STATE OF WASHINGTON
DEPARTMENT OF ECLLOGY

1315 W. 4th Avenue ® Kennewick, Washington 99336-6018 * (509) 735-7581

October 20, 1998

Mr. James E. Rasmussen, Director

Environmental Assurance, Permits, and Policy Division
U.S. Department of Energy

P.O. Box 550, MSIN: AS5-15

Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Rasmussen:

Re: “Comments on the Public Review Draft State of Washington Department of Ecology
Title V Hanford Site Air Operating Permit, HNF-AOP-97-1” from J.E. Rasmussen, J
USDOE-RL, to M.A. Wilson, Ecology, April 9, 1998

In response to the 30-day public review of the Draft Title V Hanford Site Air Operating Permit

(AOP), your office submitted 122 comments on April 9, 1998. The Washington State 43184
Department of Ecology (Ecology) received the comment package on April 13, 1998. This letter

transmits Ecology’s responses to your comments as enclosed.

In the last six months, Mr. Oliver Wang of my staff, along with representatives from the
Department of Health (Health) had discussed with your staff regarding the resolution of these
comments. I believe that the enclosed responses are agreeable by representatives of both
Ecology and the U.S. Department of Energy-Richland Operations Office (USDOE-RL). The
fini zed AOP, which will incorporate all these comment resolutions, should better protect the
public with streamlined r. __latt _  juire nts and enhanced compliance efficiency.

Next month (November) Ecology will submit the Proposed AOP to the Environmental Protection
- Agency, Region X (EPA-X) for approval. If USDOE-RL still has issues at that time, please
contact Ms. Elizabeth Waddell of EPA-X at (206) 553-4303. Ms. Waddell will take comments
for consideration during the 45-day review/approval period. I will send you a courtesy copy of
Ect 1gy’s EPA submittal letter next month.




Mr. James Rasmussen
October 20, 1998
Page 2

Should you have additional questions, please contact Mr. Oliver Wang at (509) 736-3040.

Sincerely,

]

Micl
Nuc

Encl

cCw )JOE-RL
Hector Rodriguez, USDOE-RL
David Lauer, BCAA
Roger Landon, BHI
Ella Coenenberg, CHI
J.R. Wilkinson, CTUIR
Al Conklin, DOH
Craig Lawrence, DOH
Gail Laws, DOH
William Adair, FDH
Ken Peterson, FDH
Donna Powaukee, NPT
Mary Lou Blazek, OOE
Joseph Nickels, PNNL
Gerald Simiele, PNNL
William Green, Jr., RFSH
Gary Wells, RFSH
Barry Curn, WMH
John Winterhalder, WMH
Russell Jim, YIN
Administrative Record: (new) Site Wide Air Operating Permit












DOE/RL Review Comments (cont.)

