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PUBLICATION AND CONTACT INFORMATION 

This publication is available on the Department of Ecology’s (Ecology) website at 

https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/SummaryPages/1705001.html 

 

For more information contact: 

 

Philip Gent 

Nuclear Waste Program 

3100 Port of Benton Boulevard 

Richland, WA 99354 

 

Phone:  509-372-7950 

Hanford Cleanup Line:  800-321-2008 

Email:  HanfordAir@ecy.wa.gov 

 

Washington State Department of Ecology - www.ecy.wa.gov  

 

 Headquarters, Lacey     360-407-6000 

 Northwest Regional Office, Bellevue  425-649-7000 

 Southwest Regional Office, Lacey   360-407-6300 

 Central Regional Office, Yakima   509-575-2490 

 Eastern Regional Office, Spokane   509-329-3400 

 

Ecology publishes this document to meet the requirements of Washington Administrative Code 

173-400-171 (7)(c). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
If you need this document in a format for the visually impaired, call the Nuclear Waste Program at 
509-372-7950.  Persons with hearing loss can call 711 for Washington Relay Service.  Persons 
with a speech disability can call 877-833-6341. 
 

  

https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/SummaryPages/1705001.html
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/SummaryPages/1705001.html
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/
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INTRODUCTION 

The Washington State Department of Ecology’s Nuclear Waste Program (NWP) regulates air 

pollution sources at the Hanford Site through permits.  These permits ensure Hanford’s air 

emissions stay within regulatory limits to protect people and the environment. 

 

The comment period covered by this response to comments was for a draft Notice of Construction 

Approval Order.   

 

The purpose of this Response to Comments 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: Air Permit to Construct the Effluent Management Facility  

at the Waste Treatment Plant on the Hanford Site|, 

October 3 – December 2, 2016 

Permit: 

Permittees 

Approval Order DE16NWP-003 

United States Department of Energy, Office of River Protection 

 

To see more information related to the Hanford Site and nuclear waste in Washington, please 

visit our website: www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/nwp. 

 

REASONS FOR ISSUING THE PERMIT 

The United States Department of Energy (USDOE) proposed to modify their existing facility 

(Hanford) located in Richland, Washington.   

 

At the Hanford Site, USDOE in engaged in a cleanup effort to address the waste resulting from 

decades of plutonium production.  Much of the waste to be cleaned up is stored in underground 

tanks near the center of Hanford, several miles from any residence or agricultural land. 

 

The waste in Hanford’s tanks will be treated at the Waste Treatment Plant (WTP).  The proposed 

project consists of construction of the Effluent Management Facility (EMF) in support of the 

direct feed of low-activity waste configuration at the WTP.   

 

This Approval Order will approve the project proposed by the permittee and describe conditions 

and restrictions they must meet. 

 

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/nwp
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ACTIONS 

NWP encouraged public comment on the Effluent Management Facility during a 30-day public 

comment period held October 30 to December 2, 2016. 

 

To publicize the comment period, Ecology: 

 Emailed an advance notice of the comment period through Hanford Listserv 

 Placed a legal classified advertisement in the Tri-City Herald on October 30, 2016 

The Hanford information repositories located in Richland, Spokane, and Seattle, Washington, 

and Portland, Oregon, received the following documents for public review: 

 Transmittal letter 

 Application 

 Draft approval order DE16NWP-003 

 Second Tier Petition by USDOE 

 Toxic Air Pollutant Emissions from EMF in Excess of De Minimis Emissions Values 

 Toxic Air Emissions from EMF (unabated and abated) 

 Calculation Sheet 

 Best Available Control Technology Analysis for Toxic Air Pollutants for the Waste 

Retrieval Process (WRP) EMF 

 

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

1. Notice sent to the Hanford Listserv  

2. Classified advertisement in the Tri-City Herald 

  



02/2017 
Ecology Publication 17-05-001 

LIST OF COMMENTERS 

Commenter Identification: 

Response to Comments 

Air Pennit to Constluct the Effluent Management Facility at 

the Waste Treatment Plant on the Hanford Site 

The table below lists the names of organizations or individuals who submitted a comment on the 
draft Approval Order DE16NWP-003 and where you can find Ecology's response to the 

comment( s). 

Commenter Organization Comment Number Page Number 

Dennis Bowser USDOE-ORP 1 4-5 

Anonymous # 1 NIA 2 and 3 5-6 

Anonymous # 2 NIA 4 through 53 6-18 

Scott Kiffer Citizen 54, 55, and 56 18-19 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Ecology accepted comments on the draft Approval Order DE16NWP-003 from October 30 

through December 2, 2015.  This section provides a summary of comments we received during the 

public comment period and our responses, as required by the Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 

34.05.325(6)(a)(iii). 

 

Comments are grouped by individual, and each comment is addressed separately.  Ecology’s 

responses directly follow each comment in italic font.  Ecology paraphrased some of the comments 

where noted.  Verbatim copies of all written comments are attached in Appendix B. 

 

Comment # 1 from Dennis Bowser, USDOE-ORP, dated November 29, 2016 

Approval Condition 3.3: Propose to delete this condition based on the following, 

 

Ecology concluded in its January 21, 2016 approval (CCN 290160) of the Second Tier Review 

Petition for Hanford Tank Farm and Waste Treatment Plant Dimethyl Mercury Emissions 

(Petition) (WRPS 2015) that the estimated dimethyl mercury emissions from the Hanford Site 

Tank Farms and WTP emission units (including EMF) will have no significant impact on air 

quality.  For that reason, the U.S DOE-ORP believes that draft Permit DE16NWP-003, Approval 

Condition 3.3 requiring continuous emissions monitoring for mercury is not justified for the EMF 

emission unit and therefore requests that the condition be removed.  

 

For background, the U. S. DOE-ORP proposed in Section 9.2.1 of the Nonradioactive Air 

Emissions Notice of Construction Permit Application for the WTP Effluent Management Facility 

(CCN 288822), that the Petition be used to satisfy the WAC 173-460-090, “Second Tier Review,” 

requirements for dimethyl mercury.  The Petition provided a bounding dimethyl mercury health 

impact assessment that effectively covers the emissions from the activities proposed in this 

application.  The locations of the emission points for modeling were chosen to be representative of 

the locations of the individual emission points associated with the retrieval, transfer, and treatment 

of tank waste at the Hanford Tank Farms and the WTP. 

 

The Petition utilized a conservative assumption to bound potential dimethyl mercury emissions 

from the WTP and the Effluent Management Facility (EMF).  The Petition assumed that existing 

WTP emission unit elemental mercury emissions were a surrogate for potential dimethyl mercury 

emissions.  For the new EMF, the Petition assumed that dimethyl mercury emissions were emitted 

at the same rate as the PT Facility, plus an additional factor of 100 was applied.  The resulting 

bounding dimethyl mercury emission rate for the EMF in the Petition equated to 5.0E−05 gram per 

second. 

 

In comparison to the Petition, the EMF emission units estimated potential dimethyl mercury 

emission rate identified in 24590-BOF-M4C-DEP-00001 DFLAW Effluent Management Facility 

Air Emissions Estimate, is 5.29E−07 gram per second (Table 8-6 in 24590-BOF-M4C-DEP-

00001).  Comparing this rate to the 5.0E-05 gram per second rate in the Petition shows that the 

EMF’s estimated dimethyl mercury emissions in this NOC Application are bounded by the 

Petition. 
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Ecology Response: 

The Permittee submitted a “Second Tier Review” as required in WAC 173-460-090 because the 

emissions of dimethyl mercury are above the Acceptable Source Impact Levels (ASILs) in WAC 

173-460-150.   

 

Ecology acknowledges the Permittee used numerous conservative assumptions in analyzing 

dimethyl mercury emissions.  Ecology also acknowledges that the EMF emissions are below 

emission levels evaluated in the Second Tier Review. 

 

The underlying issue is that dimethyl mercury emissions still exceed the ASIL value.  Therefore, 

monitoring is being required in this permit.  Ecology is aware that no real-time monitors currently 

exist for dimethyl mercury, so the selection of what monitor and what compound(s) to monitor for 

is problematic.  An assumption in the Second Tier Evaluation was that all mercury emissions are 

considered as dimethyl mercury, so a mercury monitor was selected as the monitor to provide 

surrogate data for dimethyl mercury. 

 

Ecology is open to evaluating the type of monitor (in terms of what compound to measure for as a 

surrogate for dimethyl mercury) to require in the permit.  Ecology is not open to the removal of the 

requirement for monitoring in the permit.  If the Permittee desires a different monitor in lieu of a 

mercury monitor, the Permittee can submit a Notice of Construction Application to Ecology to 

modify this permit to change from a mercury monitor to a different monitor.  No change in the 

permit is required. 

 

NOTE:  In this summary, Ecology has paraphrased comments 2 through 53.  For the 

complete comments with all citations, footnotes, and explanations, please refer to Appendix B 

of this document. 

 

Comment # 2 from Anonymous # 1, dated November 25, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Commercial grade dedication for equipment that feeds the EMF is incomplete/incorrect.  This 

impacts the ability of the WTP and the EMF to safely process the waste and should not be 

permitted.  Unreliable inputs from the upstream equipment leads to uncertainty that the resulting 

“not-properly-designed” EMF will be able to perform its critical functions safely. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Emissions from the EMF are identified in the Notice of Construction application.  The EMF 

emissions are calculated and modeled from the inputs to the EMF from other facilities that are 

part of the overall WTP.  These inputs are part of the permit conditions in Section 4.0 (e.g. the 

Permittee’s application).  If changes exceed values presented in the application, the conditions of 

the permit are not being met and the EMF will need to secure operations (emissions) until 

conditions are being met again or a formal modification of the permit is performed to conform to 

the new input values.  The permit doesn’t need to identify why input values are higher, only that 

the input values are higher.  No change in the permit is required.   

 

Comment # 3 from Anonymous # 1, dated November 25, 2016 (paraphrased) 

ORP has continued to pay incentive fees for faulty work.  This removes funding for valued 

activities. 
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Ecology Response: 

This permit deals with emissions from the EMF and does not have legal authority to make 

determinations on how the Permittee is paying incentive fees.  No change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 4 from Anonymous # 2, comment “(a)”, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

WAC-173-401-500 (4) requires that an application be complete, and that it is sufficient to 

evaluate the subject source and its application and to determine all applicable requirements. 

(a) To be complete, the application is required to include necessary supporting data and 

calculations on which the information is based, per WAC-173-303-401-500(7) [sic] and 

WAC-173-303-510(2)(c)(viii) [sic]. 

 

Ecology Response: 

This permit is being issued under the authority of WAC 173-400, not WAC 173-401.  The 

provisions of WAC 173-401 (from WAC 173-401-100 (1)) is to “establish the elements of a 

comprehensive Washington state air operating permit program consistent with the requirements of 

Title V of the Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA) (42 U.S.C. 7401, et seq.).”  This permit will be 

incorporated into the Hanford Title V program at a future date.  At that time, the requirements of 

WAC 173-401 will be applicable. 

 

The Commenter cites WAC 173-303-401-500(7) in their comment.  This citation does not exist, and 

Ecology is assuming that the Commenter meant to cite WAC 173-401-500(7).  Additionally, the 

Commenter cites WAC 173-303-510(2)(c)(viii) in the comments.  This citation doesn’t exist, and 

Ecology is assuming that the Commenter meant to cite WAC 173-401-510(2)(c)(viii). 

 

The information provided with the application was sufficient to develop the proposed permit for 

the EMF.  Even though WAC 173-401 isn’t directly applicable to the permit, Ecology has deemed 

the information supplied by the Permittee as sufficient for future incorporation into the Hanford 

Title V permit. 

 

As the permit application contained sufficient information and was deemed complete by Ecology, 

no change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 5 from Anonymous # 2, comment between “(a)” and “1,” dated November 4, 

2016 (paraphrased) 

 

ORP commenced construction without the necessary permit, in violation of WAC-173-400-

030(11) and WAC-173-400-030(19)(a) 
 

Ecology Response: 

The Permittee verbally discussed with Ecology the start of physical on-site construction activities 

before the issuance of this permit.  The Permittee requested that Ecology use enforcement 

discretion for this preapproval construction.  The Permittee acknowledged this was work 

performed at the Permittee’s own risk and in violation of state law and regulation. 

Ecology agreed to use enforcement discretion for “temporary”’ preconstruction activities.  These 

activities included: 
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 Clearing, grubbing, and grading 

 Excavation of soil test pits and excavation for subgrade structures 

 Soil shoring activities 

 Placement of mudmat concrete 

 Placement of rebar and structural concrete forms 

 Equipment procurement and storage 

 Construction of ancillary buildings that do not have emission unit components 

 

The Permittee informed Ecology and requested to be able to start “temporary” preconstruction 

activities, and Ecology agreed to utilize enforcement discretion for these activities.  Therefore, no 

enforcement action is planned for the violations of WAC 173-400-030(11) and WAC 173-400-

030(19)(a).  No permit change is required. 

 

Comment # 6 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 3, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Could the estimated emissions be higher than stated, or could they include species other than 

those identified in the application or the supporting documents. Also important is whether the 

EMF design is complete enough to support a reasonable conclusion that the design will actually 

operate under the permit conditions and that it is compatible with the downstream Effluent 

Treatment Facility (ETF). Those questions are not answered in the NOC Application and 

supporting documentation. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response to Comment # 2 in addition to the following.   

 

The estimated emissions were developed by using the permit application input values as upper 

limits.  If actual input values exceed the application used values, the Permittee is operating outside 

of the permit conditions and is required to cease operations.  This also applies to the species 

identified in the application.  If any species are actually present that were not included in the 

application, the Permittee is operating outside of the scope of the permit and needs to cease 

activities.  The EMF also has waste acceptance criteria and uses laboratory data to confirm all 

waste received complies with the criteria.   

 

The Effluent Treatment Facility (ETF) is a separate facility with its own emission permit.  If the 

EMF changes feed characteristics for the ETF, then the ETF will be required to request a 

modification to its emission permit.  Because dimethyl mercury will be present in the EMF 

material sent to ETF, the ETF will be required to obtain a permit modification before the EMF can 

start to operate.  Permit condition 2.2.2 was established to ensure that all other facilities receiving 

material from the EMF have been evaluated before the EMF can start operation.  This condition 

requires approval from Ecology before tank waste is accepted for the first time. 

 

As the application provides bounding requirements for inputs into the EMF and those inputs 

determine the emissions from the EMF, no change to the permit is required. 
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Comment # 7 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 4, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Ecology is paraphrasing comments submitted in this summary.  For the complete comment with all 

citations, footnotes, and explanations, please refer to Appendix B. 

