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?{AL FACILITY AGREE?-.,lENT ANO CONSENT ORDE:=:z 
CHANGECON~ROL~ORM 

Phone 

Oace 

May 13, 1993 

Originacor 
H. Wayne Slater Waste Technology Center 8atte11e ( 509) 376 -0:75 0029',6~ 

Class of Change 

CJ l - Signat:ories (Section 1 3.0) £~ll - Projec: Manager n Ill - l.!n ic Manager 
Change Ticle 

Delay in submittal for TPA Milestone M-20 -d2 to December 31, 1994 

Oescripcian/.Justii ic3tian of Change 

Se<2 Attached . 

lmpac: of Change 

There will be no imoact due to the change. Laboratory operations can C8ntinue under 
interim status (Part -A Permit) . 

Hmve 11er, T?A Milestone M- 20 -42 will be delayed twe1ve mo nths untii Oece:Tiber 31, 1994. 

This delay does not have any impac~ on the overall Ha nford cleanuo sc~edule . 

A/iectad Ooc:Jmems 

Th e submitta l for T?.ll. Milesto ne M- 20-d2 The.:ma l Tr2a-c:ne!1 t •t-1il l have a t·.-,e 1ve mon th delay 

-Approved - Disapproved 
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ATTACHMENT 1 - Cons2nt Order Change Control For~ ;M-20-92- 7 

The requested delay of Milestone M- 20-d2 from 12/31/ 93 to 12/31/ 94 wil l allow 
t i me to develop and implement a revis2d perm i tt i ng str at2gy for t herma l 
treatment testing and for other technology development acti vit i es i n supoort 
of Hanford cleanup that meet the needs of DOE , Ecology , EPA , PNL , and WHC. 

Wh il e preparing the Thermal Treatment Testing Unit Part 8 Per~it app lic ati on 
and aoplications for Phys i cal / Chemical (M-20-43) and Bio l og i ca l (M- 20- 44) 
Treat ment, it has become apparent that a Part 8 permit may not be t he 
preferred approach for most res2arch, deve l opment, and demonstrat i on (RO&D) 
acti vi t i es envisioned under these applicat ions. Part 8 permits were des igned 
primar ~l y for repet i t i ve process operations, where t he des i gn of th e proces s 
operation is well defined, and changes to process parameters are relat i ve l y 
i nfrequent. In addition, the administrative process2s to modify Part 8 
permits require considerable time and investment of staff resources. This is 
in contrast to typical RD&O act i vities where equipment design typ i call y 
evolves over time and modificat i ons are regularly be i ng made to opt imize 
process operations. Our efforts to assemble the technical information t o 
prepare an acceptable Part 8 Permit have been constrained by the evo l ving 
nature of spec i f i c technologies to be included 111ithin the Thermal Treatment 
Test i ng Part 8 Permit applicat i on. These recurring changes i n t he base 
technologies make i t difficult to comp l etely defi ne the exact mix of 
technologies and the particular version of a specific technology to be 
i nc l uded with the permit application. Further, we have found that the long­
term nature of the Part 8 permit preparation and review process makes 
diffi cult to match a specific and evolving research technology to a specif i c 
waste stream which may not yet be identified or ful l y characterized. 

To address the unique permitting needs of research, development , and 
demonstration of experimental and innovative processes, EPA devised the 
treatability exempt i on and RO&O permit. Many of the activities originally 
envisioned for inclusion in the Thermal Treatment Testing Unit Part 8 Permit 
application fall under the category of experimental and innovat i ve processes. 
These include such processes as in-situ heating, in-situ vitrification, and 
waste vitrification and involve bench, engineering, and pilot-scale studies. 
These experimental systems have the capability to treat a variety of 
hazardous, and/or mixed-wastes and in quantities exceeding the small quantity 
treatability limits. Many of the treatment technology development activities 
underHay and planned for the future may be better served by the RO&O permit 
rather than a Part 8 permit. Further, it is inefficient to use PNL, DOE, and 
Regulator resources to develop and review a Part 8 application, when the 
resuits of the permitting strategy study descr i bed below, may conclude that 
the Part 8 is not the appropriate vehicle for many of the ant i ci pated therma l 
treatment activities. 

On January 22, 1993, staff from the Department of Ecology, E?A Region X, DOE , 
PNL and WHC staff met ta discuss technology permitt i ng issues. This meeting 
was arranged at the request of the Department of E~ology, who expressed a 
desire to evaluate the current permitting process for new tec~nology. Duri ng 
this meeting, several alternat i ves were disc~ssed for permitting technology 
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development and demonstration activities. The R0&8 permit was identif1ed as a 
viable option for development and demonstration activities envisioned at 
Hanford. Further, there seemed to be a consensus that a var iety of other 
permitti ng approaches (e.g., CERCLA on- site waiver , treatment by ae nerator) 
should be explored fo r Hanford Facility activities. Als o there was a need 
expressed for an i ntegrated permitt i ng approach that will support the timely 
development and demonstration of new t 2c hnology th rough out the Hanford Site. 
Subsequent meetings with Ecology/E?A staff have furth er substant iat ed the need 
for a comprehensive and consolidated approach to defini ng Hanford permitting 
n:qui rements. 

To address these issues, a rev iew has be en initiated of the Hanford t echnology 
permitting activit i es i n general and specifically, the current requ irement to 
submit three Part-8 Permit appl i cat ions for technology development and 
demonstration act1v1t1es. These appl icat ions i nclude: the Thermal Treatment 
Testing (TPA# M-20-42 [Due 12/ 31/93]), the Physical / Chemical Treatment Testing 
(TPA# M-20-43 [Due 12/ 31/94]), and t he Biological Treatment Testing (TPA# M-
20-44 [Due 12/31/95]). It i s expect2d that a permitt i ng strategy will be 
developed that 1) identifies "targeted" technologies, activities, and 
facilities; 2) identifies permit opt i ons; 3) recommends a permit and 
compliance option for each activity/facili ty based on the nature , duration, 
l ocation, and the type and quantity of activities and/ or wastes; and 4) 
defines a schedule for developing aopropriate permits, i ncluding any 
recommended changes in the above TPA Milestones. PNL and WHC, at the request 
of DOE, have init i ated this planning effort. Pre li minary results from this 
evaluation are expected to be available by September 30, 1993. To adequately 
address the needs of all interests, appropriate interaction among DOE, 
Ecology, EPA, PNL, and WHC will be required over the course of the evaluation. 

In summary, the requested 12 month delay in Milestone# M-20-42 from December 
31, 1993 to December 31, 1994 wiTl provide adequate time to define the scope 
and assemble the necessary technical i nformation to support future permitting 
requirements for thermal treatment testing. In addition, the extension 'Hi ll 
allow a re-evaluation of the technology permitt i ng needs of Hanford and 
development of an integrated permitting plan consistent with the requirements 
of all parties. This comprehensive evaluation of permitting requirements wi ll 
also avoid a possible series of AO HOC permitting determinations on individual 
technologies and provide a systa~ within whic~ RO&D activities vital to the 
cleanup of Hanford may continue while ensuring protection of human health and 
the ·environment. 

PNL technical staff are continuing to work on technical por~1ons of the 
Thermal Treatment Testing Fac ility Part-8 Permit Application. However, eariy 
resolution of this change request is sought so that staff can be redirected to 
conserve limited permitting resources, pending completion of the permit 
planning effort. Research activities under the Thermal Treatment Testing Unit 
(M-20-42) have interim status. To date, however, only one test at the In Situ 
Vitrification Site has fallen within the criteria of the Interim Status Part A 
Permit for Thermal Treatment Test Facilities. 
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