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Introduction 
The Washington State Department of Ecology’s Nuclear Waste Program (Ecology) regulates air 
pollution sources at the Hanford Site. In particular, Ecology is the permitting authority for new 
or modified sources requiring new source review under Washington Administrative Code 
(WAC) 173-400-110 at Hanford.  

When a new order or a modification to an existing order is proposed, Ecology may hold a public 
comment period to allow the public to review the proposed order and provide formal feedback. 
(See WAC 173-400-171 for Public Notice and Opportunity for Public Comment requirements for 
approval of a notice of construction application.)  

The Response to Comments is the last step before issuing the final permit, and its purpose is to: 

• Specify which provisions, if any, of a permit will become effective upon issuance of the 
final permit, providing reasons for those changes. 

• Describe and document public involvement actions.  
• List and respond to all significant comments received during the public comment period 

and any related public hearings. 
 

This Response to Comments is prepared for: 

Comment period WTP NOC Approval Order - DE02NWP-002, 
Revision 4, Feb. 20 – March 22, 2026 

Approval Order Number DE02NWP-002, Revision 4 

Permittee United States Department of Energy (DOE) 

Issuance date April 29, 2026 

 

To see more information related to the Hanford Site and nuclear waste in Washington, please 
visit our webpage, Hanford Cleanup3. 

  

 
3 https://www.ecology.wa.gov/Hanford 

https://app.leg.wa.gov/Wac/default.aspx?cite=173-400-171
https://app.leg.wa.gov/Wac/default.aspx?cite=173-400-171
https://www.ecology.wa.gov/Hanford
https://www.ecology.wa.gov/Hanford
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Reasons for Issuing the Permit 
Revision 4 of DE02NWP-002 will authorize an increase in air emissions for an increase in the 
number of samples collected and analyzed at the Waste Treatment and Isolation Plant (WTP). 
Specifically, the limit on the number of Low-Activity Waste (LAW) Melter Feed Preparation 
Vessel (LAW 6) samples has been increased, allowing for more frequent characterization of the 
incoming waste which will be vitrified. 

Additionally, this approval order addresses burner replacement for the three operating WTP 
boilers. The replacement burners have been designed to maintain the same maximum firing 
rate and emissions but produce less fouling when operated at low firing rates. This will 
potentially allow for lower fuel use and actual emissions when steam demand is low if the 
boilers can be operated in the range that previously required too much maintenance. 

Revision 4 of DE02NWP-002 has also been completely rewritten to the current Ecology format 
and permitting standards. Ecology began using a new approval order template state-wide in 
about 2020. Although Revision 3 of DE02NWP-002 was issued in 2022, Ecology’s Nuclear Waste 
Program determined that the necessary updates for that project were not significant enough to 
fully rewrite the approval order. Therefore, we did much more limited revisions at that time. 
Fully rewriting DE02NWP-002, Revision 4, to the new format makes it more consistent with 
approval orders being issued to other facilities in Washington. 

Public Involvement Actions 
Ecology encouraged public comment on the draft approval order and technical support 
document during a 30-day public comment period held Feb. 20 through March 22, 2026. 

In accordance with WAC 171-400-171(4)(a), Ecology’s Nuclear Waste Program posted the public 
notice on our “Public Involvement” website for the duration of the public comment period. In 
accordance with WAC 173-400-171(11), the EPA Region 10 regional administrator was notified 
and provided with copies of the drafts through the Central Data Exchange. 

The following actions were taken to notify the public: 

• Emailed a notice announcing the start of the comment period to the Hanford-Info email
list, which has 1,571 recipients.

• Posted the comment period notice on the Washington Department of Ecology –
Hanford’s Facebook page.

The following public notices for this comment period are in Appendix A of this document: 

• Notice sent to the Hanford-Info email list
• Notice posted on the Washington Department of Ecology – Hanford’s Facebook page

https://app.leg.wa.gov/Wac/default.aspx?cite=173-400-171
https://app.leg.wa.gov/Wac/default.aspx?cite=173-400-171
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List of Commenters 
The table below lists the names of organizations or individuals who submitted a comment on 
the WTP approval order revision. The comments and responses are in Attachment 1. 

