are more than 5 years old should be carefully reexamined to
determine if the criteria in Section 1502.9 compel preparation of an EIS supplement.
ii. "If an agency has made a substantial change in a proposed action that is relevant to
environmental concerns, or if there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts, a supplemental EIS
must be prepared for an old EIS so that the agency has the best possible information to make any
necessary substantive changes in its decisions regarding the proposal. Section 1502.9(c)"
The draft permit describes numerous wastes whose form, quantities and composition are likely to
have changed significantly with the switch to DFLAW and removal of pretreatment. Disposition
of these wastes, such as entrained resins or dangerous mixed liquid wastes, has potential
significant impacts for hundreds and thousands of years. Yet, these changes have not been
considered in a supplemental EIS.
d. NEPA and SEPA require the environmental assessments, including assessments of risk with
potential mitigation strategies and conditions, to accompany and be considered on the record
PRIOR to permitting. USDOE seeks to replace this with an "environmental risk assessment" for
critical risks arising from processes, waste characterization, analysis and acceptance criteria.
However, the draft permit is not even accompanied by this impermissible substitution of a SEIS
by an undefined risk assessment (a risk assessment would be expected to be incorporated by
reference into, and summarized in, the Supplemental EIS). Section 3B.3, page 3B.8.
e. The draft permit says that the acceptance criteria may be updated following periodic revisions
to the waste feed data quality objective report. That report is appropriately subject to periodic
update. What is inappropriate is not specifying when and under what circumstances it must be
updated; and, not having the risk assessment available for review DURING permitting and
public review:
1. "The DQO Reports are designed to address the regulatory needs of the WTP and will be reevaluated as a result of the environmental risk assessment, which is currently under
development. The environmental risk assessment is scheduled for completion prior to the
commencement of cold commissioning of the WTP. The RDQO Optimization Report and the
DFLAW DQO Report's processes are subject to periodic evaluation and may affect the list of
analytes, selection of analytical methods, and associated QA/QC requirements."
Page 3B.8.
f. USDOE issued a "Supplemental Analysis" (SA) to the TCWMEIS in January 2019. This SA is
not a Supplemental EIS. Rather, supplemental analyses are intended to provide an analysis of
whether the changes in a proposal meet the requirements discussed above requiring development
and release of a Supplemental EIS. In this case, it is a document used to justify not preparing a
Supplemental EIS.
i. USDOE concludes that the DFLAW system was analyzed in the TCWMEIS on the basis of the
TCWMEIS discussing that the start up of the WTP facilities would be "phased" with a short

delay between startup of the High Activity Waste (HAW) facility after the LAW facility, in order
to gain operational experience and to avoid attempting simultaneous startup of the world's most
complex nuclear and chemical processing plants.
ii. However, the TCWMEIS never analyzed a system without operation of the Pretreatment
Plant, which is the basis for the DFLAW system.
iii. USDOE's own Supplemental Analysis acknowledges that the EIS and 2013 Record of
Decision includes "pretreatment of all tank waste, with separation into LAW and HLW."
Supplemental Analysis at 1-4, citing the Record of Decision, 2013 TC&WM EIS ROD (78 FR
75913).
iv. USDOE erroneously asserts that the operations and potential impacts of DFLAW were fully
considered in the TCWMEIS within the scope of the phased startup of LAW before HAW.
However, the processes considered in the TCWMEIS and RoD included pretreatment as fully
described in the TWCWMEIS in regard to operation of the Pretreatment Facility.
v. The portable Tank Side Cesium Removal operation was never mentioned in the TCWMEIS.
Nor was there any consideration of directly feeding LAW to the LAW facility for extended
periods of time without the extensive, and fully contained, removal and pretreatment of wastes in
the described Pretreatment Facility.
vi. USDOE offhandedly acknowledges that the TCWMEIS did not even foresee, much less
consider safety and environmental impacts from, many of the facilities that are now proposed to
be permitted as part of the DFLAW system:
"DFLAW would, however, perform some of these functions in facilities that are different from
those described in the EIS. To accomplish DFLAW, DOE would need to complete construction
of the following facilities: the EMF, a cesium removal system (initially a TSCR unit followed by
either an additional TSCR unit or construction and use of a permanent cesium removal
capability-all under the LA WPS project), necessary transfer lines, and an IX Column Storage
Pad. The facilities would all be located in the 200 East Area, which over the past several decades
has been a heavily impacted and highly disturbed, industrial area. The functions of vaporation,
filtration, and cesium IX that the WTP Pretreatment Facility would have performed on tank
waste would instead be performed by the EMF and the cesium removal system."
Supplemental Analysis at Section 2.1, page 2-1.
vii. USDOE acknowledges that it is now proposing to utilize facilities which are radically
different in size, risk, treatment processes, secondary waste production2; and, which it never
forecast in the TCWMEIS.
viii. This is akin to saying that an agency which analyzed a highway system using a tunnel to
cross a river in a major city, and is now going to replace the tunnel with numerous bridges, does
not have to do a Supplemental EIS because the bridges serve the same cars – even if the risks,
locations, pollution impacts are all different. USDOE attempts to justify this explicitly by saying
the "cumulative impacts" will be the same because the new facilities will not operate at the same
time as the previously analyzed facilities:
"DOE does not intend to operate the Pretreatment Facility at the same time as the EMF and the

cesium removal system. Therefore, potential environmental and human health impacts associated
with those facilities would not result in added cumulative impacts compared to the impacts
presented in the TC&WM EIS for the WTP Pretreatment Facility." Supplemental Analysis at
page 2-1.
ix. The cumulative impacts from entirely new liquid waste streams, which will be treated in a
new facility (EMF), cannot be said to be the same as under the prior system just because they
will not operate simultaneously. USDOE acknowledges that the Pretreatment Facility analyzed
in the TCWMEIS utilized extensive "ultrafiltration" processes to pretreat waste, in addition to
use of cesium ion exchange to remove cesium. However, in the DFLAW /TSCR proposal,
ultrafiltration is entirely dropped. There is no discussion in the Supplemental Analysis of the
potential impacts from the removal of ultrafiltration, including how this changes the waste
streams to LAW, may change final waste form composition, may change transfer flow
characteristics... All of these potential impacts should be considered in a Supplemental EIS for
tribal and public comment, as well as for decision makers to consider before permitting.
x. Risks were never considered in the TCWMEIS from use of Tank Side Cesium Removal
without the defense in-depth containment in a massive Pretreatment Plant for emissions or
releases and additional potential radiological exposures. The nature and volume of highly
radioactive resin wastes with new chemical wastes will change from the Pretreatment facility to
use of ion exchange columns in a portable facility with potential increased wastes for disposal in
the IDF landfill or requiring vitrification.
xi. USDOE inherently acknowledges that the portable TSCR without permanent constructed
containment, ventilation, etc. has additional, unanalyzed risks compared to a permanent concrete
and steel TSCR facility. See SA Section 2.3.2. USDOE has failed to consider the potential
significant impacts and alternatives, including holding off cesium removal until a permanent
facility is constructed, in any NEPA or SEPA analyses, as required by both statutes. Ecology
cannot issue permits for the related facilities that rely on a system with potential significant
impacts and alternatives which have never been considered.
xii. For the Supplemental Analysis, USDOE failed to consider the potential for "facility
accidents" to include seismic, fire, pressurization, accidental or other events causing a release
from the unshielded, uncontained Tank Side Cesium Removal unit and equipment. This failure is
inexcusable. Instead, in section 3.3.2, USDOE considered the straw man potential for a fire or
dropping of a dry cesium exchange capsule on the storage pad, and concluded that this risk was
too low with a low probability of release to justify further analyses. The analysis considered only
radiological dose, not chemical release. The risk from release during operation, however, is
much greater than from the storage of the columns – ranging from vapor exposures to natural or
human caused major accidental releases.
xiii. USDOE seeks to justify rushing forward with a Tank Side Cesium Removal to meet the
TPA milestone for operating LAW facility by December 31, 2023. See SA inset box at page 2-7.
A TPA milestone cannot legally justify proceeding with construction and operation of a
dangerous facility, creating new unanalyzed waste streams, in violation of NEPA and SEPA.
Further, USDOE has been urged to comply with NEPA and SEPA by preparing a Supplemental

EIS for the TSCR and permanent cesium removal facilities and DFLAW configuration by many
parties for several years. Any failure is due to USDOE's intransigence.
xiv. USDOE does acknowledge that the outdoor storage of the highly radioactive cesium ion
exchange (IX) columns with new chemical wastes, resulting from the substitution of TSCR and
DFLAW for the analyzed pretreatment facility, was never considered in the EIS: "the TC&WM
EIS did not explicitly analyze interim storage of spent IX columns loaded with IX media and
cesium, nor did it specifically address the construction and operation of an IX Column Storage
Pad." Supplemental Analysis at Table 2-1, page 2-3.
xv. However, USDOE did not even prepare a Supplemental EIS for the indefinite storage of the
ion exchange columns. Instead in SA Section 3.3, USDOE justifies failure to prepare a
Supplemental EIS for the storage of the Cesium Ion Exchange columns by pointing out that
USDOE did complete a full NEPA analysis in the TCWMEIS for storage of dry casks with
Cesium and Strontium capsules from B-Plant. Ironically, if this demonstrates anything relevant,
it is that NEPA and SEPA required a Supplemental EIS for the DFLAW Cesium Ion Exchange
column storage.
xvi. USDOE acknowledges that the non-elutable Cesium ion exchange columns are NOT
designed to have the Cesium easily removed. This infers that the claims that the Cesium will be
removed and disposed via vitrification in the HLW facility, as considered in the TCWMEIS, may
not be technically or economically feasible – resulting in on-site disposal of wastes with very
significant impacts (and whose disposal in near surface landfills is likely illegal).
xvii. The TSCR ion exchange also has significant new wastes, whose storage and disposal has
not been considered, compared to the Pretreatment Facility housed cesium removal ion exchange
analyzed in the TCWMEIS. The Pretreatment Plant was analyzed on the basis of using "elutable"
ion exchange column technology. Elutable ion exchange means that the cesium is not
permanently bound to the ion exchange medium and would be regularly "washed" out or
removed from the ion exchange. This would greatly reduce the volume of highly dangerous ion
exchange wastes to be disposed in the IDF landfill. However, USDOE now intends to use
"nonelutable" cesium ion exchange resins columns. See SA at 2-3. This will greatly increase the
wastes for disposal. The impacts of the increased waste generation and disposal, or increased
difficulties in vitrifying the ion exchange columns with Cesium, have never been considered.
Additional wastes from "dewatering" the cesium ion exchange columns would be generated and
added back into the AP High Level Waste tanks. SA page 2-6 and 2-7.
xviii. It is reasonable to forecast that at least 780 of these extremely radioactive ion exchange
columns would be sitting in some unanalyzed "temporary" outdoor site prior to any startup of the
WTP's High Activity Waste (HAW) facility. See SA page 2-7 (120 columns produced with up to
150,000 Ci of Cs per column every five years per unit. USDOE proposes two units. HAW cannot
start operations, according to USDOE, prior to 2035 without a massive, unanticipated influx of
construction funds).
xix. The generation of these numerous additional wastes is NOT consistent with Washington's
Waste Management Priorities pursuant to RCW Chapter 70.105 and WAC Chapter 173-303.

xx. Ecology has a duty under Chapter 70.105 and SEPA to analyze the impacts from the
additional generation of wastes and to use its authorities under Chapter 70.105 and SEPA to
mitigate impacts by requiring use of technologies that generate less dangerous wastes.
xxi. No decision maker can be said to have considered the risks and mitigation for those risks as
part of the record for this draft permit.
xxii. As discussed in our comments, even the corrosion prevention system for the High Level
Waste transfer piping is changed in the DFLAW "configuration" from the system analyzed in the
TCWMEIS.
xxiii. The Supplemental Analysis was not referred to or linked to in any notices for this draft
permit, which violated notification requirements and precludes reliance on the SA.
xxiv. The SA did not undergo the same notice and comment which would be required for a
Supplemental EIS. Therefore, the Yakama Nation and public were not aware of, and did not have
opportunity to object to the conclusion of the SA that a Supplemental EI is not necessary.
g. The potential for significant changes to liquid waste streams in comparison to those
considered in the TCWMEIS is high. This draft permit modification includes the Effluent
Management Facility. There is no record of consideration of those changes to waste effluents,
evaporation emissions, liquid waste discharges and treatment processes. The SA has a one
sentence acknowledgement that total secondary waste streams will be greater than analyzed in
the TCWMEIS, without discussion of quantities or types / characteristics of the additional waste.
Nor, as discussed above, is there any record to review and comment on in regard to the safety of
the changed configuration to Tank Side Cesium Removal (TSCR) which will not have secondary
containment, may have new emissions and will certainly require storage of a new highly
radioactive, high Cesium waste form in an outside location. The Yakama Nation and public are
entitled to review the consideration of whether those changes are potentially significant and if
they require mitigation.
Response to T-1-1
Ecology believes that the flow sheet of DFLAW is the same as the LAW component of the
original WTP configuration and therefore it is our current position that the TCWMEIS and
supplemental analysis bounds the activities at the new pretreatment (TSCR) and LAW
Vitrification Facility. DOE has evaluated the EIS and believe that the storage of ion exchange
columns are bounded within the the original EIS. Although the TSCR and IDF facilities are not
the subject of this permit modification, Ecology has been and will continue to look at the
operations and potential impacts of these facilities individually and cumulatively.
Ecology cooperated with USDOE in the preparation of the TCWMEIS, and thereby looked
comprehensively at the management, treatment, and disposal of Hanford tank waste and solid
waste. As USDOE makes proposals that are "different than, those analyzed in the existing
documentation" (WAC 197-11-600), Ecology may still use the existing NEPA documentation if
Ecology reviews them and finds them to be adequate for Ecology's purposes.
Per SEPA # 201202015 Ecology is using a SEPA "phased review" [WAC 197-11-060(5)] for the

Hanford Permit. Doing a "phased" review allows Ecology to focus on the issues that are ripe for
review and exclude from consideration those issues and decisions that are still premature. There
is a prior phase, a current phase, and a future phase.
Comment T-1-2
2. The required "technical fact sheet" for RCRA / HWMA permits pursuant to WAC 173-303840(2)(e) and (f) is found at page 780 of the submittal and permit modification as Attachment 2.
This requirement is not met by the typical brief "fact sheet" that provides basic notice to the
public. This is supposed to be a detailed document disclosing: type and quantities of wastes, a
summary of the basis for conditions with supporting references iii)(C); variances from standards
and why they are justified; procedures for requesting a hearing.
a. The permittees provided their draft of the "technical fact sheet" as Attachment 2 in their
transmission of the proposed permit modification on June 26, 2019. USDOEORP Submittal of
Proposed Class 3 Permit Modification Operating Permits for LAW and EMF from ORP Manager
Brian Vance to Ecology Manager Alex Smith. This was not easily found since the notification
fact sheet did not provide a link or notice that this more readily reviewable document (compared
to the entire 863 page submission) was available.
b. The technical fact sheet fails to disclose the changes in waste streams to be moved to and
treated in both LAW and EMF due to the drastic change in expected process with removal of
pretreatment. WAC 173-303-840 requires the fact sheet to include waste types and quantities.
c. The technical fact sheet lists submissions and which regulation they are required by, but fails
to provide any description of the submissions, modifications and major new provisions.
d. The technical fact sheet should, in fact, be a set of technical fact sheets describing each facility
and chapter proposed to be modified. Wastes for each unit and facility are not described,
processes are not described, waste products and disposition are not described.
Response to T-1-2
For the first portion of a Class 3 Permit Modification, USDOE is required under WAC 173-303830(4)(c) to prepare a permit modification and provide it for public review for 60 days. They are
required to provide a public information document, an advertisement and hold a public meeting.
They are not required to develop a technical fact sheet. During the second portion of the Class 3
Permit Modification, Ecology will draft the permit modification, incorporating additions or
updates per the agency's technical review. In addition, Ecology will provide the permit
modification for a 45-day public comment period. A technical fact sheet is required for Ecologyinitiated permit modifications, as well as a public information document and an advertisement.
Ecology will consider your comments as the technical fact sheet is drafted for the second public
comment period.
Comment T-1-3
3. While most attention on the vitrified waste produced from mixing of High Level Wastes with
glass in the Low Activity Waste Treatment / Vitrification Plant (LAW Facility), the "secondary"
waste streams pose serious environmental impacts and safety risks.
a. Vitrified LAW waste will be in the form of glass blocks, which are planned to be disposed in
Hanford's Integrated Disposal Facility (IDF) landfill. Permitting of this landfill, which has
already been developed, was contentious because of the potential for IDF to be used for
unanticipated large quantities of waste, in unanticipated forms and without knowing the waste

characteristics. Waste will leach from IDF and contaminate groundwater. Ecology agreed to have
permit conditions for IDF requiring updated performance assessments and limits on waste
acceptance if the performance assessments predict that any waste constituent will exceed 75% of
maximum contaminant limits (MCL) in groundwater at any time in the future.
b. Secondary mixed radioactive and hazardous wastes which will be disposed in IDF include
massive contaminated LAW Vitrification melters and large "ancillary equipment," contaminated
pumps, offgas emission HEPA filters and other emission control systems, resins and catalysts.
c. With the switch in processes to DFLAW, there are major changes in waste streams for
disposal in IDF which have not been analyzed in any environmental assessment. There has not
been an updated EIS for the DFLAW system, or a new performance assessment for IDF
considering if the changes in anticipated wastes may impact performance.
d. Some secondary liquid waste streams will be returned to Double Shell Tanks (DSTs) for later
processing in the hoped for Pretreatment Plant and HLW Vitrification Plant. Some will be
transferred to EMF and for disposal in IDF.
e. Large quantities of secondary liquid waste streams will be generated and sent to the Effluent
Management Facility (EMF) for transfer to LERF/ETF (Effluent Treatment Facility) for
treatment and discharge to soil or evaporation. This draft permit includes EMF within its scope
as well as the LAW Facility, but not the ETF. This limits the ability to review and comment to
pieces of a system instead of allowing review and comment on the entire system.
f. This draft permit does not update sampling and analysis requirements for those secondary
waste streams in the LAW facility and units associated with this draft permit. Instead, the draft
permit relies on updating the waste acceptance criteria for each of the other permitted recipient
units to set appropriate sampling. See Draft Permit at 3.C.8. This leaves a large hole in analysis
and in the Yakama Nation's or public's ability to comment. There is no assurance that each
receiving unit's permit will be modified before start up of LAW Vitrification operations in 2022
or 2023.
Response to T-1-3
Ecology has addressed the disposal of the ILAW waste stream at the Integrated Disposal Facility
(IDF), its impact on groundwater, and the ability of the Permittees to meet the drinking water
standards in the IDF Permit. Ecology is also working to ensure there are permit conditions that
address the protection of the groundwater. The IDF Permit and current modifications to that
permit out of the scope of the DFLAW Permit.
LERF/ETF is a separate Operating Unit Group and has it's own Permit (OUG 3) in the Hanford
Site Wide Permit. The LERF/ETF Permit is also going out for public comment and the timing
will run parallel to the DFLAW Operating Permit. This coordinated timing may be helpful in
your review of scope and content.
Comment T-1-4
4. Connections between systems and facilities are where accidents are most likely to occur.
a. WAC 173-303-830(3) provides that "When a permit is modified, only the conditions subject to
modification are reopened." This presents a challenge when there are closely interconnected
permit conditions.
i. Under SEPA, closely related, interconnected actions, such as safety issues arising from
delivery of waste to the unit whose permit is being modified, should also have potential
modifications considered. This is what is known as substantial SEPA authority. SEPA, and

NEPA, require consideration of all impacts, not just those from the portion of the permit being
modified. For DFLAW, this means closely interrelated provisions subject to other portions of the
permit should be reviewable.
b. Transfer lines TSCR and AP to LAW, EMF
i. In the DFLAW configuration, High Level Waste transfer lines from tank farms direct to LAW
from LAW to EMF and EMF to LERF/ETF are varied from the previously planned piping. This
new configuration has not been considered in a Supplemental EIS.
ii. Instead of cathodic protected buried lines, in some cases the double transfer line will be HDPE
encased. The new HDPE encased transfer lines will have to intersect and join the existing
transfer lines to LERF/ETF.
iii. Cathodic protection is the preferred methodology to prevent corrosion.
iv. The changes increase risk both from the transfer points between systems and long-term
corrosion or freezing and movement.
c. EMF: the permit should bar disposal of solidified liquid effluent stream in the IDF landfill if
the quantities and characteristics of the waste streams are not considered or if releases will
exceed 75% of MCL to groundwater when modeled. Where's the modeling?
d. IDF must have new performance assessment per permit conditions to review if TSCR
increases mobile contaminants. Permit bars disposal of waste above amount which is modeled to
reach 75% of MCL in groundwater.
e. The Permit should specify specific waste limitations for waste transferred to LAW for
treatment that are based on the concentration limits and maximum quantities disposable in IDF
pursuant to the IDF permit. Due to removal of pretreatment from the processes, both a new
SEPA / NEPA analysis and permit performance assessment must be conducted to set those
operating limits.
f. A treatment variance for LDR testing of ILAW containers, which will be disposed in IDF is
being proposed. This is not supported by reasonable assurance that the changes in waste
composition for LAW, without pretreatment, will not be significant and impact the long term
performance of IDF to prevent groundwater contamination.
Response to T-1-4
Ecology has addressed the disposal of the ILAW waste stream at the Integrated Disposal Facility
(IDF), its impact on groundwater, and the ability of the Permittees to meet the drinking water
standards in the IDF Permit. Ecology is also working to ensure there are permit conditions that
address the protection of the groundwater. The IDF Permit and current modifications to that
permit out of the scope of the DFLAW Permit.
LERF/ETF is a separate Operating Unit Group and has it's own Permit (OUG 3) in the Hanford
Site Wide Permit. The LERF/ETF Permit is also going out for public comment and the timing
will run parallel to the DFLAW Operating Permit. This coordinated timing may be helpful in
your review of scope and content.
Ecology believes that the flow sheet of DFLAW is relatively the same as the LAW component of
the original WTP configuration and therefore Ecology's current position is that the TC&WM EIS
and supplemental analysis bounds the activities at the new pretreatment (TSCR) and LAW
Vitrification Facility. DOE has evaluated the EIS and has determined that the storage of ion
exchange columns are bounded within the the original EIS. Although the TSCR and IDF

facilities are not the subject of this permit modification, Ecology has and will continue to
monitor the operations and potential impacts of these facilities individually and cumulatively.
Comment T-1-5
5. Why are LAW and EMF being treated as class 3 Mods, not brand new facilities?
Response to T-1-5
Ecology is continuing with the phased permitting approach as originally intended for WTP, in
which all the facilities in support of the WTP are permitted under one unit group in the Hanford
Site-wide Permit. Since this permit modification revises language from construction permit
requirements to operating requirements, the modification was appropriately classified as a Class
3 permit modification under WAC 173-303-830.
Comment T-1-6
Part B. Substantive Permit Comments and Questions:
Violations of emission rate limits during the emissions test do not have to be reported to Ecology
immediately upon discovery. Instead permit condition I.E.21 and Part III Specific Conditions,
Sections III.10.K.1.h.iii and III.10.I.18.c and d, and several other provisions allow USDOE 24
hours to notify Ecology of violations of air operating mission limitations during the emission
testing phases. As with releases of hazardous substances generally, releases in excess of
allowable limits should trigger immediate reporting, ESPECIALLY during the emission testing
and Other Emission Testing. III.10.I.18.c E.1 at page 30, and III.10.I.18.d E.1, at page 33. Please
revise Permit Condition I.E.21. While the conditions require USDOE / Bechtel to immediately
stop the feed to LAW Vitrification system whose operation led to the violation of emission
limits, the notification to Ecology should be immediate. The draft permit provisions
inappropriately assume that USDOE and Bechtel will know why, or from which aspect of
operations, the excess emissions are caused or from. This is not likely. Further, there is likely to
be technical and professional judgments involved in making that determination. This, Ecology
should be notified immediately so determinations to keep processing are not made
inappropriately due to contractual or management pressures.
Response to T-1-6
Permit Condition I.E.15 of the Hanford Site Wide Permit states the following: "The Permittees
will verbally report to Ecology any release of dangerous waste or hazardous substances, or any
noncompliance with the Permit which may endanger human health or the environment. Any such
information will be reported immediately after the Permittees become aware of the
circumstances." Therefore, there is a requirement in the Part I and II Conditions that require
immediate notification to Ecology if this situation occurs. While performing the Environmental
Performance Demonstration Test there will be no emissions of dangerous wastes or hazardous
substances, so this Part I Permit Condition is not applicable.
Notification requirements have been established in the WTP Permit to ensure that the Permittees
provide Ecology with timely notification of events or incidents that fall outside of their normal
operating parameters.

Comment T-1-7
Sampling and Waste Acceptance:
"While operating in the Direct Feed LAW configuration, WTP will not accept and/or treat mixed
waste that carries the D001 (ignitable) waste code and/or the D003 (reactive) waste code."
Permit Part A, XI.
a. The commitment to prevent ignitable or reactive wastes depends on full characterization of
wastes in tanks. This illustrates the need for all relevant portions of the permit to be available for
review at one time along with the potential significant environmental, safety and health impacts
with alternatives for entire revised DFLAW system (with Tank Side Cesium Removal [TSCR])
in a supplemental environmental impact statement (EIS), because the ability to characterize,
separate and safely store ignitable and reactive wastes is outside the scope of this permit. Yet,
with neither a NEPA supplemental EIS or the relevant permit provisions available for review, we
are unable to review and comment on this fundamental safety and compliance issue; e.g., since
full characterization of tanks halted years ago, how will the ignitable and reactive wastes be
identified, separated and stored? Will new tanks serving multiple purposes be the best alternative
for this? Would it be better to have the analytical lab capacity available to test wastes upstream
as they are removed from tanks? What percent of waste composition with dangerous ignitable
and reactive wastes is permissible (and how does this affect safety, worker health, and long term
waste performance)?
b. Why is this commitment limited to ignitables and reactive wastes, and not include volatile
organics or self catalyzing wastes (which may have explosive potential without falling under the
ignitable category)? Where is the list of chemicals known to be in tanks which will guide
separation and removal to meet this permit requirement?
c. Are wastes with potential volatile toxic or other health risks going to be identified and
removed from the tanks before entering the DFLAW system? How will this be achieved to
reduce worker exposure?
d. Chapter 3C, Waste Analysis Plan "describes waste analysis during WTP operations." It does
not adequately describe and require waste analyses, separation and diversion from wastes in tank
farms to meet the requirement that ignitable and reactive wastes will not be within the DFLAW
system, nor describe and bar wastes with worker health and safety risks and wastes which may
generate other chemical reactions from entering the system.
e. 16,300 Ton (T) of D-1 Ignitable waste per year are listed in the Part A for Pretreatment facility
despite the contradictory statement that no ignitables will be transferred to or stored at the
Pretreatment Facility. Part A.
f. The limitation on waste in Part A has the notation that ignitable (D-0001) and reactive (D0003) wastes will only be present and are listed solely for the pretreatment facility, and will be
removed in PTF. However, DFLAW operation will not include PTF. Therefore, it is necessary to
list and describe removal and storage of ignitable and reactive wastes:

"*Waste codes for ignitability (D001) and reactivity (D003) apply only to the waste while it is in
the pretreatment facility, LAW feed receipt FRP vessels and the HLW feed receipt vessel.
Downstream of these vessels, the D001 and D003 waste codes are administratively removed
from the project's waste streams."
Footnotes Section XIV, Line 1, Part A.
g. A description of these wastes by specific chemical properties and safety requirements should
be provided, so that appropriate requirements specific to the wastes are incorporated. This
requires characterization / identification of wastes upstream, which is not described.
h. Entering one quantity for D-0001 of 16,300 T (tons) and having absolutely no permit
limitation on wastes within this quantity is not acceptable practice and does not provide Ecology
with appropriate oversight. All other wastes are listed as being included in the 16,300 T, with no
further breakout of quantities for each code. This does not meet the waste description
requirements.
i. Chapter 3A, page 3.A.7, Total Organic Carbon misidentifies the regulation regarding total
organic carbon limitation for air emission regulation as "subpart BB of WAC 173-303-691."
WAC 173-303-691 incorporates EPA regulations, including 40 C.F.R. 264.1051 and 40 CFR
Part BB. Both should be properly referenced. To avoid regulation under the air emission rule,
total organic carbon must be properly analyzed prior to transfer into the DFLAW system – e.g.,
prior to removal from tanks. Volatile organics will reduce following stirring to remove waste and
transfers. The regulations are intended to regulate the emission. Therefore, sampling must occur
prior to movement. Sampling must be by phase and vary by tank for organics. Having a
requirement of only one sample per tank (Section 3A.5.8) fails to provide the required level of
assurance that air emission regulations from leakage do not apply.
i. The 10% Total Organic Carbon (TOC) parameter has been proposed merely to adhere to a
regulatory trigger. TOC should be established based on further analyses of potential organic
compounds present in different tanks, piping, transfer locations and for acceptance in waste
forms, particularly secondary wastes. Table 3B-2.
j. The permit fails to specify how sampling for organics, PCBs, volatile organics, metals or
ignitables will be representative of all wastes transferred, including failing to specify a minimum
number of samples for a given volume of waste from each portion or layer of a tank prior to
transfer to the DFLAW system. Instead, the permit specifies only sample size with a variance
due to the need for shielding of tank waste samples due to radioactivity. See Pages 3.A.7–10
(while this chapter is for the baseline configuration, the plan is similar for DFLAW without
pretreatment).
k. Section 3A.5.8 at 3.A.19 requires only ONE sample per tank. This one sample is "anticipated"
to be just 300 mL of "slurry" containing 30 g of solid and 170 mL of supernatant liquid. Table
3B-3, page 3B.26, footnote a. For HLW being transferred in the DFLAW configuration to the
LAW Facility, the permit specifies the lower figure of just 170 mL of waste as the anticipated
sample size. Page 3C.6. This fails to ensure that all phases and layers of tank wastes to be
transferred will be sampled. Tank wastes are not uniform. Sampling requirements should vary by
phase and layer, e.g., increased sampling for metals from sludges; and, increased sampling for

ammonia and semivolatile organics for supernates.
l. A single HLW tank grab sample of 300 mL or 170 mL cannot be viewed as representative of
the wastes in a 500,000 to 1.2-million gallon tank with numerous phases and states of waste. The
permit should establish minimum waste sampling from each distinct portion of a tank's wastes,
with greater specificity in a tank sampling requirement document adopted for each tank.
i. Section 3B.5.2.3 addresses representativeness as well. This section also fails to require
appropriate representative sampling prior to initial treatment campaigns or to incorporate
minimum sampling requirements for various types or phases of wastes in given feed tanks as
well as for tanks within the LAW facility:
"The number of samples collected for the characterization of waste feed and secondary waste
streams will be evaluated during the development of standard operating procedures to ensure that
sampling is representative of the total waste being sampled. Sample requirements will be
periodically re-evaluated as characterization data from previous treatment campaigns and
additional process knowledge becomes available."
ii. This fails to provide any meaningful, enforceable requirement for sampling of secondary
waste streams to meet limitations which should be in the permit in order to properly permit
treatment and disposal of those secondary waste streams.
m. DFLAW processing of waste batches would be allowed based on submission of a waste
profile for each batch of waste to the WTP operator (contractor). Draft Permit Section 3C.5. The
draft has no requirement for the waste profile to be based on truly representative sampling. The
draft permit has no requirement for sharing the profile with Ecology with a review period. The
draft permit has no requirements in place that will ensure that constituents from the sludge in
tanks are not present. Sludge is not defined and there may not be a rigid line between waste
forms and phases.
n. The provision of the draft permit allowing for the waste acceptance criteria for processing
HLW in the LAW facility to be waived by contractor personnel is not acceptable. Draft Permit at
Section 3C.5, page 3.C.5 ("Alternately, a change to the waste acceptance criteria may be made
on a case-by-case basis (as long as there are no design or safety basis impacts and permit
compliance is maintained)."). See also Section 3A.5.6.
o. Meeting waste acceptance criteria is a permit condition which is supposed to be based on
analyses to prevent serious environmental, health and safety impacts (including cumulative
impacts from repeatedly waiving criteria). Waiving of criteria, therefore, must be done only with
notice to, and approval by, Ecology (and air regulators when there are potential air impacts). The
permit should establish that analyses and updates to waste performance or potential emission
calculations may be required for waiver, and that cumulative impacts from all waivers may not
exceed any estimate of impacts considered in prior analyses.
p. For ignitables, the permit asserts that only Tank C-103 contains a separate organic solvent
phase and that there is no history of fires in tank wastes. This ignores the documented history of

ignitable and explosive waste precursors being disposed in tanks from facilities such as PUREX,
with lower temperature limits for ignitability. These chemical precursor wastes, e.g. tributyl
phosphate, which were disposed in tanks, were ignitable above 60 degrees Centigrade, the
regulatory threshold.
Response to T-1-7
While operating in the Direct Feed LAW Configuration waste that has been treated through the
Tank Side Cesium Removal System will be sampled and analyzed to ensure that it does not carry
the D001 and/or D003 waste codes, prior to transfer the to LAW Facility for vitrification. The
waste acceptance criteria for the LAW facility does not allow for these waste codes to be
accepted at the facility, therefore if a batch of treated waste did carry the D001 and/or D003
waste codes that batch would not be authorized for transfer to the LAW Facility. This
commitment is limited to ignitable and reactive waste because the LAW Facility was not
designed or constructed to managed these waste codes. The Pre-Treatment Facility was
designed and is being constructed to safely handle waste that carries the D001 and/or D003
waste codes, that is why those two waste codes are identified on the WTP Part A for acceptance
at the Pre-Treatment Facility.
As stated in both Chapter 3A, Waste Analysis Plan for Baseline Configuration and Chapter 3C,
Waste Analysis Plan for DFLAW Configuration, "Prior to transferring waste, the WTP will
evaluate the waste profile and characterization data for conformance with WTP waste
acceptance criteria. The WTP will use this information to ensure the waste feed planned for
receipt meets waste acceptance criteria. Analytical results will also be used to determine the
appropriate treatment requirements for each campaign. The volume of the waste transferred
from the Tank Operations Contractor will be compared with the volume received at WTP to
confirm the waste transfer was completed as planned."
To support the Waste Analysis in the DFLAW Configuration, the Tank Operations Contractor
will characterize the staged DST waste feed in conformance with the DFLAW DQO Report.
Based on the results, the Tank Operations Contractor will develop a waste profile specific to the
waste and the planned treatment campaign prior to the transfer of treated waste to the LAW
Facility.
It is Ecology's expectation that the Waste Analysis Plan to support the WTP Operations in the
Baseline Configuration will be revised prior to the initiation of operations of the High-Level
Waste (HLW) Facility and the Pre-Treatment Facility (PTF). This draft permit modification will
not authorize the operations of either HLW or PTF.
Comment T-1-8
The final waste form, radioactive vitrified glass for disposal in the IDF (Integrated Disposal
Facility), is not readily subject to testing and analysis to ensure the waste does not exceed
constituent limits. Therefore, it is vital that sampling, analysis and waste processing conditions
are set with rigor and rigorously applied.
i. Section 4E.1.2 apparently eliminated any reference to sampling glass during formulation.
Yakama Nation ERWM asks USDOE and Washington Ecology to respond to whether this is
essential for purposes of ensuring that final waste meets acceptance criteria and performance

assessment assumptions for glass to be disposed in IDF, and why this language was struck out
from the current draft.
Response to T-1-8
USDOE prepared and submitted to Ecology an ILAW Waste Technical Requirements Document
(IWTRD) to be used for this purpose. Ecology has addressed the evaluation of disposal of
radioactive vitrified waste form in the Integrated Disposal Facility Permit. Ecology agrees that
language in Chapter 3C should not have been removed and additional information will be
necessary in the Waste Analysis Plan. Ecology plans to add the appropriate language to support
glass shard sampling to Chapter 3C prior to approval and issuance of this Permit Modification.
Comment T-1-9
The permit, as we discuss infra, fails to establish firm sampling, analysis, training qualification
and processing conditions. Of particular concern is the lack of requirements for specific
employee qualification and immediate reporting to Ecology of any conditions which are outside
normal, expected and permitted analytical ranges or operating conditions.
a. Draft Permit Chapter 3C (DFLAW Waste Analysis) would allow secondary wastes to be
disposed in IDF based on either process knowledge or sampling. It is not appropriate to
substitute process knowledge for rigorous sampling at each stage of treatment and removal. Page
3.C.3. IDF performance objectives are based on assumptions that waste forms will meet
acceptance criteria and that the waste forms will perform as modeled. These assumptions rely on
rigorous sampling and analysis to test assumptions and confirm that waste acceptance criteria
and models are conformed with.
b. Failure to immediately report exceeding waste acceptance criteria or operations exceeding
administrative parameters may very well lead to waste with unacceptable levels of constituents
outside the modeling for IDF disposal, secondary waste composition or emission limitations. As
noted in another section of our comments, the draft permit fails to require immediate reporting to
Ecology of such operational variances, even during the operational testing phase for LAW and
EM Facilities. Immediate reporting should be a fundamental element of quality control for
dangerous processes for which final waste form may not be restored to meet parameters (or when
emissions may result in exceeding conditions). USDOE should have proposed immediate
reporting. Since USDOE and Bechtel failed to propose appropriate immediate reporting, it is
vital that Ecology include immediate reporting of such exceedances and that personnel regularly
demonstrate that they will report to Ecology as a training qualification condition.
c. Reports to Management on conditions which MAY have an adverse effect on quality,
emissions, should be shared with Ecology, and Ecology should have advance notice of reviews
to determine if Ecology personnel or a qualified contractor will participate in reviews as a permit
condition. See Section 3B.7.3. The permit should specify as a condition that any employee who
observes a nonconforming condition or parameter has a duty to report to management, the QA
Manager, and to Ecology; and, that the facility management shall post this duty along with how
to report and assurances that reporting may be done anonymously.
d. These conditions for reporting, and ensuring protection of those reporting, have been found

necessary by repeated documented instances of Hanford workers feeling that they could not
report upset conditions or alarms to management without retaliation.
Response to T-1-9
Chapter 3A/3B WTP Waste Analysis Plan and the Data Quality Objectives identify the necessary
analytical sampling methods and waste characteristics, and reporting requirements. As
discussed in comment response T-1-8, Ecology intends to add language to the Waste Analysis
Plan to document the requirement for glass shard sampling.
WTP's training program is described in WTP DWP Chapter 8, Dangerous Waste Training
Program; and is further outlined in the Dangerous Waste Training Plan. The two documents
address the responsibilities and training requirements for those requirements for specific
employee qualifications. Ecology has reviewed and approved the WTP training program.
Notification requirements have been established in the WTP Permit to ensure that the Permittees
provide Ecology with timely notification of events or incidents that fall outside of their normal
operating parameters.
Comment T-1-10
Training: The dangerous waste training plan must be an enforceable permit condition, not just a
guide in the operating record.
Training qualifications should be specified in the permit. It is appropriate that some draft
changes have added a qualification requirement, rather than solely stating that personnel are
expected only "to read and understand" sampling procedures. See 3B.6.1.3. However, how
qualifications will be established, and personnel demonstrate that they are qualified should be
specified in an additional training requirement documents – incorporated by reference into the
permit. This is important to specify for operating processes, particularly for recognizing and
reporting out of specification waste conditions.
Response to T-1-10
The Dangerous Waste Training Plan was written according to WAC 173-303-330(2) and has
been submitted to the facility operating record.
Training qualifications are written according to WAC 173-303-330(2)(a). The requirements
specified in the Personnel Training Chapter 8, provides the necessary regulatory information
and criteria of duties for a training plan.
Comment T-1-11
Inspections:
a. The addition of weekly inspections of dangerous waste container storage is appropriate.
Section 6A.2.1.4.
b. YNERWM supports requirements for integrity assessments occurring every 7 years for
equipment and lines with high potential for corrosion or erosion. See Section 6A.2.1.9. These
lines may be used for decades.

c. Sumps and low point secondary liquid containment equipment should be subjected to actual
alarm testing every two years, not just visual or historic record inspection. Additionally, USDOE
should be required to perform actual testing of alarm response to releases with Ecology on a
biennial basis to ensure training is effective and that alarms are operable.
d. Section 6A.2.4 should require testing and integrity assessment of the transfer pipes for which
cathodic protection against corrosion has been replaced in the DFLAW system with HDPE
insulation. This integrity assessment should be on the same schedule as for assessments of
equipment and tanks.
e. Ecology can greatly enhance its own inspection and oversight capabilities if it can ensure
access to the facilities by the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) during Ecology
inspections and on DNFSB staff's own determinations. USDOE has sought to significantly
weaken DNFSB access and oversight. DNFSB has expertise that Ecology cannot, and should not
have to, replicate.
The inspection provisions of Chapter 6 of the permit should include enforceable permit
conditions guaranteeing DNFSB access to the facility and retaliation free access to staff. The
permit should also require USDOE to respond in a timely manner to all DNFSB safety reports
issued to DNFSB.
Indeed, given the history of the WTP facilities to date, the permit should have an enforceable
condition that retaliation against any employee reporting safety or environmental concerns to
Ecology or DNFSB is a violation of the permit.
Ecology should also include permit provisions ensuring that upon Ecology request, the National
Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) will be able to join inspections and in
reviews of exposures or illness.
Response to T-1-11
Chapter 6 Inspections of the Dangerous Waste Permit adequately discusses inspections of sumps
and alarms.
The Integrity Assessment plan addresses sumps, secondary containment, and corrosion
protection. However, prior to operations of the WTP Facilities the plan will be updated as
applicable.
Interactions between the Department of Energy and the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
or the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health are outside of Ecology's purview.
Regulatory/compliance inspections are not open to the public. Inspectors are legally authorized
under RCW 70.105.130 to perform on-site inspections of the Permittees' compliance under WAC
regulations and permit conditions.

Comment T-1-12
The draft permit includes the Pretreatment Facility (PTF) in numerous process and total
dangerous waste unit capacity descriptions. Yet, PTF is not proposed to be operational for a
decade or more, and will require extensive safety, engineering and permitting changes to be
operational. Thus, including PTF dangerous waste units or tanks in the permit, including Part A,
is inappropriate. This permit should be limited to the DFLAW process and LAW and EMF
facilities, along with associated waste transfer and feed facilities.
Response to T-1-12
Ecology agreed to move forward with the Direct Feed Low Activity Waste configuration to treat
and dispose of waste when the Consent Decree modifications and dates were agreed to in 2016.
Ecology has been working with the Permittees to draft operational permit requirements in the
WTP Permit, while retaining the construction portions. It is Ecology's expectation that the WTP
Baseline configuration, which includes the High-Level Waste Facility and Pretreatment Facility,
will operate as planned to treat and dispose of high-level waste at a deep geologic repository.
Ecology does not agree with limiting the permit and removing the portions of the permit that will
address the high-level waste that currently exists in double-shell tanks.
Comment T-1-13
Page Chapter 3B.12, Line 9: The criteria for RPD and RSD are included in Table 3B-1 (as
updated), and the updated Table 3B-2 is titled "Analytical Method Requirements for Tank Waste
Acceptance Samples". Please double-check to make sure the citation to a Table is correct.
Response to T-1-13
Thank you, citation has been changed to Table 3B-1.
Comment T-1-14
Storage capacities are proposed to be limited in the Part A Sections XI-XIII solely by total
volume of the tanks and storage areas, with no description or limitation based on waste
characteristics; e.g., 1.361 million gallons of waste stored in containers. This should be broken
out by facility, and by types of waste. The regulations require a description of wastes and
quantities, not just a total summation of storage capacity as constructed.
Response to T-1-14
Waste Characteristics are not discussed in the Part A Form. Chapter 3A/3C WTP Waste
Analysis Plan along with the Data Quality Objectives identify the analytical sampling methods
and waste characteristics.
Comment T-1-15
Characterization should list metals which are dangerous waste under WA law, nut just "RCRA
metals." For example, Beryllium is a dangerous waste. It must be identified and disposed in
accord with WA DW regulations.
Response to T-1-15
Chapter 3A/3C, WTP Waste Analysis Plan and the Data Quality Objectives identify the
necessary analytical sampling methods.

The approval of the Land Disposal Restriction Treatability Variance eliminates the sampling and
analysis of radioactive samples used to verify compliance with LDR numerical performance
standards for underlying hazardous constituents and principal constituents for listed waste
numbers F001 through F005, and thereby eliminating the radiation exposures associated with
these activities. The radiation exposure will be reduced with no reduction in the overall
protection of human health and the environment, since vitrification removes or destroys organic
constituents at least as effectively as the best demonstrated available technology (BDAT)
technology (incineration) used to establish the concentration-based standard for these additional
constituents. The logic for exclusion of constituents of potential concern (COPCs) was based
primarily on identifying compounds that were never used at Hanford, and those that are unstable
in the oxidizing, caustic, and high radiation tank environment. The COPC selection process was
used to identify both inorganic and organic constituents of potential concern, however, given
that organic compounds will be degraded by pyrolysis during the vitrification process, there is
no requirement for organics destruction testing.
Comment T-1-16
Air emissions, section 3C.6: USDOE inappropriately seeks exemption from dangerous waste air
emission regulation of tanks and containers citing:
These tanks and containers are excluded under WAC 173-303-692(1)(b)(vi) because they qualify
as waste management units "...used solely for the management of radioactive dangerous waste in
accordance with all applicable regulations under the authority of the Atomic Energy Act and the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act."
Draft Section 3C.6 at pages 3.C.16, 17.
a. First, USDOE does not regulate radioactive dangerous wastes under authority of the AEA and
NWPA, and has no "regulations" to manage the waste in accordance with.
b. Second, USDOE's assertion blatantly disregards the provisions of the Federal Facilities
Compliance Act (FFCA), which amended RCRA to explicitly require USDOE to submit mixed
waste treatment plans to state hazardous waste regulators for approval, which is Ecology for
Washington State.
c. Thirdly, the YNERWM Program must highlight that USDOE has unilaterally asserted that it
has authority to redefine High Level Wastes in a manner which would exclude Hanford tank
wastes from NWPA authority and requirements, e.g., disposal of High Level Wastes in deep
geologic repositories. USDOE has also sought approval from Washington State, and based the
entire system for disposal on-site of LAW vitrified mixed wastes upon agreement that the wastes
may be disposed as "wastes incidental to reprocessing" after treatment and removal of key
radionuclides. USDOE can not be allowed to now assert that it does not need to meet
Washington's dangerous waste air emission standards for a facility which will process mixed
radioactive dangerous wastes.
d. The YNERWM Program urges Washington State to fully regulate air emissions from tanks
and containers pursuant to WAC Chapter 173-303, and adopt appropriate permit conditions in
the next version of this permit.

