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STATE OF I[>AHO 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

C L ' BIJ\ch," O lle-r, GO~'~fnO( 

Cur l Fransen , Dlletlor 

October 21,2014 

CERTIFIED MAIL #7010 309000023445 3818 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr. Chuck Broscious 
Earth Defense Institute 
PO Box 220 
Troy, 1083871-0220 

RE 	 Final Decision to Issue the Renewal Part ial Permit for HWMA Storage and 
Treatment for the Liquid Waste Management System at the Idaho Nuclear 
Technology and Engineering Center on the Idaho National Laboratory (INL, EPA 
10 No. 104890008952) 

Dear Mr. Broscious 

The Department of Environmental Quality (OEQ) has reached a final decision to 
approve the Renewal Partial Permit fo; HWMA Storage and Treatment for the Liquid 
Waste Management System at the Idaho Nuclear Technology and Engineering Center 
on the Idaho National Laboratory 

A public notice, proposing to approve a-1azardous Waste Facility Permit, appeared in 
The Idaho Statesman and The Post Regist~ on August 18, 2014 . A public hearing was 
held on September 18, 2018 at the Shiloh Inn in Idaho Falls. The public comment period 
ended on October 2, 2014 on the draft perm it. The purpose of the public notice was to 
afford the public the opportunity to comment on the draft permit. OEQ did receive your 
written comments concerning the draft permit. No other comments were received during 
the public comment period. 

In accordance with 10APA 580105013 [40 CFR §124.15(a)], the applicant and all 
persons who submitted comments on the draft permit must be notified when a final 
permit decision is made. This letter constitutes notification that DEQ, acting under the 
authority of the Hazardous Waste Management Act of 1983 (HWMA), as amended, 
hereby approves the draft permit without changes and issues the permit. A copy of the 
Response to Comments is enclosed. 

Because you filed comments on the draft permit, within 30 calendar days of this 
decision, you may petition the Director to review conditions of the final permit. Petitions 
shall include a statement of the reasons supporting the review, including a 
demonstration that any issues being raised were raised during the comment period , to 
the extent required by these regulations and when appropriate, a showing that the 
condition in question is based on (1) A finding of fact or conclusion of law that is clearly 



erroneous, or (2) An exercise of discretion or an important policy consideration that the 
Director should, in his discretion, review in accordance with IDAPA 58.01 .05.013 [40 
CFR § 124.19(a)]. Unless appealed , this permit shall be effect thirty (3 0) calendar days 
from the date of this decision. 

Your interest in this permitting action is appreciated .. 

Brian R. Monson 
Hazardous Waste Program Manager 
Waste Management and Remediation Division 

BRM:BLE:js W'R"C~ 

Enclosure Response to Comments 

cc: 	 Barbara McCullough, EPA Region 10 
Idaho Falls Regional Office - Permits (wolenc.) 
COF 
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Response to Comments 

General Statement 

The commenter offered num erOlls ohservations and opinions that are not substantive to this pe tmil1ing 
ac tion. Comments conceming techn ol ogy selection, cost ovemlOS, or cOlnpliance with the "JdahoiDOE 
Settl ement Agreement" are not addressed because they have no basis in regulation and therefore do not 
impact tbe conditions of the draft pelmit. 

Comment: 

ED/ find;' Ihe "new" Voilime 14 LWAIS permil reappliealioll sligh[ly belieF Ihall [he original permit but 
s[ill defieien!. Due to Ih e limiled commenl lime (45 day;) and hllge volul11e o(Penni[ Volume /4 (-1,389 
pages), ED/ 's COl11l11en[s will be incomple[e. This has been eorreClI), tolled a "paper dump" [hal no 
individual or NCO could possibly adequa[ely Feview in 45 days. 

Addi[ionally, Ihe 45-doy commenl period (ending 8/2/ /4) provided by /DEQ is inodequo[e given [h e 
importance o/Ihis major new operalion (In[egrated Wrlste Trea[menl Unit) IWTU, [he(ailed applied 
treatment technology and (he potelllia //o r significant environmental impact. Therefore, ED) requests that 
the comment period be eXlended fO 120 da)ls. 