Commenter Organization 

Anonymous Anonymous 

Nikolas Peterson Hanford Challenge 



 

 

Attachment 1: Comments and Responses 
Description of comments:  

Ecology accepted comments from Feb. 20 through March 22, 2026. This section provides a 
summary of comments that we received during the public comment period and our responses, 
as required by RCW 34.05.325(6)(a)(iii). Comments are grouped by individual and each 
comment is addressed separately.   

 



I-1: ANONYMOUS CITIZEN  
Comment I-1-1  
The proposed change Increases the number of LAW-6 Samples, replaces boiler burners, and 
provides reformatting. 

1. I did not see red-lines or strikeouts in the proposed revision. "Reformatting" should not 
eliminate the need to show the changes in the text in each subject area. Asking the public to 
proofread when there are no redlines is disappointing. 

Response to I-1-1 

Thank you for your comments. Ecology agrees it is difficult to directly compare text between 
Revisions 3 and 4 of DE02NWP-002. We would normally provide redline, both to aid in the 
review and to highlight revised areas that are within the scope of the comment period. In this 
case, redline appeared to be more confusing than helpful and we wanted to leave everything 
open for potential consideration because of the significant rewrite. 

Revision 4 was fully rewritten on an Ecology template established for state-wide use. Revision 3 
was used as a reference, but tracked changes would only show that text was added to the 
template and where the template itself was modified. Ecology attempted to crosswalk 
conditions as they were drafted, but the mapping quickly became convoluted with the amount 
of splitting, combining, and rewriting needed to meet current permitting practices  

Comment I-1-2  
I appreciate that additional samples may shed light on operational upsets. However, the WTP 
equipment used to collect AOP data is not being well maintained. In just 6 months, from July to 
December 2025, WTP experienced "unexpected downtime" for the following: 

LAW LV-S3 Record Sampler, 

LAW LV-S3 CAM, 

LV-C2 Record Sampler, and 

LAW LV-S3 C-14 Sampler, 

LAW - C3V Record Sampler (Unexpected Downtime Event exceeding 4 hours) 

The reference for these failures is 26-ECD-0019, HANFORD SITE AIR OPERATING PERMIT 
SEMIANNUAL REPORT FOR JULY 1, 2025, THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2025, DOE/HFO-2026-03, 
REVISION 0.  

Ecology should ensure ALL AOP related equipment is properly operated and maintained and 
should use its enforcement capabilities to do so. WDOH should be encouraged to use their 
enforcement capabilities also. Otherwise, the public exposures are understated. 

Response to I-1-2 

New Source Review (NSR) permitting under Chapters 173-400 and 173-460 Washington 
Administrative Code (WAC) does not include radionuclides. Instead, they are addressed by 



Radioactive Air Emissions Licenses issued by the Washington State Department of Health 
(Health) under Chapter 246-247 WAC. That said, Ecology is tracking compliance and 
enforcement activities by Health related to WTP. We have also shared and discussed Comments 
I-1-2, I-1-3, and I-1-4 with Health. Comment I-1-2 is outside the scope of the comment period on 
the draft DE02NWP-002, Revision 4, and no changes have been made for it.  

Comment I-1-3  
C-14 was higher than anticipated in shipping to LERF from WTP per DOE-HFO TWO/WTP Tri-
Party Agreement/Consent Decree Monthly Project Managers Meeting Minutes January 8, 2026 
(AR-39503). The above failure of the C-14 sampler is an example of potential undercounting in 
the face of higher discharges. Ecology should coordinate with WDOH on this. 

Response to I-1-3 

Ecology has shared and discussed Comments I-1-2, I-1-3, and I-1-4 with Health. Comment I-1-3 
is outside the scope of the comment period on the draft DE02NWP-002, Revision 4, and no 
changes have been made for it.  

