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ALINDA PAGE 4

MS. ALINDA PAGE: Good afternoon.
I would like to formally commence today’s public
meeting. Welcome on behalf of the U.S.
Department of Energy and the Washington State
Department of Ecology all of you who have come
today.

Today’s scoping meeting is officially

designated as the Seattle public scoping meeting
for the two proposed Environmental Impact
Statements at the Hanford Site, Richland,
Washington.

One EIS will address the proposed
Tank Waste Remediation System activities, and the
second will address the proposed construction of
¢ x new safety tanks for the storage of
high-level radioactive waste as an interim action
to the Tank iste Remediation System Environ-
mental Impact Statement.

The meeting is being held on the 22nd
day of February, 1994, at the Mountaineer’s
Building in Seattle, Washington, and we are
commencing at 1:00 p.m.

Today’s meeting is the fourth of five
being held in Washington and Oregon during the

month of February.
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ALINDA PAGE | 5

Today’s schedule calls for an
afternoon session to last until 4:30 p.m., at
which time we will recess for a dinner break.

The evening session will commence at 6:30 p.m.
with a repeat of the opening remarks and a review
of the meeting’s procedures. Tonight's meeting
is scheduled to adjourn at 10:00 p.m.

My name is Alinda Page, and I am a
professional facilitator with Triangle Associates
from Seattle, Washington.

I have been asked by the Department
of Energy and the Washington State Department of
Ecology to conduct this scoping meeting to ensure
that all individuals and organizations here today
who wish to comment on the scope of the upcoming
Environmental Impact Statements have a fair and
equal opportunity to do so, 1 keeping with both
the letter and the spirit of the National
Environmental Policy Act and the Washington State
Environmental Policy Act.

The National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969, commonly referred to as NEPA,
requires that any federal agency proposing an
action that might have impacts on the environhent

evaluate all reasonable alternatives and their
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ALINDA PAGE 6

potential environmental impacts before taking
such action.

When the projected environmental
i sacts might be considered significant, an
Environmental Impact Statément must be
prepared.

NEPA also requires that the public

'be provided opportunities to comment during

1 eparation of the Environmental Impact
. atement.
The Washington State Environmental
Policy Act, commonly referred to as SEPA, is very
similar to NEPA in its intent and purpose. Like
| PA, SEPA requires any state agency proposing an
; tion that might have impacts on the environment
to evaluate all reasonable alternatives and their
potential environmental impacts before taking
action.
1e potenti: Washington State action
the remec ation of the high-level tank wastes
and the construction of the six new safety tanks
would be the issuance of required Washington
State environmental permits and authorizations,
if the determination is made to proceed with the

proposed action.
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ALINDA PAGE 7

‘As with ‘PA, when the projected
environmental impact might be considered
significant, an Environmental Impact Statement
must be prepared. SEPA also requires that the
public be provided opportunities to comment
during the preparation ¢ the Naﬁhington State
Environmental Im; :t Statement.

Because the National Enviror :ntal
Policy Act and the Washington State
Environmental Policy Act are very comparable in
their purpose, intent and procedur ;, the Sti @
of Washington epartment of Ecology and the
United Sti :s Department ¢ Energy have decided
to prepare one Environmental Impact Statement for
each of the two propose actions ¢ lressing = e
requirements of both SEPA and PA in a single
document.

That is, a single EIS 11 address
the Tank Waste Remediation issues, and a single,
yet different EIS, will address the proposed
construction of the six new safety tanks.

On riday, January 28th, 1994, the
U.S. Department of Energy published a Notice of
Intent in the Federal Register announcing its

intent to prepare - ese two Environmental Impact
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.INDA PAGE 8

Statements.

ie EIS, as I said, will address
the proposed Tank Waste Remediation System
activities, and the second will address the
proposed construction of six new safety tanks
for the storage of high-level radioactive waste
as an interi action to the Tank Waste
Remediation System Environmental Impact
Statement.

On the same date, January 28th, 1994,
the Washington State Department of Ecology
determined 1t 1t a SEPA EIS was required for these
two projects.

The purpose then of this scoping
meeting is to have each of you have an
opportunity to identify for the record the
¢ jnificant issues that you believe should be
considered by the United States Depar ent of
Energy and the Washington State Department of
Ecology in the preparation of these two
Environmental Impact Statements.

The format for today’s meeting has
been designe to give as many people as
possible the opportunity to participate,

including th e who do not wish to make formal
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GEOFF TALLENT 10

yact State nts.

)ien each Draft EIS is available, the
public will once again have the opportunity to
participate in this effort by submitting comments
on the Draft EISs. The two Draft ivironmental
] ract State :nts will be prepared on different
schedules.

The Draft EIS for the six new
safety tanks is schedule to be available later
this year. The Draft EIS for the tank waste
remediation ‘ogram is scheduled to be available
in 1995.

At this time I would like to
introduction Mr. Geoff Tallent of the
Washington State Department of Ecology who will
make a brief presentation about the compatibility
¢ the NEPA 1d SEPA processes. He will be
followed by Dr. Donald Alexander of the
Department of Energy’s Richland Field Office Tank
Waste Remediation System Program Office. Dr.
| 2:xander will make a brief presentation on the
proposed six new safety tanks and e tank waste
remediation system program. Thank you.

. Tallent?

MR. GEOFF TALLENT: Godd evening.
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GEOFF TALLENT 14

The description of alternatives
will describe the actions the agency is
| oposed to take and compare those actions wit
alternative means to resolve tank safety
issues.

For these EISs, the preferred
alternative will follow the processes laid out in
1 e Tri-Party Agreement. Other alternatives will
also " ! examined.

One reason why we are here is to
find out frc you what alternatives we should
look at.

