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Response to Comments 
LERF/EFT permit modification 

Publication and Contact Information 
This publication is available on the Department of Ecology’s (Ecology) website at 
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/SummaryPages/2005002.html 

For more information contact: 

John Temple, Project Manager 
Nuclear Waste Program 
3100 Port of Benton Boulevard 
Richland, WA  99354 
Phone: 509-372-7950 
Email: Hanford@ecy.wa.gov 

Washington State Department of Ecology – www.ecology.wa.gov 

• Headquarters, Lacey 
• Northwest Regional Office, Bellevue 
• Southwest Regional Office, Lacey 
• Central Regional Office, Yakima 
• Eastern Regional Office, Spokane 

360-407-6000 
425-649-7000 
360-407-6300 
509-575-2490 
509-329-3400 

Ecology publishes this document to meet the requirements of Washington Administrative Code 
173-303-840 (9). 

To request ADA accommodation including materials in a format for the visually impaired, call 
Ecology at 360-407-6831 or visit https://ecology.wa.gov/accessibility. People with impaired 
hearing may call Washington Relay Service at 711.  People with speech disability may call TTY at 
877-833-6341. 
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Response to Comments 
LERF/EFT permit modification 

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.) 

Ecology decided to reclassify this permit modification from a Class 2 to a Class 3 using 
WAC 173-303-830(4)(b)(vi)(A)(III)(AA) as a basis. This reclassification will provide the public 
an additional 45-day period to comment on the proposed changes to the permit. This Response to 
Comments purpose is to: 

• Specify which provisions, if any, of a permit will become effective upon issuance of the 
final permit, providing reasons for those changes. 

• Describe and document public involvement actions taken in the first public comment 
period. 

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

This Response to Comments is prepared for: 
Comment period: Liquid Effluent Retention Facility/200 Area Effluent Treatment 

Facility Class 2 Permit Modification, September 16, 2019 through 
November 15, 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 3, Liquid Effluent Retention 
Facility/200 Area Effluent Treatment Facility (Permit) 

Permittees: U.S. Department of Energy 
Original issuance date: January 28, 1998 

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

Reasons for issuing the permit 
This proposed Class 2 modification affects the Liquid Effluent Retention Facility (LERF) and the 
200 Area Effluent Treatment Facility (ETF) portion of the Permit.  The changes to the Permit will: 

• Add a primary waste transfer line from Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant’s 
Effluent Management Facility to the LERF and 200 Area ETF permit, and authorize 
connection of that transfer line to the LERF. 

• Add a secondary waste brine loadout system inside ETF. 

• Add a filter sump tank to the existing Load-In Station. 

Public involvement actions 
The U.S. Department of Energy (USDOE) held a 60-day public comment period on the draft 
LERF/ETF permit modification September 16 through November 15, 2019. 
The following actions were taken to notify the public: 

• Mailed a public notice announcing the comment period to 1230 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 ad in the Tri-City Herald on September 16, 2019. 

• Emailed a notice announcing the start of the comment period to the Hanford-Info email 
list, which has 1370 recipients.  

• Posted the comment period as an event on the Washington Department of Ecology’s 
Hanford Facebook and Twitter pages. 

USDOE held a public meeting on October 9, 2019, at 5:30 p.m. at the Richland Public Library.  
Eight members of the public attended, and zero comments were collected formally. 
The Hanford information repositories located in Richland, Spokane, and Seattle, Washington, 
and Portland, Oregon, received the following documents for public review: 

• Public notice (fact sheet) 

• Transmittal letter 

• Statement of Basis for the proposed LERF/ETF Permit Modification 

• Draft LERF/ETF Permit Modification 

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

• Public notice (fact sheet) 
• Classified advertisement in the Tri-City Herald 
• Notice sent to the Hanford-Info email list 
• Event posting on the Washington Department of Ecology’s Hanford Facebook and 

Twitter pages 
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Response to Comments 
LERF/EFT permit modification 

List of Commenters 
The table below lists the names of organizations or individuals who submitted a comment on the 
LERF/ETF permit modification.  The comments and responses are in Attachment 1. 

Commenter Organization 

Anonymous Citizen 

Mike Conlan Citizen 

Gerry Pollet Heart of America Northwest 
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Attachment 1: Comments and responses 
Description of comments: 
Ecology accepted comments from September 16 through November 15, 2019. This section 
provides a summary of comments we received during the public comment period and our 
responses, as required by RCW 34.05.325(6)(a)(iii). Comments are grouped by individual and 
each comment is addressed separately. 



  
 

 

   

    
   

 
   

  
 

 

 
 

 

 

  
  

 
 

 
   

     
     

    

  
 

 

 
  

 
  

 
   

 
  

  

I-1: ANONYMOUS CITIZEN
Comment I-1-1
1. Materials Provided for Public Review are Incomplete
Letter 19-ECD-0069 contains the permit modification notification and the information
referenced for public review. Letter 19-ECD-0069 states that the Ecology requested additional
supplemental technical information to support the Class 2 permit modification development and
Ecology's review, but not intended for public comment. I would appreciate if Ecology will make
the supplemental technical information (per Attachment 5) public because the public's review is
not supported if the material is withheld. The same documentation should be available to support
the public's review as supports Ecology's review. For example, Attachment 5 refers to RPP-
IQRPE-50054, Rev. 0, Independent Qualified Registered Professional Engineer Design
Assessment Report for ETF Brine Loadout System. IQRPE reports are mandatory permit content
per the Washington Administrative Code and have been previously released to the public. This
report should be made public as part of this permit modification review.

Response to I-1-1 
Thank you for your comment. Ecology agrees with your comment and has communicated your 
concern to the Department of Energy. To provide members of the public the opportunity to 
review a complete permit modification package, including all information Ecology is using to 
make a determination, this Class 2 permit modification has been reclassified to a Class 3. This 
reclassification will provide the public an additional 45-day period to comment on the proposed 
changes. The Permittees have requested a Temporary Authorization to initiate connection of the 
4"-WTP-001-M17 to the LERF Catch Basin 242AL-42. Ecology is reviewing that request. 

Comment I-1-2 
2. Transfer Line Identification is Unclear
The Permit Conditions and text refer to the "WTP" Primary Transfer Line to LERF Basin 42 (4"-
WTP-001-M17). The text is unclear whether this transfer line is specific to the EMF to LERF
piping. Are there any other WTP to LERF piping routes? Previously, I thought there was a route
to LERF from WTP at the LAW facility or at the PT facility for condensates/effluents, when
EMF did not exist. If so, it would help if this new line were clearly called out in the text as the
EMF line to LERF and not generically the WTP line. Also, page 2 of the change notice calls the
line 4"-WTP-001-Ml 7, but page 5, second to last bullet calls it "WTP-001." The previous permit
modification request (associated with 242-A Evaporator) referred to this pipeline as a "backup"
pipeline. Which is correct? A clarification in the text would help.

Response to I-1-2 
Thank you for your comment. Permit conditions referencing the WTP primary transfer line have 
been updated to consistently name the pipeline as "WTP EMF transfer line to LERF Catch Basin 
242-AL (4"-WTP-001-M17)." The permit accurately reflects the pipelines specific to DFLAW
operations. The purpose of the modification is to accurately reflect the configuration of the
pipelines from WTP to LERF. There are two transfer lines from WTP to LERF: a primary
transfer line (4"-WTP-001-M17) and a backup transfer line (3"-WTP-002-M17). This permit
modification request includes the primary WTP transfer line. The backup transfer line was
recently included in the 242-A Evaporator permit modification.



 
   

  
    

   
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
 

   
  

   
 

    
 

  
    

 
   

   

  
 

 
    

 

  
  

   
 

 
   

 
   

  
 

Comment I-1-3 
3. Direction of Flow is Unclear for the EMF to LERF Pipeline
The Fact sheet states that the pipeline is from EMF to LERF. However, sheet 8 of the RCRA 
Permit Change Notice states that the transfer line is "from LERF Basin 42 to WTP EMF." Is 
there an intent to return liquid to WTP from LERF? Is the piping equipped with back flow 
prevention?

Response to I-1-3 
Thank you for your comment. The correct statement on the PCN should be "from WTP EMF to 
LERF Basin 42." There is no intent to return liquid from LERF to WTP. There is no backflow 
prevention equipment installed in the transfer line. The WTP EMF transfer line to LERF Catch 
Basin 242-AL (4"-WTP-001-M17) is sloped toward the LERF Catch Basin 242AL-42 and uses a 
pump located at WTP to transfer waste from WTP to LERF. Shutdown of the pump stops the flow 
of aqueous waste through the transfer pipeline and the sloped transfer line prevents backflow. 

