August 15,2017

Stephanie Schleif

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

Ssch46l@ecv.wa.cov

Re: Class 2 Permit Modification to Part III, Operating Unit 3; LERF/ETF
Dear Ms Schleif:

The Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation is a federally recognized sovereign
pursuant of the Treaty of June 9, 1855 made with the United States of America( Stat. 951).
The U.S. Department of Energy Hanford site was developed on land ceded by the Yakama Nation
under the 1855 Treaty with the United States. The Yakama Nation retains reserved rights to this
land under the Treaty. YN's position regarding the ultimate closure of all Hanford Site waste
facilities is cleanup actions (with confirmatory sampling and analysis of surface and subsurface
soils) to demonstrate attainment of cleanup levels protective of YN Tribal member health and
welfare. With this in mind, we submit these comments.

We appreciate the opportunity to review these documents. We look forward to discussing our
vision of cleanup and all our concerns with you further.

Sincerely,

IVIAriCHC \JCOIET, 1IN DINYY LVL
Rose Longoria, YN ERWM Interim Program Manager
Environmental Portal

Attachment: #1:
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Attachment #1: YN ERWM program's comments on the proposed Class 2 Permit modification to the

LERF/ETF permit:

General:

e The proposed modification includes the extension of closure for two tanks associated with the 2025-
ED facility. This is allowable; however, the length of time requested is not justifiable. Du g the
public meeting, the Permittee indicated steps have been taken to-isolate the tanks, and cited 'financial
burdens' as the primary rationale for not closing the tanks at this time. This is not a defensible reason
for non-closure of these tanks per WAC 173-303-610(4). Closure of these tanks isnc '
w1th the continued operation of the site. YN requests this modi~™ * n- s
t T 3(59-A-TK-10¢  159A-TK-117) be denied and the Permittee req 1
173-303-610(4) within 90 days. ,

e With tank removals, YN asks that total secondary containment area identified on the Part A be
verified to ensure compliance with WAC 173-303 and updates made as necessary to design
ca) ties, etc.

e YN requests edits to LERF/ETF's Addenda and Glossary to include defmition of term flow-
equalization. Verify and con: that use of tt | 1inology and process does not result in non-
compliant operation of the facilities.

* YN requests there is consideration of our comments submitted on the draft Rev 9 permit for the
LERF/ETF facilities (e.g., the additional Permit Conditions). YN requests Ecology take this
opportunity to make needed additional changes to the Permit Conditions and Addenda through
Ecology's issue of the Permit. Our comments are attached for your convenience.

e Additionally, although not a consensus product YN requests consideration of the points from Advice
# 262 and Addendum 1 COTW/HAB on the draft Permit, Rev 9 for LERF/ETF RCRA TSDs. They
are as follows:

Advice # 262:
o The Board advises Ecology to include in unit-specific Permit conditions requirements for
upgrades and equipment replacement necessary to ensure the safe operation of Hanford
RCRA-permitted facilities (e.g., 242-A Evaporator, WTP melters systems, and-so-forth).

Addendum 1: Liquid Effluent Retention Facility and 200 Area Effluent Treatment Facilities:

1. Identify in the Permit conditions the criteria for receiving new waste streams at ETF and whether
or not the process includes a public participation process.

2. Include a Permit condition to require hazard identification and hazard mitigation in the Permit.

3. Include a Permit condition requiring the waste acceptance criteria to include identification of
abnormal feed streams.

4. Take into consideration the uncertainty of characterization and volumes of waste streams primarily
coming from WTP and going to ETF, ensure a robust and conservative waste acceptance criterion for
ETF, and ensure that these criteria are reflected in the Permit conditions.

Permit Conditions:

e Changes to Permit Condition II.3.R.3: YN requests retention of current Permit condition requirement
to update the groundwater-monitoring network with following edits: Maintain and update the
groundwater-monitoring network as needed to meet compliance with WAC 173-303-645.

o Suggest edits to delete Permit Condition I11.3.4.3.a-c if all requirements in the cited report have
been met.

o Suggest new Permit Condition in II.3.D to state requirements for placement (if that is the intent)
of report in the Hanford Facility Operating Record for LERF and 200 Area ETF. If the intent is
replacement of the Addendum D, Groundwater Monitoring Plan, or significant changes to the







e Clarify with more details, control measures for run-on in the Outside Container Storage Area.
Verify and confirm that containers in stored in this location do not contain free liquids or wastes
which exhibit the characteristics of ignitability or reactivity. Confirm there is no need for
protective covering.

e Confirm Load-in Station tanks, the surge tank and the secondary treatment train are desig 1to
manage the maximum capacity of any liquids via spills or leaks from the process area, the truck
bay, container storage, and Load-in Station areas.

Clarify areas where containers of incompatible wastes are stored.
Clarify proposed text to include the use of 'small water trucks.' See line 28, pg. Addendum C.4
(~pg. 110 of pdf). Is this a change in operations? What waste streams, if any, are being

transported?
e C(larify use of and location of any 90-day storage pads. (See deleted text on page Addendum
C.11). |
e Clarify with more details, the movement/transport of containers to other TSD facilities or to |
ERDF. ' |
Addendum H:

e  Confirm with closure of tank system for tanks  A-TK-109 and -117; all system components will

concurrently be managed as dangerous wastes and disposed of as dangerous wastes.

Edit line 6 proposed texts to state: If any tank system components are found not to meet...