Finally, the no action alternative is
1 guired by both NEPA and SEPA as a way of
« mparing the other alternatives to continuing

e present situation.
1e EIS will also describe the
« vironment which will be affected by all of the
alternatives. In these cases it will be a
{ scription of the areas at the Hanford Site
1 ere the TWRS activities would take place and
. y parts of the environment beyond the Hanford
Site that may be impacted.
1 describing the environment, the

EISs will look at three aspects.
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GEOFF TALLENT 15

First, the human environment, which
looks at such things as potentially impacted
populations and areas of historical significance.

Second, the biological environment,
which looks at such things as potentially
impacted plant and animal species.

And third, the physical environment,
which will describe such areas as geology and
ground and surface waters.

The third parts of the two EISs
will examine the environmental impacts of the
proposed action and alternatives. This will
look at impacts to the human environment, such as
impacts on jobs and the disturbance of historic
areas.

It will also look at potential
health risks from suéh things as radioactive
releases to both Hanford workers and the off-Site
public.

The impacts section will thirdly look
at possible impacts to the ecosystem, such as
endangering plant or animal species or
interfering with migrations.

Finally, the EISs will exam methods

for mitigating or reducing the impacts of the



—t

W 0 ~N o o A W™

nN nN N - N N ~N et bt — et (=N — = — (=N et
(3, = w N — o o [0 o] ~ (o] [3,] L) w nN et o

GEOFF TALLENT 16

{ iposals and alternatives. These might include
such things as additional pollution control
devices, restoration of habitat, or changes in
the locations of buildings.

As with the alternatives, we are
here to hear your comments on what the analysis
( impacts to the environment should include,
and what possible mitigation measures should be
considered.

To conclude my presentation, I will
take you through the proposed schedule for the
two EISs.

First, a Notice of Intent to prepare
* e EISs was published in the Federal Register
i d corresponding Washington State SEPA register
( January 28th. Those notices began the scoping
process for which we are holding this meeting.
Comments on the scope of either EIS will be due
March 15th.

At that time the path of the two EISs
will split. For the New Tanks EIS, an

plementation Plan should be prepared by the two
agencies by April 15th. The Implementation Plan
will lay out the schedule for completion and

scope of the New Tanks EIS.
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GEOFF TALLENT 17

" The Draft EIS will follow in June at
which time there will be a 45 day public review
and comment period. After that, the two agencies
expect to have a Final EIS out by August of this
year and a fin: decision by September.

The TWRS EIS Implementation Plan will
be ready by June of this year, but will take
until August of next year to assemble all of the
information for the Draft EIS.

After a 45 day comment period, a
final TWRS EIS should be ready by April of -

1996, with a final decision by May of that
year.

The two agencies hope, as a result of
this combined process, to accelerate the TWRS EIS
schedule. If that is successful, a TWRS final
decision could be made as soon as June of 1995.

This concludes my portion of the
presentation. If you have any questions about
SEPA or NEPA, or the processes the two agencies
intend to use in preparing these EISs, please
give me a call at 206-407-7112, or talk to our
Ecology representative, who is out and available
to receive questions.

Next will be Don Alexander of the
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DON ALEXANDER 18

Department of Energy, to describe the proposed
1 1k Waste Remediation System and the New Double
Shelled tanks. Thank you.

DR. DON ALEXANDER: Thank you,
Geoff, and good evening.

With an urgency in the 1940s to give

the United States a weapons advantage, many of
the actions were taken without consideration for
the environment and they were unregulated with
respect to the environment.

The massive legacy of those actions
resulted in waste stored in 177 tanks, 67 of
which are considered to be leaking, and others
which have potential for leaking.

The National Environmental Policy
Act was enacted in 1969 to assure that in the
future any major federal proposed actions, such
as a major construction project, especially those
involving ra ioactive wastes, be analytically
evaluated.

:PA requires that the federal agency
complete three types of analyses and weigh these
in its decision-making process.

The first is an analysis of the

environmental impacts of the proposed action.
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DON ALEXANDER 20

1 2 process.

DOE and Ecology are recommending two
| oposed actions.

First, to construct six new waste
¢ orage tanks, and second, to retrieve, treat,
immobilize, store and dispose of radioactive
waste from 177 storage tanks.

The agencies request comments and
1 :ommendations from you for:

Alternatives to be analyzed; and

Additional environmental issues that
v should consider.

The proposed facilities are to be
¢ nstructed 1 the 200 Areas, the area where I
vork.

1e two proposed actions are:

First, to ihmediate1y remove
radioactive waste contents from tanks with
dangerous en ssions of ignitable gas to safer
storage, as shown on the left part of the
slide;

And second, to permanently retrieve,
treat, immobilize and safely store all tank
wastes on an interim basis, until a permanent

repository is available.







Ww 00 ~N Y o a2 W

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

DON ALEXANDER 22

monitoring.

For this proposed action, then, the
Tri-Party Agreement defines that we would
construc six new tanks.

We are required by law to evaluate
other alternatives, as Geoff and I have both
said, to assure that we have adequately
considered environmental impacts. One potential
alternative is to construct fewer tanks, and rely
on other methods to mitigate safety issues.

If we were to choose no action, we
would not m* igate or resolve safety issues. As
I said earlier, this alternative is required by
law.

We would like to receive your oral or
wril :n comments on oth( alternatives to this
proposed action.

This is a st ematic of the two tanks
and the supporting facilities proposed for the
200 West Area. A similar conceptual design has
been prepared for the four tanks that would be
found in the eastern area. Notice that the costs
of this construction involve not only the tanks
themselves but the necessary support facilities

that support them.
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D(  ALEXANDER 24

pretreatment.
r immobilization of high-Tevel
waste we agl 2 to vitri ication.
alcination is an alternative for
comparison of environmental impacts.
And for low activity wastes, we

prefer vitrification, but we will consider other

'solid waste forms, again, for comparison of

environmental impacts.
We request that you provide other
alternatives through oral or written comments
fore March 15th.
Environmental issues need to be
evaluated for the proposed action as required vy
‘PA, and SEPA, including:
Effects of releases on the public
id on-site workers from operations and
accidents;
The effects on air and water quality,
and other environmental consequences from
)erations an accidents;
Effects on endangered species,
-chaeological, and historical sites;
Unavoidable environmental impacts;

Cumulative effects of all of the
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DON ALEXANDER 25

above;

Effects from transportation;

Effects of future deco issioning
decisions;

Socio-economic impacts on the
surrounding communities, like the « e that I live
in;

Short-term u:  of the environment
versus long-term productivity;

Pollution pre :ntic & | wa: e
minimization;

Unavoidable adverse « rirc el al
impacts; |

Irretrievable and irreversible
commitments of resources.

