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Al IRNOON SESSION

DIRK DUNNING

MR. DUNNING: Good afternoon and
1 lcome. I'm Dirk Dunning with the State of Oregon
Department of Energy. And I want to welcome you here
on behalf of the Oregon Hanford Waste Board.

Today I'm acting in the rc e of staff.
And basically my role in this meeting is just to open
the meeting, give you a brief idea of what it's
about, and then turn it over to Alinda Page with
Triangle, who will then be acting as moderator or
facilitator, who will be for the rest of meeting.

The meeting is primarily focused at the

ank Waste Remediation System, k » by friend and

- foe alike as TWRS, and also on some new tanks for the

Hanford site. The Tank Waste nediat »>n System is a
program to handle the waste that is currently in the
177 tanks on the Hanford Site, which amounts to about
63 million gallons of high-level radioactive waste.
The program is going to be defined as a
portion of this Environmental Impact Statement which
the Department of Energy and Washington State
Department of Ecology are preparing. And also a

separate portion of it will be how they handle those
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wastes and what occurs with the waste long term.

A portion of the meeting tonight is

tz <ing about the six new tanks that US DOE is

proposing to construct and what are currently

identified as being a part of the new Tri-Party

Agreement.

The six new tanks are intended to be used

as an interim measure to handle waste out of the

single-shell tanks so that they can continue to

process that material and move on into future of

getting the material into a stable form.

Anyway, I'll be available throughout

today and this evening, if you have any questions

about Oregon's role in either the Hanford clean-up in

general or in terms of or inputs on these

environmental impact statements.

Alinda.

And with that, I will turn it over to
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ALINDA PAGE

MS. PAGE: Good afternoon. I'm Alinda
Page, and I'm working as the professional facilitator
on contract to the Department of Energy. I work with
Triangle Associates from Seattle, Washington.
Welcome on behalf of the US Department of Energy and
Washington State Department of Ecology.

Today's scoping meeting is officially
designated as the Hood River public scoping meeting
for two proposed Environmental Impact Statements at
1 e Hanford site, Richland, Washington.

One EIS will address the proposed Tank
Waste Remediation System activities, and the second
will address the proposed construction of six new
safety t: ks for the storage of high-level
radioactive waste as an interim action to the Tank
Waste Remediation System Environmental Impact
Statement. |

This meeting is being held on the 16th
day of February, 1994, at the Hood River/Best
Western, Hood River, Oregon. And we are commencing
at 1 p.m., approximately. Today's me¢ :ing is the
second of five being held in Washington and Oregon
during the month of February.

Today's schedule calls for an afternoon
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1 session that will last until 4:30 p.m., at which time
2 we will recess for a dinner break. The evening

3 session will commence at 6:30 p.m., with a repeat of
4 the opening remarks and a review of the morning's

5 procedures. Today's meeting is scheduled to adjourn
6 at 10 p.m.

7 I've been asked by the Department of

8 Energy and the Washington State Department of Ecology
9 to conduct this scoping meeting to ensure that all

10 individuals and organizations who are here today and
11 wish to comment on the scope of the Environmental
12 Impact Statements have a fair and equal opportunity
13 to do so, in keeping with both the letter and the

14 - spirit of the National Environmental Policy Act and
15 the State Environmental Policy Act.
16 The National Environmental Policy Act of
17 1969, which is commonly referred to as NEPA, requires
18 that any federal agency proposing an action that

19 might have impacts on the environment evaluate all

20 reasonable alternatives and their potential
21 environmental impacts before taking actipn.

22 When the projected environmental impacts
23 might be considered significant, an Environmental

24 Impact Statement mu : be prepared. NEPA also

25 requires that the public be provided opportunities to
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comment during the preparation of the Environmental
Impact Statement.

The Washington State Environmental Policy
Act, commonly referred to as SEPA, is very similar to
NEPA in its intent and scope. Like NEPA, SEPA
requires any state agency proposing an action that
might have impacts on the environment to evaluate all
reasonable alternatives and their potential
environmental impacts before taking ac ion.

The potential Washington ¢ ate action in
the remediation of the high-level tank waste and the
construction of six new safety tanks will be the
issuance of required Washington State environmental
permits and authoriéations if the determination is
made to proceed with the proposed action.

As with NEPA, when the projected
environmental impact might be considered significant,
an Environmental Impact Statement must be prepared.
SEPA also requires that the public be rovided
opportunity to comment during the [ eparation of the
Washington State Environmental Impact Statement.

Because the National Environmental Policy
Act and the Washington State Environmental Policy Act
are very comparable in their purpose, intent and

procedures, the State of Washington Department of
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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 28, 1994, the
Department of Energy published a Notice of Intent in
the Federal Register, announcing itsAintent to
prepare these two Environmental Impact Statements.
On the same date, January 28, 1994, the Washington
State Department of Ecology determined that a SEPA
EIS was re 1ired for these two proposals.

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

The format for today's meeting has been
designed to give as many people as possible the

opportunity to participate. We will be taking formal
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comments, and we will have people from the staffs of
the Department of Energy and a Department of Ecology

available to give informal information to those of

- you who do not wish to comment formally.

A verbatim transcript is I ing made of
all the comments that are made in this formal comment
portion ¢ the scoping meetings, and will be included
in the US Department of Energy and Washington State
Department of Ecology's record of thes proceedings.
The Department of Energy and Department of Ecology
will make the transcripts from all of the écoping
meetings available at information locations
throughout Washington and Oregon as soon as
possible.