Comment I-1-4 
4. The Proposed ETF Brine Loadout System has No NEPA Coverage and Should be Prohibited 
from Construction because it Implements a Decision that has Not Been Evaluated or Made 
Permit Condition III.3.J.5 establishes that "prior to receipt of any dangerous waste in the brine 
loadout system, the Permittees will submit a revised Addendum A, Part A Form to include a 
photograph of the 2025E Container Storage Area to the department." Permit Condition III.3.J.9 
establishes that "Prior to receipt of any dangerous waste in the Brine Loadout Station, the 
Permittees will submit functional testing for the automatic shutoff valves (60J-334 and 60J-335) 
to the department." Section B.1.1 revises the ETF secondary treatment train to include "Brine 
Loadout." Section B.6.1.2 allows sampling of the brine. Section C.2.4 similarly adds the Brine 
Loadout System to the ETF Secondary Treatment Train to allow transfer of waste into "totes."
These permit conditions and content are not sufficient to allow dangerous waste brine loadout 
from Hanford. DOE has not prepared an update to the previous project at ETF that would have 
grouted the brine on-site. Project ORP-0014.C1, "Secondary Waste/ETF Construction" was on 
hold as of 2012, per a DOE letter from 20142. This project would have provided at-source 
grouting of ETF brine. Ecology expressed support for the planned ETF upgrade project in 2009, 
in a letter encouraging completion of WTP supporting infrastructure.3 I would appreciate if 
Ecology would request and review the "on hold" project, because DOE Order 413.3B 
requirements to revisit the NEPA basis, risk analysis, and independent analysis of alternatives for 
the abandoned project seem not to have been met. The National Academies of Science have 
pointed out that the secondary wastes from WTP represent a significant risk. 
A review of the NEPA documentation in the Tank Closure and Waste Management EIS shows 
that an upgrade (not a downgrade) to the ETF Facility was included in the Record of Decision 
(ROD). The ROD selected Tank Closure Alternative 2B, which requires treatment of secondary 
waste at ETF (and not elsewhere). The ROD includes using ETF upgrades (not downgrades). 
The ROD includes disposal of secondary Mixed Low Level Waste and Low Level Waste onsite 
at the IDF (and not elsewhere) (Waste Management Alternative 2). These items are from the 
EIS-0391-ROD#l-2013. Detailed sections of the TC&WM EIS show that the analyzed upgrades 
for ETF did NOT envision a loadout of brine, which would have been a downgrade requiring 
additional facilities and creating additional risks. 

https://ORP-0014.C1


 
   

  
 

 
 

  
   

  
  

  
  

 
 

 
   

 
  

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

   
  

  
 

 
  

 
  

 
 

 

 

Appendix E of the TC& WM EIS, Section E.1.2.3.3, states that the secondary waste from ETF is 
a powdery solid waste material (page E-62.) Section E.1.2.3.3.4 states that an example solution 
for improving secondary waste disposal from WTP was to add a solidification capability to the 
ETF, however mass balance calculations and preliminary design information were not available. 
Therefore, specific changes to ETF were not evaluated in the TC&WM EIS. The alternatives 
assumed as-was ETF processing to a powdery solid, with a replacement ETF available when 
needed. Complete replacement of the ETF was expected to "bound the environmental impacts of 
"a solidification capability at the ETF." Nowhere in the TC&WM EIS was downgrading of ETF 
to ship out brine instead of drying it evaluated or even discussed. The environmental impacts and 
risks of transportation and handling of liquid ETF brine were not addressed, and certainly not 
decided. As a result, construction should be prohibited because it wastes funds on a decision not 
made. 
2 Department of Energy Memorandum for Michael A. Peek from Christopher Honkomp, 
"Notification of Six Office of Environmental Management Capital Asset Projects Status to 
remain On-Hold," August 15, 2014. 
3 Department of Ecology Letter, Suzanne Dahl (for Jane Hedges) to Shirley Olinger, "Re: United 
States Department of Energy Study on Low-Activity Waste Treatment Strategy: External 
Technical Review of System Planning for LowActivity Waste Treatment at Hanford, Dr. David 
S. Kasson, Vanderbilt University, et al., November 2008," May 28, 2009.

Response to I-1-4
Thank you for your comment. Ecology does not enforce the requirements of DOE Order 413.3B, 
so any requirements referenced in this comment wouldn't be a basis for Ecology to request that 
the project be put on hold. When NEPA documents are adopted in whole or in part for state 
SEPA purposes, it's the environmental analysis that is adopted, not the Federal NEPA decision. 
The TC&WM EIS NEPA ROD was a DOE decision, not an Ecology decision, and Ecology isn't 
limited by the DOE decision. SEPA adoption can include alternatives not selected by a Federal 
agency doing a NEPA analysis. 
Ecology is making a SEPA determination for ETF based on TC&WM EIS Section 2.2.2.2.10. The 
TC&WM EIS analyzed impacts for multiple replacements (i.e., upgrades) of ETF. The TC&WM 
EIS Tank Closure Alternative 2b, selected in the Record of Decision, analyzed upgrades to ETF 
to support treatment of waste through the Waste Treatment Plan including additional treatment 
capacity to grout the secondary waste coming from ETF operations. Secondary waste generated 
from the retrieval and treatment of tank waste will go to the Integrated Disposal Facility for 
disposal. The issues related to secondary waste from WTP at ETF is addressed in the TC&WM 
EIS and summarized in the Ecology forward. 
DOE hasn't made a proposal for shipping out the brine, so Ecology has not analyzed the 
potential adverse environment consequences of shipping it out. Ecology completed a SEPA 
evaluation for the permit modification request made to Ecology. As part of this permit 
modification and in response to public comments, Ecology added permit conditions to restrict 
the operation of the brine loadout system until a disposal and treatment pathway for the liquid 
brine waste is identified by DOE. 

https://2.2.2.2.10


 
 

  
 

  
  

    

 
  

 

 
  

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

  

 
  

 
 

 
    

 
   

 

 
 

  
 

 

Comment I-1-5 
5. Tote Design Information is Missing-Tote Waste is New Orphan Waste
The permit modification does not describe brine "totes" sufficiently to determine if they meet
DOT regulations for off-site transportation on public roads, as is envisioned. Design parameters
and operating conditions for, the totes are not described. A corrosion analysis or material
compatibility analysis is not provided. Waste acceptance criteria and permitting for the
unidentified receiving facilities are not provided. Filled totes appear to be another "orphan"
waste, without an actual disposal path. This is similar to the case of the new "orphan" loaded
non-elutable cesium ion exchange columns from the Tank Side Cesium Removal Project, where
WTP has no capability, no design, and no funding to receive or process them.

Response to I-1-5 
Thank you for your comment. Addendum B, Waste Analysis Plan, identifies the disposition 
pathway for the brine totes is to an authorized permitted treatment, storage, and/or disposal 
facility. If off-site transportation is necessary, the totes will be shipped in accordance with DOT 
requirements. The totes have been through an equivalency process and evaluated to ensure they 
meet the packaging requirements in accordance with 49 CFR 173.427(b)(4). 
A radiation and chemical evaluation was performed for the tote component materials identified 
by the manufacturer and the manufacturer determined the materials to be resistant to 
degradation based on the predicted radiation exposure over a selected five-year tote service life 
from the bounding ETF brine streams. The chemical evaluation indicates that the four tote 
component materials identified by the manufacturer should be resistant to the predicted, 
bounding chemical exposure at the required low tote operating temperature, 100 degrees 
Fahrenheit, with transient temperature excursions to 122 degrees Fahrenheit. 
An IQRPE report submitted as supplemental information to the permit modification identifies the 
components of the brine loadout system that will come into contact with the liquid brine waste 
and provides a compatibility analysis. The IQRPE concluded that there are no compatibility 
issues between materials of construction and the liquid brine waste in which they will come into 
contact. As part of this modification and in response to public comments, Ecology added a 
condition that, prior to operating the brine loadout system, requires DOE demonstrate that the 
liquid brine waste stream will be shipped to authorized treatment, storage, or disposal facilities 
for treatment and disposal and imposing storage limits. 

Comment I-1-6 
6. Leachate Disposal from Landfills is Unclear
Section B.1.2 (page Addendum B.8) deletes the Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility
landfill from the examples of sources of leachate to be treated at ETF. Is this change intended to
exclude ERDF leachate? Will leachate from the IDF also be accepted at ETF?

Response to I-1-6 
Thank you for your comment. The Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF) leachate 
is now sent to the 200 West Pump and Treat facility. The 200 Area ETF will only receive ERDF 
leachate if the 200 West Pump and Treat facility is not available. In the future, the Integrated 
Disposal Facility leachate will be sent to the 200 Area ETF. 



 
  

  
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
   

  
 

  
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
   
   

  
  

   

 
   

 

 
 

 

Comment I-1-7 
7. Treatment of ETF Secondary Waste is too Vague
Section B.2.2.3 (page Addendum B.12) states that containers of secondary waste from ETF will
be transferred to an "appropriate" treatment, storage, or disposal facility. Examples of the Central
Waste Complex or ERDF are provided without providing limitations that are consistent with the
EIS Record of Decision. The EIS requires disposal of the ETF secondary or treated waste on-
site, and it does not provide for off-site treatment or on-site storage of liquids. Limitations
consistent with the EIS should be included here. In addition, waste acceptance criteria are
documented and available for the Central Waste Complex and ERDF, but not for any off-site
brine treatment facility.

Response to I-1-7 
Thank you for your comment. Please see our response to comment I-1-4. 

Comment I-1-8 
8. Authorization and Environmental and Risk Evaluation Process Limitations for ETF Brine are
Omitted
Section B.6.1 (page Addendum B.22) states that ETF dangerous waste brine may be transferred
to an "authorized" dangerous waste facility for additional treatment. The limitations on what is
authorized should be stated. The TC&WM EIS requires the brine, if any, to be grouted at ETF
and not stored as a liquid or sent off site. As shown above, these scenarios were NOT analyzed in
the EIS. Nor were they selected in any of the TC&WM EIS Records of Decision. The risks of
shipping and treating this material have not been analyzed for impacts to the public and the
environment.

Response to I-1-8 
Thank you for your comment. Please see our response to comment I-1-4. 