10/15/98

Calculati
onsMode
13D
24 Attachment | 2.2 55 Assumption states (for Method 25A) that a VOC level of 50 ppm is the | Reword assumption to accurately reflect the EPA Agreed to the change. Correct the error.
1 Emission lowest meaningful concentration within instrument capabilities and Method 25A, since Method 25 is different than 25A
Calculati VOC emissions are expected to be below the detection levels. The and applies to different conditions.
ons applicability section 1.1 of Method 25, 40 CFR 60, Appendix A states
Model that the minimum detectable for the method is 50 ppm. For Method
SE 25A, a different method than Method 25, no minimum detectable is
listed in the applicability section. A minimum detection of 0.1 ppm by
volume of organic material (propane or carbon equivalent) is identified
in Section 4.2 of the method. EPA guidance recommends Method 25A
for VOC streams that are less than 50 ppm. Total organic carbon
analyzer minimum detection levels are 0.1 ppm methane (or carbon
enujvalent).
25 Attachment | 2.2 56 caiculation is incorrect. Endnote #2 after usage rate refers to opacity Delete Endnote #2 after usage rate (g/day). Replace  Agreed to the change.
1 Emission and has nothing to do with usage and should be deleted. CF, equals CF, as written with CF, in calculation of ER and
Calculati day/56400 sec. and should be day/86400 sec instead. CF, in first replace 56400 sec with 86400 sec for CF,. Replace
ons equation for calculating ER should be CF, Calculation of ER should CF, with CF, in calculation of RE. Add “other” after
Model equal RE*CF,. Release fraction of 10~ for inorganic liquids also inorganic under release fraction of 10°. Delete
SF includes other liquids. Vent & Balance measurements for average stack | “stack exhausts at ambient temperature, vent &
flow are not required for this calculation. Chemical inventory records balance measurements for average stack flow, and
(mass balance) should be deleted from assumptions. chemical inventory records (mass balance)...” from
- assumptions. .
26 Attachment | 2.2 58 Calculation is not correct as written. CF, in ER calculation should be RF = release fraction 107 for inorganic and other Agreed to the change.
| Emission CF,. CF, in RE calculation should be CF,. CF, equals day/56400 sec | liquids
Calculati should read day/86400 sec. Stack exhaust ... and vent & balance...are | CF, = day/86400 sec
ons not required for the mass balance calculation and should be deleted CF, = 3600 lb*sec/454g
Model from assumptions. The mass balance calculation method was approved | Assumptions: Chemical inventory and mass balance
6B by Ecology in the EMSL source test plan and results. The emissions calculations demonstrate compliance. There are no
are based on mass balance calculations because there are no EPA EPA Reference Test Methods for analyzing
Reference Test Methods for analyzing ammonia in stationary sources. | ammonia in stationary sources.”
The current mass balance calculation of the emission rate is far below
the NOC permit emission limit. Mass balance calculations will be
submitted as demonstration of compliance and should be included in
the assumptions.
27 Attachment | 2.2 59 Model does not provide calculation or method. Model is really a Delete Model 7 and move text as endnote on pages Agreed to the change.
1 Emission statement on approach and should be included as an endnote rather 60-61, since no calculation or method is provided in
Calculati than as a calculation or method. model.
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DOE/RL Review Comments (cont.)

10/15/98

regulated unucr we ieaerar NESHAP. The note s s tc efi  _ | Major under s VN
to stacks designated as “major” under the NESHAP regulations.
33 Attachment | 3.3 9 Specific references to Quality Assurance Plans (i.e. Facility Effluent Remove any references to specific Quality ecific references will be removed.
2 Monitoring, Facility Assurance Plan No. F0-011) should be avoided Assurance Plans.
as these documents are continuously updated to reflect programmatic
improvements. _
34 Attachment | 3.3 9 Although not specified in Attachment 2, the underlying WAC 246-247 | Specify that 1) only recorus 1or major (NESHAP) -evision was made which identified “major” in “
2 regulation requires that records be available for at least 5 years. It is stacks shall be available onsite for the past S years o1 stion1” under 3.3 recordkeeping.
not practical or cost effective for taxpayers to retrieve archived records | from the promulgation date of WAC 246-247 '
for minor (non-NESHAP) stacks from an offsite record repository area | whichever is the latest and 2) the agency shall allow
and bring back to the Hanford Site to satisfy the “readily retrievable” a reasonable time for the Hanford Site to retrieve
requirement. Not relocating these records is furthermore substantiated | records from offsite record repository areas for
by the fact that monitored radiological doses are well within the offsite | minor (non-NESHAP) stacks.
DOE limits for protection of public health.
35 Attachment | 3.3 11 Same comment as above. Same as above. ne as above.
2
36 Attachment | 4.0 12 A statement is made in the last paragraph that, “Tables 3.x contain Suggest replacing the word “contain” with ery effort was made to make Table 3.x all inclusive of
2 Notice of Construction conditions and limits...” Since Table 3.x is not | “summarizes” so as to not infer that conditions listed conditions and limits found in the underlying NOCs.
all inclusive and the underlying NOC are considered by the agency in Tables 3.x are all inclusive and/or verbatim. ntain is appropriately used.
under (1) on page 13 as the applicable requirement, the word “contain” .
in the above quotes is confusing.
37 Attachment | 4.0, 18 Index table lists regulatory ID no. EP-331A-01-8S as an emission unit. | Delete emission unit from table. since unit does not ission unit will be removed.
2 Index Emission unit has been deregistered, permanently shutdown, and physically exist at the 331 Buil 1g facility.
Table physically demolished during FY96-97. Health inspected and verified ‘
the emission unit as being removed and ventilation system blanked off
on 12/30/97 (AIR-98-107).
38 Attachment | 4.0, 21 & | Conditions 1 and 2 place requirements on abatement control Remove conditions, since they do not directly : conditions are appropriate. The identified unit’s
2 Table 1.0 | 24 technology for facilities referenced in the table. The conditions list correspond to the underlying regulations. The bility to meet control technology standards was
activities that are applicable to the new or modified source and are not | regulations clearly focus on the PTE and changes to ntified in Health’s audit 28. Based on DOE need for
directly tied to the underlying regulations. Activities should not be operations rather than on the type of activities that these units to operate, Health set requirements and
listed if the facility can demonstrate the emissions are less than the should be regulated. limitations on the operations of the emission units and
potential-to-emit (PTE) and no change in operation or method of specified them in this license (WAC 246-247-040(5)). The
operation where a NOC is not required. basis for these conditions is documented in the Statement of
Basis pages 16 and 17.
39 Attachment | 4.0, 26 Discharge point AEI number EP-331A-01-S currently does not exist Delete discharge number from table. Emission unit will be removed.
2 Table 1.1 and should be removed from table. Source term and emission unit do
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DOE/RL Review Comments (cont.)