DEQ Response: 

Although the Draft TLWMS Renewal Pennit has been ava ilabl e fo r review since August 18,2014, the 
Renewa l Permit Appli cat ion and supportin g documcnt s bave been publi cally avai lable since M ay 14, 
201 4 . Further, while the renewal pennit is considered a new permit ac tion, most of the renewal 
application is the same infonn ati on included as the December 2, 2013 Revi sion to th e 2004 Pemli!. 
A ttachment I describes the changes id entified by the facility between the December 2, 20J 3 Revision and 
the draf! Renewa l Penni!. No significant changes (changes equivalent to a Class 3 Permit Mod ificatio n 
Request) were in cl uded in the nonew.1 application. Changes to the ren ewal pennit from the December 2, 
201 3 Revision to the October 18 , 2004 permi t inc lude: 

I . Deletion o f units closed subsequent to th e i"uance o f th e October 18,2004 Penn it ; 
2. Deletion of co mpl eted Compliance Sched ule Hems; 
3. Revision of the Au to matic Waste Feed Cut-OtT Tab le for the IWTU (equivalent to a Class 2 

Permil Mod ifi catio n); 

4 , Revision of the defi niti on of "ppl ication to reflect the renewal app lication; 

5. Updating or Engi neeri ng Drawings/Pi ping and instrumentation Diagrams; and, 
6. Revisio n of the emergency contact lis t. 

Based on review of the voluminous data submitted by the com.01eoter, the lack of substant ive permit 
re lated iss ues; and , based on a substantively unchanged Application/Pennit from the December 2, 20 13 
Revision to the lLWMS Pennit, an extension ofti l1lc for comment on this draft pennit is not warranted. 

Comment: 

DOE's Permil claims Ih e l1ell ' /WTU will process "approximately 836,000 gallollS a/mixed liquid waSle, 

containing both hazurdous and radioaclive components slOred in three 300,000- gallon [high-Iel'el waste} 
tanks. II Th ese ore only current inventories (J nd do nOf include DOE p lans to resta rf spent nuclearfue! 
reprocessing thaf will generate signUlcont volumes of "newly-generated" high. level liquid waste. This is 
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an enormous amount Qfextremely deadly lVa S( C:! fa (real and the potential for sigl7~ficanl emissions ,hal 
could aj/ee! {h e puhlic Gild the eJlvirOnmenl mllSf be }"ecognized. 

DEQ Response: 

The application identifi es that approxImatel y 836,000 ga llons of sodium bea ring waste in the Tank Farm 
Faci lity. The application a lso identifies that newly generated liquid waste will be treated in the IWTU. It 
is not the intent o f applicable regula tions to " limit " the source of waste so long as the waste meets the 
IWTU Waste Acceptance crite]i a. Future uni t changes and changes to waste acceptance criteria in a fill a l 
permit wou ld be subject to permit modi fication procedures and the requi site level o f public involvemellt . 

Comment: 

The commente r provides a partial summary of stail-up issues that have impacted the Integrated Waste 
Treatment Unit. The commenler did not suggest revisions to any specific permit condition in the renewal 
permit as a resu lt o f the start-up issues. 

IJEQ Response: 

DEQ is aware of the start-up issues associated with (he Integrated Waste Treatment Unit. Recovery from 
the Jun e 20 12 event necessitatcd a Class 3 Permit Moditi catio n to the October 18,2004 Permit. The Draft 
Permit requires modification orthe Perm it should equipment changes be necessary or shou ld new 
infomlalion become ava il able. Modifications can be implemented by e ith er the facilit y or by OEQ. 

There were no changes to the draft pe rm it as a resul t of tlli s comment. 

Comment: 

EDl also(iled a Public Rerord.l' requesl 12128106 wilh !DEQlor ReRA permil docIJmenlalion 
and lDEQ reJponded slaling major porI ions oj Ihe reqilesl are den ied hased on "Irade seCrelS Ilnd 
husiness records. /I Consequently, the p ublic is delihera/e1y denied by JDEQ access fO crucial informatiol7 
e,)st.:ntial/or developing i/~rorl1led ('onset/{. 

J)J~Q Response: 

IDAPA 58.0 1.05.0 12 [40 CFR §270.1 2) a llows an applicant to assert cel1ain materials be treated as 
confidential. The applic'll1t identified aJld providedj 'Lstifica(ion for these materials to be trealed as 
confident ial at the ,ime the appli cati on was subm itted. 