Comment I-1-4  
Per 25-ECH-0058, (provided for review): "The LB-S1 and LB- S2 emission units have the 
potential to emit radioactive air emissions; therefore, a separate NOC application (24590-WTP-
RPT-ENV-24-002, Radioactive Air Emissions Notice of Construction Modification Request to the 
WTP Analytical Laboratory LB-S1 and LBS2 Emission Units) will be submitted to the WDOH for 
proposed radionuclide emission increases associated with the increase in the total annual 
volume of sample materials for the LAW 6 sample point." This is nice, but WDOH does not 
provide an opportunity for public comment on its Hanford Notices of Construction. As a result, I 
would appreciate your help in sharing these comments with WDOH. 

Response to I-1-4 

Ecology has shared and discussed Comments I-1-2, I-1-3, and I-1-4 with Health. As noted in the 
comment, public participation is not included in the Chapter 246-247 WAC process for issuing 
RAELs. But public participation is required when rulemaking occurs, including when Health 
updates Chapter 246-247 WAC. If the opportunity for public participation for RAELs is desired, it 
would be most effective to comment directly to Health rulemakers when the WAC is opened for 
public comment. Comment I-1-4 is outside the scope of the comment period on the draft 
DE02NWP-002, Revision 4, and no changes have been made for it.  

 

O-1: HANFORD CHALLENGE (NIKOLAS PETERSON)  
Comment O-1-1  
Please make the Air Operating Permit a stand-alone document with NOC’s going away once 
units are in operation: As we stated in our comments on the draft Renewal 4 of the Hanford 
Site Air Operating Permit (AOP), the NOC’s should go away once the unit is in operation. 



• Please update the process so that an NOC stays in place until the AOP is updated and 
then close out the NOC. Without this update, we have two different documents with 
conflicting data. 

• For example, there are cases where an NOC was issued for a site and then on the next 
AOP renewal the NOC was added to the permit, but the requirements are not the same 
yet both documents show as current. There are other cases where a letter is sent 
requesting a change years after the issuance of an NOC and Ecology agrees to the 
change in a letter, but the change is not made in the NOC or properly explained in the 
AOP. Those letters are not available to the public, so when you review the permit and 
NOC’s on Ecology’s webpage there is an unexplainable discrepancy. 

• The NOC’s should go away once the unit is in operation. Please update the AOP so that 
the AOP is a complete stand-alone document rather than referencing multiple other 
documents. 

Response to O-1-1 

Thank you for your comments. 

Comment O-1-1 is out of scope for this comment period, as it most directly pertains to WAC and 
Ecology's implementation of federal regulations state-wide, rather than the content of draft 
Approval Order DE02NWP-002, Revision 4. Ecology's rulemaking team and the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) provide comment periods when regulations are 
promulgated and revised, which would be the best opportunity to provide feedback on the 
general structure of air permitting in Washington State. Ecology's Nuclear Waste Program 
(NWP) is providing a full response because we frequently get comments about regulatory 
structure. Additionally, we have not yet provided a response to the referenced comments on the 
draft Renewal 4 of the Hanford Site Air Operating Permit (AOP). 

NWP develops NSR approvals for the Hanford Site, in the form of NOC approval orders, under 
the regulations developed by EPA and Ecology's rulemaking team. The Washington State CAA 
establishes Ecology's authority to issue NOC Approval Orders [RCW 70A.15.2210]. These orders 
include approval conditions necessary to assure the maintenance of compliance with the state's 
CAA and the applicable rules and regulations adopted thereunder. For sources subject to Title V 
of the federal CAA, the NOC approval order conditions are then pulled into the Title V permit as 
"regulatory orders issued by the permitting authority", as specified under both WAC 173-401-
600(1)(b) and 40 C.F.R. Part 70(a)(1). The Title V permit must "specify and reference the origin of 
and authority for each term or condition" [WAC 173-401-600(2) and 40 C.F.R. Part 70(a)(1)(i)]. 