And, again, ! request ! at
provide other alternatives thr(c jh ori or
written comments before March 5th.

Next slide. In summary, then, the
DOE and Ecology are recommending two proposed

:tions.

Construct six new storage tanks.

And, secondly, retrieve, treat,
immobilize, store, and dispose of the waste from

177 storage tanks.



ALINDA PAGE 26

The agencies are requesting cc...2nts
and recommendations from you for alternatives to
be analyzed and additional environmental issues
to be considere .

Thank you.

MS. ALINDA PAGE: Thank you. Mr.

Tallent and . Alexander will be sitting up here
during the remainder of the meeting, listening to
your comments.

Because this is a formal scoping
hearing, they will not be engaging with you in
conversation, except to ik clarifying questions
to make sure that they understand the purpose of
your comments.

If you do have questions that you
wish to ask, there are people from the two
[ hartments ; well as Westinghouse in a room
right outside this door that are available to
1 1k with you about the procedures and their
intentions related to the Environmental Impact
¢ ate nts.

You do need to be aware, however,

i at only the comments that you make here at
i e microphone are going to be transcribed by

i g court reporter and included in the transcript
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ALINDA PAGE 27

which will constitute the record for this
meeting.

Therefore, if you address any issues
during any informal conversations that you want
considered in the Draft EIS, you need to come
forward to the mike and repeat those issues and
concerns in this formal process.

I encourage those of you who will
be speaking today to provide me with written
versions of your oral comments. If you have a
transcript of your oral comments or if you have
prepared a written document that you would like
that will supplement your oral comments, please
give it to me and we will enter it into the
record. Documents submitted today are formally
accepted into the record for the meeting and will

be given the same consideration as the oral

comments that are heard.

If you are not ready to make comments
orally or you are uncomfortable getting up in
front of people to speak, there is a comment form
that’s been prepared and is available for you in
the back of the room. You may also submit
comments on any kind of form that you have

available. The names of Mr. Tallent and Dr.
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1 Alexander are on that form also at the

2 registration desk and the address to which you

3 must i1 the comments.

4 Written comments must be postmarked

5 by March 15th, 1994, to assure their use in the

6 preparation of the Environmental Impact

7 Statements. Comments received after that date

8 will be accoi odated as practical.

9 Written comments will be given the
%i; 10 same level of consideration by the Department of
= 11 E :rgy and Ecology as formal comments that are

12 received at the scoping meeting.

13 Now I would Tike to take just a

14 n nent or two to go over the procedures that we
15 will be using for the oral comments for today’s
16 meeting.

17 We have pre-registered speakers,

18 people who signed up in advance of this meeting
19 to speak, and indicated a time at which they

20 wished to be called on. So as close as possible
21 to those requested times, I will call on the

22 pre-registered speakers.

23 In addition, some of you have

24 probably signed up to speak as you got here

25 today. And 1’11 call on those of you who signed
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ALINDA PAGE 29

up today in the order in which you signed up. If
you are out of the room and missed the call,
don’t worry, we’ll call you again, until you
finally get a chance to talk.

The people who wish to comment today
will be given five minutes each. And I have a
stop watch and 1’11 be jumping up and down in
front of you if you go over the five minute
period. Organizations, people who are
representing organizations and are the official
representative of an organization, will be given
ten minutes. So it’s important that you indicate
that you are official spokespeople for
organizations and you expect to speak for ten
minutes, if that’s your circumstance.

I will not Timit the comment of any
-- the content of any of the statements that you
make today, but I would 1ike to ask you to keep
your comments to the scoping of these two
Environmental Impact Statements.

And, finally, I want to introduce
our court reporter, Bill Bridges, who is
transcribing verbatim the formal comment portion
of today’s meeting. In order to help him prepare

a complete and accurate record, I would like to
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HILARY HARDING 30

ask that you come forward to this mike, before
you begin your comments, that you say your name
and that you ive your address. It would help
also if you would spell your name and be quite
clear about your mailing address.

We’11 now begin the formal comment
period for today’s meeting, and ask if there is

a rone in the audience who would like to comment

" at this point. Okay. Would you like to say

a rthing at this point formally?

. So what we will do is recess this and
you can ask all your questions, and then when you
are ready to make formal comments, we will
reconvene the formal portion of the meeting and
we will go on the record.

So this meeting is then recessed

until there is someone who wishes to make a
formal comment.

(Recessed).

MS. ALINDA PAGE: We are going to
reopen the meeting. We will hear first from
Hilary Harding and then from Kip Wilson.

MS. HILARY HARDING: Okay. My

name is Hilary, H-i-1-a-r-y, Harding,

H-a-r-d-i-n-g, I am really tired of the Hillary
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HILARY HARDING 31

Clinton spellings, that’s not mine, and I am with
Heart of Northwest but not ofi :ially
representing them. I will leave that for Jerry
tonight. Address 1305 Fourth Avenue, Suite 208,
Seattle, Washington, 98101.

I am a Tittle dismayed that I am

standing here needing to raise the issue of grout

“in yet another public hearing.

As I recall, it was in response to
public comment, mine included, during Tri-Party
Agreement renegotiations, that the grout
alternative was dropped from consideration as a
viable alternative for stabilizing low-level
waste.

Yet in the Notice of Intent for this
EIS on page 15, I think, it states very clearly
DOE Qou]d maintain and standby condition the
capability to restart the grout facility if its
operation is necessary before new double-shelled
tanks are available to provide tank space to
resolve safety issues.