After they've reviewed all the formal
comments received at the scoping meetings and the
written comments that are received during the written
scoping period, the two departments will jointly
prepare the two Draft Environmental I act
Statements. When each Draft EIS is available, the
public wi 1 once again have the opportunity to
participate by submitting comments on the Draft
EISs.

The two Draft EISs will be prepared on

different schedules. The Draft EIS for the six new
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safety tanks is scheduled to be available later this
year. The Draft EIS for the Tank Waste Remediation
program is scheduled to be available i 1995.

At this time, I would like to introduce
Mr. Geoff allent of 1e Washington ¢ 1ite Department
of Ecology for t} SEPA and NEPA activities. This
wi 1 be >llowed by Dr. D¢ 1l A] tander, Department
of Energy's Richland field office Tank Waste
Rem¢ Lation System program office. Dr. Alexander
will make a brief presentation on the proposed six
new safety tanks and a Tank Waste Remediation System

program.
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GEOFFREY TALLENT

MR. TALLENT: Good afternoon. My name is
Geoff Tal =2nt, with the Was: ington State Department
¢ Ecology.

T} United States Depar ment of Energy,
referred to as US DOE, and the Washington Department
of Ecology, or Ecology, are using an : novative
approach to reviewing the environmental impacts of
the TWRS program by combining the requirements of
NEPA and SEPA. The two agencies expec ourselves and
the public to realize several benefits from combining
these processes.

The US DOE and Ecology are preparing a
Memorandum of Understanding, which is available at
the back, which will spell out how the two agencies
intend to work together to streamline the NEPA/SEPA
compliance process; allow for a joint NEPA/SEPA
decision document; accelerate the process by
consolidating meetings, mandatory processes and
documentation; and provide a mechanism to expedite
resolutio of comments and issues.

The two agencies expect to realize
several benefits from combined EPA and SEPA
processes. I' 1 go through some of these. First,

combining streamlines the environment: review.
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Instead of taking a separate, fragmented and
sequential approach, Ecology and US DOE are
anticipating folding their NEPA and SEPA requirements
together and meeting them all up front. This will
avoid duplicative and time-consuming public reviews
in the future.

Second, NEPA and SEPA are very similar in
intent as well as process. The Washington State law
was modeled after the federal law and has no
differences in preventing the two processes from
being combined. 1In fact, both laws encourage
integration with their counterparts. Ecology and
US DOE believe that the combined effort will result
in a better process for environmental review.

Third, in combining the documents, the
two agencies expect to be able to save time and
mdney. The two processes each require extensive
public involvement, careful study and preparation of
documents. By doing these only once, we will clearly
realize a savings.

Fourth, by working as equal partners,
Ecology and US DOE must agree on everything that the
EIS asks. Two agencies will eliminate the
possibility of debating over conflicting directions

later on, and instead will identify and resolve
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differences early and cooperatively.

Finally, and most importantly, nothing is
lost in 1t is combined effort. Ecology and US DOE
will continue to maintain full independent authority
over their respective requirements. This means NEPA
and SEPA ust be completely followed to the
satisfaction of each agency. Additionally, no part
-of either NEPA or SEPA will be sacrificed in the
joint EISs. Any information or opportunity for
review or comment that NEPA or SEPA requires will be
part of the combined process.

Now I'll take you through what you'll see
in the combined -- in the two combined EISs.

First, the statement of purpose and need
for action will explain the problem for which the
proposed actions are being studied. In these cases,
the purpose is the need to resolve tank safety
issues.

The description of alternatives will
describe the actions that the agencies propose to
take and compare these actions with alternative means
to resolve the tank safety issues. For these EISs,
the preferred alternative will follow the processes
laid out in the Tri-Party Agreement. Other

alternatives will also be examined. One reason why
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we're here this afternoon is to find out from you
what alternatives we should look at.

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

The EIS will finally describe t
environment which will be affected by all the
alternatives. In these cases, it will be a
description of the areas at the Hanford site where
the TWRS activities would take place and any parts of
the environment beyond the Hanford site that might be
impacted.

In describing the environment, the EISs
will look at three aspects: first, the human
environment, which looks at such thing as potentially
impacted populations and areas of historic
significance; and 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 EISs will examine
the environmental impacts of the proposed action and

alternatives. This will look at impacts to the human
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environment, such as impacts on jobs and disturbance
¢ historic areas; and will also look at potential
health risks from such things as radioactive releases
to both Hanford workers and the off-site public. The
impact section will thirdly look at possible impacts
to ecosy: ems, such as endangered plant and animal
species or interfering with migrations.

Finally, the EISs will examine methods
for mitigating or reducing the impacts of the
proposals and alternatives. These might include such
things as additional pollution control devices,
restoration of habitat or changes : the location of
buildings.

As with the alternatives, we are here

‘this afternoon to hear your comments on what

analysis -- what the analysis of the impacts to the
environment should include and what possible
mitigation measure should be considered.

To conclude my presentation, I'll take
you through the proposed schedule for 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 28. Those notices began the scoping process

for which we're holding this meeting. Comments on
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the scope of either EIS will be due March 15.