There were no changes to the draft pennit as a resul t o r this comment. 

Comment 

Equally egregious is lDEQ arbilrary and capricious requiremenllhal only public comments on permil 
relaled 10 Ihe l W1V will be considered. 7his means lDEQ will not consider theji.mdamental illegal "bool
strapping"pennil issues are "off/he-lable. " 
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DEQ Response: 

Thi s comment is inaccurate ; ti le entire draft renewal Penn it was open for comment. 

No changes were made to the pem1il as a result of thi s comment. 

Comment: 

One oj the crucial deficien cies of lithi new IDEQ Perm ;t is Iha! il (}11~)} addresses hazardous IILaterials 

alld totally ignores radioactive materials released 10 tlte atmosphere. 

The Permit m llSI address compliance wilh all applicable regulations re/Olcd to radioactive 

emissions. 


DEQ Response: 

1l1is I-l azardous Waste Management Act (HWMA) pennit does nol address "radioactive materials." 
Radionuclides are subject to Atomic Energy Act (AEA) regulation, and d1erefore beyond the jurisdiction of 
the HWJvIA. 

No chan~cs were made to the permit as a resuli of this comment. 

\()mment : 

ID FQ slales, "The proposed I WTU is nOI considered a combuslion lechnology. Allhough Sleam 
/'~(anJ/ing is 1101 slIbjeclto the Maxilllum Achievable COlllrol Technology (MA CT) slalldards fo r 
hazardous waste combustion, lhe lV(TU ;s designed to meellhese standards. " This is {J clear 
objuscalioll a/Clean Air Acl regulalOlY el! fiw ·cmelll. IDEQ is required hy law 10 stale Ihal lhe I WTU 
SHALL "'eel MACT emiss ioll sw ndards. 

The IlIlegralcd WaSle Trea ll17elll Unil (I WTUj "sl.:an! reformer" meelS Ihe regulatory definition 0(0 
"C'ulIlbuSlion deviee [40 CFR § 63. I I I) " 

DEQ Response: 

The 40 CFR § 63.111 definit ion c ited arplies to MACT Requirements for Syntbetic Organic 
Chemical Manu fact uring. These requi rements are not applicable operations at the Idaho National 
Laboratory. 

DEQ determined that the Integrated Waste Treatment Unit does not moetthe defU1jtion ofa hazardous 
waste combustor subject to Ule Hazardous Waste Comoustion Maximum Achievable Control Technology 
(MACT) standards at 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart EEE. Th.s detennination relied on the foll owing: 

I . 	 The lWT U does not use a controlled name in that there is no direct fired unit in either of 
the two treatment chambers (RCRA Online #14266) ; and , 

2. 	 The primary functi on o f the IWTU is not deSlrtlctio n of organic wastes but drying of the 
acidic solution with subsequenl co ntrol of the nit rogen oxides and other gases generated in 
the drying process. 

The hazardous waste combustor emission standards were considered when the draft pelmit was 
prepared. Predic led emissions have been detennined to be protecti ve ofhum. n hea lth and the 
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environ.men t as required at lDAJJA 58.0 1.05.008 [40 CFR Pan 26 4 Subpan Xl The protect iveness 
standard for the INTEC units will be revls ited when actual (WTU emissi ons are measured during 
the perfomlance tes t. 

No changes we re made to the penn it as a result OfUlis comment. 

C omm ent: 

"Process Vent" is a hroad regulatory cOlegOlyfor a major source ofhazardous air pol/ulants fha ! must 
comply with more res trictive EPA emission rt::gu!OIiolls. DOE has been and cOl1 linues to side-step 
complianclt ",lith these enl/.~Hiolll'egula'ions with bogus assertions that their hazardous and radioactive 
wasle Irealmen! opera /ions are no' Process Vents. 

Th e commenle.r asserts tha I/ he Proces.'· Equipment TtVaste Evapor(ltor (PErf/E), the Liquid Wasle 
healment and Disposal facility (LET&D), the Evaporotur Treatmen t System (ETS), and integrated 
Waste Treatment Un it (iWTL') elllissions should ail be subject to regulatioll under Ihe process vent 
standards. 