And the Notice of Intent mentions
glass, cullitt, and sulfur cement and cement
polymer based grout as alternatives for low

activity waste stabilization.
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HILARY HARDING 32

I was amazed. Have you forgotten
so quickly what the public said?

We believe grout is nothing more than
the creation of a surface level high-level
nuclear waste dump. The public repeatedly and
¢ 2arly sfated that any form of grout was
unacceptable as an alternative measure during the
Tri-Party Agreement renegotiation hearings.

Simply put, just, again, for this
t 5, grout should not be considered as an
¢ ternative. The reappearance of grout as an
¢ :ernpative also sends up a warning flag to me,
it makes me question if you are planning to
ignore the binding nature of the Tri-Party
Agreement.

I saw your little sheet saying, no,
you intend to comply fully with it. It was
¢ jned less than a month ago, and yet, sort of
under the banner of NEPA compliance, which I also
applaud, this is sort of convoluted here, you
seem to be covering ground which was already
covered under the TPA, and to me that indicates a
possibility that the DOE is attempting to stall

Jlementation of the Tri-Party Agreement and

Hanford cleanup.
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KIP WILSON 34

by.
1e concerns were where was, once we
built these six high-level waste tanks, where
would the decommissioning and decontamination of
ongoing cleanup processes be going to?
He explained to me that during this

process of emptying the inks, the 177 tanks,

‘there would be more tank space opened up, and

then those tanks would I taking in the 1liquids
from the decommissioning, such as PUREX and so
forth. So that was a question that is
resolved.

Another issue is, if you did perhaps

not follow + at was set out in the task force,

and used a higher, let’s see, what was it, higher

separation of high-level nuclear waste and
low-level ni lear waste, I was very concerned on
what would happen with * e plutonium-239 and
uranium-235.

And it was also explained to me, but
I want to el hasize, that we don’t want to see
these things pulled out, theseAtwo elements
pulle out and kept for any further uses.
Concerned that they should be just gone on to

gh-level vitrification.
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KIP WILSON 36

what kind ¢ impact is that going to have from
leaking?

And to follow up on that, we want
to make sure that ther s some type of barrier
technolc  that keeps tr : material from moving
i 1y from the tank, or that you can prevent any
type of discharge, unavoidable discharge from
.y of these tanks during either mechanical or
sluicing processes, some other process where
© u're going to get rid of this difficult
waste.

Okay. So, again, I'11 say, I think
1 should be using barrier technology in any

stance that it applies.

Okay. Here’s another question, or
comment. What will be the long-term effects of

the low- 2ve¢ glassification and the storage of

at on the Hanford Site? What type of length of

time are we 1lking about where, if it does break

down, are we talking about 500 years, a thousa |
years, 10,000 years, or what, will all of the
radioactive nuclides th: have an impact, their
half-1ives have gone through enough process, I
believe it’s 10 before they become pretty much

innocuous.
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1 with the EIS, get it completed on time so
2 construction and manufacture of these tanks wi |
3 meet the TPA guidelines.
4 Also, the tank waste remediation
5 system is pi t of and designed to resolve tank
6 leaks. There are available, and more cost
7 effective solutions than extended pretreatment of
8 vitrification studies. Double-shell tank
E‘E 9 capacity and using existii technology for the
é?f 10 new tanks, and possibly barriers.
= 11 Basically, coming down to it, we’ve
12 got the technology, let’s put it on line and
13 get it done. And, again, going over, the
14 infrastructt e needs to be taken care of, and
15 it’s really shame we’ve come to this point,
16 since the Tri-Party Agri ment was signed back in
17 1989, that we have this past summer, we have had
18 ' safety problems that should have been resolved
19 years ago, and that we hope that their will n¢
20 be any more safety issues, that the workers,
21 management, understands that this is a very, very
22 important issue out there, and we would like to
23 see only glowing reports from here on out,
24 especially since you are using our tax dollars to
25 clean up the Hanford Site.
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KIP WILSON 39

Thank you very much.

_ MS. ALINDA PAGE: Is - e anyone
¢ se who would like to speak at this time? If
not, the meeting is recessed unt- someone else
comes who would Tike to see.

(Recessed at 2:20 p.m.)

(Commence at 4:30 p.m.)
S. ALINDA PAGE: The meeting is

recessed until 6:30.
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MS. ALINDA PAGE: Good evening.
I would like to formally commence today’s public
meeting and to welcome on behalf of the U.S.
| »artment of Energy and the Washington State
Department of Ecology all of you who have come
today.

Today’s scoping meeting is officially

¢ signated as the Seattle public scoping meeti
i r the two proposed Environmental Impact
Statements at the Hanford Site, Richland,
Washington.

One EIS will address the proposed

Tank Waste Remediation System activities, and the

cond will address the proposed construction of
six new safe ¢ tanks for the storage of
high-level radioactive waste as an interim action
to the Tank Waste Remediation System Environ-
mental Impac Statement.

The meeting is being held on the 22nd
day of February, 1994, at the Mountaineer’s
Building in Seattle, Washington, and we are
commencing at 6:37 p.m.

Today’s meeting is the fourth of five

being held - Washington and Oregon during the
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>acts might be considi :d significant, an
Environmental Impact Statement must be
prepared.
‘PA also re 1ires that the public
be provided )por Inities to comment during the
preparation of the Environmental Impact
¢ atement.
The Washington State Environmental
[ licy Act, commonly referred to as SEPA, is very
similar to NEPA in its intent and purpose. Like
NEPA, SEPA requires any state agency proposing an
action that might have impacts on the environment
to evaluate | reasonable alternatives and their
potential environmental impacts before taking
action.
The potential Washington State action
the remediation of the high-level tank waste§
and the construction of the six new safety tanks
would be the issuance of the required Washington
¢ ate environmental permits and authorizations,
if the determination is made to proceed with the
| oposed act »n.
As with NEPA, when the projected
¢ vironmental impact might be considered

significant, an Environmental Impact Statement
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must be prepared. SEPA also requires that the
public be provided opportunities to comment
during the preparation of the Washington State
Environmental Impact Statement.