If the NOC approval order is rescinded (i.e., it 'goes away'), the conditions from that NOC 
approval order would no longer be able to be listed in the Title V permit. When the Title V permit 
is renewed, which occurs every five years, those conditions would have to be removed from the 
permit. Thus, rescinding the NOC upon issuance of the Title V permit does not comply with the 
state's CAA. This is also a federal issue, since our federally-approved State Implementation Plan 
is based on the state's CAA and implementing regulations. 

In short, NWP cannot legally do what is requested for Hanford Site NOC approval orders. 
Ecology, including NWP, must maintain the authority of NOC approval orders even after they 



are incorporated into the AOP. If NWP were to "close out" an underlying approval order it would 
also eliminate the authority needed to incorporate those requirements into the Hanford Site 
AOP itself. At that point, maintaining the requirement in the AOP would be fundamentally 
incompatible with the Washington State and federal Clean Air Acts (CAAs), the regulations 
developed from them, and the program approvals and delegations from EPA to Ecology to 
implement federal regulations. 

Perhaps more importantly, it would potentially give the Hanford Site an avenue to get out of 
NSR requirements by becoming a minor source for Title V. At least one facility in Washington, 
Washington State University, has done this in recent years by reducing their potential to emit to 
less than the major source thresholds. If NWP were to close out NOC approval orders under the 
assumption that the AOP can fill a similar role, and the Hanford Site no longer had an AOP, 
there is no regulatory authority NWP could use to re-establish NSR requirements from decades 
of NOC approval orders. 

At the federal level, NSR permitting for major sources (with a definition that is not the same as 
the Title V AOP definition for major source) was established in the 1970s under Title I of the 
federal CAA and 40 C.F.R. Part 52. Part 52 also addresses national ambient air quality standards 
(NAAQs), visibility protection, and other elements of the federal CAA which EPA determined 
must be part of either a Federal Implementation Plan or a State Implementation Plan (SIP). 
Ecology's approved SIP for 40 C.F.R. Part 52 is located in Subpart WW. 

The major-source NSR program was designed by EPA to ensure that the largest sources of air 
pollution were reviewed prior to construction or significant modification. The permitting 
authority must review proposed emissions, air pollution control equipment, and other aspects of 
a project to ensure it will employ Best Available Control Technology and will not cause or 
contribute to an exceedance of the NAAQS. Limits, conditions, and other requirements are 
established in a permit based upon this review. 

The Washington State CAA also establishes a minor-source NSR program, separately from the 
federal CAA, to meet our local and regional needs. This is implemented in Chapters 173-400 and 
173-460 WAC. This program is similar to major-source NSR but has significantly lower 
permitting thresholds for criteria pollutants. The significant number of extra permitted sources 
is balanced with less onerous requirements for an NOC approval order when a pollutant is less 
than the major-source thresholds. 

Washington State also requires minor-source NSR permitting for toxic air pollutants (TAPs). 
Ecology implements this under Chapter 173-460 WAC and portions of Chapter 173-400 WAC 
which are specifically excluded from our SIP by EPA. TAPs are not addressed by the federal CAA 
and EPA has no enforcement authority for them. For the purposes of a Title V AOP, requirements 
related to TAPs are not considered applicable. NWP chooses to identify them in the Hanford Site 
AOP for completeness, but EPA guidance requires that we identify them as "state only" when we 
do so. 

At the federal level, AOPs were established in the 1990s under Title V of the federal CAA and 40 
C.F.R. Parts 70 and 71. Ecology developed our AOP program under Chapter 173-401 WAC and 
our approval is located in 40 C.F.R. Part 70, Appendix A. 