full operation anc  :re isno source te¢.  Assu  no sampling or
monitoring is being performed. When both emission units become
active in the near future, a Notice of Construction application will be
submitted to Health. The table should reflect the current status of these
emission units.

10/15/98

47 Attachment | Table 2.3 | 51 Appendix B, Method 114 is identified as the required monitoring and State that only Appendix B, Method 114, 3. , Table 2.3 identifies environmental sampling as acceptable
2 testing procedure for all minor stacks listed in Table 2.1. 40 CFR 61, "Radionuclide Analysis Methods" applies to method for discharge points identified in Table 2.3. Table
Appendix B, Method 114, 2.1 requires that radionuclides as environment sampling. 2.3 was changed to read Appendix B, Method 114, (3)
particulates be collected following ANSI N13.1-1969, which applies to
stack sampling. An environment sample can not be collected using the
sample collection methods in ANSI N13.1-1969.
48 Attachment | Table 3 55 The dates for the 100-N Diffuse Emissions point and 100N P-116N Make Table 3 consistent with Table 3.1 The dates for the 100-N Diffuse Emissions point (10/31/95)
2 ' 005 emission point do not match the dates in Table 3.1 and 100N P-116N 005 emission point (5/10/94) DO match
the dates in Table 3.1. Reference pages 80 and 81 of the
final draft.
49 Attachment | Table 3.1 | 68 Paragraph two at the bottom of page 12 states that Table 3.x contains Tables 3.x should be revised to reflect the NOC ' T¢ two statements are not contradictory. The underlying
2 through | thro | the NOC “conditions and limits for approval to construct, modify, and | approval conditions from NOCs issued and |uirement still applies. Just as the applicable
Table 3.5 | ugh | operate an emission unit”, and paragraph (1) at the top of page 13 applicable to date. [uirements are cited from the WAC, the WAC still
145 | states that all information contained in the NOCs is applicable. The slies, it does not go away, its enforceability is not
agency should explain the reasoning for these two contradictory ainished. So too is the case with an approved Notice of
statements because, as written, the purpose of a Title V permit is nstruction. An NOC is a standalone document, and the
defeated because not all applicable requirements that the licensee must lerlying requirement. The applicable requirements listed
comply with is included in the permit. able 3.1 are inclusive of the conditions and limits found
he underlying NOCs. But, just as with the WAC, the
)C does not go away. '
50 Attachment | Table 3.1 | 68 The regulatory order approvals associated with Routine Technical Remove RTAM approvals, telephone clarifications, | oce previous comment response #28.
2 through | thro | Assistance Meetings (RTAM), telephone clarifications, and the and the corresponding EPA approvals from Tables
Table 3.5 | ugh | corresponding EPA approvals of the RTAM listed in these tables are 3x.
145 | typically for a short-term project or activity and have been shown to
have a very small potential to emit radionuclides. Removing these
would be consistent with Chapter II of the Hanford Site Air Operating
Permit Application. ‘
51 Attachment ! Table 3.1 | 85 Item 3 indicates that monitoring shall also be composed of operating a | Replace item 3 with the language from the Item 3 — monitoring requirements, have been removed from
2 record sampler one week per quarter and sending the filter for analysis. | regulatory order dated April 13, 1995. table 3.1. This emission unit was missing from the