 

The material balance calculation in the NOC permit package is a sham.  This NOC application is 

therefore not complete. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response to comment # 2 and comment # 6, in addition to the following. 

Calculation 24950-BOF-M4C-DEP-0001 is an originated, checked, and approved calculation 

per Bechtel WTP procedures, and it provides an estimate of air emissions as required per  

WAC 173-400.   

 

The Permittee used “committed calculations” per the Permittee’s calculation procedure 

ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS (24590-WTP-3DP-G04B-00037).  The calculation is used as 

the basis for the permit, but the EMF process requires for all assumptions to be verified before 

operations commence.  If the assumptions verify as correct, EMF operations can commence 

utilizing this permit “as-is.”  If the assumption were not correct, then a modification of this 

permit is required before operations of the EMF can commence. 

 

This is a permit calculation for the Notice of Construction (NOC) for the EMF and starts with 

the exiting low activity waste (LAW) streams.  The LAW emissions and NOC were previously 

submitted and issued.  This calculation is an emission estimate and assumes the equipment is 

operating properly.  Other calculations are used to determine stream properties for material 

selection for corrosion prevention. 

 

The Permittee has internal requirements for checking calculations per the calculation procedure 

ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS (24590-WTP-3DP-G04B-00037).  Ecology is aware of this 

requirement; however, Ecology does not require an independent verification of engineering 

calculations.   

 

The issuance of a Notice of Construction Approval Order by Ecology does require a 

Professional Engineer licensed in the State of Washington to sign the permit.  Thus the Ecology 

Air Engineer evaluates a Permittee’s application for completeness and then prepares and issues 

the permit with Federal and State requirements as conditions of the permit. 

 

The commenter did not provide factual evidence of an unacceptable flowsheet or quality 

assurance issues, evidence of a calculation deemed as flawed, or evidence that the estimate is 

not a reasonable or conservative estimate of the EMF emissions. 

 

The following provides the basis for issuance of the air emission permit: 

 The requirement for the Permittee to conform to the permit and the information provided in 

the Notice of Construction Application. 

 No evidence of unacceptable information or calculations used. 

 Ecology’s evaluation of the application as complete.   

No change to the permit is required. 
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Comment # 8 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 5, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Calculation 24950-BOF-M4C-DEP-0001 relies on incomplete inputs. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 in addition to the following. 

 

Feed criteria used to develop the emission permit was provided to Ecology by the Permittee.  Any 

increases in feed criteria values (from higher values or new compounds) will require a 

modification to this permit.  As the facility is being built under a “design-build” contract, the best 

basis for an air emission permit is used at the start of construction.  A final verification of the 

permit before actual operations start is used to ensure underlying assumptions used are still valid.  

Permit condition 2.2.2 provides a hold point for Ecology to confirm that the conditions the permit 

was issued under are the same as actual operational conditions.  No change in the permit is 

required. 

 

Comment # 9 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 6, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Feed Acceptance Criteria have been altered without adequate basis. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 in addition to the following. 

 

The permit conditions are bounded as long as waste infeed values are equal to or less than values 

supplied in the application.  No change in the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 10 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 7, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Inadequate Ammonia Specification. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 in addition to the following. 

 

The permit conditions are bounded as long as waste infeed values are equal to or less than values 

supplied in the application.  No change in the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 11 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 8, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Inadequate Total Organic Carbon Specification. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 in addition to the following. 

 

The permit conditions are bounded as long as waste infeed values are equal to or less than values 

supplied in the application.  The commenter is referring to the Low Activity Waste (LAW) facility 

feed values, not EMF feed values.  As these are two separate facilities, the application’s feed rate, 

not the LAW feed rate, is the limiting parameter.  No change in the permit is required. 
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Comment # 12 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 9, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Inadequate pH specification. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11.  No change in the permit is required. 

Comment # 13 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 10, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Specifications for Nitrate and Nitrite in the Feed are Absent. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11.  No change in the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 14 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 11, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Ecology's Approval is not Supported 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7, 8, and 11 in addition to the following. 

 

WAC 173-400 does not require the Permittee to obtain independent review of emissions submitted 

in a Notice of Construction Application.  No change in the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 15 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 12, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

 Inadequate Calculation Assumptions 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11.  No change in the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 16 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 13, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Calculation Input RPP-ENV-559016, "Feed Vector Development" is inadequate and has a wrong 

lifetime 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11 in addition to the following. 

 

The lifetime of the EMF is not considered as part of the permit.  As long as the EMF is operating, 

it must meet the requirements of this permit.  No change in the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 17 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 14, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Calculation 24950-BOF-M4C-DEP-0001 includes Cm-244 as TRU when it does not meet the 

NRC Criteria. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11 in addition to the following. 

 

The emissions limits for radioactive emissions is established in WAC 173-480-040 to cause no 

more than a maximum effective dose equivalent of more than 10 mrem/yr to the whole body of any 
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member of the public.  The “TRU” classification does not impact the calculation of this effective 

dose.  No change in the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 18 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 15, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Calculation 24950-BOF-M4C-DEP-0001 makes multiple assumptions requiring verification, and 

the verification method is that this will be taken care of (eventually) in the verification of 

assumptions to be performed by unknown methods in the [future] design basis calculation, which 

has not been completed. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11 in addition to the following. 

 

Assumptions requiring verification will be verified before the operation of the EMF.  If an 

assumption results in increased emissions, the Permittee is required to modify the permit before 

operations commence.  No change in the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 19 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 16, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Alternatively, calculation 24590-BOF-M4C-DEP-00001 says other of its assumptions will be 

verified by an unidentified CODE 1 Vendor mass balance, but the Vendor is subject to the same 

quality assurance requirements and must verify their assumptions too. This is a misrepresentation 

of what is known about how the EMF will operate. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7, 8, and 11.  No change in the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 20 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 17, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Some assumptions in 24590-BOF-M4C-DEP-00001 rely on data from the 242-A Evaporator, yet 

the solutions evaporated at 242-A are not like SBS condensate chemically. And the SBS 

condensate will have erosive glass particles that can affect the service life of components. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11 in addition to the following. 

 

Service life of components is not a criteria for the issuance of an air emission permit.  The 

Permittee is required to maintain emission-related equipment in a manner to stay compliant with 

the permit.  As long as the emission required equipment is functional and operating, the Permittee 

is compliant with the permit.  Service life of equipment is related to operational costs of the 

facility, but not to emission compliance.  No change in the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 21 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 18, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Other assumptions in 24590-BOF-M4C-DEP-00001 are called out to be verified when an input 

calculation is confirmed. This creates a tremendous risk that the current calculation is not only 

impossible to check, it is unreliable as well. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7, 8, and 11.  No change in the permit is required. 
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Comment # 22 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 19, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

There is no adequate hazards analysis to evaluate the potential for receipt of untreated tank waste 

in the "pipe line flush." 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11, as well as the following. 

 

The Permittee is required to address the planned operation of the facility.  If the actual operations 

of the facility change, then a permit modification is required.  An air emission permit is not 

required to perform analysis into “what-if” scenarios.  The facility is to operate as described in 

the application or cease operations.  No change in the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 23 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 20, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Calculation 24950-BOF-M4C-DEP-0001 assumes that Henry's law constants are applicable, but 

there are no data to verify this - since the constants used were not measured in submerged bed 

scrubber solutions. What were these constants from? Was it water, which is not relevant? 

Applying another model with the same assumptions does NOT verify the assumptions. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7, 8, and 11.  No change in the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 24 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 21, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

WAC-173-401-500 Completeness Criteria are therefore not met. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 4, 7 and 11.  No change in the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 25 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 22, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Absence of Knowledge about SOx 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11, as well as the following. 

 

The Effluent Treatment Facility (ETF) air permit will need to be reevaluated for the changed input 

conditions associated with changes at the WTP.  The changes to the ETF permit are handled by 

the Permittee submitting a Notice of Construction Modification Application to Ecology for the 

ETF.  The EMF permit does not need to evaluate air emissions for the ETF.  The ETF has its own 

air permit. 

 

In regards to the requested and accepted exemption to a Prevention of Significant Deterioration 

(PSD) permit, the PSD is a standalone permit.  The PSD permit is not being considered for any 

modification under the EMF permitting process and, therefore, is not open for any public 

comments.  No change in the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 26 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 23, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Disparate Treatment of Similar Tank Vapor Risks - Hypocrisy 
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Ecology Response: 

The Federal and Washington Clean Air Acts are enforceable in ambient air.  Ambient air is 

defined in WAC 173-400-030(6) as “the surrounding outside air” and further defined at 40 CFR 

50.1 (e) as “that portion of the atmosphere, external to buildings, to which the general public has 

access.”  The EMF and Double Shell Tanks air permits are based on modeling data that placed an 

“ambient air” boundary around the Hanford Site.   

 

Each air permit stands on its own merits, and comparison between two or more permits does not 

provide a complete picture and is inappropriate.  The EMF proposed permit is valid as presented, 

including the permittee selected stack height.  No change in the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 27 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 24, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Risk Based Process has been Abandoned 

 

Ecology Response: 

The comment is not related to the proposed EMF air emission permit requirements.  Cesium return 

to the Tank Farms, covers at the Tank Farms, and reduced risk to groundwater are important 

issues for Ecology, but this proposed permit is based on air emissions and compliance with 

applicable air rules and regulations.  No change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 28 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 25, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

All Other WTP Processes will Change 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11 in addition to the following.   

 

If changes occur in assumptions presented in other Notice of Construction Applications, then those 

permits and all associated permits impacted by the change will require modification before 

operation is allowed to start or continue.  This permit is based on the current best understanding 

of the process.  While changes are not anticipated, if they do occur they will be resolved at the time 

they occur.  No change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 29 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 26, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Claim of EIS coverage should be questioned. 

 

Ecology Response: 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) covers the process for receiving waste from the Tank 

Farms and treating it.  The EMF building is part of the overall process evaluated by the EIS, so 

the EIS covers the EMF.  No change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 30 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 27, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

24590-WTP-RPT-ENV-15-007 shows on Page 7-2, that EMF samples will be sent manually to 

the lab.  Why is this allowed?  How radioactive will the concentrate from the bottoms of the 

evaporator be?  This is a violation of ALARA and of the hierarchy of controls. WTP panics 

because pretreatment and HLW have failed, and exceptions are made for every safety and quality 

requirement.  It appears the spend plan and the schedule are more important than safety. 
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Ecology Response: 

The transportation of samples is a process choice by the Permittee and is not an emission-related 

requirement.  No change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 31 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 28, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

PLl Findings and Corrective Actions 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11 in addition to the following.   

 

WTP Priority Level 1 Findings and Level A Condition Reports are process-related work, not 

emission related.  If conditions in the application change, the permit will be changed to meet the 

new conditions.  No change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 32 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 29, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Non-Compliance with Restrictions on Commencement of Construction prior to Approval of the 

NOC Permit 

 

Ecology Response: 

The Permittee and Ecology met to discuss activities that could be performed by the Permittee 

before the Permittee received a NOC Approval Order.  The construction work proposed and 

performed was deemed as temporary in nature by Ecology.  Additionally, Ecology informed the 

Permittee that all work performed on the EMF before receiving an NOC Approval Order was 

being performed at the Permittee’s risk.  

  

Any construction work performed under changed permit or application conditions has no influence 

or basis for future requirements or conditions.  As the work already performed does not create any 

issues with the final Approval Order, no change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 33 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 30, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Inadequate EMF Structural Analysis 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11 in addition to the following.   

 

Any changes to the EMF from the original application will require a permit modification.  This 

permit is being issued for air emissions; it is not a building construction permit nor a building 

code enforcement mechanism.  As no change is currently required, no change to the permit is 

required. 

 

Comment # 34 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 31, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

EMF Process and Design Changes Continue 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7, 8, and 11. 

 



02/2017  Response to Comments 

Ecology Publication 17-05-001  Air Permit to Construct the Effluent Management Facility at 

the Waste Treatment Plant on the Hanford Site 

 

15 

Any changes to the EMF from the original application will required a permit modification.  As no 

change is currently required, no change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 35 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 32, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Inadequate System Description 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11. 

 

Any changes to the EMF from the original application will required a permit modification.  As no 

change is currently required, no change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 36 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 33, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

Ecology's Invitation for Public Comment Omits Information 

 

Ecology Response: 

The official notification of a public comment period was printed in the Tri-City Herald on  

October 20, 2016.  The web site posting is a courtesy and an additional location Ecology uses to 

communicate with the public about public comment periods.   

 

Soon after the start of the public comment period, it was discovered soon that the web posting 

inaccurately depicted the EMF public comment period and the language was corrected.  No 

change in the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 37 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 34a, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

HEP A filtration as best available technology for aerosols is strange, since HEPA filters are not 

supposed to be wetted. Have you considered a preheater? Condenser? 

 

Ecology Response: 

The HEPA filter is primarily for radiological particulate control.  However, the HEPA filter does 

provide non-radiological particulate abatement and is therefore identified as a Best Available 

Control Technology (BACT) in the permit.   

 

The HEPA filter is not directly intended to abate aerosols, but it does reduce aerosol emissions 

just by being part of the abatement control train.  The application indicates that the emission 

system does have preheaters after the facility’s condensers to minimize HEPA filter wetting.  No 

change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 38 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 34b, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01545 points out procedure compliance failures in the execution of 

the EMF design, including deviating from the QA Plan at DOE direction, execution of design 

without a PDSA at DOE direction, and calculations not consistent with P&IDs. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11.  No change to the permit is required. 
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Comment # 39 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 34c, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01549 identifies technical deficiencies in the EMF design. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Thank you for your comment, Ecology offers the following response. 