Because the Nation:é Environmental
Policy Act and the Washington State
Environmental Policy Act are very comparable in
their purpose, intent an procedures, the State
of Washington Department of Ecology and the
United States Department of Energy have decided
to prepare one Environmental Impact Statement for
each of the two proposed actions addressing the
requirements of both SEPA and NEPA in a single
document.

That is, a single EIS will address
the Tank Waste Remediation issues and a single,
yet different EIS, will address the proposed
construction of the six new safety tanks.

On Friday, January 28th, 1994, the
Department of Energy published a Notice of
Intent in the Federal Register announc: j its
intent to prepare these two Environmental Impact
Statements.

One EIS, as I said, will address

the proposed Tank Waste Remediation System
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. .ivities, and the second will address the
proposed construction of six new safety tanks

r the storage of high-level radioactive waste
as an interi action to the Tank Waste
| mediation System Environmental Impact
Statement.

On the same date, January 28th, 1994,
the Washington State Department of Eco]ogy
determined that a SEPA EIS was required for these
two projects.

The purpose of this scoping meeting
is to allow each of you have an opportunity to
identify for the record the significant issues
that you believe should be considered by the
United States Department of Energy and the
Washington State Department of Ecology in the
preparation of these two Environmental Impact
Statements.

The format for tonight’s meeting
has been designed to give as many people as
possible the opportunity to comment, including
those of you who do not wish to make formal
comments.

We will take formal comments in this

room throughout the time scheduled for today’s
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on the Draft EISs. The two Draft Environmental
Impact Statements will be prepared on different
schedules.
The Draft EIS for the six new
safety tanks is scheduled to be available later
this year. The Draft EIS for the tank waste
remediation program is scheduled to be available
in 1995.
At this time, however, I would like
to introduction Mr. Geoff Tallent of the
ishington State Department of Ecology who will
make a brief presentation about the compatibility
* the NEPA and SEPA processes. He will be
followed by Dr. Donald Alexander of the
»epartment of Energy’s Richland Field Office Tank
iste Remediation System Program Office. Dr.
Alexander will make a brief presentat{on on the
proposed six new safety tanks and on the tank
waste remediation system program.
Mr. Tai]ent?
MR. GEOFF TALLENT: Good even g.

' name is Geoff Tallent with the Washington
State Department of Ecology.
The United States Department of

Energy, which I have referred to as USDOE, and
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1 them all upfront.

2 1is will avoid duplicative and time
3 consuming public reviews in the future.

4 Second, NEPA and SEPA are very similar
5 intent as well as process. The Washington

6 State law was modeled ai er the federal law and
7 has no differences which would prevent the two
8 processes from being combined.

9 In fact, both laws encourage the

10 integral >n with their counterparts. Ecology
11 and USDOE believe that the combined effort wil
12 result in a better process for environmental

13 review.
14 Third, in combining the documents,
15 the two agencies expect to be able to save time
16 and money. The two processes each require

17 extensive public involvement, careful study and
18 the preparation of several documents. By only
19 doing these once, will clearly realize a
20 savings.
21 ourth, by working as‘equal

22 partners, Ec logy and USDOE must agree on
23 everything in the EISs. The two agencies will
24 eliminate the possibility of debating over

25 conflicting directions later on, and instead
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alternative means to resolve tank safety
issues.

For these EISs, the preferred

ternative will follow the processes laid out in
the Tri-Party Agreement. Other alternatives will
also be examined.

One reason why we are here is to
find out from you what alternatives we should
look at.

FinaT]y, the no action alternative is
required by both NEPA and SEPA as a way of
comparing the other alternatives to continuing
the present situation.

The EIS will also describe the
environment which will be affected by all of - e

ternatives. In these cases it will be a

iscription of the areas at the Hanford Site

iere the TWRS activities would take place and

iy parts of the environment beyond the Hanford
Site that may be impacted.

In describing the environment, the
EISs will look at three aspects.

First, the human environment, which
looks at such things as potentially impacted

populations and areas of historical significance.
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Second, the biological environment,
which looks at such things as potentially
impacted plants and animal species.

And third, the physical environment,
which will describe such areas as geology and
ground and surface waters.

The third parts of the EISs will
examine the environmental impacts of the
proposed action and alternatives. This will
look at impacts to the human environment, such as
impacts on jobs and the disturbance of historic
areas.

It will also look at potential
health risks from such things as radioactive
releases to both Hanford workers and the off-Site
public.

The impacts section will thirdly look
at possible impacts of the ecosystem such as
endangering plant or animal species or
interfering with migrations.

Finally, the EIS will exam methods
for mitigating or reducing the impacts of the
proposals and alternatives. These might inc¢ ide
such things as additional pollution control

devices, restoration of habitat, or changes in
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the location of buildings.

As with the alternatives, we are
here to hear your comments on what the analysis
of impacts to the environment should include,

\d what possible mitigation measures should be
considered.

To conclude my presentation, I will

“take you through the proposed schedule of the two

EISs.

First, a Notice of Intent to prepare
the EISs was published in the Federal Register
and corresponding Washington State SEPA register
on January 28th. Those notices began the scoping
process for which we are holding this meeting.
Comments on the scope of either EIS will be due
March 15th.

At that time the path of the two EISs
will split. For the New Tanks EIS, an

wplementation Plan should be prepared by the two
agencies by April 15th. The Implementation Plan
will lay out the schedule for completion and
scope of the New Tanks EIS.

The Draft EIS will follow in June at
which time there will be a 45 day review and

comment period. After that, the two agencies
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expect to have a Final EIS out by August of this
year and a final decision by September.

The TWRS EIS Implementation Plan will
be ready in June of this year, but (11 take
until August of next year to assemble all of the
information for the Draft EIS.

After a 45 day comment period, the
final IRS EIS should be ready by April of
1996, with a final decision by May of that
year.