EPA did design the AOP program to consolidate applicable requirements into one document, 
citing concerns that complex sources might have requirements spread across multiple NSR 
approvals and/or categorical regulations. However, EPA designed the AOP process to 
incorporate applicable requirements and identify the source, rather than to potentially take over 
for existing NSR approvals. It likely wasn't possible for EPA to review the specifics of every set of 
state and local NSR regulations which had been developed over the previous decades to create a 
single authority or mechanism in 40 C.F.R. Part 70 or 71 which could legally "close out" NSR 
approvals upon AOP incorporation. Ecology based our approved AOP program in Chapter 173-
401 WAC directly upon the federal regulations, so we don't have any such authority or 
mechanism either. 

It is possible for a permitting authority to get approval from EPA to run a combined program, 
where NSR requirements are directly entered into an AOP without issuing an NSR permit or 
approval order first. These programs are rare because they must satisfy all requirements of both 
40 C.F.R. Part 52 and 70 simultaneously. This is complicated by differing definitions of major 
source, triggers for permit application/modification, review requirements, public notice 
requirements, etc. 

More importantly for Washington State, our minor-source NSR program (especially the TAP 
portion) would not be compatible with a typical combined permitting program. If Ecology were 
interested in completely redeveloping our approved SIP and AOP programs into a combined 
permitting program, we would likely need to do one of the following: 1) abandon minor-source 
NSR entirely, including TAPs; 2) make every source triggering minor-source NSR get an AOP; or 
3) run a combined program for major-source NSR only and continue to issue NOC approval 
orders for minor-source NSR. 

Option 1 would drastically reduce the amount of regulatory authority NWP has over the 
Hanford Site, especially for emissions from tank waste. Option 2 is not feasible with the current 
minor-source NSR permitting thresholds, due to the hundreds and likely thousands of small 
sources which would be forced into an AOP program designed for much more significant sources 
of air pollution. Option 3 would not change how NOC approval orders are integrated into the 
Hanford Site AOP, but it would significantly complicate air permitting in Washington State for 
every major source (both NSR and Title V definitions).  

Comment O-1-2  
Please update the following so that sampling requirements are in compliance: On page 8 it 
states “A. 40 C.F.R. Part 60, Subpart Dc, and Part 63, Subpart DDDDD, for BOF boilers.” The 
sampling requirements do not comply with either subpart. 

• 40 C.F.R. 63 subpart DDDDD 63.7495(b) required compliance with this subpart by 
January 31, 2016, yet on page 16 of the NOC it states that burner replacement doesn’t 
trigger the requirements. The requirements were triggered by the promulgation of 
subpart DDDDD, yet none of the boilers at Hanford are following this. 

• Please ensure that the source owner is responsible for identifying new requirements 
and complying with them by the date specified, and work with Ecology to update the 
permit. 



• Please address how you are currently demonstrating compliance for the boilers with the 
January 31, 2016 implementation date for 40 C.F.R. 63 Subpart DDDDD. 

Response to O-1-2 

Based upon Comment 0-1-2, Ecology has updated draft Approval Conditions 2.a.viii.A and 5.d.i 
as discussed below. 

The intent of Approval Condition 5.d.i was to distinguish between source testing that Ecology is 
requiring, which must be conducted within 180 days of commencing operation with the new 
burners, from testing for Code of Federal Regulations Title 40 Part 63, Subpart DDDDD-National 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Major Sources: Industrial, Commercial, and 
Institutional Boilers and Process Heaters (NESHAP Subpart DDDDD). The next round of testing 
for NESHAP Subpart DDDDD is not required until 2030. This is due to the fact that burner 
replacement does not meet the definition of reconstruction established by EPA, a five-year 
testing cycle, and the last round of testing conducted in 2025. 

Approval Condition 2.a.viii.A has been updated to establish the "NESHAP Subpart DDDDD" 
abbreviation for use in Approval Condition 5.d.i. Approval Condition 5.d.i now states: "This 
testing is independent of the testing requirements for NESHAP Subpart DDDDD. Replacement of 
the burners in Boilers A, B, and C does not meet the definition of modification or reconstruction 
for federal regulations. Therefore, initial testing for NESHAP Subpart DDDDD has already been 
conducted with the original burners and the Permittee may continue to test on the established 
5-year cycle for federal requirements."  