 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11.  No change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 40 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 34d, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01553 identifies process errors in the execution of the EMF and 

WTP design. 
 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11.  No change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 41 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 34e, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-00695 identifies errors with EMF liner calculations. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11.  No change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 42 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 34f, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01331 shows unclear design inputs to EMF Process Building. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11.  No change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 43 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 34g, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01332 shows inadequate EMF calculations. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11.  No change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 44 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 34h, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01338 shows inadequate EMF calculations. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11.  No change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 45 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 34i, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01340 shows inadequate EMF calculations. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11.  No change to the permit is required. 
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Comment # 46 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 34j, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01341 shows inadequate EMF calculations. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11.  No change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 47 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 34k, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01385 shows plant operations has not been reviewing EMF design 

changes.  This included a temperature change from 95°F to 104°F. Is this reflected in the 

permit/order? 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11.  No change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 48 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 34l, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01470 shows EMF Construction Instructions are inadequate, 

including for secondary containment. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11.  Additionally, secondary containment is not 

related to permits.  No change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 49 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 34m, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01472 shows roof beams not properly connected. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11.  The connection of the roof beams are not 

part of the air permit.  No change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 50 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 34n, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01489 through 24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01494 show code 

stresses exceeded in the TCO, which is an integrated part of the LAW Off-gas System, and other 

issues. Installed already? 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11.  No change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 51 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 34o, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01514 shows a unit conversion error in EMF Evaporator 

calculations. Mistake is forwarded from one equation to other equations, resulting in incorrect 

cooling water flow. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11.  No change to the permit is required. 
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Comment # 52 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 34p, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01600 shows a lack of understanding of the LAW Melter Film 

Cooler, which can impact the amount of water used and· the composition of the Submerged Bed 

Scrubber condensate, which is fed to the EMF. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11.  No change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 53 from Anonymous # 2, comment # 34q, dated November 4, 2016 (paraphrased) 

24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-15-02235 shows that excavation drawings for the EMF appear to have 

been issued not in accordance with project procedures. The failure was noted to include non-

alignment with the authorization basis, design criteria, and environmental permits. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Please refer to the response for Comment # 7 and 11.  No change to the permit is required. 

 

NOTE:  Comments #54, 55, and 56 were received after the public comment period closed.  

However, Ecology was working with the commenter to resolve issues, and the timeliness of 

responses from Ecology to Mr. Kiffer influenced the submission date of his comments.  As a 

result, Ecology accepted the comments. 
 

Comment # 54 from Scott Kiffer, comment # 1, dated December 12, 2016 

In a sense, because of the non-standard permitting process and the "in-progress" design 

information incorporated therein, I believe the only effective comments from public review are 

limited to "consistency checks" between the approval order and application.  Please review the 

daily mercury limit in the approval order against Table A-1 of the application and that listed in the 

tBACT analysis - I believe you may have listed the "g/sec" value from Table A-1 as a daily value. 

 

Ecology Response: 

Mercury and dimethyl mercury have an averaging period of 24 hours in WAC 173-460-150.  A 

search of the permit, permit application, and BACT analysis only shows mercury and dimethyl 

mercury with 24-hour values and not daily values.  The application also properly converts 

emission rates between the various units present in WAC 173-460. 

 

It was discovered that the emission value for total mercury at 5.30E-07 pounds per 24-hr period is 

incorrect.  The actual value is the summation of abated elemental mercury and DMM. 

 

The Permit Section 1.1.3 will be changed to “Total mercury emissions shall not exceed 1.01E-04 

pounds per 24-hr period. 

 

Comment # 55 from Scott Kiffer, comment # 2, dated December 12, 2016 

I consider the nonradioactive air permit to be a significant "control point" in the process, and I 

believe Ecology should actually be performing both elements of WAC 173-401-700(b).  That is, I 

would recommend A) review of the permit by an independent out-of-state professional engineer, 

and B) review by an Ecology engineer-in-training with stamping by the Lead Air Engineer. 
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Ecology Response: 

This permit is being issued under the authority of WAC 173-400 and not WAC 173-401.  The 

provisions of WAC 173-401 (from WAC 173-401-100 (1)) is to “establish the elements of a 

comprehensive Washington state air operating permit program consistent with the requirements of 

Title V of the Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA) (42 U.S.C. 7401, et seq.).”  This permit will be 

incorporated into the Hanford Title V program at a future date.  At that time, the requirements of 

WAC 173-401 will be applicable. 

 

No requirement exists for an independent out-of-state professional engineer to review air permits 

issued in the State of Washington.  The practice of engineering in the State of Washington is 

covered by WAC 196 and covers the requirements to practice engineering in the State of 

Washington. 

 

An Engineer-in-Training is not required to create or review an air permit.  A Professional 

Engineer licensed in the State of Washington can prepare and ‘stamp’ an air emission permit 

without assistance.  The professional knowledge and experience of the licensed engineer is 

sufficient to meet the requirements of WAC 173-400.  No change to the permit is required. 

 

Comment # 56 from Scott Kiffer, comment # 3, dated December 12, 2016 

As given above {comment # 2}, I have a personal/professional "research interest" in reviewing and 

evaluating any other comments received by Ecology.  Have you received any others since the first 

set on 11/7/16 (per email below)? 

 

Ecology Response: 

Thank you for your comment, Ecology offers the following response. 

 

This Response to Comment is being sent to all identified commenters and will meet the request of 

the commenter on any other received comments.  No permit change is required. 
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APPENDIX A: COPIES OF ALL PUBLIC NOTICES 

Public notices for this comment period: 

1. Notice sent to the Hanford-Info email list 

2. Classified advertisement in the Tri-City Herald 
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From: Gent, Philip (ECY)
Sent: Thursday, February 16, 2017 3:54 PM
To: Almaraz, Angel (ECY)
Subject: FW: 30 day advance, but no actual notice was sent

 
 

From: Wireman, Ginger (ECY)  
Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2016 9:06 AM 
To: Gent, Philip (ECY) <pgen461@ECY.WA.GOV> 
Subject: 30 day advance, but no actual notice was sent 
 

 



2

 
 

Ginger Wireman 
Community Outreach & Environmental Education Specialist 
Nuclear Waste Program, WA Dept. of Ecology 
509‐372‐7935 
 
>>3))3:>    >>3))3:>    >>3))3:>     
 
Interested in a speaker for your club or classroom?  Contact me today! 
Learn more ‐ Nuclear Waste Program Page 
Follow us on Facebook at HanfordEducationOutreach 
Or Twitter @ecyhanford 
 
 



at W\NW.C1.ncniano. Wd.us unoef 
Departments/Administrative 
Services;Purchasing/Public Purchase for 
information on how to register. 
The City of Richland in accordance with 
Title Il of the Civil Rigt>ts Act of 1964, 78 
Stat  252, 42 U.S.C. 200d to 2000d-4 
and Title 49, Code ofFederal Regua
tions, Department ofTransportation, sub
title A, Office of the Secretary, Part 21, 
nondiscr mination in federaly assisted 
programs of the Department of Transpor
tation issued pursuant to such Act, here
by notif es all bidders that it wil I affirma
tively insure that in any contract entered 
into pll'suant to this advertisement, dis
advantaged busines enterprises as de
fined at 49 CFR Part 26 will be afforded 
full opportunity to submit bids in re 
sponse to this invitation and will not be 
discr minated against on the grounds of 
race, color, national origin, or sex in con-
sideration for an a'.!"ard.  
#2735592 10/23 & 10/30/2016 

INVITATION TO BID 
2017 POLYUREA APPLICATION PROJ

ECT 
GRANT COUNTY, WASHING!ON 

Bidders are invited to submit sealed bids 
forthe sandblasting of concrete panels 
and polyurea application in the Main ca
nal in accordance with applicable industry 
standards, re�latory requirements, and 
Distr ct-supplied specif cations. Bidders 
will oomply wih any applicable laws of 
the State of Washington pertaining to the 
peiformance of public worl<s contracts, 
including compliance with laws pet1aining 
to prevailing wages on public wori<S con
tracts. Bidders must also comply with 
any applicable federal laws. 

Bids shall be on a unit price basis per 
schedule and in U.S dollars. Tabulated 
bids will be submitted to the Distr ct's 
Board of Directors for consideration and 
award at their  meeting on Tues
day,   2016. Award will be 
based upon the lowest responsible re
sponsive bid as defined in RCW 39.04. 
All work relaied to this contract must be 
completed by March  2017 

The Quin.cy Columbia Basin Irr gation Dis
trict (Distr ct), P.O. Box 188 / 1720 South 
Central Ave., 'Quincy, WA 98848 will re
ceive bids until 2:30  NOYember 

  Bids reeeived after the time 
of announced opening will not be acpt 
ed and will be returned unopened. Bidde
(s failure to perform onsle inspection for 
f eld condiions will subject bid to being 
declared non-responsive. 

For a CO Y of the Bidding Documents, 
cor)tact the District office at (509) 787-
3591 Mondaythrougn Friday 7:3 0 A.M. 
to4:00P.M. 

A pre-bid site visit is scheduled f0< 1:al 
PM on  November  2016 
atthe Adco WatermasterOffice, 22411 
Road F NE, Soap Lake, WA. A representa
tive of each bidder is required to perform 
a pre-bid site visit. 

Each bid shall be accompanied by a bid 
secur ty in certified or cashier's check or 
bid bond on District form and in an 
amount equal to at least 5% of the 
amount of such bid. All bid proposals 
must be onthe form provided and if Suc
cessful Bidder fails to enter into the con
t,act within the time specif ed in the spec
if cations, the bid proposal deposit shall  
be forfeited. The Succesful Bidder will 
be required to furnish the additional 
bond(s) prescribed in the Bidding Docu
ments and be required to sign the Non
Colusion �nd Debarment Affidavit, as 
found in the Bidding Documents. In 0<der 
to submit a Bid on public w0 k. Bidders 
and their Subcontractors shall hold such 
licenses and registrations as required by 
State Statutes and Codes and federal 
and local Laws and Regulations. Bidders 
will be requied to comply with State of 
Washington RCW 39.30.060 relating to 
identif cation of Subcontractors. 

The District reserves the rigt>t to reject 
any or all bids and to waive any iregular 
ties as inf0<malities. 
#2727448 10/23 & 10/30/2016 

Invitation to Bid 
Bids will be received by the Richland 
School Distr ct #400 at the Pd ministra
tion Off ce, Attn: Purchasing, 615 Snow 
Avenue, Richland, WA 99352 until the 
date and hour of the bid closing a'S indi 
cated herein, for the items indicated be-
low. · 

FOR:Musical Instruments 

  and District supplied 
 Bidders will comply with 

any applicable laws of the State of Wash
ington pertaining to the performance of 
public w0<ks contracts, including oompli
ance with laws pertaining to prevailing 
wages on public w0<ks contracts. 

Bids shall be on a lump sum basis per 
schedule and in U.S. dollars. Tabulated 
bids will be submitted to the District's 
Board of Directors for consideration and 
award at their regular meeting on Tues
day, December 6, 2016. Award will be 
based upon the lowest responsible re
sponsi'<! bid as defined in RCW 39.04. 
All work related to this contract must be 
completed by March  2017 . 

The Quincy-Ollumbia Basin Irr gation Dis
trict (District), P.O. Box 188 / 1720South 
Central Ave., Quincy, WA 98848 will re
ceive bids until 2:00  No'<!mber 

        
      
       

F0< a copy of the Bidding Documents, 
contact the District of ice at (509) 787 
3591 Mondaythrougn Fr day 7 :30 AM. 
to 4:00 P.M. 

A pre-bid site visit is scheduled for  
A.M. on Thursday, No'<!mber 10,  
2016 . Bidders will meet at the Babcock 
Pumping Plant, 10303 Road T.3 NO<th
'M!St, Quincy WA. Each bidder is required 
to make a pre-bid site visit. Bidde(s fail
ure to perform onsite inspection for f eld 
90ditions will subject bid to being de
clared non-responsive. 

Each bid shall be accompanied by a bid 
security in cert f ed or cashie(s check or 
bid bond on District form and in an 
amount equal to at least 5% of the 
amount of such bid. All bid proposals 
must be on the form prOYided and if Sue 
cessful Bidder fails to enter into the con
tract within the time specified in the spec
ifications, the bid proposal d shall 
be forfeited. The Successfu Biddefwill 
be required to furnish the additional 
bond(s) prescr bed in the Bidding Docu
ments and be required to sign the Non
Collusion and Debarment Affidavit, as 
found in the Bidding Documents. In order 
to submit a Bid on publicwork, Bidders 
and their Subcontract0<s shall hold such 
licerises and registrations as required tiy 
State Statutes and Codes and federal 
and local Laws and Regulations. Bidders 
will be required to comply with State of 
Washington RCW 39.30.060 relating to 
identif cation of Subcontractors. 

The District reserves the rigt>t to reject 
any or all bids and to waive any irregulari
ties as informalities. 
#2747995 10/30 &11/06/2016 

    
   

Par1dng Renovatlo� 
Notice Is hereby given th at the Board 
of Educa tlon of Pasco School District . 
No. 1 has, by Resolution No. 931 at 
a regulariy scheduled meeting there
of on October 25, 2016, accepted 
the following project as final and 
complete. 

Owner. 
Pasco School Distr ct No. 1 
Project: 
Mark Twain Bementary Parking RenOYa
tions 
General Contractor. Granite Construc-
tion Inc. 
80 Pond, Yak ma, WA 98901 
Date of Contract 
May26, 2016 
Date of Final Acceptance: 
October 25, 2016 
Date for Release of Retalnagi  
January 6, 2017 

Any person or party having Claim 
against the gi neral contract0<, the 
District, or the retalnagi  bond arising 
out of said project must make ela I m  
with notice t o  the District and others 
according to the law. 

Dated this 2511 Day of Octotier 2016 

Pasco School District No. 1 
1215 W. Lewis Street 
Pasco, W A 99301 
(509) 543 6700 
#2753653  &  

uate or i;omract: 
May 26, 2016 
Date of Final Acceptanee: 
October 25 , 2016 
Date 'for Release of Retainage: 
January 6, 2017 

Any person or party having el aim 
against the general  contractor, the 

.District, or the retalnage bond arising 
out of said project must make claim 
with notice to the District and others 
according to the law. 
Dated this 25th Day of October 2016 

Pasco School District No. 1 
1215 W. Lewis Street 
PaS<Oo, WA 993():1. 
(509) 543 6700 
#275375910/30 & 1:1/06/2016 

NOTICE OF MEETING OF BOARD OF 
DIRECTORS OF BENTON IRRIGATION 
DI STRICT BOARD OF EQUALIZATION 

Notice is hereby given that the assess
ment roll of the Benton Irrigation District 
is on f le at the distr ct office, 47506 N. 
Highland Road, Benton City, Washington. 
The Board of Direct0<s of the Benton Irri
gation District will meet on the 9th day of 
November, 2016 ano the 28th day of Ncr 
vember 2016 at the office of the Distr ct, 
acting as a Board of Equalization at which 
time the Board will hear and determine 
dispositions of such objections to the as
sessment roN and will continue as neces
sary, but not to exced ten (10) days from 
said NOYembel 9th 2016, excluding Sat
urday and Sunday. Please call our office 
at 509-5884396 f0< an appointment 
dur ng business hours Monday Friday 
7:00 a.m. to 1:30 p.m. 

