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(VD)

Do you have anything to add Geoff? We're going to have to pass this back and forth.

I'll just -- first I'll get use to these lapel mikes. Again, Carolyn introduced me
already, but I Geoff Tallent with the State of Washington's Department of Eci gy, we co-
prepared this EIS because we're the agency responsible for issuing the permits for the

epartment of Energy to carry out their plan for treating this tank waste. I won't add a lot.
We're going to have a presentatic in a while where we discuss more what's in the EIS. We
v e just hoping to make this an i1 rmal chance for folks to ask any sort of questions, a lot
of background, anything you'd like to v 2. I will say this EIS is, in the State's opinion, an
important step towards getting on with the State's plan to clean up the tank wastes. The EIS
has a preferred alternative which is consistent w™ ° the planning that the State, the
Environmental Protection Agency, and the Department of Energy have agreed to, and I'm sure
many people have heard quite a bit about that plan in the last several years. I know we were
back in Spokane 2 years ago doing extensive, taking extensive comments at that time, so
hopefully we're just moving forward with that.

I guess the big thing is, that this is a step in continuing the Tank Waste Remediation
System, continuing the moving forward of the management and disposal of the tank waste.
And that is key for us, this is somethi that we need to do to go forward.

I'm going to hand it over» to ...

If I could use the overhead. I'm going to-shorten what I prepared since I was under the
impression that Todd Martin and I were going to fill up 40 minutes. Let me just give a few
overheads. Again, my name is Jerry Pollet, and I'm executive director of American Heart of

the Northwest, which is a citizens pul  interest group. And we have some, I think, different
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It would all be considered high-level waste, and would all have to go to the geologic repository.

The second one is ex situ intermediate separations. This is where we would complete
some amount of separations, which we would mostly remove the cesium and strontium from
the waste st 1, and you wor | then have a low activity waste fraction, and a high-level
waste fraction. The low activity waste fraction would be disposed of onsite, as the high-level
waste fraction would 2 interim stored onsite, then sent to a geologic repository when it is
available.

The third one is ex situ intermediate separations. This is where you potentially would
remove all radioactive consti 2nts from the tank waste. So you would minimize how much
high-level waste you would send to a geologic repository, an  you would maximize your low
activity waste fraction that would be stored onsite.

The fourth alternative here is the phased, is 1ased Implementation. Phased
Implementation is an alternative where we would complete 1 alternative similar to
intermediate separations, but we would do this in phases. We would have a Phase 1, which
would be pilot-scale testing. We would apply lessons learned, and then we would build a full-
scale facility after we avé understood the ter  10logies better.

Now what I'd like to do is I 'd‘ like to turn this over to Geoff Tallent of the Washington
State I Hartment of Ecology, and he is going to discuss the impacts associated with the tai
waste alternatives.

The heart of this EIS is the evaluation of impacts from our different: ernatives. We,

at the Department of Ecology and the Department of Energy, prepared the EIS to understand
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trends. First, that there's very little potential for short-term impacts to the public. The
primary impacts are related to he. h and safety are to workers involved in the day-to-day
operation of these plants. The second trend is that the more waste that is retrieved, treated,
and shipped, the greater the potential for short-term impact. You see the numbers presented in
the table and in the overheads is fatalities. Iw  to stress 1t this EIS is not saying that these
deaths are okay. We don't consider this :anacce blecc of doing business, but these
risks are real. These types of impacts to workers are largely controllable, and this EIS
provides the agencies with an opportunity to understand how these types of impacts may
occur, and 1ild into the final design steps to >pefully reduce these.

Two more areas of short-term impacts are impacts to shrub step habitat. This habitat
has been designated a priority habitat by the State of Washington because of it's uniqueness
and the diversity of species which it supports. All alternatives, except the No Action, have
some potential to impact at habitat.

The final category is peak employment. This shows that the re workers required,
the greater the potential impacts to areas such as schools, housing, and traffic.

I now move along to the long-term impacts analysis. I want to remind you before I go
into that a couple of points which Carolyn made.  rst, our analysis only shows the potential
impacts from the TWRS actions, the actions we're discussing in the EIS tonight. There are
other sources at the Hanford Site, v ch made cause additional in 1cts. We analyze these in
our key-note of impacts analysis of the EIS, but what's carried forward in the summary, and
what I'm going to show you here in the overheads is again, just the TWRS impacts. The

second point is that all of the long-term impacts, except the No Action and the Long-Term
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it. What you should do is simply flush out the environmental and the health and safety
impacts of the preferred alternative that we had back then. Unfortunately DOE and Ecology
have went back and considered every « on at you can possibly imagine. Even those that
are illegal.

Second thing we said was get n with it. Quit studying the thing to death. Get on with
it1 ant, and this is a quote from that tank waste task force report, it meant reducing paper
work, analytic, and decision making red 1dancy. One again want to stress the point that
these decisions have been made in the past. It's time to go forward.

How did they respond to tt  report? It took over 2 years to -oduce an Environmental
Im) :t Statement that we don't see has much added value. It's basically 2,000 pages.
increases decision making redundancy. We've been here before. It's time to get on with it.