Response to T-1-16
Regarding the reclassification of High-Level Waste, between 1993 and 1997, DOE and NRC
went through an extensive process to establish a technical basis for classifying approximately 50
of the 56 million gallons of high-level waste in Hanford's tanks as "Waste Incidental to
Reprocessing" (WIR) if DOE meets three criteria:
(1) remove key radionuclides to the maximum extent technologically and economically practical;
(2) vitrify the wastes at a concentration that does not exceed applicable concentration limits for
Class C low-level waste; and
(3) manage the wastes to meet safety requirements comparable to the performance objectives set
out in 10 CFR Part 61.
These criteria are set forth in a letter dated June 9, 1997 from Carl J. Paperiello, NRC Office of
Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards Director, to Jackson Kinzer, USDOE Office of Tank
Waste Remediation System Assistant Manager. Based on the treatment and disposal path
identified in the 1997 letter, DOE signed onto commitments in the TPA and a subsequent consent
decree that require it to implement this established pathway within a certain timeframe. The TPA
and consent decree include legally enforceable milestones for the construction of facilities to
separate out key radionuclides from tank waste and facilities to vitrify both the high level and low
activity fractions of the waste.
Comment T-1-17
11. Outdoor tanks lack adequate secondary containment and sampling of storm water, Section
4.2.1: There are eight outdoor tanks at EMF in partially coated cement "vault-like structures", a
caustic collection tank in a cement berm at the LAW Facility and two outdoor process condensate
tanks outside the Pretreatment Facility in a "vault-like structure." These have only been designed
to hold the contents of the largest vessel plus precipitation from a 25 year precipitation event.
a. This configuration fails to consider why an outdoor tank may fail. Under many potential failure
scenarios, more than one tank may fail at a given time, e.g., from a seismic / earthquake
event, fire, major precipitation event, accidental over pressurization.... Regulations require
secondary containment adequate for all contents. This is particularly important for an outdoor
tank storage arear where the release will be straight to the environment. For internal storage
areas, permit conditions describe gradient and other elements for collection of wastes exceeding
the volume of the largest single tank or vessel. Those conditions are not applicable to the outdoor
tanks.
b. Testing of storm water collected in these outdoor berms or vaults before discharge is a
necessary condition which is missing from the draft permit. We have had instances of USDOE
and contractors asserting that releases from storage containers were merely storm water, when, in

fact, subsequent analyses showed the releases to be contaminated with dangerous and radioactive
wastes (e.g., wastes stored outdoors at CWC). Therefore, the permit should mandate that testing
should occur on a regular basis or on a continual flow for release of "storm water" from the tank
berms and vaults.
c. Low Point Drain Vessel for EMF: how will leakage be detected? This is not described in
Section 4G.2.1. A steel liner is described in the section. Steel liners may not prevent all releases.
The vessel location is not intended for personnel entry.
Response to T-1-17
All secondary containment systems meet WAC 173-303-640(4) waste removal and leak detection
criteria and Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.e.iii, III.10.G.10.e.iii and III.10.H.5.e.iii. The
secondary containment systems are capable of detecting and collecting a release of liquids and
all secondary containment systems are designed and will be operated to contain 100% capacity
of the largest dangerous or mixed waste tank or vessel within its boundary. Waste Removal
Capabilities and Leak Detection Capabilities are described in Operating Documents for PT,
LAW and EMF in Appendix 8.18, 9.18, and 13.18.
Sampling is required to determine whether sump accumulation in outdoor areas is rain water or
a process leak due to the possibility of rain accumulation and is described in Appendix 13.18 for
EMF.
Low-Point Drain Sump (DEP-SUMP-00001) is used to capture overflow effluent from the lowpoint drain vessel and is described in 4G.4.1. The stainless steel liner is sloped to direct liquids
to the sump. The liquid level in the low-point drain sump is monitored with transmitters that
communicate with the PCJ and provide control room alarm indication.
Comment T-1-18
12. Risk Assessments should evaluate receptors based on Yakama Nation Members Nearby Use
of Ceded Lands: Air emission risk assessments will be performed to set operating emission
criteria or limits. This risk assessment to meet WAC 173-303-680(2)(c) is described in Section
4.3.9 of the Draft Permit.
a. The LAW and EMF facilities, along with the other WTP facilities, are being constructed to the
east of the existing 200 Areas. This area includes lands ceded by the Yakama Nation under the
Treaty of 1855, and to which the Yakama Nation retains certain rights. For the areas adjacent to
the facilities, the Yakama Nation would be deprived of its rights to utilize resources pursuant to
the Treaty and possibly pursuant to provisions of the NHPA for at least sixty to eighty more
years if these facilities operate under current USDOE projections for how long it may require to
treat all of Hanford's tank wastes. All too often, USDOE bases its risk assessments for facilities
on hypothetical human "receptors" who are not living on, or utilizing, the Hanford site.
b. USDOE's draft permit states that USDOE typically assesses risk based on a "plausible
exposure scenario," which is "based on where potential receptors currently exist or may
reasonably be expected to exist within the foreseeable future." Draft Permit Page 4.33.
c. Unfortunately, USDOE has often failed to recognize that the reasonably foreseeable uses of

land and resources includes members of the Yakama Nation living on lands and utilizing
resources on the Hanford site as guaranteed by the Treaty of 1855 and pursuant to the provisions
of the NHPA. The relevant requirement for a Washington State Dangerous Waste permit is to
utilize the risk assessment elements of MTCA, which call for use of the reasonable maximum
exposure scenario. This reasonable maximum is tribal use and a tribal exposure scenario.
d. The quantities of liquid waste proposed to be evaporated at EMF are not disclosed, nor has
there been any disclosure of whether the DFLAW with EMF operation will increase air
emissions or change where / how emissions occur. See Chapter 4G. Impacts from these
emissions are not discussed in any Supplemental EIS or other NEPA or SEPA evaluation
accompanying the draft permit.
e. In the NEPA Supplemental Analysis for DFLAW (January 2019), USDOE falsely asserts that
the nearest potentially exposed public for purposes of analyzing risk from Tank Side Cesium
Removal (TSCR) is "more than 6.8 miles from the IX Column Storage Pad." SA at 3-10. This
callously ignores the Treaty rights of the Yakama Nation to utilize ceded lands and resources on
the Hanford site, including the Central Plateau outside the operational areas.
f. Therefore, the Yakama Nation ERWM must insist that the risk assessments for air emissions
(from LAW and EMF, including evaporator use; and, from Tank Side Cesium Removal) and
safety will be based on the potential for Members of the Yakama Nation to be in close proximity
to the fence line of the facility over the operational period. Appropriate emission limits must be
protective of the Yakamas utilizing the adjacent area as guaranteed under the Treaty of 1855, and
protective of the wildlife, plants and other resources which the Yakama Nation retained rights to
utilize. Discussion should include if use of evaporation with emission can be minimized and
active treatment of liquid waste maximized. The Yakama Nation ERWM is available to consult
with both Washington State and USDOE on how to incorporate our use of resources in proximity
to the facilities in the risk assessments.
Response to T-1-18
The WTP preliminary risk assessment for the DFLAW Configuration will be available for public
review February 24 through April 9 as required under interim compliance schedule item EMF-9
(refer to Appendix 1.4 of the WTP Permit). As detailed in the Executive Summary of the
preliminary risk assessment, the human health risk assessment (HHRA) analyzed four adult,
child, and infant scenarios involving exposure to multiple environmental media: worker,
resident, resident subsistence farmer, and resident subsistence fisher. Two American Indian
scenarios provided by local tribes were also assessed. In the risk assessment, the CALPUFF air
dispersion model was used to estimate how emitted COPCs are dispersed in the atmosphere. The
model represented how emissions are dispersed in the atmosphere and deposited within 50
kilometers of the WTP, particularly on the soil and plants and on the surface of the Columbia
River.
Ecology cooperated with USDOE in the preparation of the TCWMEIS, and thereby looked
comprehensively at the management, treatment, and disposal of Hanford tank waste and solid
waste. As USDOE makes proposals that are "different than, those analyzed in the existing
documentation" (WAC 197-11-600), Ecology may still use the existing NEPA documentation if
Ecology reviews them and finds them to be adequate for Ecology's purposes.

Per SEPA # 201202015 Ecology is using a SEPA "phased review" [WAC 197-11-060(5)] for the
Hanford Permit. Doing a "phased" review allows Ecology to focus on the issues that are ripe for
review and exclude from consideration those issues and decisions that are still premature. There
is a prior phase, a current phase, and a future phase.
Three tribes have treaty rights at Hanford. Ecology complies with state law (RCW 43.376.020)
by communicating with those tribes about the implementation of our dangerous waste program
at Hanford. The majority of our government-to-government communication is by email and
telephone, with occasional meetings. We infrequently get requests for formal consultation about
Hanford issues.
Comment T-1-19
Part C: Specific Comments:
1. Page Chapter 3.i, Line 2: Edit "CHAPTER 3.0" to "CHAPTER 3" to be consistent with the
Fact Sheet and the Hanford Facility RCRA Permit Modification Notification Form.
Response to T-1-19
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-20
22. Page Chapter 3B.27, Table 3B-3: (i) In the footnote of the table, Citation "Table 3B-3" is
invalid; (ii) please correct "Table 3B- and Table 3B-2", and make sure to cite the right Table.
Response to T-1-20
The footnote in Table 3B-3 has been corrected.
Comment T-1-21
2. Page Chapter 3.5, Lines 13–14, "EMF will reduce the effluent volume from the LAW Facility
by evaporation": How about the effluent volume from the Lab?
Response to T-1-21
The effluents from the LAW Facility and Lab operations are collected in the EMF and blended
together for evaporation. Sentence was revised to read: "EMF will reduce the effluent volume
from the LAW Facility and Lab by evaporation."
Comment T-1-22
3. Page Chapter 3.5, Line 24: Edit "Treated LAW and HLW" to "Pretreated LAW and HLW".
Response to T-1-22
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.

Comment T-1-23
4. Chapter 3A, all the page numbers: Edit from "Chapter 3.A" to "Chapter 3A", because they are
now in Chapter 3A, not Chapter 3, Appendix A anymore.
Response to T-1-23
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-24
5. Page Chapter 3.A.ii: Please add prefix "3A-" to Tables 1–6; and edit the related table numbers
and citations in the text.
Response to T-1-24
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-25
6. Page Chapter 3.A.22, Line 5: Edit "WAC 173-303-380(a, b, and c)" to "WAC 173-303- 380".
Response to T-1-25
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-26
7. Pages Chapter 3B.iii–iv: (i) Some Sections are marked "Deleted". Please update the TABLE
OF CONTENTS and the citations to the Sections accordingly; (ii) Four of the tables in the
chapter are marked as "Deleted". Please update the table numbers and titles accordingly; (iii) the
figure is marked as "Deleted" too on Page Chapter 3B.30.
Response to T-1-26
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-27
8. Page Chapter 3B.v: The abbreviation "RDQO" for "Regulatory Data Quality Objectives
Optimization Report" is not consistent with Page Chapter 3.A.3, Line 11, where it stands for
"Regulatory Data Quality Objectives". Please edit to make them consistent within the permit.
Response to T-1-27
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.

Comment T-1-28
9. Page Chapter 3B.7, Line 34: Is the abbreviation "ARL" the same as the "Lab" defined in Page
Chapter 3B.v? Or is it a part of the Lab? Please clarify.
Response to T-1-28
The Analytical Radiological Laboratory (ARL) is within the Analytical Laboratory (Lab)
Facility. This sentence will be reviewed for clarity.
Comment T-1-29
10. Page Chapter 3B.8, Lines 27–37 and footnote 1: Edit text to make consistent use of acronym
"RDQO".
Response to T-1-29
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-30
11. Page Chapter 3B.8, footnote 1: Both versions of ASME NQA-1-1989 and ASME NQA-12000 are outdated. Please update the RDQO and QAM reports to meet the requirements of NQA1-2017.
Response to T-1-30
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-31
12. Page Chapter 3B.10, Line 21: Please update the "TABLE OF CONTENTS" accordingly after
the change of section titles.
Response to T-1-31
The Table of Contents has been updated.
Comment T-1-32
13. Page Chapter 3B.12, Lines 9: The criteria for RPD and RSD are included in Table 3B-1 (as
updated), and the updated Table 3B-2 is titled "Analytical Method Requirements for Tank Waste
Acceptance Samples". Please double-check to make sure the citation to a Table is correct.
Response to T-1-32
Thank you, citation has been changed to Table 3B-1.
Comment T-1-33
14. Page Chapter 3B.13, Lines 14–15: The citation to "Section 3B.7.2 for a discussion of the data
report package" should be rewritten, because Section 3B.7.2 is "Data Reduction and Review".
Should the citation be "Section 3B.8.2"?

Response to T-1-33
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-34
15. Page Chapter 3B.13, Line 15: The data evaluation and assessment description is not added in
Section 3B.7 after it is marked deleted in Section 3B.9, so the citation to "Section 3B.7" is
invalid. Please rewrite Section 3B.7 to include data evaluation and assessment.
Response to T-1-34
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-35
16. Page Chapter 3B.15, Line 37: Please edit "WTCC" to "Waste Treatment Completion
Company (WTCC)".
Response to T-1-35
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-36
17. Page Chapter 3B.16, Line 23: Please double-check the citations to the two Tables.
Response to T-1-36
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-37
18. Page Chapter 3B.17, Line 19: The citation to "Section 3B.7" is strange because this is within
Section 3B.7.
Response to T-1-37
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-38
19. Page Chapter 3B.17, Line 30: Please double-check the citation to the "Table 3B-3". The RPD
is listed in the updated Table 3B-1, and Table 3B-3 is about sample handling.

Response to T-1-38
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-39
20. Page Chapter 3B.18, Line 35: It looks like the Title of this section may be edited to "Data
Report Package" to fit the content.
Response to T-1-39
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-40
21. Page Chapter 3B.20: Why delete the Reference list?
Response to T-1-40
The references were deleted by mistake and have been added back into the chapter.
Comment T-1-41
22. Page Chapter 3B.27, Table 3B-3: (i) In the footnote of the table, Citation "Table 3B-3" is
invalid; (ii) please correct "Table 3B- and Table 3B-2", and make sure to cite the right Table.
Response to T-1-41
The footnote in Table 3B-3 has been corrected.
Comment T-1-42
23. Chapter 3C, all the page numbers: Edit from "Appendix 3.C" to "Chapter 3C".
Response to T-1-42
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-43
24. Page Appendix 3.C.ii: (i) Edit all the Section numbers from "3A" to "3C"; (ii) Add prefix
"3C-" to Tables 1–6 and edit the corresponding tables and citations to the tables.
Response to T-1-43
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-44
25. Page Appendix 3.C.3, Line 33: Edit "Appendix 4A" to "Chapter 4A".

Response to T-1-44
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-45
26. Page Appendix 3.C.4: (i) Edit "Table 1" to "Table 3C-1"; (ii) Add a citation to Table 3C-1 in
the text before the table.
Response to T-1-45
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-46
27. Page Appendix 3.C.5, Line 33: "The pipeline will be flushed after the transfer is complete, as
appropriate": Please specify criteria to stop flushing, and where to discharge the flushing fluid.
Response to T-1-46
The total volume of flush water depends on the timing of the next planned batch transfer. The
flush water is discharged to the Low-Point Drain Vessel (DEP-VSL-00001) in the Effluent
Management Facility. Additional details can be found in the Corrosion Evaluation in Appendix
13.9.
Comment T-1-47
28. Page Appendix 3.C.5, Lines 35–37: Please specify the criteria for comparing the volume of
waste feed transferred and volume of waste feed received. How is the flushing fluid counted?
Response to T-1-47
The transfer volume and stream density are monitored in order to detect when the stream
composition changes from LAW feed to flush water. When flush water is detected prior to LCPVSL-00001/2, the flush water is directed to the Low-Point Drain Vessel (DEP-VSL-00001) in the
Effluent Management Facility. Additional details can be found in the Corrosion Evaluation in
Appendix 13.9.
Comment T-1-48
29. Page Appendix 3.C.6, Table 2: Edit "Table 2" to "Table 3C-2".
Response to T-1-48
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-49
30. Page Appendix 3.C.6, Line 20: Edit "Table 6" to "Table 3C-6".

Response to T-1-49
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-50
31. Page Appendix 3.C.7, Lines 4–5: Edit "Table 6" to "Table 3C-6".
Response to T-1-50
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-51
32. Page Appendix 3.C.8, Line 17: Edit "Table 6" to "Table 3C-6".
Response to T-1-51
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-52
33. Page Appendix 3.C.10, Table 3: (i) Edit "Table 3" to "Table 3C-3"; (ii) Add a citation to
Table 3C-3 in the text before the table.
Response to T-1-52
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-53
34. Page Appendix 3.C.11, Lines 2, 6, and 13: Edit "Table 4" to "Table 3C-4".
Response to T-1-53
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-54
35. Page Appendix 3.C.12, Lines 20 and 24: Edit "Table 5" to "Table 3C-5".
Response to T-1-54
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.

Comment T-1-55
36. Page Appendix 3.C.13, Line 7: Edit "Table 5" to "Table 3C-5".
Response to T-1-55
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-56
37. Page Appendix 3.C.13–14, Section 3C.5.4 Land Disposal Restrictions Evaluation for
Immobilized Waste: As described in Page Appendix 3.C.5, Lines 2–3, the Section 3C.5, Waste
Pre-acceptance and Acceptance Processes, describes "the actions performed before every
campaign to determine candidate feed tank waste is acceptable for treatment at WTP". It is
confusing to add a subsection 3C.5.4 on disposal under Section 3C.5 on waste acceptance to
WTP. Please reorganize the sections.
Response to T-1-56
Thank you for your suggestion, formatting of the chapter will be reviewed in the draft permit.
Comment T-1-57
38. Page Appendix 3.C.14, Line 44: Edit "Table 6" to "Table 3C-6".
Response to T-1-57
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-58
39. Pages Appendix 3.C.17–18, Section 3C.6.1 Recordkeeping: From the content of this section,
it should serve the WAP, not only the Air Emissions. It looks strange to list it under "3C.6 Air
Emissions". Please reorganize the sections.
Response to T-1-58
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-59
40. Page Appendix 3.C.19, Line 1: Edit "Table 6" to "Table 3C-6".
Response to T-1-59
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.

Comment T-1-60
41. Page Chapter 4.iii–iv: The section numbers and titles are not consistent with the text, please
update the TABLE OF CONTENTS to be consistent with the text, and update all the citations to
the sections of this chapter accordingly.
Response to T-1-60
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-61
42. Page Chapter 4.v, Titles for Chapter 4E and 4I: Delete "Process Description" to be consistent
with the Fact Sheet and the corresponding chapter titles.
Response to T-1-61
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-62
43. Page Chapter 4.v, Title for Chapter 4G: Edit "Direct-Feed Low Activity Waste Facility
(EMF) Process Description" to "Direct-Feed Low Activity Waste Facility Effluent Management
Facility".
Response to T-1-62
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-63
44. Page Chapter 4E.6, Line 46: Edit "SBS" to "Submerged Bed Scrubbers (SBS)" for the first
use of "SBS".
Response to T-1-63
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-64
45. Page Chapter 4E.7, Line 3: Edit "Wet Electrostatic Precipitators" to "Wet Electrostatic
Precipitators (WESP)" for the first use of "WESP".
Response to T-1-64
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.

Comment T-1-65
46. Page Chapter 4.7, Lines 36–37, "the Tank Operations Contractor (TOC)"; and all affected
text of this permit: The acronym TOC has been used for Total Organic Carbon, as shown in
Chapters 3A, 3B, and 3C, and Part III, "OPERATING UNIT GROUP 10—SPECIFIC
CONDITIONS", Page Conditions.12 (and other places). Do not use it for Tank Operations
Contractor. Correct all the affected text to avoid confusion.
Response to T-1-65
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-66
47. Pages Chapter 4.9, Line 42, "Container storage areas": This is not consistent with the Part A
Form, that "a total of seven (7) container storage areas are permitted to store the
dangerous/mixed waste in containers. Three (3) of the areas will be located in the HLW Facility,
one (1) area will be located in the Lab, and three (3) areas are considered part of the BOF."
Delete Line 42 to be consistent with the Part A Form.
Response to T-1-66
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-67
48. Page Chapter 4.10, Lines 11–16: In Part A Form, the miscellaneous units are treated as one
type. Edit to be consistent with the Part A Form and description of other facilities.
Response to T-1-67
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-68
49. Page Chapter 4.11, Line 9: There are "tank storage" and "tank treatment" in PT, LAW, and
HLW facilities; but there is no tank treatment (T01) in the EMF, based on the Part A Form.
Using the same term "Tank systems" for all these facilities is confusing. Suggest edit to be
consistent with the Part A Form.
Response to T-1-68
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.

Comment T-1-69
50. Page Chapter 4.24, Line 42, Subsection 4.2.5.4, "Ancillary equipment such as piping is
addressed within Section 4.2": The Subsection 4.2.5.4 is within Section 4.2. Please cite the
subsection number.
Response to T-1-69
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-70
51. Page Chapter 4.26, Line 37 to Page Chapter 4.27, Line 7: This proposed addition is about
Identification and labeling of Containers. It is okay to be put under Tanks and Containers in
general, but it looks strange to put it under Subsection 4.2.9 Air Emissions. Please verify.
Response to T-1-70
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-71
52. Page Chapter 4.27, Lines 11–18: The proposed modification to the citation of "Appendix
3A" to "Chapter 3C" is wrong. Because Chapter 3C is WAP for DFLAW, and WTP is not
accepting D001 and D003 wastes while operating in the DFLAW configuration. Please doublecheck where the D001 and D003 waste numbers are described and correct the proposed citation
modification.
Response to T-1-71
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-72
53. Page Chapter 4.28, Lines 8–9, "Other miscellaneous treatment sub-systems, and their
associated process control features, are described in Section 4.2": According to Page Chapter
4.11 and the Table of Contents on Page Chapter 4.iii, Section 4.2 is "Tanks Systems". Please
verify and correct the description.
Response to T-1-72
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-73
54. Page Chapter 4.30, Line 26: The proposed addition of "may" will cause uncertainty and
confusion of conditions that warrant automatic waste feed cut off. Please delete "may".

Response to T-1-73
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-74
55. Page Chapter 4.30, Lines 32–33, "These interlocks have been sufficient to allow continued
melter operations without inadvertent feed cut off signals, yet provide a sufficient safety margin,
and can be found in Permit condition table III.10.H.F": Table III.10.H.F on Page Conditions.233
is marked as "RESERVED" and no parameter is listed. Please verify.
Response to T-1-74
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-75
56. Page Chapter 4.33, Section 4.3.9: The tribal exposure scenarios should be evaluated and
considered in the risk assessment.
Response to T-1-75
Thank you for your suggestion.
Comment T-1-76
57. Page Chapter 4.34, Line 33: Edit "Section 4.2" to "Section 4F.4.2".
Response to T-1-76
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-77
58. Page Chapter 4.34, Line 35: Edit "Section 5.1" to "Section 4G.5.1".
Response to T-1-77
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-78
59. Page Chapter 4.35, Lines 39–42: How is air from C5 area treated and circulated or
discharged?
Response to T-1-78
The following text will be added to Chapter 4, C5 Ventilation (C5V) System: "Air will be
cascaded into the C5 areas and exhausted by the C5 exhaust system. The C5 exhaust will pass

through two stages of HEPA filters and be discharged to the atmosphere by the exhaust fans. C5
exhaust fans are provided with variable frequency drives."
Comment T-1-79
60. Page Chapter 4.36, Line 8, "Waste minimization information is presented in Operating Unit
Group 10 of the permit.": This is within Operating Unit Group 10 of the permit, and as stated in
Page Chapter 4.34, Lines 10–12, "Sections 4.4.6 through 4.4.9 describe the applicability of air
emission controls, waste minimization, groundwater monitoring, and functional design
requirements to the WTP. References to other sections of the permit are provided as
appropriate". This Section is the place to describe the details of "waste minimization." Please
provide more specific information.
Response to T-1-79
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-80
61. Page Chapter 4E.iv: Add the list of "Figures" and "Figure 4E-1 LAW Process Flow" to the
TABLE OF CONTENTS.
Response to T-1-80
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-81
62. Page Chapter 4E.8, Line 40, "WAC 173-303-200, generating dangerous waste on-site": The
title of WAC 173-303-200 has been revised to "Conditions for exemption for a large quantity
generator that accumulates dangerous waste"
(https://apps.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=173-303-200, accessed 8/26/2019), and there
are fifteen (15) items now under WAC 173-303-200. Please double-check the applicability of
WAC 173-303-200 and make corrections of the Permit accordingly. Check other places of the
Permit for updated regulations.
Response to T-1-81
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-82
63. Page 4E.20, Line 16: Edit "RWH" to "Radioactive Solid Waste Handling (RWH)", if Line 15
is deleted.
Response to T-1-82
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.

Comment T-1-83
64. Page Chapter 4E.26, Line 8: Edit the first "LAW LMH system" to "LAW Melter Handling
System (LMH)", and the second "LAW LMH system" to "LMH", to be consistent with Page
Conditions.11 of Part III, "OPERATING UNIT GROUP 10—SPECIFIC CONDITIONS".
Response to T-1-83
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-84
65. Page Chapter 4E.27, Line 30: The citation to "Section 4.2.10 Air Emissions" needs to be
verified, because of the inconsistency between the TABLE OF CONTENTS and the text of
Chapter 4. On Page Chapter 4.iii, Line 30, the Section title is "4.2.10 Air Emissions"; but on
Page Chapter 4.27, Line 8, the section title is "4.2.10 Management of Ignitable, Reactive and
Incompatible Waste in Tanks". Please verify and correct corresponding errors accordingly,
including other sections and citations.
Response to T-1-84
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-85
66. Page Chapter 4E.31, Lines 26–31 and 35–37: In Lines 26–31, the ILAW finishing line is
described as a "C5 zone"; in Lines 35–37, it is described as a "C3 contamination area". Are they
two different finishing lines or the same finishing line but extend from C3 to C5 areas? Please
clarity.
Response to T-1-85
The finishing line, zones, and contamination area numbers have been reviewed and updated with
this modification.
Comment T-1-86
67. Page Chapter 4E.36, Line 9; and Page Chapter 4E.37, Line 41: Edit "LAW-MLTR-00001/2"
to "LMP-MLTR-00001/2" to be consistent with the rest of the permit.
Response to T-1-86
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-87
68. Page Chapter 4E.37, Lines 22–23, "The pour cave may be reclassified for equipment
maintenance": What are the regulation requirements and procedures of the reclassification?

Response to T-1-87
The zoning of the ventilation system is based on the classifications assigned to building areas for
potential radiological contamination. Zones classified as C5 are potentially the most
contaminated and C1 are uncontaminated.
Comment T-1-88
69. Page Chapter 4E.44, Line 7: Please define "TLP" first.
Response to T-1-88
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-89
70. Page Chapter 4E.58, Table 4E-5: The proposed Location numbers need to be corrected, i.e.,
from "7" to "9", and "8" to "10".
Response to T-1-89
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology, and
a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-90
71. Pages Chapter 4G.i and iii, Line 3: Remove the parentheses enclosing "EFFLUENT
MANAGEMENT FACILITY", because it is the primary topic presented in this chapter.
Response to T-1-90
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology, and
a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-91
72. Page Chapter 4G.5, Lines 18–20, "Waste received at the LAW Vitrification Facility from the
Tank Operations Contractor (TOC)LAWPS will not be characterized as ignitable (D001) or
reactive (D003)": (i) Rewrite this sentence to mean that the ignitable or reactive waste will not be
sent to LAW; (ii) delete "(TOC)", because TOC has been used to stand for Total Organic Carbon.
Response to T-1-91
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology, and
a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-92
73. Page Chapter 4G.7, Lines 31–34, "After every waste transfer, the underground waste transfer
lines are flushed and drained to the EMF low-point drain vessel (DEP-VSL-00001); the effluent
is collected and processed at the EMF.": Please specify the criteria to stop flushing.

Response to T-1-92
The total volume of flush water depends on the timing of the next planned batch transfer.
Additional details can be found in the Corrosion Evaluation in Appendix 13.9.
Comment T-1-93
74. Pages Chapter 4G.8–9, Section 4G.1, "CONTAINERS": This section as written only
describes wastes, nothing about containers. Will each type of waste be kept in a separate
container or all wastes mixed in one container? Please clarify.
Response to T-1-93
As stated in Section 4G.1 Containers, all dangerous or mixed waste generated will need to be
managed in accordance with WAC 173-303-200. The requirements in WAC 173-303-200 provide
direction on waste accumulation, condition of containers, waste compatibility and management
of containers. The permittees will be required to follow the applicable requirements listed in
WAC 173-303-200.
Comment T-1-94
75. Page Chapter 4G.8, Lines 39–40, "WAC 173-303-200, generating dangerous waste on-site":
The title and content of WAC 173-303-200 has been revised. Please revise the Permit
accordingly.
Response to T-1-94
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-95
76. Page Chapter 6.iii, Lines 2–7: It is strange to use Section number "6.0" under Chapter
number "6.0". Please edit "Chapter 6.0" to "Chapter 6".
Response to T-1-95
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-96
77. Page Chapter 6.7, Lines 16 and 28: Edit "Chapter 7.0" to "Chapter 7" to be consistent with
Line 5 of this page. Please check throughout the text for consistency.
Response to T-1-96
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-97
78. Page Chapter 6.8, Lines 41–42: Edit "a 24-hour rainfall" to "the maximum 24-hour rainfall".

Response to T-1-97
This sentence will be revised to read "...and are capable of containing the volume of a 25-year,
24-hour rainfall event, as required under WAC 173 303 640(4)(e)(i)(B)."
Comment T-1-98
79. Page Chapter 6.10, Lines 38–39, "Prior to receiving waste from the tank farms, waste must
meet the criteria in the Waste Analysis Plan (Chapter 3C).": Chapter 3C is for DFLAW, and no
ignitable or reactive waste should be accepted here. Should it be Chapter 3A? Please verify.
Response to T-1-98
The comment is accurate, while operating in the DFLAW configuration, WTP will not accept
and/or treat mixed waste that carries the D001 and/or D003 waste codes. The sentence will be
revised to read: "Prior to receiving waste from the tank farms, waste must meet the criteria in
the Waste Analysis Plan (Chapter 3A or 3C)."
Comment T-1-99
80. Page Chapter 6.11, Line 12, "This page intentionally left blank.": Delete this line or make it a
separate page.
Response to T-1-99
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-100
81. Page of "Change Control Log", Chapter 6A, after "Modification History Table": Delete
"APPENDIX 6A" or Edit it to "Chapter 6A".
Response to T-1-100
All editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy and consistency by Ecology,
and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the DFLAW Operating Permit
submittal.
Comment T-1-101
82. Page Chapter 6A.iv, Line 2: The Table number "Table 6A-4-1" is not consistent with the rest
of the tables. Edit it to "Table 6A-1". Correct the corresponding Table number and citations to it.
83. Page Chapter 6A.iv, Line 12: This line is just a footnote of Table 6A-3d. Delete this line in
the TABLE OF CONTENTS.
84. Page Chapter 6A.iv, Line 14, "Table 6A-4c": Is there a "Table 6A-4b"?
85. Page Chapter 6A.12, Line 22, "Table 6A-4b": This table is not listed in the TABLE OF
CONTENT. Please verify. Please check all the table numbers and citations.
86. Page Chapter 6A.19, Table 6A-3b: Why put Table 6A-3b in the middle of Table 6A-3a?
Please verify.

87. Chapter 7 Building Emergency Plan: Please include "7" in its section and page numbers to be
consistent with other chapters.
88. Page 12 of Chapter 7, Line 5: The acronym PCS in "Process Control System (PCS)" is not
consistent with Chapter 4, Page Chapter 4.8, Line 11, and Chapter 4G, Page Chapter 4G.13, Line
13, "Process Control System (PCJ)". Please edit to make them consistent and check throughout
the permit for consistency.
89. Page B-8 of Chapter 7: "Attachment C" is presented here but not listed in the TABLE OF
CONTENTS for Chapter 7. Please verify and add the details required for the Evacuation Routes.
90. Page Conditions.3, Lines 31-32: (i) Edit Chapter numbers and titles to be consistent with
Page 3.iii; (ii) Add "Chapter 3C Waste Treatment Plant Waste Analysis Plan for the DFLAW
Configuration".
91. Page Conditions.13, Line 1: This line is a duplicate of Line 14 on Page Conditions.3. Delete
this line.
92. Page Conditions.205, Line 28; and Page Conditions.268, Line 26: "WAC 173-303081(a)(2)(a)(i)" cannot be found. Please verify.
93. Page Conditions.209, Section III.10.H.5.b, Lines 23-27, "At a minimum, engineering
information specified below will show the following as described in WAC 173-303-640, in
accordance with WAC 173-303-680 (the information specified below will include dimensioned
engineering drawings and information on sumps and floor drains):": All the items following this
sentence (i.e., III.10.H.5.b.i through ix) are updated to "RESERVED". Please modify this
sentence to indicate this update or add the details.
94. Page Conditions.212, Section III.10.H.5.d, Lines 17-20, "At a minimum, engineering
information specified below will show the following as required pursuant to WAC 173-303-640,
in accordance with WAC 173-303-680 (the information specified below will include
dimensioned engineering drawings):": All the items following this sentence, except for Item xiii,
are updated to "RESERVED". Please modify this sentence to indicate the update or add the
details.
95. Pages Conditions.234 through 256: The Section III.10.I is modified to as RESERVED, but
later in the draft permit file, there is another Section III.10.I, LAW Long Term Operations
(Section III.10.I, Pages 1-34). Should the first III.10.I be just deleted or marked as revised? It is
confusing to keep it RESERVED and then another version followed, especially when the
Technical Fact Sheet is hidden at almost the end of the 863-page draft permit modification
document (from 780 to 788 of the 863 pages), making it even harder for the public to review.
96. Page Conditions.272, Section III.10.J.5.b, Lines 25-29, "At a minimum, engineering
information specified below will show the following as described in WAC 173-303-640, in
accordance with WAC 173-303-680 (the information specified below will include dimensioned

engineering drawings and information on sumps and floor drains):": All the items following this
sentence (i.e., III.10.J.5.b.i through ix) are updated to RESERVED". Please modify this sentence
to indicate this update or add the details.
97. Pages Conditions.273 through 277, Sections III.10.J.5.c and d: Same as last comment. All the
items are modified to RESERVED, so there is nothing to show under "specified below will
show...:". Please verify.
Response to T-1-101
Thank you for your comments, all editorial comments will be reviewed for regulatory accuracy
and consistency by Ecology, and a determination will be made whether they are applicable to the
proposed permit modification.

Attachment 2: Comments and responses for draft Rev. 9
Description of comments:
The comments below are the organizations or individuals who submitted a comment during
the Draft Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Permit, Rev. 9 during a comment period held May 1
through October 22, 2012. This section provides a summary of comments we received during the
public comment period and our responses, as required by Revised Code of Washington
34.05.325(6)(a)(iii). Comments are grouped by individual, and each comment is addressed
separately.

Comment Number: 18555
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.A
Comment Text:
Delete definition of Critical System (Page 10.7, lines 14-18).
Basis Text:
The term or concept "critical systems" does not appear in WAC 173-303. The term has been
created for the Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Permit. The WTP Permit contains no standards
for determining what constitutes a "critical system." Federal solid/hazardous waste statutes or
regulations do not set forth standards with respect to what constitutes a "critical system." In the
absence of any such standards, the Permittee has no means of determining whether its actions are
permitted or prohibited by the Permit. Additional requirements in WAC 173-303-281 for
expansion exist as well as the siting criteria in WAC 173-303-282, to ensure protection of human
health and the environment for new or modified TSD units at the Hanford Facility. Additional
requirements for critical systems at TSD units are not warranted.
Ecology has inappropriately defined Critical System in the Operating Unit Group 10 Permit to
clarify whether Permit Modifications need to be submitted for changes (e.g., design
modifications, fabrication, installation changes, etc.) to the portions of WTP. WAC 173-303-830
clearly identifies when and what type of permit modifications must be submitted for changes to
the permitted units. In addition, WAC 173-303-040 clearly defines dangerous waste management
units and their ancillary equipment; which does not include a definition of a "critical system."
The maturity of the permit and design no longer warrants the use of the term "critical system." In
addition, the draft Site Wide Dangerous Waste Permit no longer uses the term "critical systems."
Recommendation Text:
Delete definition of Critical System (Page 10.7, lines 14-18). No recommended text.
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with the Permittees on removing the references to critical
systems. The critical systems terminology remains in the DFLAW Operating Permit.
The Permittees agree that the term “critical systems” does remain in the DFLAW Operating
Permit. No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 17822
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.C.2.m
Comment Text:
Delete discussion of risk budget tool.
Basis Text:

1. This condition should be deleted since it seeks to regulate radioactive waste management
practices and is therefore preempted by the Atomic Energy Act (AEA).
The purpose of this condition is to regulate the radioactive component of mixed waste through
Permit Condition III.17.C.2.e by the phrase "performance standards including but not limited to
drinking water standards [40 CFR 141 and 40 CFR 143]." 40 CFR 141, the National Primary
Drinking Water Regulations, and 40 CFR 143, the National Secondary Drinking Water
Regulations, both contain provisions for radionuclides which are then incorporated into the permit
by this condition.
The Supreme Court has consistently held that "the federal government has occupied the entire
field of nuclear safety concerns, except the limited powers expressly ceded to the states." Pac.
Gas & Elec. Co. v. State Energy Res. Conservation & Dev. Comm'n, 461 U.S. 190, 212, 103 S.
Ct. 1713, 75 L. Ed. 2d 752 (1983). A state law is preempted by the AEA if it regulates within the
field that is occupied by the AEA and it would have a direct and substantial effect on the DOE's
ability to make decisions about radioactive waste disposal. U.S. v. Manning, 527 F.3d 828,
831(9th Cir. 2008).
This condition applies to "all the waste forms" (Permit Condition III.17.C.3) and therefore
attempts to interfere with DOE's ability to make decisions about radioactive waste disposal.
This condition clearly seeks to interfere with DOE following its own authoritative standards
governing the management of radioactive wastes. Decisions by the Secretary of Energy regarding
DOE Orders, regulations, and policies that control management of "source, special nuclear, and
byproduct material" at these TSD units could not be implemented without prior review and
approval by Ecology as modifications to the Permit. The result of the condition would be State
interference with the mandate of Congress to DOE to establish radioactive materials and waste
management standards and practices implemented through DOE Orders and the AEA. The
additional requirements imposed by the State would impact DOE both financially and
operationally, while adding no substantive benefit to human health or the environment.
Additionally, the State may lack the technical resources to determine whether DOE is complying
with its DOE orders and policies regarding disposal of radionuclides and therefore could not
provide oversight of that program even if it had the authority.
Under its AEA authority and DOE Regulations and Orders, DOE already has in place extensive
requirements and procedures relating to nuclear waste management, characterization, control, and
disposal, prior to the Permit's issuance. The State lacks the authority, expertise, and regulatory
infrastructure to require and apply this condition. All conditions relating to the risk budget tool
need to be deleted.
2. This condition should be deleted because the United States has not waived sovereign immunity
with respect to state authority to regulate source, special nuclear, or byproduct material.
Sovereign immunity renders the United States immune from suit or regulation unless it consents
to the jurisdiction of a state or local tribunal. United States v. Mitchell, 445 U.S. 535, 539 (1980).
Since neither the AEA nor any other law contains a waiver granting states the ability to regulate
federal facilities with respect to radioactive materials, the United States has preserved its
sovereign immunity, and Washington is precluded from regulating radioactivity at Hanford.
Sovereign immunity extends to environmental permitting requirements imposed by states on the
United States and United States facilities. Hancock v. Train, 426 U.S. 167, 178-79.