Board of Direct0<s 
Benton Irr gation District 
#275082910/29 & 10/30/2016 

   
    

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the PO<t of 
Benton Commission will hold a Public 
Hear ng at its regular Commission Meet
ing, November 9, 2016, at8:30 a.m., at 
the Port of Benton C0<nmission Meeting 
Ro0<n, located at 3250 Port of Benton 
Boulevard, Richland, Washington f0  the 
purpose of receiving public comment re
garding the 2017 Port Budget. Copies of 
the Proposed Budget are available to the 
public at the Port Offices, 3250 Port of 
Benton Boulevard, Richland, Washington, 
dur ng regular busines hours (6:00 a.m. 
to 4:30 p.m. Monday through Thursday 
and 6:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. Friday), be
ginning on October 31. 2016. 
DATED at Richland, Washington this 26th 
day of October, 2016. 
IS/ 
Robert D. Larson 
Commission Secretary 

 
   

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN thatthe PO<t of 
Benton Commission will hold a Public 
Hear ng at its regular Commission Meet
ing, November 9, 2016, at 8 :40 a.m., at 
the Port of Benton Commission Meeting 
Room, located at 3250 Port of Benton 
Boulevard, Richland, Washington f0  the 
purpose of receiving public comment re
garding the 2017 Port of Benton Compre
hensive Plan of Harbor Improvements, 
per RCW 5320. Copies of the Draft Port 
of Benton Comprehensive Plan of Harbor 
lmpro'<!ments are available to the public 
atthe Port Offices, 3250 Port of Benton 
Boulevard, Rich land, Washington, dur ng 
regular busines hours(6:00 a.m. to 430 
p.m. Monday througn Thursday and 6:00 
a.m. to 12:00 p.m. Fr d beginning on 
October 31. 2016. 
DATED at Richland, Washington this 26th 
day of October, 2016. 
Is/ 
Robert D. Larson 
Commission Secretary 
#274675110/30/2016 

SUPERIOR COURT OF WASHINGTON 
COUNTY OF BENTON 

JUVENI L E  COURT 
Dependency of: 
LAMBERTO CHRISTO AMARA , 
DOB: 0811912007 
No: 16-7-00392-9 
Notl ce .and Summons by Pub II ca tlon 
(Depend ency) (SMPB) 
To: Apolina Purquco Molinar, aka 
Molinaro Apolinar, Alleged Father 
To: Whom It May Concern Unknown 
Fatherts) 
A Petition to Terminate Parent Rigt>ts was 
f led .on Au.��st.26,.20�? A te�inatio�. 

The Washirgton State Department of 
Eoology invites you to comment on a new 
air emision permit for the US. Depart
ment of Energy's Waste Treatment and 
Immobilization Plant Ef luent Manage
ment Facility. The public comment period 
runs from October 30 througn December 
2. 2016. 
The formal name for this change is the 
*Approval Order for Notice of 
Construc ion." It is a new air emission 
permit identified as ApprOYal Order 
DE16NWP-003. The Approval Order will 
ensure that Hanford's air emissions stay 
within safe limits that protect people and 
the environment. Tile U.S. Department of 
Energy Office of River Protection (the 
Permit<te) performed en analySis (l;lealth 
Impact Analysis) on the emission of 
dimethyl mercury. Dimethyl mercury emis
sions on the Hanford Site exceed regula
tory limits and require an analysis by Ecol
ogy to determine that it is not likely to re-  
suit in increased health risks of any k nd 
for people near Hanrord. The analysis 
evaluated all of the permittee's emission 
units for the concurrent emission of 
dimethyl mercury. This establishes a max
imum emission value for all dimethyl mer
cury emissions on the site. Each new per
mi  request that contains the emission of 
dimethyl mercury will use a PO<tion or the 
dimethyl mercury release limit. The 

Permittee submitted the request to con 
struct and operate the new facility and 
use a port on of the dimethyl mercury • 
emission limit. 
Decision Process 
When the comment per od closes, Ecolo 
gy will consider the comments received 
and revise the permit as needed before 
issuirg the ApprOYal Order and Response 
to C0<nments. The PermitteelSite Owner 
is U.S. DepartmeQt of Energy Ofice of Riv
er Protection, PO Bax 450, Rich land, WA 
99352. Please send comments Qr ques 
tions by December 2, 2016, via email 
(preferred) to  
postal mail, or hand deliver them to: 

Philip Gent 
Department of Ecology 
3100 Port or Benton Blvd. 
Richland, WA 99354 
A public hearing is not scheduled, but W 
there is enougn interest, we wil consider 
holding one. To ask for a hear ng or f0  
more inf0<mation, contact: 

'Randy Bradbury 
50g372_7954 

 
You can review the proposed changes 
and supporting information at Ecology's 
Nuclear Waste Program website, ww.ecy 
.wa.iflvlprograms;nwplcommentperiods. 
htm. 
The proposal and supporting info are also 
at the Hanford Public lnf0<mation Reposi
tories: 

 
Ecology's Nuclear Waste Program Re
source Center 
3100 Port of Benton Blvd. 
Richland, WA 99354 
Contact: 50g.312-7950 
Haotord@ecy.wa.gOY 
Department of Energy Admlnlstratl'<! 
Record 
2440 Stevens Dr ve, Room 1101 
Richland, WA 99354 
Contact: Heather Childer5 50g 316-2530 
Heather_M_Childers@r1.gov 
Department of Energy Reading Room 
2770 Crimson Way, Ro0<n 101L 
Richland, WA 99354 
Contact: Janice Scarano 509-372-7 443 
DOE.reading,ro0<n@pnnl.iflv 
� 
PO<tland State University 
Branford Price Millar Library 
1875 SW Park A'<!nue 
PO<tland, OR 97207 
Contact: Claudia Weston 503-7254542 
Westonc@pdx.edu 

 
University of Washington Suuallo Library 
PO Bax 352900 
Seattle, WA 98195 
Contact: Cass Hartnet  206 685 6110 
Hartnettc@uw.edu 

 
Gonzaga Uni'<!rsity Foley Center 
502 E. Boone Avenue 
Spokane, WA 99258 
Contact: John Spencer 509 313-6110 
spencer@gonzaga.edu 
#2746664 10/30/2016 

 

Auto Savers 
Vehicles $6,000 or less, 
· 4 lines for 1 4 days  Sell it last!  Call5866181 

epo 
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From: Bowser, Dennis W <Dennis_W_Bowser@orp.doe.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, November 29, 2016 8:05 AM
To: Hanford Air (ECY)
Cc: Bowser, Dennis W
Subject: Public Comment - Air Permit DE16NWP-003 for the WTP EMF

 Ecology, Phil, 
 
Please consider the following comment. 
 
Thanks Dennis Bowser 

1. Approval Condition 3.3: Propose to delete this condition based on the following, 

  
Ecology concluded in its January 21, 2016 approval (CCN 290160) of the Second Tier Review Petition for Hanford Tank 
Farm and Waste Treatment Plant Dimethyl Mercury Emissions (Petition) (WRPS 2015) that the estimated dimethyl 
mercury emissions from the Hanford Site Tank Farms and WTP emission units (including EMF) will have no significant 
impact on air quality.  For that reason, the U.S DOE‐ORP believes that draft Permit DE16NWP‐003, Approval Condition 
3.3 requiring continuous emissions monitoring for mercury is not justified for the EMF emission unit and therefore 
requests that the condition be removed.  
  
For background, the U. S. DOE‐ORP proposed in Section 9.2.1 of the Nonradioactive Air Emissions Notice of Construction 
Permit Application for the WTP Effluent Management Facility (CCN 288822), that the Petition be used to satisfy the WAC 
173‐460‐090, “Second Tier Review,” requirements for dimethyl mercury.  The Petition provided a bounding dimethyl 
mercury health impact assessment that effectively covers the emissions from the activities proposed in this 
application.  The locations of the emission points for modeling were chosen to be representative of the locations of the 
individual emission points associated with the retrieval, transfer, and treatment of tank waste at the Hanford Tank 
Farms and the WTP. 
  
The Petition utilized a conservative assumption to bound potential dimethyl mercury emissions from the WTP and the 
Effluent Management Facility (EMF).  The Petition assumed that existing WTP emission unit elemental mercury 
emissions were a surrogate for potential dimethyl mercury emissions.  For the new EMF, the Petition assumed that 
dimethyl mercury emissions were emitted at the same rate as the PT Facility, plus an additional factor of 100 was 
applied.  The resulting bounding dimethyl mercury emission rate for the EMF in the Petition equated to 5.0E−05 gram 
per second.   
  
In comparison to the Petition, the EMF emission units estimated potential dimethyl mercury emission rate identified in 
24590‐BOF‐M4C‐DEP‐00001 DFLAW Effluent Management Facility Air Emissions Estimate, is 5.29E−07 gram per second 
(Table 8‐6 in 24590‐BOF‐M4C‐DEP‐00001).  Comparing this rate to the 5.0E‐05 gram per second rate in the Petition 
shows that the EMF’s estimated dimethyl mercury emissions in this NOC Application are bounded by the Petition.   
  
  
  



November 25, 2016 

 

    

Mr. Philip Gent 

Department of  
 - Richland 

Washington Department ofEcology 
3100 Port of Benton Boulevard 
Richland, WA 99354  

   

Dear Mr. Gent: 

This letter is a comment in response to the Notice of Construction/ Air 
Permit request for the Effluent Management Facility at the Waste Treatment 
and Immobilization Plant. This comment is for the public comment period 
of October 30, 2016 to December 2, 2016. 

The purpose of this comment is to point out that there continues to be fraud 
associated with the WTP project that affects the EMF/WTP and that is not 
corrected by the recent settlement agreement. 

Enclosed is a copy of a Department of Justice press release regarding a $125 
million settlement from WTP contractors arising from the False Claims Act. 
This settlement agreement is specific to the items it describes; it does not 
provide corrections for the already-faulty work produced from the inception 
of the project; and it does not provide corrections for DOE complicity in 
knowingly paying fees for improper work. Ecology and the public have been 
misled. Two examples follow. 

1. Commercial Grade Dedication Statement was False. 

Ecology's May 2016 commitment to the public regarding commercial grade 
dedication was not valid. There is incomplete/incorrect commercial grade 
dedication for the equipment that feeds the EMF, and therefore the ability of 
WTP and the EMF to safely process the waste is suspect, and should not be 
permitted. 

Ecology's May 2016 Response to Comments (Publication 16-05-010), 

located at  
contains the following statements by Ecology on page 14 and on page 22: 
" ... DOE has determined that the revised CGD program has been 

\ 
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Ecology made the above statement two times in Publication 16-05-010 in 
reference to Low Activity Waste (LAW) vitrification primary and secondary 
off gas ventilation systems, and associated Direct Feed LAW (DFLA W) 

 
   

  claim to Ecology that the revised CGD program has 
been successfully implemented is not a correct statement. The reason it 
matters is that the CGD program is used to verify that equipment will 
perform critical functions. And equipment with inadequate commercial 
grade dedication exists in the LAW vitrification off-gas system that feeds the 
new EMF facility. Uncertainty in the upstream equipment and the 
associated design changes to come will impact the design inputs for the 
EMF. 

DOE was not forthcoming in telling Ecology that the CGD revised program 
is successfully implemented. Objective evidence of this is below. 

There was previous documentation of CGD failures. This was identified in a 
Preliminary Notice of Violation on October 4, 2007, in the amount of 
$165,000. Please see: 

 I  
 Commercial Grade Dedication failures 

are not a new issue. 

On September 1 3, 2010, DOE issued a Consent Order with a monetary 
remedy specific to commercial grade dedication failures, in the amount of 
$170,000. DOE noted that a recurrence could trigger additional enforcement 
action. A copy is enclosed, signed as accepted by Bechtel on September 20, 
2010. 

On August 6, 2015, DOE published another audit of Commercial Grade 
Dedication. Please see letter 15-QAD-0038. This audit had similar 
findings. However, the ORP finding was "dumbed down" over the 
recommendations of the QA Manager, with the effects of reducing the 
visibility of the problem, avoiding root cause analysis, avoiding Federal Stop 
Work Analysis, and avoiding additional Enforcement Action. The reduction 
of the finding from PL-1 to PL-2 was an arbitrary decision by the ORP 
Manager, based on unidentified "extenuating circumstances." See letter 15-

2 



ORP-0062, dated August 5, 2015. The contents of letter 15-QAD-0038 is a 
repeated mischaracterization of a finding to a lower level. ORP' s 
mischaracterization of findings was called out as a condition adverse to 
quality (finding) in DOE-HQ Audit Number EM-PA-15-14, in a letter from 
James A Hutton dated July 1,  2015. The ORP Manager therefore knowingly 
reduced the CGD finding in spite of having possessed the HQ audit letter for 
more than a month. 

As a result, DOE should have considered an additional fine or a contractual 
WARN or CURE notice for the repeated failure but did not. 

Despite Ecology's commitment to the public that " ... DOE has determined 
that the revised CGD program has been successfully implemented, " 

problems with commercial grade dedication continued after May of 2016 
and are documented in the following: 

• 16-WTP-0151, dated September 30, 2016, new CGD Findings. 
• 16-QAD-0020, dated June 16, 2016, CGD Corrective Actions 

Extension. 
• 245990-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01036, CM contract for "Q" Quality. 

In addition, ORP knew of the contractor's request for extension for the CGD 
corrective actions before making the statement that "all is good" to Ecology. 
That request was located in CCN-283855, dated March 22, 2016. The 
commercial grade dedication issues and extent of condition have not been 
resolved. 

Further, the DOE Office of Inspector General had a WTP CGD audit 
planned for the Western Audit Division in the FY2015 Work Plan for Audits 
and Inspections. This was postponed to FY2016, and not completed. The 
same audit shows now shows up in the FY2017 IG Planned Audits. There is 
no external review that confirms that the "revised CGD program has been 
successfully implemented" and the DOE IG has failed to review it in a 
prompt manner, again avoiding potential enforcement action even as the 
faulty work products have continued for three more years. 

This is absolutely important to the EMF because the EMF receives material 
that is treated by or handled by the following pieces of equipment, according 
to the flow sheet: 

3 



-LA WPS processes and feed flush piping (incomplete design), and 
-LAW Melters which feed the: 

-Submerged Bed scrubber, which feeds the EMF, and the 
-LAW Caustic Scrubber and all upstream equipment that feeds 
it (WESP,  SCR, HEME, etc.) 