DEQ Response: 

The IWT U is 110t subj ect to the Process Vent requirements fo r the fo ll owing reasons: 

J. 	 The IWTU stack does not meet the defini tion of a vent [see lDAPA 58.01.05.008 (40 CFR 
§ 264.103 1)) in that the off-gas is proccosscd through a poll ution contro l system not simp ly 
d ischarged to the at mosphere; 

2. 	 The IW TU is not identified as a type of unit subject to regulation as a process vent; and, 
3. 	 The volatile organic concentrat ion of the waste bei ng trea ted appea rs to be below the level 

subj ect to regulati on. 

T llU' the IW TU is not subj ect to the process ven t regula tion. Simil arly the PEWE and ETS off gas 
streams are not vented bu t di scharged through the INTF.C Mai n Stack after treatmcnt. DEQ does 
app ly the Process Vent stand ard to the Liqu id Effl uent and T reatment Disposal (LET& D) unit 
becau se: the vo lat il e organic concentration of the feed likely is above the level subject to 
regu lation; the LET &D is a tractional dis till at ion uni t; and the em issio ns are vented to the main 
stack without passi ng through a pollution control device for volatile o rganic compounds. 

T he Process Vent Standards have been prope rly appl ied to the INTEC Liquid Waste Ma nagement 
Treatmen t Unit s. 

No changes were made to tile pcrm it as a resu lt of th is comment. 

Comment: 

The above DOE Permit does not iny;lementnew. "EPA (2005) recommendations Iha l organics and 
metal emissioll limits be increased by/actors of2.8 ond J.45 respective ly, to account/or potential 
increases jn emissions due to process upset conditiuns. 1/ Also, there is no apparent cumulative 
hazardous/radioactive emissions da tafor ali the INTEC 01,eralion5 using the same Main Stack, 
other co- I()caled stacks, and the new IWTU Slack as required i17 Ihe regula tions. 
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DEQ Response: 

The risk analysis presented in the Dra ft Pe tm it assumes emi ssions from the concurrent operation o f 
the PEWE, LET&D, ETS and [wTU. While this ri sk anal ysis does no! in clude upset factors , the 
predi cted cumulative risk to hum an heal th and the envi roIUnent is several orders of magnitud e 
below levels o f coneem. DEQ maintains the ri sk analysis adequate ly addresses the protectiveness 
issue with respect to hazardous constituents. As noted earlier) rad ionucl ide emissio ns a re beyond 
the scope of this Hazardous Waste Management Act Penni!. 

No changes were made to the penn.;! as a resul! of thi s comment. 

Comment: 

DOE app{Jren/~Y plans 10 cOl7 tinue using ,...,, /55 tanks listed in previous permits,' some camplionl, SOme 

nOll-compliant tanks, ancillary sen'ice linc's and equipmenl. DOE's 4/J4 Permit re-opplication only !iSiS 

aboul - 64 tanks and fails 10 prol'ide crucial informalion ahoul each tank. App arently, al/ oflhe 
junctioning tanks are no/ listed in/he Permit. 

DEQ Response: 

The renewa l pennit only addresses th ose tanks li sted ill tbe pelmit that are w ithin the scope of th e 
lNTEC LWM S operational boundaries. The list pro vided by the conllllenter includes : mo re than 
twenty tanks that have been H WM AJRCRA closed; tanksJeguipment addressed mother fN T EC 
Patti al HWMA Pemlits; secondary co ntainment sumps for pennitt ed tanks (see IDAPA 
5R.O 1.05 .008 [40 CFR § 264 .190(b)]): tanks not subject to HWMA regulation; and , tanks beyond 
the lNTEC Liquid Waste Management System bound ari es. 

No chan ges were made to the pennit as a result o f this comment. 

Comment: 

Tweh'e of Ihe lanks (listed in 'he Permil) dale back to 195 1. and nil1e lanks date back 10 the 1970 .. 
and 1980s, 10llg he yond I"eir 20-ycor design li fe. An addiliollal J8 tanks have no "certification 
slamp." Thai i< a lolal of39 Wilks Ihal arc non·complianl. The ASME design standards for the 
other lallks are Dilly relevant if the tauks /rave 1101 already exceeded their design Ii/e. DOE mllst 

Slipulale Ihe ASME design life alld agelor each oIthe lanks lisled in Ihe PMR along wil" Ihe 
allticipated yenrs of fUlul'e operational lise. 