Comment I-1-9 
9. Perma-Fix is the Intended Baseline Pathway for ETF Brine, Without Any Environmental,
Safety or Technical Basis ORP Operational Awareness Database Entry No. 37276, "Chief
Engineer/ TPD/TOD/MIO/ECD review of DFLAW Readiness, Downstream Treatment &
Disposal (LERF, ETF, Off-Site Treatment of MLLW, SALDS, TEDF, IDF," April 2018, shows
that "the bottleneck in the ETF process for some waste streams is the thin film dryer, which
reduces the waste to a powder form. To address this the plant can be modified with a brine load-
out port to bypass the thin-film dryer, taking liquid waste to Permafix for grouting (transported in
330 gallon totes). This is the baseline plan for DFLAW."
The entry further states that: "There is an outstanding question whether Permafix will have its 
SEPA done and permits in place to support off-site solidification consistent with the One System 
Decision Document on the subject (OSDD 4). " . . . "There is a question whether Permafix has 
the physical capacity and personnel required to handle the volume of waste which will be 
generated from the DFLA W operations. " ... "There is a lot of ammonia in the ETF feed. 
Throughout the ETF process, pH is adjusted to 5. 0 to keep the ammonia as ammonium, and 
keep it from evolving. Permafix would have to neutralize the brine solution to make grout, which 
would evolve the ammonia. Permafix has not raised concerns, but there is concern that Permafix 
may be underestimating the amount of ammonia that will evolve. " ... There is a question 



  
 

 

 
 

 
 

   
  

  

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
    

    

    
 
 

   
  

   
 

 
    

 

   

 
 

  
 

regarding on how transportation of ORP waste from Hanford to Permafix will be documented for 
NEPA purposes. ... "Suggest DOE consider treating waste on site to meet LDR requirements, 
similar to what was done prior to 2008, when capacity existed at Central Waste Complex, 
WRAP and T-Plant to treat waste. " ... The brine solution coming to Perma-Fix from ETF would 
be approximately 82,000 gallons per year . ... Primary Waste Constituents include ... 99-Tc 
8.86E+06 pCi/L ... Hg 2.1 mg/L ... 
Putting the ETF Solidification Upgrade Project on hold was predicated on ETF not being as a 
result a bottleneck. The result has been a poor decision to use a "baseline" off-site process that 
has no environmental basis, and perhaps will generate new safety risks. Revisiting Central Waste 
Complex or WRAP capacities that have been abandoned would be a good idea, as suggested 
above. These facilities are farther from the public and subject to more transparent reporting. 

Response to I-1-9 
Thank you for your comment. The draft permit modification includes the current operating 
configuration for LERF/ETF and we do not have information regarding Perma-Fix accepting the 
brine waste for treatment. Perma-Fix is not the subject of this permit modification. As part of this 
modification and in response to public comments, Ecology added a permit condition that, prior 
to operating the brine loadout system, requires DOE demonstrate that the liquid brine waste 
stream will be shipped to authorized treatment, storage, or disposal facilities for treatment and 
disposal. 

Comment I-1-10 
10. A Comparison is Needed Since Perma-Fix is the DFLAW "baseline" I would appreciate if 
Ecology will draw a circle on a map around ETF for a distance of two miles. Then draw a circle 
around Perma-Fix for a distance of two miles .. How many members of the public are affected in 
each case? How many if the distance is 5 miles? There are lessons from the recent contamination 
of a school near Portsmouth, Ohio from a nearby DOE facility. DOE should not be allowed to 
construct (implement a decision) without a public review and NEPA record of decision. In 
addition PERMA-FIX treats mainly Hanford waste, based on EPA biennial report records4. 
Because the amounts from Hanford reported are well above 50%, Ecology should request that 
Permafix be included in the Hanford Air Operating Permit, so that its stack and boundary are 
evaluated. The current Hanford Air Operating Statement of Basis 5, (page 10) incorrectly states 
that "the share of PFNW service output provided to DOE Hanford operations is currently less 
than 50%" such that "PFNW is not included in the Hanford Site Title V AOP ." This error should 
be corrected.
4 Available from EPA Biennial Report Search for PERMA FIX NORTHWEST at 
https://www.epa.gov/enviro/br-search. Data are available for reporting years 2001 to 2015. 2015 
Data are located at https://enviro.epa.gov/enviro/brs report v2.get data?hand 
id=WAR000010355&rep year=2015&naic code=&n aic code 
desc=&yvalue=2015&mopt=0&mmopt=&wst 
search=0&keywordl=&keyword2=&keyword3=&rvalue1= 
&rvalue2=&rvalue3=&cvaluel=&cvalue2=&cvalue3= 
5 Located at https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/nwp/permitting/AOP/renewal/two/Revision B/07 28 16/
SB-STGC/SBSTGC R2RB.pdf 

https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/nwp/permitting/AOP/renewal/two/Revision
https://enviro.epa.gov/enviro/brs
https://www.epa.gov/enviro/br-search


 
 

 
 

 
  

 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
   

  
 

  

  
 

 

   
 

  
  

 
  

 
  

  

Response to I-1-10 
Thank you for your comment. Please see our response to comment I-1-4 with regards to NEPA. 
The Air Operating Permit (AOP), renewal 3, was issued in July 2019. The statement cited in 
your comment is not in the AOP renewal 3, so removal of the statement has already taken place. 
Consideration for inclusion in the AOP is based on more than a percentage of an entity's output 
provided to DOE Hanford Site operations office. Other criteria are listed in the Statement of 
Basis for the Standard Terms and General Conditions of AOP Renewal 3. Perma-Fix Northwest 
may be reevaluated for inclusion in the Hanford AOP upon the next AOP renewal or revision. 

I-2: MIKE CONLAN 
Comment I-2-1 
1. Remove all nuclear waste, 
2. Do not allow anymore nuclear waste into the facility, 
3. Replace all the single storage tanks, 
4. Stop all the nuclear leakage entering the Columbia River 

Response to I-2-1 
Thank you for your comment. 
1. Ecology is working to ensure that long-term storage, treatment, and disposal of the waste is 
protective of human health and the environment. 
2. The proposed permit changes are not to allow additional nuclear waste into the Hanford 
Facility, but to better manage the waste already present. 
3. Single-shell tanks (SSTs) are not in the scope of this comment period. Ecology does agree that 
the tanks pose a threat. Ecology believes a better approach to replacing the SSTs is to remove 
the waste from the SSTs and placing it in the compliant double-shell tanks (DSTs) to prepare for 
eventual treatment in the Waste Treatment Plant that is now being built. 
4. The LERF and 200 Area ETF maintains a groundwater monitoring program in which 
groundwater is sampled to detect for releases from the facility. Monitoring is performed on a 
quarterly and semiannually basis. This monitoring program helps prevent migration of 
contaminated groundwater into the Columbia River. 

O-1: HEART OF AMERICA NORTHWEST 
Comment O-1-1 
Heart of America requests: 
Information / data which should have been in the permit modification and a technical fact sheet 
for the unit(s), and which we requested, include: 
i. The annual quantities of dangerous wastes with characteristics to be transferred, stored or 
treated through the pipelines and facilities; 
ii. The quantities and characteristics of batches of wastes to be held in LERF units, including 
radionuclides (while RCRA and HWMA do not require the listing of radionuclides that are not 



  
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

   
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

  

 
  
   

  
  

  
  

 

also a dangerous waste due to toxicity or other characteristics [e.g. radioactive heavy metals such 
as Uranium], the SEPA analysis of potential impacts must consider the potential significant 
impacts from generation, release and disposal of those waste elements and their cumulative 
health or environmental impacts with those from dangerous wastes). 
iii. Specifically, please disclose the constituents and concentrations in ???brine??? which was 
referred to in presentations on October 9 and is the term added to the permit describing wastes to 
be permitted, e.g., regarding 2025-E containerized wastes to be permitted and stored in addition 
to dry powder wastes (see, for example, page A.6). Please provide annual quantities and total 
amounts allowed to be stored. 

Response to O-1-1 
Thank you for your comment. 
(i) The future annual waste quantity that will be sent to LERF and 200 Area ETF for treatment is 
estimated at: 0.3 million gallons (Mgal) to 0.75 Mgal from Mixed Waste Trenches leachate; 0.60 
Mgal to 3.9 Mgal from IDF leachate; 0.40 Mgal to 1.7 Mgal for the 242-A Evaporator; and 3.8 
Mgal to 5.4 million gallons from the Effluent Management Facility. These are only estimates and 
are subject to change. 
(ii) The Part A Form identifies the characteristics of the wastes to be managed in the LERF 
basins and the capacity of the basins. Ecology made a March 15, 1990, SEPA determination to 
authorize construction and operation of LERF. A copy of that determination is available upon 
request to Ecology. Ecology is relying on the Tank Closure and Waste Management 
Environmental Impact Statement for the current reclassified permit modification. A SEPA 
determination/adoption notice will be available for public review during the Class 3 public 
comment period; 
(iii) The nature of the brine waste. Brine waste is not a new waste, it is just being removed from 
the ETF treatment process prior to being routed through the Thin Film Dryer. The amount of 
brine allowed to be stored at the ETF is based on tote size and spatial availability. The volume of 
brine stored within the ETF container storage areas will not exceed the amount allowed per 
available secondary containment. The annual quantity of waste stored in tanks and containers at 
the ETF is 2,669,000 gallons, per the Part A Form. Brine describes the concentrated liquid 
waste primarily resulting from treatment through the ETF Evaporator and other miscellaneous 
streams. The brine will maintain the same characteristics and concentrations as the powder 
waste that is currently produced by the Thin Film Dryer. 

Comment O-1-2 
???Brine??? sounds as if it is a saltwater solution. Indeed, that is its dictionary definition. 
???Brine??? is not a defined term pursuant to the dangerous waste rules in WAC 173-303- 040. 
Without disclosure of the contents in the permit and fact sheet, USDOE cannot use this term and 
Ecology cannot have an undefined term with no limitations and description on dangerous waste 
constituents. Use of the term ???brine??? is misleading and not permissible without describing 
the specific constituents. Without these disclosures, it is not possible to comment on adequacy of 
the permit conditions for storage in a facility which is currently permitted only for storage of dry 
powder. 



 
 
 

  
  

 
  

  
 

  

 
  

  
   

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

   
 

  
  

 
  

  
 

  
 

  

  
 

 

Response to O-1-2 
Thank you for your comment. Brine waste is not a new waste, it is just being removed from the 
ETF treatment process prior to being routed through the Thin Film Dryer. The amount of brine 
allowed to be stored at the ETF is based on tote size and spatial availability. The volume of brine 
stored within the ETF container storage areas will not exceed the amount allowed per available 
secondary containment. The annual quantity of waste stored in tanks and containers at the ETF 
is 2,669,000 gallons, per the Part A Form. Brine describes the concentrated liquid waste 
primarily resulting from treatment through the ETF Evaporator and other miscellaneous 
streams. The brine will maintain the same characteristics and concentrations as the powder 
waste that is currently produced by the Thin Film Dryer. 