The limited waiver of sovereign immunity contained in RCRA establishes that the United States
has not waived its sovereign immunity with respect to the regulation of source, special nuclear,
and byproduct material at federal facilities, including Hanford.
3. This condition should be deleted because waiver of Sovereign Immunity extends only to
regulation in the same manner and to the same extent as other persons are regulated.
The waiver of sovereign immunity in Section 6001 of RCRA is limited in that it allows
enforcement of the delineated requirements against the United States only "in the same manner;
and to the same extent, as any person is subject to such requirements." This waiver is limited to its
express terms and must be strictly construed in favor of the United States.
This condition has never been imposed upon other hazardous waste landfill permittees, despite
the fact that the State knows that other hazardous waste landfills accept materials containing
radionuclides and exhibiting radioactivity (e.g., fertilizer, home smoke alarms, etc.) Assuming
arguendo that the State has authority under RCRA to regulate "radioactivity" and "radionuclides"
at Hanford, this condition nonetheless violates sovereign immunity because Washington is
treating DOE differently than it treats other entities regulated under the State's RCRA authority.
Therefore, assuming arguendo that Washington is exercising legitimate RCRA authority, to the
extent that it is exercising that authority at Hanford differently than it exercises that authority at
other facilities (i.e., imposing requirements or restrictions upon Hanford that it does not impose
upon other similarly situated entities); such action violates DOE's sovereign immunity. Since the
State has singled DOE Hanford out and placed unique requirements in its permit while failing to
impose such requirements upon other similarly situated permittees, the State's actions are not
authorized by RCRA's limited waiver of sovereign immunity, and this permit condition is void
and should be deleted from the Permit.
4. This condition should be deleted since no basis has been articulated in the Permit, Fact Sheet,
or supporting documents that supports the use of omnibus permitting authority to impose this
condition.
The State has failed to articulate specific facts supporting the contention that a "modeling--risk
budget tool" is "necessary to achieve compliance with the Hazardous Waste Management Act,"
nor is there any specific provision in WAC 173-303 that necessitates that additional requirement.
Compliance with the HWMA is fully addressed in the normal permitting requirements of WAC
173-303-810, and the HWMA has no jurisdiction to address nuclear materials governed by the
AEA. The proposed "Modeling--Risk Budget Tool" provisions in Permit Conditions II.17.C.2.a
through II.17.C.3 have no reasonable basis in fact or law, and no reasonable relation to the
"omnibus authority" in WAC 173-303-800(8) and WAC 173-303-815(2)(b)(ii). There is no
factual basis supporting the State's creation of permit conditions addressing radioactivity. It is not
"necessary" for the permit to manage risks arising from the radioactive nature of wastes, because
those risks are preemptively managed by DOE under its AEA authority and standards. A
regulatory basis for this permit condition is absent from the Washington State Hazardous Waste
Act.
Omnibus authority is not unlimited and courts have consistently required that permit conditions
based on omnibus authority (a) be necessary to protect human health or the environment, (b) that
there must be a nexus between the permit condition and the hazardous waste activities being
carried out at the facility, and (c) that omnibus authority must be supported by facts and a cogent

explanation in the administrative record. Currently, Ecology has only provided a conclusory
assertion that this requirement will "protect human health and the environment." Such generic
statements have been found to be a legally insufficient justification for a State to use as a basis for
the exercise of omnibus authority. All conditions relating to the risk budget tool need to be
deleted.
5. This condition should be deleted because the State has included requirements in the Permit
which are so vague as to deprive DOE of Due Process.
Under the "void-for-vagueness" doctrine, laws that are unduly vague and/or lack sufficient
standards to enable people to determine what actions are prohibited or required are impermissible
because they deprive individuals of their right to due process. The United States Supreme Court
has stated: "It is a basic principle of due process that an enactment is void for vagueness if its
prohibitions are not clearly defined." Grayned v. City of Rockford, 408 U.S. 104, 108 (1972).
There are two principle rationales underlying the void for vagueness doctrine. The first is the
courts' insistence that laws contain sufficient standards, specificity, and clarity to enable
individuals to determine whether the actions they are contemplating undertaking are prohibited.
Id. at 108 ("laws must give the person of ordinary intelligence a reasonable opportunity to know
what is prohibited, so that he may act accordingly.").
The second rationale underlying the void-for-vagueness doctrine is the concern that vague,
standardless laws create the possibility for arbitrary and discriminatory enforcement. Kolender v.
Lawson, 461 U.S. 352 at 357 (Due process requires that a law provide sufficient definiteness with
respect to proscribed activities so as to "not encourage arbitrary and discriminatory
enforcement.").
This condition uses terms which are vague and ambiguous. This condition requires that a "risk
budget tool" be created. No State law or regulation sets forth standards with respect to what
constitutes a "risk budget tool." The Permit contains no standards for determining what
constitutes a "risk budget tool." Federal solid/hazardous waste statutes or regulations do not set
forth standards with respect to what constitutes a "risk budget tool." In the absence of any such
standards, DOE has no means of determining whether its actions are permitted or prohibited by
the Permit. Thus, DOE potentially is subject to penalties for violation of the Permit without
having any basis upon which to make informed decisions with respect to compliance with this
provision of the Permit. The lack of either a regulatory or statutory definition of "risk budget tool"
or a definition in the Permit leaves open to conjecture the scope of the Permit's prohibition and
leaves DOE unable to choose in advance which course of action to follow to comply with the
Permit. This condition is "so indefinitely phrased as to require conjecture in determining ... [its]
meaning .... " Arlan 's at 11. Its vagueness leads to the potential for arbitrary and discriminatory
enforcement action by the State that could result in the imposition of civil and/or criminal
penalties against DOE. Accordingly, this condition violates DOE's right to due process under the
Washington and United States constitutions and should be stricken from the Permit.
This condition also fails to comply with any rulemaking requirements of the Washington
Administrative Procedure Act. This "tool" appears to have been created without any deliberative
administrative process or peer-reviewed scientific findings whatsoever. There is no scientific
basis to determine whether or not this condition is necessary or related to any particular provision
of the HWMA, and, even if it is necessary, how it should be applied. The meaning of "risk budget
tool" is not based on any meaningful scientific analysis or a proper administrative process. The

State has failed to provide information to DOE that would enable DOE to determine what
constitutes a "risk budget tool." The State has impermissibly assigned an informal meaning to
"risk budget tool" based on an unprecedented policy rather than properly promulgated and
effective statutory or regulatory provisions. Therefore, this condition is void and should be
deleted.
The condition requires that the "risk budget tool" "should be compared against various
performance standards including but not limited to drinking water standards." The State has failed
to provide information to DOE that would enable DOE to determine what constitutes any other
"performance standard." The State has failed to identify all performance standards that are
applicable to this condition. The State has failed to clearly articulate how it intends to enforce this
condition. This undefined standard, which is critical in determining compliance with the Permit,
could be interpreted either very broadly or very narrowly depending on what other performance
standards Washington wishes to include for comparison. The lack of clarity as to what
performance standards DOE will be required to comply with underscores the reality of potential
arbitrary and/or discriminatory enforcement of the Permit provision against DOE.
6. This condition should be deleted because it is an arbitrary excise of power by a state agency.
Washington law prohibits the arbitrary exercise of power by a state agency. State ex rel. Pub.
Util. Dist. No. 1 of Okanogan County v. Dep't of Pub. Serv., 21 Wn.2d 201, 208-09 (1944).
Imposing requirements that exceed an agency's statutory or regulatory authority constitutes
arbitrary action. Id. To the extent that the Department of Ecology has imposed conditions under
the Permit that exceed the Department's authority, it has acted in an arbitrary manner.
Accordingly, those conditions which have been arbitrarily imposed under the Permit should be
stricken as the product of impermissible and arbitrary agency action. The State has failed to
provide any facts or rationale to justify its selection of an arbitrary "75% of a performance
standard" threshold for requiring further unspecified "mitigation measures." This new "75%"
standard is an arbitrary revision of at least the Federally promulgated drinking water standards,
standards which are presumptively fully protective of human health and the environment at 100%
of their values.
7. This condition is arbitrary, capricious, and is inconsistent with other permits in the state of
Washington.
The State has acted arbitrarily and capriciously in including the risk budget modeling tool. No
facts support any "necessity" for the inclusion of this condition, and DOE already has in place
extensive requirements and procedures relating to waste management, characterization, control,
and disposal prior to the Permit's issuance. DOE has been operating these TSD units under RCRA
and "final status" for 18 years without this condition. In imposing this new requirement, the State
is treating DOE in a manner different from other dangerous waste permittees. For instance,
numerous permittees in the state (BPA Ross Complex, Emerald Services, BEI-Tacoma, BEIKent, and Puget Sound Naval Shipyard) are undergoing current and/or imminent RCRA or
CERCLA corrective action, yet Ecology has not required other permittees to develop and comply
with this newly invented tool. Any claimed relationship between the need to clean up Hanford
and the imposition of this new tool for management is clearly contradicted by Ecology's practice
elsewhere in the State, and is discriminatory. Furthermore, arbitrary and discriminatory
requirements imposed on a Federal agency have questionable legal validity because they fall
outside the scope of the waiver of Federal agency sovereign immunity in RCRA, 42 USC 6991,
which requires only that Federal agencies submit to state solid waste regulation to the same extent

that all other entities are so regulated. All conditions relating to the risk budget tool need to be
deleted.
8. Risk analysis is not required for a landfill permitted under WAC 173-303.
EPA has promulgated the RCRA regulations in 40 CFR, and Ecology has promulgated
regulations for their authorized program in WAC 173-303, based on the state's Hazardous Waste
Management Act (RCW 70.105). These laws and regulations are based on a premise that
dangerous waste (which includes mixed waste) disposal activities are protective of human health
and the environment through construction of landfills that meet minimum technological
requirements (e.g., double liner, leachate collection, and groundwater monitoring). No rules exist
to perform risk analysis as a part of waste analysis requirements in WAC 173-303-300 or to
incorporate results of risk analysis into the waste analysis plan. Landfill protectiveness measures
are met through the liner compatibility testing (SW-846 Method 9090) to ensure that the liner
continues to function properly and these provisions are included in the waste analysis plan. Both
at the EPA level and the Ecology level, no regulations exists for risk analysis to properly operate
a landfill permitted under WAC 173-303 for dangerous waste (which includes mixed waste)
disposal. All conditions relating to the risk budget tool need to be deleted.
9. Disposal of toxic chemicals are protective through compliance with the land disposal
restrictions. EPA has created the RCRA regulations in 40 CFR and Ecology has promulgated
regulations for their authorized program in WAC 173-303, based on the state's Hazardous Waste
Management Act (RCW 70.105). These rules and regulations are based on a premise that
dangerous waste (which includes mixed waste) disposal activities are protective of human health
and the environment by complying with the land disposal restriction program in WAC 173-303140, which incorporates by reference 40 CFR 268. EPA has consistently approached compliant
disposal activates based on a technology approach instead of a risk approach through the
development of Best Demonstrated Available Technology for waste codes when setting treatment
standard levels and technologies. Protectiveness under RCRA TSD disposal operations do not
involve risk analysis. All conditions relating to the risk budget tool need to be deleted.
Recommendation Text:
Delete discussion of risk budget tool.
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: The Permittees have provided Ecology with the Risk Budget Tool. IDF
Permit Condition III.11.I.5 requires update of this tool at least every five years or sooner if there
are changes to the waste forms received at IDF, including ILAW glass. This permit condition
will remain until it is clear that WTP input will not be necessary to maintain the Risk Budget
Tool.
Comment Number: 17824
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.C.2.n.i
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.C.2.n.i from the Operating Unit Group 10 permit as

complete. The secondary waste evaluation report was completed and submitted to Ecology. See
attached Letter, S. J. Olinger, ORP & F. M. Russo, BNI to J. A. Hedges, Ecology, "Submittal of
Evaluation of WTP Secondary Mixed Wastes for Dangerous Waste Treatment &
Disposal,"24590-WTP-RPT-ENS-10-003, Rev 1." (CCN 216656)
Basis Text:
Secondary Waste report required under Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.n.i through iv have been
submitted. Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.n.i through iv are no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
By June 30, 2010, the Permittees will perform an assessment that projects mixed waste
constituents and the concentrations that are expected to be contained in each secondary mixed
waste stream anticipated to be generated (completed);
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: The secondary waste evaluation reports were completed. Permit Conditions
III.10.C.2.n.i through iv have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and marked as
“RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 17825
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.C.2.n.ii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.C.2.n.ii from the Operating Unit Group 10 permit as
complete. The secondary waste evaluation report was completed and submitted to Ecology. See
attached Letter, S. J. Olinger, ORP & F. M. Russo, BNI to J. A. Hedges, Ecology, "Submittal of
Evaluation of WTP Secondary Mixed Wastes for Dangerous Waste Treatment & Dispoal,"
24590-WTP-RPT-ENS-10-003, Rev 1." (CCN 216656)
Basis Text:
Secondary Waste report required under Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.n.i through iv has been
submitted. Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.n.i through iv are no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
By June 30, 2010, the Permittees will identify appropriate Land Disposal Restrictions (LDR)
treatment standards for each mixed waste stream identified in Permit Condition III.10.C.2.n.i
(completed);
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: The secondary waste evaluation reports were completed. Permit Conditions
III.10.C.2.n.i through iv have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and marked as
“RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18326

Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.C.2.n.iii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.C.2.n.iii from the Operating Unit Group 10 permit as
completed. The secondary waste evaluation report was completed and submitted to Ecology. See
attached Letter, S. J. Olinger, ORP & F. M. Russo, BNI to J. A. Hedges, Ecology, "Submittal of
Evaluation of WTP Secondary Mixed Wastes for Dangerous Waste Treatment & Disposal,"
24590-WTP-RPT-ENS-10-003, Rev 1." (CCN 216656)
Basis Text:
Secondary Waste report required under Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.n.i through iv has been
submitted. Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.n.i through iv are no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
By June 30, 2010, the Permittees will identify which mixed waste streams that, from a qualitative
risk perspective, reasonably may cause or may significantly contribute to an exceedance of
applicable environmental standards at a disposal facility (completed);
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: The secondary waste evaluation reports were completed. Permit Conditions
III.10.C.2.n.i through iv have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and marked as
“RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18325
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.C.2.n.iv
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.C.2.n.iv from the Operating Unit Group 10 permit as
completed. The secondary waste evaluation report was completed and submitted to Ecology. See
attached Letter, S. J. Olinger, ORP & F. M. Russo, BNI to J. A. Hedges, Ecology, "Submittal of
Evaluation of WTP Secondary Mixed Wastes for Dangerous Waste Treatment & Disposal,"
24590-WTP-RPT-ENS-10-003, Rev 1." (CCN 216656)
Basis Text:
Secondary Waste report required under Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.n.i through iv has been
submitted. Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.n.i through iv are no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
By June 30, 2010, the Permittees will, for the mixed waste streams identified in Permit Condition
III.10.C.2.n.iii, identify potential treatment approaches that mitigate their environmental impacts
(completed); and
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A

Ecology Response: The secondary waste evaluation reports were completed. Permit Conditions
III.10.C.2.n.i through iv have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and marked as
“RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 19329
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.C.5.b
Comment Text:
Revise Permit Condition III.10.C.5.b to eliminate references to critical systems.
Basis Text:
The term or concept "critical systems" does not appear in WAC 173-303. The term has been
created for the Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Permit. The WTP Permit contains no standards
for determining what constitutes a "critical system." Federal solid/hazardous waste statutes or
regulations do not set forth standards with respect to what constitutes a "critical system." In the
absence of any such standards, the Permittee has no means of determining whether its actions are
permitted or prohibited by the Permit. Additional requirements in WAC 173-303-281 for
expansion exist as well as the siting criteria in WAC 173-303-282, to ensure protection of human
health and the environment for new or modified TSD units at the Hanford Facility. Additional
requirements for critical systems at TSD units are not warranted.
Ecology has inappropriately defined Critical System in the Operating Unit Group 10 Permit to
clarify whether Permit Modifications need to be submitted for changes (e.g., design
modifications, fabrication, installation changes, etc.) to the portions of WTP. WAC 173-303-830
clearly identifies when and what type of permit modifications must be submitted for changes to
the permitted units. In addition, WAC 173-303-040 clearly defines dangerous waste management
units and their ancillary equipment; which does not include a definition of a "critical system."
The maturity of the permit and design no longer warrants the use of the term "critical system." In
addition, the draft Site Wide Dangerous Waste Permit no longer uses the term "critical systems."
Recommendation Text:
The WTP Unit fire protection systems will be constructed to the applicable codes listed in
Operating Unit Group 10, Addendum E, Section 6.3.1.4. Prior to the initial receipt of dangerous
and/or mixed waste in the WTP Unit, the Permittees will update Operating Unit Group 10,
Addendum E, Sections 6.3, 6.4, and 6.5 to be consistent with design details, and resubmit for
approval as a permit modification pursuant to Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.e and III.10.C.2.f, and
Operating Unit Group 10, Appendix 1.0. In addition to the stand-by diesel generator for the LAW
and HLW melters, updated Section 6.4.4 will include descriptions of the essential loads and
permitted systems supplied with back-up, un-interruptible, and standby power.
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with the Permittees on removing the references to critical
systems. The critical systems terminology remains in the DFLAW Operating Permit.
The Permittees agree that the term “critical systems” does remain in the DFLAW Operating

Permit. No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 19573
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.C.9
Comment Text:
Remove the following permit condition regarding critical systems and the associated table from
the Operating Unit Group 10 Permit.
Basis Text:
The term or concept "critical systems" does not appear in WAC 173-303. The term has been
created for the Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Permit. The WTP Permit contains no standards
for determining what constitutes a "critical system". Federal solid/hazardous waste statutes or
regulations do not set forth standards with respect to what constitutes a "critical system". In the
absence of any such standards, the Permittee has no means of determining whether its actions are
permitted or prohibited by the Permit. Additional requirements in WAC 173-303-281 for
expansion exist as well as the siting criteria in WAC 173-303-282, to ensure protection of human
health and the environment for new or modified TSD units at the Hanford Facility. Additional
requirements for critical systems at TSD units are not warranted.
Ecology has inappropriately defined Critical System in the Operating Unit Group 10 Permit to
clarify whether Permit Modifications need to be submitted for changes (e.g., design
modifications, fabrication, installation changes, etc.) to the portions of WTP. WAC 173-303-830
clearly identifies when and what type of permit modifications must be submitted for changes to
the permitted units. In addition, WAC 173-303-040 clearly defines dangerous waste management
units and their ancillary equipment; which does not include a definition of a "critical system".
The maturity of the permit and design no longer warrants the use of the term "critical system." In
addition, the draft Site Wide Dangerous Waste Permit no longer uses the term "critical systems."
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.C.9. Replace with "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with the Permittees on removing the references to critical
systems. The critical systems terminology remains in the DFLAW Operating Permit.
The Permittees agree that the term “critical systems” does remain in the DFLAW Operating
Permit. No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 18547
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.C.9.a
Comment Text:

Remove Permit Condition III.10.C.9.a.
Basis Text:
The term or concept "critical systems" does not appear in WAC 173-303. The term has been
created for the Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Permit. The WTP Permit contains no standards
for determining what constitutes a "critical system". Federal solid/hazardous waste statutes or
regulations do not set forth standards with respect to what constitutes a "critical system". In the
absence of any such standards, the Permittee has no means of determining whether its actions are
permitted or prohibited by the Permit. Additional requirements in WAC 173-303-281 for
expansion exist as well as the siting criteria in WAC 173-303-282, to ensure protection of human
health and the environment for new or modified TSD units at the Hanford Facility. Additional
requirements for critical systems at TSD units are not warranted.
Ecology has inappropriately defined Critical System in the Operating Unit Group 10 Permit to
clarify whether Permit Modifications need to be submitted for changes (e.g., design
modifications, fabrication, installation changes, etc.) to the portions of WTP. WAC 173-303-830
clearly identifies when and what type of permit modifications must be submitted for changes to
the permitted units. In addition, WAC 173-303-040 clearly defines dangerous waste management
units and their ancillary equipment; which does not include a definition of a "critical system".
The maturity of the permit and design no longer warrants the use of the term "critical system." In
addition, the draft Site Wide Dangerous Waste Permit no longer uses the term "critical systems."
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.C.9.a. No recommended text.
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with the Permittees on removing the references to critical
systems. The critical systems terminology remains in the DFLAW Operating Permit.
The Permittees agree that the term “critical systems” does remain in the DFLAW Operating
Permit. No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 18542
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.C.9.b
Comment Text:
Remove Permit Condition III.10.C.9.b.
Basis Text:
The term or concept "critical systems" does not appear in WAC 173-303. The term has been
created for the Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Permit. The WTP Permit contains no standards
for determining what constitutes a "critical system." Federal solid/hazardous waste statutes or
regulations do not set forth standards with respect to what constitutes a "critical system." In the
absence of any such standards, the Permittee has no means of determining whether its actions are
permitted or prohibited by the Permit. Additional requirements in WAC 173-303-281 for

expansion exist as well as the siting criteria in WAC 173-303-282, to ensure protection of human
health and the environment for new or modified TSD units at the Hanford Facility. Additional
requirements for critical systems at TSD units are not warranted.
Ecology has inappropriately defined Critical System in the Operating Unit Group 10 Permit to
clarify whether permit modifications need to be submitted for changes (e.g., design modifications,
fabrication, installation changes, etc.) to the portions of WTP. WAC 173-303-830 clearly
identifies when and what type of permit modifications must be submitted for changes to the
permitted units. In addition, WAC 173-303-040 clearly defines dangerous waste management
units and their ancillary equipment; which does not include a definition of a "critical system."
The maturity of the permit and design no longer warrants the use of the term "critical system." In
addition, the draft Site Wide Dangerous Waste Permit no longer uses the term "critical systems."
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.C.9.b. Replace with "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with the Permittees on removing the references to critical
systems. The critical systems terminology remains in the DFLAW Operating Permit.
The Permittees agree that the term “critical systems” does remain in the DFLAW Operating
Permit. No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 19531
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.C.9.d
Comment Text:
Revise Permit Condition III.10.C.9.d to eliminate references to critical systems.
Basis Text:
The term or concept "critical systems" does not appear in WAC 173-303. The term has been
created for the Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Permit. The WTP Permit contains no standards
for determining what constitutes a "critical system." Federal solid/hazardous waste statutes or
regulations do not set forth standards with respect to what constitutes a "critical system." In the
absence of any such standards, the Permittee has no means of determining whether its actions are
permitted or prohibited by the Permit. Additional requirements in WAC 173-303-281 for
expansion exist as well as the siting criteria in WAC 173-303-282, to ensure protection of human
health and the environment for new or modified TSD units at the Hanford Facility. Additional
requirements for critical systems at TSD units are not warranted.
Ecology has inappropriately defined Critical System in the Operating Unit Group 10 Permit to
clarify whether Permit Modifications need to be submitted for changes (e.g., design
modifications, fabrication, installation changes, etc.) to the portions of WTP. WAC 173-303-830
clearly identifies when and what type of permit modifications must be submitted for changes to
the permitted units. In addition, WAC 173-303-040 clearly defines dangerous waste management
units and their ancillary equipment; which does not include a definition of a "critical system."

The maturity of the permit and design no longer warrants the use of the term "critical system." In
addition, the draft Site Wide Dangerous Waste Permit no longer uses the term "critical systems."
Recommendation Text:
The Permittees will submit a nonconformance report (NCR) or construction deficiency report
(CDR) to the Ecology representative(s), as applicable, within seven (7) calendar days of the
Permittees becoming aware of incorporation of minor nonconformance or construction deficiency
from the approved designs, plans, and specifications into the construction of permitted systems.
Such minor nonconformance or construction deficiency will be defined, for the purposes of this
permit condition, as nonconformance or construction deficiency that is necessary to accommodate
proper construction and the substitution or the use of equivalent or superior materials or
equipment that do not substantially alter the permit conditions or reduce the capacity of the
facility to protect human health or the environment. Such minor nonconformance or construction
deficiency will not be considered a modification of this permit. If Ecology determines that the
nonconformance or construction deficiency is not minor, it will notify the Permittees in writing
that a permit modification is required for the deviation and whether prior approval is required
from Ecology before work proceeds which affect the nonconforming or construction deficiency
item.
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with the Permittees on removing the references to critical
systems. The critical systems terminology remains in the DFLAW Operating Permit.
The Permittees agree that the term “critical systems” does remain in the DFLAW Operating
Permit. No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 17840
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.C.9.f
Comment Text:
Remove Permit Condition III.10.C.9.f.
Basis Text:
The term or concept "critical systems" does not appear in WAC 173-303. The term has been
created for the Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Permit. The WTP Permit contains no standards
for determining what constitutes a "critical system." Federal solid/hazardous waste statutes or
regulations do not set forth standards with respect to what constitutes a "critical system." In the
absence of any such standards, the Permittee has no means of determining whether its actions are
permitted or prohibited by the Permit. Additional requirements in WAC 173-303-281 for
expansion exist as well as the siting criteria in WAC 173-303-282, to ensure protection of human
health and the environment for new or modified TSD units at the Hanford Facility. Additional
requirements for critical systems at TSD units are not warranted.
Ecology has inappropriately defined Critical System in the Operating Unit Group 10 Permit to
clarify whether Permit Modifications need to be submitted for changes (e.g., design

modifications, fabrication, installation changes, etc.) to the portions of WTP. WAC 173-303-830
clearly identifies when and what type of permit modifications must be submitted for changes to
the permitted units. In addition, WAC 173-303-040 clearly defines dangerous waste management
units and their ancillary equipment; which does not include a definition of a "critical system."
The maturity of the permit and design no longer warrants the use of the term "critical system." In
addition, the draft Site Wide Dangerous Waste Permit no longer uses the term "critical systems."
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.C.9.f. Replace with "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with the Permittees on removing the references to critical
systems. The critical systems terminology remains in the DFLAW Operating Permit.
The Permittees agree that the term “critical systems” does remain in the DFLAW Operating
Permit. No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 19532
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.C.9.h
Comment Text:
Revise Permit Condition III.10.C.9.h to eliminate references to critical systems.
Basis Text:
The term or concept "critical systems" does not appear in WAC 173-303. The term has been
created for the Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Permit. WAC 173-303-830 clearly identifies
when and what type of permit modifications must be submitted for changes to the dangerous
waste permitted units. Additional requirements in WAC 173-303-281 for expansion exist as well
as the siting criteria in WAC 173-303-282, to ensure protection of human health and the
environment for new or modified TSD units at the Hanford Facility. Additional requirements for
critical systems at TSD units are not warranted.
Ecology has defined Critical System in the Operating Unit Group 10 Permit to clarify whether
Permit Modifications need to be submitted for changes (e.g., design modifications, fabrication,
installation changes, etc.) to the portions of WTP. WAC 173-303-830 clearly identifies when and
what type of permit modifications must be submitted for changes to the permitted units. In
addition, WAC 173-303-040 clearly defines dangerous waste management units and their
ancillary equipment.
The critical systems that are referenced throughout these Permit Conditions, which in some cases
contribute to confusion regarding changes to the permitted units vs. non-permitted support/utility
systems/equipment (such as air, steam, chemical storage, water, etc.), causes unnecessary reviews
of hundreds of documents and drawings (i.e., the "milk run") not subject to the WAC 173-303
requirements or Operating Unit Group 10 Permit Conditions. The maturity of the permit and design
no longer warrants the use of the term "critical system." In addition, the draft Site Wide Dangerous
Waste Permit no longer uses the term "critical systems."

Recommendation Text:
The Permittees will formally document changes to approved designs, plans, and specifications
with design change documentation [e.g., Design Change Notice (DCN), Field Change Request
(FCR), Field Change Notice (FCN), Specification Change Notice (SCN), and Supplier Deviation
Disposition Request (SDDR)]. All design change documentation will be maintained in the WTP
Unit-specific Operating Record and will be made available to Ecology upon request or during the
course of an inspection. For design change documentation affecting any permitted system, the
Permittees will provide copies to Ecology within five (5) working days. Identification of
permitted systems will be included by the Permittees in each WTP Unit-specific dangerous waste
permit application, closure plan, or permit modification, as appropriate. If Ecology determines
that the design change is not minor, it will notify the Permittees in writing that a permit
modification is required for the design change and whether prior approval is required from
Ecology before work affected by the design change may proceed.
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with the Permittees on removing the references to critical
systems. The critical systems terminology remains in the DFLAW Operating Permit.
The Permittees agree that the term “critical systems” does remain in the DFLAW Operating
Permit. No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 17932
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.C.15.a.i
Comment Text:
Please delete Permit Condition III.10.C.15.a.i from the text of Operating Unit Group 10 permit.
Basis Text:
Engineering information required under Permit Conditions III.10.C.15.a.i and ii was submitted.
Ecology accepted completion of the above Permit Conditions, as shown in Appendix 1.0, WTP
Interim Compliance Schedule, items 36 and 37, and Ecology letter (CCN 244695) accepting
items 38 and 39.
Recommendation Text:
The Permittees will submit to Ecology, pursuant to Permit Condition III.10.C.9.f, in accordance
with the Compliance Schedule, as specified in Operating Unit Group 10, Appendix 1.0,
engineering information as specified below, for incorporation into Appendices 9.6, 9.10, 10.6,
and 10.10, or into the Administrative Record where noted.
A. System Descriptions for each Mechanical Handling system identified in Permit Table
III.10.C.A, for incorporation into the Administrative Record (Compliance Schedule Item 36)
(completed).
B. Mechanical Handling Diagrams and Mechanical Handling Data Sheets for the following pieces
of equipment (Compliance Schedule Item 37, completed):

a. HDH-CRN-00005 (completed) b. HEH-CRN-00003 (completed) c. HPH-CRN-00001
(completed) d. HPH-CRN-00002 (completed) e. HSH-CRN-00001 (completed) f. HSH-CRN00014 (completed) g. LEH-CRN-00003 (completed) h. LPH-CRN-00002 (completed) i. HEHCRN-00001 (completed).
C. Permit Condition III.10.C.15.a does not require:
a. Additional submittals beyond those described in Permit Condition III.10.C.15.a;
b. IQRPE reports for equipment identified in Permit Condition III.10.C.15.a.i(B);
c. Installation inspections for equipment identified in Permit Condition III.10.C.15.a.i(B); and d.
Other inspection, verification, operability, maintenance, or records management beyond that
which is specified elsewhere in this permit, for equipment identified in Permit Condition
III.10.C.15.a.i (B), or by Permit Conditions III.10.C.15.a.ii and III.10.C.15.a.iii.
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.C.15.a.i and ii have been completed. Permit
Conditions III.10.C.15.a.i through ii were removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 17949
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.C.15.a.ii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.C.15.a.ii as complete.
Basis Text:
Engineering information required under Permit Conditions III.10.C.15.a.i. and ii. was submitted.
Ecology accepted completion of the above Permit Conditions, as shown in Appendix 1.0, WTP
Interim Compliance Schedule, items 36 and 37, and Ecology letter (CCN 244695) accepting
items 38 and 39.
Recommendation Text:
The Permittees will submit to Ecology, pursuant to Permit Condition III.10.C.9.f, prior to initial
receipt of dangerous waste and/or mixed waste in the WTP Unit, engineering information as
identified below for incorporation into Appendices 9.13, 9.18, 10.13, and 10.18:
A. Equipment instrument logic narrative description related to safe operation of equipment
covered by Permit Condition III.10.C.15.a.i.B, including but not limited to allowed travel path for
bridge and trolley, upper and lower hook travel limits, two-blocking prevention, hook load limits,
wire rope misreeling, and overspeed protection (Compliance Schedule Item 38) (completed); and,
B. Descriptions of operational procedures demonstrating appropriate controls and practices are in
place to ensure equipment covered by Permit Condition III.10.C.15.a.i.B will be operated in a
safe and reliable manner that will not result in damage to regulated tank systems, miscellaneous
unit systems, or canisters of vitrified waste (Compliance Schedule Item 39) (completed).

Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.C.15.a.i and ii have been completed. Permit
Conditions III.10.C.15.a.i through ii were removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18529
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.D.3.b
Comment Text:
Remove this condition from the Operating Unit Group 10 permit.
Basis Text:
A regulatory basis for this permit condition is absent from the Washington Hazardous Waste Act.
Omnibus authority is not unlimited and courts have consistently required that permit conditions
based on omnibus authority must be demonstrated to be necessary to protect human health or the
environment; that there must be a nexus between the permit condition and the dangerous waste
activities being carried out at the facility; and that omnibus authority must be supported by facts
and a cogent explanation in the administrative record.
In addition, regulations in WAC 173-303-630 and 806(4)(a)(i) do not require certification of
container storage installation by a qualified installation inspector or qualified registered
Professional Engineer (PE). In addition, Permit Condition III.10.D.3.b is redundant with Permit
Condition III.10.C.2.a that already requires a PE certification stating that the WTP facility has
been constructed in compliance with the permit.
There are no requirements in WAC 173-303-630 and 806(4)(b)(i) for producing PE evaluation
certifying that containers storage areas are built to WAC 173-303-630(7) (a), (b), and (c).
Ecology explained requirements for PE certifications on page 40 of Responsiveness Summary
dated 9/27/2007(Publication 07-05-006) as follows:
"The Dangerous Waste Regulations WAC 173-303 requires the following certifications. Each of
these requirements has been included in a permit condition in the WTP Dangerous Waste Permit.
In addition to these WAC requirements for tanks, the WTP Dangerous Waste Permit requires
miscellaneous units to have comparable certifications. Containment buildings also have some
certifications, but not to the extent of tank systems and miscellaneous units. However, many of
the WTP containment buildings are serving as secondary containment for tank, miscellaneous unit
or associated ancillary equipment. In this instance, the more stringent regulations are applied, and
the containment building would require the same certifications as a tank or miscellaneous unit
system secondary containment area.
• WAC 173-303-640(3)(a) and WAC 173-303-806(4)(c)(i) requires owners or operators of new
tank systems or components to obtain a written assessment as to the structural integrity and
suitability of each tank system, that is reviewed and certified by an IQRPE (Permit Conditions
III.10.E.9.b.i., III.10.E.9.c.i., III.10.E.9.d.i., III.10.G.10.b.i., III.10.G.10.c.i., III.10.G.10.d.i.,
III.10.H.5.b.i., III.10.H.5.c.i., III.10.H.5.d.i., III.10.J.5.b.i., III.10.J.5.c.i., and III.10.J.5.d.i.).

• WAC 173-303-640(3)(c) requires an independent, qualified installation inspector or an IQRPE
to inspect the system prior to covering, enclosing, or placing a new tank system or component in
use (Permit Conditions III.10.E.3.a., III.10.G.3.a., III.10.H.1.a.iv., and III.10.J.1.a.iv.).
• WAC 173-303-640(3)(h) requires the owner or operator to obtain and keep on file at the
facility a written statements by those persons required to certify the design and supervise the
installation of the tank system, that attest the tank system was properly designed and installed.
These written statements must also include the certification statement as required in WAC 173303-810. (Permit Conditions III.10.E.3.f., III.10.E.3.g., III.10.G.3.f., III.10.G.3.g.,
III.10.H.1.a.ix., III.10.H.1.a.x., III.10.J.1.a.ix. and III.10.J.1.a.x.)
• WAC 173-303-640(7)(f) requires owners/operators that have made extensive repairs to obtain a
certification by an IQRPE before the tank system is returned to service (Permit Conditions
III.10.E.5.i.v., III.10.G.5.j.v., III.10.H.1.a.xxiii.E., III.10.I.1.a.xvii.E., III.10.J.1.a.xxiii.E.,
III.10.K.1.a.xvii.E.).
• WAC 173-303-806(4)(a) requires that information submitted to the department in the Part B
should be signed in accordance with requirement in WAC 173-303-810(2), and that certain
technical data, such as design drawings and specifications, and engineering studies must be
certified by a registered professional engineer. (Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.a., III.10.F.7.a.,
III.10.G.10.a., III.10.H.5.a., and III.10.J.5.a.)
• WAC 173-303-810(12) requires that all applications, reports, or information submitted to the
department must be signed and certified. (Permit Conditions III.10.E.1.d., III.10.F.1.d.,
III.10.G.1.d., III.10.H.1.a.iii., III.10.I.1.a.iv., III.10.J.1.a.iii., and III.10.K.1.a.iv.)
• WAC 173-303-810(13)(b) requires both the owner and operator to certify the permit
application.
• WAC 173-303-810(14)(a)(i) requires the Permittee to submit a letter signed by the Permittee
and a registered professional engineer stating that the facility has been constructed or modified in
compliance with the permit before the Permittee can treat, store, or dispose of dangerous waste in
the new or modified portion of the facility (Permit Condition III.10.C.2.a.)."
PE certifications for container storage area are not required by the WAC 173-303-630 and should
be removed from the WTP permit.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.D.3.b. Replace with "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.D.3.b has been completed and the comment is no
longer current. No further action is required.
Comment Number: 17996
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.E.2.d.ii
Comment Text:

Please delete Permit Condition III.10.E.2.d.ii from the Operating Unit Group 10 permit. Ecology
approved fabrication and assembly of the vessels included in Permit Condition III.10.E.d.ii. See
the attached Letter, E. Fredenberg, Ecology, to S. J. Olinger, ORP & W. S. Elkins, BNI,
"Approval of Request for Release on Holds on Vessel Access & Fabrication for the WTP" (CCN
183423).
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.E.2.d.ii has been met and is no longer applicable to the WTP vessels with PJMs.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.E.2.d.ii and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: HLW Feed Receipt Vessel, HLP-VSL-00022; HLW Lag Storage Vessels,
HLP-VSL-00027A, and HLP-VSL-00027B; HLW Feed Blend Vessel, HLP-VSL-00028; and
Ultrafiltration Feed Vessels, UFP-VSL-00002A, and UFP-VSL-00002B have been placed and
remain at the current time in preservation and maintenance mode. This permit condition must not
be deleted from the Operating Unit Group 10 Permit.
Comment Number: 17841
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.E.5.l
Comment Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.E.5.l and consolidate the following Permit Conditions as a new
Permit Condition (suggested below) to delete redundancy: III.10.E.5.l, III.10.E.9.c.xi.,
III.10.E.9.d.xii., III.10.G.10.c.x, III.10.G.10.d.xii., III.10.H.1.a.xxviii., III.10.H.5.c.xii.,
III.10.I.1.a.xxi., III.10.J.1.a.xxviii., III.10.K.1.a.xxi.
Basis Text:
A regulatory basis for this permit condition is absent from the Washington Hazardous Waste Act.
Omnibus authority is not unlimited and courts have consistently required that permit conditions
based on omnibus authority must be demonstrated to be necessary to protect human health or the
environment; that there must be a nexus between the permit condition and the dangerous waste
activities being carried out at the facility; and that omnibus authority must be supported by facts
and a cogent explanation in the administrative record.
The WTP Dangerous Waste Permit (DWP) contains eleven permit conditions related to
controlling hydrogen gas levels. The conditions affect design and operations, requiring that the
WTP "maintain hydrogen levels below the lower explosive limit" (LEL). The conditions must be
modified because, in certain pipelines, it is not possible to comply: formation of any size
hydrogen gas bubble technically exceeds the LEL in pipes not connected to active ventilation. In
addition, condensing the requirements into one condition would simplify the permit while
maintaining the same level of protection for human health and the environment.
WAC 173-303-340 requires that, "Facilities must be designed, constructed, maintained, and
operated to minimize the possibility of fire, explosion, or any unplanned sudden or non-sudden

release of dangerous waste or dangerous waste constituents to air, soil, or surface or ground water
which could threaten the public health or environment."
WTP tank systems, miscellaneous unit systems, and secondary containment are designed,
constructed, maintained, and operated to meet the requirements of WAC 173-303-340, including
releases caused by hydrogen gas accumulations.
The WTP prevents "the possibility of fire, explosion, or any unplanned sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste or dangerous waste constituents" from hydrogen gas using a
combination of active ventilation, design features, design materials, and operating methods. This
information is described in the document, Prevention of Hydrogen Accumulation in WTP Tank
Systems and Miscellaneous Treatment Unit Systems (24590-WTP-PER-PR-03-002), which is
part of the WTP DWP Administrative Record and is currently being updated.
Ecology listed five WAC 173-303 citations in connection with the conditions, but none are
specific relative to accumulation of hydrogen gas.
The proposed permit conditions are consistent both with the dangerous waste regulatory language
while also focusing on Ecology's concern regarding accumulation of hydrogen gas. The proposed
conditions also maintain requirements that the design documentation be submitted for the
Administrative Record.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.E.5.l. Mark as "Reserved." Add new Permit Condition:
III.10.C. 16. Hydrogen Formation and Accumulation
III.10.C.16.a. Tank and Miscellaneous Unit Systems identified in Tables III.10.E.A through D, I,
K, M, O; G.A, G.A.i, H.A, J.A; and secondary containment systems identified in Tables
III.10.E.J, III.10.E.L, III.10.E.N, and III.10.E.P that have the potential for formation and
accumulation of hydrogen gases must be designed/operated to prevent a sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste caused by hydrogen gas (WAC 173-303-340).
III.10.C.16.b. Permitees must submit into the Administrative Record documentation that systems
identified in Permit Condition III.10.C.16.a that have the potential for formation and
accumulation of hydrogen gases are designed and operated to prevent a sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste caused by hydrogen gas. (WAC 173-303-340).
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with removing the language regarding control of
hydrogen gas levels in the permit. This language remains in the DFLAW Operating Permit.
The Permittees agrees that the hydrogen gas level language remains in the DFLAW Operating
Permit. No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 17999
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.E.9.b
Comment Text:

Please show Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b (i through ix) as completed and remove from the main
text of the Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.E.9.b (i through ix) to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical
purposes.
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 12
requirement states:
"Submit engineering information for each secondary containment and leak detection system for
the WTP Tank System to be included in the permit."
The tanks system secondary containment and leak detection system engineering information and
documents have been submitted to Ecology and incorporated into the Permit. Engineering
submittals required under Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b. were completed by the Permitees and
recorded as such by Ecology, recorded in Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule,
Item 12.
Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b. is no longer applicable at the WTP facilities and should be
removed from the current Permit Conditions.
Prior to receipt of waste, updates to the initially submitted tank system secondary containment
engineering information and documents will continue to be maintained in the Permit in
accordance with Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.e, III. 10.C.2.f, and III.10.C.9.c.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 12, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.b.i through ix have been completed per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 12, for DFLAW facilities, and are no
longer applicable. Ecology considers that Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.b.i through ix have been
met for facilities that support the DFLAW configuration. However, Permit Conditions
III.10.E.9.b (i through ix) must remain for the HLW and PTF Permits.
Comment Number: 18402
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.E.9.b.i
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.i as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.E.9.b.i to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:

Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.i has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 12, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.i and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.b.i through ix have been completed per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 12, for DFLAW facilities, and are no
longer applicable. Ecology considers that Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.b.i through ix have been
met for facilities that support the DFLAW configuration. However, Permit Conditions
III.10.E.9.b (i through ix) must remain for the HLW and PTF Permits.
Comment Number: 18403
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.E.9.b.ii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.ii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.E.9.b.i to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.ii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 12, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.ii text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.b.i through ix have been completed per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 12, for DFLAW facilities, and are no
longer applicable. Ecology considers that Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.b.i through ix have been
met for facilities that support the DFLAW configuration. However, Permit Conditions
III.10.E.9.b (i through ix) must remain for the HLW and PTF Permits.
Comment Number: 18404
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.E.9.b.iii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.iii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.E.9.b.i to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.

Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.iii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 12, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.iii text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.b.i through ix have been completed per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 12, for DFLAW facilities, and are no
longer applicable. Ecology considers that Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.b.i through ix have been
for facilities that support the DFLAW configuration. However, Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.b (i
through ix) must remain for the HLW and PTF Permits.
Comment Number: 18405
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.E.9.b.iv
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.iv as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.E.9.b.i to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.iv has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 12, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.iv text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.b.i through ix have been completed per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 12, for DFLAW facilities, and are no
longer applicable. Ecology considers that Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.b.i through ix have been
met for facilities that support the DFLAW configuration. However, Permit Conditions
III.10.E.9.b (i through ix) must remain for the HLW and PTF Permits.
Comment Number: 18406
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.E.9.b.v
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.v as completed and remove from the main text of the

Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.E.9.b.v to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.v has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 12, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.v text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.b.i through ix have been completed per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 12, for DFLAW facilities, and are no
longer applicable. Ecology considers that Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.b.i through ix have been
met for facilities that support the DFLAW configuration. However, Permit Conditions
III.10.E.9.b (i through ix) must remain for the HLW and PTF Permits.
Comment Number: 18407
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.E.9.b.vi
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.vi as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.E.9.b.vi to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.vi has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 12, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.vi text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.b.i through ix have been completed per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 12, for DFLAW facilities, and are no
longer applicable. Ecology considers that Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.b.i through ix have been
met for facilities that support the DFLAW configuration. However, Permit Conditions
III.10.E.9.b (i through ix) must remain for the HLW and PTF Permits.
Comment Number: 18408
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.E.9.b.vii

Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.vii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.E.9.b.vii to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.vii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 12, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.vii text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.b.i through ix have been completed per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 12, for DFLAW facilities, and are no
longer applicable. Ecology considers that Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.b.i through ix have been
met for facilities that support the DFLAW configuration. However, Permit Conditions
III.10.E.9.b (i through ix) must remain for the HLW and PTF Permits.
Comment Number: 18649
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.E.9.b.viii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.viii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.E.9.b.viii to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.viii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 12, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.viii text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.b.i through ix have been completed per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 12, for DFLAW facilities, and are no
longer applicable. Ecology considers that Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.b.i through ix have been
met for facilities that support the DFLAW configuration. However, Permit Conditions
III.10.E.9.b (i through ix) must remain for the HLW and PTF Permits.
Comment Number: 18409
Permit Section:

OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.E.9.b.ix
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.ix as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.E.9.b.ix to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.ix has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 12, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.E.9.b.ix text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.b.i through ix have been completed per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 12, for DFLAW facilities, and are no
longer applicable. Ecology considers that Permit Conditions III.10.E.9.b.i through ix have been
met for the facilities that support the DFLAW configuration. However, Permit Conditions
III.10.E.9.b (i through ix) must remain for the HLW and PTF Permits.
Comment Number: 19180
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.E.9.c.xi
Comment Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.E.9.c.xi and consolidate the following Permit Conditions as a new
Permit Condition (suggested below) to delete redundancy: III.10.E.5.l, III.10.E.9.c.xi.,
III.10.E.9.d.xii., III.10.G.10.c.x, III.10.G.10.d.xii., III.10.H.1.a.xxviii., III.10.H.5.c.xii.,
III.10.I.1.a.xxi., III.10.J.1.a.xxviii., III.10.K.1.a.xxi.
Basis Text:
A regulatory basis for this Permit Condition is absent from the Washington Hazardous Waste Act.
Omnibus authority is not unlimited and courts have consistently required that Permit Conditions
based on omnibus authority must be demonstrated to be necessary to protect human health or the
environment; that there must be a nexus between the Permit Condition and the dangerous waste
activities being carried out at the facility; and that omnibus authority must be supported by facts
and a cogent explanation in the administrative record.
The WTP Dangerous Waste Permit (DWP) contains eleven Permit Conditions related to
controlling hydrogen gas levels. The Permit Conditions affect design and operations, requiring
that the WTP "maintain hydrogen levels below the lower explosive limit" (LEL). The Permit
Conditions must be modified because, in certain pipelines, it is not possible to comply: formation
of any size hydrogen gas bubble technically exceeds the LEL in pipes not connected to active
ventilation. In addition, condensing the requirements into one Permit Condition would simplify
the permit while maintaining the same level of protection for human health and the environment.