At that time, the path of the two EISs
will split. For the New Tanks EIS, an Implementation
Plan should be prepared by the two agencies by April 15.
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 public review and comment period. After
that, tI two agencies expect to have final EIS out
by August of this year, and a final 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 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 1996.

However, by combining these two
processes, the agencies hope as a result to
accelerate the TWRS EIS. If that's successful, you
can see the accelerated schedule on the board,»and
which should result in a final decision as soon as
June 1995.

This concludes my portion of the

presentation. If you have any questions about SEPA
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or NEPA or the process we intend to use in preparing
EISs, please contact me, Geoff Tallent, during the
meeting or at area code 206 407-7112.

Next will be Don Alexander of the

Department of Energy to describe the two EISs.
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DONALD Al XANDER

DR. LEXANDER: With an ur 2ncy in tl
1940's to give the Unii{ 31 States a weapons advantage,
many of t e actions were tal 1 without consideration
for the environment and were unregulated 1 re: ect
to the environment. The massive legacy of those
actions resulted in v stes store i 177 tanks, 68 of
which are considered to be leaking and others of
v .ch have potential for leaking. One of these was
recently removed from the list and so we now assume
that 67 are leaking.

As this slide shows, there are 149 tanks
which were constructed in that peric of 1943 to 1966
which are single-shell tanks. There are 28
double~shell tanks that were constructed from 1968 to
1986. The tanks that we're going to be talking about
toc 1y are similar in nature to the double-shell
tanks, none of which have leaked.

The National Environment: Policy Ac Wi
enacted in 1969 to assure that in the future any
major federal proposed actions, s :h 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 3:igh these in its decision making
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environment as we proceed.

The n¢e t few moments, I'll give you an
ov rview ¢ the t > proposed actions to be discussed
today, and I will tell you how »>u can contribute to
this part of the process.

DOE and Ecology are recommer ing two
proposed actions: fir: , to construct six new waste
storage tanks; second, to retrieve, trez: ,
immobilize, store and dispose of waste from 177
storage tanks. The agencies are requesting
recommendations from you for alternatives to be
analyzed and additional environmental issues to be
considered.

This is a locate -- or map indicating the
affected area in the 200 Area. 7 is slide represents
the two proposed actions. On the left we indicate
the six new storage tanks which are to retrie&e waste
for 101-SY, 103-SY and 104-AN. And on the right, we
indicate the second proposed action: retrieval,
treatment, immobilization, storage and disposal.

The two preferre alternatives are
embodied in the ne ly signed Tri-Party Agreement and
are being implemented today. NEPA and SEPA will
evalu: 2 the preferre and reasonable alternatives

and assess potenti: environmental consequences.
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1l Environmental consequences will be considered with
2 safety concerns, costs, schedules and public review.
3 If the environmental consequences
4 outweigh other considerations, then DOE, Ecology and
5 EPA could revise specific mil¢ :=ones, but not the end
6 date of the TPA of 2028. DOE and Ecology are
%g 7 committed to full compliance with the Tri-Party
:? 8 Agreement. Next slide.
%g 9 In the Tri-Party Agreement, we agree to
%@: 10 build six tanks to eliminate imﬁediate safety
11 concerns. This is a schematic of a proposed tank
12 with modern safety controls, including
13 mixer/retrieval pumps to reduce gas buildup, liquid
14 and gas sampling systems, improved ventilation
15 systems and improved tank integrity mo (toring.
16 The Tri-Party Agreement action is to
17 construct six new waste storage tanks. We are
18 required by law to evaluate other alternatives to
19 make sure we have adequately considered the range of
20 environmental impacts. One potential alternative is
21 to construct fewer tanks and rely on other methods to
22 mitigate safety issues. If we were to choose no
23 action, we would not mitigate or resolve safety
24 issues. And I said earlier, this alternative is

25 required by law. We would like to receive your oral
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1 | or written comments on other alternatives.

2 This is a schematic of the two tanks and
3 support facilities propbsed for the 200 West Area.

4 There's a similar schematic for the one that would

5 appear in the 200 East Area. As you ndte, beyond the
6 two storage tanks is a broad supﬁort facility to

7 support activities related to the tanks.

8 Now I'd like to give you an overview of

9 the second proposed action. In this action, we

10 upgrade our current storage for safety reasons,

11 retrieve from the 177 tanks, treat, immobilize, store
12 and dispose of the wastes.

13 In the next slide I give you more

14 detail. On the left side of the slide in the upper
15 left-hand corner you notice there's a little icon

16 that indicates that we're going to accelerate the

17 safety issue with the construction of some

18 double-shell tanks. That's the interim action EIS

19 that I discussed earlier.

20 The remainder of the slide deals with the
21 overall TWRS effort. As you look across the slide

22 then, the major events are waste retrieval; second
23 frame on the left. Then there's a number of

24 activities involved with pretreating the waste,

25 solidification and vitrification, as was agreed to in
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the TPA, the concept for a retrievable form for
low-level waste. And there's interim storage and
then shipment to an off-site repository for the
high-level waste.

The areas in blue are listed in the TPA
but are areas where additional development is
underway. And it's for that reason that these, as
options, :ed to be considered to give us a full
range of environmental impacts that are potential for
this system. Next slide.

We're required by law in this case as
well to evaluate the consequences of leaving the
wastes where they are so we can determine the benefit
of taking that proposed action on the ast slide.