Twelve of lhe CPP-64J lis ted tanks da le hack to Ihe early 1950.1, 45 years heyond their 
2U-),<'or design life. Nine oflhe above lanks pul inlO s,'n 'ice in Ihe 1960.1' and 1 980s are also long beyond 
th eir design life. An additionolfour fanks have no cert(/ico fion stamp . 

So a 10101 of26 lonks (jusl ill CPP-64J) are nOi ill compliance. The ASME design siandardsfor the 
olher lanks are ollly relevall.I if the lanks have not exceeded their design life. DOE lIIusi provide 
dOCl/llleniaiioll all each lallks desigl/ life ami age 10 validate Iheir continued use Ihrough the 
operational life oflhe lLWMS. 
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The PermiT lonk (able SIMes.' "No code .\lamp req uired ?? " Th e code stamp is a Re M requirement and 
is the only legitimate verificalion lIwf the fun k docs in /aCI meet the standard. Again, these tanks are 

like ly I,,'yond Iheir 20-year design I'fe. Th ere(ore, DOE musl pro vide documentalion on each tank 
design li(e. 

Again, th e ASME design standards f or Ih e lanks are only relevant iflhe lanks have nol exceeded 
thei,. design life and fUlure operalionol planed use. DOE mllSI provide docum.entalion on each 
tanks design life 10 volidale their contifllled lise through the operalionollife oflhe ILWMS 

DEQ Response: 

The comm ente r appears t(1 assume thai an older tank must be unsollud . IDAPA 58.0 1 .05.008 [40 
CTR § 264.191) requires tilat a professional en gineer co nduc t an assessment o ftbe existing tank 
system certifying thai thc tank is not leaking and is not unfit for usc. T hc rcgulation goes on to say 
thi s assessment mu st be kept on fil e at the fac ility . T hi s regulation does not address ASM E design 
life. 

No changes were made to Ih e penn it as a result of th is comment. 

Comment: 

ReRA seconJOIY containment requiremen f inlOllk wm/ls i)" compromised by DOE's use oI"geny 
rigged " Hyp% n liners with dub ious joint sealants tlral are 11 0t compliant or certified/or waste 
cuntailled ;1/ fOll ks. 

11.WMS "Bolloms Tonks" do no/ meet required secundary containment under ReRA. DOE's Permit 

states: "The secondOlY containment is constructed o/concrelej/oor lined wil" a Hy p alon® membran e 

(registered trademark o!D",Polllj, which extends three (eet up the walls All seams in the secondary 
cOnlCl inment are heat-welded or adhesive 14 bonded to avoid any cracks or gaps. The memhrane is 

,\e,J/eti..fI/'O IJlld the !link saddles II v .,·ilicon" 1'II""er IJ. sealam that is rapnhle o(jyiths/lJIuling the 
expected wast" WJlllfi011.fl for e.wendt d prYiods of tim! . 'f 

The above DOE disclosure of /l se ofnOll-certified "silicone sea/ant" tlrat ;.~ "capa.ble of withstanding 
the expected waste" for some vague ulldocumented "extended period oftime " is grolll1ds for denial of 
the Permi, IllJder 40 CFR § 2 70.42 because it does meet regulatory requiremel7ts for secol1dary 
cOlltaillmellt. 

DEQ Response: 

The co mmenler speculates thaI the Hypalon lined vault is non-compliant becau se il combines a 
Hypa lon line r and "dubi ous jo int seal 2llts" that are not cettili ed fo r the waste in the tank . The 
regul ations atLDAP A 58.01.05 .008 [40 e FR § 264 .193) require that the secondary conta irunellt be 
designed, installed a nd operated to prevent any migratio n of wasles or accumulated liquid o ut of 
the system ... and that leaks cao be detected within 24 hours. The Permit requires liquids be 
removed from a secondary containment sys tem to the extent practi cable within 24 hours of 
detection. Thus, if the sil icone sealant is capable of withstanding the waste for an extended pe riod 
of time and the waste mu st be removed within 48 hours (24 hours to detect the liquid in the 
secondary system and another 24 ho urs to remove it) , DEQ concluded the contairunent is 
compliant. 

http:WJlllfi011.fl
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No c hanges were made to tbe permil as a resu lt of thi s comment. 