Testing addressed in Section 5.0 of DE02NWP-002, Revision 4, is specifically established by 
Ecology as additions to requirements in federal regulations, which are incorporated by reference 
in Approval Condition 2.a.viii. Ecology's standard practice is to primarily incorporate federal 
regulations into an approval order by reference. This prevents conflicting requirements when 
EPA updates the federal regulations, over which Ecology has no control. 

NESHAP Subpart DDDDD was not specifically referenced in DE02NWP-002 until Revision 4, due 
to the permitting and operating history of WTP. However, the boilers have had their required 
source testing and energy assessment completed, in part because the federal regulations are 
separately incorporated into the AOP. 

The WTP boilers were first authorized in 2002, with the original DE02NWP-002, but only began 
operating in 2020. NESHAP Subpart DDDDD was first promulgated on September 13, 2004, but 
was repeatedly reconsidered and delayed by EPA until requirements finally became effective in 
2016. At that time, the required energy analysis was conducted but the boilers were not yet 
operating to be source tested. 

The initial round of source testing for the WTP boilers, intended to cover all testing requirements 
from both Ecology and federal regulations, was conducted November 10 through 12, 2020. The 
test report provided to Ecology specifically identified testing to demonstrate compliance with 
the NESHAP Subpart DDDDD limits. However, while Ecology was developing Renewal 4 of the 
Hanford Site AOP to better address NESHAP Subpart DDDDD, we discovered that testing 
requirements for hydrogen chloride, mercury, and total selected metals had not actually been 
met. It appears that there was an assumption that these could be met through the use of ultra-



low sulfur diesel (ULSD) and/or fuel analysis alone, when they actually required at least one 
round of initial testing and then can be met through fuel analysis and continuing to use ULSD. 
Testing for hydrogen chloride, mercury, and total selected metals was then included in the 5-
year retesting of the WTP boilers, conducted November 11 through 19, 2025. 

Changes in federal regulations, such as promulgation of NESHAP Subpart DDDDD, are not a 
trigger for NSR under WAC 173-400-110 because they do not meet the definition of a 
modification in WAC 173-400-030(51). Therefore, the permittee does not need to apply to revise 
an issued NOC approval order to address these changes and Ecology has no authority to force 
them to identify new requirements under NSR. Catching these changes is one of the primary 
purposes of the Title V AOP program.  

Comment O-1-3  
Please address why there is one NOC for the entire WTP complex, instead of various NOC’s 
for differing types of units: The revised NOC Approval Order DE02NWP-002, Revision 4, for 
non-radioactive air emissions from WTP is very hard to follow. With so many sources and 
different types of sources the document jumps around a lot. Please explain why there is one 
NOC for the entire WTP complex and why is it one discharge point, 1.4.23, in the AOP. It would 
be better to have separate NOC’s for differing types of units. 

Response to O-1-3 

NWP is not aware of any specific documentation for the decision to permit the bulk of WTP 
under a single NOC approval order with the issuance of DE02NWP-002 on July 8, 2002. At the 
time, NWP was not producing Technical Support Documents or other non-enforceable 
explanatory documents for NOC approval orders. 

From a practical standpoint, it likely made sense to group all of the processes, equipment, and 
sections of WTP which were proposed in 2002 under a single approval order. They were 
proposed as part of a clear project which needed to be reviewed as a whole to ensure that 
splitting it into pieces did not avoid any regulatory requirements. NWP might have been able to 
review as a whole and then develop separate approval orders for each WTP section. But that 
would require ensuring consistency between all of those approval orders and running 
simultaneous comment periods. At the time, separate approval orders would have likely made it 
more difficult for stakeholders to review. 