Unreliable inputs from the upstream equipment leads to uncertainty that the 
resulting the not-properly-designed EMF will be able to perform its critical 
functions safely. 

2. Fraudulent Incentive Fee Payments Continue - Preventing Valued 
Work 

ORP has continued to pay incentive fees for faulty work. This action 
removes funding from valued activities. As an example, fee was requested 
to pay for an incentive to reduce the amount of sodium processed in the 
Pretreatment Facility. 

The ORP technical staff rejected this fee. See letters 13-WTP-0021, dated 
March 13, 2013 and 14-WTP-0242, dated January 21, 2015. 

The ORP FPD acknowledged that the sodium reduction milestone was "not 
of value to the government." See CCN-269659, page 3, dated February 20 
2015. 

During this time, design of Pretreatment had a stop work, so there were no 
subsequent changes to the conditions evaluated by the technical staff. 

Despite the above, the ORP manager approved and paid this fee. See letter 
15-WTP-0112, dated August 6, 2015. 

This topic is newer than the Department of Justice's Settlement Order, and 
in includes actions by DOE in addition to those of contractors. 

This is absolutely important to the EMF because the fraudulent payment of 
fees ($4.5 million in this one case) removes money that could be used to 
finish the IG audit of commercial grade dedication or that could be used for 
actual cleanup work. 
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

Department of Justice 

Office of Public Affairs 

Wednesday, November 23, 2016 

United States Settles Lawsuit Against Energy Department Contractors 
for Knowingly Mischarging Costs on Contract at Nuclear Waste 

Treatment Plant 

The Justice Department announced today that Bechtel National Inc., Bechtel Corp., URS Corp. 
(predecessor in interest to AECOM Global II LLC) and URS Energy and Construction Inc. (now known as 
AECOM Energy and Construction Inc.) have agreed to pay $125 million to resolve allegations under the 
False Claims Act that they made false statements and claims to the Department of Energy (DOE) by 
charging DOE for deficient nuclear quality materials, services, and testing that was provided at the Waste 

Treatment Plant (WTP) at DOE's Hanford Site near Richland, Washington. The settlement also resolves 
allegations that Bechtel National Inc. and Bechtel Corp. improperly used federal contract funds to pay for a 

comprehensive, multi-year lobbying campaign of Congress and other federal officials for continued funding 
at the WTP. Bechtel Corp. and Bechtel National Inc. are Nevada corporations. URS Corp. is headquartered 
in California, arid URS Energy & Construction Inc. is headquartered in Colorado. 

"The money allocated by Congress for the Waste Treatment Plant is intended to fund the Department of 
Energy's important mission to clean up the contaminated Hanford nuclear site, and this mission is 
undermined if funds are wasted on goods or services that are not nuclear compliant or to further lobbying 
activities," said Principal Deputy Assistant Attorney General Benjamin C. Mizer, head of the Justice 
Department's Civil Division. "This settlement demonstrates that the Justice Department will work to ensure 
that public funds are used for the important purposes for which they are intended." 

"The environmental clean-up and restoration of the land that comprises the Hanford Nuclear Reservation is 
one of the single most important projects in this region," said U.S. Attorney Michael C. Ormsby of the 

Eastern District of Washington. "It is imperative that funds allocated for this project be used appropriately 
and judiciously- the public expects nothing less. This office and our DOJ and DOE counterparts take 
allegations of contractor abuse seriously and place a priority on investigating and pursuing enforcement 

when those allegations could impact the safety and security of our citizens." 

"The DOE Office of Inspector General is committed to ensuring the integrity of Departmental contracts and 
financial expenditures," said Acting Inspector General Rickey R. Hass. "We will continue to steadfastly 
investigate allegations of fraudulent diversion of tax dollars throughout DOE programs and appreciate the 
support of DOJ attorneys in these matters." 

Between 2002 and the present, DOE has paid billions of dollars to the defendants to design and build the 

h ttps: //www.j u sti ce. gov/op a/p r fun ited states settle s 1 aws u it again st ene rg y d e pa rtment co n tractors k no wing ly misc ha i-g i ng 11/24/16, 5:02 PM 
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WTP, which will be used to treat dangerous radioactive wastes that are currently stored at DOE's Hanford 
Site. The contract required materials, testing and services to meet certain nuclear quality standards. The 
United States alleged that the defendants violated the False Claims Act by charging the government the 
cost of complying with these standards when they failed to do so. In particular, the United States alleged 
that the defendants improperly billed the government for materials and services from vendors that did not 
meet quality control requirements, for piping and waste vessels that did not meet quality standards and for 
testing from vendors who did not have compliant quality programs. The United States also alleged that 
Bechtel National Inc. and Bechtel Corp. improperly claimed and received government funding for lobbying 
activities in violation of the Byrd Amendment, and applicable contractual and regulatory requirements, all of 
which prohibit the use of federal funds for lobbying activities. 

The allegations resolved by this settlement were initially brought in a lawsuit filed under the qui tam, or 
whistleblower, provisions of the False Claims Act by Gary Brunson, Donna Busche, and Walter Tamosaitis, 

who worked on the WTP project. The False Claims Act permits private parties to sue on behalf of the 
United States when they believe that a party has submitted false claims for government funds, and to 
receive a share of any recovery. The Act also permits the government to intervene in such a lawsuit, as it 
did in part in this case. The whistleblowers' reward has not yet been determined. 

This matter was handled by the Civil Division's Commercial Litigation Branch, the U.S. Attorney's Office for 
the Eastern District of Washington, the DOE Office of the Inspector General and the FBI. 

The claims asserted against defendants are allegations only, and there has been no determination of 
liability. The case is United States ex rel. Brunson, Busche, and Tamosaitis v. Bechtel National, Inc., Bechtel 

Corp., URS Corp., and URS Energy& Construction, Inc., Case No. 2:13-cv-05013-EFS (E. D. Wash.). 

1381 Civil Division 

USAO -  Eastern 

Updated November 23, 2016 

https: //www.j u sti c e .gov /o pa/pr/united- states settles lawsuit ag a i nst e nergy d e pa rtm e nt contra cto rs knowingly misc ha rg i ng 11/24/16, 5:02 PM 
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CERTIFIED MAIL 

Department of Energy 
Washington, DC 20585 

September 13, 2010 

RETURN RECEIPT  

Mr. Frank M. Russo 
Project Director 
Bechtel National, Inc. 
2435 Stevens Center Place 
Richland, Washington 99352 

NC0-2010-03 

Dear Mr. Russo: 

The Office of Health, Safety and Security's Office of Enforcement has completed its . 

investigation into the facts and circumstas associated with the    
           by 

vendors to Bechtel National, Inc. (BNI). These materials and components are used in the 
construction of the Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant (WTP) located at the U.S. 
Department of Energy (DOE) Hanford Site. Tue investigation addressed specific areas of 
potential noncompliance with DOE nuclear safety requirements established in Title  

10 Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) Part 830, Nuclear Safety Management. 

The Office of Enforcement investigation identified   related to BNI's 
oversight of its vendors' implementation of their commercial grade dedication (CGD) 
programs. Examples of specific deficiencies by these vendors included : (1) inadequacy in 
determining the critical characteristics of materials and components; (2) sampling 
techniques and lot formation that were not properly conducted; and (3) methods used for 
material and component acceptance and acceptance testing that were not clearly defined. 

Of particular concern is BNl's failure to adequately correct similar problems that were 
noted in an Office of Enforcement Preliminary Notice of Violation issued to BNI in 
October 2007, and a BNI Corrective Action Report in 2007 in which one of the corrective 
actions was to "review Q suppliers who have indicated they are performing COD to verify 
that they have been evaluated to perfonn COD by BNI Supplier Quality.'' 

Although additional costs have resulted from these problems, it appears at this time that the 
deficiencies did not result in the receipt or installation of materials or components that did 
not meet established requirements and specifications. Compensatory actions taken by BNI 
were prompt when the problem was identified, and sem appropriate to address the 
immediate deficiencies and to evaluate the extent of the vendor CGD issue. Further, the 
Office of Enforcement, having reviewed BNI's response to these problems, acknowledges 
the completion of a root cause analysis and a common cause review. Particularly 
noteworthy were BNrs CGD instructional workshops to heighten the awareness and 



understanding of CGD requirements in the WTP vendor community. The lessons learned 
from the BNI vendors' CGD issues have also heightened contractor awareness and 
understanding of the problem throughout the Department. 

In accordance with I 0 C.F .R. § 820.23, the Office of Enforcement has exercised its 
enforcement discretion to resolve these issues through a Consent Order. DO E's decision 
to enter into a Consent Order is      taken in response to 
the identified deficiencies in its vendor CGD oversight during the construction of the 
WTP. In addition, DOE believes that BNI corrected the identified issues in a 
comprehensive manner before the WTP transitioned from construction to commissioning, 

and thus BNI appears to have addressed the deficiencies without an adverse impact on 
workers, the public, or the environment. 

DOE reserves the right to initiate enforcement proceedings against BNI if it later becomes 
known that any of the facts or information provided to DOE regarding the described 
deficiencies was false or inaccurate in any material way.      

      to       
        The Office of Health, 

Safety and Security, the DOE Office of Environmental Management, and the DOE Office 
of River Protection will continue to closely monitor quality assurance related performance 
for this project. 
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Enclosed are two signed copies of the Consent Order. Please sign both, keep one for your 
records, and return the other copy to this office within one week from the date of receipt of 

this Order. By signing this Consent Order, BNI agrees to remit   monetary 
remedy, payable to the Treasurer of the United States, in accordance with the directions in 
the enclosed Order and to provide DOE with the information specified in section III of the 
Consent Order. 

Should you have any questions, please contact me at (301) 903-2178, or your staff may 
contact Mr. Steven Simonson, Acting Director, Office of Price-Anderson Enforcement, at 
(301) 903-2816. 

Enclosure 

cc: David Brockman, ORP 

Dawn Kamenzind, BNI 
Richard Azzaro, DNFSB 

Sincerely. 

 
 

Office of Enforcement 
Office of Health, Safety and Security 



In the matter of 

Bechtel National, Inc. 

) Report No. NTS-ORP--BNRPmRRPWTPm2009-0004 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) Consent Order NC0-2010-03 

CONSENT ORDER INCORPORATING AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND BECHTEL NATIONAL, INC. 

I 

Bechtel National, Inc. (BNI) is the primary construction contractor for the Waste 
Treatment and Immobilization Plant (WTP) located at the Hanford Site. BNI uses many 
vendors to supply the project with nuclear safety-related materials and components 
procured through the vendors' commercial grade dedication (CGD) programs. 

II 

In May 2009, the DOE Office of River Protection (ORP) conducted a surveillance of two 
WTP suppliers, reporting that "ORP identified significant technical and quality issues 
with these suppliers' CGD efforts, indicating that lessons learned and corrective actions 
from BNl's CGD problems, identified three years ago, were not adequately flowed down 
to suppliers." In July 2009, ORP performed a surveillance of another BNI vendor and 
identified similar issues regarding implementation of the vendor's CGD program. The 
findings from these surveillances were formally transmitted from ORP to BNI in July 
2009. Based on this information, BNI implemented a comprehensive suspension of 
shipments for all Q suppliers (i.e., suppliers who must meet specified quality standards) 
as an initial compensatory measure, pending review of the suppliers' CGD programs. 

The Office of Health, Safety and Security's Office of Enforcement investigation 
identified a longstanding problem in BNI oversight of vendor CGD programs and 
concluded that BNI's efforts to correct known problems in these COD programs have not 
been sufficient to prevent recurrence. The BNI root cause analysis, conducted in 
response to the aforementioned ORP surveillances, identified the following causes: 
(1) failure to confirm that rigorous CGD expectations and requirements were clearly 
understood by suppliers and sub-suppliers; (2) failure to execute rigorous supplier and 
sub-supplier qualification reviews to ensure capability of meeting requirements (e.g., 
COD) at the time of the initial qualification survey and for subsequent performance-based 
audits, surveillances,  in-shop inspections; (3) overreliance on Q suppliers' knowledge 
of CGD and flowdown ofCGD requirements to their suppliers; (4) inadequate 
monitoring of and action on supplier and sub-supplier COD issues through trending and 
analysis, lessons learned, and performance indicator processes; (5) ineffective or unclear 
roles, responsibilities, accountabilities, authorities, interfaces, and training for effective 



CGD program implementation; and (6) inadequate use ofCGD subject matter experts in 
the review, approval, and oversight of CGD program activities. 

III 
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BNI voluntarily reported potential noncompliances with DOE nuclear safety 
requirements to DOE via the Noncompliance Tracking System (NTS) 
(NTS-ORP--BNRP-RRPWTP-2009-0004). DOE has concluded that BNl's investigation 
and causal analysis associated with the identified vendor CGD program issues were 
thorough and comprehensive. The corrective actions identified by BNI appear 
appropriate to address the causes that contributed to the deficiencies and prevent 
recurrence. 

However, DOE is concerned that BNI may not be taking a sufficiently broad view of 
potential weaknesses in its oversight of subcontractors and suppliers beyond the area of 
vendor CGD programs and similar underlying weaknesses may exist in other areas of 
BNI operations. In addition, the Office of Enforcement agrees with the ORP concern that 
lessons learned and corrective actions from previous, similar CGD problems were not 
adequately flowed down to BNI's suppliers. The ineffectiveness ofBNI's corrective 
action management program in preventing recurence of issues has been a longstanding 
concern of the Office of Enforcement. Based on the above concerns, by signing this 
Consent Order, BNI agrees to the following: 

1. In several instances that were the subject of a Notice of Violation, BNI's failure to 
correct, in a timely manner, known problems in its construction activities has led to 
the procurement, receipt, and in some cases installation of material or equipment that 
did not meet requirements. Corrective actions associated with certain corrective 
action reports (i.e., CAR-06-215 and CAR-07-321) were similarly ineffective in 
correcting identified vendor CGD issues in a timely manner. In 2008, BNI initiated a 
Corrective Action Implementation Plan identifying a set of actions to improve 
corrective action management at the WTP. Given past weaknesses in BNl's 
corrective action management process, BNI will arrange for an independent party 
(non BN/) to perform an effectiveness review of all actions taken since 2008 to 
improve that process. This review should address causal analysis, corrective action 
i'dentificationltrackinglclosure, corrective action effectiveness review, extent of 
condition review, common cause analysis, trending /analysis, and adequacy of QA 
resources to implement and oversee QA programs, including CGD. 