Comment : 

Extensive use o.f old /J on-camp/ianl "drip troug hs" i l/ onc il/clI Y service lines instead ofthe ,'equired 
welded srainless steel secGndOJY containment wilh continuous monitoring, are ground.<i Jor denying 
Ihe Permil lmder 40 CFR § 270.42. 

DOE's PermiJ (Icknow/edges secondaJY containment in waste service piping: Concrete-embedded 

lrans/er lines have been idenli/led al lhe 1L WMS 'Drip Iroughs are localed benealh process 
lrans/ er lines wilhin CPP-604, CPP-605, and CPP-I 61 8. A drtp Irough also eXlends below Ih e pipe 

bridge thaI spans from CPP-605 10 Ihe LLET&Dlacilily. The trough" are designed to col/eci liq uid 
(e.g., recovered nilric acid in Ihe evenl 0/a leak/i'om Ihe process lrans/er lines. Th ese drip lroughs 
or" sloped and drain 10 colleclion hOllies localcd wilhin each syslem, The troughs localed wilhin 
Ihe LET&Dlacilitl) are nol equip/Jed with leak detectio n devices. There/ore, LET&D collect ion 
bOllles are inspected daily/or the presen ce 0/ liquid when the .frocliona /ors are operating. These 
inspections are noted 011 Form INTEC-4055, which is incillded in Appendix F-l, All drip troughs 

located in CPP- 604, CPP-605, and Ihe pipe bridge we eqUipped with leak detec tion cables thai arc 
continuously monifored by the DCS. " 

Th is is (J vioilltion o(co mpliance wilh 40 CFR § 264.1Q3(f) thai requires monitored leak col/ection 
and welded sta;nless steel secondOl), cOl/ ta inment. Although DOE claims its infent /0 upgrade Or 

reroute these service lines, Ihere is no apparent cOI~firmalioJ1 thaI 01/ a/these upgrades has occurred. 

DEQ Response: 

IDAPA 58.0 1.05.008 [40 eFR § 264 .! 93 (1)] does not requi re welded stainless steel secondary 
conla irunent o nl y con tairunent that will prevent a release to the e nvirorunenl and be detected within 
24 hours. The drip tro ughs, whcn combined w ith pe ml it req uired inspections, meet these cri teria 
and a re not grou nds to deny the entire perm it. 

No cha nges were made to the perllli l as a result of tillS com ment. 

Comment: 

"The Wes lside Waste Holdup SY"Iem (IIES-WL - I03, VES-WL -I04, and VES· WL -I 05) is housed il7 CPP
641, which is a cinderblock bui/ding 22/t. long lind 15/i. wide. CPP-64! contains Ihe inSlrumenla/iOIl, 
motor control center, sample slalio ll, ondjel valves (or {h e tal1ks. The three ral1ks are located il1lWO 

undergt-oulld valills north q(CPP-641. The vaull complex is 39/i. 8 in. longalld 20ft. wid" (oulside 

dimensiomJ. The eosl vaull is 18/i. by 22fi. by 12/i. 6 in, high. " 

"The west ventllmeasures 18(r. hy ! 1fi. 2 in. by 12fi. 6 in. high. VES-WL -I04 and VES- WL-/05 share 
the eusl vault; VES-WL·/03 is localcd in lhe IVesl va ult. Th e VES-WL-103 VQIlIt 11281200 7 1414Ejloor 
alld lower 4 ft, 9 in. oIlhe walls are lin ed ",i,,, Hypaloll ® wilh a stainless steel illserl in th e sump, The 
remainder o/ ,he wa lls alld ceiling are coaled with an epoxy coaling The VES· WL- /04 and VES-WL
105 va ultf/oors and 21 lo wer 2 fi. 6 in, a/the IValls are lined with Hypalol/® with a slainless sleel inserl 
in the sump. The 12 remainder ~r Ihe walls and ceiling.·, are coated with epoxy coaling. " 
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With Ihe exceptiol1 oflhe above, Ihe Permit fails to disclose iflhe required stail1less steel 
secondoI)' containment extends 10 the tank sumps. 

DEQ Response: 

The Wests ide Waste Ho ldup Tanks are not described in the renewa l permit because the tanks were 
certifi ed c losed in Marcil o f2009 m accordance with the approved Closure Plan. 