WAC 173-303-340 requires that, "Facilities must be designed, constructed, maintained, and
operated to minimize the possibility of fire, explosion, or any unplanned sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste or dangerous waste constituents to air, soil, or surface or ground water
which could threaten the public health or environment."
WTP tank systems, miscellaneous unit systems, and secondary containment are designed,
constructed, maintained, and operated to meet the requirements of WAC 173-303-340, including
releases caused by hydrogen gas accumulations.
The WTP prevents "the possibility of fire, explosion, or any unplanned sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste or dangerous waste constituents" from hydrogen gas using a
combination of active ventilation, design features, design materials, and operating methods. This
information is described in the document, Prevention of Hydrogen Accumulation in WTP Tank
Systems and Miscellaneous Treatment Unit Systems (24590-WTP-PER-PR-03-002), which is
part of the WTP DWP Administrative Record and is currently being updated.
Ecology listed five WAC 173-303 citations in connection with the Permit Conditions, but none
are specific relative to accumulation of hydrogen gas.
The proposed Permit Conditions are consistent both with the dangerous waste regulatory
language while also focusing on Ecology's concern regarding accumulation of hydrogen gas. The
proposed Permit Conditions also maintain requirements that the design documentation be
submitted for the Administrative Record.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.E.9.c.xi. Mark as "Reserved." Add new Permit Condition:
III.10.C. 16. Hydrogen Formation and Accumulation
III.10.C.16.a. Tank and Miscellaneous Unit Systems identified in Tables III.10.E.A through D, I,
K, M, O; G.A, G.A.i, H.A, J.A; and secondary containment systems identified in Tables
III.10.E.J, III.10.E.L, III.10.E.N, and III.10.E.P that have the potential for formation and
accumulation of hydrogen gases must be designed/operated to prevent a sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste caused by hydrogen gas (WAC 173-303-340).
III.10.C.16.b. Permitees must submit into the Administrative Record documentation that systems
identified in Permit Condition III.10.C.16.a that have the potential for formation and
accumulation of hydrogen gases are designed and operated to prevent a sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste caused by hydrogen gas. (WAC 173-303-340).
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with removing the language regarding control of
hydrogen gas levels in the permit. This language remains in the DFLAW Operating Permit.
The Permittees agrees that the hydrogen gas level language remains in the DFLAW Operating
Permit. No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 19181
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.E.9.d.xii

Comment Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.E.9.d.xii and consolidate the following Permit Conditions as a new
Permit Condition (suggested below) to delete redundancy: III.10.E.5.l, III.10.E.9.c.xi.,
III.10.E.9.d.xii., III.10.G.10.c.x, III.10.G.10.d.xii., III.10.H.1.a.xxviii., III.10.H.5.c.xii.,
III.10.I.1.a.xxi., III.10.J.1.a.xxviii., III.10.K.1.a.xxi.
Basis Text:
A regulatory basis for this Permit Condition is absent from the Washington Hazardous Waste Act.
Omnibus authority is not unlimited and courts have consistently required that Permit Conditions
based on omnibus authority must be demonstrated to be necessary to protect human health or the
environment; that there must be a nexus between the Permit Condition and the dangerous waste
activities being carried out at the facility; and that omnibus authority must be supported by facts
and a cogent explanation in the administrative record.
The WTP Dangerous Waste Permit (DWP) contains eleven Permit Conditions related to
controlling hydrogen gas levels. The Permit Conditions affect design and operations, requiring
that the WTP "maintain hydrogen levels below the lower explosive limit" (LEL). The Permit
Conditions must be modified because, in certain pipelines, it is not possible to comply: formation
of any size hydrogen gas bubble technically exceeds the LEL in pipes not connected to active
ventilation. In addition, condensing the requirements into one Permit Condition would simplify
the permit while maintaining the same level of protection for human health and the environment.
WAC 173-303-340 requires that, "Facilities must be designed, constructed, maintained, and
operated to minimize the possibility of fire, explosion, or any unplanned sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste or dangerous waste constituents to air, soil, or surface or ground water
which could threaten the public health or environment."
WTP tank systems, miscellaneous unit systems, and secondary containment are designed,
constructed, maintained, and operated to meet the requirements of WAC 173-303-340, including
releases caused by hydrogen gas accumulations.
The WTP prevents "the possibility of fire, explosion, or any unplanned sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste or dangerous waste constituents" from hydrogen gas using a
combination of active ventilation, design features, design materials, and operating methods. This
information is described in the document, Prevention of Hydrogen Accumulation in WTP Tank
Systems and Miscellaneous Treatment Unit Systems (24590-WTP-PER-PR-03-002), which is
part of the WTP DWP Administrative Record and is currently being updated.
Ecology listed five WAC 173-303 citations in connection with the Permit Conditions, but none
are specific relative to accumulation of hydrogen gas.
The proposed Permit Conditions are consistent both with the dangerous waste regulatory
language while also focusing on Ecology's concern regarding accumulation of hydrogen gas. The
proposed Permit Conditions also maintain requirements that the design documentation be
submitted for the Administrative Record.
Recommendation Text:
III.10.C.16.b. Permitees must submit into the Administrative Record documentation that systems
identified in Permit Condition III.10.C.16.a that have the potential for formation and
accumulation of hydrogen gases are designed and operated to prevent a sudden or non-sudden

release of dangerous waste caused by hydrogen gas. (WAC 173-303-340).
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with removing the language regarding control of
hydrogen gas levels in the permit. This language remains in the DFLAW Operating Permit.
The Permittees agrees that the hydrogen gas level language remains in the DFLAW Operating
Permit. No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 17842
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.E.9.e.ii
Comment Text:
Revise the leak detection rate stated in this Permit Condition to be consistent with the regulatory
requirements of WAC 173-303-640(4)(c)(iii).
Basis Text:
The WTP leak detection conditions include requirements that are not consistent or supported by
dangerous waste/RCRA regulations. While the WAC does require leak detection, the added
prescriptive requirement for continuous monitoring on a 24-hour basis at 0.1 gallons per hour
goes above and beyond the WAC requirements and must be supported by a fact sheet and
justification. There are no requirements in the WAC or the EPA RCRA regulations stating
"Detection of a leak of at least 0.1 gallons per hour within twenty-four (24) hours is defined as
being able to detect a leak within twenty-four (24) hours." The leak detection Permit Conditions
selectively applied to the WTP need to be revised for consistency with the WAC 173-303640(4)(c)(iii). The requirement for the leak detection in secondary containment WAC 173-303640(4)(c)(iii) states:
"Provided with a leak-detection system that is designed so that it will detect the failure of either
the primary or secondary containment structure or the presence of any release of dangerous waste
or accumulated liquid in the secondary containment within twenty-four hours, or at the earliest
practicable time if the owner or operator can demonstrate to the department that existing detection
technologies or site conditions will not allow detection of a release within twenty-four hours..."
The WTP Permit Conditions do not include the WAC provisions in the above paragraph. Instead,
the WTP Permit Conditions include the requirements that are not based on regulations that are
applicable to the dangerous waste tank systems. The Permittees' propose to revise these Permit
Conditions as suggested below. The suggested definition is within the sensitivity of the designed
detection equipment and the sumps would provide adequate containment without the threat to
human health and the environment.
WAC 173-360-345(6)(e)(i) states that for UST releases to the environment "The automatic
product level monitor test can detect at least a 0.2 gallon per hour leak rate from any portion of
the tank that routinely contains a regulated substance." The current WTP requirement of detection
for releases to secondary containment within the facility is more stringent than the UST
requirement of detection for releases to the environment. Due to the design and configuration of

the WTP leak detection system, we are proposing a more realistic detection rate of 2.4 gallons
within 24 hours. The Permit Conditions as currently written, are not performance-based and
require the Permitee to calculate potential leaks at the 0.1 gallons per hour leak rate within 24
hours. The Permitee is concerned that such calculations must use assumption, that do not
represent anticipated plant conditions.

Recommendation Text:
Detailed plans and descriptions, demonstrating the leak detection system is designed so that it will
detect the failure of either the primary or secondary containment structure or the presence of any
release of dangerous waste or accumulated liquid in the secondary containment within twentyfour hours, or at the earliest practicable time if the owner or operator can demonstrate to the
department that existing detection technologies or site conditions will not allow detection of a
release within twenty-four hours. Detection of a leak within 24 hours is defined as being able to
detect the presence of 2.4 gallons of dangerous and/or mixed waste, or accumulated liquid in the
primary/secondary containment sump within twenty-four hours.[WAC 173-303-640(4)(c)(iii),
WAC 173-303-806(4)(c)(vii)]
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: The Code of Federal Regulation, Title 40 Section 280.43 (c) stipulates that
“Tank tightness testing” (or another test of equivalent performance) must be capable of detection
a 0.1 gallon per hour leak rate from any portion of the tank that routinely contains product while
accounting for the effects of thermal expansion or contraction of the product, vapor pockets, tank
deformation, evaporation or condensation, and the location of the water table.” EPA publication
“Volumetric Tank Testing: An Overview” EPA/625/9-89/009 dated April 1989, gives the basis
for selecting a leak rate of 0.1 gallon per hour for testing tank integrity. In section 6 of that
document, under Performance, it states, “The EPA requires test methods to have a minimum
detectable leak rate of 0.1 gallons per hour.” The commenter’s suggestion of a “a more realistic
detection rate of 2.4 gallons within 24 hours” is essentially the same as the Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.e.ii which states, “Detection of a leak of at least 0.1 gallons per hour within twentyfour (24) hours is defined as being able to detect a leak within twenty-four (24) hours,” since the
time allowed for detection is 24 hours. However, without continuous monitoring, especially in
black cells, there would be no way to detect a leak within 24 hours. The Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.e.ii is not in conflict with WAC 173-303-640(4)(c)(iii) and we have allowed exception
to the 24 hour time requirement in cases where the Permittees have demonstrated via calculation
that existing detection technologies or site conditions will not allow detection of a release within
24 hours.
Ecology disagrees with the Permittees on changing the language in regard to the Leak Detection
Rate. Agreements were made between Ecology and the Permittees at the time of the original
permit application for the 0.1 gallons/hour leak detection rate with continuous monitoring; and
the systems were built according to these agreements.
The Permittees agreed that the WTP facilities have been designed to accommodate the 0.1
gallons/hour leak detection rate and will operate in accordance with the requirements listed in
WAC 173-303-640(4)(c)(iii). No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 19536
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.E.9.e.ix
Comment Text:
Revise Permit Condition III.10.E.9.e.ix to eliminate references to critical systems.

Basis Text:
The term or concept "critical systems" does not appear in WAC 173-303. The term has been
created for the Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Permit. The WTP Permit contains no standards
for determining what constitutes a "critical system." Federal solid/hazardous waste statutes or
regulations do not set forth standards with respect to what constitutes a "critical system." In the
absence of any such standards, the Permittee has no means of determining whether its actions are
permitted or prohibited by the Permit. Additional requirements in WAC 173-303-281 for
expansion exist as well as the siting criteria in WAC 173-303-282, to ensure protection of human
health and the environment for new or modified TSD units at the Hanford Facility. Additional
requirements for critical systems at TSD units are not warranted.
Ecology has inappropriately defined Critical System in the Operating Unit Group 10 Permit to
clarify whether Permit Modifications need to be submitted for changes (e.g., design
modifications, fabrication, installation changes, etc.) to the portions of WTP. WAC 173-303-830
clearly identifies when and what type of permit modifications must be submitted for changes to
the permitted units. In addition, WAC 173-303-040 clearly defines dangerous waste management
units and their ancillary equipment; which does not include a definition of a "critical system."
The maturity of the permit and design no longer warrants the use of the term "critical system." In
addition, the draft Site Wide Dangerous Waste Permit no longer uses the term "critical systems."
Recommendation Text:
Permit Tables III.10.E.E through H will be completed for WTP Unit Tank System process and
leak detection system monitors and instruments (to include but not limited to: instruments and
monitors measuring and/or controlling flow, pressure, temperature, density, pH, level, humidity,
and emission) to provide the information as specified in each column heading. Process and leak
detection system monitors and instruments for permitted systems updated pursuant to Permit
Condition III.10.C.9.b and for operating parameters as required to comply with Permit Condition
III.10.C.3.e.iii will be addressed. Process monitors and instruments for non-waste management
operations (e.g., utilities, raw chemical storage, non- contact cooling waters, etc.) are excluded
from this permit condition.
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with the Permittees on removing the references to critical
systems. The critical systems terminology remains in the DFLAW Operating Permit.
The Permittees agree that the term “critical systems” does remain in the DFLAW Operating
Permit. No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 18003
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.F.7.c
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c as complete (i through xii) and remove from the main
text of the Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permitees recommend to transfer Permit Condition

III.10.F.7.c. (i through xii) to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical
purposes.
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 16
requirement states:
"Submit engineering information for each containment building to be included in the permit." The
containment buildings engineering information and documents have been submitted to
Ecology and incorporated into the Permit. Engineering submittals required under Permit
Condition III.10.F.7.c. were completed by the Permitees and recorded as such by Ecology
recorded in Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 16.
Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c is no longer applicable at the WTP facilities and should be removed
from the current Permit Conditions.
Prior to receipt of waste, updates to the initially submitted tank system secondary containment
engineering information and documents will continue to be maintained in the Permit in
accordance with Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.e., III. 10.C.2.f., and III.10.C.9.c.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c. has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 16, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been completed per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 16, for DFLAW facilities, and are no
longer applicable. Ecology considers that Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been
met for facilities that support the DFLAW configuration. However, Permit Conditions
III.10.F.7.c (i through xii) must remain for the HLW and PTF Permits.
Comment Number: 18410
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.F.7.c.i
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.i as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permitees recommend to transfer Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.i
to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.i has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 16, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:

Delete Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.i text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been completed per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 16, for DFLAW facilities, and are no
longer applicable. Ecology considers that Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been
met for facilities that support the DFLAW configuration. However, Permit Conditions
III.10.F.7.c (i through xii) must remain for the HLW and PTF Permits.
Comment Number: 18411
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.F.7.c.ii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.ii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permitees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.F.7.c.ii to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.ii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 16, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.ii text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been completed per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 16, for DFLAW facilities, and are no
longer applicable. Ecology considers that Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been
met for facilities that support the DFLAW configuration. However, Permit Conditions
III.10.F.7.c (i through xii) must remain for the HLW and PTF Permits.
Comment Number: 18412
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.F.7.c.iii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.iii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permitees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.F.7.c.iii to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.iii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 16, and is no longer applicable.

Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.iii text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been completed per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 16, for DFLAW facilities, and are no
longer applicable. Ecology considers that Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been
met for facilities that support the DFLAW configuration. However, Permit Conditions
III.10.F.7.c (i through xii) must remain for the HLW and PTF Permits.
Comment Number: 18413
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.F.7.c.iv
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.iv as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permitees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.F.7.c.iv to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.iv has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 16, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.iv text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been completed per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 16, for DFLAW facilities, and are no
longer applicable. Ecology considers that Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been
met for facilities that support the DFLAW configuration. However, Permit Conditions
III.10.F.7.c (i through xii) must remain for the HLW and PTF Permits.
Comment Number: 18414
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.F.7.c.v
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.v as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permitees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.F.7.c.v to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:

Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.v has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 16, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.v text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been completed per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 16, for DFLAW facilities, and are no
longer applicable. Ecology considers that Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been
met for facilities that support the DFLAW configuration. However, Permit Conditions
III.10.F.7.c (i through xii) must remain for the HLW and PTF Permits.
Comment Number: 18415
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.F.7.c.vi
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.vi as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permitees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.F.7.c.vi to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.vi has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 16, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.vi text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been completed per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 16, for DFLAW facilities, and are no
longer applicable. Ecology considers that Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been
met for facilities that support the DFLAW configuration. However, Permit Conditions
III.10.F.7.c (i through xii) must remain for the HLW and PTF Permits.
Comment Number: 18416
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.F.7.c.vii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.vii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permitees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.F.7.c.vii to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.

Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.vii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 16, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.vii text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been completed per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 16, for DFLAW facilities, and are no
longer applicable. Ecology considers that Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been
met for facilities that support the DFLAW configuration. However, Permit Conditions
III.10.F.7.c (i through xii) must remain for the HLW and PTF Permits.
Comment Number: 18417
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.F.7.c.viii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.viii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permitees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.F.7.c.viii to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.viii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 16, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.viii text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been completed per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 16, for DFLAW facilities, and are no
longer applicable. Ecology considers that Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been
met for facilities that support the DFLAW configuration. However, Permit Conditions
III.10.F.7.c (i through xii) must remain for the HLW and PTF Permits.
Comment Number: 18418
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.F.7.c.ix
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.ix as completed and remove from the main text of the

Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permitees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.F.7.c.ix to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.ix has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 16, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.ix text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been completed per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 16, for DFLAW facilities, and are no
longer applicable. Ecology considers that Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been
met for facilities that support the DFLAW configuration. However, Permit Conditions
III.10.F.7.c (i through xii) must remain for the HLW and PTF Permits.
Comment Number: 18419
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.F.7.c.x
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.x as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permitees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.F.7.c.x to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.x has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 16, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.x text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been completed per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 16, for DFLAW facilities, and are no
longer applicable. Ecology considers that Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been
met for facilities that support the DFLAW configuration. However, Permit Conditions
III.10.F.7.c (i through xii) must remain for the HLW and PTF Permits.
Comment Number: 18420
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.F.7.c.xi

Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.xi as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permitees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.F.7.c.xi to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.xi has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 16, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.xi text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been completed per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 16, for DFLAW facilities, and are no
longer applicable. Ecology considers that Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been
met for facilities that support the DFLAW configuration. However, Permit Conditions
III.10.F.7.c (i through xii) must remain for the HLW and PTF Permits.
Comment Number: 18421
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.F.7.c.xii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.xii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permitees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.F.7.c.xii to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.xii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 16, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.F.7.c.xii text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been completed per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 16, for DFLAW facilities, and are no
longer applicable. Ecology considers that Permit Conditions III.10.F.7.c.i through xii have been
met for facilities that support the DFLAW configuration. However, Permit Conditions
III.10.F.7.c (i through xii) must remain for the HLW and PTF Permits.
Comment Number: 19535
Permit Section:

OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.F.7.d.v
Comment Text:
Revise Permit Condition III.10.F.7.d.v to eliminate references to critical systems.
Basis Text:
The term or concept "critical systems" does not appear in WAC 173-303. The term has been
created for the Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Permit. The WTP Permit contains no standards
for determining what constitutes a "critical system." Federal solid/hazardous waste statutes or
regulations do not set forth standards with respect to what constitutes a "critical system." In the
absence of any such standards, the Permittee has no means of determining whether its actions are
permitted or prohibited by the Permit. Additional requirements in WAC 173-303-281 for
expansion exist as well as the siting criteria in WAC 173-303-282, to ensure protection of human
health and the environment for new or modified TSD units at the Hanford Facility. Additional
requirements for critical systems at TSD units are not warranted.
Ecology has inappropriately defined Critical System in the Operating Unit Group 10 Permit to
clarify whether Permit Modifications need to be submitted for changes (e.g., design
modifications, fabrication, installation changes, etc.) to the portions of WTP. WAC 173-303-830
clearly identifies when and what type of permit modifications must be submitted for changes to
the permitted units. In addition, WAC 173-303-040 clearly defines dangerous waste management
units and their ancillary equipment; which does not include a definition of a "critical system."
The maturity of the permit and design no longer warrants the use of the term "critical system." In
addition, the draft Site Wide Dangerous Waste Permit no longer uses the term "critical systems."
Recommendation Text:
Permit Table III.10.F.D will be completed for Containment Building leak detection system
instrumentation and parameters to provide the information as specified in each column heading.
Leak detection system monitors and instruments for permitted systems updated pursuant to Permit
Condition III.10.C.9.b will be addressed.
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with the Permittees on removing the references to critical
systems. The critical systems terminology remains in the DFLAW Operating Permit.
The Permittees agree that the term “critical systems” does remain in the DFLAW Operating
Permit. No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 19182
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.G.5.m
Comment Text:
Delete this permit condition and consolidate the following permit conditions as a new permit
condition (suggested below) to delete redundancy: III.10.E.5.l, III.10.E.9.c.xi., III.10.E.9.d.xii.,
III.10.G.10.c.x, III.10.G.10.d.xii., III.10.H.1.a.xxviii., III.10.H.5.c.xii., III.10.I.1.a.xxi.,

III.10.J.1.a.xxviii., III.10.K.1.a.xxi.
Basis Text:
A regulatory basis for this permit condition is absent from the Washington Hazardous Waste Act.
Omnibus authority is not unlimited and courts have consistently required that permit conditions
based on omnibus authority must be demonstrated to be necessary to protect human health or the
environment; that there must be a nexus between the Permit Condition and the dangerous waste
activities being carried out at the facility; and that omnibus authority must be supported by facts
and a cogent explanation in the administrative record.
The WTP Dangerous Waste Permit (DWP) contains eleven Permit Conditions related to
controlling hydrogen gas levels. The Permit Conditions affect design and operations, requiring
that the WTP "maintain hydrogen levels below the lower explosive limit" (LEL). The Permit
Conditions must be modified because, in certain pipelines, it is not possible to comply: formation
of any size hydrogen gas bubble technically exceeds the LEL in pipes not connected to active
ventilation. In addition, condensing the requirements into one permit condition would simplify the
permit while maintaining the same level of protection for human health and the environment.
WAC 173-303-340 requires that, "Facilities must be designed, constructed, maintained, and
operated to minimize the possibility of fire, explosion, or any unplanned sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste or dangerous waste constituents to air, soil, or surface or ground water
which could threaten the public health or environment."
WTP tank systems, miscellaneous unit systems, and secondary containment are designed,
constructed, maintained, and operated to meet the requirements of WAC 173-303-340, including
releases caused by hydrogen gas accumulations.
The WTP prevents "the possibility of fire, explosion, or any unplanned sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste or dangerous waste constituents" from hydrogen gas using a
combination of active ventilation, design features, design materials, and operating methods. This
information is described in the document, Prevention of Hydrogen Accumulation in WTP Tank
Systems and Miscellaneous Treatment Unit Systems (24590-WTP-PER-PR-03-002), which is
part of the WTP DWP Administrative Record and is currently being updated.
Ecology listed five WAC 173-303 citations in connection with the permit conditions, but none are
specific relative to accumulation of hydrogen gas.
The proposed permit conditions are consistent both with the dangerous waste regulatory language
while also focusing on Ecology's concern regarding accumulation of hydrogen gas. The proposed
permit conditions also maintain requirements that the design documentation be submitted for the
Administrative Record.
Recommendation Text:
III.10.C.16.b. Permitees must submit into the Administrative Record documentation that systems
identified in Permit Condition III.10.C.16.a that have the potential for formation and
accumulation of hydrogen gases are designed and operated to prevent a sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste caused by hydrogen gas. (WAC 173-303-340).
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with removing the language regarding control of

hydrogen gas levels in the permit. This language remains in the DFLAW Operating Permit.
The Permittees agrees that the hydrogen gas level language remains in the DFLAW Operating
Permit. No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 18004
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.G.10.b
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b as completed (i through ix) and remove from the
main text of the Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit
Condition III.10.G.10.b. (i through ix) to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions,"
for historical purposes.
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 18
requirement states:
"Submit engineering information for secondary containment and leak detection system for the
Pretreatment Plant Miscellaneous Units."
The secondary containment and leak detection engineering documents for the Pretreatment
facility have been submitted to Ecology and incorporated into the Permit. Engineering submittals
required under Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b were completed by the Permitees and recorded as
such by Ecology recorded in Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 18.
Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b. is no longer applicable at the WTP facilities and should be
removed from the current Permit Conditions.
Prior to receipt of waste, updates to the initially submitted tank system secondary containment
engineering information and documents will continue to be maintained in the Permit in
accordance with Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.e, III. 10.C.2.f, and III.10.C.9.c.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b. has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 18, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.G.b are applicable to the Pretreatment Facility.
Since this facility is still undergoing design (re-design), these conditions will remain in the WTP
Permit.
Comment Number: 18422
Permit Section:

OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.G.10.b.i
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.i as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.G.10.b.i to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.i has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 18, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.i text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.G.b are applicable to the Pretreatment Facility.
Since this facility is still undergoing design (re-design), these conditions will remain in the WTP
Permit.
Comment Number: 18423
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.G.10.b.ii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.ii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.G.10.b.ii to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.ii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 18, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.ii text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.G.b are applicable to the Pretreatment Facility.
Since this facility is still undergoing design (re-design), these conditions will remain in the WTP
Permit.
Comment Number: 18424
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.G.10.b.iii
Comment Text:

Please show Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.iii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.G.10.b.iii to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.iii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 18, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.iii text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.G.b are applicable to the Pretreatment Facility.
Since this facility is still undergoing design (re-design), these conditions will remain in the WTP
Permit.
Comment Number: 18425
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.G.10.b.iv
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.iv as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.G.10.b.iv to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.iv has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 18, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.iv text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.G.b are applicable to the Pretreatment Facility.
Since this facility is still undergoing design (re-design), these conditions will remain in the WTP
Permit.
Comment Number: 18426
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.G.10.b.v
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.v as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition

III.10.G.10.b.v to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.v has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 18, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.v text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.G.b are applicable to the Pretreatment Facility.
Since this facility is still undergoing design (re-design), these conditions will remain in the WTP
Permit.
Comment Number: 18427
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.G.10.b.vi
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.vi as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.G.10.b.vi to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.vi has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 18, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.vi text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.G.b are applicable to the Pretreatment Facility.
Since this facility is still undergoing design (re-design), these conditions will remain in the WTP
Permit.
Comment Number: 18428
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.G.10.b.vii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.vii as completed and remove from the main text of
the Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.G.10.b.vii to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:

Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.vii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 18, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.vii text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.G.b are applicable to the Pretreatment Facility.
Since this facility is still undergoing design (re-design), these conditions will remain in the WTP
Permit.
Comment Number: 18650
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.G.10.b.viii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.viii as completed and remove from the main text of
the Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.G.10.b.viii to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.viii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 12, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.viii text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.G.b are applicable to the Pretreatment Facility.
Since this facility is still undergoing design (re-design), these conditions will remain in the WTP
Permit.
Comment Number: 18429
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.G.10.b.ix
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.ix as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.G.10.b.ix to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.ix has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 18, and is no longer applicable.

Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.G.10.b.ix text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.G.b are applicable to the Pretreatment Facility.
Since this facility is still undergoing design (re-design), these conditions will remain in the WTP
Permit.
Comment Number: 19183
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.G.10.c.x
Comment Text:
Delete Permit Condition and consolidate the following Permit Conditions as a new Permit
Condition (suggested below) to delete redundancy: III.10.E.5.l, III.10.E.9.c.xi., III.10.E.9.d.xii.,
III.10.G.10.c.x, III.10.G.10.d.xii., III.10.H.1.a.xxviii., III.10.H.5.c.xii., III.10.I.1.a.xxi.,
III.10.J.1.a.xxviii., III.10.K.1.a.xxi.
Basis Text:
A regulatory basis for this permit condition is absent from the Washington Hazardous Waste Act.
Omnibus authority is not unlimited and courts have consistently required that Permit Conditions
based on omnibus authority must be demonstrated to be necessary to protect human health or the
environment; that there must be a nexus between the Permit Condition and the dangerous waste
activities being carried out at the facility; and that omnibus authority must be supported by facts
and a cogent explanation in the administrative record.
The WTP Dangerous Waste Permit (DWP) contains eleven Permit Conditions related to
controlling hydrogen gas levels. The Permit Conditions affect design and operations, requiring
that the WTP "maintain hydrogen levels below the lower explosive limit" (LEL). The Permit
Conditions must be modified because, in certain pipelines, it is not possible to comply: formation
of any size hydrogen gas bubble technically exceeds the LEL in pipes not connected to active
ventilation. In addition, condensing the requirements into one Permit Condition would simplify
the permit while maintaining the same level of protection for human health and the environment.
WAC 173-303-340 requires that, "Facilities must be designed, constructed, maintained, and
operated to minimize the possibility of fire, explosion, or any unplanned sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste or dangerous waste constituents to air, soil, or surface or ground water
which could threaten the public health or environment."
WTP tank systems, miscellaneous unit systems, and secondary containment are designed,
constructed, maintained, and operated to meet the requirements of WAC 173-303-340, including
releases caused by hydrogen gas accumulations.
The WTP prevents "the possibility of fire, explosion, or any unplanned sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste or dangerous waste constituents" from hydrogen gas using a
combination of active ventilation, design features, design materials, and operating methods. This
information is described in the document, Prevention of Hydrogen Accumulation in WTP Tank

Systems and Miscellaneous Treatment Unit Systems (24590-WTP-PER-PR-03-002), which is
part of the WTP DWP Administrative Record and is currently being updated.
Ecology listed five WAC 173-303 citations in connection with the Permit Conditions, but none
are specific relative to accumulation of hydrogen gas.
The proposed Permit Conditions are consistent both with the dangerous waste regulatory
language while also focusing on Ecology's concern regarding accumulation of hydrogen gas. The
proposed Permit Conditions also maintain requirements that the design documentation be
submitted for the Administrative Record.
Recommendation Text:
III.10.C.16.b. Permitees must submit into the Administrative Record documentation that systems
identified in Permit Condition III.10.C.16.a that have the potential for formation and
accumulation of hydrogen gases are designed and operated to prevent a sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste caused by hydrogen gas. (WAC 173-303-340).
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with removing the language regarding control of
hydrogen gas levels in the permit. This language remains in the DFLAW Operating Permit.
The Permittees agrees that the hydrogen gas level language remains in the DFLAW Operating
Permit. No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 19184
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.G.10.d.xii
Comment Text:
Delete Permit Condition and consolidate the following Permit Conditions as a new Permit
Condition (suggested below) to delete redundancy: III.10.E.5.l, III.10.E.9.c.xi., III.10.E.9.d.xii.,
III.10.G.10.c.x, III.10.G.10.d.xii., III.10.H.1.a.xxviii., III.10.H.5.c.xii., III.10.I.1.a.xxi.,
III.10.J.1.a.xxviii., III.10.K.1.a.xxi.
Basis Text:
A regulatory basis for this permit condition is absent from the Washington Hazardous Waste Act.
Omnibus authority is not unlimited and courts have consistently required that permit conditions
based on omnibus authority must be demonstrated to be necessary to protect human health or the
environment; that there must be a nexus between the permit condition and the dangerous waste
activities being carried out at the facility; and that omnibus authority must be supported by facts
and a cogent explanation in the administrative record.
The WTP Dangerous Waste Permit (DWP) contains eleven permit conditions related to
controlling hydrogen gas levels. The permit conditions affect design and operations, requiring that
the WTP "maintain hydrogen levels below the lower explosive limit" (LEL). The permit
conditions must be modified because, in certain pipelines, it is not possible to comply: formation
of any size hydrogen gas bubble technically exceeds the LEL in pipes not connected to active
ventilation. In addition, condensing the requirements into one permit condition would simplify the

permit while maintaining the same level of protection for human health and the environment.
WAC 173-303-340 requires that, "Facilities must be designed, constructed, maintained, and
operated to minimize the possibility of fire, explosion, or any unplanned sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste or dangerous waste constituents to air, soil, or surface or ground water
which could threaten the public health or environment."
WTP tank systems, miscellaneous unit systems, and secondary containment are designed,
constructed, maintained, and operated to meet the requirements of WAC 173-303-340, including
releases caused by hydrogen gas accumulations.
The WTP prevents "the possibility of fire, explosion, or any unplanned sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste or dangerous waste constituents" from hydrogen gas using a
combination of active ventilation, design features, design materials, and operating methods. This
information is described in the document, Prevention of Hydrogen Accumulation in WTP Tank
Systems and Miscellaneous Treatment Unit Systems (24590-WTP-PER-PR-03-002), which is
part of the WTP DWP Administrative Record and is currently being updated.
Ecology listed five WAC 173-303 citations in connection with the permit conditions, but none are
specific relative to accumulation of hydrogen gas.
The proposed permit conditions are consistent both with the dangerous waste regulatory language
while also focusing on Ecology's concern regarding accumulation of hydrogen gas. The proposed
Permit Conditions also maintain requirements that the design documentation be submitted for the
Administrative Record.
Recommendation Text:
III.10.C.16.b. Permitees must submit into the Administrative Record documentation that systems
identified in Permit Condition III.10.C.16.a that have the potential for formation and
accumulation of hydrogen gases are designed and operated to prevent a sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste caused by hydrogen gas. (WAC 173-303-340).
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with removing the language regarding control of
hydrogen gas levels in the permit. This language remains in the DFLAW Operating Permit.
The Permittees agrees that the hydrogen gas level language remains in the DFLAW Operating
Permit. No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 18595
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.G.10.e.ii
Comment Text:
Revise the leak detection rate stated in this permit condition to be consistent with the regulatory
requirements of WAC 173-303-640(4)(c)(iii).
Basis Text:
The WTP leak detection permit conditions include requirements that are not consistent or

supported by dangerous waste/RCRA regulations. While the WAC does require leak detection,
the added prescriptive requirement for continuous monitoring on a 24-hour basis at 0.1 gallons
per hour goes above and beyond the WAC requirements and must be supported by a fact sheet
and justification. There are no requirements in the WAC or the EPA RCRA regulations stating
"Detection of a leak of at least 0.1 gallons per hour within twenty-four (24) hours is defined as
being able to detect a leak within twenty-four (24) hours." The leak detection permit conditions
selectively applied to the WTP need to be revised for consistency with the WAC 173-303640(4)(c)(iii). The requirement for the leak detection in secondary containment WAC 173-303640(4)(c)(iii) states:
"Provided with a leak-detection system that is designed so that it will detect the failure of either
the primary or secondary containment structure or the presence of any release of dangerous waste
or accumulated liquid in the secondary containment within twenty-four hours, or at the earliest
practicable time if the owner or operator can demonstrate to the department that existing detection
technologies or site conditions will not allow detection of a release within twenty-four hours..."
The WTP permit conditions do not include the WAC provisions in the above paragraph. Instead,
the WTP permit conditions include the requirements that are not based on regulations that are
applicable to the dangerous waste tank systems. The Permittees' propose to revise these permit
conditions as suggested below. The suggested definition is within the sensitivity of the designed
detection equipment and the sumps would provide adequate containment without the threat to
human health and the environment.
WAC 173-360-345(6)(e)(i) states that for UST releases to the environment "The automatic
product level monitor test can detect at least a 0.2 gallon per hour leak rate from any portion of
the tank that routinely contains a regulated substance." The current WTP requirement of detection
for releases to secondary containment within the facility is more stringent than the UST
requirement of detection for releases to the environment. Due to the design and configuration of
the WTP leak detection system, we are proposing a more realistic detection rate of 2.4 gallons
within 24 hours. The permit conditions as currently written, are not performance-based and
require the Permitee to calculate potential leaks at the 0.1 gallons per hour leak rate within 24
hours. The Permitee is concerned that such calculations must use assumption, that do not
represent anticipated plant conditions.
Recommendation Text:
Detailed plans and descriptions, demonstrating the leak detection system is designed and operated
so that it will detect the failure of either the primary or secondary containment structure or the
presence of any release of dangerous waste or accumulated liquid in the secondary containment
within twenty-four hours, or at the earliest practicable time if the owner or operator can
demonstrate to the department that existing detection technologies or site conditions will not
allow detection of a release within twenty-four hours. Detection of a leak within 24 hours is
defined as being able to detect the presence of 2.4 gallons of dangerous and/or mixed waste, or
accumulated liquid in the primary/secondary containment sump within twenty-four hours.[WAC
173-303-640(4)(c)(iii), WAC 173-303-806(4)(c)(vii)]
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: The Code of Federal Regulation, Title 40 Section 280.43 (c) stipulates that
“Tank tightness testing” (or another test of equivalent performance) must be capable of detection

a 0.1 gallon per hour leak rate from any portion of the tank that routinely contains product while
accounting for the effects of thermal expansion or contraction of the product, vapor pockets, tank
deformation, evaporation or condensation, and the location of the water table.” EPA publication
“Volumetric Tank Testing: An Overview” EPA/625/9-89/009 dated April 1989, gives the basis
for selecting a leak rate of 0.1 gallon per hour for testing tank integrity. In section 6 of that
document, under Performance, it states, “The EPA requires test methods to have a minimum
detectable leak rate of 0.1 gallons per hour.” The commenter’s suggestion of a “a more realistic
detection rate of 2.4 gallons within 24 hours” is essentially the same as the Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.e.ii which states, “Detection of a leak of at least 0.1 gallons per hour within twentyfour (24) hours is defined as being able to detect a leak within twenty-four (24) hours,” since the
time allowed for detection is 24 hours. However, without continuous monitoring, especially in
black cells, there would be no way to detect a leak within 24 hours. The Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.e.ii is not in conflict with WAC 173-303-640(4)(c)(iii) and we have allowed exception
to the 24 hour time requirement in cases where the Permittees have demonstrated via calculation
that existing detection technologies or site conditions will not allow detection of a release within
24 hours.
Ecology disagrees with the Permittees on changing the language in regard to the Leak Detection
Rate. Agreements were made between Ecology and the Permittees at the time of the original
permit application for the 0.1 gallons/hour leak detection rate with continuous monitoring; and
the systems were built according to these agreements.
The Permittees agreed that the WTP facilities have been designed to accommodate the 0.1
gallons/hour leak detection rate and will operate in accordance with the requirements listed in
WAC 173-303-640(4)(c)(iii). No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 19533
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.G.10.e.x
Comment Text:
Revise Permit Condition III.10.G.10.e.x to eliminate references to critical systems.
Basis Text:
The term or concept "critical systems" does not appear in WAC 173-303. The term has been
created for the Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Permit. The WTP Permit contains no standards
for determining what constitutes a "critical system." Federal solid/hazardous waste statutes or
regulations do not set forth standards with respect to what constitutes a "critical system." In the
absence of any such standards, the Permittee has no means of determining whether its actions are
permitted or prohibited by the Permit. Additional requirements in WAC 173-303-281 for
expansion exist as well as the siting criteria in WAC 173-303-282, to ensure protection of human
health and the environment for new or modified TSD units at the Hanford Facility. Additional
requirements for critical systems at TSD units are not warranted.
Ecology has inappropriately defined Critical System in the Operating Unit Group 10 Permit to
clarify whether Permit Modifications need to be submitted for changes (e.g., design
modifications, fabrication, installation changes, etc.) to the portions of WTP. WAC 173-303-830

clearly identifies when and what type of permit modifications must be submitted for changes to
the permitted units. In addition, WAC 173-303-040 clearly defines dangerous waste management
units and their ancillary equipment; which does not include a definition of a "critical system."
The maturity of the permit and design no longer warrants the use of the term "critical system." In
addition, the draft Site Wide Dangerous Waste Permit no longer uses the term "critical systems."
Recommendation Text:
Permit Table III.10.G.C will be completed for Pretreatment Plant Miscellaneous Unit System
process and leak detection system monitors and instruments (to include, but not be limited to:
instruments and monitors measuring and/or controlling flow, pressure, temperature, density, pH,
level, humidity, and emissions) to provide the information as specified in each column heading.
Process and leak detection system monitors and instruments for permitted systems updated
pursuant to Permit Condition III.10.C.9.b and for operating parameters as required to comply with
Permit Condition III.10.C.3.e.iii will be addressed. Process monitors and instruments for nonwaste management operations (e.g., utilities, raw chemical storage, non-contact cooling waters,
etc.) are excluded from this Permit Condition [WAC 173-303-680, WAC 173- 303806(4)(i)(i)(A) through (B), and WAC 173-303- 806(4)(i)(v)]; and,
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with the Permittees on removing the references to critical
systems. The critical systems terminology remains in the DFLAW Operating Permit.
The Permittees agree that the term “critical systems” does remain in the DFLAW Operating
Permit. No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 18532
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H
Comment Text:
Remove the sub-system and sub-system equipment terminology from the Operating Unit Group
10 Permit.
Basis Text:
The WTP Permit contains no standards for determining what constitutes a "sub-system." Federal
solid/hazardous waste statutes or regulations do not set forth standards with respect to what
constitutes a "sub-system." In the absence of any such standards, the Permittee has no means of
determining whether its actions are permitted or prohibited by the permit. WAC 173-303-040 also
includes definitions of miscellaneous unit and ancillary equipment, however there are no
definitions of sub-system and sub-system equipment.
Ecology defined sub-systems and sub-system equipment to differentiate between the tank systems
and ancillary equipment. Ecology-created new definitions for regulating dangerous waste are not
based on any existing environmental regulations, terminology, or definitions commonly used in
the industry. The new terminology causes confusion in process and system descriptions of the
WTP miscellaneous units and their ancillary equipment included in the WTP permit.

Recommendation Text:
For purposes of Permit Section III.10.H, where reference is made to WAC 173-303-640, the
following substitutions apply: substituting the terms "LAW Vitrificiation System" for "tank
system(s)," "miscellaneous units" for "tank(s)," "equipment" for "ancillary equipment," and
"miscellaneous unit(s)," or equipment of a LAW Vitrification System for "component(s)" in
accordance with WAC 173-303-680.
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology defined sub-systems and sub-system equipment to differentiate
between tank systems and ancillary equipment; however, the delineation between systems and
sub-systems was also needed because there are many non-tank systems and components in WTP
that needed to be accounted for. Systems and sub-systems are related in that there are transferred
inputs, outputs and feedback mechanisms that together allow the cumulative and comprehensive
working of the system and sub-systems to be effective and efficient. The term ‘sub-system,’ as
used in this definition does have precedence, in various industries, and in DOE itself.
The Permittees agreed that since the use of the term “sub-systems” is prevalent throughout the
DWP, and in particular the DFLAW Operating Permit, will remain in the permit. No further
action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 19228
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.1.a.xxviii
Comment Text:
Delete permit condition and consolidate the following permit conditions as a new permit
condition (suggested below) to delete redundancy: III.10.E.5.l, III.10.E.9.c.xi., III.10.E.9.d.xii.,
III.10.G.10.c.x, III.10.G.10.d.xii., III.10.H.1.a.xxviii., III.10.H.5.c.xii., III.10.I.1.a.xxi.,
III.10.J.1.a.xxviii., III.10.K.1.a.xxi.
Basis Text:
A regulatory basis for this permit condition is absent from the Washington Hazardous Waste Act.
Omnibus authority is not unlimited and courts have consistently required that permit conditions
based on omnibus authority must be demonstrated to be necessary to protect human health or the
environment; that there must be a nexus between the permit condition and the dangerous waste
activities being carried out at the facility; and that omnibus authority must be supported by facts
and a cogent explanation in the administrative record.
The WTP Dangerous Waste Permit (DWP) contains eleven permit conditions related to
controlling hydrogen gas levels. The permit conditions affect design and operations, requiring that
the WTP "maintain hydrogen levels below the lower explosive limit" (LEL). The permit
conditions must be modified because, in certain pipelines, it is not possible to comply: formation
of any size hydrogen gas bubble technically exceeds the LEL in pipes not connected to active
ventilation. In addition, condensing the requirements into one permit condition would simplify the
permit while maintaining the same level of protection for human health and the environment.

WAC 173-303-340 requires that, "Facilities must be designed, constructed, maintained, and
operated to minimize the possibility of fire, explosion, or any unplanned sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste or dangerous waste constituents to air, soil, or surface or ground water
which could threaten the public health or environment."
WTP tank systems, miscellaneous unit systems, and secondary containment are designed,
constructed, maintained, and operated to meet the requirements of WAC 173-303-340, including
releases caused by hydrogen gas accumulations.
The WTP prevents "the possibility of fire, explosion, or any unplanned sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste or dangerous waste constituents" from hydrogen gas using a
combination of active ventilation, design features, design materials, and operating methods. This
information is described in the document, Prevention of Hydrogen Accumulation in WTP Tank
Systems and Miscellaneous Treatment Unit Systems (24590-WTP-PER-PR-03-002), which is
part of the WTP DWP Administrative Record and is currently being updated.
Ecology listed five WAC 173-303 citations in connection with the permit conditions, but none are
specific relative to accumulation of hydrogen gas.
The proposed permit conditions are consistent both with the dangerous waste regulatory language
while also focusing on Ecology's concern regarding accumulation of hydrogen gas. The proposed
permit conditions also maintain requirements that the design documentation be submitted for the
Administrative Record.
Recommendation Text:
III.10.C.16.b. Permitees must submit into the Administrative Record documentation that systems
identified in Permit Condition III.10.C.16.a that have the potential for formation and
accumulation of hydrogen gases are designed and operated to prevent a sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste caused by hydrogen gas. (WAC 173-303-340).
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with removing the language regarding control of
hydrogen gas levels in the permit. This language remains in the DFLAW Operating Permit.
The Permittees agrees that the hydrogen gas level language remains in the DFLAW Operating
Permit. No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 18005
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.b
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b as completed (i through ix) and remove from the main
text of the Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.b. (i through ix) to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical
purposes.
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 22
requirement states:

"Submit engineering information for LAW Vitrification Miscellaneous Treatment Unit secondary
containment."
The secondary containment engineering documents for the LAW vitrification miscellaneous unit
have been submitted to Ecology and incorporated into the Permit. Engineering submittals required
under Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b. were completed by the Permitees and recorded as such by
Ecology recorded in Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 22.
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b. is no longer applicable at the WTP facilities and should be
removed from the current permit conditions.
Prior to receipt of waste, updates to the initially submitted tank system secondary containment
engineering information and documents will continue to be maintained in the Permit in
accordance with Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.e, III. 10.C.2.f, and III.10.C.9.c.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b. has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 22, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.b.i through ix, have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule Item 22. Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.b.i
through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and marked as
“RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18430
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.b.i
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.i as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.b.i to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.i has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 22, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.i text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.b.i through ix, have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule Item 22. Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.b.i

through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and marked as
“RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18431
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.b.ii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.ii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.b.ii to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.ii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 22, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.ii text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.b.i through ix, have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule Item 22. Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.b.i
through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and marked as
“RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18432
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.b.iii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.iii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.b.iii to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.iii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 22, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.iii text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.b.i through ix, have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule Item 22. Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.b.i

through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and marked as
“RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18433
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.b.iv
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.iv as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.b.iv to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.iv has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 22, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.iv text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.b.i through ix, have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule Item 22. Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.b.i
through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and marked as
“RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18434
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.b.v
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.v as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.b.v to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.v has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 22, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.v text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.b.i through ix, have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule Item 22. Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.b.i

through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and marked as
“RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18435
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.b.vi
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.vi as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.b.vi to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.vi has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 22, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.vi text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.b.i through ix, have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule Item 22. Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.b.i
through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and marked as
“RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18436
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.b.vii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.vii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.b.vii to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.vii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 22, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.vii text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.b.i through ix, have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule Item 22. Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.b.i

through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and marked as
“RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18651
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.b.viii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.viii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.b.viii to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.viii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 12, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.viii text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.b.i through ix, have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule Item 22. Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.b.i
through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and marked as
“RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18437
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.b.ix
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.ix as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.b.ix to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.ix has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 22, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.b.ix text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.b.i through ix, have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule Item 22. Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.b.i

through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and marked as
“RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 19527
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.c
Comment Text:
Remove the sub-system and sub-system equipment terminology from the Operating Unit Group
10 Permit.
Basis Text:
The WTP Permit contains no standards for determining what constitutes a "sub-system." Federal
solid/hazardous waste statutes or regulations do not set forth standards with respect to what
constitutes a "sub-system." In the absence of any such standards, the Permittee has no means of
determining whether its actions are permitted or prohibited by the Permit. WAC 173-303-040
also includes definitions of miscellaneous unit and ancillary equipment, however there are no
definitions of sub-system and sub-system equipment.
Ecology defined sub-systems and sub-system equipment to differentiate between the tank systems
and ancillary equipment. Ecology-created new definitions for regulating dangerous waste are not
based on any existing environmental regulations, terminology, or definitions commonly used in
the industry. The new terminology causes confusion in process and system descriptions of the
WTP miscellaneous units and their ancillary equipment included in the WTP permit.
Recommendation Text:
The Permittees will submit to Ecology, pursuant to Permit Condition III.10.C.9.f, prior to
installation of each miscellaneous unit as identified in Permit Table III.10.H.A, engineering
information as specified below, for incorporation into Operating Unit Group 10, Appendices 9.1
through 9.14, and 9.17 of this Permit. At a minimum, engineering information specified below
will show the following, as required pursuant to WAC 173-303-640, in accordance with WAC
173-303-680 (the information specified below will include dimensioned engineering drawings):
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology defined sub-systems and sub-system equipment to differentiate
between tank systems and ancillary equipment; however, the delineation between systems and
sub-systems was also needed because there are many non-tank systems and components in WTP
that needed to be accounted for. Systems and sub-systems are related in that there are transferred
inputs, outputs and feedback mechanisms that together allow the cumulative and comprehensive
working of the system and sub-systems to be effective and efficient. The term ‘sub-system,’ as
used in this definition does have precedence, in various industries, and in DOE itself.
The Permittees agreed that since the use of the term “sub-systems” is prevalent throughout the
DWP, and in particular the DFLAW Operating Permit, will remain in the permit. No further
action needs to be taken.