2. In 2006, BNI initiated its Nuclear Safety Quality Imperative (NSQI) to address 
identified weakness in the nuclear safety culture at the WTP. This initiative was a 
primary corrective action associated with the issues that were the subject of a Notice 
of Violation issued by the Office of Enforcement in March 2006 (EA-2006-03). 
Since that time, the Office of Enforcement has issued three additional Notices of 
Violation to BNI and, on several occasions, has questioned the status of the NSQI and 
has been assured that the initiative is active and ongoing. BNI identified the need to 
"reinvigorate" the NSQI in its root cause analysis and common cause evaluation 
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associated with the CGD issues. Given the fundamental importance of a sound 
nuclear safety culture at the WTP and the recognition that corrective action has been 
and will continue to be needed in this area, BNI wil provide details on how the NSQI 
"reinvigoration" will be accomplished, what steps will be taken to assure that the 
effort is sustaine  how new hires wil be trained in the NSQJ, how BNI NSQI 
expectations will flow down to subcontractors, and how NSQI effectiveness will be 
periodically evaluated. 

3. In September 2009, BNI issued a root cause analysis report that identified two root 
causes, four contributing causes, and several judgments of need (JONs). The results 
of the root cause analysis and the JONs focus on vendor CGD, rather than 
recognizing that vendor CGD issues are a subset of a more comprehensive vendor 
oversight and qualification program. This comprehensive program includes the 
identification and appropriate examination of vendor quality program.issues during 
scheduled audits and surveillances and during Responsible Engineers' and Quality 
Assurance Engineers' visits to sub-vendors in support of material acceptance plan 
revievys. Some BNI actions identified in the BNI corrective action management 
system address the needed improvements in the overall vendor qualification program, 
but none of these actions were identified or discussed in the NTS report cited in this 
section. Therefore, BNI will provide details on all actions being taken to address the 
necessary improvements in their vendor qualification program, and will provide a 
corrective action effectiveness review. 

IV 

DOE and BNI have reached agreement on this matter. Both have agreed to issuance of 
this Consent Order in lieu of enforcement proceedings on this matter, including the 
potential for the issuance of a Notice of Violation with the imposition of a civil penalty. 
DOE and BNI further agree that, in recognition of the corrective actions developed and 
implemented by BNI in this matter, the payment to be provided by BNI has been reduced 
from what could have been proposed through the formal enforcement process . 

v 

DOE and BNI agree that the sum paid by BNI to resolve this matter shall not be 
considered a reimbursable cost. Pursuant to 41 U.S.C. § 256(k) and the implementing 
provisions of the Federal Acquisition Regulation fowid at 48 C.F.R. § 31.205-47, Costs 
related to legal and other proceedings, DOE and BNI further agree that all costs incurred 
by, for, or on behalf ofBNI relating to DOE's investigation of the matters covered by this 
Consent Order shall be treated as wiallowable expenses under Contract No. 
DE·AC27-01RV14136 between DOE and BNI. 
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VI 

This Consent Order is issued pursuant to DOE's authority in Section 234A of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended (42 U.S.C. § 2282a), and the implementing provisions 
of 10 C.F.R. § 820.23. BNI agrees to pay to the Treasurer of the United States (Account 
Number 891099), mailed to the Director, Office of Enforcement, U.S. Department of 
Energy, an amount of $170,000, reflecting an agreed amount in lieu of any potential 
Notice of Violation and imposition of a civil penalty for the nuclear safety deficiencies 
discussed herein. 

VII 

DOE agrees to refrain from initiating enforcement activity against BNI for any potential 
violatio:ns pertaining to the referenced matters. This Consent Order does not preclude 
DOE from re-opening the investigation or pursuing enforcement activity: (1) if it later 
becomes known that any of the facts or information provided regarding the described 
deficiencies were false or inaccurate in any material way, (2) for incidents or conditions 
other than those described in the above referenced NTS reports, or (3) for failure to 
complete the corrective actions, as outlined in the above referenced NTS reports, in an 

effective and timely manner to prevent recurrence. 

VIII 

Accordingly, it is hereby ordered as follows: 

1. BNI agrees to return a signed copy of this Consent Order, within 1 week from the 
date of receipt, to the address provided in Item 2. 

2. BNI agrees to remit $170,000 by check, draft, or money order payable to the 
Treasurer of the United States (Account Number 891099) within 30 days of signing 
this Consent Order. Payment shall be sent by overnight carrier to the Director, Office 
of Enforcement, at the following address:  

Director, Office of Enforcement 
Attention: Office of the Docketing Clerk 
HS-40 
U.S. Department of Energy 
19901 Germantown Road 
Germantown, MD 20874-1290 

3. BNI agrees to complete the actions stated in Section III of this Consent Order, 
including delivery of the requested items within 120 days from the date that BNI 
signs this Order. 

· 



4. Payment made to DOE under this Consent Order shall completely resolve and serve 
as a full and final settlement of any and all enforcement activity taken under 
10 C.F.R. Part 820, arising from the referenced NTS report. 

5. In accordance with 10 C.F.R. § 820.23(d), this Consent Order shall become a Final 
Order 30 days after the signed copy, referenced in Item 1, is filed by the Office of 
Enforcement's Office of the Docketing Clerk unless the Secretary of Energy files a 
rejection ·of the Consent Order or a Modified Consent Order. 

6. BNI waives any and all rights to appeal or otherwise seek judicial review of this 
Consent Order. DOE and BNI retain the right, however, to judicially enforce the 
provisions herein by all legal means. 

On behalf of my respective organization, I hereby agree to and accept the terms of the 
foregoing Consent Order. 

FOR U.S. Department of Energy 

 

Act· g Director 
ce of Enforcement 

Office of Health, Safety and Security 

FOR Bechtel National, Inc. 

Frank M. Russo 
Project Director 
Bechtel National, Inc. 
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RECEIVED 

NOV 072016 
November 4, 2016 

Department of Ecology 
NWP - Richland 

Mr. Philip Gent 
Washington Department of Ecology 
3100 Port of Benton Boulevard 
Richland, WA 99354 

Central File•   

�ile Natne:   

,., .. ·.:: . n�:fp,rence: --

Subject: Public Comment Invitation for the Notice of Construction/Air 
Permit Approval Order for the WTP Effluent Management Facility 

Dear Mr. Gent: 

Comments below arise from the Department of Ecology's 30-day public comment 
period (10/30/16 to 12/02/16) for a proposed new Notice of Construction Air Permit 
for the Waste Treatment Plant Effluent Management Facility (EMF) (DE16NWP-
003). 

WAC-173-401-500 (4) requires that an application be complete, and that it is 
sufficient to evaluate the subject source and its application and to determine all 
applicable requirements. 

(a) To be complete, the application is required to include necessary supporting 
data and calculations on which the information is based, per WAC-173-303-
401-500(7) and WAC-173-303-510(2)(c)(viii). 

The comments below demonstrate that the application is incomplete and 
insufficient to support an approval order. In addition, ORP commenced 
construction without the necessary permit, in violation of WAC-173-400-030(11) and 
WAC-173-400-030(19)(a). 

1. Only one calculation is cited in the draft Approval Order. That calculation is 
RPP-ENV-59016, Rev 1. The draft Approval Order states that the application 
"conforms to the assumptions and analysis of RPP-ENV-59016, Rev 1." In the 
draft Approval Order, RPP-ENV-59016 is called out as addressing Dimethyl 
Mercury and Toxic Air  but the topic of RPP-ENV-59016 is specific 
only to Dimethyl Mercury Emissions. The Draft Approval order OMITS the 
majority of the mass balance information including other toxic constituents and 
the basis for the feed conditions. 

2. Inadequate calculations are provided or cited in the supporting documentation 
that was provided with the NOC: 

3. The first questions should be whether the estimated emissions could be higher 
than stated, or if they could include species other than those identified in the 
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application or the supporting documents. Also important is whether the EMF 
design is complete enough to support a reasonable conclusion that the design 
will actually operate under the permit conditions and that it is compatible with 
the downstream Effluent Treatment Facility (ETF). Those questions are not 
answered in the NOC Application and supporting documentation. 

4. The material balance calculation in the NOC permit package is a sham. 

This NOC application is therefore not complete. 

Calculation 24950-BOF-M4C-DEP-0001, Rev B purports to be an estimate of air 
emissions from the DFLA W Effluent Management Facility. This calculation is 
unacceptable from a flow sheet or quality assurance standpoint. WTP 
calculations suffer systemically from findings in a Level-A Condition Report for 
inadequate quality. Calculation 24950-BOF-M4C-DEP-0001 is no exception, 
and its conclusions are not reliable. It is not a reasonable, conservative 
estimate. It is also a letter-revision "committed" conceptual design calculation 
not suitable for construction until the assumptions are verified. Therefore, this 
calculation is more like a guess, and it is not a bounding guess. 

Calculation 24950-BOF-M4C-DEP-0001 cannot be understood or checked 
without recourse to the originator. This is contrary to the requirements of the 
WTP quality assurance manual. Figure 3-1 and Figure 3-2 provide a flow 
diagram, but these diagrams omit unit operations, including the LAW melter, 
where many species are produced and glass former particles are released, the 
submerged bed scrubber, wet electrostatic precipitator, thermal catalytic 
oxidizer, selective catalytic reduction, and caustic scrubber. Each of these 
operations chemically alters the off-gas stream or moves species from the off-gas 
to the liquid phase. Calculation 24950-BOF-M4C-DEP-0001 omits processes 
that are important to determining the estimated concentrations in the flow 
sheet, starting with the "new" DFLA W feed specification. Data tables with the 
composition of each stream are absent. A reviewer cannot check or verify how 
each constituent varies across the flow diagram, and flow rates cannot be 
checked. The entire LAW process should have been included in this calculation 
in order to understand the resulting air emissions and liquid ef fluents. Contrary 
to this, many streams are omitted, rendering a valid check impossible. 

Without data tables for the composition of ALL streams, there is no basis for 
comparison of the flow sheet to what is allowed or to conditions that damage 
equipment, such as for corrosion prevention. It is impossible to determine if the 
equipment will perform properly. 

5. Calculation 24950-BOF-M4C-DEP-0001 relies on incomplete inputs 
The LAW Feed acceptance limits to this calculation are incomplete. LAW Waste 
acceptance limits are cited from the Interface Control Document for Direct LA\¥ 
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Feed (ICD-30, 24590-WTP-ICD-MG-01-030, Rev 0). However, 24590-\VTP-ICD
MG-Ol-030 is incomplete and it inaccurately reproduces DOE direction. 24590-
WTP-ICD-MG-030 has more than 20 "TED" entries. 24590-\VTP-ICD-MG-Ol-
030 cites as a basis for chemical composition "DOE 2015," Transmittal of the 
Revised Design Inputs for the Direct Feed Low-Activity Waste Initiative, which is 
15-WTP-0023, REISSUE, dated March 17, 2015. 

6. Feed Acceptance Criteria have been altered without adequate basis. 
15-WTP-0023 directs Bechtel to use 15-WTP-0023 Table 6, which contains 
DFLAW 'i\Taste Acceptance Criteria. The units in this table are taken from the 
Contract Feed Specification 7, and from Bechtel calculations of dose factors. 
The units for isotopes in 15-WTP-0023 are given in terms of curies per mole of 
sodium, which makes sense, as the LAW melters remove water, and the limiting 
concentrations in the glass and in all downstream flows depend most often on 
the sodium incorporation into the glass. 

Contrary to 15-'i\TTP-0023, the units for several isotopes in 24590-WTP-ICD-MG-
01030 are cu.rieslliter - which as a result requires an assumption for the 
limiting sodium concentration in the feed. It appears the waste is assumed to 
have a limited sodium concentration when Eu-154 and Tc-99 values are 
compared for Table 5 in the ICD and Table 6 in the letter. Of note is that, 
despite the clarity in the letter of direction, 24590-WTP-ICD-MG-030 simply has 
a footnote that says "the value was modified" during ICD development. No basis 
for the modifications are provided, and the 15-WTP-0023 allows sodium up to 8 
molar. 

As an example, Table 6 in 15-WTP-0023 has a limit of <8.0E-05 Ci/mole Sodium 
for Tc-99. Table 1 in 24590-WTP-ICD-MG-030 has a limit of <4.8E-04 Ci/liter for 
Tc-99. 

Dividing [4.8E-04 Ci/L]/8.0E-05 Ci/mol] = 6 molar sodium, not 8 molar. This 
establishes a hidden constraint that is contrary to 8 molar sodium. It actually 
"dumbs down" the specification for Tc-99 by reducing the limit from 8.0E-05 
Ci/mol of sodium to 6.0E-05 Ci/mol of sodium instead of 8.0E-05 Ci/mol of 
sodium, a non-conservative change of 25% lower than intended. No basis for this 
is provided. it affects the compositions downstream of the melter, including at 
the EMF. 

7. Inadequate Ammonia Specification 

Further, the feed acceptance criterion for ammonia is from  minutes. 
Meeting minutes are not valid as a calculation or estimate. The range of inputs 
and margin is unknown, and ammonia is a hazardous chemical. 
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8. Inadequate Total Organic Carbon Specification 
In addition, the feed definition for total organic carbon is based on the permit 
limit at up to 10 wt%. This differs considerably from the 0.5 moles of carbon per 
mole of sodium in the contract statement of work for the other LAW feed 
envelopes A, B, and C. There is no  to support 10 wt% value as a feed 
specification, when.in fact, the feed acceptance  below the  limit 
should be known. The permit is not the design basis. Of note is that the LAW 
off-gas equipment IS ALREADY DESIGNED AND MOSTLY BUILT -AND it 
was built to a feed specification of 0.5 moles/mo! of sodium entering 
pretreatment - not 10wt% directly to the LAW feed. What are the consequences 
to operability when compared to the vendor's products and commercial grade 
dedications? 

9. Inadequate pH specification 
Both 15-WTP-0023 and 24590-WTP-ICD-MG-01-030 establish a limit requiring 
the pH entering the LAW facility to be 2'.:12. No basis is provided for this other 
than a " WTP Integrated Processing Strategy Description" from 2009, 24590-WTP-
3YD-50-00002. A strategy from 2009 is more speculation and is not a valid 
design quality input. The existing designs for the LAW systems rely on the 
concentrations from the Pretreatment Facility. Some tank waste as retrieved 
may not have a pH of 12 or it might not have a pH of 12 after it is processed in 
the unknown flow sheet LA WPS facility. Where is the integrated flow sheet? 
Will tank farms have to add sodium hydroxide to make a pH of 12? At present 
the tank farms corrosion specifications allow a pH lower than 12. And flush 
water may have a lower pH. 