YN request confirmatory sampling of soils beneath both LERF's liners and ETF's concrete and
asphalt (or other coated areas) in addition to visual inspects to verify no releases to the
environment. Note: YN disagrees with the leaving of concrete or asphalt surfaces regardless of
status of meeting 3 clean debris surface standards rather than returning the land to original
conditions.

e Section H.5.2.1: YN requests denial of proposed changes to Addendum H and modification of
proposed paragraphs to reflect details of all closure activities and completion of closure activities
within 90 days. None of the points made justify length of proposed schedule extension.

Addendum I:

e Table I.1: Edit to modify inspections of the Uninterruptible Power Supply (UPS) to monthly or
bimonthly to ensure support of 242-A Evaporator campaigns/WTP.

SEPA: Providing the SEPA checklist for public review promotes better understanding of the SEPA

process and enhances public knowledge of the unit. As noted in our attached ¢ ents, the Yakama

Nation believes this proposed permit modification may fall within the defmition of a Class 3 Permit

Modification. This should include a new SEPA determination available for public review.

Fact Sheet:

e Factsheet (likewise the Addendum C) does not explain proposed changes to Permit Condition
II1.3.R.3 in enough detail. It is unclear as to the intent of change. Is the Permittee merely required to
ensure placement of the LERF Engineering Evaluation and Characterization Report in the Hanford
Facility Operating Record or does this report replace the Groundwater Monitoring Plan or in some
way require updated changes to the Groundwater Monitoring Network. Such changes could result in
requirement that this modification be identified as a Class 3 modification. Verify a  clarify intent of
changes to Condition I11.3.R.3 and provide cited report for public review.

e The Factsheet (likewise the Addendum C) does not speak to changes resulting in increasing the
quantity and updating the basis for the process design capacity and estimated annual quantity of
waste. Nor does it provide details of changes to include additional NAICS Codes. YN requests
verification and clarification that changes in capacities do not exceed the 25% increase limits due to
modifications or additions of tanks or container units [WAC 173-303-830-Appendix I}. Should these
changes indicate exceedance of limits, YN requests this proposed modification be reclassified as a






Rev 9-draft RCRA Permit-2012

The YN ERWM program requests the following changes to the draft LERF / ETF Permit:
SEPA:D. ;base on previously submitted SEPA checklists anc rior determinations. New permits
require new evaluations of current operations.

General Comments on Permit Conditions:

1. Edit /revise permit conditions to ensure consistency with DST permit conditions.

2. Edit all hyper-links to include entire citation referenced (e.g. WAC 173-303-640(7); only WAC
173-303-640 is hyper-linked and not the necessary (7) portion).

3. Revise Addendum B, Section B.7 Quality Assurance/Quality Control as needed to ensure
consistency with Ecology Publication #09-05-007 Guidance for Prepari  Waste Sampling and
Analysis Documents and QA/QC Requirements at Nuclear Waste Sites.

4. To ensure secondary containment system capacity requirements (WAC 173-303-630(7) are met;

lude/re 2ape ‘tcon ion to 50 perc  of floor area of the container storage
(22.9 by 8.5 by 0.15 meters) to be occupied by containers at any one time. [See pg. 17
Addendum C, line 1, Section C.3.4.3].

5. To ensure comp! e with Addendum C, Revise Waste Acceptance P t conditions to identify
the criteria for receiving new waste WTP streams at ETF. Take into consideration the
uncertainty of characterization and volumes of waste streams primarily coming from WTP and
going to ETF, and ensure a robust and conservative waste acceptance criterion for ETF.

6. Edit and explain in Addendum C Section C.6 the following text: because the 200 Area ETF main
treatment train is a Clean Water Act, equivalent treatment unit [40 CFR 268.37(a)]
incorporated by reference by WAC 173-303-140, generators are not required to identify
underlying hazardous constituents for characteristic wastes pursuant to 40 CFR 268.9,
incorporated by reference by WAC 173-303-140, for wastewaters (i.e., <1 percent total
suspended solids and <1 percent total organic carbon)this precludes 10% or greater organics in
waste streams fo be processed at ETF. Delete Addendum B, Section B.2.2.2 Pg. 14, lines 6 & 7
statements that it would be impractical to define numerical acceptance or decision limits, etc.
[see Section C.6 Air Emissions Control: Subpart BB (WAC 173-303-691) is not applicable
because aqueous waste with 10 percent or greater organic concentration would not be acceptable
for processing at the ETF.]

7. Include more details in Addendum C (in the appropriate Section(s)) as to what human health or
environmental hazards may exist as a result of facilities operations and the controls in place to
mitigate or eliminate these concerns

8. Include more details in Addendum C, Pg. 8, line 3, Section C.2.2 Effluent Treatment Facility
Operating Configuration to describe potentially abnormal feed streams which could threaten
human hea  or the environment and how ese will be documented.

9. Include more details in Addendum C, Pg. 10, line 39, Section Verification on what’s done to the
effluent returned to the LERF, should a treated effluent not meet Discharge Permit or Final
Delisting requirements.

10. Include more details in Addendum C, Pg.11, line 40, Section Concentrate Staging on how the
solids are removed to prevent fouling and to protect the thin film dryer, and to maintain
concentrate tank capacity.

11. Include more details in Addendum C, Pg. 36, line 45, Section C.5.2.1.5 Internal and External
Pressure Gradients on how the filter extracts the  ganic compounds ensuring the air is non-
toxic.

12. Include details in Addendum C, Pg.12, line 14, Section Container Handling on safety
precautions during manual recapping of filled containers and complies with WAC 173-303-
630(5) requirements.


