Comment Number: 19517
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.c.ii
Comment Text:
Remove the sub-system and sub-system equipment terminology from the Operating Unit Group
10 Permit.
Basis Text:
The WTP Permit contains no standards for determining what constitutes a "sub-system." Federal
solid/hazardous waste statutes or regulations do not set forth standards with respect to what
constitutes a "sub-system." In the absence of any such standards, the Permittee has no means of
determining whether its actions are permitted or prohibited by the permit. WAC 173-303-040 also
includes definitions of miscellaneous unit and ancillary equipment, however there are no
definitions of sub-system and sub-system equipment.
Ecology defined sub-systems and sub-system equipment to differentiate between the tank systems
and ancillary equipment. Ecology-created new definitions for regulating dangerous waste are not
based on any existing environmental regulations, terminology, or definitions commonly used in
the industry. The new terminology causes confusion in process and system descriptions of the
WTP miscellaneous units and their ancillary equipment included in the WTP permit.
Recommendation Text:
Design drawings [GA Drawings in plan and cross section, PDF, P&IDs (including pressure
control systems), mechanical drawings, and specifications, and other information specific to tanks
and components (to show location and physical attributes of each tank and component)] [WAC
173-303- 640(3)(a), in accordance with WAC 173- 303-680(2) and WAC 173- 303-806(4)(i)(i)];
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology defined sub-systems and sub-system equipment to differentiate
between tank systems and ancillary equipment; however, the delineation between systems and
sub-systems was also needed because there are many non-tank systems and components in WTP
that needed to be accounted for. Systems and sub-systems are related in that there are transferred
inputs, outputs and feedback mechanisms that together allow the cumulative and comprehensive
working of the system and sub-systems to be effective and efficient. The term ‘sub-system,’ as
used in this definition does have precedence, in various industries, and in DOE itself.
The Permittees agreed that since the use of the term “sub-systems” is prevalent throughout the
DWP, and in particular the DFLAW Operating Permit, will remain in the permit. No further
action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 19519
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.c.iii
Comment Text:

Remove the sub-system and sub-system equipment terminology from the Operating Unit Group
10 Permit.
Basis Text:
The WTP Permit contains no standards for determining what constitutes a "sub-system." Federal
solid/hazardous waste statutes or regulations do not set forth standards with respect to what
constitutes a "sub-system." In the absence of any such standards, the Permittee has no means of
determining whether its actions are permitted or prohibited by the Permit. WAC 173-303-040
also includes definitions of miscellaneous unit and ancillary equipment, however there are no
definitions of sub-system and sub-system equipment.
Ecology defined sub-systems and sub-system equipment to differentiate between the tank systems
and ancillary equipment. Ecology-created new definitions for regulating dangerous waste are not
based on any existing environmental regulations, terminology, or definitions commonly used in
the industry. The new terminology causes confusion in process and system descriptions of the
WTP miscellaneous units and their ancillary equipment included in the WTP permit.
Recommendation Text:
The LAW Vitrification System design criteria (references to codes and standards, load
definitions, and load combinations, materials of construction, and analysis/design methodology)
and typical design details to support each facility. Structural support calculations specific to offspecification, non-standard and field fabricated subsystems will be submitted for incorporation
into the Administrative Record. Documentation will include, but is not limited to, supporting
specifications, test data, treatment effectiveness report, etc. supporting projected operational
capability (e.g., WESP projected removal efficiency for individual metals, halogens, particulates,
etc.) and compliance with performance standards specified in Permit Condition III.10.H.1.b
[WAC 173-303-640(3)(a), in accordance with WAC 173-303-680(2) and WAC 173-303806(4)(i)(i)(B)];
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology defined sub-systems and sub-system equipment to differentiate
between tank systems and ancillary equipment; however, the delineation between systems and
sub-systems was also needed because there are many non-tank systems and components in WTP
that needed to be accounted for. Systems and sub-systems are related in that there are transferred
inputs, outputs and feedback mechanisms that together allow the cumulative and comprehensive
working of the system and sub-systems to be effective and efficient. The term ‘sub-system,’ as
used in this definition does have precedence, in various industries, and in DOE itself.
The Permittees agreed that since the use of the term “sub-systems” is prevalent throughout the
DWP, and in particular the DFLAW Operating Permit, will remain in the permit. No further
action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 19521
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.c.v
Comment Text:

Remove the sub-system and sub-system equipment terminology from the Operating Unit Group
10 Permit.
Basis Text:
The WTP Permit contains no standards for determining what constitutes a "sub-system." Federal
solid/hazardous waste statutes or regulations do not set forth standards with respect to what
constitutes a "sub-system." In the absence of any such standards, the Permittee has no means of
determining whether its actions are permitted or prohibited by the permit. WAC 173-303-040 also
includes definitions of miscellaneous unit and ancillary equipment, however there are no
definitions of sub-system and sub-system equipment.
Ecology defined sub-systems and sub-system equipment to differentiate between the tank systems
and ancillary equipment. Ecology-created new definitions for regulating dangerous waste are not
based on any existing environmental regulations, terminology, or definitions commonly used in
the industry. The new terminology causes confusion in process and system descriptions of the
WTP miscellaneous units and their ancillary equipment included in the WTP permit.
Recommendation Text:
Tank(s), ancillary equipment, and component materials selection documentation (e.g., physical
and chemical tolerances) [WAC 173-303-640(3)(a), in accordance with WAC 173-303-680(2)
and WAC 173-303- 806(4)(i)(i)(A)];
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology defined sub-systems and sub-system equipment to differentiate
between tank systems and ancillary equipment; however, the delineation between systems and
sub-systems was also needed because there are many non-tank systems and components in WTP
that needed to be accounted for. Systems and sub-systems are related in that there are transferred
inputs, outputs and feedback mechanisms that together allow the cumulative and comprehensive
working of the system and sub-systems to be effective and efficient. The term ‘sub-system,’ as
used in this definition does have precedence, in various industries, and in DOE itself.
The Permittees agreed that since the use of the term “sub-systems” is prevalent throughout the
DWP, and in particular the DFLAW Operating Permit, will remain in the permit. No further
action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 19523
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.c.vi
Comment Text:
Remove the sub-system and sub-system equipment terminology from the Operating Unit Group
10 Permit.
Basis Text:
The WTP Permit contains no standards for determining what constitutes a "sub-system." Federal
solid/hazardous waste statutes or regulations do not set forth standards with respect to what
constitutes a "sub-system." In the absence of any such standards, the Permittee has no means of

determining whether its actions are permitted or prohibited by the permit. WAC 173-303-040 also
includes definitions of miscellaneous unit and ancillary equipment, however there are no
definitions of sub-system and sub-system equipment.
Ecology defined sub-systems and sub-system equipment to differentiate between the tank systems
and ancillary equipment. Ecology-created new definitions for regulating dangerous waste are not
based on any existing environmental regulations, terminology, or definitions commonly used in
the industry. The new terminology causes confusion in process and system descriptions of the
WTP miscellaneous units and their ancillary equipment included in the WTP permit.
Recommendation Text:
Tank, ancillary equipment, and component vendor information (including, but not limited to,
required performance warranties, as available), consistent with information submitted under
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.c.ii, above, will be submitted for incorporation into the
Administrative Record [WAC 173-303- 640(3)(a), in accordance with WAC 173- 303-680(2),
WAC 173-303-806(4)(i)(i)(A) through (B), and WAC 173-303-806(4)(i)(v)];
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology defined sub-systems and sub-system equipment to differentiate
between tank systems and ancillary equipment; however, the delineation between systems and
sub-systems was also needed because there are many non-tank systems and components in WTP
that needed to be accounted for. Systems and sub-systems are related in that there are transferred
inputs, outputs and feedback mechanisms that together allow the cumulative and comprehensive
working of the system and sub-systems to be effective and efficient. The term ‘sub-system,’ as
used in this definition does have precedence, in various industries, and in DOE itself.
The Permittees agreed that since the use of the term “sub-systems” is prevalent throughout the
DWP, and in particular the DFLAW Operating Permit, will remain in the permit. No further
action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 19525
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.c.xi
Comment Text:
Remove the sub-system and sub-system equipment terminology from the Operating Unit Group
10 Permit.
Basis Text:
The WTP Permit contains no standards for determining what constitutes a "sub-system." Federal
solid/hazardous waste statutes or regulations do not set forth standards with respect to what
constitutes a "sub-system." In the absence of any such standards, the Permittee has no means of
determining whether its actions are permitted or prohibited by the permit. WAC 173-303-040 also
includes definitions of miscellaneous unit and ancillary equipment, however there are no
definitions of sub-system and sub-system equipment.
Ecology defined sub-systems and sub-system equipment to differentiate between the tank systems

and ancillary equipment. Ecology-created new definitions for regulating dangerous waste are not
based on any existing environmental regulations, terminology, or definitions commonly used in
the industry. The new terminology causes confusion in process and system descriptions of the
WTP miscellaneous units and their ancillary equipment included in the WTP permit.
Recommendation Text:
Tank, ancillary equipment, and component design to prevent escape of vapors and emissions of
acutely or chronically toxic (upon inhalation) EHW, for incorporation into the Administrative
Record [WAC 173-303- 640(5)(e), in accordance with WAC 173- 303-680(2) and WAC 173303-806(4)(i)(i)(B)]; and,
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology defined sub-systems and sub-system equipment to differentiate
between tank systems and ancillary equipment; however, the delineation between systems and
sub-systems was also needed because there are many non-tank systems and components in WTP
that needed to be accounted for. Systems and sub-systems are related in that there are transferred
inputs, outputs and feedback mechanisms that together allow the cumulative and comprehensive
working of the system and sub-systems to be effective and efficient. The term ‘sub-system,’ as
used in this definition does have precedence, in various industries, and in DOE itself.
The Permittees agreed that since the use of the term “sub-systems” is prevalent throughout the
DWP, and in particular the DFLAW Operating Permit, will remain in the permit. No further
action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 19185
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.c.xii
Comment Text:
Delete this permit condition and consolidate the following permit conditions as a new permit
condition (suggested below) to delete redundancy: III.10.E.5.l, III.10.E.9.c.xi., III.10.E.9.d.xii.,
III.10.G.10.c.x, III.10.G.10.d.xii., III.10.H.1.a.xxviii., III.10.H.5.c.xii., III.10.I.1.a.xxi.,
III.10.J.1.a.xxviii., III.10.K.1.a.xxi.
Basis Text:
A regulatory basis for this permit condition is absent from the Washington Hazardous Waste Act.
Omnibus authority is not unlimited and courts have consistently required that permit conditions
based on omnibus authority must be demonstrated to be necessary to protect human health or the
environment; that there must be a nexus between the permit condition and the dangerous waste
activities being carried out at the facility; and that omnibus authority must be supported by facts
and a cogent explanation in the Administrative Record.
The WTP Dangerous Waste Permit (DWP) contains eleven permit conditions related to
controlling hydrogen gas levels. The conditions affect design and operations, requiring that the
WTP "maintain hydrogen levels below the lower explosive limit" (LEL). The permit conditions
must be modified because, in certain pipelines, it is not possible to comply: formation of any size

hydrogen gas bubble technically exceeds the LEL in pipes not connected to active ventilation. In
addition, condensing the requirements into one permit condition would simplify the permit while
maintaining the same level of protection for human health and the environment.
WAC 173-303-340 requires that, "Facilities must be designed, constructed, maintained, and
operated to minimize the possibility of fire, explosion, or any unplanned sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste or dangerous waste constituents to air, soil, or surface or ground water
which could threaten the public health or environment."
WTP tank systems, miscellaneous unit systems, and secondary containment are designed,
constructed, maintained, and operated to meet the requirements of WAC 173-303-340, including
releases caused by hydrogen gas accumulations.
The WTP prevents "the possibility of fire, explosion, or any unplanned sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste or dangerous waste constituents" from hydrogen gas using a
combination of active ventilation, design features, design materials, and operating methods. This
information is described in the document, Prevention of Hydrogen Accumulation in WTP Tank
Systems and Miscellaneous Treatment Unit Systems (24590-WTP-PER-PR-03-002), which is
part of the WTP DWP Administrative Record and is currently being updated.
Ecology listed five WAC 173-303 citations in connection with the permit conditions, but none are
specific relative to accumulation of hydrogen gas.
The proposed permit conditions are consistent both with the dangerous waste regulatory language
while also focusing on Ecology's concern regarding accumulation of hydrogen gas. The proposed
permit conditions also maintain requirements that the design documentation be submitted for the
Administrative Record.
Recommendation Text:
III.10.C.16.b. Permitees must submit into the Administrative Record documentation that systems
identified in Permit Condition III.10.C.16.a that have the potential for formation and
accumulation of hydrogen gases are designed and operated to prevent a sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste caused by hydrogen gas. (WAC 173-303-340).
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with removing the language regarding control of
hydrogen gas levels in the permit. This language remains in the DFLAW Operating Permit.
The Permittees agrees that the hydrogen gas level language remains in the DFLAW Operating
Permit. No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 18006
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.d
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d as completed (i through xii)and remove from the main
text of the Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.d. (i through xiii) to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for

historical purposes.
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 24
requirement states:
"Submit engineering information for equipment for each LAW Vitrification Miscellaneous
Treatment Unit sub-system."
The ancillary equipment engineering information and documents for the LAW vitrification
miscellaneous unit have been submitted to Ecology and incorporated into the Permit. Engineering
submittals required under Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d were completed by the Permitees and
recorded as such by Ecology recorded in Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item
24.
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d is no longer applicable at the WTP facilities and should be
removed.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d. has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 24, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 24, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18438
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.d.i
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.i as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.d.i to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.i has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 24, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.i text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been completed, per

Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 24, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18439
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.d.ii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.ii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.d.ii to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.ii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 24, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.ii text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 24, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18440
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.d.iii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.iii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.d.iii to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.H.5.d.iii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 24, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.iii text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been completed, per

Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 24, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18441
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.d.iv
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.iv as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.d.iv to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.iv has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 24, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.iv text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 24, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18442
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.d.v
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.v as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.d.i to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.v has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 24, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.v text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been completed, per

Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 24, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18443
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.d.vi
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.vi as reserved and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.d.vi to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.vi has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 24, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.vi text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 24, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18444
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.d.vii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.vii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.d.vii to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.vii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 24, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.vii text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been completed, per

Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 24, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18445
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.d.viii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.viii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.d.viii to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.viii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 24, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.viii text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 24, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18446
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.d.ix
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.ix as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.d.ix to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.ix has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 24, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.ix text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been completed, per

Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 24, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18447
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.d.x
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.x as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.d.x to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.x has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 24, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.x text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 24, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18448
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.d.xi
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.xi as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.d.xi to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.xi has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 24, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.xi text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been completed, per

Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 24, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18653
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.d.xii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.xii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.d.xii to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.xii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.d.xii to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.xii text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 24, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18449
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.d.xiii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.xiii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.d.i to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions," for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.xiii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim
Compliance Schedule, Item 24, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition III.10.H.5.d.xiii text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A

Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 24, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.H.5.d.i through xii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18597
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.H.5.e.ii
Comment Text:
Revise the leak detection rate stated in this permit condition to be consistent with the regulatory
requirements of WAC 173-303-640(4)(c)(iii).
Basis Text:
The WTP leak detection conditions include requirements that are not consistent or supported by
dangerous waste/RCRA regulations. While the WAC does require leak detection, the added
prescriptive requirement for continuous monitoring on a 24-hour basis at 0.1 gallons per hour
goes above and beyond the WAC requirements and must be supported by a fact sheet and
justification. There are no requirements in the WAC or the EPA RCRA regulations stating
"Detection of a leak of at least 0.1 gallons per hour within twenty-four (24) hours is defined as
being able to detect a leak within twenty-four (24) hours." The leak detection permit conditions
selectively applied to the WTP need to be revised for consistency with the WAC 173-303640(4)(c)(iii).
The requirement for the leak detection in secondary containment WAC 173-303-640(4)(c)(iii)
states:
"Provided with a leak-detection system that is designed so that it will detect the failure of either
the primary or secondary containment structure or the presence of any release of dangerous waste
or accumulated liquid in the secondary containment within twenty-four hours, or at the earliest
practicable time if the owner or operator can demonstrate to the department that existing detection
technologies or site conditions will not allow detection of a release within twenty-four hours..."
The WTP Permit Conditions do not include the WAC provisions in the above paragraph. Instead,
the WTP Permit Conditions include the requirements that are not based on regulations that are
applicable to the dangerous waste tank systems. The Permittees' propose to revise these Permit
Conditions as suggested below. The suggested definition is within the sensitivity of the designed
detection equipment and the sumps would provide adequate containment without the threat to
human health and the environment.
WAC 173-360-345(6)(e)(i) states that for UST releases to the environment "The automatic
product level monitor test can detect at least a 0.2 gallon per hour leak rate from any portion of
the tank that routinely contains a regulated substance." The current WTP requirement of detection
for releases to secondary containment within the facility is more stringent than the UST
requirement of detection for releases to the environment. Due to the design and configuration of
the WTP leak detection system, we are proposing a more realistic detection rate of 2.4 gallons
within 24 hours. The Permit Conditions as currently written, are not performance-based and

require the Permitee to calculate potential leaks at the 0.1 gallons per hour leak rate within 24
hours. The Permitee is concerned that such calculations must use assumption, that do not
represent anticipated plant conditions.
Recommendation Text:
Detailed plans and descriptions, demonstrating the leak detection system is designed and operated
so that it will detect the failure of either the primary or secondary containment structure or the
presence of any release of dangerous waste or accumulated liquid in the secondary containment
within twenty-four hours, or at the earliest practicable time if the owner or operator can
demonstrate to the department that existing detection technologies or site conditions will not
allow detection of a release within twenty-four hours. Detection of a leak within 24 hours is
defined as being able to detect the presence of 2.4 gallons of dangerous and/or mixed waste, or
accumulated liquid in the primary/secondary containment sump within twenty-four hours.[WAC
173-303-640(4)(c)(iii), WAC 173-303-806(4)(c)(vii)]
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: The Code of Federal Regulation, Title 40 Section 280.43 (c) stipulates that
“Tank tightness testing” (or another test of equivalent performance) must be capable of detection
a 0.1 gallon per hour leak rate from any portion of the tank that routinely contains product while
accounting for the effects of thermal expansion or contraction of the product, vapor pockets, tank
deformation, evaporation or condensation, and the location of the water table.” EPA publication
“Volumetric Tank Testing: An Overview” EPA/625/9-89/009 dated April 1989, gives the basis
for selecting a leak rate of 0.1 gallon per hour for testing tank integrity. In section 6 of that
document, under Performance, it states, “The EPA requires test methods to have a minimum
detectable leak rate of 0.1 gallons per hour.” The commenter’s suggestion of a “a more realistic
detection rate of 2.4 gallons within 24 hours” is essentially the same as the Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.e.ii which states, “Detection of a leak of at least 0.1 gallons per hour within twentyfour (24) hours is defined as being able to detect a leak within twenty-four (24) hours,” since the
time allowed for detection is 24 hours. However, without continuous monitoring, especially in
black cells, there would be no way to detect a leak within 24 hours. The Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.e.ii is not in conflict with WAC 173-303-640(4)(c)(iii) and we have allowed exception
to the 24 hour time requirement in cases where the Permittees have demonstrated via calculation
that existing detection technologies or site conditions will not allow detection of a release within
24 hours.
Ecology disagrees with the Permittees on changing the language in regard to the Leak Detection
Rate. Agreements were made between Ecology and the Permittees at the time of the original
permit application for the 0.1 gallons/hour leak detection rate with continuous monitoring; and
the systems were built according to these agreements.
The Permittees agreed that the WTP facilities have been designed to accommodate the 0.1
gallons/hour leak detection rate and will operate in accordance with the requirements listed in
WAC 173-303-640(4)(c)(iii). No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 18533
Permit Section:

OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.I
Comment Text:
Remove the sub-system and sub-system equipment terminology from the Operating Unit Group
10 Permit.
Basis Text:
The WTP Permit contains no standards for determining what constitutes a "sub-system." Federal
solid/hazardous waste statutes or regulations do not set forth standards with respect to what
constitutes a "sub-system." In the absence of any such standards, the Permittee has no means of
determining whether its actions are permitted or prohibited by the Permit. WAC 173-303-040
also includes definitions of miscellaneous unit and ancillary equipment, however there are no
definitions of sub-system and sub-system equipment.
Ecology defined sub-systems and sub-system equipment to differentiate between the tank systems
and ancillary equipment. Ecology-created new definitions for regulating dangerous waste are not
based on any existing environmental regulations, terminology, or definitions commonly used in
the industry. The new terminology causes confusion in process and system descriptions of the
WTP miscellaneous units and their ancillary equipment included in the WTP permit.
Recommendation Text:
For purposes of Permit Section III.10.I, where reference is made to WAC 173-303-640, the
following substitutions apply: substituting the terms "LAW Vitrificiation System" for "tank
system(s)," "miscellaneous units" for "tank(s)," "equipment" for "ancillary equipment," and
"miscellaneous unit(s)," or equipment of a LAW Vitrification System for "component(s)" in
accordance with WAC 173-303-680.
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology defined sub-systems and sub-system equipment to differentiate
between tank systems and ancillary equipment; however, the delineation between systems and
sub-systems was also needed because there are many non-tank systems and components in WTP
that needed to be accounted for. Systems and sub-systems are related in that there are transferred
inputs, outputs and feedback mechanisms that together allow the cumulative and comprehensive
working of the system and sub-systems to be effective and efficient. The term ‘sub-system,’ as
used in this definition does have precedence, in various industries, and in DOE itself.
The Permittees agreed that since the use of the term “sub-systems” is prevalent throughout the
DWP, and in particular the DFLAW Operating Permit, will remain in the permit. No further
action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 19186
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.I.1.a.xxi
Comment Text:
Delete condition and consolidate the following permit conditions as a new permit condition
(suggested below) to delete redundancy: III.10.E.5.l, III.10.E.9.c.xi., III.10.E.9.d.xii.,

III.10.G.10.c.x, III.10.G.10.d.xii., III.10.H.1.a.xxviii., III.10.H.5.c.xii., III.10.I.1.a.xxi.,
III.10.J.1.a.xxviii., III.10.K.1.a.xxi.
Basis Text:
The WTP Permit contains no standards for determining what constitutes a "sub-system". Federal
solid/hazardous waste statutes or regulations do not set forth standards with respect to what
constitutes a "sub-system". In the absence of any such standards, the Permittee has no means of
determining whether its actions are permitted or prohibited by the permit. WAC 173-303-040 also
includes definitions of miscellaneous unit and ancillary equipment, however there are no
definitions of sub-system and sub-system equipment.
Ecology defined sub-systems and sub-system equipment to differentiate between the tank systems
and ancillary equipment. Ecology-created new definitions for regulating dangerous waste are not
based on any existing environmental regulations, terminology, or definitions commonly used in
the industry. The new terminology causes confusion in process and system descriptions of the
WTP miscellaneous units and their ancillary equipment included in the WTP permit.
Recommendation Text:
III.10.C.16.b. Permitees must submit into the Administrative Record documentation that systems
identified in III.10.C.16.a that have the potential for formation and accumulation of hydrogen
gases are designed and operated to prevent a sudden or non-sudden release of dangerous waste
caused by hydrogen gas. (WAC 173-303-340).
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology defined sub-systems and sub-system equipment to differentiate
between tank systems and ancillary equipment; however, the delineation between systems and
sub-systems was also needed because there are many non-tank systems and components in WTP
that needed to be accounted for. Systems and sub-systems are related in that there are transferred
inputs, outputs and feedback mechanisms that together allow the cumulative and comprehensive
working of the system and sub-systems to be effective and efficient. The term ‘sub-system,’ as
used in this definition does have precedence, in various industries, and in DOE itself.
The Permittees agreed that since the use of the term “sub-systems” is prevalent throughout the
DWP, and in particular the DFLAW Operating Permit, will remain in the permit. No further
action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 18615
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.I.1.h.i
Comment Text:
Please modify Conditions III.10.I.1.h.i through iii and III.10.K.1.h.i through iii.
Basis Text:
References to the "previously Approved Demonstration Test Plan" and "Revised Demonstration
Test Plan" need to be replaced with "Stack Sampling Test Plan." A "Demonstration Test Plan" is
required to demonstrate compliance with the LAW and HLW melter offgas performance

standards during cold commissioning testing with non-radioactive simulant. However, a newly
developed "Stack Sampling Test Plan" will be required for periodic emission re-testing of the
LAW and HLW melters offgas during vitrification of the tank farm waste feed during "hot"
operation. Therefore, compliance with a "Demonstration Test Plan" during "hot" operations is
inappropriate. Conditions III.10.I.1.h.i through iii and III.10.K.1.h.i through iii should be
modified to state that there is no requirement for periodic retesting of organics (i.e., DRE of
99.995) during "hot" operations.
Recommendation Text:
III.10.I.1.h.i. Dioxin and Furan Emission Testing
A. Within eighteen (18) months of commencing operation pursuant to Permit Section III.10.I, the
Permittees will submit to Ecology for approval, a Dioxin and Furan Emission Test Plan (DFETP)
for the performance of emission testing of the LAW Vitrification System gases for dioxin and
furans during "Normal Operating Conditions" as a permit modification in accordance with Permit
Conditions III.10.C.2.e. and III.10.C.2.f. The DFETP will include applicable EPA promulgated
test methods and procedures in effect at the time of the submittal, and projected commencement
and completion dates for dioxin and furan emission test. "Normal Operating Conditions" will be
defined for the purposes of this permit condition as follows:
1. Carbon monoxide emissions, dangerous and/or mixed waste feed-rate, and automatic waste
feed cut-off parameters specified in Permit Table III.10.I.F (as approved/modified pursuant to
Permit Conditions III.10.H.5 and III.10.H.3.d.v.), that were established to maintain compliance
with Permit Condition III.10.I.1.b.iv. (as approved pursuant to Permit Condition III.10.H.3.d., and
in accordance with III.10.I.1.b.xii. and III.10.I.1.c.xi.), are held within the range of the average
value over the previous twelve (12) months and the set-point value specified in Permit Table
III.10.I.F. The average value is defined as the sum of the rolling average values recorded over the
previous twelve (12) months divided by the number of rolling averages recorded during that time.
The average value will not include calibration data, malfunction data, and data obtained when not
processing dangerous and/or mixed waste; and
2. Feed-rate of metals, ash, and chlorine/chloride are held within the range of the average value
over the previous twelve (12) months and the set-point value specified on Permit Table III.10.I.D
(as approved/modified pursuant to Permit Conditions III.10.H.5 and III.10.H.3.d.v.). Feed-rate of
organics as measured by TOC are held within the range of the average value over the previous
twelve (12) months. The average value is defined as the sum of the rolling average values
recorded over the previous twelve (12) months divided by the number of rolling averages
recorded during that time. The average value will not include data obtained when not processing
dangerous and/or mixed waste.
B. Within sixty (60) days of Ecology's approval of the DFETP, or within thirty-one (31) months
of commencing operation pursuant to Permit Section III.10.I, whichever is later, the Permittees
will implement the DFETP approved pursuant to Permit Condition III.10.I.1.h.i.A.
C. The Permittees will resubmit the DFETP, approved pursuant to Permit Condition
III.10.I.1.h.i.A, revised to include applicable EPA promulgated test methods and procedures in
effect at the time of the submittal, and projected commencement and completion dates for dioxin
and furan emission test as a permit modification in accordance with Permit Conditions
III.10.C.2.e. and III.10.C.2.f. at twenty-four (24) months from the implementation date of the

testing required pursuant to Permit Condition III.10.I.1.h.i.A and at reoccurring eighteen (18)
month intervals from the implementation date of the previously approved DFETP. The Permittees
will implement these newly approved revised DFETPs, every thirty-one (31) months from the
previous approved DFETP implementation date or within sixty (60) days of the newly Ecology
approved revised DFETP, whichever is later, for the duration of this Permit.
D. The Permittees will submit a summary of operating data collected pursuant to the DFETPs in
accordance with Permit Conditions III.10.I.1.h.i.A and C to Ecology upon completion of the tests.
The Permittees will submit to Ecology the complete test report within ninety (90) calendar days of
completion of the testing. The test reports will be certified as specified in WAC 173-303-807(8),
in accordance with WAC 173-303-680(2) and (3).
E. If any calculations or testing results collected pursuant to the DFETPs in accordance with
Permit Conditions III.10.I.1.h.i.A and C. show that one or more of the performance standards
listed in Permit Condition III.10.I.1.b., with the exception of Permit Conditions III.10.I.1.b.i. and
III.10.I.1.b.x., for the LAW Vitrification System were not met during the emission test, the
Permittees will perform the following actions:
1. Immediately stop dangerous and/or mixed waste feed to the LAW Vitrification System under
the mode of operation that resulted in not meeting the performance standard(s);
2. Verbally notify Ecology within twenty-four (24) hours of discovery of not meeting the
performance standard(s), as specified in Permit Condition I.E.21;
3. Investigate the cause of the failure and submit a report of the investigation findings to Ecology
within fifteen (15) days of discovery of not meeting the performance standard(s);
4. Submit to Ecology within fifteen (15) days of discovery of not meeting the performance
standard(s) documentation supporting a mode of operation where all performance standards listed
in Permit Condition III.I.1.b., with the exception of Permit Condition III.10.I.1.b.x., for the LAW
Vitrification System were met during the demonstration test, if any such mode was demonstrated;
5. Based on the information provided to Ecology by the Permittees pursuant to Permit Conditions
III.10.I.1.h.i.E.1 through 4 above, and any additional information, Ecology may provide in
writing, direction to the Permittees to stop dangerous waste and mixed waste feed to the LAW
Vitrification System and/or amend the mode of operation the Permittees are allowed to continue
operations prior to Ecology approval of the revised Demonstration Test Plan pursuant to Permit
Condition III.10. I.1.h.i.E.6; and
6. Submit to Ecology within one hundred and twenty (120) days of discovery of not meeting the
performance standard(s) a revised Dioxin and Furan Emission Test Plan requesting approval to
retest as a permit modification pursuant to Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.e.and III.10.C.2.f. The
revised Dioxin and Furan Emission Test Plan must include substantive changes to prevent failure
from reoccurring reflecting performance under operating conditions representative of the extreme
range of normal conditions, and include revisions to Permit Tables III.10.I.D and F.
F. If any calculations or testing results collected pursuant to the DFETPs in accordance with
Permit Conditions III.10.I.1.h.i.A and C show that any emission rate for any constituent listed in
Permit Table III.10.I.E, as approved/modified pursuant to Permit Conditions III.10.C.11.c. or d. is
exceeded for LAW Vitrification System during the emission test, the Permittees will perform the
following actions:

1. Verbally notify Ecology within twenty-four (24) hours of the discovery of exceeding the
emission rate(s), as specified in Permit Condition I.E.21;
2. Submit to Ecology additional risk information to indicate that the increased emissions impact is
off-set by decreased emission impact from one or more constituents expected to be emitted at the
same time, and/or investigate the cause and impact of the exceedance and submit a report of the
investigation findings to Ecology within fifteen (15) days of this discovery of exceeding the
emission rate(s); and
3. Based on the notification and any additional information, Ecology may provide, in writing,
direction to the Permittees to stop dangerous and/or mixed waste feed to the LAW Vitrification
System and/or to submit a revised Dioxin and Furan Emission Test Plan as a permit modification
pursuant to Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.e. and f., or III.10.C.2.g. The revised Dioxin and Furan
Emission Test Plan must include substantive changes to prevent failure from reoccurring
reflecting performance under operating conditions representative of the extreme range of normal
conditions, and include revisions to Permit Tables III.10.I.D and III.10.I.F.
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with replacing the “Demonstration Test Plan” with “Stack
Sampling Test Plan. The Permittees agree that the proposed modifications were not revised with
the EPDT and that this comment is no longer current or valid. No further action needs to be
taken.
Comment Number: 18644
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.I.1.h.ii
Comment Text:
Please modify Conditions III.10.I.1.h.i through iii and III.10.K.1.h.i through iii.
Basis Text:
References to the "previously Approved Demonstration Test Plan" and "Revised Demonstration
Test Plan" need to be replaced with "Stack Sampling Test Plan." A "Demonstration Test Plan" is
required to demonstrate compliance with the LAW and HLW melter offgas performance
standards during cold commissioning testing with non-radioactive simulant. However, a newly
developed "Stack Sampling Test Plan" will be required for periodic emission re-testing of the
LAW and HLW melters offgas during vitrification of the tank farm waste feed during "hot"
operation. Therefore, compliance with a "Demonstration Test Plan" during "hot" operations is
inappropriate. Conditions III.10.I.1.h.i through iii and III.10.K.1.h.i through iii should be
modified to state that there is no requirement for periodic retesting of organics (i.e., DRE of
99.995) during "hot" operations.
Recommendation Text:
III.10.I.1.h.ii. Non-organic Emission Testing
A. Within forty-eight (48) months of commencing operation pursuant to Permit Section III.10.I,
the Permittees will resubmit to Ecology for approval the Stack Sampling Test Plan as a permit

modification in accordance with Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.e. and III.10.C.2f. The Stack
Sampling Test Plan will include applicable EPA promulgated test methods and procedures in
effect at the time of the submittal, projected commencement and completion dates for emission
testing to demonstrate performance standards specified in Permit Conditions III.10.I.1.b.ii., iii., v.,
vi., and vii., and non-organic emissions as specified in Permit Table III.10.I.E, as
approved/modified pursuant to Permit Conditions III.10.H.3.d. and III.10.C.11.c. or d., under
"Normal Operating Conditions." "Normal Operating Conditions" will be defined for the purposes
of this permit condition as follows:
1. Carbon monoxide emissions, dangerous and/or mixed waste feed-rate, and automatic waste
feed cut-off parameters specified in Permit Table III.10.I.F, as approved/modified pursuant to
Permit Conditions III.10.H.3.d. and III.10.C.11.c. or d., that were established to maintain
compliance with Permit Conditions III.10.I.1.b.ii., iii., v., vi., and vii., and non-organic emissions,
as specified in Permit Table III.10.I.E, (as approved pursuant to Permit Conditions III.10.H.3.d.
and III.10.C.11.c. or d.), are held within the range of the average value over the previous twelve
(12) months and the set-point value specified in Permit Table III.10.I.F. The average value is
defined as the sum of the rolling average values recorded over the previous twelve (12) months
divided by the number of rolling averages recorded during that time. The average value will not
include calibration data, malfunction data, and data obtained when not processing dangerous or
mixed waste; and
2. Feed-rate of metals, ash, and chlorine/chloride are held within the range of the average value
over the previous twelve (12) months and the set-point value specified in Permit Table III.10.I.D,
as approved/modified pursuant to Permit Conditions III.10.H.3.d. and III.10.C.11.c. or d. The
average value is defined as the sum of all rolling average values recorded over the previous
twelve (12) months divided by the number of rolling averages recorded during that time. The
average value will not include data obtained when not processing dangerous or mixed waste.
B. Within sixty (60) days of Ecology's approval of the Stack Sampling Test Plan, or within sixty
(60) months of commencing operation pursuant to Permit Section III.10.I, whichever is later, the
Permittees will implement the Stack Sampling Test Plan approved pursuant to Permit Condition
III.10.I.1.h.ii.A.
C. The Permittees will resubmit the Stack Sampling Test Plan, approved pursuant to Permit
Condition III.10.I.1.h.ii.A, revised to include applicable EPA promulgated test methods and
procedures in effect at the time of the submittal, and projected commencement and completion
dates for emission test as a permit modification in accordance with Permit Conditions
III.10.C.2.e. and f. at forty-eight (48) months from the implementation date of the testing required
pursuant to Permit Condition III.10.I.1.h.ii.A and at reoccurring forty-eight (48) month intervals
from the implementation date of the previously approved Stack Sampling Test Plan. The
Permittees will implement these newly approved revised Stack Sampling Test Plans, every sixty
(60) months from the previous approved Stack Sampling Test Plan implementation date or within
sixty (60) days of the newly Ecology approved revised Stack Sampling Test Plan, whichever is
later, for the duration of this Permit.
D. The Permittees will submit a summary of operating data collected pursuant to the Stack
Sampling Test Plans in accordance with Permit Conditions III.10.I.1.h.ii.A and C to Ecology
upon completion of the tests. The Permittees will submit to Ecology the complete test report
within ninety (90) calendar days of completion of the testing. The test reports will be certified

pursuant to WAC 173-303-807(8), in accordance with WAC 173-303-680(2) and (3).
E. If any calculations or testing results collected pursuant to the Stack Sampling Test Plans in
accordance with Permit Conditions III.10.I.1.h.ii.A and C show that any emission rate for any
constituent listed in Permit Table III.10.I.E, as approved/modified pursuant to Permit Conditions
III.10.H.3.d. and III.10.C.11.c. or d., is exceeded for LAW Vitrification System during the
emission test, the Permittees will perform the following actions:
1. Verbally notify Ecology within twenty-four (24) hours of the discovery of exceeding the
emission rate(s), as specified in Permit condition I.E.21;
2. Submit to Ecology additional risk information to indicate that the increased emissions impact is
off-set by decreased emission impact from one or more constituents expected to be emitted at the
same time, and/or investigate the cause and impact of the exceedance and submit a report of the
investigation findings to Ecology within fifteen (15) days of this discovery of exceeding the
emission rate(s); and
3. Based on the notification and any additional information, Ecology may provide, in writing,
direction to the Permittees to stop dangerous and/or mixed waste feed to the LAW Vitrification
System and/or to submit a revised Stack Sampling Test Plan as a permit modification pursuant to
Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.e. and f., or III.10.C.2.g. The revised Stack Sampling Test Plan must
include substantive changes to prevent failure from reoccurring reflecting performance under
operating conditions representative of the extreme range of normal conditions, and include
revisions to Permit Tables III.10.I.D and III.10.I.F.
F. If any calculations or testing results collected pursuant to the Stack Sampling Test Plans in
accordance with Permit Conditions III.10.I.1.h.ii.A and C show that one or more of the
performance standards listed in Permit Condition III.10.I.1.b., with the exception of Permit
Condition III.10.I.1.b.x., for the LAW Vitrification System were not met during the emission test,
the Permittees will perform the following actions:
1. Immediately stop dangerous and/or mixed waste feed to the LAW Vitrification System under
the mode of operation that resulted in not meeting the performance standard(s);
2. Verbally notify Ecology within twenty-four (24) hours of discovery of not meeting the
performance standard(s), as specified in Permit condition I.E.21;

3. Investigate the cause of the failure and submit a report of the investigation findings to Ecology
within fifteen (15) days of discovery of not meeting the performance standard(s);
4. Submit to Ecology within fifteen (15) days of discovery of not meeting the performance
standard(s) documentation supporting a mode of operation where all performance standards listed
in Permit Condition III.I.1.b., with the exception of Permit Conditions III.10.I.1.b.i. and
III.10.I.1.b.x., for the LAW Vitrification System were met during the emission test, if any such
mode was demonstrated;
5. Based on the information provided to Ecology by the Permittees pursuant to Permit Conditions
III.10.I.1.h.ii.F.1 through 4 above, and any additional information, Ecology may provide in
writing, direction to the Permittees to stop dangerous and/or mixed waste feed to the LAW
Vitrification System and/or amend the mode of operation the Permittees are allowed to continue
operations prior to Ecology approval of the revised Stack Sampling Test Plan pursuant to Permit
Condition III.10.I.1.h.ii.F.6; and
6. Submit to Ecology within one hundred and twenty (120) days of discovery of not meeting the
performance standard(s) a revised Stack Sampling Test Plan requesting approval to retest as a
permit modification pursuant to Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.e. and f. The revised Stack
Sampling Test Plan must include substantive changes to prevent failure from reoccurring
reflecting performance under operating conditions representative of the extreme range of normal
conditions, and include revisions to Permit Tables III.10.I.D and F.
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with replacing the “Demonstration Test Plan” with “Stack
Sampling Test Plan. The Permittees agree that the proposed modifications were not revised with
the EPDT and that this comment is no longer current or valid. No further action needs to be
taken.
Comment Number: 18645
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.I.1.h.iii
Comment Text:
Please modify Conditions III.10.I.1.h.i through iii and III.10.K.1.h.i through iii.
Basis Text:
References to the "previously Approved Demonstration Test Plan" and "Revised Demonstration
Test Plan" need to be replaced with "Stack Sampling Test Plan." A "Demonstration Test Plan" is
required to demonstrate compliance with the LAW and HLW melter offgas performance
standards during cold commissioning testing with non-radioactive simulant. However, a newly
developed "Stack Sampling Test Plan" will be required for periodic emission re-testing of the
LAW and HLW melters offgas during vitrification of the tank farm waste feed during "hot"
operation. Therefore, compliance with a "Demonstration Test Plan" during "hot" operations is
inappropriate. Conditions III.10.I.1.h.i through iii and III.10.K.1.h.i through iii should be
modified to state that there is no requirement for periodic retesting of organics (i.e., DRE of
99.995) during "hot" operations.