The last point, and one of the most important ones, is that the hypothetical national

spository at Yucca Mountain Neva . should not be a driver in decision making at . nford.
Unfortunately the EIS is hea' y biased by speculated repository costs. What we were saying
here was that there's a mountain at this nation hopes to bury all it's high-level wastes in, in
Nevada. Unfortunately they are no where near digging the holes where that waste will go.
They are no where near finishing that repository. Nobody's really sure how big it will be,
nobody's really sure how much tﬁoney it will cost to  spose waste there, a  lastly nobody's
sure if it's actually ever going to happen, if it's ever going to be a reality. Those « us in the
Northwest said we understand that, and we should accept storing this waste at Hanford for the
foreseeable future. It needs to be safely stored here. What does assume mean that Yucca

Mountain will be there due to the EIS?
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pur e that kind of a technology. Meanwhile the waste stays in the tanks, we don't get
anywhere. Fortunately the EIS makes the decision that we're going to try something that we
have a pri y good idea of how to do it. And that's a good decision.

Still by in large we see this EIS as another study in  ever growing pile of studies that
the government is oducing. a  producing pap‘>er. We want the  to produce treated

wastes.

Unlike the last sham: :ss plug for my organi ion, again we're the Hanford Education
Action League. On the back table you can find our detailed comments on this Environmental
Impact Statement, some fact sheets about this EIS, some of our quarterly publication
perspective. Here is -- Executive Director Lynn Stembridge is here tonight, as are several
members of our Board of Directors, and we would all be happy to answer questions later, or
during the question and answer period. I will be giving detailed comments in the oral
comment section a little later, but I want to be sure we have time for questions and answers,
so I'll wrap it up right there. Thanks.

I forgot to mention that if someone did not :ceive a copy of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, there's a sign up sheet in the back. And also you can read the EIS on the

inford Home Page, and I don't know if anyone's interested in the actual Internet address, but
if you: : please come up to me éfterwards and I give it to you. Actually I can give it to you
now. It's WWW Hanford.Gov, and you would look under What's New, or under EIS.
Thanks.
... ran a little bit longer than I anticipated so I'd like to extend the question and answer

perio until about 7:20, which will give us a good 30 minutes for questions and answers. If
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The original HWVP plant was a 2 to 3 metric ton a day high-level waste plant only.

The two )w-acti* y waste demonstration scale facilities, that would be built during Phase 1,
are each 20 metric tons a day for low-activity waste, and there's also the potential for a 1
metric ton a day -level waste plant, d g Phase 1.

I think one of the key thing here is that privatization does more than the vitrification of
high-level waste. It also does the mobiliza n of the low activity waste, as Colin just referred
to. And there would be two 20 metric ton per day plants, with the option of going to high-

level waste at the same time.

Which was one of the negative points of the original plan, was it didn't address that, so
that's good. The second question is with regard to this privatization plan, as I understand it
from some recent literature I was sent, it is not e intention to put this plant on Hanford's
facility itself, but rather at the edge of the facility.

No sir, that is not rrect.

It's not correct?

It will actually be located on the 2 ) Area plateau.

Okay, so it will be onsite?

Ye.s it will. It's tentatively schedt dtobenearv :re = grout vaults were being
constructed. The Phase 1 facilities. With the Phase 2 facilities being on the inside of the 200
East Area.

Thank you.
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Is the high-level waste at Hanford purely a result of the production of weapons-grade
plutonium, or is it also a result of legitimate power production and research?

No. The high-level waste is from the production, the defense waste production only.
There is no other wastes that are currently in those tanks, or is to be put into those tanks in the
future.

I'd like to just add to that just a little bit. The laboratory waste that done in the
research area when they were developing the various techniques for how these should be
separated. How the plutonium should be separated. All that laboratory waste was also put to
the tanks. So there were over 5 different processes used in the 40 to 50 some years of
production at Hanford. In addition there was some miscellaneous waste that come out of the

laboratories.

I'd like to interject here just for a minute before we get to the next question. We've
had a couple gentlemen over here offering responses. I think it would be helpful to the
audience if they identified themselves and explain what their expertise is. And I neglected to
mention that Chris Bader is a technical expert from the Department of Ecology.

Chris Bader is the Deputy Assistant Manager for the Tank Waste Remediation System
program, for the U.S. Depar@ent of Energy.

I keep trying to take all of your employees. Iam sorry.

That's okay.
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I'm Marc Nelson, the Project Manager for Jacobs Engineering. We prepared the EIS
under DOE and Ecology's direction. And 1is is Colin Henderson, who is manager of
Engineering for Jacobs Engineering for preparation of the EIS.

Okay, thank you.

Okay, my question is two parts, I guess. It seems like this problem has been going on
and on and on. And I'm kind of unclear as to whether the plan that is being set out ht now
is actually in action, or is it still just being talked about and shuffled around through paper?

Currently, I think as Chris indicated before, we had a Request for Proposal that went
out to private companies for the privatization effort that would start the Phase 1 activities, or
the pilot-scale facilities. We received proposals from 2 vendors last Friday, and DOE is now
going to be evaluating those proposals. And we're going to award contracts at the end of
August of this year.

But essentially the plan we're here . icussing tonight is essentially the same plan that
was discussed 3 years ago extensively across the region. This is a follow-up to those previous
discussions. We had to do this EIS to flush out in more detail the plan. But our preferred
alternative and the direction we're heading is the same thing that we've all heard before.

And it is consistent with the Tri-Party Agreement, which has been agreed to by
Ecology, as well as DOE.

It does sound like it is still being shuffled around. And if that is the case, has there
been any more aggressive stances? Like a onsite protest with a lot of people? It seems like if

ou can't get any reaction, it's ke you kind of need to take a more aggressive stance. I
y g 424
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