The two agencies hope, as a result of
this combined process, to accelerate the TWRS EIS
from the schedule I just 1aid out. If that is
successful, a TWRS final decision could be made
as soon as June of 1995.

This concludes my portion of the
presentation. If you have any questions about
SEPA or NEPA, or the process the two agencies
intend to use in preparing these EISs, please
give me a call at 206-407-7112.

'xt will be Don Alexander of the
Department of Energy, to describe the proposed
Tank Waste Remediation System and the New Double
Shelled tanks. Thank you.
DR. DON ALEXANDER: Thank you,
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DON ALEXANDER 54

( »ff, and good evening.

With an urgency in the 1940s to give

e United States a weapons advantage, many of
i e actions were taken without consideration for

e environment and were unregulated with respect
to the environment.

he massive legacy of those actions

resulted in waste stored in 177 tanks, 68 of
which are considered to be leaking, and others
which have potential for leaking.

The National Environmental Policy
Act was enac 2d in 1969 0 assure that in the
future any major federal proposed actions, such
as a major construction project, especially those
involving radioactive wastes, be analytically
evaluated.

NEPA requires that the federal agency
complete three types of analyses and weigh these -
in its decision-making process.

The first is an analysis of the
environmental impacts of the proposed action.

The second is an analysis of the
impacts of alternative design solutions to the
proposed action.

And, finally, the proposed and
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alternative actions are to be compared to the
environmental implications of taking no action.

The alternatives under discussion
today 1ive been presented to you public
meetings over the past year involvir the
Tri-Party Agreement. It was in tt . process that
some were ismissed. ( >ut was a notat @
alternative among those dismissed.

Although the DOE had alternatives
as announced in the HDW EIS as late as 1988,
the TPA process was essential in aidi | the
Department in formulating the current proposed
actions.

Once the Tri-Party Agreement \ 3
signed on January 25th of this year, the N¢ :e
of Intent was immediately issued for the proposed
actions on January 28th.

In the next fc moments I 11 ive
you an overview ¢ the two proposed actions to
be discussed in the meeting today, and I will
tel you ow you can contribute to this part of
the process.

DOE and Ecolo¢ are recommending two
proposed actions.

First, to construct six ni Iste
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¢ orage tanks, and second, to retrieve, treat,
immobilize, store and dispose of radioactive
waste from 177 storage 1 iks.

The agencies request comments and
recommendations from you for:

'ternatives to be analyzed; and
Iditional € rironmental issues that
we shoul consider.

The proposed facilities are to be
constructed in the 200 Areas, the area where I
wor

The two prop ied actions are:

First, to immediately remove
radioactive iste contents from tanks with
dangerous emissions of i 1itable gas to safer
¢ Jrage, as shown on the left part of the
¢ ide;

And second, to permanently retrieve,
treat, immobilize and safely store all tank
wastes on an interim basis,until a permanent
repository is available.

1ixt slide, please. The two
preferred alternatives are embodied in the newly
¢ Jned Tri-Party Agreement and are being

implemented as we speak.
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storage fof safety reasons, we retrieve from the
177 tanks, treat, immobilize, store and safely
dispose of all of the waste.
Next slide, please. We are
required by law to evaluate the consequences of
2aving the wastes where they are so we can

determine the benefit of taking the proposed

“action. We have agreed with the State and EPA

to retrieve all of the waste by sluicing,
provide minimum pretreatment of wastes, vitrify
high-level wastes, and vitrify w-level
wastes.

Although we prefer to retrieve waste
by hydraulic sluicing, we have also identified
two additional alternatives for comparison of
environmental impacts; pneumatic retrieval, and
mechanical retrieval.

We prefer minimal pretreatment, but
we also recognize two additional alternatives
for comparing environmental impacts. These
include no pretreatment, and extensive
pretreatment.

For immobilization of high-level
waste we agree to vitrification.

Calcination is an alternative for
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comparison of environmental impacts.

And for low activity wastes, we
prefer vitrification, but we will consider oth
solid waste forms, again, for comparison of
environmental impacts.

We request that you provide other
alternatives through oral or written comments
before March 15th.

Environmental issues need to be
evaluated for the proposed action as required by
NEPA, and SEPA, including:

Effects of releases on the public
and on-site workers from operations and
accidents;

The effects on air and water quality,
and other environmental consequences from
operations and accidents;

Effects on endangered species,
archaeological, and historical sites;

)avoidable environmental impacts;

Cumulative effects of all of the
above;

Effects from transportation;

Effects of future decommissioning

decisions;
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Thank you.
MS. ALINDA PAGE: Thank you. Mr.

Tallent and Dr. Alexander will be sitting up here
during the remainder of the meeting, listening to
your comments.

cause this is a formal scoping

“hearing, they will not be engaging with you in

conversation, except to k clarifying questions
to make sure that they understand the purpose of
your comments.
wever, there are representatives

from the Department of Energy and the
Department of Ecology, specifically Mr. Ken
Bracken and ‘. Toby Michelena in the back of
the room and if any of you have questions or
would like to talk informally during any part
¢ this evening with those representatives,
[ 2ase do so.

You do need to be aware, however,
that only the comments that you make here at
the microphone are going to be transcribed by
the court reporter and included in the transcript
which will constitute the record for this
meeting.

Therefore, if you address any issues
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Written comments must be postmarked
by March 15th, 1994, to assure their use in the
preparation of the Environmental Impact
Statements. Comments received after that date
will be accommodated as practical.

Written comments will be given the
same level ¢ consideration by the Department of
| ergy and Ecology as formal comments that are
1 :eive ~ at e scoping meeting.

Now I would ike to take just a
moment or two to go over the procedures that we
will be using for the oral comments for today’s
meeting.

We have pre-registered speakers,
people who signed up in advance of this meeting
to speak, and indicated a time at which they
wished to be called on. So as close as possible
to those requested times, I will call on the
pre-registered speakers.