Recommendation Text:
III.10.I.1.h.iii. Carbon Monoxide, Hydrocarbon, and Other (Table III.10.I.E.) Emission Testing
A. Within seventy-eight (78) months of commencing operation pursuant to Permit Section
III.10.I, the Permittees will submit to Ecology for approval the Stack Sampling Test Plan as a
permit modification in accordance with Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.e. and f. The Stack
Sampling Test Plan will include applicable EPA promulgated test methods and procedures in
effect at the time of the submittal, projected commencement and completion dates for emission
testing to demonstrate performance standards as specified in Permit Conditions III.10.I.1.b.viii.
and ix., and emissions as specified in Permit Table III.10.I.E, as approved/modified pursuant to
Permit Conditions III.10.H.3.d. and III.10.C.11.c. or d., not addressed under Permit Conditions
III.10.I.1.h.i. or ii. under "Normal Operating Conditions." "Normal Operating Conditions" will be
defined for the purposes of this permit condition as follows:
1. Carbon monoxide emissions, dangerous and/or mixed waste feed-rate, and automatic waste
feed cut-off parameters specified in Permit Table III.10.I.F, as approved/modified pursuant to
Permit Condition III.10.H.3.d. and III.10.C.11.c. or d., that were established to maintain
compliance with Permit Conditions III.10.I.1.b.viii. and ix., and emissions as specified in Permit
Table III.10.I.E, not addressed under Permit Conditions III.10.I.1.h.i. , as approved pursuant to
Permit Condition III.10.H.3.d., and in accordance with Permit Conditions III.10.I.1.b.xii. and
III.10.I.1.c.xi. are held within the range of the average value over the previous twelve (12) months
and the set-point value specified on Permit Table III.10.I.F. The average value is defined as the
sum of all rolling average values recorded over the previous twelve (12) months divided by the
number of rolling averages recorded during that time. The average value will not include
calibration data, malfunction data, and data obtained when not processing dangerous and/or
mixed waste; and
2. Feed-rate of metals, ash, and chlorine/chloride are held within the range of the average value
over the previous twelve (12) months and the set-point value specified in Permit Table III.10.I.D,
as approved/modified pursuant to Permit Conditions III.10.H.3.d. and III.10.C.11.c. or d. Feedrate of organics as measured by TOC are held within the range of the average value over the
previous twelve (12) months. The average value is defined as the sum of the rolling average
values recorded over the previous twelve (12) months divided by the number of rolling averages
recorded during that time. The average value will not include data obtained when not processing
dangerous and/or mixed waste.
B. Within sixty (60) days of Ecology's approval of the Stack Sampling Test Plan, or within
ninety-one (91) months of commencing operation pursuant to Permit Section III.10.I, whichever
is later, the Permittees will implement the RDTP approved pursuant to Permit Condition
III.10.I.1.h.iii.A.
C. The Permittees will submit a summary of operating data collected pursuant to the Stack
Sampling Test Plans in accordance with Permit Condition III.10.I.1.h.iii.A to Ecology upon
completion of the tests. The Permittees will submit to Ecology the complete test report within
ninety (90) calendar days of completion of the testing. The test reports will be certified as
specified in WAC 173-303-807(8), in accordance with Permit Condition WAC 173-303-680(2)
and (3).
D. If any calculations or testing results show that one or more of the performance standards listed

in Permit Condition III.10.I.1.b., with the exception of Permit Condition III.10.I.1.b.x., for the
LAW Vitrification System were not met during the emission test, the Permittees will perform the
following actions:
1. Immediately stop dangerous and/or mixed waste feed to the LAW Vitrification System under
the mode of operation that resulted in not meeting the performance standard(s);
2. Verbally notify Ecology within twenty-four (24) hours of discovery of not meeting the
performance standard(s), as specified in Permit Condition I.E.21;
3. Investigate the cause of the failure and submit a report of the investigation findings to Ecology
within fifteen (15) days of discovery of not meeting the performance standard(s);
4. Submit to Ecology within fifteen (15) days of discovery of not meeting the performance
standard(s) documentation supporting a mode of operation where all performance standards listed
in Permit Condition III.I.1.b., with the exception of Permit Condition III.10.I.1.b.x., for the LAW
Vitrification System were met during the emission test, if any such mode was demonstrated;
5. Based on the information provided to Ecology by the Permittees pursuant to Permit Conditions
III.10.I.1.h.iii.D.1 through 4 above, and any additional information, Ecology may provide in
writing, direction to the Permittees to stop dangerous and/or mixed waste feed to the LAW
Vitrification System and/or amend the mode of operation the Permittees are allowed to continue
operations prior to Ecology approval of the revised Stack Sampling Test Plan, pursuant to Permit
Condition III.10. I.h.1.iii.D.6.; and
6. Submit to Ecology within one hundred and twenty (120) days of discovery of not meeting the
performance standard(s) a revised Stack Sampling Test Plan requesting approval to retest as a
permit modification pursuant to Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.e. and f. The revised Stack
Sampling Test Plan must include substantive changes to prevent failure from reoccurring
reflecting performance under operating conditions representative of the extreme range of normal
conditions, and include revisions to Permit Tables III.10.I.D and III.10.I.F.
E. If any calculations or testing results show that any emission rate for any constituent listed in
Permit Table III.10.I.E, as approved/modified pursuant to Permit Conditions III.10.C.11.c. or d.,
is exceeded for LAW Vitrification System during the emission test, the Permittees will perform
the following actions:
1. Verbally notify Ecology within twenty-four (24) hours of the discovery of exceeding the
emission rate(s), as specified in Permit Condition I.E.21;
2. Submit to Ecology additional risk information to indicate that the increased emissions impact is
off-set by decreased emission impact from one or more constituents expected to be emitted at the
same time, and/or investigate the cause and impact of the exceedance of the emission rate(s) and
submit a report of the investigation findings to Ecology within fifteen (15) days of the discovery
of the exceedance of the emission rate(s); and
3. Based on the notification and any additional information, Ecology may provide, in writing,
direction to the Permittees to stop dangerous and/or mixed waste feed to the LAW Vitrification
System and/or to submit a revised Stack Sampling Test Plan as a permit modification pursuant to
Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.e. and f., or III.10.C.2.g. The revised Stack Sampling Test Plan must
include substantive changes to prevent failure from reoccurring reflecting performance under
operating conditions representative of the extreme range of normal conditions, and include

revisions to Permit Tables III.10.I.D and F.
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with replacing the “Demonstration Test Plan” with “Stack
Sampling Test Plan. The Permittees agree that the proposed modifications were not revised with
the EPDT and that this comment is no longer current or valid. No further action needs to be
taken.
Comment Number: 18534
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J
Comment Text:
Remove the sub-system and sub-system equipment terminology from the Operating Unit Group
10 Permit.
Basis Text:
The WTP Permit contains no standards for determining what constitutes a "sub-system". Federal
solid/hazardous waste statutes or regulations do not set forth standards with respect to what
constitutes a "sub-system". In the absence of any such standards, the Permittee has no means of
determining whether its actions are permitted or prohibited by the Permit. WAC 173-303-040
also includes definitions of miscellaneous unit and ancillary equipment, however there are no
definitions of sub-system and sub-system equipment.
Ecology defined sub-systems and sub-system equipment to differentiate between the tank systems
and ancillary equipment. Ecology-created new definitions for regulating dangerous waste are not
based on any existing environmental regulations, terminology, or definitions commonly used in
the industry. The new terminology causes confusion in process and system descriptions of the
WTP miscellaneous units and their ancillary equipment included in the WTP permit.
Recommendation Text:
For purposes of Permit Section III.10.J, where reference is made to WAC 173-303-640, the
following substitutions apply: substituting the terms "LAW Vitrificiation System" for "tank
system(s)," "miscellaneous units" for "tank(s)," "equipment" for "ancillary equipment," and
"miscellaneous unit(s)," or equipment of a LAW Vitrification System for "component(s)" in
accordance with WAC 173-303-680.
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology defined sub-systems and sub-system equipment to differentiate
between tank systems and ancillary equipment; however, the delineation between systems and
sub-systems was also needed because there are many non-tank systems and components in WTP
that needed to be accounted for. Systems and sub-systems are related in that there are transferred
inputs, outputs and feedback mechanisms that together allow the cumulative and comprehensive
working of the system and sub-systems to be effective and efficient. The term ‘sub-system,’ as
used in this definition does have precedence, in various industries, and in DOE itself.
The Permittees agreed that since the use of the term “sub-systems” is prevalent throughout the

DWP, and in particular the DFLAW Operating Permit, will remain in the permit. No further
action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 19187
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.1.a.xxviii
Comment Text:
Delete condition and consolidate the following permit conditions as a new permit condition
(suggested below) to delete redundancy: III.10.E.5.l, III.10.E.9.c.xi., III.10.E.9.d.xii.,
III.10.G.10.c.x, III.10.G.10.d.xii., III.10.H.1.a.xxviii., III.10.H.5.c.xii., III.10.I.1.a.xxi.,
III.10.J.1.a.xxviii., III.10.K.1.a.xxi.
Basis Text:
A regulatory basis for this permit condition is absent from the Washington Hazardous Waste Act.
Omnibus authority is not unlimited and courts have consistently required that permit conditions
based on omnibus authority must be demonstrated to be necessary to protect human health or the
environment; that there must be a nexus between the permit condition and the dangerous waste
activities being carried out at the facility; and that omnibus authority must be supported by facts
and a cogent explanation in the administrative record.
The WTP Dangerous Waste Permit (DWP) contains eleven permit conditions related to
controlling hydrogen gas levels. The conditions affect design and operations, requiring that the
WTP "maintain hydrogen levels below the lower explosive limit" (LEL). The conditions must be
modified because, in certain pipelines, it is not possible to comply: formation of any size
hydrogen gas bubble technically exceeds the LEL in pipes not connected to active ventilation. In
addition, condensing the requirements into one condition would simplify the permit while
maintaining the same level of protection for human health and the environment.
WAC 173-303-340 requires that, "Facilities must be designed, constructed, maintained, and
operated to minimize the possibility of fire, explosion, or any unplanned sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste or dangerous waste constituents to air, soil, or surface or ground water
which could threaten the public health or environment."
WTP tank systems, miscellaneous unit systems, and secondary containment are designed,
constructed, maintained, and operated to meet the requirements of WAC 173-303-340, including
releases caused by hydrogen gas accumulations.
The WTP prevents "the possibility of fire, explosion, or any unplanned sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste or dangerous waste constituents" from hydrogen gas using a
combination of active ventilation, design features, design materials, and operating methods. This
information is described in the document, Prevention of Hydrogen Accumulation in WTP Tank
Systems and Miscellaneous Treatment Unit Systems (24590-WTP-PER-PR-03-002), which is
part of the WTP DWP Administrative Record and is currently being updated.
Ecology listed five WAC 173-303 citations in connection with the conditions, but none are
specific relative to accumulation of hydrogen gas.

The proposed permit conditions are consistent both with the dangerous waste regulatory language
while also focusing on Ecology's concern regarding accumulation of hydrogen gas. The proposed
conditions also maintain requirements that the design documentation be submitted for the
Administrative Record.
Recommendation Text:
III.10.C.16.b. Permitees must submit into the Administrative Record documentation that systems
identified in III.10.C.16.a that have the potential for formation and accumulation of hydrogen
gases are designed and operated to prevent a sudden or non-sudden release of dangerous waste
caused by hydrogen gas. (WAC 173-303-340).
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with removing the language regarding control of
hydrogen gas levels in the permit. This language remains in the DFLAW Operating Permit.
The Permittees agrees that the hydrogen gas level language remains in the DFLAW Operating
Permit. No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 18007
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.b
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.b completed (i through ix)and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.b. (i
through ix) to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 27
requirement states:
"Submit engineering information for HLW Vitrification Miscellaneous Treatment Unit secondary
containment."
The secondary containment engineering information and documents for the HLW vitrification
miscellaneous unit have been submitted to Ecology and incorporated into the permit. Engineering
submittals required under Condition III.10.J.5.b. were completed by the Permitees and recorded
as such by Ecology recorded in Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 27.
Condition III.10.J.5.b. is no longer applicable at the WTP facilities and should be removed from
the current permit conditions.
Prior to receipt of waste, updates to the initially submitted tank system secondary containment
design documents will continue to be maintained in the permit in accordance with the Permit
Conditions III.10.C.2.e., III. 10.C.2.f., and III.10.C.9.c.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.b. has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 27, and is no longer applicable.

Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.b.i through ix have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 27, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.b.i through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18455
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.b.i
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.b.i as completed and remove from the main text of the Operating
Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.b.i to a new
Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.b.i has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 27, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.b.i through ix have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 27, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.b.i through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18458
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.b.ii
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.b.ii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.b.i to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.b.ii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 27, and is no longer applicable.

Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.b.i through ix have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 27, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.b.i through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18461
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.b.iii
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.b.iii as completed and remove from the main text of the Operating
Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.b.i to a new Appendix
XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.b.iii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 27, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.b.i through ix have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 27, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.b.i through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18464
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.b.iv
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.b.iv as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.b.iv to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.b.iv has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 27, and is no longer applicable.

Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.b.i through ix have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 27, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.b.i through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18466
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.b.v
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.b.v as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.b.v to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.b.v has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 27, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.b.i through ix have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 27, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.b.i through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18469
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.b.vi
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.b.vi as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.b.vi to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.b.vi has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 27, and is no longer applicable.

Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.b.i through ix have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 27, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.b.i through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18473
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.b.vii
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.b.vii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.b.vii to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.b.vii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 27, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.b.i through ix have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 27, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.b.i through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18654
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.b.viii
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.J.5.b.viii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.J.5.b.viii to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.b.viii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 27, and is no longer applicable.

Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.b.i through ix have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 27, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.b.i through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18478
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.b.ix
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.J.5.b.ix as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition
III.10.J.5.b.ix to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.b.ix has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 27, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.b.i through ix have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 27, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.b.i through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18012
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.c
Comment Text:
Please show Permit Condition III.10.J.5.c complete (i through xii) from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Permit Condition III.10.J.5.c.
(i through xii) to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 28
requirement states:
"Submit engineering information for HLW Vitrification Miscellaneous Treatment Unit sub-

system."
The engineering information and documents for the HLW vitrification miscellaneous unit have
been submitted to Ecology and incorporated into the Permit. Engineering submittals required
under Condition III.10.J.5.c. were completed by the Permitees and recorded as such by Ecology
recorded in Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 28.
Condition III.10.J.5.c.. is no longer applicable at the WTP facilities and should be removed from
the current permit conditions.
Prior to receipt of waste, updates to the initially submitted tank system secondary containment
engineering information and documents will continue to be maintained in the Permit in
accordance with Conditions III.10.C.2.e., III. 10.C.2.f., III. 10.C.9.c.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.c. has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 28, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 28, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18484
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.c.i
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.c.i as completed and remove from the main text of the Operating
Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.c.i to a new
Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.c.i has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 28, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 28, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and

marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18487
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.c.ii
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.c.ii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.c.ii to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.c.ii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 28, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 28, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18488
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.c.iii
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.c.iii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.c.iii to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.c.iii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 28, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 28, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and

marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18489
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.c.iv
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.c.iv as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.c.iv to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.c.iv has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 28, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 28, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18490
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.c.v
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.c.v as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.c.v to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.c.v has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 28, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 28, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and

marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18491
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.c.vi
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.c.vi as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.c.vi to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.c.vi has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 28, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 28, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18492
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.c.vii
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.c.vii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.c.vii to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.c.vii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 28, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 28, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and

marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18493
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.c.viii
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.c.viii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.c.viii to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.c.viii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 28, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 28, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18494
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.c.ix
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.c.ix as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.c.ix to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.c.ix has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 28, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 28, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and

marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18496
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.c.x
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.c.x as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.c.x to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.c.x has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 28, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 28, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18497
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.c.xi
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.c.xi as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.c.xi to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.c.xi has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 28, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 28, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and

marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18655
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.c.xii
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.c.xii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.c.xii to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.c.xii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 28, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 28, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.c.i through ix have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18015
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.d
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.d as completed (i through xiii) and remove from the main text of
the Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.d. (i
through xiii) to a new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Schedule, Item 29 requirement states:
"Submit engineering information for equipment for each HLW Vitrification Miscellaneous
Treatment Unit sub-system."
The ancillary equipment engineering information and documents for the HLW vitrification
miscellaneous unit have been submitted to Ecology and incorporated into the Permit. Engineering
submittals required under Condition III.10.J.5.d. were completed by the Permitees and recorded
as such by Ecology recorded in Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 29.
Condition III.10.J.5.d.. is no longer applicable at the WTP facilities and should be removed from
the current Permit Conditions.

Prior to receipt of waste, updates to the initially submitted tank system secondary containment
engineering information and documents will continue to be maintained in the Permit in
accordance with Conditions III.10.C.2.e., III. 10.C.2.f., III.10.C.9.c.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.d. has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 29, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved."
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 29, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18502
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.d.i
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.d.i as completed and remove from the main text of the Operating
Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.d.i to a new
Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.d.i has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 29, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 29, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18505
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.d.ii
Comment Text:

Please show Condition III.10.J.5.d.ii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.d.ii to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.d.ii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 29, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 29, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18508
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.d.iii
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.d.iii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.d.iii to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.d.iii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 29, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 29, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18509
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.d.iv
Comment Text:

Please show Condition III.10.J.5.d.iv as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.d.iv to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.d.iv has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 29, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 29, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18510
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.d.v
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.d.v as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.d.v to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.d.v has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 29, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 29, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18512
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.d.vi
Comment Text:

Please show Condition III.10.J.5.d.vi as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.d.vi to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.d. has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 29, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 29, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18514
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.d.vii
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.d.vii as closed and remove from the main text of the Operating
Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.d.vii to a new
Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.d.vii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 29, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 29, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18517
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.d.viii
Comment Text:

Please show Condition III.10.J.5.d.viii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.d.viii to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.d.viii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 29, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 29, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18522
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.d.ix
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.d.ix as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.d.ix to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.d.ix has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 29, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 29, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18525
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.d.x
Comment Text:

Please show Condition III.10.J.5.d.x as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.d.x to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.d.x has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 29, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 29, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18527
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.d.xi
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.d.xi as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.d.xi to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.d.xi has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 29, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 29, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18656
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.d.xii
Comment Text:

Please show Condition III.10.J.5.d.xii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.d.xii to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.d.xii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 29, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 29, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18528
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.d.xiii
Comment Text:
Please show Condition III.10.J.5.d.xiii as completed and remove from the main text of the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit. Permittees recommend to transfer Condition III.10.J.5.d.xiii to a
new Appendix XX, "Completed Permit Conditions", for historical purposes.
Basis Text:
Condition III.10.J.5.d.xiii has been completed, per Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance
Schedule, Item 29, and is no longer applicable.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Permit Condition text and insert "Reserved".
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): A
Ecology Response: Permit Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been completed, per
Appendix 1.0, WTP Interim Compliance Schedule, Item 29, and are no longer applicable. Permit
Conditions III.10.J.5.d.i through xiii have been removed from the DFLAW Operating Permit and
marked as “RESERVED.”
Comment Number: 18605
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.e.ii
Comment Text:

Revise the leak detection rate stated in this Permit Condition to be consistent with the regulatory
requirements of WAC 173-303-640(4)(c)(iii).
Basis Text:
The WTP leak detection conditions include requirements that are not consistent or supported by
dangerous waste/RCRA regulations. While the WAC does require leak detection, the added
prescriptive requirement for continuous monitoring on a 24-hour basis at 0.1 gallons per hour
goes above and beyond the WAC requirements and must be supported by a fact sheet and
justification. There are no requirements in the WAC or the EPA RCRA regulations stating
"Detection of a leak of at least 0.1 gallons per hour within twenty-four (24) hours is defined as
being able to detect a leak within twenty-four (24) hours." The leak detection permit conditions
selectively applied to the WTP need to be revised for consistency with the WAC 173-303640(4)(c)(iii). The requirement for the leak detection in secondary containment WAC 173-303640(4)(c)(iii) states:
"Provided with a leak-detection system that is designed so that it will detect the failure of either
the primary or secondary containment structure or the presence of any release of dangerous waste
or accumulated liquid in the secondary containment within twenty-four hours, or at the earliest
practicable time if the owner or operator can demonstrate to the department that existing detection
technologies or site conditions will not allow detection of a release within twenty-four hours..."
The WTP permit conditions do not include the WAC provisions in the above paragraph. Instead,
the WTP conditions include the requirements that are not based on regulations that are applicable
to the dangerous waste tank systems. The Permittees' propose to revise these permit conditions as
suggested below. The suggested definition is within the sensitivity of the designed detection
equipment and the sumps would provide adequate containment without the threat to human health
and the environment.
WAC 173-360-345(6)(e)(i) states that for UST releases to the environment "The automatic
product level monitor test can detect at least a 0.2 gallon per hour leak rate from any portion of
the tank that routinely contains a regulated substance." The current WTP requirement of detection
for releases to secondary containment within the facility is more stringent than the UST
requirement of detection for releases to the environment. Due to the design and configuration of
the WTP leak detection system, we are proposing a more realistic detection rate of 2.4 gallons
within 24 hours. The permit conditions as currently written, are not performance-based and
require the Permitee to calculate potential leaks at the 0.1 gallons per hour leak rate within 24
hours. The Permitee is concerned that such calculations must use assumption, that do not
represent anticipated plant conditions.
Recommendation Text:
Detailed plans and descriptions, demonstrating the leak detection system is designed and operated
so that it will detect the failure of either the primary or secondary containment structure or the
presence of any release of dangerous waste or accumulated liquid in the secondary containment
within twenty-four hours, or at the earliest practicable time if the owner or operator can
demonstrate to the department that existing detection technologies or site conditions will not
allow detection of a release within twenty-four hours. Detection of a leak within 24 hours is
defined as being able to detect the presence of 2.4 gallons of dangerous and/or mixed waste, or
accumulated liquid in the primary/secondary containment sump within twenty-four hours.[WAC

173-303-640(4)(c)(iii), WAC 173-303-806(4)(c)(vii)]
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: The Code of Federal Regulation, Title 40 Section 280.43 (c) stipulates that
“Tank tightness testing” (or another test of equivalent performance) must be capable of detection
a 0.1 gallon per hour leak rate from any portion of the tank that routinely contains product while
accounting for the effects of thermal expansion or contraction of the product, vapor pockets, tank
deformation, evaporation or condensation, and the location of the water table.” EPA publication
“Volumetric Tank Testing: An Overview” EPA/625/9-89/009 dated April 1989, gives the basis
for selecting a leak rate of 0.1 gallon per hour for testing tank integrity. In section 6 of that
document, under Performance, it states, “The EPA requires test methods to have a minimum
detectable leak rate of 0.1 gallons per hour.” The commenter’s suggestion of a “a more realistic
detection rate of 2.4 gallons within 24 hours” is essentially the same as the Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.e.ii which states, “Detection of a leak of at least 0.1 gallons per hour within twentyfour (24) hours is defined as being able to detect a leak within twenty-four (24) hours,” since the
time allowed for detection is 24 hours. However, without continuous monitoring, especially in
black cells, there would be no way to detect a leak within 24 hours. The Permit Condition
III.10.H.5.e.ii is not in conflict with WAC 173-303-640(4)(c)(iii) and we have allowed exception
to the 24 hour time requirement in cases where the Permittees have demonstrated via calculation
that existing detection technologies or site conditions will not allow detection of a release within
24 hours.
Ecology disagrees with the Permittees on changing the language in regard to the Leak Detection
Rate. Agreements were made between Ecology and the Permittees at the time of the original
permit application for the 0.1 gallons/hour leak detection rate with continuous monitoring; and
the systems were built according to these agreements.
The Permittees agreed that the WTP facilities have been designed to accommodate the 0.1
gallons/hour leak detection rate and will operate in accordance with the requirements listed in
WAC 173-303-640(4)(c)(iii). No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 19534
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.J.5.e.ix
Comment Text:
Revise permit condition III.10.J.5.e.ix to eliminate references to critical systems.
Basis Text:
The term or concept "critical systems" does not appear in WAC 173-303. The term has been
created for the Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Permit. The WTP Permit contains no standards
for determining what constitutes a "critical system". Federal solid/hazardous waste statutes or
regulations do not set forth standards with respect to what constitutes a "critical system". In the
absence of any such standards, the Permittee has no means of determining whether its actions are
permitted or prohibited by the Permit. Additional requirements in WAC 173-303-281 for
expansion exist as well as the siting criteria in WAC 173-303-282, to ensure protection of human

health and the environment for new or modified TSD units at the Hanford Facility. Additional
requirements for critical systems at TSD units are not warranted.
Ecology has inappropriately defined Critical System in the Operating Unit Group 10 Permit to
clarify whether Permit Modifications need to be submitted for changes (e.g., design
modifications, fabrication, installation changes, etc.) to the portions of WTP. WAC 173-303-830
clearly identifies when and what type of permit modifications must be submitted for changes to
the permitted units. In addition, WAC 173-303-040 clearly defines dangerous waste management
units and their ancillary equipment; which does not include a definition of a "critical system".
The maturity of the permit and design no longer warrants the use of the term "critical system." In
addition, the draft Site Wide Dangerous Waste Permit no longer uses the term "critical systems."
Recommendation Text:
Permit Table III.10.J.C and II I.10.K.C will be revised and/or completed for HLW Vitrification
System process and leak detection system monitors and instruments (to include, but not be limited
to: instruments and monitors measuring and/or controlling flow, pressure, temperature, density,
pH, level, humidity, and emissions) to provide the information as specified in each column
heading. Process and leak detection system monitors and instruments for permitted systems as
updated pursuant to Permit Condition III.10.C.9.b and for operating parameters as required to
comply with Permit Condition III.10.C.3.e.iii, will be addressed. Process monitors and
instruments for non-waste management operations (e.g., utilities, raw chemical storage, noncontact cooling waters, etc.) are excluded from this permit condition [WAC 173-303-680, WAC
173-303-806(4)(i)(i)(A) through (B), and WAC 173-303-806(4)(i)(v)];
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with the Permittees on removing the references to critical
systems. The critical systems terminology remains in the DFLAW Operating Permit.
The Permittees agree that the term “critical systems” does remain in the DFLAW Operating
Permit. No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 18535
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.K
Comment Text:
Remove the sub-system and sub-system equipment terminology from the Operating Unit Group
10 Permit.
Basis Text:
The WTP Permit contains no standards for determining what constitutes a "sub-system". Federal
solid/hazardous waste statutes or regulations do not set forth standards with respect to what
constitutes a "sub-system". In the absence of any such standards, the Permittee has no means of
determining whether its actions are permitted or prohibited by the Permit. WAC 173-303-040
also includes definitions of miscellaneous unit and ancillary equipment, however there are no
definitions of sub-system and sub-system equipment.

Ecology defined sub-systems and sub-system equipment to differentiate between the tank systems
and ancillary equipment. Ecology-created new definitions for regulating dangerous waste are not
based on any existing environmental regulations, terminology, or definitions commonly used in
the industry. The new terminology causes confusion in process and system descriptions of the
WTP miscellaneous units and their ancillary equipment included in the WTP permit.
Recommendation Text:
For purposes of Permit Section III.10.K, where reference is made to WAC 173-303-640, the
following substitutions apply: substituting the terms "LAW Vitrificiation System" for "tank
system(s)," "miscellaneous units" for "tank(s)," "equipment" for "ancillary equipment," and
"miscellaneous unit(s)," or equipment of a LAW Vitrification System for "component(s)" in
accordance with WAC 173-303-680.
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology defined sub-systems and sub-system equipment to differentiate
between tank systems and ancillary equipment; however, the delineation between systems and
sub-systems was also needed because there are many non-tank systems and components in WTP
that needed to be accounted for. Systems and sub-systems are related in that there are transferred
inputs, outputs and feedback mechanisms that together allow the cumulative and comprehensive
working of the system and sub-systems to be effective and efficient. The term ‘sub-system,’ as
used in this definition does have precedence, in various industries, and in DOE itself.
The Permittees agreed that since the use of the term “sub-systems” is prevalent throughout the
DWP, and in particular the DFLAW Operating Permit, will remain in the permit. No further
action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 19188
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.K.1.a.xxi
Comment Text:
Delete condition and consolidate the following permit conditions as a new permit condition
(suggested below) to delete redundancy: III.10.E.5.l, III.10.E.9.c.xi., III.10.E.9.d.xii.,
III.10.G.10.c.x, III.10.G.10.d.xii., III.10.H.1.a.xxviii., III.10.H.5.c.xii., III.10.I.1.a.xxi.,
III.10.J.1.a.xxviii., III.10.K.1.a.xxi.
Basis Text:
A regulatory basis for this permit condition is absent from the Washington Hazardous Waste Act.
Omnibus authority is not unlimited and courts have consistently required that permit conditions
based on omnibus authority must be demonstrated to be necessary to protect human health or the
environment; that there must be a nexus between the permit condition and the dangerous waste
activities being carried out at the facility; and that omnibus authority must be supported by facts
and a cogent explanation in the Administrative Record.
The WTP Dangerous Waste Permit (DWP) contains eleven permit conditions related to
controlling hydrogen gas levels. The conditions affect design and operations, requiring that the

WTP "maintain hydrogen levels below the lower explosive limit" (LEL). The conditions must be
modified because, in certain pipelines, it is not possible to comply: formation of any size
hydrogen gas bubble technically exceeds the LEL in pipes not connected to active ventilation. In
addition, condensing the requirements into one condition would simplify the permit while
maintaining the same level of protection for human health and the environment.
WAC 173-303-340 requires that, "Facilities must be designed, constructed, maintained, and
operated to minimize the possibility of fire, explosion, or any unplanned sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste or dangerous waste constituents to air, soil, or surface or ground water
which could threaten the public health or environment."
WTP tank systems, miscellaneous unit systems, and secondary containment are designed,
constructed, maintained, and operated to meet the requirements of WAC 173-303-340, including
releases caused by hydrogen gas accumulations.
The WTP prevents "the possibility of fire, explosion, or any unplanned sudden or non-sudden
release of dangerous waste or dangerous waste constituents" from hydrogen gas using a
combination of active ventilation, design features, design materials, and operating methods. This
information is described in the document, Prevention of Hydrogen Accumulation in WTP Tank
Systems and Miscellaneous Treatment Unit Systems (24590-WTP-PER-PR-03-002), which is
part of the WTP DWP Administrative Record and is currently being updated.
Ecology listed five WAC 173-303 citations in connection with the conditions, but none are
specific relative to accumulation of hydrogen gas.
The proposed permit conditions are consistent both with the dangerous waste regulatory language
while also focusing on Ecology's concern regarding accumulation of hydrogen gas. The proposed
conditions also maintain requirements that the design documentation be submitted for the
Administrative Record.
Recommendation Text:
III.10.C.16.b. Permitees must submit into the Administrative Record documentation that systems
identified in III.10.C.16.a that have the potential for formation and accumulation of hydrogen
gases are designed and operated to prevent a sudden or non-sudden release of dangerous waste
caused by hydrogen gas. (WAC 173-303-340).
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with removing the language regarding control of
hydrogen gas levels in the permit. This language remains in the DFLAW Operating Permit.
The Permittees agrees that the hydrogen gas level language remains in the DFLAW Operating
Permit. No further action needs to be taken.
Comment Number: 18646
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.K.1.h.i
Comment Text:
Please modify Conditions III.10.I.1.h.i through iii and III.10.K.1.h.i through iii.

Basis Text:
References to the "previously Approved Demonstration Test Plan" and "Revised Demonstration
Test Plan" need to be replaced with "Stack Sampling Test Plan." A "Demonstration Test Plan" is
required to demonstrate compliance with the LAW and HLW melter offgas performance
standards during cold commissioning testing with non-radioactive simulant. However, a newly
developed "Stack Sampling Test Plan" will be required for periodic emission re-testing of the
LAW and HLW melters offgas during vitrification of the tank farm waste feed during "hot"
operation. Therefore, compliance with a "Demonstration Test Plan" during "hot" operations is
inappropriate. Conditions III.10.I.1.h.i through iii and III.10.K.1.h.i through iii should be
modified to state that there is no requirement for periodic retesting of organics (i.e., DRE of
99.99) during "hot" operations.
Recommendation Text:
III.10.K.1.h.i. Dioxin and Furan Emission Testing
A. Within eighteen (18) months of commencing operation pursuant to Permit Section III.10.K,
the Permittees will submit to Ecology for approval, a Dioxin and Furan Emission Test Plan
(DFETP) for the performance of emission testing of the HLW Vitrification System gases for
dioxin and furans during "Normal Operating Conditions" as a permit modification in accordance
with Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.e. and f. The DFETP will include applicable EPA promulgated
test methods and procedures in effect at the time of the submittal, and projected commencement
and completion dates for dioxin and furan emission test. "Normal Operating Conditions" will be
defined for the purposes of this permit condition as follows:
1. Carbon monoxide emissions, dangerous and/or mixed waste feed-rate, and automatic waste
feed cut-off parameters specified on Permit Table III.10.K.F (as approved/modified pursuant to
Permit Conditions III.10.J.5 and III.10.J.3.d.v), that were established to maintain compliance with
Permit Condition III.10.K.1.b.iv., (as approved pursuant to Permit Condition III.10.J.3.d. and in
accordance with III.10.K.1.b.xii. and III.10.K.1.c.xi.), are held within the range of the average
value over the previous twelve (12) months and the set-point value specified on Permit Table
III.10.K.F. The average value is defined as the sum of the rolling average values recorded over
the previous twelve (12) months divided by the number of rolling averages recorded during that
time. The average value will not include calibration data, malfunction data, and data obtained
when not processing dangerous and/or mixed waste; and
2. Feed-rate of metals, ash, and chlorine/chloride are held within the range of the average value
over the previous twelve (12) months and the set-point value specified on Permit Table III.10.K.D
(as approved/modified pursuant to Permit Conditions III.10.J.5 and III.10.J.3.d.v). Feed-rate of
organics as measured by TOC are held within the range of the average value over the previous
twelve (12) months. The average value is defined as the sum of the rolling average values
recorded over the previous twelve (12) months divided by the number of rolling averages
recorded during that time. The average value will not include data obtained when not processing
dangerous and/or mixed waste.
B. Within sixty (60) days of Ecology's approval of the DFETP, or within thirty-one (31) months
of commencing operation pursuant to Permit Section III.10.K, whichever is later, the Permittees
will implement the DFETP approved, pursuant to Permit Condition III.10.K.1.h.i.A.
C. The Permittees will resubmit the DFETP, approved pursuant to Permit Condition

III.10.K.1.h.i.A, revised to include applicable EPA promulgated test methods and procedures in
effect at the time of the submittal, and projected commencement and completion dates for dioxin
and furan emission test as a permit modification in accordance with Permit Conditions
III.10.C.2.e. and f. at twenty-four (24) months from the implementation date of the testing
required pursuant to Permit Condition III.10.K.1.h.i.A and at reoccurring eighteen (18) month
intervals from the implementation date of the previously approved DFETP. The Permittees will
implement these newly approved revised DFETPs every thirty-one (31) months from the previous
approved DFETP implementation date or within sixty (60) days of the newly Ecology approved
revised DFETP, whichever is later, for the duration of this Permit.
D. The Permittees will submit a summary of operating data collected pursuant to the DFETPs in
accordance with Permit Conditions III.10.K.1.h.i.A and C to Ecology upon completion of the
tests. The Permittees will submit to Ecology the complete test report within ninety (90) calendar
days of completion of the testing. The test reports will be certified as specified in WAC 173-303807(8), in accordance with WAC 173-303-680(2) and (3).
E. If any calculations or testing results collected pursuant to the DFETPs in accordance with
Permit Conditions III.10.K.1.h.i.A and C show that one or more of the performance standards
listed in Permit Condition III.10.K.1.b., with the exception of Permit Conditions III.10.K.1.b.i.
and III.10.K.1.b.x., for the HLW Vitrification System were not met during the emission test, the
Permittees will perform the following actions:
1. Immediately stop dangerous and/or mixed waste feed to the HLW Vitrification System under
the mode of operation that resulted in not meeting the performance standard(s).
2. Verbally notify Ecology within twenty-four (24) hours of discovery of not meeting the
performance standard(s) as specified in Permit Condition I.E.21.
3. Investigate the cause of the failure and submit a report of the investigation findings to Ecology
within fifteen (15) days of discovery of not meeting the performance standard(s).
4. Submit to Ecology within fifteen (15) days of discovery of not meeting the performance
standard(s) documentation supporting a mode of operation where all performance standards listed
in Permit Condition III.K.1.b., with the exception of Permit Condition III.10.K.1.b.x., for the
HLW Vitrification System were met during the demonstration test, if any such mode was
demonstrated.
5. Based on the information provided to Ecology by the Permittees, pursuant to Permit Conditions
III.10.K.1.h.i.E.1 through 4 above, and any additional information, Ecology may provide, in
writing, direction to the Permittees to stop dangerous and/or mixed waste feed to the HLW
Vitrification System and/or amend the mode of operation the Permittees are allowed to continue
operations prior to Ecology approval of the revised Demonstration Test Plan pursuant to Permit
Condition III.10. K.1.h.i.E.6.
6. Submit to Ecology within one hundred and twenty (120) days of discovery of not meeting the
performance standard(s) a revised Dioxin and Furan Emission Test Plan requesting approval to
retest as a permit modification pursuant to Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.e. and f. The revised
Dioxin and Furan Emission Test Plan must include substantive changes to prevent failure from
reoccurring reflecting performance under operating conditions representative of the extreme range
of normal conditions, and include revisions to Permit Tables III.10.K.D and F.
F. If any calculations or testing results collected pursuant to the DFETPs in accordance with

Permit Conditions III.10.K.1.h.i.A and C show that any emission rate for any constituent listed in
Permit Table III.10.K.E, as approved/modified pursuant to Permit Conditions III.10.C.11.c. or d.,
is exceeded for HLW Vitrification System during the emission test, the Permittees will perform
the following actions:
1. Verbally notify Ecology within twenty-four (24) hours of the discovery of exceeding the
emission rate(s) as specified in Permit Condition I.E.21;
2. Submit to Ecology additional risk information to indicate that the increased emissions impact is
off-set by decreased emission impact from one or more constituents expected to be emitted at the
same time, and/or investigate the cause and impact of the exceedance and submit a report of the
investigation findings to Ecology within fifteen (15) days of this discovery of exceeding the
emission rate(s); and
3. Based on the notification and any additional information, Ecology may provide, in writing,
direction to the Permittees to stop dangerous and/or mixed waste feed to the HLW Vitrification
System and/or to submit a revised Dioxin and Furan Emission Test Plan as a permit modification
pursuant to Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.e. and f., or III.10.C.2.g. The revised Dioxin and Furan
Emission Test Plan must include substantive changes to prevent failure from reoccurring
reflecting performance under operating conditions representative of the extreme range of normal
conditions, and include revisions to Permit Tables III.10.K.D and F.
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with replacing the “Demonstration Test Plan” with “Stack
Sampling Test Plan. The Permittees agree that the proposed modifications were not revised with
the EPDT and that this comment is no longer current or valid. No further action needs to be
taken.
Comment Number: 18647
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.K.1.h.ii
Comment Text:
Please modify Conditions III.10.I.1.h.i through iii and III.10.K.1.h.i through iii.
Basis Text:
References to the "previously Approved Demonstration Test Plan" and "Revised Demonstration
Test Plan" need to be replaced with "Stack Sampling Test Plan." A "Demonstration Test Plan" is
required to demonstrate compliance with the LAW and HLW melter offgas performance
standards during cold commissioning testing with non-radioactive simulant. However, a newly
developed "Stack Sampling Test Plan" will be required for periodic emission re-testing of the
LAW and HLW melters offgas during vitrification of the tank farm waste feed during "hot"
operation. Therefore, compliance with a "Demonstration Test Plan" during "hot" operations is
inappropriate. Conditions III.10.I.1.h.i through iii and III.10.K.1.h.i through iii should be
modified to state that there is no requirement for periodic retesting of organics (i.e., DRE of
99.99) during "hot" operations.

Recommendation Text:
III.10.K.1.h.ii. Non-organic Emission Testing
A. Within forty-eight (48) months of commencing operation pursuant to Permit Section III.10.K,
the Permittees will resubmit to Ecology for approval the Stack Sampling Test Plan as a permit
modification in accordance with Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.e. and f. The Stack Sampling Test
Plan will include applicable EPA promulgated test methods and procedures in effect at the time of
the submittal, projected commencement and completion dates for emission testing to demonstrate
performance standards specified in Permit Conditions III.10.K.1.b.ii., iii., v., vi., and vii., and
non-organic emissions as specified in Permit Table III.10.K.E, as approved/modified pursuant to
Permit Conditions III.10.J.3.d. and III.10.C.11.c. or d., under "Normal Operating Conditions."
"Normal Operating Conditions" will be defined for the purposes of this permit condition as
follows:
1. Carbon monoxide emissions, dangerous and/or mixed waste feed-rate, and automatic waste
feed cut-off parameters specified in Permit Table III.10.K.F, as approved/modified pursuant to
Permit Conditions III.10.J.3.d. and III.10.C.11.c. or d., that were established to maintain
compliance with Permit Conditions III.10.K.1.b.ii., iii., v., vi., and vii., and non-organic
emissions, as specified in Permit Table III.10.K.E, (as approved pursuant to Permit Conditions
III.10.J.3.d. and III.10.C.11.c. or d.), are held within the range of the average value over the
previous twelve (12) months and the set-point value specified on Permit Table III.10.K.F. The
average value is defined as the sum of the rolling average values recorded over the previous
twelve (12) months divided by the number of rolling averages recorded during that time. The
average value will not include calibration data, malfunction data, and data obtained when not
processing dangerous and/or mixed waste; and
2. Feed-rate of metals, ash, and chlorine/chloride are held within the range of the average value
over the previous twelve (12) months and the set-point value specified on Permit Table
III.10.K.D, as approved/modified pursuant to Permit Conditions III.10.J.3.d. and III.10.C.11.c. or
d. The average value is defined as the sum of all rolling average values recorded over the
previous twelve (12) months divided by the number of rolling averages recorded during that time.
The average value will not include data obtained when not processing dangerous and/or mixed
waste.
B. Within sixty (60) days of Ecology's approval of the Stack Sampling Test Plan, or within sixty
(60) months of commencing operation pursuant to Permit Section III.10.K, whichever is later, the
Permittees will implement the Stack Sampling Test Plan approved pursuant to Permit Condition
III.10.K.1.h.ii.A.
C. The Permittees will resubmit the Stack Sampling Test Plan, approved pursuant to Permit
Condition III.10.K.1.h.ii.A, revised to include applicable EPA promulgated test methods and
procedures in effect at the time of the submittal, and projected commencement and completion
dates for emission test as a permit modification in accordance with Permit Conditions
III.10.C.2.e. and f. at forty-eight (48) months from the implementation date of the testing required
pursuant to Permit Condition III.10.K.1.h.ii.A and at reoccurring forty-eight (48) month intervals
from the implementation date of the previously approved Stack Sampling Test Plan. The
Permittees will implement these newly approved revised Stack Sampling Test Plan, every sixty
(60) months from the previous approved Stack Sampling Test Plan implementation date or within
sixty (60) days of the newly Ecology approved revised Stack Sampling Test Plan, whichever is

later, for the duration of this Permit.
D. The Permittees will submit a summary of operating data collected pursuant to the Stack
Sampling Test Plans in accordance with Permit Conditions III.10.K.1.h.ii.A and C to Ecology
upon completion of the tests. The Permittees will submit to Ecology the complete test report
within ninety (90) calendar days of completion of the testing. The test reports will be certified
pursuant to WAC 173-303-807(8), in accordance with WAC 173-303-680(2) and (3).
E. If any calculations or testing results collected pursuant to the Stack Sampling Test Plans in
accordance with Permit Conditions III.10.K.1.h.ii.A and C show that any emission rate for any
constituent listed in Permit Table III.10.K.E, as approved/modified pursuant to Permit Conditions
III.10.J.3.d. and III.10.C.11.c. or d., is exceeded for HLW Vitrification System during the
emission test, the Permittees will perform the following actions:
1. Verbally notify Ecology within twenty-four (24) hours of the discovery of exceeding the
emission rate(s) as specified in Permit Condition I.E.21;
2. Submit to Ecology additional risk information to indicate that the increased emissions impact is
off-set by decreased emission impact from one or more constituents expected to be emitted at the
same time, and/or investigate the cause and impact of the exceedance and submit a report of the
investigation findings to Ecology within fifteen (15) days of this discovery of exceeding the
emission rate(s); and
3. Based on the notification and any additional information, Ecology may provide, in writing,
direction to the Permittees to stop dangerous and/or mixed waste feed to the HLW Vitrification
System and/or to submit a revised Stack Sampling Test Plan as a permit modification pursuant to
Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.e. and f., or III.10.C.2.g. The revised Stack Sampling Test Plan must
include substantive changes to prevent failure from reoccurring reflecting performance under
operating conditions representative of the extreme range of normal conditions, and include
revisions to Permit Tables III.10.K.D and III.10.K.F.
F. If any calculations or testing results collected pursuant to the Stack Sampling Test Plans in
accordance with Permit Conditions III.10.K.1.h.ii.A and C show that one or more of the
performance standards listed in Permit Condition III.10.K.1.b., with the exception of Permit
Condition III.10.K.1.b.x., for the HLW Vitrification System were not met during the emission
test, the Permittees will perform the following actions:
1. Immediately stop dangerous and/or mixed waste feed to the HLW Vitrification System under
the mode of operation that resulted in not meeting the performance standard(s).
2. Verbally notify Ecology within twenty-four (24) hours of discovery of not meeting the
performance standard(s), as specified in Permit Condition I.E.21.
3. Investigate the cause of the failure and submit a report of the investigation findings to Ecology
within fifteen (15) days of discovery of not meeting the performance standard(s).
4. Submit to Ecology within fifteen (15) days of discovery of not meeting the performance
standard(s) documentation supporting a mode of operation where all performance standards listed
in Permit Condition III.K.1.b., with the exception of Permit Conditions III.10.K.1.b.i. and
III.10.K.1.b.x., for the HLW Vitrification System were met during the emission test, if any such
mode was demonstrated.
5. Based on the information provided to Ecology by the Permittees pursuant to Permit Conditions

III.10.K.1.h.ii.F.1 through 4 above, and any additional information, Ecology may provide, in
writing, direction to the Permittees to stop dangerous and/or mixed waste feed to the HLW
Vitrification System and/or amend the mode of operation the Permittees are allowed to continue
operations prior to Ecology approval of the revised Stack Sampling Test Plan pursuant to Permit
Condition III.10.K.1.h.ii.F.6.
6. Submit to Ecology within one hundred and twenty (120) days of discovery of not meeting the
performance standard(s) a revised Stack Sampling Test Plan requesting approval to retest as a
permit modification pursuant to Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.e. and f. The revised Stack
Sampling Test Plan must include substantive changes to prevent failure from reoccurring
reflecting performance under operating conditions representative of the extreme range of normal
conditions, and include revisions to Permit Tables III.10.K.D and F.
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with replacing the “Demonstration Test Plan” with “Stack
Sampling Test Plan. The Permittees agree that the proposed modifications were not revised with
the EPDT and that this comment is no longer current or valid. No further action needs to be
taken.
Comment Number: 18648
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) III.10.K.1.h.iii
Comment Text:
Please modify Conditions III.10.I.1.h.i through iii and III.10.K.1.h.i through iii.
Basis Text:
References to the "previously Approved Demonstration Test Plan" and "Revised Demonstration
Test Plan" need to be replaced with "Stack Sampling Test Plan." A "Demonstration Test Plan" is
required to demonstrate compliance with the LAW and HLW melter offgas performance
standards during cold commissioning testing with non-radioactive simulant. However, a newly
developed "Stack Sampling Test Plan" will be required for periodic emission re-testing of the
LAW and HLW melters offgas during vitrification of the tank farm waste feed during "hot"
operation. Therefore, compliance with a "Demonstration Test Plan" during "hot" operations is
inappropriate. Conditions III.10.I.1.h.i through iii and III.10.K.1.h.i through iii should be
modified to state that there is no requirement for periodic retesting of organics (i.e., DRE of
99.995) during "hot" operations.
Recommendation Text:
III.10.K.1.h.iii. Carbon Monoxide, Hydrocarbon and Other (Table III.10.K.E.) Emission Testing
A. Within seventy-eight (78) months of commencing operation pursuant to Permit Section
III.10.K, the Permittees will resubmit to Ecology for approval the Stack Sampling Test Plan as a
permit modification in accordance with Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.e. and f. The Stack
Sampling Test Plan will include applicable EPA promulgated test methods and procedures in
effect at the time of the submittal, projected commencement and completion dates for emission

testing to demonstrate performance standards as specified in Permit Conditions III.10.K.1.b.viii.
and ix., and emissions as specified on Permit Table III.10.K.E, as approved/modified pursuant to
Permit Conditions III.10.J.3.d. and III.10.C.11.c. or d., not addressed under Permit Conditions
III.10.K.1.h.i. or ii. under "Normal Operating Conditions." "Normal Operating Conditions" will
be defined for the purposes of this permit Condition as follows:
1. Carbon monoxide emissions, dangerous and/or mixed waste feed-rate, and automatic waste
feed cut-off parameters specified on Permit Table III.10.K.F, as approved/modified pursuant to
Permit Condition III.10.J.3.d. and III.10.C.11.c. or d., that were established to maintain
compliance with Permit Conditions III.10.K.1.b.viii. and ix., and emissions as specified on Permit
Table III.10.K.E, not addressed under Permit Conditions III.10.K.1.h.i. or ii. , as approved
pursuant to Permit Condition III.10.J.3.d., and in accordance with Permit Conditions
III.10.K.1.b.xii. and III.10.K.1.c.xi. are held within the range of the average value over the
previous twelve (12) months and the set-point value specified on Permit Table III.10.K.F. The
average value is defined as the sum of all rolling average values recorded over the previous
twelve (12) months divided by the number of rolling averages recorded during that time. The
average value will not include calibration data, malfunction data, and data obtained when not
processing dangerous and/or mixed waste; and
2. Feed-rate of metals, ash, and chlorine/chloride are held within the range of the average value
over the previous twelve (12) months and the set-point value specified on Permit Table
III.10.K.D, as approved/modified pursuant to Permit Conditions III.10.J.3.d. and III.10.C.11.c. or
d. Feed-rate of organics as measured by TOC are held within the range of the average value over
the previous twelve (12) months. The average value is defined as the sum of the rolling average
values recorded over the previous twelve (12) months divided by the number of rolling averages
recorded during that time. The average value will not include data obtained when not processing
dangerous and/or mixed waste.
B. Within sixty (60) days of Ecology's approval of the Stack Sampling Test Plan, or within
ninety-one (91) months of commencing operation pursuant to Permit Section III.10.K, whichever
is later, the Permittees will implement the RDTP approved pursuant to Permit Condition
III.10.K.1.h.iii.A.
C. The Permittees will submit a summary of operating data collected pursuant to the Stack
Sampling Test Plans in accordance with Permit Condition III.10.K.1.h.iii.A to Ecology upon
completion of the tests. The Permittees will submit to Ecology the complete test report within
ninety (90) calendar days of completion of the testing. The test reports will be certified as
specified in WAC 173-303-807(8), in accordance with Permit Condition WAC 173-303-680(2)
and (3).
D. If any calculations or testing results show that one or more of the performance standards listed
in Permit Condition III.10.K.1.b., with the exception of Permit Condition III.10.K.1.b.x., for the
HLW Vitrification System were not met during the emission test, the Permittees will perform the
following actions:
1. Immediately stop dangerous and/or mixed waste feed to the HLW Vitrification System under
the mode of operation that resulted in not meeting the performance standard(s).
2. Verbally notify Ecology within twenty-four (24) hours of discovery of not meeting the
performance standard(s), as specified Permit Condition I.E.21.