IO.Specifications for Nitrate and Nitrite in the Feed are Absent 
The acceptance criteria in BOTH 15-WTP-0023 and 24590-WTP-ICD-MG-01-030 
are silent on the amount of Nitrate and Nitrite present. These chemicals lead to 
the production of toxic NOx gases in the melter and the offgas equipment and 
affect the amounts released via plant stacks, including the EMF stack and also 
the LAW stack, for which no changes were claimed in the NOC. 

11.Ecology's Approval is not Supported 
This permit should not be approved until there is a valid feed basis that has 
been reviewed independently of ORP and ORP contractors. The letter of 
direction should, as a minimum, be reviewed against the envelope A, B, and C 
specifications in the contract statement of work for other errors and omissions. 

12. Inadequate Calculation Assumptions 
Instead of using the defined feed specification, Calculation 24950-BOF-M4C
DEP-0001 assumes a "bounding" feed that was defined by the Tank Farm 
Contractor, and then arbitrarily adjusted to meet the inadequate feed 
specification (whenever the bounding feed is higher). First, the calculation of 
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"bounding" feed is not prepared using design quality software, and secondly the 
"bounding feed" is used to provide maximum concentrations that may be 
incorrect. The bounding feed estimate is establishing new design maxima for 
ORP without benefit of any transparency or quality assurance review. There is 
also no provision made for design or operating margin about the "bounding 
estimate." The amounts of nitrate and nitrite are unknown and unexamined. 

13. Calculation Input RPP-ENV-559016, "Feed Vector Development" is 
inadequate and has a wrong lifetime 
The NOC permit application states that the EMF will have a nominal lifetime of 
approximately 40 years (24590·WTP·RPT·ENV·15·005, page 1-2.) Contrary to 
this, RPP-ENV-559016 appears to be applicable to only a 10 year period. The 
reader cannot tell because the feeds are not quantified. RPP-ENV-559016 
provides no real values or flow stream compositions. 

14. Calculation 24950-BOF-M4C-DEP-0001 includes Cm-244 as TRU when it 
does not meet the NRC Criteria. No technical basis is provided fo1· why this was 
done. If it is included, does it alter the dose consequences by masking other, 
more energetic species? It takes away a share of the TRU curies/mole of sodium. 

1 5. Calculation 24950-BOF-M4C-DEP-0001 makes multiple assumptions 
requiring verification, and the verification method is that this will be taken care 
of (eventually) in the verification of assumptions to be performed by unknown 
methods in the [future] design basis calculation, which has not been completed. 
Kicking the verification down the road to some other unknown effort is a fraud. 
No pilot plant or bench sea.le tests have been used to develop the EMF process, 
which is unique to Hanford. There is no other process that concentrates 
submerged bed scrubber fluid. 

For example, 24590-BOF-l\14C-DEP-00001, Section 6.1, Assumptions Requiring 
Verification states that at. least 13 of the   verification will 
be verified by using a future, unfinished DFLAW model called "APPS." 
However, there is no discussion of how the DFLA\V update of APPS will verify 
what are perhaps the very same assumptions used in this calculation. There is 
no technical justification provided for verifying the assumptions, Calculation 
24590-BOF-M4C-DEP-00001 just kicks the can down the road to some other, 
incomplete calculation. 

Condition Reports 24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01595 and 24590-WTP-GCA-l\IIGT-
16-01291 show that even today, WTP lacks rigor and quality in writing technical 
justifications for assumptions requiring verification. Closing the verification 
method to an unknown method for verification, just puts the problem off until it 
becomes a technical issue for someone else. There is no discussion of why the 
APPS model has better assumption or uses verified assumptions when the 
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current calculation omits them. How many other condition reports address 
faulty calculations? How many address assumptions requiring verification? 

16. Alternatively, calculation 24590-BOF-M4C-DEP-00001 says other of its 
assumptions will be verified by an unidentified CODE 1 Vendor mass balance, 
but the Vendor is subject to the same quality assurance requirements and must 
verify their assumptions too. This is a misrepresentation of what is known 
about how the EM!<' will operate. 

17.Some assumptions in 24590-BOF-M4C-DEP-00001 rely on data from the 
242-A Evaporator, yet the solutions evaporated at 242-A are not like SBS 
condensate chemically. And the SBS condensate will have erosive glass particles 
that can affect the service life of components. 

18. Other assumptions in 24590-BOF-M4C-DEP-00001 are called out to be 
verified when an input calculation is confirmed. This creates a tremendous risk 
that the current calculation is not only impossible to check, it  is unreliable as 
well. 

19. There is no adequate hazards analysis to evaluate the potential for receipt of 
untreated tank waste in the "pipe line flush." Similarly there is no hazards 
analysis for receipt of out-of-spec waste from the laboratory liquid waste disposal 
system. Will the EMF design remain unchanged? EA-WTP-LAW-2016-01-15 
noted that the EMF Hazard Analysis had weaknesses -including potential 
receipt of High Activity Waste, and potential for accumulation of mercury, and 
for adverse chemical reactions. In letter 16-WTP-0205, dated October 31, 2016, 
ORP states that the LAW safety basis documents are behind schedule. (LAW 
DSA Approval Schedule Date of August 2018). This letter also states that "ORP 
cannot commit to approval of the Effiuent Management Facility PDSA 
(preliminary DSA) earlier than that agreed in the integrated schedule (July 14, 
2017). EMF does not have even a Preliminary PDSA, so the  is not 

 with the  basis (this general subject earned a previous consent 
order and fine) and there is a tremendous risk for design and operations changes 
that make this permit application premature. 

20. Calculation 24950-BOF-M4C-DEP-0001 assumes that Henry's law constants 
are applicable, but there are no data to verify this - since the constants used 
were not measured in submerged heel scrubber solutions. What were these 
constants from? 'Was it water, which is not relevant? Applying another model 
with the same assumptions does NOT verify the assumptions. 

21. WAC-173-401-500 Completeness Criteria are therefore not met. 
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22. Absence of Knowledge about SOx 
This permit package makes the observation that ORP/Bechtel do not know what 
purpose the caustic scrubber has ("contains virtually no radionuclides or toxics.") 
Ecology should note that the existing Best Available Technology analysis shows 
that the purpose of the caustic scrubber is to remove SOx, which is a compound 
associated with prevention of significant deterioration, for which an exemption 
was sought and approved. Was the exemption valid? In addition, there is no 
indication that the caustic-bearing effluent from the caustic scrubber will meet 
the acceptance criteria for the operating Effluent Treatment Facility (ETF). 
Where is the treatability analysis? Calculation 24590-BOF-M4C-DEP-00001 
states that the caustic scrubber effluent contains appreciable amounts of 
ammonia, which is a challenge to ETF. 

23. Disparate Treatment of Similar Tank Vapor Risks - H ypocrisy 
A related Hanford-Wide concern is that this Notice of Construction identifies 
that the EMF is being given a 150 foot tall stack. (See 24590-WTP-RPT-ENV-15-
007, page 18). This stack height is an integral part of the Best Available Control 
Technology, and it is used to discharge chemical vapors away from the co-located 
workers. At the same time, DOE points out that the EMF stack is anticipated to 
discharge only approximately one  of the estimated annual ammonia 
release from just the double shell tank farms (See 24590-WTP-ENV-15-005, page 
5-1). 

Ecology should note that EMF gets a 150 ft. stack. The Double Shell Tanks, 
with four times the ammonia release rate have  shorter stacks, and the 

 shell tanks have no stacks and no air dilution at all -and continually 
release ammonia through breather filters at nose level. How can Ecology create 
a permit condition for a 150 ft. stack for a new WTP facility and do  to 
require active ventilation for SSTs and taller stacks for all tank farms, or covers 
to prevent fugitive releases? The chemicals released from the tanks are 
constantly changing as they degrade, so the risk is constantly changing too. A 
safe-by-design solution according to the hierarchy of controls, instead of 
monitoring people after they are exposed to a changing mixture of chemicals 
with potentially synergistic health effects, is needed. 

As an example, note that the 241-AY/AZ double shell tank farm ventilation short 
height stack was releasing about 0.2 lb/hr of ammonia at concentrations of 100 
to 115 ppm per letter 07-ESQ-113, dated July 27, 2007. The recommendation in 
07-ESQ-113, however, was to request an increase in the allowed emission rate. 
Compare this to EMF's 150ft stack? 

24.Risk Based Process has been Abandoned 
In terms of risk reduction, the EMF was invented in order to support the rush to 
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Direct Feed LAW Treatment at WTP, due to the long term failure of the 
Pretreatment and High Level Waste Vitrification Facilities. As a result, 
DFLA W dumps cesium back into the tank farms. DFLA W does not reduce risk 
to people or the environment. Yet ORP has proposed to spend an additional 
$4.3 billion to finish DFLAW (16-WTP-0166). At the same time, ORP has 
decided not to complete additional covers over some of the single shell tank 
farms, by not meeting TPA milestone M-045-092 (16-TF-01011). This shows that 
the permitting process, which was supposed to be driven by risk reduction, is out 
of control. Single shell tank farm covers should be completed, as they have a 
demonstrated effectiveness for reducing risk to the groundwater. Ecology should 
issue no more permits until a risk-based process is recovered. 

25.All Other WTP Processes will Change 
The NOC permit application states that all other WTP emissions units remain 
unchanged. This is a patently false statement. IF DFLAW/EMF runs for 40 
years, as is assumed in the permit package, a large, large amount of the liquid 
phase waste that was to be used to slurry the HLW to the WTP will be gone 
when the time comes to move the HLW solids to the plant. This will affect the 
HLW unit operations and the Pretreatment Operations, including for solids 
mixing, corrosion, erosion, and the amount of sodium needed to be added for 
leaching of aluminum from the solids (more will be required). The balance of 
NOx to be processed in LAvV and HLW will change. The changes will be 
substantial and are not addressed in the permit package. Concentration 
changes have not been estimated. There is no integrated life cycle flow sheet 
any more. System Plan 8 is only a plan. To stove-pipe the WTP facility 
permitting like this is a wasteful plan that will only result in rework and more 
losses to the taxpayer. 

26. Claim of EIS coverage should be questioned. 
The Notice of Construction claims that the EMF Evaporator is covered under the 
Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement 
(TC&vVM EIS). However, nowhere in this EIS is there an   for 
scrubber bottoms. There is not even a treatability analysis for the combined 
discharges to ETF, nor is there an evaluation of the added corrosive chemical 
impacts on the returns to the tank farms. 

27. 24590-WTP-RPT-ENV-15-007 shows on Page 7-2, that EMF samples will be 
sent  to the lab. �7hy is this allowed? How radioactive will the 
concentrate from the bottoms of the evaporator be? This is a violation of ALARA 
and of the hierarchy of controls. WTP panics because pretreatment and HLW 
have failed, and exceptions are made for every safety and quality requirement. It 
appears the spend plan and the schedule are more important than safety. 
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28.PLl Findings and Corrective Actions 
Many aspects to the EMF NOC Permit Application appear to be repeat failures 
related to the existing WTP Priority Level 1 Findings and Level A Condition 
Reports. Experience is that corrective actions for these findings have been 
improperly closed. It appears that the EMF design is continuing the same 
failures -the corrective actions and managed improvement actions have been 
ineffective as well as improperly closed. A thorough review of all EMF work as 
an extent of condition for all of the PLl/Level A findings should be conducted by 
an outside DOE entity. This should be done for all of DFLAW as well. 

29.Non-Compliance with Restrictions on Commencement of Construction 
prior to Approval of the NOC Permit 
ORP commenced construction without the necessary permit, in violation of 
WAC-173-400-030(11) and WAC-173-400-030(19)(a). There are very clear 
restrictions on the start of construction documented in Ecology's instructions for 
preparing NOCs. Ecology Publication ECY-170-410a states: You may legally 
begin actual construction on your project when  have the   in hand. 
Ecology Publication 08-02-015, Pre-Construction Approval, states: 
"Beginning actual construction" means starting physical on-site construction 
activities of a permanent nature on an emission unit. These activities include, 
bu.t are not limited to: 
--Installing building supports and foundations 
--Laying underground pipe work 
--Constructing permanent storage structures 

Contrary to these requirements, DOE began construction of the EMF on March 
16, 2016 (See enclosed article). Since March of 2016, how much more 
construction has occurred? Likely the progress is more than just pumping 
precipitation runoff from the bottom of the7 month old excavation. DOE knew 
this activity was not in compliance with the Permit Process per Item 34(q), 
below. 

In addition, DOE authorized this construction. In letter 15-CPM-0195, dated 
August 13, 2015, ORP authorized construction to include: civil earth work, 

 utility and commodity installation, and required indirect scope to 
execute direct construction activities. The associated allowed costs were 
significant, up to $24,337,000. Concrete installation is permanent. Suggest that 
Ecology should evaluate the condition of construction in violation of permit 
requirements. 

30. Inadequate EMF Structural Analysis 
Letter 16-WTP-0146, dated August 23, 2016, states that there are 3 PL3 
Findings and 6 opportunities for improvement regarding the structural analysis 
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for the EMF. Why is construction continuing? Even the footprint/excavation 
dimensions could be inadequate for what is needed for the facility, if design 
changes are made or design maturation changes the unit operations. In 
addition, letter 16-WTP-0169, dated September 16, 2016 provides more 
comments on the quality of structural analyses at WTP, including EMF, the 
LAW Melters, and the TCO. Why was the NOC application not rescinded? 

31.EMF Process and Design Changes Continue 
CCN-289744, dated October 6, 2016, shows that process and design changes are 
anticipated for the EMF. There are 15 planned design and operational safety 
improvements. The impact of these improvements on emissions is unknown. 

32. Inadequate System Description 
CCN-288817, dated September 4, 2016, (sheet 290) shows that the applicable 
design documents for DFLA W (including EMF) are only incorporated in the first 
three sections of the System Design Description. As a result, system 
description/configuration, operations, supplemental information, sources, and 
bases, are omitted. 

33.Ecology's Invitation for Public Comment Omits Information 
Ecology's web page notice of invitation for public comment on this subject 
(enclosed) shows that Philip Gent is identified as the Ecology contact if there is a 
request to hold a public comment period. Omitted is language used in other 
similar notices to "Please submit your comments by xxx date to" a particular 
person. This gives the impression that Ecology is not collecting comments on the 
EMF NOC Application. Ecology should consider clarifying the web page. 

34. 0ther Topics that Ecology should consider are: 

(a) HEPA filtration as best available technology for aerosols is strange, since 
HEP A filters are not supposed to be wetted. Have you considered a 
preheater? Condenser? 