No changes were made to the permi t as a resu lt of thi s comment. 
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Attachment I 
Changes in the ILWMS Permit Renewal Application from the October 18, 2004 Penn it as Last RevLsed 
on December 2, 2013 

This is the list of chan g.es tIl the Volume 14 reapplication. 

• 	 Removed a redundant level recorder that was no longer being used CLRA-WL-102) from Table 
0-9 

SectlOJI 0 - Tahle 1)-8 page 112 

I Bottoms Tank L-WL -IO J  I 057946 WL-IO I Level Yes 12 
VES-W l_- IOI bP~" Wb HlI Q§flj~(j Wb Hl i be,,,,1 ¥t!b 4-2 

• 	 The table of AWFCOs from the permit was added in Section D. - as Table D-6. (see below) and 
remainin g Tables in Section D were renumbered accordingly 

Table D-6 IWTU Automatic Waste Feed Cutoff 

Des 111 ~ lrutllcnt Function AWFCO Actuation 

YS -C-401 -11 Hydr'Ogcn delhgrntion prote.:lion Tripped 
YS-C-402-2 1 High temperature protection system Tripped 
YS-H-403 -31 High CO detection $yslen1 Tripp~d 

1.-<:-23 1-3 Sea l wmer til llk Icvel "'9 inches WC 
FY-C- 140- 1 Tota I feed ra te >3.5 gpm 
VOL-C-131-2 W!L'te feed tank volu me <200 ga l 
P-C-I3 I - IAlB Feed p1l mp discharg" preSSllrc (olle pump 111 use, 

one on staodb0_ 
go PS IG 

TC-C-1 40-9 OM R average bed tem peratu re .<580 C 
IC-C-140-9 DMR avera!te bed temperatu re >680 C' 

TO Y -C-140-9 T em pernlurc difference across DMR bed :.>5 0 C 

I'-C- 140-117 OM R freeboard press ure (hoth) <I PSI" 
I'-C- 140-1 17 OMR freeboard prcs,ure (both 1 > IO PS IG 

I DCS lnstnrmcnt Furreiion Awrcn A"iU3li oll 
AC-C- IS3 I lI ydrO!!,!1l ill DMRrl'GF Clff-ga, average -< L5% (roil ing 10 1II inute 

.avera..z.e_dn'- ba sLs) 
1\('-('  153-1 I lydrogen UL OMRJP"F off-gas average > 15% troll iJ.!g 10 minute 

;(t vcrouc dry ba ~i~ 

~Y -B-365-1 SSV :<:0.4 l1Jsec 
FY-B-36~ · 1 SSV :> 1.6 ft/see 
I' -B-365- 11 /1 N2J"leam pressure 10 nu;dizillg gas superheater >45 PSI" 
1 -8 -305-17 DM R fluidizing gas tem perature average <4 30 C 

I' -C-153-1 I pa F rupture Disk pressure >12 PSIG 
I'D-,-1 53 1 Di rrercn tl al I'ressut'e across ll,e PG~ >8 1 trI . W.C. 
T(,-C-160-1 eR R average bed temperature ': LI 00 C 
T(,-C -I 60-4 eRR ~vcral!." hed tempera ture ,,850 C 
TDY-C- 160-4 I empcratllrc diITerenee across e RR bed >50 C' 
P-C-760- IO/1 6 C RH b'-1 t Uas Pressure (bolh) ?D 
AC-C -760-1 02 COIICCn ir.1!ioll III til<: C'RR <lIT-gas " tl ilet 

(I\V(j) 
>8 Vol% (Hvera"e wet hasis) 

http:chang.es
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AC-C-7GO- 1 02 Cllnccnlmlllln in the f'RR o ff-gas ,J uliet < 1.0 VDI% (awrage weI 
(/\ VG) basi>;) 

PD-C' 160-) DilTercmial Pressure acrOSS the OG r .> 8 1 In. W.C. 
T -C- 160- 1 N I D Tempcrat ure "f1er Ihe orr-ga fi cook ,. (eiLher) >205 C 
T-f'  I(,O- IN I a Temperal ure aflcr Ihl! oIT-ga, cooler (eilher) < 130 C 
P-C- 160-12 aGe rupture disk pressure "'>29 I'SIG 
1-11-260-1 Al B Ofr-g!l~ hlowcrs current (bOLh) <35 amp, ( ~ner 10 second 

del'!JJ 
DCS Instrument h mcltofl A WFf'O AClual ion 
r-H  140 -1N B Temperature al o Ullet of process HEPNl ni cl to ~1 30 C 

