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Comir.en~s of the Hanford Education Action League on the Draft Perait for th ,,,.2526,2j 
1r-e.;tcent, Storage, and Disposal of Dangerous Wastes at Hanford ~,IJ> <e~ 

by ~ ~ 
Todd Mart in f/i ,. ~ ~ 

Staff Researcher, Hanford Education Action League ; ;" .fl, \ I 
The sitewide permit appears to be a step toward the regulatory ~ R 

c:1uthoi-ity wh1c·h the state nHds to adequately oversee activities- at ~~ 
Hanfot•d, Oversight is crucial in enc;uring that environ • ental rHtorati 
waste 11ini11ization, and waste • anageaent activities are taking place as -
prc;cribed by the TPA, environ • ental statutes, and, in the future, the 
perndt, \.Jhile HEAL has so • e concerns about the permit, we applaud the state 
in its p 1.1rsuit of a true reg•Jlatory stronghold at Hanford. 

En f o r·c e III en t of the per• it is going to ta I< e an i 11111 ens e a II o ,tn t of t 1 11 e, 
resv 1.1rces, and vigilance. Trackir,g perait co • pliance is a job the c;tate 
1·eg 1.ll.;tors 111.1st not ,rnderesti11ate. Reviewing permit applications arod 
writing pe-,·111 i tc; for the spe-cifi.c treataent, storage, and disposal site:-s 1s 
goir,g to t"'ke an enor11101.1s effort 1n and of itself. This does not even 
~pe :1 k to the effort involved in enfot•cing the per • its. Is the state . ready 
f or the: task the pe-r11it presents' Is the staff adequate, both in te1·11s of 
the: n1J111ber of e111ployees and the expel'ti.se of those e11ployees? \.lhat 
11 e a s u r e s a,. e b E: i n g t a k e n t o i n s •Jr e t hat t h e s t at e w i l l h av e t h e ab i l i t y t o 
ide:r,tify and enfo,·ce any noncompliance with the per11it? .__...i 

Enforcement activity up to this point has been all but nonexisterot. 
The recent violations in the tank faras which were uncovered by 
W~s cinghouse audits are a good example. \.lhile Westinghouse initially 
expected an enforcement action fr-011 the state, it appears that enforc.-ment 
will not take place. If the stc1te is not able or willing to fol l ow th,·0 1.1gr, 
o r, t.he prov1s1ons of the per • i.t tr,~ p•Jblic's confidence and ,;,;pport will be 
l o s t . I t i ,; t he s t at e I s re s pons 1 b i 1 i t y t o en s •Jr e that the re g u l at or y 
struct ~re to enforce this perait is in place. The citizens of the 
northwest deserve: nothing less. 

We reeain discouraged and conce ,·ned abo 1.1t the infor•ation repository 
syst.e11. In Spo~ane <Crosby library) • any of the docu • ents arrive lot.-, 
putting strain on already brief comient periods. Another issue is the 
location within the library of the doc1.1 • ents. Most of the library's staff 
do not know where they are ior even of their existence)._ To co • po•Jnd this, 
the: doc•.111ent,; are placed in a corner of an alcove off of the referencl' 
,·0011 1 r,ot labeled. These a.re just a few of the proble • s with the 
r~positories. These concern~ are not new. 

For the general public, the situation is tanta • ount to not evero having 
tne docyeents in the library, The parties • Yst pursue solutions to the 
repository problems in order for the public to co •• ent adequately ancJ 1 ,H .;. 

res•Jlt, fo1· the cleanup to • ave forward in an efficient, so•Jnd manner . 

. . .. . . T!"le. per~it. is full of. re.fer~nces.. tq sta.t.e : and ·.fed~ral l-a.ws and 
re:gula.tions. This is necessary if true oversight and accountability are 
ever to be realities at Hanford. In seeking public co •• ent the state • ust 
answer the question, "Is the public equipped to co •• ent effectively on this 
per • it?,. This q•astion leads to another question, "\.Jhat lengths does the 
c. • ~.,c. noaA i-n ,.,,.._ t-" ''"' t-o.-. .. c. nF or,u;nninn • na ""ukl '" /,,.,,,,. ""••on • -, .. T~ ... 
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i t c c1. n g e t 1 t s e l f •J p t o s p e e d and o f fer t i r. e l y , i n for ni e d co• • e n t s on a l • o s t 
any 1ss 1.1f, n·ga1·dless of technical content. 

What 1111.1 st be provided by govern • ent and reg1.1lators are the avenues, or 
• e an s 1 w I t t") h 1 ch the p ,.1 bl i c can i n for I i t s e l f. I n th i s ca s e I t h e • e an s 

· nfo,·11ation containing a brief description of each of the 
s in the perait. Along with the description would be infor • ation 
the pl1blic could obtain access, for review purposes, to the 

ed laws and regulations. 
• ay 5e that the references in the general per • it are the saae ones 

which will b'e referenced in the specific per • its over the ne><t three to 
five years.. If this is the case, a round of ~,orkshops briefing the public 
on eacfi reference should be conducted. 

As it stands now, the public's hands are tied. Even if folks can deal 
with the volume and technical data found in the per • it, they are 
conf,·onted with procedures and provisions which do not have descriptions or 
names, only numbers. Members of the public cannot be expected to give 
coccents on a number that represents they know not what. If they know 
where to find infor11ation regarding that number, the govern • ent, the 
pub l ic 1 the process, and the end product are all served. 