3. Investigate the cause of the failure and submit a report of the investigation findings to Ecology
within fifteen (15) days of discovery of not meeting the performance standard(s).
4. Submit to Ecology within fifteen (15) days of discovery of not meeting the performance
standard(s) documentation supporting a mode of operation where all performance standards listed
in Permit Condition III.10.K.1.b., with the exception of Permit Condition III.10.K.1.b.x., for the
HLW Vitrification System were met during the emission test, if any such mode was
demonstrated.
5. Based on the information provided to Ecology by the Permittees pursuant to Permit Conditions
III.10.K.1.h.iii.D.1 through 4 above, and any additional information, Ecology may provide, in
writing, direction to the Permittees to stop dangerous and/or mixed waste feed to the HLW
Vitrification System and/or amend the mode of operation the Permittees are allowed to continue
operations prior to Ecology approval of the revised Stack Sampling Test Plan, pursuant to Permit
Condition III.10.K.1.h.iii.D.6.
6. Submit to Ecology within one hundred and twenty (120) days of discovery of not meeting the
performance standard(s) a revised Stack Sampling Test Plan requesting approval to retest as a
permit modification pursuant to Permit Conditions II.10.C.2.e. and f. The revised Stack Sampling
Test Plan must include substantive changes to prevent failure from reoccurring reflecting
performance under operating conditions representative of the extreme range of normal conditions,
and include revisions to Permit Tables III.10.K.D and F.
E. If any calculations or testing results show that any emission rate for any constituent listed in
Permit Table III.10.K.E, as approved/modified pursuant to Permit Condition III.10.C.11.c. or d.,
is exceeded for HLW Vitrification System during the emission test, the Permittees will perform
the following actions:
1. Verbally notify Ecology within twenty-four (24) hours of the discovery of exceeding the
emission rate(s) as specified in Permit Condition I.E.21;
2. Submit to Ecology additional risk information to indicate that the increased emissions impact is
off-set by decreased emission impact from one or more constituents expected to be emitted at the
same time, and/or investigate the cause and impact of the exceedance of the emission rate(s) and
submit a report of the investigation findings to Ecology within fifteen (15) days of the discovery
of the exceedance of the emission rate(s); and
3. Based on the notification and any additional information, Ecology may provide, in writing,
direction to the Permittees to stop dangerous and/or mixed waste feed to the HLW Vitrification
System and/or to submit a revised Stack Sampling Test Plan as a permit modification pursuant to
Permit Conditions III.10.C.2.e. and f., or III.10.C.2.g. The revised Stack Sampling Test Plan must
include substantive changes to prevent failure from reoccurring reflecting performance under
operating conditions representative of the extreme range of normal conditions, and include
revisions to Permit Tables III.10.K.D and F.
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with replacing the “Demonstration Test Plan” with “Stack
Sampling Test Plan. The Permittees agree that the proposed modifications were not revised with
the EPDT and that this comment is no longer current or valid. No further action needs to be
taken.

Comment Number: 18536
Permit Section:
OUG-10 (WTP) App 2
Comment Text:
Remove the definition of critical systems and the associated Table in Appendix 2.0 from the
Operating Unit Group 10 Permit.
Basis Text:
WAC 173-303-830 clearly identifies when and what type of permit modifications must be
submitted for changes to the dangerous waste permitted units. In addition, the draft Site Wide
Dangerous Waste Permit no longer uses the term critical systems.
Ecology defined Critical System in the Operating Unit Group 10 Permit to clarify whether Permit
Modifications need to be submitted for changes (e.g., design modifications, fabrication,
installation changes, etc.) to the portions of WTP. WAC 173-303-830 clearly identifies when and
what type of permit modifications must be submitted for changes to the permitted units. In
addition, WAC 173-303-040 clearly defines dangerous waste management units and their
ancillary equipment. The Permit Tables now include listings of all permitted dangerous/mixed
waste management units at the WTP.
The definition of critical systems is referenced throughout the Permit which in some cases
contributes to confusion regarding changes to the permitted units vs non-permitted support/ utility
systems/equipment (such as air, steam, chemical storage, water, etc.) causing unnecessary reviews
of hundreds documents and drawings (i.e., the "milk run") not subject to the WAC 173-303
requirements or Operating Unit Group 10 Permit Conditions.
Recommendation Text:
Delete Text. No recommended text.
Response Code (Either A for Accept or R for Reject): R
Ecology Response: Ecology disagrees with the Permittees on removing the references to critical
systems. The critical systems terminology remains in the DFLAW Operating Permit.
The Permittees agree that the term “critical systems” does remain in the DFLAW Operating
Permit. No further action needs to be taken.
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27

Commentor
Silas Whitman

Comment Type
Letter

Subject
Nez Perce Tribe's comments on "Draft Hanford Facility
Dangerous Waste Permit (Site- Wide Permit) Revision 9- WA
7890008967"

Comment
Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant Permit does not regulate radioactive emissions. Who
sets radiological enlission rates, EPA or NRC? Can these be regulated via the non-radioactive
species? Process flow for stack emission is based on old flow sheets that transfer technetium to
HLW. They are not applicable to current design unless plans have changed. Emission efficiency is
sometimes set by management decision and not based on data. Stack emission flow chain considers
emission reduction equipment in isolation and does not include negative or positive emission train
interactions. This could have a detriment on filter life, consumables and actual emissions. Small
scale pilot testing with actual waste for the entire WTP process train would show interactions and
allow preliminary and inexpensive non-design changes to the process to potentially significantly
improve performance. Initial operating window parameters would be better known.

Comment Response
The state's radioac ve air emissions standard is 10 millirem per year. This standard is enforced by
the Washington Department of Health (DOH). DOH also enforces adopted national standards for
ambient airborne radionuclides, which are set by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. DOH
issues Radioactive Air Emission Licenses for emission units on the Hanford Site, which are
incorporated as an applicable requirement in the Hanford Site Air Operating Permit. Nonradioactive emissions are regulated through the Washington and Federal Clean Air Acts through
multiple permitting mechanisms. Applicable requirements for non-radioactive emissions are also
incorporated into the Hanford Site Air Operating Permit. Under the dangerous waste regulations,
air emission standards for hazardous waste containing organic constituents are regulated by
Washington Administrative Codes 173-303-690 through 173-303-692. Requirements to meet these
DW standards are detailed in Operating Unit Group Chapters of the DW permit.
Radiological emission rates are not regulated under the dangerous waste permitting authority and
applicable air emission requirements. Therefore, no change to the permit is required.
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Susan Leckband

Letter

Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Permit

The Board advises Ecology to inclnde/revise a Permit(s) condition(s) to require verification,
calibration, and real-time monitoring, utilizing sample apparatus that ensures accurate and
representative sampling for waste streams and exhaust from the WTP facilities.

The WTP permit contains permit conditions and an interim compliance schedule that provides
Ecology with the opportunity to review and comment on the WTP design and waste analysis plans
(Chapter 3) to ensure characterization of tank waste prior to receipt of the waste at WTP.
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Susan Leckband

Letter

Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Permit

The Board advises Ecology to include/revise a Permit(s) condition(s) to require the Permittee (DOE)
to demonstrate that the Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant (WTP) design is compliant with
regulations.

The WTP Permit includes permit condi ons that address the construc on cer ﬁca on prior to
receipt of waste. III.10.C.2.a reads, "Treatment or storage of dangerous waste or mixed waste in
any new or modified portion 10 of the facility may commence when the Permittees have submitted
to Department of 11 Ecology (Ecology), by certified mail, or hand delivery, a letter signed by the
Permittees 12 and a registered professional engineer stating that the facility has been constructed
or 13 modified in compliance with the Permit in accordance with WAC 173-303-810(14)(a) ."
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Susan Leckband

Letter

Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Permit

The Board advises Ecology to revise/include a Permit condition to ensure that tank wastes are
The WTP permit contains permit conditions and an interim compliance schedule that provides
properly characterized and immobilized in a durable waste form with performance at least
Ecology with the opportunity to review and comment on the WTP design and waste analysis plans
equivalent to glass for the entire waste form. Specifically the Board advises Ecology that it supports (Chapter 3) to ensure characterization of tank waste prior to receipt of the waste at WTP.
vitrification of wastes and opposes alternate waste forms unless their performance can be shown to
be at least "as good as glass" (including secondary waste streams - see HAB Advice #258).
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Public Comment on the Hanford Dangerous Waste
Managment permit

I am not in favor of constructing any plant which will in fact, in the near future, be used to clean up
waste shipped from other places.
Thus due to the miserable record of actually cleaning up the past 50 years.
(except the Navy waste already agreed to, and the little bit from universities already agreed to.)

The WTP Facility has been constructed and permi ed to treat and dispose of waste from onsite
facilities. Ecology has not approved permit language in the WTP Permit to include the importation
and treatment of waste from offsite facilities. Under a 2006 settlement resolving the Washington v.
Bodman case, the Department of Ecology (Ecology) and U.S. Department of Energy (USDOE or DOE)
agreed that outside of a few specified exceptions, USDOE would not import off-site waste to the
Hanford Site before a Record of Decision (ROD) had been issued in conjunction with the Tank
Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement (TC&WM EIS).[1] The TC&WM
EIS, in turn, identified as a “preferred alternative" that DOE would continue to defer the
importation of off-site waste at Hanford, at least until the WTP is operational. Any future decision
to import off-site waste will be subject to appropriate NEPA review.
The January 6, 2006, Settlement Agreement between USDOE and the State of Washington,
Washington v. Bodman (Civil No. 2:03-cv-05018-AAM) (as amended June 5, 2008), provided the
following limitations and exemptions for receipt of off-site LLW/MLLW, TRU and TRUM waste at
Hanford:
a) Naval reactor compartments, reactor core barrels, reactor closure heads, and pumps from
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard or Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard that may contain LLW or MLLW;
b) Demolition wastes from the Emergency Decontamination Facility at Kadlec Hospital in Richland;
c) Materials resulting from DOE-related work at Battelle Pacific Northwest National Laboratory's
facilities in Richland, Washington;
d) Materials from treatability studies conducted off-site on waste samples from the Hanford Site's
underground tanks;
e) Samples of wastes from Hanford;
f) Materials shipped from Hanford for off-site treatment and returned to Hanford for later
disposition; and
g) Materials shipped from Hanford for off-site disposal, but returned to Hanford because the
materials failed to meet Waste Acceptance Criteria or otherwise could not be disposed of at the
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Hanford Tank Waste
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Letter

Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste Permit
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Sue Kay

Email

Hanfor Clean Up - Public Comment

How much cancer will be prevented by vitrifying low-activity waste?

The permi ees are required to retrieve and compliantly dispose of the Hanford tank waste. WTP is
required to prepare a Preliminary Risk Assessment to assess the lifetime cancer risk from WTP
operations and found no increase in cancer risks.
Additional advice recommended that could impact engineering and scientific design is found in HAB The phased permitting approach implemented for WTP provided Ecology with the opportunity to
Advice #262, bullets 11, 21, 29. The processes at the Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant
review the sound engineering principles and capabilities incorporated into the WTP design before
(WTP) still being engineered and designed are complex and have many engineering and scientific
equipment was installed in the facility. These design deliverables included independent corrosion
challenges that will never have 100% consensus. Ecology admitted concerns with this
evaluations. The permittees will demonstrate the technically functional elements of the facility via
recommendation when asked.
testing and integrity assessments.
Department of Ecology --Attn: Andrea Prignano

Ecology appreciates your comment. The State expects the Permi ees to meet their commitments to
remediate the tank waste at Hanford through the processes described in the WTP Permit.

The Seattle Raging Grannies are a local group affiliated with an international women's organization
founded in Victoria, B.C. twenty-five years ago to work for peace, social justice, and environmental
protection. We write and sing songs at public and private gatherings about these issues.
For twenty-five years Grannies have urgently sought a clean-up at the Hanford nuclear facility. The
Seattle Grannies have sung at more than a dozen Hanford public hearings since we were founded
17 years ago. In our fancy hats and outrageous outfits we bring our protests to public attention.
We were unable to attend the last Public Comment Hearing in Seattle.
We understand there is now doubt that the new nearly finished Waste Treatment Plant at Hanford,
costing all of us perhaps trillions, will actually work to clean the Hanford wastes. This is VERY
discouraging news. All we can say as older women, mothers, grandmothers, great-grandmothers as
well as professional women, nurses, social workers, teachers, lawyers, community organizers,
musicians, computer analysts, chaplains, ministers, union leaders,counselors,and business women:
CLEAN UP THE DANGEROUS WASTES AT HANFORD.
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Email

Hanford Challenge Comments on the Draft Hanford Facility
Dangerous Waste Permit

WTP hazards are analyzed and described in WTP DWP Chapter 6, Procedures to Prevent Hazards,
and WTP DWP Chapter 7, Building Emergency Plan. These two chapters identify the hazards that
could be encountered from facility operations, and establish plans for how the hazards will be
addressed. (Comments 1-5, 14)
Permit condition III.10.C.2.n has been completed. The permit has been updated to reflect the
completed status. (Comment 7)
2. Revise/include a Permit condition requiring response planning for criticality and natural and man- The phased permitting approach implemented for WTP provided Ecology with the opportunity to
review the sound engineering principles and capabilities incorporated into the WTP design before
made phenomenon (e.g. Cascadia seismic events, dam failure, cyber attack disabling electrical
equipment was installed in the facility. These design deliverables included independent corrosion
systems) that addresses both the direct and indirect effects from major events.
evaluations. The permittees will demonstrate the technically functional elements of the facility via
testing and integrity assessments. (Comment 9, 12, 15)
3. Revise/include a Permit condition requiring contingency planning for suffocating CO2 release
Permit Condition III.10.C.9.g requires the permittees to produce as-built drawings and maintain
events from the cooling systems. Ecology should revise/include a Permit condition with specific
actions to ensure that CO2 fire extinguishers are not used on or near high voltage equipment, or in them in the operating record. (Comment 11)
Closure performance requirements are identified in WTP DWP Chapter 11, Closure Plan. (Comment
areas that are or may become “confined spaces”.
13)
Emission standards and criteria for ensuring protection of human health and the environment,
4. Revise/include a Permit condition requiring contingency planning for response to the damages
while operating the facility, is described throughout the WTP DWP. (Chapter 17)
and difficulties associated with volcanic events (e.g., highly abrasive ash infiltration into operating
spaces resulting secondarily in failure of exit safety equipment to perform).

Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant Unit Comments and Recommendations:
1. Revise/include a Permit condition that defines the criteria and standards to be used to identify
and evaluate chemical and radiological constituent hazards that could occur at the WTP facility. This
could include writing a Permit condition requiring hazard analysis to be performed early in the
process, rather than just prior to receipt of waste, to support necessary design change or mitigation.

5. Revise the Emergency Management Plan to reflect and ensure compliance with new WTP
conditions as described in the above advice points for the WTP facility. Ecology should revise Permit
conditions requiring compliance with Waste Acceptance Criteria and Section 1 Introduction and
Addendum B1 to more accurately reflect the NRC’s provisional position on reclassification of ILAW
waste as incidental to reprocessing. The NRC has yet to make a determination for Hanford.
6. Do not defer or delegate authority for RCRA actions to external processes and documents and to
instead detail standards, requirements, methods and frequencies as permit conditions. Append all

338

Meredith Crafton

Email

Hanford Challenge Comments on the Draft Hanford Facility
Dangerous Waste Permit

The phased permi ng approach implemented for WTP provided Ecology with the opportunity to
review the sound engineering principles and capabilities incorporated into the WTP design before
equipment was installed in the facility. These design deliverables included independent corrosion
1. Hanford Challenge and others are concerned that serious technical issues have yet to be resolved evaluations. (Comment 1, 5, 6)
Closure performance requirements are identified in WTP DWP Chapter 11, Closure Plan. (Comment
at the WTP, including mixing, particle setting, erosion/corrosion, and materials qualification.
2)
Emission standards and criteria for ensuring protection of human health and the environment,
Hanford Challenge recommends that Ecology -while operating the facility, is described throughout the WTP DWP. (Chapter 3)
 Include Permit conditions which require DOE to demonstrate that the WTP design is technically
WTP's training program is described in WTP DWP Chapter 8, Dangerous Waste Training Program;
functional and materials are appropriately nuclear safety qualified, especially in the case of
and is further outlined in their Dangerous Waste Training Plan. The two documents address the
technical issues identified by the Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board and/or by Ecology staff
responsibilities and training requirements for dangerous waste workers. Ecology has reviewed and
related to:
approved the WTP training program. (Comment 4)
 Mixing (especially for non-Newtonian fluids),
 Particle setting (especially for criticality control, but also for heavy metals – lead, chromium,
nickel),
 Hydrogen gas generation and deflagration, and
 That all nuclear-related equipment be qualified and certified to operate in forseeable, defined
accident scenarios.
 Include a Permit condition that requires that all engineering drawings included in the Permit be
stamped by registered professional engineers as required under the professional standard for
engineers.
 Include a Permit condition to ensure that major control elements (valves, check valves, back
pressure valves, over pressure reliefs, relief detection, valve controllers and positioners) are
included on process flow diagrams as well as on other engineering drawings. Many of the process
flow diagrams appear to be missing essential valves and components, including both physical and
control elements.
 Include Permit conditions ensuring header vent designs used in the facility prevent explosive or
deflagrative events propagating through systems and leading to wide-scale system failures.
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Hanford Challenge Comments on the Draft Hanford Facility
Dangerous Waste Permit

Waste Treatment & Immobilization Plant Operating Unit Group 10 (OUG-10) Addendum B1 Waste
Treatment Plant Waste Analysis Plan

Waste Treatment & Immobilization Plant Operating Unit Group 10 (OUG-10) Comments and
Recommendations:

Section I Introduction, Part III, Operating Unit Group 10-B1.1, Paragraph at line 31. The Permit
should not assume that all conditions will be met (removing key radionuclide to the maximum
degree practicable, meeting Class C waste limits and conditions, etc…) to allow reclassification of
immobilized low-activity waste as incidental, which is needed for disposal to occur at Hanford. If the
conditions are not met, then disposal at Hanford would not be allowed.

DOE’s interpretation of the definition of High Level Waste is not within the scope of the proposed
permit modification.
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Hanford Challenge Comments on the Draft Hanford Facility
Dangerous Waste Permit

Waste Treatment & Immobilization Plant Operating Unit Group 10 (OUG-10) Addendum F1
Emergency Response Plan
Hanford Challenge recommends that Ecology not defer emergency plans and procedures to DOE
planning documents. These need to undergo review and approval with public comment comparable
to and in accordance with the RCRA permit.

WTP hazards are analyzed and described in WTP DWP Chapter 6, Procedures to Prevent Hazards,
and WTP DWP Chapter 7, Building Emergency Plan. These two chapters identify the hazards that
could be encountered from facility operations, and establish plans for how the hazards will be
addressed.

 Part III F1, Emergency Response - Section F1 - F5.4, F6.1.9 and F7.2.7 Criticality – This section
inaccurately asserts that criticality events are not credible at the WTP. Based on plutonium particles
and mixing issues, these are now known to be credible events. (Inaccurate assertions like “Analyses
have shown that there is no credible criticality event that can be postulated to occur at the WTP
(BNI 2001b)” need to be removed.)
 The emergency plan should specifically detail expected actions/conditions following a Cascadia
earthquake that results in wide-spread destruction across the region and which may disrupt power,
fuel, roads, shipping and other resources for prolonged periods.
 As evidenced by the 1980 eruption of Mt. St. Helens, the damages and difficulties associated with
volcanic events go far beyond those identified in F6.2.2 Volcanic Eruption/Ash fall. Potential impacts
include highly abrasive ash infiltration into operating spaces; equipment failures from polishing; and
added entry controls to minimize ash entry resulting secondarily in failure of exit safety equipment
to perform (exit doors being taped shut so securely as to be unusable in an emergency).
 The emergency plans should include an assessment of various modes of failures and their impacts
on the emergency plans (common, cascade, sequential, parallel and other modes; age related
failures through erosion, wear, corrosion, etc…)
370

Gail Mace Owens

Email

Comment on Hanford Waste Permit

The Waste Treatment (vitrification) Plant is an important facility, but it is more important that it be Ecology provides environmental regulatory oversight of construction and eventual operations for
a safe and effective plant. I am concerned that numerous technical employees who work at the site, treatment and storage of dangerous waste at the WTP. Investigation of Department of Energy
including the Manager for Environmental and Nuclear Safety and five other top engineers, have
operations, by other government agencies, is outside the scope of Ecology’s purview.
gone on record with their concerns that the safety problems in the design are being ignored and
suppressed.
Worse, several government agency investigations reveal an atmosphere of reprisal against those
employees who raise safety concerns. We need to learn from past preventable disasters, including
the Space Shuttle Challenge and the Fukushima nuclear meltdowns that it doesn’t pay to ignore the
technical experts.

371

Gail Mace Owens

Email

Comment on Hanford Waste Permit

Please support the rights of engineers, scientists and other workers at Hanford to voice their
concerns without fear of reprisal. I urge you to hold hearings to look into DOE and contractor
mismanagement at the Waste Treatment Plant. We need a solid plan to put the plant on the right
path, and that can only happen with strong protec ons for conscien ous workers.

Management of employee concerns is self-regulated by the Department of Energy.
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Response from EPA to 13 June 2012 Letter "Concerns with
Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant"

I certainly do agree that adding more sodium to Hanford's reprocessing waste is a dumb idea.

WTP is permitted to treat Hanford tank waste in a manner that produces vitrified waste, compliant
with the IDF waste acceptance criteria.

However, I also feel that it makes no sense to leach aluminum (or anything else) from that garbage
before vitrifying it. DOE-EM's infatuation with doing "separations" is based upon totally unrealistic
technical assumptions & its willingness to make phony "promises" about where certain components
of a local radwaste accumulation are going to end up (always in some other state).
What would make much more sense is to deliberately homogenize (not separate) Hanford's waste,
switch to a iron/aluminum-phosphate glass, and utilize a single process (& equipment) to convert
everything to a common waste form. The amount of Al/FePO4 glass needed to accommodate all of
Hanford's waste would fit into its already-paid-for underground, double shell, stainless steel waste
tanks which would become its "super canisters".
This country's taxpayers can no longer aﬀord EM's boondoggling.
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Columbia Riverkeeper Comments Re: Dangerous Waste Permit III. The permit should ensure that waste is durably immobilized in a form that is “as good as glass”

WTP is permitted to treat Hanford tank waste in a manner that produces vitrified waste, compliant
with the IDF waste acceptance criteria.

In addition to ensuring that the WTP is capable of receiving the waste that is produced by the tank
farms, we request that the Permit include a condition that requires DOE to produce a waste form
that reliably stabilizes and immobilizes the highly dangerous waste from Hanford. In particular, we
request that waste from the tank farms be properly characterized and immobilized in a durable
waste form with performance at least equivalent to glass for the entire waste volume. We support
vitrification of wastes, and we oppose alternate waste forms unless their performance can be
demonstrably proved to be as “good as glass.” In its September 2012 advice, the HAB struck a
similar note and called for Ecology to include a Permit condition that “tank wastes are properly
characterized and immobilized in a durable waste form with performance at least equivalent to
glass for the entire waste form.”
In recent months, DOE has indicated that it will invest in new waste treatment strategies, including
bulk vitrification and other waste treatment methods that conflict with Ecology’s goal to produce a
treated waste form that is “as good as glass.” We strongly support Ecology’s assertion that the WTP
should produce highly stable and immobile output from waste treatment activities. Ecology should
condition its permit so that DOE requires WTP to produce highly stable and immobile forms of
nuclear, chemical, and mixed wastes. DOE cannot proceed with a short-cut method of treating
mixed wastes, and Ecology should include a Permit condition that explicitly requires the protection
of Hanford groundwater from waste immobilization strategies that fail to prevent contamination
into soils and groundwater from dangerous wastes.
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Ken Niles

Letter

comments on the Draft Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste
Permit (Site-Wide Permit), Revision 9 – WA 7890008967

We were also troubled by the limited release of some portions of the Permit. Oregon was forced to Ecology works with the Permittees to ensure that documents are provided for public review in a
formally request materials and drawings for the Waste Treatment Plant (WTP) portion of the
manner that is easy to review and understand. Some documents are not available on the internet
Permit. We do not understand why that information was not made available to the public. Similarly, for security reasons. All documents are available at Ecology’s office in Richland, Washington.
drawings for the Integrated Disposal Facility were not provided with the requested electronic draft
of the Plan. Oregon recommends that Ecology make all portions of the Permit (drawings included)
publicly accessible electronically, unless a specific legal exemption applies (such as proprietary
information).
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comments on the Draft Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste
Permit (Site-Wide Permit), Revision 9 – WA 7890008967

Groundwater Operable Units
WTP complies with Permit Condition II.F and WAC 173-303-645. Due to the facility design, a
Oregon recommends that Ecology include a Permit condition for the WTP that requires planning for groundwater monitoring program is not required.
a groundwater monitoring system to insure there is proper placement of monitoring wells with
respect to plant facilities that are more susceptible to leakage or that hold more risk due to the
materials they would handle. Ecology may want to designate specific monitoring well locations to
ensure sufficient coverage within the WTP complex.
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comments on the Draft Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste
Permit (Site-Wide Permit), Revision 9 – WA 7890008967

Oregon and others are concerned that serious technical issues have yet to be resolved at the WTP,
including mixing, particle setting, and erosion/corrosion.
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comments on the Draft Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste
Permit (Site-Wide Permit), Revision 9 – WA 7890008967
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comments on the Draft Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste
Permit (Site-Wide Permit), Revision 9 – WA 7890008967

• Oregon recommends that Ecology include Permit conditions which require DOE to demonstrate
that the WTP design is technically functional, especially in the case of
technical issues identified by the Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board and/or by Ecology staff
related to:
o Mixing (especially for non-Newtonian fluids)
o Particle setting (especially for criticality control, but also for heavy metals such as lead, chromium,
nickel)
o Hydrogen gas generation and deflagration
Oregon recommends that Ecology include a Permit condition that requires that all engineering
drawings included in the Permit be stamped by registered professional engineers as required under
the professional standard for engineers.
Oregon recommends that Ecology include a Permit condition to ensure that major control elements
(valves, check valves, back pressure valves, over pressure reliefs, relief detection, valve controllers
and positioners) are included on process flow diagrams as well as on other engineering drawings.
Many of the process flow diagrams appear to be missing essential valves and components, including
both physical and control elements.
Oregon recommends that Ecology include Permit conditions ensuring header vent designs used in
the facility prevent explosive or deflagrative events propagating through systems and leading to
wide-scale system failures.

The phased permitting approach implemented for WTP provided Ecology with the opportunity to
review the sound engineering principles and capabilities incorporated into the WTP design before
equipment was installed in the facility. These design deliverables included independent corrosion
evaluations. The permittees will demonstrate the technically functional elements of the facility via
testing and integrity assessments.

Permit Condi on III.10.C.9.g requires the permi ees to submit as-built drawings and maintain them
in the operating record. A final certification by a registered professional engineer will
be provided prior to the receipt of waste.
WTP process flow diagrams comply with the requirements outlined in Permit Condition III.10.E.9.c.ii.

WTP is designed to prevent system failures during operations. The WTP permit chapters describe
the established protocols that will be implemented to prevent system failures.
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comments on the Draft Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste
Permit (Site-Wide Permit), Revision 9 – WA 7890008967

The Permit calls for the plant to be clean closed, however the vessel designs appear not to provide
an easy way to accomplish this. Oregon recommends that Ecology include Permit conditions,
wherever possible, to require that plant systems be designed to facilitate clean closure.

Closure performance requirements are identified in WTP DWP Chapter 11, Closure Plan.
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Permit (Site-Wide Permit), Revision 9 – WA 7890008967

At Hanford and at the Idaho National Laboratory, prior operations of the canyon facilities resulted
in emission of nitrogen oxides at levels above human health standards. Under some weather
conditions (not easily represented in standard atmospheric dispersion models), these emissions
from the stacks form long regularly undulating plumes that undergo little mixing or dispersion and
slowly descend until they contact the ground surface sometimes many miles from the point of
release. Oregon recommends that Ecology include Permit conditions that require pollutant
concentrations from the stack exhaust to meet human health exposure criteria at the point of
release.

Emission standards and criteria for ensuring protection of human health and the environment,
while operating the facility, is described throughout the WTP DWP.
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comments on the Draft Hanford Facility Dangerous Waste
Permit (Site-Wide Permit), Revision 9 – WA 7890008967

Oregon recommends that Ecology include Permit conditions to require equivalent capabilities and
procedures for each train of equipment whenever/wherever multiple parallel trains exist in a WTP
facility. If dissimilar equipment is allowed in parallel trains, plant operations and training issues
become more complex and the potential for mistakes and violations increases dramatically.

The WTP permit contains permit conditions and an interim compliance schedule that provides
Ecology with the opportunity to review and comment on the WTP design to ensure consistency in
facility design and operations; and that personnel receive the training required to manage
dangerous waste operations.
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Oregon recommends that Ecology include Permit conditions that require Independently Qualified
The WTP permit condition III.10.E.3.e requires Independent Qualified Registered Professional
Registered Professional Engineer evaluations for piping to include assessments of internal corrosion Engineer corrosion evaluations for piping. Those evaluations are maintained in the unit specific
and erosion as well as external galvanic corrosion.
operating record and WTP appendices.
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Permit (Site-Wide Permit), Revision 9 – WA 7890008967

Oregon recommends that Ecology include a Permit condition that requires comprehensive galvanic,
cathodic and other corrosion protection for buried piping, interplant connected systems, and in
facilities to ensure that vessels, hangers, wiring, wire trays and other components are protected
from various forms of corrosion
Waste Treatment & Immobilization Plant Operating Unit Group 10 (OUG-10) Addendum B1 Waste
Treatment Plant Waste Analysis Plan (Section I, Introduction, Part III, Operating Unit Group 10-B1.1,
Paragraph at line 31)

The WTP permit condition III.10.E.3.e requires Independent Qualified Registered Professional
Engineer corrosion evaluations for piping. Those evaluations are maintained in the unit specific
operating record and WTP appendices.
DOE’s interpretation of the definition of High Level Waste is not within the scope of the proposed
permit modification.

The Permit should not assume that all conditions will be met (removing key radionuclides to the
maximum degree practicable, meeting Class C waste limits and conditions, etc.) to allow
reclassification of immobilized low-activity waste as incidental, which is needed for disposal to
occur at Hanford. If the conditions are not met, then disposal at Hanford would not be allowed.
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Waste Treatment & Immobilization Plant Operating Unit Group 10 (OUG-10) Addendum F1
Emergency Response Plan
Oregon recommends that Ecology not defer emergency plans and procedures to DOE planning
documents. These need to undergo review and approval with public comment comparable to and in
accordance with the RCRA permit.
The section titled “Part III F1, Emergency Response - Section F1 - F5.4, F6.1.9 and F7.2.7 Criticality”
inaccurately asserts that criticality events are not credible at the WTP. Based on plutonium particles
and mixing issues, these are now known to be credible events.

WTP hazards are analyzed and described in WTP DWP Chapter 6, Procedures to Prevent Hazards,
and WTP DWP Chapter 7, Building Emergency Plan. These two chapters identify the hazards that
could be encountered from facility operations, and establish plans for how the hazards will be
addressed.
WTP hazards are analyzed and described in WTP DWP Chapter 6, Procedures to Prevent Hazards,
and WTP DWP Chapter 7, Building Emergency Plan. These two chapters identify the hazards that
could be encountered from facility operations, and establish plans for how the hazards will be
addressed.

Inaccurate assertions like “Analyses have shown that there is no credible criticality event that can
be postulated to occur at the WTP (BNI 2001b)” need to be removed.
The emergency plan should specifically detail the expected actions/conditions following a Cascadia WTP hazards are analyzed and described in WTP DWP Chapter 6, Procedures to Prevent Hazards,
earthquake that results in wide-spread destruction across the region and which may disrupt power, and WTP DWP Chapter 7, Building Emergency Plan. These two chapters identify the hazards that
water supply, fuel, roads, shipping and other resources for prolonged periods.
could be encountered from facility operations, and establish plans for how the hazards will be
addressed.
As evidenced by the 1980 eruption of Mt. St. Helens, the damages and difficulties associated with
WTP hazards are analyzed and described in WTP DWP Chapter 6, Procedures to Prevent Hazards,
volcanic events go far beyond those identified in F6.2.2 Volcanic Eruption/Ash fall. Potential impacts and WTP DWP Chapter 7, Building Emergency Plan. These two chapters identify the hazards that
include highly abrasive ash infiltration into operating spaces; equipment failures from polishing; and could be encountered from facility operations, and establish plans for how the hazards will be
added entry controls to minimize ash entry that can result in secondary failure of exit safety
addressed.
equipment to perform (exit doors being taped shut so securely as to be unusable in an emergency).
The emergency plans should include an assessment of various modes of failures and their impacts
on the emergency plans (common, cascade, sequential, parallel and other modes; age related
failures through erosion, wear, corrosion, etc…)

WTP hazards are analyzed and described in WTP DWP Chapter 6, Procedures to Prevent Hazards,
and WTP DWP Chapter 7, Building Emergency Plan. These two chapters identify the hazards that
could be encountered from facility operations, and establish plans for how the hazards will be
addressed.
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The Emergency Plan does not reference, postulate or plan for suffocating CO2 release events from
the cooling systems.

WTP hazards are analyzed and described in WTP DWP Chapter 6, Procedures to Prevent Hazards,
and WTP DWP Chapter 7, Building Emergency Plan. These two chapters identify the hazards that
could be encountered from facility operations, and establish plans for how the hazards will be
addressed.
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could be encountered from facility operations, and establish plans for how the hazards will be
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Where CO2 is used or may be expected to migrate there should be requirements for continuous
real-time monitors and alarms.
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Permit (Site-Wide Permit), Revision 9 – WA 7890008967

Section 9.2 should include specific actions to ensure that CO2 fire extinguishers are not used on or
near high voltage equipment, or in areas that are or may become “confined spaces.”
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1.Revise/include a Permit condi on that deﬁnes the criteria and standards to be used to iden fy
and evaluate chemical and radiological constituent hazards that could occur at the WTP facility.
Include a Permit condition requiring hazard analysis to be performed early in the process, rather
than just prior to receipt of waste, to support necessary design change or mitigation.
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WTP hazards are analyzed and described in WTP DWP Chapter 6, Procedures to Prevent Hazards,
2.Revise/include a Permit condi on requiring response planning for cri cality and natural
phenomenon (e.g. Cascadia seismic events) that addresses both the direct and indirect effects from and WTP DWP Chapter 7, Building Emergency Plan. These two chapters identify the hazards that
could be encountered from facility operations, and establish plans for how the hazards will be
major events.
addressed.
3.Revise/include a Permit condi on requiring con ngency planning for suﬀoca ng CO2 release
WTP hazards are analyzed and described in WTP DWP Chapter 6, Procedures to Prevent Hazards,
events from the cooling systems. Ecology should revise/include a Permit condition with specific
and WTP DWP Chapter 7, Building Emergency Plan. These two chapters identify the hazards that
actions to ensure that CO2 fire extinguishers are not used on or near high voltage equipment, or in could be encountered from facility operations, and establish plans for how the hazards will be
areas that are or may become “confined spaces”.
addressed.
4.Revise/include a Permit condi on requiring con ngency planning for response to the damages
WTP hazards are analyzed and described in WTP DWP Chapter 6, Procedures to Prevent Hazards,
and difficulties associated with volcanic events (e.g., Highly abrasive ash infiltration into operating
and WTP DWP Chapter 7, Building Emergency Plan. These two chapters identify the hazards that
spaces resulting secondarily in failure of exit safety equipment to perform).
could be encountered from facility operations, and establish plans for how the hazards will be
addressed.
5.Revise the Emergency Management Plan to reﬂect and ensure compliance with new WTP
DOE’s interpretation of the definition of High Level Waste is not within the scope of the proposed
conditions as described in the above advice points for the WTP facility. Ecology should revise Permit permit modification.
conditions requiring compliance with Waste Acceptance Criteria and Section 1 Introduction and
Addendum B1 to more accurately reflect the NRC’s provisional position on reclassification of ILAW
waste as incidental to reprocessing. The NRC has yet to make a determination for Hanford.
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6.Do not defer or delegate authority for RCRA ac ons to external processes and documents.
Since the permit renewal in 2012, Ecology has been working with the Permi ees to ensure a
Include detail standards, requirements, methods and frequencies as permit conditions. Append all complete permit prior to operations of the WTP Facility.
referenced versions of documents to the permit with active hyperlinks to the referenced section(s).
Some referenced documents appear to be missing from the permit. Examples: Addendum B-1
a.Waste Treatment Plant Quality Assurance Project Plan for the Waste Analysis Plan, Rev. 0.;
b.24590-WTP-RPT-MGT-04-001, Rev. 0,Regulatory Data Quality Objec ves Op miza on Report;
and
c.RPT-W375LV-EN00002, as amended, Approach to Immobilized Hanford Tank Waste Land
Disposal Restric ons Compliance
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7.Update Permit condi ons III.10.C.2.n.i through .iv to reﬂect current dates/future dates.
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8.Revise/include a Permit condi on to ensure that Tank Wastes are immobilized in a durable
waste form with performance at least equivalent to glass for the entire waste form, and to ensure
proper characterization of tank wastes. The Board supports vitrification of wastes and opposes
alternate waste forms unless their performances can be shown to be at least “as good as glass”
(including secondary waste streams - see HAB Advice #258).
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9.Revise/include a Permit condi on to ensure the facility’s design is based on sound engineering
principles and according to applicable regulations. Include a Permit condition to ensure all
necessary testing or studies are performed well in advance of when data is needed for design and
construction (see HAB Advice #258).

Permit condition III.10.C.2.n has been completed. The permit has been updated to reflect the
completed status.
The WTP Permit includes permit condi ons and Addenda that reﬂect the vitriﬁca on of waste and
ensure proper characterization of tank wastes. Ecology expects the permittees to meet their
commitments described in the WTP Permit.

The phased permitting approach implemented for WTP provided Ecology with the opportunity to
review the sound engineering principles and capabilities incorporated into the WTP design before
equipment was installed in the facility. These design deliverables included independent corrosion
evaluations. The permittees will demonstrate the technically functional elements of the facility via
testing and integrity assessments.
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10.Revise/include a Permit condi on to ensure WTP suppor ng facili es operate as intended
The WTP Permit is wri en to treat and dispose of waste from the Double-Shell Tanks in a glass
throughout the operational life of the WTP facility while also performing their respective operations configuration. The permit does not include open-ended language to incorporate new treatment
of support for other Hanford facilities (e.g. 242-A Evaporator).
and disposal operations that are outside the bounds of the design of the facility.
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11.Include/revise a Permit(s) condi on(s) to require that all engineering drawings included in the
permit be stamped by a registered professional engineer [WAC173-303-640].

Permit Condition III.10.C.9.g requires the permittees to produce as-built drawings and maintain
them in the operating record.
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12.Include/revise a Permit(s) condi on(s)to require the Permi ee( DOE) to demonstrate that the
plant design is technically functional, especially in the case of technical issues identified by the
Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board and/or by Ecology staff related to:
a.Mixing (especially for non-Newtonian ﬂuids)
b.Par cle se ling (especially for cri cality control, but also for heavy metals – lead, chromium,
nickel …)
c.Hydrogen gas genera on and deﬂagra on
d.Erosion and corrosion.

The phased permitting approach implemented for WTP provided Ecology with the opportunity to
review the sound engineering principles and capabilities incorporated into the WTP design before
equipment was installed in the facility. These design deliverables included independent corrosion
evaluations. The permittees will demonstrate the technically functional elements of the facility via
testing and integrity assessments.
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Closure performance requirements are identified in WTP DWP Chapter 11, Closure Plan.
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13.Include/revise a Permit(s) condi on(s) to ensure that plant systems and all facility vessel
designs contain provisions to accomplish clean closure in accordance with WAC 173-303-610 & WAC
173-303-640.
14.Revise/include a Permit(s) condi on(s) to ensure the emergency plans include an assessment of
various modes of systems failures and their impacts on the emergency plans (e.g. common,
cascade, sequential, parallel and other modes; age related failures through erosion, wear,
corrosion, etc.).
15.Include/revise a Permit(s) condi on(s) to require equivalent capabili es for each “train of
equipment (e.g. Melter off-gas treatment system)” whenever/where ever multiple parallel trains
exist in the facilities.
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I’m a physician. I’m retiring from clinical medicine next month in order to devote my time to the
health of the Columbia River because it is so unhealthy.
It’s hazardous to transport waste. Obviously, it’s hazardous to store it. It’s hazardous to let it leak.
It’s not proven that storage can or will be adequate at Hanford. It is ridiculous to ask us to sign off
on something that hasn’t been properly planned or timed out. It does reduce trust when somebody
says, “Sign up to go across the Atlantic with this aircraft. It’s not been built yet, you know. We’ve go
the tail.” No.
So, I am asking, please tell us the facts about this vitrification plant. What has it already been doing
in the prototypes, right, the small one? What types of stuff can it deal with? So we can see how
much percent of problem might be alleviated with it.
The other thing I’d ask is who’s making a profit on it? I would like to know.
[Inaudible comment from audience 37:53]
Chris Arthur: Right. The other thing is the education and alerting people and children to hazards. As
you can see, I’m wearing a little costume. This is from the mountain that looks after Hanford
Plateau, [inaudible 38:09] look at that. The great mountain, the guardian to the Columbia. Has a
white eagle and a red eagle, sits on his shoulder. You can see it. It’s real stuff. You can go and look at
the eagle. You can tell it.
Many Native American myths talk about this. We must put money, time, and effort into cleaning up
the mess we made, but we must put love and respect for our life on earth for many generations to
come forward. It is not convincing when we just hear straight talk or little bits of stuff we’re going to
do. What’s convincing is when we hear the heart. I call you to speak from the heart and you would
be much more convincing and you would come up with a better product.

WTP hazards are analyzed and described in WTP DWP Chapter 6, Procedures to Prevent Hazards,
and WTP DWP Chapter 7, Building Emergency Plan. These two chapters identify the hazards that
could be encountered from facility operations, and establish plans for how the hazards will be
addressed.
The phased permitting approach implemented for WTP provided Ecology with the opportunity to
review the sound engineering principles and capabilities incorporated into the WTP design before
equipment was installed in the facility. These design deliverables included independent corrosion
evaluations. The permittees will demonstrate the technically functional elements of the facility via
testing and integrity assessments.

The Vitrification Plant design and concept has been proven in USDOE facilities. The waste that will
be vitrified will come from the Double-Shell Tanks at the Hanford Site. The waste characterization is
included in the WTP Permit, so there are no unknown elements. Ecology has been permitting the
WTP Plant in a phased permitting approach to ensure the design is sound and any technical issues
are addressed as each system is permitted. Prior to the receipt of waste, Ecology will review the
facilities are constructed according to the permit prior to approval of the Permittes’ certification of
design. Also prior to the receipt of waste, the WTP Facilities will undergo “cold commissioning” in
which simulant will run through the facilities to determine if there is new information that is key to
processing tank waste. The information will be applied to the permit prior to “hot start” or the
receipt of tank waste.
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We support fully the comments of Columbia Riverkeeper, Heart of America Northwest, Hanford
Watch, the Sierra Club, and all the other conservation organization. Rosemere is a conservation
organization. We want to reiterate the plea to refrain -- make sure that there is language
introduced into the permit to cease and desist from all additional wastes from being imported into
Hanford.