Comment O-1-3 
This request includes SEPA analyses, which would require consideration of radioactive 
constituent impacts in the event of release (including failure of secondary containment) or long-
term release or exposures from disposal of the ultimate waste forms in the IDF landfill. 
i. There is no linked SEPA analysis and documents in the notice or permit modification 
transmittal. 

Response to O-1-3 
Thank you for your comment. SEPA documentation is not a requirement for a Class 2 permit 
modification. Since the modification has been reclassified to a Class 3, the SEPA analysis and 
documents will be available for public review during the second portion of the public comment 
period. 

O-2: HEART OF AMERICA NORTHWEST 
Comment O-2-1 
Heart of America Northwest requests: 
a) An extension of the comment period for the permit modification for thirty days from when 
USDOE provides the information requested at the public meeting held on October 9, 2019 on 
waste quantities, characteristics, constituents and concentrations to be transferred, stored and 
processed. a. Information / data which should have been in the permit modification and a 
technical fact sheet for the unit(s), and which we requested, include: 
i. The annual quantities of dangerous wastes with characteristics to be transferred, stored or 
treated through the pipelines and facilities; 
ii. The quantities and characteristics of batches of wastes to be held in LERF units, including 
radionuclides (while RCRA and HWMA do not require the listing of radionuclides that are not 
also a dangerous waste due to toxicity or other characteristics [e.g. radioactive heavy metals such 
as Uranium], the SEPA analysis of potential impacts must consider the potential significant 
impacts from generation, release and disposal of those waste elements and their cumulative 
health or environmental impacts with those from dangerous wastes). 
iii. Specifically, please disclose the constituents and concentrations in "brine" which was referred 
to in presentations on October 9 and is the term added to the permit describing wastes to be 
permitted, e.g., regarding 2025-E containerized wastes to be permitted and stored in addition to 



  
 

 
  

 
  

 
 

  
 

 
 

 

 
  

 
  

   
   

 
 

 
  

 

   
 

  
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

  
 

dry powder wastes (see, for example, page A.6). Please provide annual quantities and total 
amounts allowed to be stored. 

Response to O-2-1 
Thank you for your comment. Please see our response to comment O-1-1. 

Comment O-2-2 
"Brine" sounds as if it is a saltwater solution. Indeed, that is its dictionary definition. "Brine" is 
not a defined term pursuant to the dangerous waste rules in WAC 173-303-040. Without 
disclosure of the contents in the permit and fact sheet, USDOE cannot use this term and Ecology 
cannot have an undefined term with no limitations and description on dangerous waste 
constituents. Use of the term "brine" is misleading and not permissible without describing the 
specific constituents. Without these disclosures, it is not possible to comment on adequacy of the 
permit conditions for storage in a facility which is currently permitted only for storage of dry 
powder. 

Response to O-2-2 
Thank you for your comment. Please see our response to comment O-1-2. 

Comment O-2-3 
b. This request includes SEPA analyses, which would require consideration of radioactive 
constituent impacts in the event of release (including failure of secondary containment) or long-
term release or exposures from disposal of the ultimate waste forms in the IDF landfill. 
i. There is no linked SEPA analysis and documents in the notice or permit modification 
transmittal. 

Response to O-2-3 
Thank you for your comment. Please see our response to comment O-1-3. 

O-3: HEART OF AMERICA NORTHWEST 
Comment O-3-1 
Heart of America Northwest requests: 
a) An extension of the comment period for the permit modification for thirty days from when 
USDOE provides the information requested at the public meeting held on October 9, 2019 on 
waste quantities, characteristics, constituents and concentrations to be transferred, stored and 
processed. 
a. Information / data which should have been in the permit modification and a technical fact 
sheet for the unit(s), and which we requested, include: 
i. The annual quantities of dangerous wastes with characteristics to be transferred, stored or 
treated through the pipelines and facilities; 
ii. The quantities and characteristics of batches of wastes to be held in LERF units, including 
radionuclides (while RCRA and HWMA do not require the listing of radionuclides that are not 
also a dangerous waste due to toxicity or other characteristics [e.g. radioactive heavy metals such 



 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
    

 
 

  
  

  
   

 
 

 
   

  
 

 
  

    
 

 
   

  

 
 

 
    

 
 

 
 

as Uranium], the SEPA analysis of potential impacts must consider the potential significant 
impacts from generation, release and disposal of those waste elements and their cumulative 
health or environmental impacts with those from dangerous wastes). 
iii. Specifically, please disclose the constituents and concentrations in "brine" which was referred 
to in presentations on October 9 and is the term added to the permit describing wastes to be 
permitted, e.g., regarding 2025-E containerized wastes to be permitted and stored in addition to 
dry powder wastes (see, for example, page A.6). Please provide annual quantities and total 
amounts allowed to be stored. "Brine" sounds as if it is a saltwater solution. Indeed, that is its 
dictionary definition. "Brine" is not a defined term pursuant to the dangerous waste rules in 
WAC 173-303-040. Without disclosure of the contents in the permit and fact sheet, USDOE 
cannot use this term and Ecology cannot have an undefined term with no limitations and 
description on dangerous waste constituents. Use of the term "brine" is misleading and not 
permissible without describing the specific constituents. Without these disclosures, it is not 
possible to comment on adequacy of the permit conditions for storage in a facility which is 
currently permitted only for storage of dry powder. 
b. This request includes SEPA analyses, which would require consideration of radioactive 
constituent impacts in the event of release (including failure of secondary containment) or long-
term release or exposures from disposal of the ultimate waste forms in the IDF landfill. 
i. There is no linked SEPA analysis and documents in the notice or permit modification 
transmittal. 
b) Consolidation of the permit comment periods, including SEPA analyses, for this permit and 
the interrelated pending Class 3 permit modification for the DFLAW Effluent Management 
Facility (EMF) and its transfer lines to ETF and LERF. 
a. These permits are not only closely interrelated but require SEPA analyses of those 
interrelationships. 
b. The Department should consolidate, rather than allow a permittee to bifurcate, interrelated 
permit modifications. This would provide for better public review as well as integrated review 
under SEPA by the Department. 
c. When two or more permit modifications are closely related to each other and involve the same 
systems (e.g., connected transfer lines for the same wastes, and transfer of the same wastes), 
SEPA requires consideration of the interrelated systems and impacts. It defeats the intent of the 
Department's rules for modifications if a permittee may bifurcate or trifurcate interrelated permit 
modifications for transferring and treating the same wastes and avoid having closely related 
modifications subject to the greater public review opportunities of a Class 3 Modification. 

Response to O-3-1 
Thank you for your comment. 
a) Ecology agrees that the public should be offered the opportunity to review the permit 
modification using information requested at the October 9, 2019, public meeting. To facilitate 
this, we have decided to reclassify the permit modification to a Class 3 under WAC 173-303-
830(4)(b)(vi)(A)(III)(AA), which will include a 45-day public comment period as required by 
WAC 173-303-840(3)(d). 



  

   
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
  

   

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

  

a. Class 2 permit modifications are not required to include a technical fact sheet. All 
requirements for a Class 2 permit modification are located in WAC 173-303-830(4)(b). 
Information requested at the October 9, 2019, public meeting will be made available during the 
public comment period for the Class 3 permit modification. Supporting documentation will be 
available through the Operating Record. As requested, this information includes: 
(i) The future annual waste quantity that will be sent to LERF and 200 Area ETF for treatment is 
estimated at: 0.3 million gallons (Mgal) to 0.75 Mgal from Mixed Waste Trenches leachate; 0.60 
Mgal to 3.9 Mgal from IDF leachate; 0.40 Mgal to 1.7 Mgal for the 242-A Evaporator; and 3.8 
Mgal to 5.4 million gallons from the Effluent Management Facility. These are only estimates and 
are subject to change. 
(ii) The Part A Form identifies the characteristics of the wastes to be managed in the LERF 
basins. Ecology made a March 15, 1990 SEPA determination to authorize construction and 
operation of LERF. A copy of that determination is available upon request to Ecology. Ecology 
is relying on the Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the 
current reclassified permit modification. A SEPA determination/adoption notice will be available 
for public review during the Class 3 public comment period; 
(iii) The nature of the brine waste. Brine waste is not a new waste, it is just being removed from 
the ETF treatment process prior to being routed through the Thin Film Dryer. The amount of 
brine allowed to be stored at the ETF is based on tote size and spatial availability. The volume of 
brine stored within the ETF container storage areas will not exceed the amount allowed per 
available secondary containment. The annual quantity of waste stored in tanks and containers at 
the ETF is 2,669,000 gallons, per the Part A Form. Brine describes the concentrated liquid 
waste primarily resulting from treatment through the ETF Evaporator and other miscellaneous 
streams. The brine will maintain the same characteristics and concentrations as the powder 
waste that is currently produced by the Thin Film Dryer. 
b. Please see ii response, above. 
i. SEPA documentation is not a requirement for a Class 2 permit modification. Since the 
modification has been reclassified to a Class 3, the SEPA analysis and documents will be 
available for public review during the second portion of the public comment period. 
b) 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. 
a. Please see b) response, above. 
b. Please see b) response, above. 
c. Please see b) response, above. 

Comment O-3-2 
Due to the permit application failing to include the waste characteristics, quantities, etc. 
described above, in addition to extending the permit comment period, Ecology should not 
approve the permit modification. The permit application should be rejected and consolidated 
with the inter-related Class 3 Permit Modification for the same wastes and connected pipelines 
and systems for EMF. Ecology should require SEPA documentation to be included in the notice 



 
 

 
 

 

    

 
 

 
  

    

   
 

 
  

 
 

 
  

   
 

 
 

 
 

 
   

  
   

   
 

 
 

  
  

 
 

 

for both sets of permit modifications. At this point, there is no SEPA analysis for this permit 
modification. 