The voluse and technical data presented in the perait lead also to 
conce, ·ns as to the length of the co • aent perjod. Because of the 
extensiveness of this per1it, HEAL requests that the com • ent period for 
this _as well as the subsequent, related treat • ent, storage, and disposal 
1.1n it per11its 1 be extended to a 1ini1u11 of sixty days. 

The relationship of the per • it to the TPA is a concern. 
docu~ent that is accessible to the public. By accessible we • ean a 
document that the p1.1blic feels comfortable with, in ter • s of understanding 
and coivprehension. The per • it, on the other hand, is not a particularly 
accessible docu • ent. The volume of the permit and its technical 
inforNation make it a difficult doc1.11ent to get an understanding of. 

A hefty, technical document the p~tblic is not that faailiar with takes 
pre r.e dence over a doc 1J11ent that, by and large, the p•Jbl ic understands and 
has confidence in. Concern on the part of the public is understandable. 
To deal with these concerns the state should convey to the public 
specifically how the two documents relate and how the provisions of the TPA 
will be carried oOJt under the permit. 
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Il.D., p. 28: It 1s not clear exactly what will be contained :n the ~~r···", Fc1cl11ty \.J1de \.Jaste Analys1, ~•lan. \.Jill thi, have any effect on ar,y pad 
/ o f the T l='A? I f so, what w 1 l l that e f f e ct be? 

How will any land •Jse plan or land use planning process be integrated //r q 
the activities pertaining to the per • it? / j~' 

~ J; II.J.l.h., p. 41: \.Jhat constitutes a "independent registered J<jr/6 
1 \ ·ofess1onal engineer"? 5 ur-.. 
U"). I I. L. 2., p. 41: \.Jho deteraines what "adequate laboratory and process 
r.:r~ ,_,. controls including appropriate quality assurance procedures" are? 
~ DOE is having difficulties co111plying with the laws and regulations 
:::r-- that are c1.1r1·ent ly i11posed on their laboratories. Because of these 
C!"'J difficulties 11any of DOE/WHC 1 s sampling and analysis efforts, and Olir tax 

dollars, go to waste. DOE has a proble • and has not shown the willingness 
to try and solve it. It has purposely violated the Tri-Party Agree111ent in 
i·ef 1Jsing, at least to this point, to b•iild a new lab facility as prescribed 
i n the Tri-Party Agree1ent. Without adequate lab capabilities cleanup co1e 
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to a halt. Will this per • it, and the state regulators, prevent that fro11 
happening? 

II.U., p. 47: What level of quality assurance will be expected in 
t hese maps? Who deter • ines that quality assurance and how will it be 
enforced? \.Jhy won't tr,e maps contain any information as to the s1Jspected 
condition of the pipes? 

I I. \.J. 1. , p. 4 8 : \.Jh at i s the d e f i n i t i on o f " i n for II at i on n e c es s c1 r .,- " ~· 
Consider the following scenario: DOE has to obtain a permit for an activity 
for which the »information necessary" includes the waste characterization 
o f a t~nk. DOE is putting forth its "best effort" to characterize the 
tank, but due to lack of funding and poor lab capabilities, the tank will 
not be characterized for several years. In this case, would DOE be able to 
avoid applying for the permit? 

Attacr,ment 9, p. 2C-3, line 34: What is the definition of 

Attcschaient 9, p. 2C-4, line 13: What is the definition of 
assessaients"? 

Attachment C, 1 p. 2C-5, section 2C5.3.1.1: This section states th .. t 
contractors don't develop and i • ple • ent QA progra • s during design and 
construction they can demonstrate that the unit co • plies before use. 
Demonstrating that a unit co • plies after it has been built is backward. 
1,.Jhat is the co•Jrse of action if a unit is built and is then deter11ined to 

Chapter 3, Hanford Waste Vitrification Plant 
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e1<1st1ng .;nd f•Jt lw e DST Syste11 waste. What "f1Jt 1Jre" wastes ai·e 1ncl 1Jded 
here" 

Sever' al treat11ent syst e11s for' liquid wastes prod1Jced during ·the 
v1 t, ·1fication process are written about but the f i nal disposal sol1Jt1on 1s 
not i·evealed. The title of one of the systems, Nonradioactive Liquid \..laste 
Col lect1on, Treat11ent, and Disposal System, i • plies that the waste is 
disposed of th,·ough this syste •, bl1t it is not addressed in the text. 
Other liquid treatment syste • s are included in this section but where the 
waste will ultimately end up is not divulged. It is important to know how 
• uch of a aess is going to be created by trying to clean up the existing 
I e S S, 

The !'reference feed" dealt with in analyzing the effects of the waste 
is the Neutralized Current Acid Waste. Analysis of this kind of waste 
first is logical since it is planned to be the first to be vitrified. 
However, the NCAW is less co • plex and very different than the other wastes 
to be vitrified. The prevailing belief is that the NCAW will be less 
troublesooe than the other waste s~rea11s, this should be 11ade clear. 

Why is there no aention of either pretreatment syste • s or tank 
retrieval systems in the HWVP Permit modification compliance schedule 
(Table ll' The vitrification plant depends on these questionable 
technologies, they cannot logically be separated. 

In closing, would like to reiterate HEAL's support for the 
permitting of the Hanford site. DOE has been allowed to disobey 
environ • ental laws and shun oversight for much too long. Recent actions 
have shown that DOE is not fully coa • itted to the TPA. Further authority 
to r egulate cleanup is necessary; this per • it is a step in that direction. 
With dil i gence the state can now put itself in a position to further 
~r,s :ire, for the citiuns of the northwest, the cleanup of the Hanford site. 
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