We have agreed with the State and EPA to
retrieve all wastes by sluicing, provide minimum
pretreatment of wastes, and vitrify high- and low-end
level waste. Next slide.

Although we prefer to retrieve waste by
hydraulic sluicing, we also identify two additional
alternatives for comparison of environmental
impacts: pneumatic retrieval and mechanical
retrieval. We prefer minimal pretreatment, but we
also reco 1ize two additional alternat /¢ for

comparing environmental impacts: no pretreatment and
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We request that you provide other
alternatives through oral or written comments before
March 15.

In summary then, the Department of Energy
a 1 Ecolo 7 are recommending two proposed actions:
construct six new waste storage tanks for safety
p pos 3 in the new future; and to retrieve, treat,
immol "1lize, store and dispose of waste from 177
storage tanks. The agencies request rect mendations
for alter 1tives to be analyzed and additional
environmental issues to be considered.

Thank you.

MS. PAGE: Mr. Tallent 1d Dr. Alexander
are going to sit as a panel to hear any ¢ ents that
we receive this afternoon and this evening. They
will not be commenting on the comments except as
clarified questions becaus this is a for 11 scoping
process.

If you do have questions that you'd like
to ask people from either of the departments, there
is an information display set up right outside, and
Ken Bracken and Toby Michelena from the two
departments are available to talk with you
privately.

Should you learn something outside or in
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you to s

address

comment
is anyor
formal ¢
r 3:ting

formal ¢

in order

r your name and spell it and also give your
:fore you start your comments.

We'll begin today's por ion -- formal
)rt " >n of the meeting now, and ask if the =2
in the audience who would like to make a
mer . No? Okay. Then we will recess the
1til someone comes who would like to make a
ment. Thank you.

[Meeting recessed, 1:28 to 1:58]

MS. PAGE: We will reconvene the meeting

:0 hear from a member of the public.
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-material

actions

S . up,
questior
answer c
resource

state ar

¥ 3:n rec

Ken Brac

talk?

weren't

the hear

1y I wc
people 1

the mate

h would disallow ¢ -tain kinds of

j taken. So that's a ques ion I have.
fR. TALLENT: The way this proceeding is
1't know if we should be ¢ swering

not. I think we're supposed to just
lying questions. We do have a couple of

>le in the back, oby Michelena with the

1S. SPEAR: All right. H: the material
Lfied to be waste?

fR. BRACKEN: I'll answer 1iat question.
vith the Department of Energy.

I1S. PAGE: Is he supposed o get up and

fR. TALLE! : No.

MS. PAGE: The way we're running it is we
)>ing to have questions and answers during
1g.

MS. SPEAR: Oh, this is just comments.

MS. PAGE: Yes.

THE WITNESS: All right. Then I would
L.d encourage the agencies and the government
sponsible to look seriously at reclassifying

Lal as waste so that it can be treated as

waste anu not as strategic material.
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I also would like to express a concern
regarding the term one of the possible proposals of
using off-site geologic repositories as an interim
solution of storing the waste. I'm not sure I know
what that means, but it sounds like the ground. And
I »>uld like to also expre: concern that the interim
solutions used are as safe as they ¢ rtainly possibly
can be.

I'd like to reinforce that concern and
make it even more strong that I believe the interim
solutions for storing the waste and addressing the
safety issues between now and when the EIS will be
finished and when the tanks will be built is
insufficient; and it's inadequate as far as not just
safety but environmental impact. So I would ask you
to perhaps address the interim solutions with greater
urgency than I saw expressed in these slides and
reports.

And since I'm not asking a question, I'll
have to make this a statement then, which is also of
very great concern that the timing of actually
constructing these tanks is so long. And 2028, 2008,
2018. I realize these are big jobs; but I also feel
as though the kind of dollars, the millions and

billions of dollars and the criticality of the
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s tuatioun is such that the time line of this could

possibly oce shortened; that you might look at that,

of creat 19 greater urgency or priority on that.

I'm going to be illuminated, I can tell.
DR. ALEXANDER: No, no, keep going.

MS. SPEAR: All right, educated, I'll

accept t at. Well, actually that was it.

Those were my concerns and

recommen “ations that you make throughout: one is to

move along the EIS process even faster than you've

targeted
Hanford
three, t
specific
reconsid

safety t

urgency
difficul
great, a

just --

encourac

comment

two is to reclassify all the material at
5 waste and not in any strategic category:
make sure that your interim solutions,
lLly the off-site geologic repository, is
red and perhaps addressed with greater
in at least I understood from this report.
And to also readdress and create greater
1d priority for the tanks. I don't see any
¢ with the tanks; I think that they look
tually. It looks like a good solution, I
think you should hurry up.
Thank you.
MR. TALLENT: Thank you. Again, I
you to ask questions informally outside the

ariod to Toby and Ken.
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1 and a vitrified waste form has been substituted into
2 " the TPA agreement.