Response to O-3-2 
Thank you for your comment. Ecology agrees that the permit modification should not be 
approved as a Class 2 permit modification. Ecology has decided that a Class 3 permit 
modification is more appropriate, and with this reclassification the public is offered an 
additional 45-day public comment period. This comment period will take place concurrently with 
the Class 3 permit modification to the Direct Feed Low Activity Waste (DFLAW) portion of the 
Waste Treatment Plant permit, anticipated to run February 3, 2020 through March 19, 2020. 
Ecology does not provide a SEPA determination for Class 2 permit modifications. SEPA 
documentation will be provided with the Class 3 permit modification for public review. 

Comment O-3-3 
WAC 173-303-806 requires that a Class 2 Modification meet all elements of a Final Facility 
Permit in WAC 173-303-806. These requirements include a waste analysis plan ad analysis of all 
wastes. The current proposed modification includes wastes transferred from the pending Class 3 
permit modification for wastes from DFLAW which have not yet been incorporated into the 
facility permit. Therefore, either this Class 2 permit modification must be withdrawn / rejected 
and processed as part of the pending Class 3 Modification, or the permit must have the waste 
streams specified with quantity limitations. 

Response to O-3-3 
Thank you for your comment. Effluent waste streams from DFLAW to the LERF and 200 Area 
ETF are required to meet the waste acceptance criteria outlined in Addendum B, Waste Analysis 
Plan. The WTP will provide analysis data from representative samples to verify that the effluent 
meets the LERF and 200 Area ETF Addendum B waste acceptance criteria. Additionally, the 
Class 2 permit modification is being reclassified to a Class 3 permit modification, allowing the 
public an additional 45-day public comment period which will coincide with the public comment 
period for the DFLAW Class 3 permit modification. 

Comment O-3-4 
Leak detection and secondary containment provisions of the proposed permit are not adequate 
and are not permissible: 
USDOE seeks approval of a permit with a waiver of the requirements for secondary containment 
and ability to notify Ecology of releases from primary or secondary containment within 24 hours. 
See III.J.2 for transfer lines WTP's EMF to LERF. This illustrates the interconnection with the 
pending Class 3 Permit Modification for transfer lines for DFLAW, including LAW facility to 
EMF. This should be rejected. USDOE should be required to meet the 24 hour notification, if not 
have real time notification required due to the nature of these wastes, the length of the pipelines, 
etc. If this alternative were available for this facility and transfer lines, Ecology would have to 
grant the same waiver anywhere in Washington. USDOE, the permit applicant, has a record of 
failing to notify Ecology in a timely manner of releases. Consideration of the permittee's prior 
noncompliance for notifications is also highly relevant. 
To qualify for the variance requested, WAC 173-303-640(4)(i)(D) requires disclosure and 
consideration of the characteristics and contents of the wastes in the transfer lines and storage 



 
 

  
 

 

 
  

    
  

 

  
  

 
 

  
  

 
 

 
 

  
 

   

    
  

 

 
  

 
 

 

 
 

 

facilities / vaults. However, as highlighted above, USDOE has failed to disclose the waste 
quantities, characteristics, concentrations for secondary wastes from DFLAW which will be 
concentrated in EMF and then transferred in the pipelines and units subject to this permit 
modification. In order to qualify, USDOE must disclose, and Ecology consider, the maximum 
dangerous waste and radioactive constituent concentrations. 

Response to O-3-4 
Thank you for your comment. USDOE is not requesting a variance from the secondary 
containment requirements of WAC 173-303-640(4) because the WTP EMF transfer line to LERF 
Catch Basin 242AL-42 (4" WTP-001-M17) meets the requirements of WAC 173-303-640(4)(a) 
through WAC 173-303-640(4)(c). The design is pipe-in-pipe construction with an electronic leak 
detector located at the LERF Basin 42 catch basin. USDOE provided a demonstration that 
detection of a leak within 24 hours is dependent upon the leak rate and location along the 6,340-
foot pipeline. This demonstration concluded that a leak rate of 1.66 gallons per minute would be 
required to be detected within 24 hours. The sight glass offers a secondary option for the 
Permittees to inspect for leaks. 
The estimated annual quantity of waste to be received at LERF from future DFLAW operations 
is being developed; therefore the following value is subject to change. The estimated annual 
quantity of waste for secondary wastes from DFLAW (EMF evaporator condensates and 
scrubber waste streams) subject to this permit modification range from 3.8 million gallons to 5.4 
million gallons. 

Comment O-3-5 
The sumps and vaults in the proposed permit scope do not have 100% containment capacity. 
This is a serious shortcoming for the highly radioactive and dangerous wastes generated and 
being transferred from DFLAW. 
USDOE contends that an internal building floor with no berming is containment for the sump or 
vaults. This does not meet the RCRA / HWMA requirements and poses a grave risk of worker 
exposure to dangerous wastes as well as the potential for ultimate escape and release to the 
environment. Allowing waste to spread over a large area of sealed concrete floor is not 
containment. This is compounded by use of older equipment and not requiring automatic 
backflow detection and overflow prevention. Instead the sump relies on visual observation. 

Response to O-3-5 
Thank you for your comment. To meet the requirements of WAC 173-303-640(4)(e), containment 
capacity needs to be designed to contain one hundred percent of the volume of the largest tank. 
Ecology is not sure which portion of the facility your comment is referring to, but we believe that 
the ETF facility meets the tank secondary containment capacity requirements as outlined in 
WAC 173-303-640(4). Document CHPRC-01900 provides tank capacity and secondary 
containment calculations and will be made available for public review during the second portion 
of the Class 3 public comment period. 
Secondary containment for the filter drain sump tanks 59A-TK-2 and 59A-TK-3 is described in 
Section C.4.3.1.2. The filter drain sump tanks 59A-TK-2 and 59A-TK-3 are located in the Load-
In Station building, and the Load-In Station drain to the Load-In Station pit that provides 
secondary containment. 



 
  

 

 
   

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

   
  

 

 
 

 
 

   

 
  

   
 

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
 

 
  

  
  

 
 

 

Unplanned spills and releases to the environment are addressed in Addendum J, Contingency 
Plan, and require the Building Emergency Director (BED) to assess each incident to determine 
the response necessary to protect the personnel, facility, and the environment. 

Comment O-3-6 
Reliance on Visual Inspection and only 1 Electronic Detection is Inadequate and Should be 
Rejected: 
The lack of 100% containment for the sumps, sump pumps and other collection points and tanks 
is exacerbated by the legally inadequate proposed reliance on visual inspection (with apparently 
one point of electronic leak detection). Sump tank 59ATK-3 will only have a "sight glass to 
indicate level" and manual pump for overflow protection, instead of automatic cutoff. Reliance 
on proper following of protocols for visual inspections is particularly inappropriate in event of 
other upset conditions in the facilities which may interfere with visual inspections, simple 
operator inattention, and due to a history of the Hanford site contractors even ignoring results of 
alarms for overflows and leaks (e.g., Tank AY-102). A recording of any overflow or release 
event is vitally important for permitting and to ensure that a release is reported in a timely 
manner. Reliance on a written report following visual inspection is not acceptable. 

Response to O-3-6 
Thank you for your comment. Filter drain sump tank 59A-TK-3 is sized to accommodate the 
discrete volume of wastewater held within the filter housing and a sight glass will be used for 
monitoring the level within the tank. Ecology believes these are appropriate overfill prevention 
controls to meet WAC 173-303-640(5)(b)(ii). 

Comment O-3-7 
USDOE has failed to specify in the permit how releases will be contained. Rather, USDOE relies 
on the entire building floor and walls as containment, which would prevent the workforce from 
entering and carrying out other essential activities or immediate repairs. 

Response to O-3-7 
Thank you for your comment. If this comment is in reference to the Brine Loadout System, the 
2025E walls are coated with a special protective coating to a height of six inches and the floors 
are coated with a special protective coating. The floors of Building 2025E are sloped to channel 
releases from the dangerous waste management units to one of two sump tanks located below 
floor level. In the event of a release to the environment, the Permittees are required to notify 
Ecology and, if necessary, implement the Contingency Plan. Refer to our response to comment 
O-3-5 regarding personnel protection. 

Comment O-3-8 
Only one tank will also have a manual override instead of all tanks in the event of equipment 
malfunction. This opens additional routes of potential release. The permit should require manual 
overrides as well as electronic release notifications and routine inspections. 

Response to O-3-8 
Thank you for your comment. Only tank 59A-TK-3 is proposed to be added to the permit. This 
permit modification corrects the permitting of tank 59A-TK-2 from ancillary equipment to a tank 
system. Tank 59A-TK-2 exists, and was previously identified as ancillary equipment to the Load-



  

  
 

 
  

    
 

     

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

  
  

 

In Station Tank 59A-TK-1. The discrete sizing of these tanks decreases the chance for release 
due to overfilling. Inspections will be performed on these tanks in accordance with WAC 173-
303-640, and as described in Addendum I, Inspection Requirements. Requirements for other 
tanks at the facility are not within the scope of this permit modification. 

Comment O-3-9 
The use of fiberglass four inch transfer lines for EMF to the LERF basins is inappropriate. These 
long, outdoor lines will be expected to be in use for decades and will be subject to frost and 
precipitation, soil movement, etc. This is exacerbated by "a single-point electronic leak detection 
element at LERF Basin 42." (USDOE-RL public meeting presentation October 9, 2019). Single 
point detection, which is NOT along the very long, outdoor transfer line is not permissible. It is 
quite likely that releases along the line would go undetected by a single end point (basin) 
detection element. Metal piping with cathodic protection should be required as consistent with 
WAC, in conjunction with multiple leak detection points. 