Ecology agrees that the timely cleanup of the Hanford Site is a priority. We do not want to delay the
operation of the WTP Facility and want to ensure the tanks are emptied and are processed through
vitrification into a more stable glass form. Regarding your concerns about waste being transported
and stored onto the Hanford Site, under a 2006 settlement resolving the Washington v. Bodman case,
the Department of Ecology (Ecology) and U.S. Department of Energy (USDOE) agreed that outside of
a few specified exceptions, USDOE would not import off-site waste to the Hanford Site before a
I have a problem with the vitrification plan and how this ties into everything. I have this funny
Record of Decision (ROD) had been issued in conjunction with the Tank Closure and Waste
feeling that the federal government, having spent billions and billions of dollars now thinks that
Management Environmental Impact Statement (TC&WM EIS).[1] The TC&WM EIS, in turn, identified
they own it, when it was given to us as a cleanup tool, and that because they’ve spent all this
as a “preferred alternative” that DOE would continue to defer the importation of off-site waste at
money, that they think they can then use it turn around and start treating waste from elsewhere.
Hanford, at least until the WTP is operational. Any future decision to import off-site waste will be
That’s not what it was proposed for.
subject to appropriate NEPA review.
The January 6, 2006, Settlement Agreement between USDOE and tEcology, Washington v. Bodman
And I think that we need to stand up as a state, I know Washington State is very green conscious
(Civil No. 2:03-cv-05018-AAM) (as amended June 5, 2008), provided the following limitations and
and this goes against the very fiber of the being of all the citizens of our state as we voted several
exemptions for receipt of off-site LLW/MLLW, TRU and TRUM waste at Hanford:
years ago on, so we would ask that the most important thing to do is to stop quibbling about
a) Naval reactor compartments, reactor core barrels, reactor closure heads, and pumps from Puget
everybody else’s mess, and to focus more on getting those tanks emptied, all the ones that are
Sound Naval Shipyard or Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard that may contain LLW or MLLW;
leaking and getting into the river now, and get them -- build new tanks if need be that are doubleb) Demolition wastes from the Emergency Decontamination Facility at Kadlec Hospital in Richland;
lined rather than single lined. Don’t wait 40 years to empty the tanks. Vitrify what we can. If don’t
c) Materials resulting from DOE-related work at Battelle Pacific Northwest National Laboratory’s
vitrify --- I don’t think the vitrification plan is going to work because it’s behind and off schedule and facilities in Richland, Washington;
it’s over -- it’s going to explode, basically, what we’ve been told. That they can’t get it to work and
d) Materials from treatability studies conducted off-site on waste samples from the Hanford Site’s
there’s going to be this deep, dark recess of hole in the middle of it that no black hole could every
underground tanks;
protect us from. So, it’s a very dangerous proposition. We don’t know what we’re doing. Ecology
e) Samples of wastes from Hanford;
and Department of Energy has said for years this is where no man has ever gone before. So let us,
f) Materials shipped from Hanford for off-site treatment and returned to Hanford for later
instead of trying to make miracles and promises we cannot keep, build something immediately to
disposition; and
secure what’s already there and focus the permit on that rather than wasting time and money on
g) Materials shipped from Hanford for off-site disposal, but returned to Hanford because the
things that will not work.
materials failed to meet Waste Acceptance Criteria or otherwise could not be disposed of at the
intended disposal site.
I’m Joyce Follingstad, psychologist and registered nurse. And actually, there is no better place to be All waste generated from WTP will be disposed in a compliant manner, as outlined in the TWRS
than here tonight. This is absolutely important. Hanford is a catastrophe of the greatest dimension. EIS. ILAW waste is slated for disposal at the Integrated Disposal Facility.
Right now, one in every two men in the United States will get cancer, one of every three women will
get cancer. How much can the citizenry bear? There’s a limit to that. I deal almost daily with people
that are scared to death that everything they feel in their bodies is cancer. They are surrounded by
people with cancer. We cannot bear more.
We need to do a lot better than this permit in cleaning up Hanford. There needs to be regulations
that have teeth. I wonder how many of the 1,600 in the Ecology Department are actually on the
ground monitoring, regulating, hauling off people that are doing it wrong. We need plans before
any permitting, not after. That doesn’t even make sense. We need to remove all the waste from the
metal sheds, all of those 68,000 drums that are illegally sitting there. We need to have not just
trenches that have a piece of plastic and call them lined. We need real waste disposal that is safe.
We need to not wait for this vit plant. We’ve been waiting for decades. And the deal is, we know
that waste is safer in a double-lined tank than in a single. And it’s time, now, today, to move those
wastes. All I have to say -- well, I have a lot more to say, but I would just like to say a line from a
song that I will be singing with Aurora [Course 1:27:19] this weekend. Do the ones who make this
mess have no babies to hold?
... [spoke again at end of hearing]
I would just like to say, I’m Joyce Follingstad, I would just like to say that my understanding is that
there are places that are being taken off the list in the permit as sites that, because they’ve already
had some remediation, are considered not necessary to be watched any more. And yet, there is
contamination in the soil. I would like them all to remain in the permit because once you take it out
of the permit, it’s out of sight, out of mind, and it’s still contaminated and still going to be hurting
the generations ahead.
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I’m concerned about the watershed of the Columbia River Basin. I’ve been travelling around
Hanford, to the communities that surround Hanford in circles, close to Hanford within 10 miles,
farther and farther out. I noticed all the poor Mexicans are living as close to Hanford as anybody I
mean more than anyone else. That it’s almost all Hispanic communities close. Anyways.

The treaty of 1855 is an agreement between the federal government and the tribes.

The concern that I have is, for one, the Department of Energy is not to be trusted, and I would like
to see that you become stronger, and as many have said. At first I was thinking to straight up to
have your strength in the Tri-Party Agreement to see that the EPA, given the $2 billion a year that’s
given to the Department of Energy to take care of this waste at Hanford, that if half of our tax dollar
goes every year to military spending, the Department of Energy should get on with solar and
renewable energy and not be part of the military. I don’t know if they get their money that way, but
I don’t want any of the watershed to be caught in the desire to be imperialists and take over other
countries and bomb them. I don’t see why our country is making more nuclear bombs, but it is my
understanding that the nuclear power industry that the Department of Energy’s promoting is in
cahoots with the nuclear bomb making industry and that they are the same thing. I don’t know
because it’s all -This is a picture of a Cayuse Indian chief. In 1855 there was a treaty made with your governor
Stevens of Washington with the Indian tribes that were around here. Land that was given to them in
an agreement to have the pioneers come in and share it and have some of it was taken as soon as
more pioneers said that they wanted some of the good stuff, it was reduced. And every one of the
reservations were reduced that surround Hanford. That would be Yakima, Colville, Nez Perce,
Spokane, Umatilla, and Warm Springs, if you want to think that it could jump over the Columbia
River Gorge.
They have been abused by a breaking of treaty. You all are holding onto this Tri-Party Agreement,
that’s a treaty made with the people of this area and that are downwind and downriver of Hanford.
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I am concerned that the treatment plant from the get-go has all been smoke and mirrors, simply a
way for whatever larger than in-the-know experienced contractors -- how many have there been?
And I think a few of them were fired. They’re able to get a huge payout on the promise that the
panacea is being designed as it’s being built [?will 43:50] really do the trick, huh? “Trust us.” Track
records [inaudible] those corporations that are making this thing work is -- well, work, I don’t know - is kind of mixed as to their integrity as in overbuilding in other venues and such. Basically, been
hardly keeping track, but that does seem to pop up regularly, doesn’t it?
If this technology is not tested to be true, what is the resultant of the projects that were spoken
about here? The French project, the Savanna River, and some apparent micro projects. Does that
technology work? I don’t know. Well -- okay, say that it does work. We get to the point that the vit
plant works. Where will be the repository for -- will it stay on site in a less volatile form? Are we
back to being a national sacrifice zone? Again, after all the black cell issues of the vit plant get
addressed or dismissed as not expedient and the plant is turned on, presto, then all the new
materials start to be flowing in there and accepted. I’m assuming not to be treated as the vit plant
as the vit plant is for Hanford cleanup only. I guess the new wastes are just to be stockpiled since
it’s already such a polluted site. Maybe we [inaudible 45:16] like that, huh? I may be off track here,
but -- yeah. My sense is that’s unacceptable. That’s my conclusion. To please accept no wastes.
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The Bechtel Na onal, Inc. contractor has been the primary contractor to design and construct the
WTP Facility since 2000. They submitted the permit application with USDOE in 2001. Ecology has
worked with the Permittees to develop enforceable and compliant language in permit conditions
and chapters. Ecology expects the Permittees to meet their commitments to complete design and
operation of both the Direct Feed Low-Activity waste and Baseline configurations that will treat and
dispose of low-activity and high-level waste forms.
Ecology expects USDOE to dispose of the high-level waste from the WTP in a deep geologic
repository. The high-level waste will not be disposed of at the Hanford Site. The low-activity waste
will be disposed of at the Hanford Site.

Ecology agrees that we should have posted an adver sement and informa on in newspapers of
My question, the one that it raised my hand to ask about this is I’m really happy with the
information that you’ve tried to provide. I appreciate your effort. But I heard that you had a notice general circulation. We will work to ensure the larger population in communities receive
information on opportunities for public review and comment.
in Willamette Week and you sent things out to 900 people who were on your mailing list, but why
wasn’t there a notice in The Oregonian about this meeting or in the papers in Vancouver? There are
neighborhood papers all over this area. Everybody should know. Everybody should know these
plans. And we should know who to write to. Why are you only getting money in Washington State
that has to do with the economic distress to deal with Hanford? You had notes; you said $2 billion,
$2 million? $2 million -- $2 billion a year. Who’s on the committee? Who sets that funding? Hanford
should be cleaned up. There should be nothing held back. It affects the whole northwest. And I
entirely agree that we need to have a ban on new waste as part of this, not a request.
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One big concern for Hanford Challenge is the waste treatment plant and ensuring that the permit
looks at the design of the waste treatment plant to ensure that it will work, and to ensure that
ensure that it addresses the numerous safety and design issues that have recently been the focus of
so much investigative activity and media attention.

The phased permitting approach implemented for WTP provided Ecology with the opportunity to
review the sound engineering principles and capabilities incorporated into the WTP design before
equipment was installed in the facility. These design deliverables included independent corrosion
evaluations. The permittees will demonstrate the technically functional elements of the facility via
testing and integrity assessments.

We are also concerned about the vitrification of the waste treatment plant’s low activity waste
stream, which I know the Department of Ecology is also concerned about. One question is, how
does the Department of Ecology plan to regulate the risk budget tool to ensure that the integrated
disposal facility will only accept vitrified waste, and also assure that no high level nuclear waste or
other long lived radioactive products end up as disposed of in a non-compliant repository such as
IDF?
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Just want to highlight a couple of things. One is that really seems clear that there needs to be a Plan The WTP facilities necessary to begin treating low-activity tank waste will be ready to receive tank
B for the vit plant and for the failing tanks that we’re discovering. And this length of time in which
waste as soon as 2022, in the Direct Feed Low Activity Waste configuration.
even under the best case scenario that we empty the tanks by 2040, the single shell tanks by 2040,
just does not seem realistic in terms of keeping the wastes from further leaking and causing
contamination problems.
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I have a Masters in Plant Ecology, and in 1986, I had the honor of going to the Hanford reservation
with a congressional aid of Congressman Bunker at the time. One of the thing that came out of that
meeting in spite of my sending my resume to them in advance and letting them know that I had -- I
was just a graduate student, they kept referring to me, all literature that was presented to me was,
“Oh, Dr. Ellison,” and I was not a doctor. I was on a professor Ellison at the -- I was a graduate
student.
...
My concern right now is that over the decade that I’ve been coming to these kinds of hearings is
that there’s so much wishful thinking and so much hope and there’s so much hard work being put
into it, but the reality is that there’s only seven double-wall tanks, these are leaking, they were built
with the carbon steel which is a [?cheaper 16:42] product. The single-wall tanks are leaking.
When I was at Hanford, I had direct conversation with the head of the environmental program
there, and he said, “No, none of the leaks have ever reached the groundwater at Hanford.” And so,
now there’s this admission about, oh, yes, we have had some of these leaks reach the groundwater
at Hanford. There are all these calculations that were done for the original EIS, that was in the ‘80s,
and I took a class that directly addressed examining the Hanford Environmental Impact Statement
in the 1980s and the professor who was teaching the class basically was a statistician and him and
his colleagues basically tore all the calculations apart that were saying, well, gee, how long is it
going to take for any of these nucleotides to get into the groundwater, then eventually get to the
Columbia River or somewhere else? And everything was based upon these wishful thinking
calculations.
And so, again the point is, here we are, we’re not building any more double-wall tanks is what
you’re telling me, we have the single-wall tanks leaking, we have the double-wall tanks leaking, we

In the mid 1990's it was discovered that the past leaks from the SST had impacted groundwater
beneath many of the single shell tank farms. Currently there are no known leaking SSTs and one
DST has leaked and since been emptied. The risk associated with tank waste was addressed in the
Tank Waste Remediation System EIS in 1995 and in the Tank Closure Waste Management EIS in
2012. It is based on these analysis and the regulations that Ecology sees the path to mitigation is
moving the waste from the SST to the newer DST and to treatment on the vitrification plant. The
ultimate mitigation to the risk is immobilization of the tank waste and appropriate disposal so that
impact to the environment is limited. To this end Ecology has requirements for emptying the SSTs,
DSTs, and building and operating a treatment system for tank waste. This permit modification is to
develop an operating permit for the vitrification facility that is getting ready to operate.
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The main thing I wanted to testify to is that I think it’s critically important that this permit, given
that this is the one time when state regulators have the authority and the leverage to be able to
address a question that has been addressed very clearly by the citizenry of the state of Washington,
that you put in place a truly enforceable ban on offsite waste and do so for a time period that takes
us to the point where the site is really incompliance with law. That is not, in my mind, the time
when the vitrification plant may be beginning to operate, because I think if anything goes wrong
with the vitrification plant, it may not be evident that it will go wrong at the time it begins to
operate. It may be 10, 15, 20 years down the road. And so, why compound the potential risk that we
have when we’re dealing with such an enormous problem? I just -- you know. I can’t see any reason
to do that and I see every reason for the state, and particularly the regulatory body responsible
here to take a real strong position on this.

Under a 2006 settlement resolving the Washington v. Bodman case, the Department of Ecology
(Ecology) and U.S. Department of Energy (USDOE or DOE) agreed that outside of a few specified
exceptions, USDOE would not import off-site waste to the Hanford Site before a Record of Decision
(ROD) had been issued in conjunction with the Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental
Impact Statement (TC&WM EIS). [1] The TC&WM EIS, in turn, identified as a “preferred alternative"
that DOE would continue to defer the importation of off-site waste at Hanford, at least until the
WTP is operational. Any future decision to import off-site waste will be subject to appropriate NEPA
review.
The January 6, 2006, Settlement Agreement between USDOE and the State of Washington,
Washington v. Bodman (Civil No. 2:03-cv-05018-AAM) (as amended June 5, 2008), provided the
following limitations and exemptions for receipt of off-site LLW/MLLW, TRU and TRUM waste at
Hanford:
a)
Naval reactor compartments, reactor core barrels, reactor closure heads, and pumps from
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard or Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard that may contain LLW or MLLW;
b)
Demolition wastes from the Emergency Decontamination Facility at Kadlec Hospital in
Richland;
c)
Materials resulting from DOE-related work at Battelle Pacific Northwest National
Laboratory's facilities in Richland, Washington;
d)
Materials from treatability studies conducted off-site on waste samples from the Hanford
Site's underground tanks;
e)
Samples of wastes from Hanford;
f)
Materials shipped from Hanford for off-site treatment and returned to Hanford for later
disposition; and
g)
Materials shipped from Hanford for off-site disposal, but returned to Hanford because the
materials failed to meet Waste Acceptance Criteria or otherwise could not be disposed of at the
intended disposal site.
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Linda Green

Testimony

Spokane Hearing 6-5-12

Under a 2006 settlement resolving the Washington v. Bodman case, the Department of Ecology
(Ecology) and U.S. Department of Energy (USDOE or DOE) agreed that outside of a few specified
exceptions, USDOE would not import off-site waste to the Hanford Site before a Record of Decision
(ROD) had been issued in conjunction with the Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental
Impact Statement (TC&WM EIS). [1] The TC&WM EIS, in turn, identified as a “preferred alternative"
I have been -- it seems like I’ve been testifying about this subject for some time. It seems like every that DOE would continue to defer the importation of off-site waste at Hanford, at least until the
WTP is operational. Any future decision to import off-site waste will be subject to appropriate
year or so we have hearings about what should be done at Hanford? And people always say the
The January 6, 2006, Settlement Agreement between USDOE and the State of Washington,
same thing, it should be cleaned up, and there’s really not a big question about that. It seems like
we’re spending a lot of money on hearings when we could be actually spending it on cleaning it up. Washington v. Bodman (Civil No. 2:03-cv-05018-AAM) (as amended June 5, 2008), provided the
following limitations and exemptions for receipt of off-site LLW/MLLW, TRU and TRUM waste at
I ask that we do not make Hanford a waste dump for any more nuclear waste. Hanford already has Hanford:
a) Naval reactor compartments, reactor core barrels, reactor closure heads, and pumps from
too much waste. Real progress has not been made on storing the current waste in an
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard or Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard that may contain LLW or MLLW;
environmentally safe manner. Before any waste is brought into Hanford, the huge amount of
b) Demolition wastes from the Emergency Decontamination Facility at Kadlec Hospital in Richland;
nuclear residue on this site already should be entirely cleaned up. There is no end in sight as to
c) Materials resulting from DOE-related work at Battelle Pacific Northwest National Laboratory's
when this will actually occur. Agreed upon dates and timeline for cleanup have been pushed back
time and time again. There should be no delays of the cleanup schedule and no room for the change facilities in Richland, Washington;
d) Materials from treatability studies conducted off-site on waste samples from the Hanford Site's
of the timeline. Now, supposedly, it’s going to be 2022 when we get the vitrification plant and I
underground tanks;
neglected to say the first time around that since the permit says that offsite waste can go into
Hanford as soon as the waste treatment plant is operational, it doesn’t say that it can’t go in the day e) Samples of wastes from Hanford;
that it’s operational and they haven’t cleaned up the stuff that’s already there, they’re just going to f) Materials shipped from Hanford for off-site treatment and returned to Hanford for later
disposition; and
bring in more stuff while the stuff that’s there hasn’t been treated yet, which doesn’t make any
g) Materials shipped from Hanford for off-site disposal, but returned to Hanford because the
sense to me. I think you have to have it all vitrified before any other waste would possibly come
materials failed to meet Waste Acceptance Criteria or otherwise could not be disposed of at the
there.
intended disposal site.
Anyway. Hanford is a poor choice for a repository in the first place. Since it currently has nuclear
waste, it makes sense for it to be vitrified and stored at that location. However, any new nuclear
waste should be kept in the location where it has been produced. If that is not possible, it should be

As far as cap and cover is concerned, if there is waste that was capped and covered in the early
1900s or the 1950s or the 1970s, it still isn’t the same thing as radioactive waste. I mean, the effects
from a radioactive waste can be seen thousands of years from now. If somebody buried something
in 1900, that’s only 112 years ago. I mean, that’s nothing as far as radioactivity is concerned.
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Drija Bertish

Testimony

Portland Hearing 9-13-12

A thought came up when we were discussing the vit plant just tonight, these are glass logs, and I
know we’ve discussed in open meetings about Hanford before, that it’s a high earthquake risk area,
higher than even the nuclear plants that are in California on an earthquake zone, for whatever
reasons, geo-hazard or whatever. And we’ve got glass logs and they crack. So, what kind of hazard
risk assessment has been done about earthquake shifting with stored glass logs? I have never
thought of that until tonight. They probably would be in some sort of container, but when you think
about inside the vit plant itself, there’s going to be this deep, dark, cold box that no one will ever be
able to open, like Pandora’s Box for millennia and it will have horrible things in it, well, what
happens if that thing cracks? So, there are a lot of -- this is an impossible situation and it’s horrible
to try to think about all of the possible things that could go wrong, but those are two that stand out
in my mind: earthquake risk and long-term storage with this thing that may never work.

Vitriﬁca on causes the hazards to become immobile. The glass will be packaged for transporta on
and disposal.
WTP hazards are analyzed and described in WTP DWP Chapter 6, Procedures to Prevent Hazards,
and WTP DWP Chapter 7, Building Emergency Plan. These two chapters identify the hazards that
could be encountered from facility operations, and establish plans for how the hazards will be
addressed.
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Richard Ellison

Testimony

Seattle Hearing 9-19-12

The impression from all the pretentions that have been given to me and everything that I’ve seen
The current plan is have the Low Ac vity Waste Vitriﬁca on facility opera ng and trea ng tank
from then is basically, it’s a lot of wishful thinking. Hanford has been based upon just great hopes
waste by 2023.
and great wishful thinking, and I believe this idea of the vitrification plant is going to be open and
operational in 28 years is very similar to the fact that 26 years ago, I was on the Hanford
Reservation and they were saying -- they were talking about the double-wall tanks and how they’re
going to be draining all the single wall tanks and how wonderful it was going to be, and how much it
was going to cost. And their biggest concern was could we give them more money? That was what
they were kind of talking to my friend who was the congressional aide, it was like, “How much more
money can we get for our operations here at Hanford?” and that’s what their big concerns was.

Appendix A: Copies of all public notices
Public notices for this comment period:
•
•
•
•

Fact Sheet
Classified advertisement in the Tri-City Herald
Notice sent to the Hanford-Info email list
Event posted on Washington Department of Ecology – Hanford Facebook and Twitter
pages
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HANFORD FACT SHEET

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant Project Proposed Operating Permit
for the Low-Activity Waste Facility and Effluent Management Facility
The U.S. Department of Energy Office of River Protection and Bechtel National Inc. are holding a 60-day public comment period from
July 1 to August 30, 2019, for a Class 3 Permit Modification to the Hanford Dangerous Waste Permit.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: July 1 to August 30, 2019
Background

The Hanford Site occupies 580 square miles in southeastern Washington
state. Beginning in 1943, the Site was used to produce plutonium for World
War II and the Cold War and continued operations until the late 1980s. The
Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant (WTP) is located on
approximately 65 acres in the center of the Hanford Site. The WTP will take
tank waste and turn it into glass suitable for disposition.
Since September 2002 the U.S. Department of Energy, (DOE) Office of River
Protection (ORP), Bechtel National, Inc. (BNI), as co-permittees and
Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology), have used a phased
approach to permit the WTP. The last of the permitting is the operational
permits for facilities. The Analytical Laboratory Facility has completed this
step and has an operating permit. This permit modification provides the
operational details for the Low-Activity Waste (LAW) Facility and Effluent
Management Facility (EMF). The permittees are requesting a Class 3
Modification to the Hanford Dangerous Waste Permit.
In the Direct-Feed Low-Activity Waste (DFLAW) configuration WTP will run
the Laboratory, EMF and LAW facility. In this configuration WTP will receive
pretreated tank waste that will be immobilized (formed into glass) in the
LAW Facility. These activities are performed in accordance with the
Hanford Dangerous Waste Permit Revision 8C (WA7890008967).

Overview

The Hanford Dangerous Waste permit establishes requirements to ensure
that waste management activities are protective of human health and the
environment. The DOE is proposing a Class 3 permit modification pursuant
to WAC 173-303-830. The permittees’ compliance history during the life of
the permit being modified is available through Ecology.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

July 1 to August 30, 2019

GET INVOLVED
STAY INFORMED
PUBLIC MEETING
JULY 30
5:30 P.M.
RICHLAND PUBLIC LIBRARY
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD:
955
NORTHGATE DRIVE.
DATE-DATE
RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 99352
Contact Information:
Paula Call
509-376-2048
Paula.call@orp.doe.gov
Daina McFadden, Ecology
509-372-7950
dmcf461@ecy.wa.gov
Administrative Record:

https://pdw.hanford.gov/a
rpir/index.cfm/viewDoc?a
ccession=AR-02400
Submit Comments:

http://wt.ecology.comment
input.com/?id=eRmW5
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HANFORD FACT SHEET

Summary of Changes
This permit modification will add a description of operations into the WTP Permit for the LAW Facility and EMF.
Modifications are proposed to the permit to describe operations, provide clarification between the WTP
baseline and the DFLAW configuration and to comply with all regulations.
Primary elements of the application include the following:
• Part A Form
• Chapter 3 Waste Analysis Plan
• Chapter 3A Waste Analysis Plan for Baseline Configuration
• Chapter 3B Quality Assurance Project Plan
• Chapter 3C Waste Analysis Plan for DFLAW Configuration
• Chapter 4 Process Information
• Chapter 4E Low-Activity Waste Facility
• Chapter 4G DFLAW Effluent Management Facility
• Chapter 4I Balance of Facilities
• Chapter 6 Procedures to Prevent Hazards
• Chapter 6A Inspection Plan
• Chapter 7 Building Emergency Plan
• Chapter 8 Personnel Training
• Chapter 12 Reporting and Recordkeeping
• Operating Unit Group (OUG-10) Permit Conditions
• Supporting design media (Independent Qualified
Registered Professional Engineer [IQRPE] report,
General Arrangement drawings)
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HANFORD FACT SHEET
How To Get Involved
A 60-day public comment period will run from July 1 to August 30. The public meeting is July 30,
5:30 p.m., Richland Public Library, 955 Northgate Drive, Richland, Washington 99352.
If you have any questions, please contact Paula Call, at paula.call@orp.doe.gov, 509-376-2048.
The Ecology point of contact is Daina McFadden, dmcf461@ecy.wa.gov, 509-372-7950.
Please submit comments on the proposed changes by August 30, 2019 via eComments to:
http://wt.ecology.commentinput.com/?id=eRmW5

or mail your comments to:
Daina McFadden
Washington State Department of Ecology
3100 Port of Benton Boulevard
Richland, WA 99354
Electronic access to the proposed permit modification and supporting documentation is available on the
hanford.gov events calendar (www.hanford.gov/pageaction.cfm/calendar), and in the Administrative Record and
Public Information Repositories.
To request disability accommodation, please contact Jennifer Colborn, jennifer_m_colborn@rl.gov,
(509) 376-5840, at least 10 working days prior to the event.
DOE makes every effort to honor disability accommodation requests.

Hanford Public Information Repositories
Portland State University
Government Information
Branford Price Millar Library
1875 SW Park Ave
Portland, OR 97207-1151
Attn: Claudia Irla
(503) 725-4542
Email: westonc@pdx.edu

University of Washington
Suzzallo Library
Government Publications
Department
Box 352900
Seattle, WA 98195-2900
Attn: Hilary Reinert
(206) 685-3130
Email: cass@uw.edu;
reinerth@uw.edu

U.S. Department of Energy
Public Reading Room
Wash State University Tri-Cities
Consolidated Information Ctr,
Rm 101-L
2770 University Drive
Richland, WA 99352
Attn: Janice Scarano
(509) 372-7443
Email: doe.reading.room@pnnl.gov

Gonzaga University
Foley Center Library
502 E. Boone Ave
Spokane, WA 99258
Attn: John Spencer
(509) 313-6110
Email: spencer@gonzaga.edu

Ecology Nuclear Waste
Program Resource Ctr
3100 Port of Benton Blvd
Richland, WA 93354
Attn: Valerie Peery
(509) 372-7950
Email: Hanford@ecy.wa.gov

Map:
www.pdx.edu/map.html

Map: www.tinyurl.com/m8ebj

Map:
www.tricity.wsu.edu/campusmaps/ca
mpusmap.pdf

Map:
www.tinyurl.com/2c6bpm

Online:
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/progra
ms/nwp/commentperiods.htm

Administrative Record and Public Information Repository
Address: 2440 Stevens Center Pl, Rm 1101, Richland, WA 99352
Phone: (509) 376-2530 Website: www2.hanford.gov/arpir/
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HANFORD FACT SHEET

Public Involvement Opportunity
The DOE and Ecology want to hear from you on the proposed changes to
Hanford’s Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant operating permit
for Low-Activity Waste Facility and Effluent Management Facility in the
Dangerous Waste Permit
Comment Period: July 1 to August 30
Public Meeting: July 30, 2019, 5:30 p.m., Richland Public Library

Class 3 Permit Modification Fact Sheet
U.S. Department of Energy
Office of River Protection
P.O. Box 450, H4-02
Richland, WA 99352
L
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Cut-rate prices
online: Shoppers
win, businesses lose
BY JOYCE M. ROSOIBERC

..,_udl'rm
Nl!WYORX

A bride-to-be looking
for .a gown online c.an find
dresses with trains and
lace for weU under $300.
Go into a local bridal
shop, and the average
price will stretch into four
figures, taking some shop
pers by surprise.
That kind of price dis
parity puts brick-and
mortar businesses al a big
disadvantage. Whether
they seU 10 consumers or
to other companies, own•
ers struggle with custom
ers' perceptions of what a
product or service should
cost, even if those expec•
tations are unrealistic.
Online competition - nol
just from Amazon, but
from retailers and service
providers of all sizes - can
force owners to keep ab
sorbing their rising COSIS
rather than pass along the
increases to customers.
The problem is exacerbat
ed 11,y the Trump adminis
tration's 25')(, tariffs on
thousands of imported
items. Even wealthy cus
tomers balk at the higher
prices.
Cul-rate prices on web
sites that sell wedding
dresses direct from China
put pressure on Ann Cam
peau, who owns four bri
dal shops. She bas had
cuStomers come in expect•
ing lo gel a dress al a price
similar to what they saw
for .a low~nd gown online.
"They think, 'If I go 10 a
store with a $500 budget,
I can get Whlll I WllDt.'
That's not even my whole
sale cost," says Campeau,
whose shops include Strut
in Tempe, Arizona, and
Long Beach, California,
and Gamel & Grace in
Whittier and Hayward,
California.
Bridal shops sell dresses
at the manufacturer's

MAIT"""' I#

Ann campeau, right, CINnef of Strut Bridal, fits anew
dress on inventory manager Stefanie Zuniga at her shop
in Ternpe, Ariz.
suggested retail price,
from competitors who
similar to prices at auto
have dramaticaUy low
dealerships. And since
prices; for example, bridal
shops can tum buying a
many gowns are made in
China, they're being hit by wedding gown into a spe
25')(, tariffs.
cial occasion.
"I don't think our in
"We provide an experi
ence that some women
dustry can afford to raise
our prices without losing
stiU value," says Cam
most of our customers to
peau, who's been in busi
ness for nine years.
online sales," Campeau
Prospective clients have
says.
told Akiva Goldstein that
A study published last
big companies can quote
year by Albert Cavallo, a
them better rates for in
Harvard Business School
marketing professor,
formation technology serv
ices like his, and within
found that price changes
minutes. But clients may
across the U.S. retailing
industry have become
not be aware of what their
IT needs and goals are, and
more frequent over the
whether they will get the
last decade because of
online competition. Ac
service they want from a
cording 10 the srudy, the
big player, says Goldstein,
amount of time merchan• owner of New York-based
Onsiteln60. In such cases,
dise was sold at regular
prices, excluding sales and he has to explain in detail
temporary discounts, fell
why they're bener off pay
10 approximately 3.65
ing a hi,gher price for his
monlh5 during 2014-17
kind of service,
from 6.7 months in 2008"You can't make a busi
10. Over that time, online ness decision if you
and mail order sales ex
haven'1 been educated
ploded, rising 10 a 14.5')(,
properly," he says.
The iintemet, by making
share of retail sales from
5.5')(,, according the Com• so much information
me.rce Department.
available, has given con•
To survive, small busi•
sumers and business cus•
nesses need a way to dif.
tamers more power, says
ferentiate themselves
Charles Lindsey, a mar•

le Choir, but the Taber
nacle Choir at Temple
Square.
All of this has left ad•
herents with a bit of whip
willl the church th.a t is
lash, especially following
keeping its name), wh.ich
the chu.rch's 2011 "I'm a
adherents believe was
Mormon" advertising
recorded on gold plates by campaign, in which lead
the prophet Mormon and
ers went aU in by placing
ads on buses and bill
his :son, Moroni.
boards in New York's
The church has tried to
stress its full name at va
Times Square and plaster
ing the internet with pro
rious points in the past,
files of tens of thousands
including before the 2002
of Mormons.
Winter Olympics in Salt
Lake City, and has dis
Some members have felt
counged phrases like "the relief and a new optimism
Mormon Church." But WJtil about broader inclusion in
Nelson's announcement of American society. The
move signals a top-down
the divine revelation, the
effort to ensure the faith is
push hadn't stuck.
taken seriously as part of
The church's longtime
the Christian community,
website, LDS.org, now
said Amanda Hendrix
redirects 10 Churchof
JesusChrisLorg, and Mor• Komoto, an assistant pro
fessor of history at Manta•
mon.org will soon switch
na State University, who
over, 100. In May, the
chu.rch stopped posting on studies the church and is
its @MonnonCbannel
not a member.
tnsugram feed and en
"If you walked into any
couraged foUowers to
of the Christian books
tores," she said, "Mormo
move to @Churcbof
JesusChrisl instead.
nism was in the cult sec
The church-affiliated
tion."
publishing house, Oeseret
Their place in the Chris
tian tn1dition is something
Book, has been phasing
out or renaming titles that many church members
struggled to make dear as
used the word Mormon,
prompting authors to
they shared their faith
scramble to rename their
with others.
books and figure out new
In significantly evangel
marketing plans - ones
ical Dallas, Phylicia Rae
that don't require the use
Jimenez, a high school
English teacher, said that
of internet search terms
that are 11 syllables long.
even before the move to
The shift became im
drop Mormon, s he bad
possible to ignore when
usuaUy introduced herself
the church's iconic mu
as a member of the
Church of Jesus Christ of
sical organization an
nounced in October that it Latter-day Saints. "My
would no longer be known faith has always been
as the Mormon Tabemac- rooted in being a Chris-
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NAME

tian, as, opposed to, ' I'm a
Mormon,'" said Jimenez,
31, who convened about
IO years ago.
StiU, when she tells
people she is a member of
the Church of Jesus Christ
of Laner-day Saints, she
often loses them before
she is halfway through the
name.
"You always have 10
foUow up with Mormon,"
she said. "Because it's
longer, people are like,
'Oh, it' s the Seventh-day
Adventists.' I'm like, no,
still no."
In Utah, Travis An•
derson, Anderson's broth
er-in-la.w, had long dis
liked the "i.nordinate"
amount of time it would
t.ake trying to convince
people that his faith was
actually founded in Jesus.
• 11 used to be you'd say
Mormon, and the first
things people would say
would be polygamy or
racists," he said as he
prepared 10 lead a Boy
Scout camping trip in
Moab, Utah. "Now you
can immediately move
into a conversation about,
what is your view on abor
tion, life after death, any
of these other more spiri
tually based topics."
Bui others have felt
frustration - even anger
and comfusion - over the
name shift.
When Alma Loveland of
Springville, Utah, heard
the announcement last
summer, her workday was
"wreck,ed."
• 11w:as a source of pride
for me," Loveland, 38, said.
"This is the word. It was
community, my people."

keting professor at lhe
FROM PAGE18
University of Buffalo's
School of Management.
"It has changed not only
the way we shop but also
style complex near the
the way we think about
the marketplace and busi University of F1orida in
nesses and how consum•
Gainesville that wiU have
more than 3,000 square
ers interact with busi
nesses," he says. "828
feet of study space in eight
(business-to-busine·ss
rooms when it opens in
transactions) is bei111g
2020. That's four times
affected in many cases by the amount of study space
the same dynamics."
Campus Advantage put
The shift in power
into a project it built in
forces business owners to
Knoxville, Tennessee,
develop new strategies lo
three years ago, said Ma
preserve sales and profitS. dison Meier, the compa
ny's vice president for
"We will often spend
weeks crunching numbers business developmenL
Campus Advantage has
10 decide if we should
adjust our prices by just a
also developed a package
of less tangible amenities
few percentage points 10
keep up with online com•
for its communities aimed
petition or stay where we
al helping students suc
are and ultimately lose
ceed, including bringing in
business," says Will Mun• staff 10 critique resumes
and take professional head
roe, di.rector of e-com
merce for Rug Studio, a
shots, as weU as reporting
retailer that operates on•
on-time rent payments 10
line and at four stores in
credit agencies 10 help
Texas. He's found that
students establish a credit
score.
many online shoppers
Curtin's firm recently
peruse the prices on Goo
worked wilh American
gle's shopping site and
Campus Communities, a
sort the rugs they find by
price.
real estate investment
"lfwe aren't the lowest trust that teams up with
price, then it is very likely universities to build hous
we'U lose that customer," ing, on a 1,600-bed resi
Munroe says.
dence hall for engineering
undergrads at Arizona
The retailer has also
State University in Tempe.
changed its merchandise
Called Tooker Housc, the
mix, offering more rugs
community includes a
that can be used indoors
as well as outdoors - while maker space with 30
they tend to be cheaper
printers, digital class
than strictly indoor rugs,
rooms, U study rooms
their quality has improved and Wi-Fi bandwidth
in recent years and they
strong enough to accom
attract buyers who want a modate several devices
lower price.
per resident
Pricing is an ongoing
In contrast, a 1,860-bed
apartment community
balancing act, says Nikki
Corbett, owner of Precise, American Campus built at
an editing and proof•
the university in 2008
reading service based in
dedicated only 1,000
square feel to academics
Climax, North Carolina.
"I am constantly aware
and instead featured a
of the marketplace and
23,000-square-foot com
how my pricing matches
munity center with a fit•
UP to competitors as weU
ness room, game room,
theater, pool and basket
as what the market will
bear," Corbett says.
ball court.
In another selling point,
But Corbett has also
Tooker HOUR WU built 10
learned lhat clients who
balk at her rates and tum
maintain nigh efficiency
10 one of her competitors
standards, earning it the
were likely 10 be difficult
LEED Gold certification,
s.aid Jason Wills, chief
or short-term customers.
marketing officer at Amer•
She finds that despite
prospective clients' quest
ican Campus. Rates for
the upcoming school year
for lower prices, those
who are the most loyal are are $8,460 to $9,080 per
person, depending on
often willing to pay more
whether the room is
10 gel good service.

DORM

shared or private.
"This generation has
grown up recycling, wilh
solar, and being aware of
consumption," Wills sa.id.
"They expect their com
munities to renect their
values and what they've
grown up with. n
When given a choice,
stl1den1s are also likely to
choose higher-quality
public spaces over large
bedrooms, said Thomas
Carlson-Reddig, commu•
niry practice leader at
Little Diversified Architec
tunl Consulting in Char
lotte, North Carolina. His
firm has experimented
with space trade-offs in
some umicro" student
housing projects, includ
ing one in 2017 al the
College of Charleston in
South Carolina.
His firm designed the
renovation of the Rutledge
Rivers Residence Hall,
dividing the space into
apartments with four sin
gle and double sleepina
pods clustered around a
central living area and
kitchen. The pods, with
loft beds equipped with
ledges for plugging in
devices, are 75 to 105
square feet A survey of
residents conducted th.is
year yielded "very posi
tive" results, Carlson
Reddig said.
"We are looking at cry
ing to create more effi
cient designs in order to
give students more social
space or a great outdoor
hangout space," he said.
"And students are abso
lulely on board with thaL"
Curtin s.aid he believes
housing designs wiU only
continue to become "more
strategically robust" in an
effort to be responsive to
the pressure that students
feel 10 succeed.
A 550-student complex
his firm worked on for the
University of lUinois in,
Chicago is trying some
thing new in this regard:
inregniting 52,000 square
feet of academic sp.aoe,
including claarooim,
lecture halls and a tutor
ina center, into the resi
dence hall. Scheduled 10
open this fall, the complex
will also have a ground
noor cafe and study
lounges on every noor.
Rates wiU range from
$9,550 to $13,560 per
person per year.

Share your comments about the latest plans at Hanford's
Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant project
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOO July I - August 10, 2019

The U.S Department of Energy (DOE) Office of River ProtedJon IS holding a
60-day public C0111VT1Cnl period lo support a Class 3 permit modification to the
Hanford Dangerous Waste Permit The changes are needed to incorporate
Low-ActMty Waste Faohty and Effluent Management Fac1•1Y opera!Jon.s mformation
mto the pemul

A public meemg wil be held July 30, 2019, at 5:30 p.m. at the Richland Public
Library, 955 Nortlllgate Dove, Richland, Washmgton 99352.
Visit https I/go u§:il oov{xyCGa to review details on these proposed changes. Please
subllllt comments by Au11ust 30, ,n wnt,ng, to the Washington Slate Department of
Ecology (Ecology), 3100 Port of Benton Boulevard, Ridlland, Waslmgton 99354, or
electromcally at hHp I/wt ecolooy corrrnenlmpul comf?td=eRmWS.
Ouesbons? Contact DOE's Paula Call at paula.call@orp.doe.gov, (509) 376-2048,
or Ea>logy's Dan.a McFadden at Hanford@ecy.wa.gov, (509) 3n-7950.

The,,_.,,..°# cio,rpanc:e hl$to,y d<xrig the lile d the pemw ~ mo6fied" evai«Jle lrom the
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To ,equ&# disabilily aoc:oomodallon. ~ contad .Jenni/el Colborn,
,emfei_ m_cobom@fl.tp,.(5IJ9) 376-5840, Ill lea$I 10 IWltmg day, pnot lo the eYelll.
00E ma/r.N """')' e/faf lo honor disability """"""'10 teqUNl3.
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Prenotice for Upcoming Public Comment Period on Proposed Changes to the Hanford Dangerous Waste Permit
Wednesday, May 15, 2019 2:24:25 PM
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This is a message from the U.S. Department of Energy
Notice of Upcoming Public Comment Period on Proposed Changes to the Hanford
Dangerous Waste Permit
The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Office of River Protection and Bechtel National, Inc.
are planning a 60-day public comment period to support a requested Class 3 permit
modification to the Hanford Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant (WTP) Dangerous
Waste Permit. This modification provides WTP Low-Activity Waste Facility and Effluent
Management Facility operating information and proposed operating conditions to the
Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) for addition into the existing permit.
The comment period is expected to begin in mid-to-late June 2019.
Electronic access to the proposed modification and supporting documentation will be available
during the public comment period at the Hanford Administrative Record Public Information
Repository located at 2440 Stevens Drive, Richland, WA, and at the Hanford Public
Information Repositories, as well as via the Hanford.gov events calendar; and online at
http://pdw.hanford.gov/arpir/.
Additional information on the proposed permit modification will be available on Ecology’s
website when the public comment period begins.
Questions? Please contact Paula Call, DOE, at paula.call@orp.doe.gov or Daina McFadden,
Ecology, at Hanford@ecy.wa.gov.
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60-day comment period begins today on operating permit for Low-Activity Waste and Effluent Management
facilities
Monday, July 1, 2019 4:39:11 PM
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This is a message from the U.S. Department of Energy
Notice of Public Comment Period on Proposed Changes to the
Hanford Dangerous Waste Permit
The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Office of River Protection and Bechtel National, Inc.
are holding a 60-day public comment period to support a Class 3 permit modification to the
Hanford Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant (WTP) Dangerous Waste Permit. This
modification provides WTP Low-Activity Waste Facility and Effluent Management Facility
operating information and proposed operating conditions to the Washington Department of
Ecology (Ecology) for addition into the existing permit.
The comment period is from July 1, 2019 to August 30, 2019.
A public meeting will be held July 30, 2019, 5:30 p.m., Richland Public Library, 955
Northgate Dr. Richland, Washington 99352. If you are unable to attend in person you can
participate via webinar at https://attendee.gotowebinar.com/register/4153249442993473548,
ID# 418-233-579.
Electronic access to the proposed modification and supporting documentation is available at
the Hanford Administrative Record Public Information Repository located at 2440 Stevens
Drive, Richland, WA, and at the Hanford Public Information Repositories, as well as via the
Hanford.gov https://go.usa.gov/xy2PB, and online at https://go.usa.gov/xy2PH. Please see the
attached summary fact sheet.
Please submit any comments in writing by August 30 to:
Washington State Department of Ecology
3100 Port of Benton Boulevard
Richland, WA 99354
or electronically at http://wt.ecology.commentinput.com/?id=eRmW5
Questions? Please contact Paula Call, DOE, at paula.call@orp.doe.gov or Daina McFadden,
Ecology, at Hanford@ecy.wa.gov.
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Reminder: Public meeting tonight on the operating permit for Low-Activity Waste and Effluent Management
Facilities
Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:32:14 AM
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This is a message from the U.S. Department of Energy
Public Comment Period on Proposed Changes to the Hanford Dangerous Waste Permit
The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Office of River Protection and Bechtel National, Inc.
are holding a 60-day public comment period to support a Class 3 permit modification to the
Hanford Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant (WTP) Dangerous Waste Permit. This
modification provides WTP Low-Activity Waste Facility and Effluent Management Facility
operating information and proposed operating conditions to the Washington Department of
Ecology (Ecology) for addition into the existing permit.
The comment period is from July 1, 2019 to August 30, 2019.
A public meeting will be held tonight, July 30, 2019, 5:30 p.m., Richland Public Library, 955
Northgate Dr. Richland, Washington 99352. If you are unable to attend in person you can
participate via webinar at https://attendee.gotowebinar.com/register/4153249442993473548,
ID# 418-233-579.
Electronic access to the proposed modification and supporting documentation is available at
the Hanford Administrative Record Public Information Repository located at 2440 Stevens
Drive, Richland, WA, and at the Hanford Public Information Repositories, as well as via the
Hanford.gov https://go.usa.gov/xy2PB, and online at https://go.usa.gov/xy2PH. Please see the
attached summary fact sheet.
Please submit any comments in writing by August 30 to:
Washington State Department of Ecology
3100 Port of Benton Boulevard
Richland, WA 99354
or electronically at http://wt.ecology.commentinput.com/?id=eRmW5
Questions? Please contact Paula Call, DOE, at paula.call@orp.doe.gov or Daina McFadden,
Ecology, at Hanford@ecy.wa.gov.
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It's #July1st and that means the second half of the year has started! · The
date also marks the beginning of a new public comment period regard ing
parts of the Waste Treatment Plant, which you can checl< out via this linl<:
nttps://ecology.wa.gov/... /Nuclear-was.../Public-comment-periods

Ecology. Hanford @ecyHanford · Jul 1
v
It's # July1st and t hat means the second half o f the y ear has started ! '• The date
also means w e have a new public comment period, which you can check out here:
eco logy,wa.g ov/Waste-Toxics/N... #Hanford @Hanford Site @RiverProtection
@EPAnorthwest @Eco logyWA
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