At some point, Ecology could split portions of WTP into a separate approval order when a 
project only affects specific equipment, sections, or facilities. For the current permitting action, 
this would likely mean issuing a separate approval order for just the Laboratory (LAB) and 
Balance of Facilities (BOF) sections (a hypothetical DE26NWP-00X) and a simple revision for 
DE02NWP-002 that eliminated any text related to LAB and BOF. But this would have meant that 
DE02NWP-002, Revision 4, would be issued in a format that is very inconsistent with the 
approval orders being issued by other Ecology offices and programs. Instead, NWP determined 
that it would be best to finally update the entire approval order to be more consistent with 
current Ecology templates and practices.  



Comment O-1-4  
Include sampling and testing requirements in the NOC instead of referencing other 
documents: This comment echoes a concern we stated in our comments on the draft Renewal 
4 of the AOP. Referencing testing and sampling requirements instead of directly including the 
requirements makes it hard for the permittee (and anyone else looking) to find the information 
necessary to demonstrate compliance. Please include the requirements directly in the NOC 
document. 

• For example: 5 c. Source testing for NOx and PM10 from BOF emission units is 
separately established under the Hanford PSD Permit. Source testing for the Hanford 
PSD permit must include opacity using 40 C.F.R. Part 60, Appendix A-4, Test Method 9. 
Why aren’t the requirements for NOx and PM10 included directly in the NOC 
document? 

Response to O-1-4 

The testing for oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter 
of 10 microns or less (PM10) is not directly included in Approval Order DE02NWP-002, Revision 
4, due to the regulatory structure for minor-source and major-source NSR established in 
Chapters 173-400 and 173-460 WAC and the specific timing of projects at WTP. For a general 
overview of minor-source vs. major-source NSR, please see the response to Comment O-1-2. 

The Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit for the Hanford site is an example of 
major-source NSR permitting issued under 40 C.F.R. 52.21 and WAC 173-400-700 through -860. 
When WTP was first proposed in 2002, potential emissions of NOx and PM10 exceeded the 
major source thresholds. This was primarily driven by fuel combustion for the engines and 
boilers. 

Emissions of other criteria pollutants and TAPs were less than the major-source thresholds but 
exceeded the minor-source thresholds. In these cases, Ecology's permitting structure is to issue a 
major-source NSR permit to address just the pollutants exceeding the major-source thresholds. 
This permit is issued by a dedicated team at Ecology headquarters to ensure that federal 
requirements for major-source NSR are fully satisfied. This team also handles any revisions to 
the major-source permit. For the Hanford Site, Permit PSD-02-01 was issued July 2, 2002. It was 
last revised as PSD-02-01, Amendment 3, on April 4, 2013. 

For the pollutants which only triggered minor-source NSR, including TAPs which are not subject 
to major-source NSR, the regional office or program responsible for the facility issues an NOC 
approval order. The pollutants addressed by the major-source NSR permit are not included in 
the approval order to prevent conflicts and duplicative limits. For the Hanford Site, Approval 
Order DE02NWP-002 was issued on July 8, 2002. This approval order has been revised multiple 
times, including a Revision 2 which was issued on September 26, 2012, for the same project 
which triggered PSD-02-01, Amendment 3. 

The projects addressed by Revisions 3 and 4 of DE02NWP-002 did not trigger major-source NSR 
permitting, either through an increase in emissions or the need to revise condition text. With the 
boilers staying under the established fuel use limit, there is no increase in allowable emissions. 
Compliance will the NOx and PM10 limits will still be demonstrated through testing established 



in the PSD permit. A reference to the PSD permit is included to ensure that stakeholders, 
including the Permittee, are aware of this testing. But if NWP were to include the full text of the 
PSD conditions, it would muddy the authority and process under which those requirements were 
established. It would also increase the possibility of conflicting language between the PSD 
permit and NOC approval order, especially if they are revised in the future.  



 

 

Appendix A. Copies of All Public Notices 
Public notices for this comment period: 

• Notice sent to the Hanford-Info email list 
• Notice posted on Washington Department of Ecology – Hanford’s Facebook page 
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