However, this is not a regulatory order requirement. The regulatory
order states that samples will be taken periodically during operations to
verify the limits are not exceeded.

attachment 2 tables 1.1 and 2.1, monitoring and control
requirements. Appropriate information was obtained from
the operating contractor and requirements will be listed in
these tables. The monitoring requirements previously listed
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DOE/RL Review Comments (cont.)

i 2E R i
the permitti icess.

10/15/98

103

Statement
of Basis
(WDOH)

Clarificat
ion
Section

para.

Regulation WAC 246-247-030(16): in 2™ paragraph there is no State
or Federal regulatory pre(_:eden(ie for limiting emissions to a previous
two-year baseline. In addition, the statistical or technical basis for the
referenced 2-sigma error is not presented. In 3™ paragraph NESHAP
applies to all DOE radiological emission points. It is unclear what
being “already NESHAP “ means? It is believed the Department is
trying to refer to those emission points with a PTE greater than 0.1
mrem that requires continious sampling under NESHAP requirements.

Delete Clarification.

The two years baseline offered flexibility in determining an
increase in emissions.
The regulation citing “any” increase will determine a

' modification will be applied.

See response to comment # 95 above.

104

Statement
of Basis

(WDOH)

Clariﬁcat
ion
Section

10

Regulation WAC Z40-.4/-080(8): the phrase “readily retrievable” is
not defined within the regulations and should be open for negotiation
at the time the Department requests the documents to evaluate a
facility for compliance with the standards. Depending upon the
request, some documents may take longer to retrieve than others.
However, records will be retrieved within a reasonable time and every
effort will be made to accommodate the Department’s request.

Delete Clarification.

See response to comment #78 and #81.

See response to comment # 95 above.

105

Statement
of Basis
(WDOH)

Clarificat
ion
Section

i1

Regulation WAC 246-247-030(23): the examples cited are related to’
the page 9-modification definition and associated language that is
believed to incorrectly state that a modification has occurred if the
baseline emissions (previous two years operation) are exceeded. The
definition of “routine” in the regulations is limited to normal, day-to-
day operations or physical changes at the facility that do not increase
the operating capacity. The definition in the SOB erroneously excludes
all activities that increase the PTE or that have not been performed
within a two-year period. PNNL facilities frequently experience minor
changes in radioactive materials inventory that could increase their
PTE (e.g., analytical sample receipt). PNNL considers the receipt and
analysis of samples as a routine activity for analytical laboratories.
Finally, as mentioned previously, there are no regulatory bases for
specifying times for determining what is "routine” for a given facility.

Delete Clarification.

~ | See response to comment # 95 above.

WAC 246-247 does define routine as a day-to-day
operation.

106

Statement
of Basis

(WDOH)

Clarificat
ion
Section

12

Regulation WAC 246-247-030(25): as previously mentioned,
NESHAP is applicable to all emission points and to all modifications
affecting those emission points. The Department is misusing the term
NESHAP to distinguish between those emission points with a PTE
greater than 0.1 mrem requiring continuous sampling and those less
than 0.1 mrem that require only periodic confirmatory sampling.

Delete Clarification.

See response to comment # 95 above.

107 -

Statement
of Basis
(WDOH)

Clarificat
ion
Section

13

A definition of maintenance records is not included.