3 And then finally for the low-level waste
4 there would be retrievable on-site storage and a

5 potential disposal of that. But for the high-level

6 waste, there would be interim stor: 2 on sii{ , and

7 the repositc ' would serve : the final option for

8 disposal of the waste. That option is being looked

9 at by the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste

10 Management, which has a major project at Yucca

11 Mountain in Nevada, which would serve as the nation's
12 , first repository.

13 MS. SPEAR: Where would the low-level

14 wastes be held, sir?-

15 DR. ALEXANDER: It's not certain what the final
16 disposition of that waste would be, but it would be
17 certainly stored in some sort of a glass form on site
18 for a period of time. And the plan has always been,
19 the department's plan as long as I've been with the
20 department back to 1983 has been to take the waste to
21 a repository. And they have identified the one at

22 Yucca Mountain as the one best suited.

23 | MR. BRACKEN: Don, by law we have to.

24 DR. ALEXANDER: VYeah. And that decision

25 was made by Congress. When we went through a site
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years or
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to hear

process, we got down to three ¢ :es: there
t Hanford, there was one at Deaf Smith, and
the one at Yucca Mountain. Congress made a.
that we would focus only on Yucca Mountain.

And so the idea is that this -~ this
ch would be produced in a -- in a form which
low dissc ation and which would be very
11ld be stored in this repository in a place
re's very littl wat - to excess it. So
vaste cot 1 be entombed basically for 10,000
aore. So that's the objective.

MS. SPEAR: Thank you.

DR. ALEXANDER: Does it help?

MS. SPEAR: Yes, it does.

DR. ALEXANDER: Okay.

MS. PAGE: Anyone else who would like to
If not, we will again recess the meeting.

[Meeting recessed, 2:10 to 2:34]

MS. PAGE: We will recc vene the meeting

rom a member of the public.
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NI \ process in order to shorten it in that context.
And we're very keenly aware of the need to keep the
scope very well defined in order to move through the
process as expedit »>usly as we can.

So we want you to know th: we're
committed, number one, to meeting the TPA
milestones. And : 's for that reason h: we have
shortened that part of the schedule. Thank you.

MS. PA Ii: If there's no one else who
wishes to speak, we will recess the meeting.

[Meeting recessed, 2:39 to 4:30 p. .]

MS. PAGE: We will now take a dinner break until

6:30 p.m.
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requires a 7 state agency proposing an action that
might have impacts on the environment to evaluate all
reasonable alternatives and their potential
environmental impacts before taking ac ion.

The potential Washington State action in
the remediation of the high-] rel tank waste and the
construction of six new safety tanks would be the
issuance of required Wa: ington “tate environmental
I mmits and authorizations if the determination is
made to proceed with the proposed action. As with
NEPA, when the projected environmental inr ict might
be considered significant, an impact statement must
be prepar 1. SEPA also requires that the public be
provided opportunit 2s to comment during the
preparation of the Washington State Environmental
Impact Statement.

Because the National Environmental Policy
Act an the Washington State Environmental Policy Act
are very comparable in their purpose, intent and
procedures, the State of Washington Department of
Ecology and the US Department of Energy have decided
to prepare one Environmental Impact Statement for
each of tI two pr¢ osed actions addressing the
requirements of bot NEPA and SEPA in a single

document. That is, a single EIS will address the
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of Ecology, who will make a presentatiqn on
compatibility of the NEPA and SEPA requirements.

This will be followed by Dr. Don
Alexander of the Department of Energy's Richland
field office Tank Waste Remediation System program
office. Dr. Alexander will make a bfief presentation
¢ the proposed lx new safety tanks and the Tank

Waste Remediation System program.
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GEOFFREY TALLENT
MR. TALLENT: Good evening. I'm Geoff Tallent

with the Washington State Department of Ecology.

The US Department of Energy, I'll refer
to as US DOE, and the Washington Department of
Ecology, or Ecology, are using an innovative approach
to reviewing the environmental impacts of the TWRS
program by combining the requirements of ﬁEPA and
SEPA.
The two agencies expect ourselves and the public to
realize several benefits from combining these
processes.

As of today, in fact in the back, the US
DOE and Ecology have prepared a Memorandum of
Understanding which lays out how we plan to
streamline the NEPA/SEPA compliance process; allow
for a joint NEPA and SEPA decision document;
accelerate the process by consolidating meetings,
mandatory processes and documents; and provide a
mechanism to expedite resolution of comments and
issues that may arise in the preparation of these
documents.

We ex :ct to realize several benefits
from combining th two processes. First, combining

streamlines the environmental review. I :tead of
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taking a separate, fragmented and sequential
approach, Ecology and US DOE are anticipating folding
their NEPA and SEPA requirements together and meeting
them all up front. This will avoid duplicative and
time-consuming public reviews in the future.

Second, NEPA and SEPA are very similar in
intent as well as process. The Washington State law
was modeled after the federal law and has no
differences which would prevent the two processes
from being combined. 1In fact, both laws encourage
integration with their cour erparts. Ecology and US
DOE believe that the combined effort will result in a
better ossess for environmental review.

Third, in combining the documents, the
two agencies expect to be able to save time and
money. The two processes each require extensive
public involver 1t, careful study and the preparation
of several documents. By only doing these once, we
will clearly realize a savings.

Fourth, by working as equal partners,
Ecology and US DOE must agree on everything in the
EIS -- or both EISs. The two agencies will eliminate
the possibility of debating over conflicting
directions later on, and instead will identify and

resolve differences early and cooperatively.
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Finall , and most importantly, nothing is
lost in the combined effort. Ecology and US DOE will
continue » maintain full independent authority over
their respective requirements. This means both NEPA
and SEPA must be completely followed to the
satisfaction of each agency. Additionally, no part
of either NEPA or SEPA will be sacrificed in the
joint EISs. Any i formation or opy rtunity for
review or comment hat NEPA and SEPA requires will be
part of the combined processes.