Response to O-3-9 
Thank you for your comment. The requirements of WAC 173-303-640(3) for a new tank system, 
as defined under WAC 173-303-040, do not require outdoor transfer lines be made out of metal. 
The requirement is that the pipeline be constructed of material that will withstand external 
corrosion factors, be compatible with the dangerous characteristics of the waste to be handled, 
and be supported against physical damage due to environmental and vehicular stresses. Metal 
pipelines must be provided with corrosion protection as recommended by an independent 
corrosion expert. However, since the external portions of the tank system (i.e. the transfer line) 
that will be in contact with the soil are composed of a corrosion-resistant material (e.g. 
fiberglass) an evaluation by a corrosion expert is not required. Ecology is requiring the 
Permittees submit a tightness test of the WTP EMF transfer line to LERF Catch Basin 42 (4"-
WTP-001-M17) prior to receiving dangerous waste at LERF. Please see response to comment O-
3-4 regarding detection of a leak and leak rate. 



 

 

    
     

   
   
  
      

 
 

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

• Public notice (fact sheet) 
• Classified advertisement in the Tri-City Herald 
• Notice sent to the Hanford-Info email list 
• Event posting on Washington Department of Ecology – Hanford’s Facebook and Twitter 

pages 



 

 
 

FACT SHEET 

  
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

Sept. 16 to Nov. 15 

Get Involved 
Stay Informed 

Public Meeting: 
Oct. 9, 5:30 p.m.  
Richland Public Library  
955 Northgate Dr.  
Richland, WA  99352 

Contact Information: 
Jennifer Colborn 
(509) 376-5480 
Jennifer_M_Colborn@rl.gov 
Daina McFadden, Ecology 
(509) 372-7950 
Hanford@ecy.wa.gov 

Administrative Record: 
https://go.usa.gov/xyMaZ 

Submit Comments: 
http://wt.ecology.commentinpu
t.com/?id=pSNds 

Proposed Class 2 Permit Modification for the Liquid Effluent Retention 
Facility and 200 Area Effluent Treatment Facility 

 
The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is holding a 60-day public comment period on a proposed modification to 
the Hanford Dangerous Waste Permit. The proposed modification would allow DOE to connect a waste transfer 

line from the Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant’s Effluent Management Facility (EMF) to the Liquid 
Effluent Retention Facility (LERF), and to make improvements to the 200 Area Effluent Treatment Facility (ETF) 

in preparation for tank waste treatment. 

 

Background 
The Hanford Site occupies 580 square miles in southeastern Washington state. 
Beginning in 1943, the Site produced plutonium for the nation’s defense 
program. Plutonium production ceased in the late 1980s. Today, waste 
management and environmental cleanup are the primary missions at Hanford. 

DOE and its contractor Washington River Protection Solutions have requested a 
Class 2 modification to the LERF and 200 Area ETF chapter of the Hanford 
Dangerous Waste Permit. The LERF and 200 Area ETF receive process 
wastewater from the 242-A Evaporator and other Hanford remediation and 
waste management activities. Wastewater from LERF is pumped to the 200 Area 
ETF for treatment to remove contaminants. The ETF is located near the center of 
the Hanford Site in the 200 East Area (see map). 

Overview 
The permit establishes requirements to ensure that waste management 
activities protect human health and the environment. DOE has proposed a 
Class 2 modification to the permit pursuant to Washington Administrative Code 
WAC 173-303-830, which requires a 60-day public review process. 

Summary of Changes 
If approved, the modification would allow DOE to connect a waste transfer line 
from EMF to LERF and to make improvements to the 200 Area ETF so that it can 
support tank waste treatment. The improvements include adding a secondary 
waste load-out system inside ETF and adding a filter sump tank to the existing 
load-in station. This requires modification to the permit conditions and 
applicable addenda. Modifications to the addenda include revised information 
on the LERF and the 200 Area ETF boundary, the waste analysis plan, facility 
improvements, container management, leak detection, closure and inspection 
requirements. 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: SEPT. 16 to NOV. 15, 2019 

https://apps.leg.wa.gov/Wac/default.aspx?cite=173-303-830
https://go.usa.gov/xyMaZ
http://wt.ecology.commentinput.com/?id=pSNds
http://wt.ecology.commentinput.com/?id=pSNds
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Permit Addenda Affected by this Modification: 
• Permit Conditions 
• Addendum A, Part A Form 
• Addendum B, Waste Analysis Plan 
• Addendum C, Process Information 
• Addendum F, Preparedness and Prevention 
• Addendum H, Closure Plan 
• Addendum I, Inspection Requirements 
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A 60-day public comment period will begin Sept. 16 and will continue through Nov. 15. A public meeting will be 
held on Oct. 9 at 5:30 p.m. at the Richland Public Library, 955 Northgate Drive, Richland, Washington 99352. 
 
To request disability accommodation, please contact Jennifer Colborn, Jennifer_M_Colborn@rl.gov,  

40, at least 10 working days prior to the event.   

ts must be submitted by Nov. 15 in writing by mail or electronically (preferred) to: 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
3100 Port of Benton Boulevard 
Richland, WA 99354 
http://wt.ecology.commentinput.com/?id=pSNds (preferred) 

usion of the public comment period, the Washington State Department of Ecology will address 
ents and prepare a Response to Comment document. 

e proposed modification and supporting documentation will be available online during the 
ent period at http://go.usa.gov/xyMaZ, on Ecology’s website at http://go.usa.gov/xyCer, and at 

 Public Information Repositories at https://go.usa.gov/xVDxC.  

(509) 376-58
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mailto:Jennifer_M_Colborn@rl.gov
http://wt.ecology.commentinput.com/?id=pSNds
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https://go.usa.gov/xVDxC
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Public Involvement Opportunity 
 
We want to hear from you on the proposed changes to the LERF and 200 
Area ETF chapter of the Hanford Dangerous Waste Permit! 
 
Comment Period: September 16 to November 15, 2019 
Public Meeting: October 9, 2019, 5:30 p.m., Richland Public Library 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
Class 2 Permit Modification Fact Sheet 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Office of River Protection 
P.O. Box 450, H6-60 
Richland, WA 99352 
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Learn About a Proposed Permit Modification
for the Liquid Effluent Retention Facility and

200 Area Effluent Treatment Facility

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is holding a 60-day public comment period on a proposed
modification to the Hanford Dangerous Waste Permit. This proposed Class 2 permit modification
would allow DOE to connect a waste transfer line from the Waste Treatment and Immobilization
Plant’s Effluent Management Facility to the Liquid Effluent Retention Facility, and make improvements
to the 200 Area Effluent Treatment Facility (ETF) to ensure the facility is ready for Direct Feed
Low-Activity Waste operations. The ETF improvements include adding a secondary waste load-out
system inside the facility and adding a filter sump tank to the existing waste load-in station.

A public meeting will be held Oct. 9, 2019, at 5:30 p.m. at the Richland Public Library,
955 Northgate Drive, Richland, Washington 99352.

Visit https://go.usa.gov/xyMaZ to review details on these proposed changes.

Please submit comments by Nov. 15, in writing, to the Washington State Department of Ecology
(Ecology), 3100 Port of Benton Boulevard, Richland, Washington 99354, or electronically at
http://wt.ecology.commentinput.com/?id=pSNds.

Questions? Please contact Jennifer Colborn at Jennifer_M_Colborn@rl.gov or Daina McFadden,
Ecology, at Hanford@ecy.wa.gov.

The permittee’s compliance history during the life of the permit being modified is available from the
Washington State Department of Ecology contact person.

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.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: SEPT. 16 to NOV. 15, 2019

Learn more about Hanford cleanup at www.hanford.gov509-380-5474
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You can find out more
about the state’s standar-
dized tests on the Office
of Superintendent of
Public Instruction website.
The information includes
sample questions.

LOOKING AT TRENDS
Some people look at

standardized testing with
suspicion, but Pasco
school administrator Erich
Bolz welcomes it as a way
to measure how well the
district is doing.
It’s a useful way to mea-

sure the inequities that
happen in the classroom,
he said.
But the district’s assist-

ant superintendent of
instructional services
doesn’t want it to be the
only way to measure suc-
cess.
“As a professional edu-

cator, who is also a parent,
I am way more interested
if my kid goes to your
school if they’re going to
make a year’s growth in a
year’s time,” he said. “I’m
interested in looking at
how kids perform based
on where they start.”
Kennewick’s Lori Butler

agreed with that senti-
ment.
The assessment scores

are just one tool the
Kennewick district uses to
measure what students
need, but it doesn’t show
how much progress a
student is making, she
said.
“We have our children

for 13 years, and our goal
is to get them to gradua-
tion and onto college or a
career,” said Butler, the
district’s director of as-
sessment and professional
development. “It may take
them several years for
them to catch up.”
Statewide, tests results

remain stagnant.
Slightly less than 60

percent of students are at
grade level in English, and
less than half of the stu-
dents are at grade level in
math and science.
“Stability can be a dou-

ble-edged sword,” state
Superintendent Chris
Reykdal said in a news
release. “On one hand, it
means our educational
system is maintaining the
gains we have made. On
the other, it means
achievement gaps be-
tween student groups are
continuing to persist.”
The tests the state uses

are among the most chal-
lenging in the country,
Reykdal said.
The state earned a C-

plus in an Education Week
survey of states nation-
wide looking at 39 in-
dicators, including the
education of parents, the
percentage of students in
early childhood education
and in school funding.
The stagnant test scores

drew criticism from the
Washington Policy Center,
a conservative think tank.
Liv Finne, the director for
the Center of Education,
argued it shows putting
more money into the sys-
tem does not result in
better grades.