In addition, some of you have
probably signed up to speak as you got here
today. And I’11 call on those of you who signed
up today in he order in which you signed up. If
you are out of the room and missed the call,

don’t worry, we’ll call you again, until you
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would spell your name and be quite clear about
)y Ir mailing address.

We’1l now begin the formal comment
period for today’s meeting.

At this time I will turn the meeting
over to the first speaker, Gordon Smith, and then
we will see if there are other speakers after
that who wish to comment.

MR. GO™"IN SMITH: My name is

Gordon Smith, 8029 Mer iian North.

You know, we’ve got to do something
about stopping the immediate problems, and it
seems to me like the two tank -- or new tanks and
moving on with solidifying and most likely
v trifying this stuff, it seems like a reasonable
thing.

The half-1ife of this stuff, I mean,
we're talking an environmental impact of
thousands of years, am I right? I believe so.
We’re talking huge, long times, even in
geological time.

In the economy which has to do with
the socioimpact of all of this that I would
really like to speak to. It strikes me that

\ ~tually all the technologies that we have
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unpowered gas cylinders, possibly freezing some
of this stul and shooting it right out of
. re.

A serious thot _1t. I think it’s
been overlooked. I think the benefits are much
broader than any of the ‘:chnologies mentioned.
Thanks.

MS. ALINDA PAGE: Our next
speaker - Gerald Pollet from the Heart of
. erica Northwest.

MR. GERALD POLLET: Heart of

. erica Northwest basically simply wants to add a
few comments offered earlier today by Kip Wilson
and Hilary Harding.

One of the key issues that we think
needs to be incorporated into the scoping
process that I don’t believe they talked about
this afternoon is the question of what to do
with 1iquids from PUREX, T-Plant, PFP, reactor
decommissior 1g.

» are generating large waste streams
currently at Hanford, and we are planning on
generating extremely large waste streams that
will go ) double-shell tanks theoretically
during what’s called D & D.
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1 streams. We don’t understand the chemistry of
2 many of the high-level waste tanks. We don’t
3 have anywhere near adequate sampling, and we are
4 proposing in essence to add chemicals when we
5 don’t know what the interactions will be.
6 And we would be far better off

-, 7 | ~haps to simply build new, cheap RCRA

= 8 . wpliant double-shell tanks for the D & D

§§§ 9 vt

Eg; 10 e scope of the EIS needs to

o 11 examine questions about characterization of
12 tanks, adequacy of monitoring, adequacy of
13 vapor space »Hnitoring, and the interaction of
14 iy new wastes that are introduced into
15 - existing tanks, along with what we can do to
16 tally eliminate the generation of some of
17 ese liquid waste streams that I am talking
18 i ut.
19 It ought to be possible to totally
20 eliminate, for instance, or greatly eliminate
21 waste streams from T-Plant, from basically
22 rinsing, which is a low tech word for what we’re
23 planning on »ing to D & D highly contaminated
24 equipment.
25 ight now we exercise no treatment
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option whatsoever before those liquids are
bein sent to double-shell tanks. It makes a
heck of a 1ot more sense to reduce, reuse and
recycle than it does to take double-shell tank
capacity.

We int to remind the two agencies
to bear in mind a very importar and ¢ |y
technically worded recommendation of the Tank
Waste Task Force, and that is : don’t need
monuments, keep the double-shell t ks simple.

At 435 million dollars for six tanks, tl ;e are
not simple tanks.

The cost is in fact obscene compared
to what it costs to build double-shell tanks just
a decade and a half ago. And there are serious
questions about whether it ought to cost that
much, or shouldn’t we be able to build the tanks
for far cheaper.

We're concerned about, ° you build
it, you will fill it. And, again, that comes
back to if you build it, 11 you actually
reduce, reuse an recycle liquids instead of just
generating them, and treating them as you always
had, something to be dealt Ith 20, 30 years from

now, with a vitrification plant.
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1 scope of the EIS also include some simple

2 examination of tank safety and lei prevention

3 issues.

4 In terms of tank si 2ty, experimenta-

5 tion in the laboratory with tank wastes to see

6 what off-gasses are being generated by samples of
. 7 tank waste.
g%% 8 It seems as if you can take a sample
g§§ 9 of tank waste and measure in a laboratory iat
iéé 10 the off-gasses are, you then can design a vapor
& 11 space monitoring program and air emission

12 monitoring program ar« 1d what you observe in the

13 laboratory.

14 As I understand it, this approach has

15 been rejected for being too simple. 1It's

16 something that needs to be examined.

17 Similarly, we need to look at

18 issues relating to how are you going to speed

19 up vapor space monitoring and safety-related

20 imprdvements in the tank farm, including the

21 adequacy of training. Because 1e most

22 important ¢« ‘ety upgrade we can have as part of

23 TWRS is training. There is no doubt about

24 that.

25 We need infrastructure, and, again,




s> W

W 00 N O u»;

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

GERALD POLLET 74

we would 1il you to take the TWRS task force
comments ab« t speeding up infrastructure and
safety'improvements that are cheap as part of
this process and examine the range of things that
are available in off-the-shelf technology,
basically, for air emission monitoring, leak
detection m¢ itoring, both in groundwater
monitoring wells and other devices.

Again, we urc ' "iring the task force
process that the agencies bear in mind the
premise that we ought to keep things simple and
use available technology. And a major focus of
the TWRS EIS ought to be devoted to how we can
get on with significant safety improvements with
training and available technology, not just the
highfalutin ie in the sky we will have a fancy
pretreatment program, it will cost a billion
dollars for mobile pretreatment plants on wheels,
fit into 435 million dollar double-shell tanks.

We can improve safety and leak
prevention much quicker and cheaper with simple
available fixes, and a major portion of the EIS
needs to be devoted to that.

Thank you.

MS. ALINDA PAGE: The next
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And the task force that Jerry
t ked about resulting in a renegotiated
Tri-Party Agreement that the environmental
groups have bought off on, largely, that the
regulators had obviously bought off on, since
they had to sign it, that DOE was showing support
for, that the contractors were shows support for,
that the local governments were showing support
for.