Now I'll take you through whe you will
see in bc¢ h EISs.

The fi st part, the statement of purpose
and need for actic , will explain it e problem for
which the proposed actions are being studied. Iﬁ
these cases, the purpose is the need to resolve tank
safety issues.

The description of alternatives will
describe 1e actic¢ s the agencies propose to take and
compare those alt¢ natives with alternative means to
resolve the tank safety issues. For these EISs, the
preferred alternative will follow t e process laid
out in the Tri-Pai y Agreement. Other al ernatives
will also be exami ed. One reason why we're here is

to find out what alternatives you might think we
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Geoff Tallent, at area code 206 407-7112.
Next will be Don Alexander of the
Department of Energy, who will talk to you about the

content of the two EISs.
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1 DONALD ALEXANDI

2 DR. ALEXANDER: With an urgency in the

3 1940s to éive the United States a weapons advantage,

4 many of the actions were taken without consideration

5 of environment and were unregulated with respect to

6 t e environment. The massive legacy those actions

7 | 1 sul -- ¢ :ions resulted in waste : »>red in 177

8 : tanks, 67 of which are considered to be leaking, and

9 others which have potential for leaking.

10 As you can see on this slide, there are

11 149 single-shell tanks which were constructed between

12 1943 and 1966. 67 of those are assumed to have --

13 have leaked at some point, many of which may be still

14 , leaking. On the other hand, we have 28 double-shell

15 tanks, none of which have leaked. The diagram at the
. 16 left is similar to those that we're considering

17 constructing in the east and -- 200 East Area and 200

18 West Area I'll describe later.

19 The National Environmental Policy Act was

20 enacted in 1969 to assure that in the future any

21 major federal proposed actions such as a‘major

22 construction project, especially those involving

23 radioactive waste, be analyticaliy evaluated. NEPA

24 requires that the federal agency complete three types

25 of analyses and weigh these in its decision making



mi'vﬂﬂ"'-.
g

e
e,
E S~

0056

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

process.

The fi st is an analysis of the
environmental impacts of the proposed action. The
second is an analysis for impacts of alte¢ native
design sc utions to the propoSed action; and finally,
the proposed and alternative actions are to be
compared to the environmental implications of taking
no action.

The al ernatives under discussion today

have been presented to you in public meetings over

i e past year involving the Tri-Party Agreement. It

was in that process that some were dismissed. Grout
was a notable alte¢ native among those di: issed.

Although the DOE had alternatives as
announced in the Hanford Defense Waste EIS as late as
1988, the TPA proc« ss was essential in aiding the
Department in forr lating the current proposed
actions. Once the Tri-Party Agreement was signed on
January 25 of this year, the Notice of Intent was
immediately issued, and the proposed actions were
released on January 28.

DOE, {1 e State and EPA are committed to
the Tri-Party Agreement and achieving the milestones
agreed to therein. We're also committed to |

evaluating the environmental impacts of the proposed
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actions so that we can make wise decisions which will
reduce risks to our workers, the public and the
environment as we proceed.

In the next few moments, I'll give you an
overview of the two proposed actions to be discussed
in the meeting today, and I'll tell you how you can
cc tribt this part of pre 2 . D} <t Llide,
please.

The Department of Energy and Ecology are
recommending two proposed actions: the first is to
construct six new waste storage tanks to alleviate
some immediate safety concerns; the second proposed
action is to retrieve, treat, immobilize, store and
dispose of the waste from the 177 storage tanks. The
agencies request recommendations for alternatives to
be analyzed and additional environmental issues to be
considered.

This is a map of the Hanford Site, and it
indicates the 200 Areas where the proposed actions
will take place. Next slide, please.

This slide is a schematic which shows the
two proposed actions. They are, on the left, to
immediately remove radioactive waste contents from
tanks with dangerous emissions of ignitable gas to

safer storage - 101-SY, 103-SY and 104-AN - to the
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six new tanks; and the second proposed action, on the
right, which is to permanently retrieve, reat,
immobilize, store and dispose of the waste in the
system. Next slide.

The two preferred alternatives are
embodied in the newly signed Tri-Party Ac¢ 2ement and
are being implemer =d. NEPA and SEPA will evaluate
the preferred and =2asonable alternatives and assess
potential environmental consequences. Environmental
consequences will be considered with safety concerns,
costs, schedules and public review.

If the environmental consequences
outweigh other considerations, then DOE, Ecology and
EPA could revise specific miiestones, ut not the
end -- end date of the TPA, which is 2028. DOE and
Ecology are committed to full compliance with the
Tri-Party Agreement.

In the Tri-Party Agreement, we agree to
build six tanks to eliminate immediate safety
concerns. This is a schematic of a proposed tank
with modern safety controls, including
mixer/retrieval pt 3>s to reduce gas backup, liquid
and gas sampling systems, improved ventilation
systems and improved tank monitorihg systems.

The Ti1 -Party Agreement action is to
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construct six new waste storage tanks. We're
required by law to evaluate other alternatives to
assure that we have adequately considered
environmental impacts. One potential alternative is
to construct fewer tanks and rely on other methods to
mitigate the urgent safety issues.