GAC hed~ (/\ vcragc) 
T-H 140-3NJJ Tempeml1J re al oullel of p rocess HEPAll nlcl to > 175 C 

GAC beds (Average) 
T-II- 140-2 Tempermurc al Inlel to process II EPA pre-filter '-.1 30 (' 

in lel 
PD-II- l40  Procc>s T-/E PA pre -fil ter tlilTcI'\;lll ial pressur" >8 inches we 
4NBJCID (any) 
P- J-I -1 4()- ~ HI-. PA r,h~r mlcl rupluru dis. p",,",ure " 2.5 PSIa 
1 -l-J  1417ND G/\C oll tl cl tclllpcrat"n; (both) >200(' 
P-I-I  14 1-7A (lAC bed A ruplure disk p,'CS' ure " 0 .5 PSICi 
P -I-I- T4 1-7D (, AC bed I3 , " plure di sk press ure >0.5 PSIG 
T-H-240- IONB Process ex haust hlowers cli l re il l (hoth) <35 Am!!, (aner 10 second 

1I.c1<lYl 
L-E-12 1-5 N2 hnk Level <25 inches 
P-IJ -357-::! N2 1:l Loss of N2 (both) <~o PSIG 
P-B-14b-3N3 B 1...<'." of 02 (bolh) <75 PSIG 
1.-E-124-5 02 I ank Leve l <30 inches 
A-I-I-941 3NIJ CO concentmlioll IhlUrly roll ing ave 2 " 100 PPM 

I instrurnenHi 

.IS-R- 120- 1 PDf' powe l los;; NA 
P-D- IG6 -2AIR Los< of complcssed oj , pre,sure (b"lh) <70 PSIG 
XS II0 23  Se ismic eW1l 1 (bOlh) NA 
1 CXSI 102J-X_-

AdJ itiomliy fo r Seclion D -

Deleted Appclldix 0-5 and ren umbered Section D appendices accordingly. 


• Updated plot plans, exhibits, drawings. to renect CUlTent configurations 

art A - photos of IWTU (pages 6p th rough 6 u ) were added that had not been included in previous permit 
su bmittals 

Section B, Exh ibits D-2, B-J , 13-4 . and B-S were revised to rellect CUlTent INTEC conditions 

Secti on G , Exhibits G- I through G-4 were revised to reflect cunent conditions/staging areas for C I' P-604 
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Drawings ill Appendix II and III were upda ted to reflect the most cunent versions or drawings that are 
ava ilabl e on EDMS 

ttachment 4 - Section P-2 Inspect ions Appendix P- I Inspection Ponns - provided updated inspection 
fonllS as fowld in EDMS as applica ble 

Prov ided Appendix YIlT - Other Required informati on w hi ch includes: Completeness Evaluation 
Check lis t, Sec tion E - Ground Water Monitori ng. Section J - Corrective Action for SWMUs, Section K 
Other Federal Laws, and Section L - CeltifLcation 

• 	 Removed CPP-601 inform at ion since it is now covered in the Post-C losure Pennit 

Genera l deletion of . PP-60 I in fonnatiol1 throughou t the document and deleted A ttachment SA Closure 
for the CPP-601 Deep Tanks (Phase 2, Pha se I, SPR- 185 Sampling Procedure) 

• Removed the CPP-604 Embedded Li nes Design Package since the project has been compl eted 

De leted Appendix I and renumbereu Appendices accordingly. 

• 	 Deleted the 3 hydrostatic ona lyses from the appendices as they wcrc based on the o ld /loodplain 
detennination, with th e BOR determination that the unit are loca ted out of the floodpla in the 
ana lyses are no longer requ ired 

Deleted old Appendix VI, V II , and Vill and Appendiccs were renumbered accordingly 

• 	 The OUO/CEl infOimation was reviewed, and the amount reduced, and was consolidated in a 
single append ix. 

Quo/cm info rmation j, now fo und illllew Appe ndix VlI 