In short, we had a regional consensus
behind this agreement and we are 1 idy to go
forward and start getting the wastes out of the
tanks, treat it and get it into a safe, stable
form.

it now we get this EIS that comes
down the pike that tells us, according to the
fact sheet t 1t is hande out, that decisions on
how to ¢ ‘ely manage, treat, store and dispose of
Hanford’s waste will soc be made. I would argue
1 it they have been made. That’s what we’ve been
doing over the last two years.

. also says that USDOE and the
Washington State Department of Ecology are
| ginning a process to define the best strategy

~ safely handling and disposing of Hanford tank
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wastes. Again, beginning a process.

We are not beginning a process. We
Jjust wrapped one up. We got the right answer.
We're ready to go forward.

A1l we’re asking now is that the
Department of Energy and e regulators carry
out the plan that is outlined in the Tri-Party
Agreement.

In short, we don't want to
reconsider the HWVP, we don’t want to
reconsider grout, we don’t want to reconsider
advanced pretreatment. Somett 1g that should be
considered in this EIS very seriously, if not
taken into account, is the closure of the tai
farms.

Anyone who is familiar with Hanford
realizes that in the initial analysis, much of
the dose to the public and to * e environment
from the tanks comes from waste that has already
leaked out of the tanks, and it’s far off in the
future. Dealing with those subsoils and the
contamination that’s already in them is a very
important issue.

In short, as Jerry pointed out, the

Tank Waste Task Force said, let’s get on with
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cleanup. And we have to ask if this EIS does
that.

It has the potential to do it. And
starting a dialogue with the guys who are running
this EIS, it seems that they are willing to take
the preferred alternative that is outlined in the
Tri-Party Agreement, what everybody thinks is a
g d idea, further flesh out the impacts, the
¢ rironmental impacts of that decision, with this
EIS.

If that’s what happens, there’s a
definite value added from this process, the
w )le cleanup can benefit. If, on the other
hand, they go back and reconsider decisions that
have already been made, go through technical
analyses that have already been made, everybody
loses.

So what we want to happen is we want
this EIS to go fast. We want it to flesh out
those impacts of the preferred alternative. We
don’t want it to affect the schedule of the
Tri-Party Agreement as it is now laid out.

Idressing the New Tank
Environmental Impact Statement, HEAL, my

¢ ganization, called for this Environmental
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Impact Statement over two years ago. We wish
it would have started then. But now we’re on
the fast track and it’s got to be done inside
of nine months. We’re fully supportive of
this.

But we want two issues to be
focused on in that Environmental Impact
Statement. One, exactly what will the uses of
the tanks be? We want that to be very clear and
very focused. And then two, exactly how many
tanks are needed, how many millions of gallons of
space are needed in order to fulfill their
mission.

When I said nobody wins, what I mean
is, 1 is Tri-Party Agreement is basically our
last chance. We consistently renegotiate this
agreement, it seems 1ike every six months we are
renegotiating this agreement. Congress has seen
that and the public has seen that.

The public support is contingent upon
making some clear progress in cleanup. And
Congressional support is contingent upon that
public support.

So what we need to consider is the

environmental impacts of this EIS essentially
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circumventing the work that has already been
done. Those environmental impacts, from
socio-economic impacts, to impacts on public
health and safety, to impacts on environmental
health and safety, are ten fold of anything that
we could consider if the waste is actually pulled

out of the tanks and we go on with the Tri-Party

‘A ceement as it is now scoped.

I think that’s what I'm going to
leave it with tonight. I will enter as written
comments a fact sheet, and that’s it.

Thanks.

MS. ALINDA PAGE: We will enter
as Seattle Exhibit Number 1 the HEAL Action Memo.

Are there other people in the
audience at this time who would 1ike to make a
formal comment on the record? If not, we will
recess --

MR. GERALD POLLET: In my rush,

I skipped two of my points. Could I just make
them?
MS. ALINDA PAGE: We will turn
e mike over to Gerry Pollet again.
MR. GERALD POLLET: Two very

quick points that I missed as I just walked in, I
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1 Tank Farm that are propos¢ for sluicing and
2 removal.
3 Those safety concerns need to be
4 addressed in this Environmental Impact
5 Statement.
6 It is clear from documents that we
o 7 have seen thi some of those tanks are
:;3 8 engineering, in engineering terms, totally
:: 9 unsound. T! ' have failt * And if they have
42%% 10 failed, will hey survive the placing of
= 11 equipment on e tanks to conduct these
12 operations and the sluicing operation.
13 erefore, we have to consider the
14 environmental consequences of a failure, that is
15 heightened by sluicing and mechanical operations
16 i the tank. And what kind of barrier technology
17 c 1 we utilize as one effort at mitigi ing those
18 impacts, what kind of barium potentially is
19 t re.
20 And those were the two points. Thank
21 you.
22 MS. ALINDA PAGE: Are there
23 other people in the audience who would wish to
24 speak at this time? If Ht, we will recess the
25 meeting until someone comes who would like to
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speak.

(Recessed at 7:30 p.m.)

(Reopened at 9:50 p.m.)
MS. ALINDA PAGE: The Seattle

public scoping meeting is adjourned.
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STATE OF OREGON )
) ss.
County of Umatilla )

i, WILLIAM J. BRIDGES, do hereby
certify that at the time and place heretofore
mentioned in the caption of the foregoing matter,

was a Registered Professional Reporter and
Notary Public for Oregon; that at said time a
place I reported in stenotype all testimony
adduced and proceedings had in the foregoing
matter; that thereafter my notes were reduced to

ypewriting and that the foregoing transcript
consisting of 83 typewritten pages is a true and
correct tra icript of all such testimony adduced
and proceedings had and of the whole thereof.

WITNESS my hand at Pendleton,

Oregon, on this day of February, 1994.

WILLIAM J. BRIDGES
Registered Professional Reporter
Certified Shorthand Reporter
No. 91-0244 Expires: 10-31-95
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