If we were to choose no action, we would
not mitigate or resolve safety issues. As I said
earlier, this alternative is required by law and sets
a basis for comparison with the proposed action. We
would like to receive your oral or written comments
on other alternatives that you think should be
analyzed. Next slide.

This is a schematic of the two tanks, and
it indicates the support facilities which are
proposed, and in this case for the 200 West Area.
There's a similar conceptual drawing for the 200 East
Area in which we show four tanks. And they both have
the extensive support systems as a part of the
overall proposed action. Next slide, please.

wa I'd like to give you an overview of
the second proposed action. 1In this action we
upgrade our current storage for safety reasons,
retrien from the 177 tanks, go through a

pretreatment step, go to the vitrification steps with
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both the high41eve1 and low-level waste, then we move
to storage and disposal for both. Next slide.

This slide is a more detailed
representation of the previous slide, and it shows
that the first proposed action to build six new tanks
is in the upper left-hand corner. I might borrow
this mike.

This diagram inte -- shows the
integration of the two proposed actions. The first
is an interim action to the second. The first
action, first proposed action is to accelerate our
safety mitigation and resolution program by removing
the contents of the three tanks I name earlier into
the six new double-shell tanks. As you can see,
that's only one component among many in the TWRS
system.

The TWRS system can be considered as
follows: the first phase would be waste retrieval;
the second phase would be pretreatment, which would
involve some separation, radionuclide removal;
vitrification of the two waste streams; and then
on-site disposal in a retrievable mode and off-site
geological disposal in a repository.

The blue items here on this particular

slide, which will be in a package that's outside the
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door, indicate that there's a lot of developmental
work that will continue within the TWRS system. All
of these options affect the envelope that must be
analyzed for the environmental -- in the
Environmental Impact Statement.

And.so 3 you can see here, there's still
devel Hme 11 work to be developed with 1 rd to the
removal processes, with regard to the high-level and
low-level waste melters, with regard to barriers, and
with regard to some of the pretreatn i1t stages. And
so all of those need to be folded into our
Environmental Impact Statement.

We're required by law to evaluate the
consequences of leaving wastes where they are so we
can determine the benefit of taking the proposed
action. We've agreed with the State and EPA though
to retrieve all waste by sluicing, provide minimum
pretreatment of wastes, vitrify high-level wastes and
vitrify low-level wastes.

Although we prefer to retrieve wastes by
hydraulic sluicing, we have also identified two
alternatives for comparison of environmental impacts;
these include pneumatic retrieval andbmechanical
retrieval. We prefer minimal pretreatment; but we

also recognize two additional alternatives for
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comparing environmental impacts, no pretreatment and
extensive pretreatment.

For immobilization of high-level waste,
we agree o vitrification. Calcination is an example
of another altern: ive for the comparison of
environmental impacts. For low-activity wastes, we
prefer vi rification; but we will consider other
solid waste forms; again, for purposes of
comparison. We request that you provide other
alternatives through either oral or written comments
before March 15.

The er ironmental issues need to be
evaluated for the roposed action as is required by
NEPA, and they include: effects of releases on the
public and on-site workers from operations and
accidents; effects on air and water quality and other
environmental con: quences from operations and
accidents; effects on endangered species,
archaeological and historical sites; unavoidable
environmental imp: ts; the cumulative effects of all
of these environmental impacts; effects from
transportation; effects from future decommissioning
decisions; socioeconomic impacts on the surrounding
communities; short-term use of the environment versus

long-term productivity; pollution prevention and
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what's being propc :d.

If you have copies of your comments,
written ¢ jies of Hur comments, we'd ike to have
t :m for the recor .= and we'll enter them as exhibits
in the record. Also, if you do not wish to make
comments, there are comment sheets for written
comments at the back of the room which are
preaddressed and should be helpful to those of you
who want to write your comments.

I'll be calling on the speakers in the
order that you signed up tonight. And we will stay
here until 10 p.m. for those people who come later in
the evening. The speakers who are representing
themselves will be given five minutes to talk and
speakers representing organizations will be given ten
minutes.

I should mention too that we are making a
transcript of toni 1t's meeting, the court reporter,
Dee Johnson, has as her assignment to complete a
verbatim transcript. And then the two departments
will publish those transcripts as soon as possible.
Please begin your comments by giving your full name
and spelling your name and also giving your address.

The first speaker that I will call on is

Todd Martin. And did he just leave? tay. Do you
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want me to call on Greg first?
MR. DeBRULER: I'm not ready.

MS. PAGE: Well, I only have two speakers

.signed up to speak. Does anybody else want to

speak? Okay, we' 1 just wait for a minute or two.
Okay, we've got a speaker here. Come on

up and give your name and spell it, please.
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1 JAMES WHITLEY
2 MR. WI TLEY: My name is James Whitley,
3 State Street, good old Hood River.
4 Good to see everybody back he e again,
5 and some new faces.
6 How do I spell Whitley? WHI TULE Y, for the
%% 7 record.
:? 8 MS. PAGE: For the record.
=
E? 9 MR. WHITLEY: Well, basically, we're all
%i: 10 pretty concerned : out the tanks. And another
11 important meeting is coming up on the 28t , and I
12 hope some of you have heard about it or haven't heard
13 will come back to the high school and be involved in
14 that meeting concerning the end stream that has to do
15 with the end reactor and its effluence directly into
16 our river.
17 Just to keep you up currently as to what
18 we have, nothing is going on with the river right
19 now, with a thousand gallons of diesel being dumped
20 , into it. I think a lot of us in this community
21 depend on the tourism, et cetera, and have been
22 following-this situation for at least two or three
23 years, some longer.
24 I'm concerned directly with what you said

25 about costs. And I never saw any figures up here.
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And that's sort of startling to me because, although
I think it's a good idea to have some safe tanks -
an I believe your number is six - built, I never
heard a cost on how much it would take.