Please include the term, as previously provided in
pre-drafts of the permit, in either the SOB definitions
or under Section 3.3 of Attachment 2 of the license.

It was at the request of the Department of Energy, that this
definition be removed in DOE comments to the “draft
permit”.
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DOE/RL Review Comments (cont.)

10/15/98

1 Support unit designation should be reviseu w reflect the ty  >f unit.
Docume
nt

119 | Statement | Technica | 222  Stack was deregistered and has physically been removed. Health Delete Emission Unit EP-331A-01-S from Technical Emission Unit EP-331A-01-S will be deleted.
of Basis 1 Support conducted a visual inspection on 1/16/98 and verified deregistration Support Document. |
(WDOH) Docume and closure. The emission unit should be deleted from this section of

nt the Statement of Basis. N

120 | Statement | Obsolete | 260  The title to this section indicates that obsolete requirements are still Delete the word "applicable”. No such meaning is intended or implied. The section title
of Basis Applicati applicable.. is correct as written.
(WDOH) on :

Require
ments 1 .

121 | Statement | Obsolete | 261 ~ Some of the dates listed in the table for the ER Program emission units | The three Rad Counting Facility approvals dated This section will be reviewed for accuracy. Dates, NOC’s,
of Basis Applicati | thro | are not correct. In addition, there are several NOCs listed that are not 4/217/95, 4/13/95, and 7/11/95 are not obsolete and and other records will be checked for the facilities
(WDOH) on ugh | obsolete and some of which are correctly included in the Health are included in the Health License. These should be identified and corrected accordingly. Some applicable

Require | 280 | License as active. deleted from the obsolete table. The Purgewater requirements are obsolete; however, that’s what this Table
ments Modutanks approval is also current and should be reflects.

included in the Health License and deleted from the '

obsolete table.

122 | Statement | CERCL | 281 | CERCLA activities are not relevant to this permit. The text indicates Delete the CERCLA section from the Statement of Statements regarding CERCLA activities are not in the
of Basis A that the purpose of including the CERCLA activities is to inform the Basis. permit. CERCLA activities are however, applicable or
(WDOH) Applicab public. The public is informed of CERCLA activities through the relevant and appropriate requirements, and are correctly

le or public review process that is well established at Hanford for CERCLA and appropriately identified as such in the Statement of
Relevant activities. Basis.

and

Appropri

ate

Require

ments
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DOE/RL Review Comments (cont.)

10/15/98

Number [Emission Unit AOP Draft Recommended Changes

A5 EP-320-01-S |Emission Unit Location: See Draft |[Emission Unit Location: TBD (*)

AOP $ (g m
- |Stack Height: 13 m .7 ft) Stack Diameter: 1.52 m (5.0 ft)

Stack Diameter: 1.52 m (5 ft) Stack Gas Velocity: 10.8 m/s (35.4 ft/s)
Stack Gas Velocity: 11.3 m/s (37.1 [Average Volumetric Flowrate: 19.6 m%s
ft/s) (41688 cfm) :
Average Volumetric Flowrate:
20.6 m®/s (43655 cfm)

A6 EP-320-02-S |Emission Unit Location: See Draft [Emission Unit Location: TB (*) -
AOP Stack Height: 9.7 m (31.8 ft)
Stack Height: 8 m (26.24 ft) Stack Diameter: 0.25 m (0.83 ft)
Stack Diameter: 0.25 m (0.83 ft) Stack Gas Velocity: 4.8 m (15.9 ft/s)
Stack Gas Velocity: 3.98 m (13.1 |[Average Volumetric Flowrate: 0.2 m®/s (516
ft/s) cfm)
Average Volumetric Flowrate: 0.2
m*/s (424 cfm)

A7 EP-320-03-S [Emission Unit Location: See Draft [Emission Unit Location: TBD (“)
AOP Stack Height: 7.9 m (26.0 ft)
Stack Height: 6 m (19.68 ft) Stack Diameter: 0.18 m (0.5¢ )
Stack Diameter: 0.177 m (0.6 ft) Stack Gas Velocity: 9.0 m/s (29.5 ft/s)
Stack Gas Velocity: 16.3 m/s (53.5 |Average Volumetric Flowrate: 0.2 m®/s (473
ft/s) cfm) )
Average Volumetric Flowrate: 0.4
m*/s (847 cfm)