PASCO AND
KENNEWICK DIVIDES
The differences be-

tween neighborhoods in
Kennewick and Pasco
become clearer when you
focus in on a school level.
Schools in east Pasco

and northeast Kennewick
perform worse on the tests
than their western coun-

terparts in the Tri-Cities.
For example, more than

two-thirds of Livingston
Elementary students were
at grade level. And while
the results aren’t as im-
pressive, students at
Markham, Angelou,
McGee and Franklin are
also ahead of the district
average.
Schools on the eastern

side of the district, like
Captain Gray and Rowena
Chess, are on the other
side of the spectrum.
The disparity is even

more dramatic in Kenne-
wick, where about 80
percent of Amon Creek
students are at grade lev-
el, compared with Amis-
tad, where fewer than 20
percent are at grade level.
Ridge View, Sage Crest,

Cottonwood and Lincoln
also are near the top of the
class.
That is a reflection of

the student population at
those schools, according
to state’s data.
Schools with a higher

percentage of low-income
and non-English speaking
students tend to perform
worse on the tests which
are given in English.
Low-income students

can face several
difficulties that affect their
education, including
worse health and nutri-
tion, more limited vocabu-
lary, and they can be less
hopeful about the future,
according an article from
the Association for Super-
vision and Curriculum
Development.
Students trying to learn

English while also trying
to understand other sub-
jects can often face a bar-
rier that leads to frustra-
tion, according to the
Schoolyard blog, which
provides tips for teachers.
While the test scores

may not look great, both
Butler and Bolz are look-
ing beyond the initial
scores to how well stu-
dents are improving.
The state tracks how

students improve com-
pared with their peers who
received similar grades.
For example, if a stu-

dent scored a 75 on a test,
the state looks at every
other student who scored
a 75, and then sees how
well they do the next year.
In Pasco, Bolz is looking

for students to be better
than 50 percent of compa-
rable students, and both
Pasco and Kennewick
students show they are
doing better than their
peers.
He pointed to one

school bucking the trend:
Marie Curie STEM Ele-
mentary.
While the test scores at

the school are below the
average, students are
gaining on their peers at a
high rate. The largest
growth is in the sixth
grade, where nearly two-
thirds of the students are
doing better than their
peers.
That’s being accom-

plished at a school where
nine out of 10 students are

low income and six out of
10 are learning to speak
English.
“When you walk into

Marie Curie, whether
you’re an educator or a lay
person, you notice a dif-
ferent type of educational
practice,” he said. “You
see kids that are really
focused on their growth
and taking amazing
responsibility for setting
their own goals.”
In Kennewick, those

success stories are scat-
tered throughout the
schools, she said.
There is a misconcep-

tion that because a school
has poor scores that it has
poor teachers. That’s not
the case, Butler said.
“We were able to put a

highly capable program in
every school,” she said.
“There are gifted students
in all of those schools. ...
That often doesn’t get
measured.”

ABOVE AVERAGE IN
RICHLAND
In many ways, Richland

remains an outlier com-
pared to its neighbors.
It is the only district in

the Tri-Cities to do better
than the state average —
62 percent of students
were at grade level in
English and 50 percent
were at grade level in
math.
“We are analyzing the

results to see what more
we can do to help our
students grow and meet
their goals,” said Ty Bea-
ver, Richland’s communi-
cations director. “Smarter
Balanced Assessment
scores are just one of the
ways we measure student
success.”
Richland bucks some

other trends where dips
might be expected. The
schools with the largest
number of low-income
students —Jefferson, Jason
Lee and Marcus Whitman
— were either slightly
above or slightly below the
average.
But the two lowest-

performing elementary
schools, Tapteal and Saca-
jawea, do tend to have
more low-income stu-
dents, but not as many as
other schools.
Administrators and

teachers will use the in-
formation to reach the
students most at risk of
falling through the cracks.
The district has focused
on closing those gaps in
recent years.
The district has been in

a multi-year process of
finding ways to help stu-
dents who are struggling.

MARATHON, NOT A
SPRINT
Each school district uses

its own assessment test to
see how students are do-

ing during the course of
the year.
They’re given multiple

times a year, and become
another way the district
can more closely look at
how well a child is suc-
ceeding.
That process is com-

bined with some ambi-
tious goals in Pasco and
Kennewick.
Pasco’s Outrageous

Outcomes call for every
third-grader to be reading
at grade level, all ninth-
graders to know algebra
and be on track to gradu-
ate, and for a 100 percent
graduation rate.
In Kennewick, the stan-

dards are the district’s
North Star Goals. Along
with wanting students to
feel safe and be prepared
once they graduate, the
district’s reading and
algebra goals are similar.
In Pasco, moving to-

ward the goal is some-
thing that starts with the
administration and works
its way down to the class-
room level, said Superin-
tendent Michelle Whitney.
For example, a kin-

dergarten teacher can use
the test data to see if stu-
dents are on track to read
in the third grade.
It also allows the teach-

er to group students to-
gether who are struggling
with similar things.
Improving school per-

formance isn’t something
that can happen all at
once, Bolz and Butler said.
The districts set reason-
able annual goals for each
of the schools to attain.
“We have to be account-

able, but we have to set
goals that are attainable
year after year,” Bolz said.
“If I were to get back into
tennis-playing shape, my
goal would be to get to
180 pounds, but it
wouldn’t be by tomor-
row.”
Butler provided some

advice for parents who
might be concerned when
they receive their child’s
scores.
“This is only one way to

measure what we teach
children,” she said. “The
more information that we
have about the students,
the better we can teach
them. ... This is not the
full picture of what their
child can do.”

FROM PAGE 1A

TESTS
SLIGHTLY LESS
THAN 60 PERCENT
OF STUDENTS ARE
AT GRADE LEVEL
IN ENGLISH, AND
LESS THAN HALF
OF THE STUDENTS
ARE AT GRADE
LEVEL IN MATH
AND SCIENCE.

reiterated its forces could
strike U.S. military bases
across the Mideast with
their arsenal of ballistic
missiles.
The U.S. government

produced satellite photos
showing what officials said
were at least 19 points of
impact at two Saudi energy
facilities, including dam-
age at the heart of the
kingdom’s crucial oil pro-
cessing plant at Abqaiq.
Officials said the photos
show impacts consistent
with the attack coming
from the direction of Iran
or Iraq, rather than from
Yemen to the south.
Iraq denied Sunday that

its territory was used for an
attack on the Kingdom and
U.S. officials said a strike
from there would be a vio-
lation of Iraq’s sovereignty.
The U.S. officials said

additional devices, which
apparently didn’t reach
their targets, were reco-
vered northwest of the
facilities and are being
jointly analyzed by Saudi
and American intelligence.
The officials, who spoke on
condition of anonymity to
discuss intelligence mat-
ters, did not address
whether the drone could
have been fired from Ye-
men, then taken a round-
about path, but did not
explicitly rule it out.
The attacks and recrim-

inations are increasing
already heightened fears of
an escalation in the region,
after a prominent U.S.
senator suggested striking
Iranian oil refineries in
response to the assault,
and Iran warned of the
potential of more violence.
“Because of the tension

and sensitive situation, our
region is like a powder keg,”
said Iranian Brig. Gen. Amir
Ali Hajizadeh. “When these
contacts come too close,
when forces come into
contact with one another, it
is possible a conflict hap-
pens because of amisunder-
standing.”
Actions on any side

could break into the open a
twilight war that’s been
raging just below the sur-
face of the wider Persian
Gulf in recent months.
Already, there have been

mysterious attacks on oil
tankers that America
blames on Tehran, at least
one suspected Israeli strike
on Shiite forces in Iraq,
and Iran shooting down a
U.S. military surveillance
drone.
The attack Saturday on

Saudi Arabia’s Abqaiq plant
and its Khurais oil field led
to the interruption of an
estimated 5.7 million barrels
of the kingdom’s crude oil
production per day, equiv-
alent tomore than 5% of
the world’s daily supply. It
remained unclear how King
Salman and his assertive
son, Crown PrinceMo-
hammed bin Salman, will
respond to an attack target-
ing the heart of the Saudi oil
industry.
Crude oil futures shot up

9.5% to $60 as trading
opened Sunday evening in
New York, a dramatic in-
crease. A spike in oil prices
could have negative effects
for the global economy.
Saudi Arabia has prom-

ised to fill in the cut in
production with its re-
serves, but has not said
how long it will take to
repair the damage. The
Wall Street Journal cited
Saudi officials as saying a
third of output would be
restored onMonday, but a
return to full production
may take weeks.
Trump said he had ap-

proved the release of U.S.
strategic petroleum re-
serves “if needed” to stabi-
lize energy markets. The
president said the final
amount of the release, if
any, would be “sufficient
to keep the markets well-
supplied.”
Images from the Euro-

pean Commission’s Senti-
nel-2 satellite examined by
the AP showed black char
marks at the heart of the
Abqaiq plant on Sunday,
marks not seen over the
prior month. Identical
marks are visible on the
U.S. imagery. TheWash-
ington-based Center for
Strategic and International
Studies in August identi-
fied the area with the char
marks as the plant’s stabili-
zation area.
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From: ^TPA 
To: HANFORD-INFO@LISTSERV.ECOLOGY.WA.GOV 
Subject: Upcoming comment period on proposed changes to the Hanford Dangerous Waste Permit 
Date: Wednesday, August 14, 2019 9:44:05 AM 
Attachments: image003.png 

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) is planning a 60-day public comment period on a
proposed modification to the Hanford Dangerous Waste Permit. This proposed Class 2 permit
modification would allow DOE to connect a waste transfer line from the Waste Treatment and 
Immobilization Plant’s Effluent Management Facility to the Liquid Effluent Retention Facility
and make improvements to the 200 Area Effluent Treatment Facility to ensure the facility is
ready for Direct Feed Low-Activity Waste operations. The Effluent Treatment Facility
improvements include adding a secondary waste load-out system inside the facility and adding
a filter sump tank to the existing waste load-in station. 

The public comment period is expected to begin in September, with a public meeting in
October. 

The proposed modification will be available online during the comment period at
Hanford Administrative Record and at the Public Information Repositories located in 
Richland, Seattle, Spokane and Portland. 