(b) 24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01545 points out procedure compliance failures 
in the execution of the EMF design, including deviating from the QA Plan at 
DOE direction, execution of design without a PDSA at DOE direction, and 
calculations not consistent with P&IDs. 

(c) 24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01549 identifies technical deficiencies in the 
EMF design. 

(d) 24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01 553 identifies process errors in the execution 
of the EMF and \¥TP design. 
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(e) 24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-00695 identifies errors with EMF liner 
calculations. 

(f) 24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01331 shows unclear design inputs to EMF 
Process Building. 

(g) 24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01332 shows inadequate EMF calculations. 

(h) 24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01338 shows inadequate EMF calculations. 

(i) 24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01340 shows inadequate EMF calculations. 

(j) 24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01341 shows inadequate EMF calculations. 

(k) 24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01385 shows plant operations has not been 
reviewing EMF design changes. This included a temperature change from 
95°F to 104°F. Is this reflected in the permit/order? 

(1) 24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01470 shows EMF Construction Instructions 
are inadequate, including for secondary containment. 

(m) 24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01472 shows roof beams not properly 
connected. 

(n) 24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01489 through 24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-
01494 show code stresses exceeded in the TCO, which is an integrated part 
of the LAW Off-gas System, and other issues. Installed already? 

(o) 24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01514 shows a unit conversion error in EMF 
Evaporator calculations. Mistake is forwarded from one equation to other 
equations, resulting in incorrect cooling water flow. 

(p) 24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-16-01600 shows a lack of understanding of the 
LA'i\T Melter Film Cooler, which can impact the amount of water used and · 
the composition of the Submerged Bed Scrubber condensate, which is fed to 
the EMF. 

(q) 24590-WTP-GCA-MGT-15-02235 shows that excavation drawings for the 
EMF appear to have been issued not in accordance with project procedures. 
The failure was noted to include non-alignment with the authorization 
basis, design criteria, and environmental  

1 1  



Hanford Makes Progress Toward Vitrifying Waste with Facility's Groundbreaking I Depa...  Page I of 4 

http://energy.gov/em/articles/hanford-makes-progress-toward-vitrifying
waste-facility-s-groundbreaking 

OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

Home » Hanford Makes Progress Toward Vitrifying Waste with Facility's Groundbreaking 

Q 

H a nfo rd M a kes Pro g ress Towa rd Vitr ify i n g  Wa ste 
with Fac i l i ty 's  G ro u n d b re a k i n g  

March 16,  201 6 - 12:30pm 

Tweet G•1 I 

Workers excavate for the Elfiuent Management Facility site at Hanford's Waste Treatment and Immobilization 

Plant. 
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Hanford Makes Progress Toward Vitrifying Waste with Facility's Groundbreaking I Depa...  Page 2 of 4 

RICHLAND, Wash. - EM's Office of River Protection's (ORP) Direct-Feed Low-Activity Waste (DFLAW) 

program is moving forward after a mid-December groundbreaking of the Effluent Management Facility (EMF) site 

at the Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant (WTP), and completion of its 30-percent design. 

The EMF will treat liquid effluent from the WTP Low-Activity Waste Facility (LAW), which will be used to begin 

treating Hanford's tank waste as soon as 2022. 

ORP is responsible for management, treatment, and disposition of approximately 56 million gallons of nuclear 

and chemical waste contained in Hanford's underground single- and double-shell tanks. The DFLAW program is 

intended to allow ORP to begin vitrifying these wastes as soon as 2022. In vitrification, radioactive liquid waste is 

mixed with glass-forming materials, heated to 2, 1 0 0  degrees Fahrenheit, and poured into stainless steel 

containers, where it cools to a solid glass form that will facilitate long-term storage. 

The EMF will provide four major funclions for D FLAW: serve as a low-point drain for waste transfer line 

flushing; concentrate fluids containing low levels of radioactive material from the low-activity waste off-gas 

treatment system via an evaporator; transport the condensate from the evaporator to the off-site Effluent 

Treatment Facility via existing transport piping; and recycle the evaporator concentrate into the low-activity waste 

vitrification process. 

When the liquid effluent arrives at the EMF from LAW, it will be routed to an evaporator. The evaporator will 

concentrate the effluent and remove less contaminated fluids, which are then routed to the Effluent Treatment 

Facility, located about a mile north of WTP. The remaining, more contaminated concentrate is returned to LAW 

for vitrification. 

"The Effluent Management Facility is critical for WTP to support DFLAW," explained Jason Young, federal 

project director for the WTP balance of facilities and Analytical Laboratory. 

Design and construction of the EMF will continue under a "design-build" approach with design reviews at the 

60- and 90-percent design marks. Work on getting the facility's permits from the Washington State Department 

of Ecology will also start this year. 

"Right now it's progressing well," Young said about the facility. "Construction and design are on schedule, and 

we are looking for opportunities to improve schedule where possible." 

Tweet ' G•l I 

R E LAT E D  ARTI C L E S  S U B S C R I B E  T O  E M  N EWS 

http://energy.gov I em/articl es/hanford-makes-pro gress-toward-vi trifying-waste-facili ty-s-g...  1 0/3 1/20 1 6  



NWP Public Comment Periods 

DEPARTMENT O F  

ECOLOGY 
State o f  Washington 

Home Water Quality & Supply Waste & Toxics 

Nuclear  

Nuclear Waste Program ::. Public Involvement :> Public Comment Periods 

Nuclear Waste Program - Public Comment Periods 

For more Information on any of the comment perlods, email    or C<lll 

Ecology at 509·372 7950, In addition to what's available on our website, documents open for 
public comment are avallab!e at the    

Ecology keeps Information on dosed comment periods available for historical purposes and to 

provide access to our responses to comments, which are also always available on the  

   page, 

Draft Notice of Construction (NOC) Permit - DE16NWP·003, for 
the Waste Treatn1ent Plant (WTP) Effluent Management 
Facility (EMF) 

. 

October 30, 2016 - December 2, 2016 
The Washington State Department of Ecology Invites you to comment on a new Approval Order 

for the construction and operation of the VffP EMF. 

   
Ciiek the links below for more Information about the permit. 

� 
o    
•   

  

          

             
        

  

             
  

Request to hold a public comment period by Friday, December 2 to: 
Phitlp Gent 

   (Preferred) 
3100 Port of Benton Blvd 

Richland, WA 99354 
(S09)372·7950 
Fax: (509)372 7971 
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Why IT Matters 

At the Department of 
Ecology Nudear Waste 

Program, we work to 

make sure Hanford's 

cleanup follows our 
state's regulations to 

protect our alr, lcind, 

water, and citizens. 

It Is Important that 

pennlt conditions are 

accurate and allow 

compHance with the 

regulat!ons. We lnvlte 

you to comment on this 

permit modification 

before we make our 

decls!on. 
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From: Scott Kiffer, PE VA <scott.kiffer@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 15, 2016 11:25 AM
To: Gent, Philip (ECY)
Subject: Re: Hanford WTP EMF Public Comment Period

Mr. Gent: 

I have a few more questions: 

1) Attachment C of the air emissions estimate calculation states "Excel spreadsheets used in this calculation are 
attached to Media File 24590-RMCD-04955." The permit application page includes tables of unabated/abated 
emissions and TAPs in excess of de minimus values, but I did not see the full Excel spreadsheets. Are those 
available for review?   
 
2) The application states the radioactive NOC application (24590-WTP-RPT-ENV-15-008) and BARCT 
analysis (24590-WTP-RPT-ENV-15-004) were submitted separately to WDOH.  Does Ecology have these 
available for review and/or can you provide a point of contact at WDOH? 

Regards, 

Scott D. Kiffer, PE VA   
 
 
On Wed, Nov 9, 2016 at 2:02 PM, Scott Kiffer, PE VA <scott.kiffer@gmail.com> wrote: 
Mr. Gent, 

Thank you for your help and time.  I will let you know if I have any additional questions, but I should have 
enough information for now. 

Regards, 

Scott D. Kiffer, PE VA 
 
On Wed, Nov 9, 2016 at 11:59 AM, Gent, Philip (ECY) <pgen461@ecy.wa.gov> wrote: 

Mr. Kiffer, 

  

We can provide the comments to you.  As Ecology has received them as official correspondence, it is requested that 
you official request them at the link below. 

  

Just send an email to the public records request section and ask for all comments received by Ecology’s Nuclear Waste 
Program in regards to Approval Order DE16NWP‐003.  Ask that the records be sent to you electronically and that you 
request waiver of all fees involved. 
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The current comments are about 10 double sided pages, so a scan and send to satisfy the request is possible. 

  

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/services/disclosure/disclose.html 

  

Philip Gent, PE  

Lead Air Engineer 

Waste Management Section  
Nuclear Waste Program  
Washington Department of Ecology  
Phone: (509) 372-7983  
Email: pgen461@ecy.wa.gov  
FAX:  (509) 372-7971  

  

From: Scott Kiffer, PE VA [mailto:scott.kiffer@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 08, 2016 3:55 PM 
To: Gent, Philip (ECY) <pgen461@ECY.WA.GOV> 

 
Subject: Re: Hanford WTP EMF Public Comment Period 

  

Phil: 

Would it be possible to get a copy of those comments so I can ensure I do not duplicate efforts? 

Thanks, 

Scott 

  

On Tue, Nov 8, 2016 at 6:43 PM, Gent, Philip (ECY) <pgen461@ecy.wa.gov> wrote: 

Mr Kiffer, 

  

We have received one set of comment so far.  We usually receive the bulk of comments the last week of a 
public comment period. 
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Phil 
 
Sent from my iPhone 

 
On Nov 8, 2016, at 2:04 PM, Scott Kiffer, PE VA <scott.kiffer@gmail.com> wrote: 

Mr. Gent / All: 

Thank you for the information - one last question: 

Has any other member of the public (individual or organization) contacted Ecology or 
submitted comments yet regarding the EMF air permit, or am I the first? 

Regards, 

Scott D. Kiffer, PE VA 

  

  

On Mon, Nov 7, 2016 at 4:29 PM, Gent, Philip (ECY) <pgen461@ecy.wa.gov> wrote: 

Mr. Kiffer, 

  

Ecology NWP Air is treating the tank farms, WTP, and downstream facilities as a single process for 
permitting. 

  

I placed the condition for approval in section 2.2.2 to ensure that the downstream facilities (e.g. 
receiving returned material) from the WTP have received updated and approved air emission 
permits covering dimethyl mercury.  This is a result of the EMF creating a new condition for air 
emission permitting and all of the downstream facilities need to have permits in place reflecting the 
change before they can receive material from WTP.  As WTP will have material to send to 
downstream facilities as soon as it starts, the downstream permits must be in place first.  Thus the 
approval condition. 

  

The section 2.2.2 approval is separate from the approval of the Approval Order.  The approval will 
be based on a document review of the downstream facilities to ensure they have updated their 
Approval Orders to incorporate the emission of dimethyl mercury. 

  

Philip Gent, PE  

Lead Air Engineer 
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Waste Management Section  
Nuclear Waste Program  
Washington Department of Ecology  
Phone: (509) 372-7983  
Email: pgen461@ecy.wa.gov  
FAX:  (509) 372-7971  

  

From: Scott Kiffer, PE VA [mailto:scott.kiffer@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 07, 2016 11:58 AM 
To: Dahl, Suzanne (ECY) <SDAH461@ECY.WA.GOV>; Gent, Philip (ECY) <pgen461@ECY.WA.GOV> 
Cc: Price, John (ECY) <Jpri461@ECY.WA.GOV> 
Subject: Re: Hanford WTP EMF Public Comment Period 

  

All, 

I have some follow-up questions below.  Thanks in advance for your time. 

Ms. Dahl: 

Do you know the current status of construction progress for the EMF?  I believe they have 
already performed some site preparation such as grading and maybe fencing (circa Dec 
2015).  But specifically, do you know if they have begun excavation or concrete placement?  

Mr. Gent, 

The draft NOC Approval Order (Section 2.2.2) requires Ecology to provide approval prior to 
the EMF accepting tank waste for the first time.  Does this refer to an approval separate from 
the Approval Order itself?  If so, how is approval determined (i.e., what process / inspections 
/ tests / acceptance criteria / etc)?   

  

Regards, 

Scott D. Kiffer, PE VA    

  

  

On Wed, Nov 2, 2016 at 3:57 PM, Gent, Philip (ECY) <pgen461@ecy.wa.gov> wrote: 

Mr. Kiffer, 
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Our website has a typo (we are fixing it) and the request for a ‘public comment period’ was 
supposed to be for a “public hearing”.  The public comment period for the EMF emissions is 
currently open (it runs from November 30 to December 2, 2016) and Ecology welcomes and 
appreciates comments from anyone and everywhere.   

  

The WTP construction work is overseen by another sections within our office and would be better 
at addressing the scope / responsibility in regards to liquids.  The WTP section manager is Suzanne 
Dahl and I have Cc’d her on this email. 

  

John Price is the section manager in charge of the TPA and I’ve Cc’d him on this email. 

  

I would address your liquids and TPA questions to Ms. Dahl and Mr. Price, respectively. 

  

If I can be of further assistance, please let me know. 

  

Philip Gent, PE  

Lead Air Engineer 

Waste Management Section  
Nuclear Waste Program  
Washington Department of Ecology  
Phone: (509) 372-7983  
Email: pgen461@ecy.wa.gov  
FAX:  (509) 372-7971  

  

From: Scott Kiffer, PE VA [mailto:scott.kiffer@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 02, 2016 11:46 AM 
To: Hanford Air (ECY) <HanfordAir@ECY.WA.GOV> 
Subject: Hanford WTP EMF Public Comment Period 

  

Mr. Gent: 

I was a Sr. Mechanical Engineer at Bechtel on the Hanford WTP EMF Project responsible 
for the potable water (plumbing) and demineralized water systems from Jan 2015 to July 
2016, but am no longer with Bechtel.  I am a resident of Virginia and a registered 
Professional Engineer.  
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Am I allowed to request a public comment period as an out-of-state resident, or otherwise 
provide a written public opinion for construction of the EMF?  Also, what is the scope / 
responsibility of the Department of Ecology / Washington State for environmental risks 
from liquids (vs. emissions), compliance with the plumbing code, and occupational safety 
of workers (chemical and occupational radiation) in relation to the Tri-Party Agreement?  

  

Please let me know.  I am also available to discuss via phone if you would like to schedule a 
time. 

 
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/nwp/commentperiods.htm 

Regards, 

Scott D. Kiffer, PE VA 
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