A8 EP-320-04-S |[Emission Unit Location: See Draft [Emission Unit Location: TBD (awaiting
AOP geological survey results)
Stack Height: 6 m (19.68 ft) Stack Height: 7.9 m (26.0 ft)
Stack Diameter: 0.177 m (0.58 ft) |Stack Diameter: 0.18 m (0.5¢ )
Stack Gas Velocity: 2.2m/s (40 |Stack Gas Velocity: 9.2 m/s (30.2 ft/s)
ft/s) Average Volumetric Flowrate: 0.2 m%/s (483
Average Volumetric Flowrate: 0.3 |cfm)

_ m®/s (636 cfm)

A9 EP-323-01-S |[Emission Unit Location: See Draft |[Emission Unit Location: TBD (*)

AOP Stack Height: 4.9 m (16.2 ft)
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DOE/RL Review Comments (cont.)

10/15/98

Number |Emission Unit AOP Draft Recommended ChangLes
' Stack Gas Velocity: 11.1 m/s Stack Diameter: 1.98 m (6.5 ft)
1(33.13 ft/s) ck Gas Velocii 10 m/s (. 5)

Average Volumetric Flowrate: Average Volumetric Flowrate: 33.5 m%s
31.1 m%/s (65907 cfm) (71278 cfm)

A14 EP-3720-01-S [Emission Unit Loca )n: See Draft |[Emission Unit Location: TBD
AOP Stack Height: 11.0 m (36.1 ft)
Stack Height: 9.1 m (29.85 ft) Stack Diameter: 1.22 m (4.0 ft)
Stack Diameter: 1.22 m (4 ft) Stack Gas Velocity: 8.9 m/s (29.3 ft/s)
Stack Gas Velocity: 9.25 m/s (30.4 {Average Volumetric Flowrate: 10.4 m%s
ft/s) _ (22075 cfm)
Average Volumetric Flowrate:
10.8 m®/s (22887 cfm) ;

A15 EP-3720-02-S [Emission Unit Location: See Draft ([Emission Unit Location: TBD N« 2: stack has
AOP been out-of-service as of 17 ) hrs on 8/25/96.
Stack Height: 5.3 m (17.38 ft) Stack Height: 4.7 m (15.3 ft)
Stack Diameter: 0.61 m (2 ft) Stack Diameter: 0.61 m (2.0 ft)
Stack Gas Velocity: 4.11 m/s (13.5 [Stack Gas Velocity: 4.9 m/s (16.2 ft/s)
ft/s) Average Volumetric Flowrate: 1.4 m®/s (3050
Average Volumetric Flowrate: 1.2 |cfm)
m¥/s (2543 cfm)

A16 EP-3720-03-S |[Emission Unit Location: See Draft |Emission Unit Location: TBD
AOP Stack Height: 9.3 m (30.4 ft)
Stack Height: 9 m (29.5 ft) Stack Diameter: 0.76 m (2.5 _
Stack Diameter: 0.71 m (2.5 ft) Stack Gas Velocity: 7.3 m/s (24.0 ft/s)
Stack Gas Velocity: 5.92 m/s (19.4 |Average Volumetric Flowrate: 3.3 m*s (7082
ft/s) cfm)
Average Volumetric Flowrate: 2.7
m?/s (6722 cfm)

A17 EP-3730-01-S |[Emission Unit Location: See Draft |Emission Unit Location: TBD
AOP Stack Height: 5.9 m (19.3 ft)
Stack Height: 5 m (16 .4 ft) Stack Diameter: 0.20 m (0.67 )
Stack Diameter: 0.2 m (0.67 ft) Stack Gas Velocity: 5.1 m/s 3.7 ft/s)
Stack Gas Velocity: 6.11 m/s Average Volumetric Flowrate: 0.2 m¥s (349
(20.04 ft/s) 3 cfm) ’
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