A summary fact sheet and details of the public meeting will be provided when the comment
period begins. 

Questions?  Please contact Paula Call, DOE, paula.call@orp.doe.gov or Daina McFadden, 
Ecology, at Hanford@ecy.wa.gov. 

Ecology logo 

Visit us on the web and follow our news and social media. 

Subscribe or Unsubscribe 

mailto:hanford@ECY.WA.GOV
mailto:HANFORD-INFO@LISTSERV.ECOLOGY.WA.GOV
https://pdw.hanford.gov/
https://ecology.wa.gov/Waste-Toxics/Nuclear-waste/Public-comment-periods
mailto:paula.call@orp.doe.gov
mailto:Hanford@ecy.wa.gov
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/
https://ecology.wa.gov/About-us/Get-to-know-us/News
http://listserv.ecology.wa.gov/scripts/wa-ECOLOGY.exe?SUBED1=HANFORD-INFO&A=1
http://listserv.ecology.wa.gov/scripts/wa-ECOLOGY.exe?SUBED1=HANFORD-INFO&A=1


 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

From: ^TPA 
To: HANFORD-INFO@LISTSERV.ECOLOGY.WA.GOV 
Subject: Public Comment Period Begins Today on Proposed Changes to the Hanford Dangerous Waste Permit 
Date: Monday, September 16, 2019 9:04:32 AM 
Attachments: image003.png 

LERF-ETF_Fact Sheet_FINAL.pdf 

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) and Washington State Department of Ecology
(Ecology) are holding a 60-day public comment period on a proposed modification to the
Hanford Dangerous Waste Permit. This proposed Class 2 permit modification would allow
DOE to connect a waste transfer line from the Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant’s 
Effluent Management Facility to the Liquid Effluent Retention Facility and make
improvements to the Effluent Treatment Facility (ETF) to ensure the facility is ready for
Direct-Feed Low-Activity Waste operations. The ETF improvements include adding a
secondary waste load-out system inside the facility and adding a filter sump tank to the
existing waste load-in station. 

The comment period is from Sept. 16 to Nov. 15, 2019. 

A public meeting will be held Oct. 9 at 5:30 p.m. at the Richland Public Library,
955 Northgate Drive, Richland, Washington 99352. If you are unable to attend in person, you
can participate via webinar, ID# 541-189-227. 

Copies of the proposed modification and supporting documentation will be available online 
during the comment period at Hanford Administrative Record, on Ecology’s website, and at 
the Hanford Public Information Repositories. Please see the attached summary fact sheet. 

Please submit any comments by Nov. 15, electronically (preferred) or by mail to: 

Washington State Department of Ecology
3100 Port of Benton Boulevard 
Richland, Washington 99354 

Questions? Please contact Jennifer Colborn, MSA, at Jennifer_M_Colborn@rl.gov, or Daina 
McFadden, Ecology, at Hanford@ecy.wa.gov. 

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. 

mailto:hanford@ECY.WA.GOV
mailto:HANFORD-INFO@LISTSERV.ECOLOGY.WA.GOV
https://register.gotowebinar.com/register/3203059192265125133
https://pdw.hanford.gov/document/AR-02617
https://ecology.wa.gov/Waste-Toxics/Nuclear-waste/Public-comment-periods
https://pdw.hanford.gov/PIRs
http://wt.ecology.commentinput.com/?id=pSNds
mailto:Jennifer_M_Colborn@rl.gov
mailto:Hanford@ecy.wa.gov
mailto:jennifer_m_colborn@rl.gov
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Proposed Class 2 Permit Modification for the Liquid Effluent Retention 
Facility and 200 Area Effluent Treatment Facility 


 
The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is holding a 60-day public comment period on a proposed modification to 
the Hanford Dangerous Waste Permit. The proposed modification would allow DOE to connect a waste transfer 


line from the Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant’s Effluent Management Facility (EMF) to the Liquid 
Effluent Retention Facility (LERF), and to make improvements to the 200 Area Effluent Treatment Facility (ETF) 


in preparation for tank waste treatment. 


 


Background 
The Hanford Site occupies 580 square miles in southeastern Washington state. 
Beginning in 1943, the Site produced plutonium for the nation’s defense 
program. Plutonium production ceased in the late 1980s. Today, waste 
management and environmental cleanup are the primary missions at Hanford. 


DOE and its contractor Washington River Protection Solutions have requested a 
Class 2 modification to the LERF and 200 Area ETF chapter of the Hanford 
Dangerous Waste Permit. The LERF and 200 Area ETF receive process 
wastewater from the 242-A Evaporator and other Hanford remediation and 
waste management activities. Wastewater from LERF is pumped to the 200 Area 
ETF for treatment to remove contaminants. The ETF is located near the center of 
the Hanford Site in the 200 East Area (see map). 


Overview 
The permit establishes requirements to ensure that waste management 
activities protect human health and the environment. DOE has proposed a 
Class 2 modification to the permit pursuant to Washington Administrative Code 
WAC 173-303-830, which requires a 60-day public review process. 


Summary of Changes 
If approved, the modification would allow DOE to connect a waste transfer line 
from EMF to LERF and to make improvements to the 200 Area ETF so that it can 
support tank waste treatment. The improvements include adding a secondary 
waste load-out system inside ETF and adding a filter sump tank to the existing 
load-in station. This requires modification to the permit conditions and 
applicable addenda. Modifications to the addenda include revised information 
on the LERF and the 200 Area ETF boundary, the waste analysis plan, facility 
improvements, container management, leak detection, closure and inspection 
requirements. 


Get Involved 
Stay Informed 


PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 


Sept. 16 to Nov. 15 


Public Meeting: 
Oct. 9, 5:30 p.m.  
Richland Public Library  
955 Northgate Dr.  
Richland, WA  99352 


Contact Information: 
Jennifer Colborn 
(509) 376-5480 
Jennifer_M_Colborn@rl.gov 
Daina McFadden, Ecology 
(509) 372-7950 
Hanford@ecy.wa.gov 


Administrative Record: 
https://go.usa.gov/xyMaZ 


Submit Comments: 
http://wt.ecology.commentinpu
t.com/?id=pSNds 


PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: SEPT. 16 to NOV. 15, 2019 



https://apps.leg.wa.gov/Wac/default.aspx?cite=173-303-830

https://go.usa.gov/xyMaZ

http://wt.ecology.commentinput.com/?id=pSNds

http://wt.ecology.commentinput.com/?id=pSNds
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Permit Addenda Affected by this Modification: 
• Permit Conditions 
• Addendum A, Part A Form 
• Addendum B, Waste Analysis Plan 
• Addendum C, Process Information 
• Addendum F, Preparedness and Prevention 
• Addendum H, Closure Plan 
• Addendum I, Inspection Requirements 
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A 60-day public comment period will begin Sept. 16 and will continue through Nov. 15. A public meeting will be 
held on Oct. 9 at 5:30 p.m. at the Richland Public Library, 955 Northgate Drive, Richland, Washington 99352. 
 
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.   
 
All comments must be submitted by Nov. 15 in writing by mail or electronically (preferred) to: 


Washington State Department of Ecology 
3100 Port of Benton Boulevard 
Richland, WA 99354 
http://wt.ecology.commentinput.com/?id=pSNds (preferred) 


 
At the conclusion of the public comment period, the Washington State Department of Ecology will address 
public comments and prepare a Response to Comment document. 
 
Copies of the proposed modification and supporting documentation will be available online during the 
public comment period at http://go.usa.gov/xyMaZ, on Ecology’s website at http://go.usa.gov/xyCer, and at 
the Hanford Public Information Repositories at https://go.usa.gov/xVDxC.  
 



mailto:Jennifer_M_Colborn@rl.gov

http://wt.ecology.commentinput.com/?id=pSNds

http://go.usa.gov/xyMaZ

http://go.usa.gov/xyCer

https://go.usa.gov/xVDxC
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Public Involvement Opportunity 
 
We want to hear from you on the proposed changes to the LERF and 200 
Area ETF chapter of the Hanford Dangerous Waste Permit! 
 
Comment Period: September 16 to November 15, 2019 
Public Meeting: October 9, 2019, 5:30 p.m., Richland Public Library 
 


 
 
 
 


 
 
Class 2 Permit Modification Fact Sheet 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Office of River Protection 
P.O. Box 450, H6-60 
Richland, WA 99352 
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Date: Wednesday, October 9, 2019 10:11:46 AM 
Attachments: image003.png 

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) and Washington State Department of Ecology
(Ecology) are holding a 60-day public comment period on a proposed modification to the
Hanford Dangerous Waste Permit. This proposed Class 2 permit modification would allow
DOE to connect a waste transfer line from the Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant’s 
Effluent Management Facility to the Liquid Effluent Retention Facility and make
improvements to the Effluent Treatment Facility (ETF) to ensure the facility is ready for
Direct-Feed Low-Activity Waste operations. The ETF improvements include adding a
secondary waste load-out system inside the facility and adding a filter sump tank to the
existing waste load-in station. 

The comment period is from Sept. 16 to Nov. 15, 2019. 

A public meeting will be held tonight, Oct. 9 at 5:30 p.m. at the Richland Public Library,
955 Northgate Drive, Richland, Washington 99352. If you are unable to attend in person, you
can participate via webinar, ID# 541-189-227. 

Copies of the proposed modification and supporting documentation are available online at 
Hanford Administrative Record, on Ecology’s website, and at the Hanford Public Information 
Repositories. 

Please submit any comments by Nov. 15, electronically (preferred) or by mail to: 

Washington State Department of Ecology
3100 Port of Benton Boulevard 
Richland, Washington 99354 

Questions? Please contact Jennifer Colborn, MSA, at Jennifer_M_Colborn@rl.gov, or Daina 
McFadden, Ecology, at Hanford@ecy.wa.gov. 
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