And also the cost of removing, safely
removing continually to these new tanks. You've got
six tanks, three tank are goir into ix tanks. >
that I hope means that we have room for three more
tanks that by that time will definitely need to be
transferred. Because they're all leaking, these 67
anyway. And that leaves 82 tanks, as far as my math
goes, to continue to deteriorate until we try to get
this matter taken care of.

What I'm concerned about is the cost.
You said there were also developmental work, a lot of
developmental work that had to go on on both plans,
one plan more than the other. And none of that was
discussed as far as what funds you'd have to do
that. I know Mr. Clinton and Mr. Gore are really
concerned about Hanford, but we still don't know
where we're going to get all these funds.

And developmental means to me grout
tanks. I'm sorry, but I -- I return back to the
follies of the past and the millior that were spent

on systems that didn't work. And perhaps this
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developmental work, I'd like to hear more about that,
what funds are available for that work.

One other thing - and I just wanted to
jump up real quick while there was time - is
cryogenics. We know what the last earthquake did;
we've had a couple here in Oregon in the last year,
year and a half. And I've talked to many people
involved in the numerous meet " 1gs you've held. And
we thank you for coming here and educating us. But
at the same time, didn't see much descr bed about
the land and what the impacts would be.

And we all understand, and that is a
genuine concern between DOE and others that we've
talked to, about the stability of these tanks and
what might happen 1 the shifting. And cryogenics,
we still haven't heard anything on funding about
cryogenics and how you feel about stabilizing some of
the tanks for the use of cryogenics. aybe you can
speak to that effect.

Anyway that's a couple of comments. And
I thank you for being here.

MS. PAGE: Todd Martin, are you ready?

MR. MZ TIN: Sure.

MS. PAGE: Okay.
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to get on with clean-up. We need to ask if this 5
actually does that. At the very least, it has the
potential for delaying the clean-up; at the worst, it
has the potential for DOE doing an end-run around the
commitments that have been made in the Tri-Party

Agre nent. Nobody wants to see that.

What HEAL feels Ecology and DOE need to
do with these EISs is: number one, expedite them so
they don't affect the schedule that is currently in
the Tri-Party Agreement; and number two, use them as
a vehicle to flesh out the preferred alternative and
the impacts to the preferred alternative that we see
in the Tri-Party Agreement as it sits now.

You guys have an opportunity to really
better serve clean-up, to be two of the players that
are a reason, a major player and the reason that the
waste gets out of the tanks into a stable form. The
other option is to do an EIS that won't be meaningful
and will just gather dust on a shelf somewhere.

How am I doing on time, Alinda?

MS. PAGE: You have three-and-a-half
minutes.

MR. MARTIN: That's what I wanted to
hear.

Quick y, I didn't address the New Tank
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EIS the other night and I would like to do that
right now.

Two ye: 5 ago, my organization, HEAL,
called for an Environmental Impact Statem¢e t on the
plans for the new tanks. And we wish you would have
started when we called for that two years ago. But
now that you didn't, I want to emphasize two of the
issues that were the reason we called for that EIS
and that you should pay particular attention to in
writing a Draft EIS.

And th: is number one, exactly what will
they be used for? I don't want to say it is dubious,
but there is the p¢ ential for some dub --

dv osiosity - I don't know how to say the ord - in
using these just to resolve safety issues. We're
talking about half a billion dollars simply for those
safety issue resolutions for -- for three tanks. Can
it be done in a better way?

Secondly, exactly how much space is
needed? Here we've got an agreement, we hear four
tanks, next we know it's six, at one time it was 44.
How many tanks are eeded, and can you give us
numbers to justify the need for those tanks? That's
something we really want to see in this EIS for us to

get on board and fully support it.
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y¢ magnify all th¢ 2 tenfold. Because that's how I
see this issue; I see this EIS as a lynch pin for
tank clean-up in tl t it's vital that this get done
to meet the schedules.

I cause all of us know that if the --
those schedules are laid out in the Tri-Party
Agreement right now are noﬁ met, that the budget ax
comes out; and we're stuck with those tanks burping
and leaking in the desert for the foreseeable
f :ure. >body wa :s thqt.

For my written comment, I will again
submit a IAL Fact Sheet. And that's it. Thanks.

MS. PAGE: I'm accepting this Fact Sheet
as Exhibit Number at the Hood River meeting.

The ne . speaker is Greg DeBruler.
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leaked, we have to include in the EIS what are the
alternatives for the disposition of this land. What
are we going to do with it, the dirt, the possible
contamination to the groundwater.

I know that that's something that's going
way beyond this first initial EIS. But somehow we
have to be able to address it and say before closure
what are our guesstimates or what are we envisioning
to do with this mess that's underneath the tanks; and
of course, if it went into the groundwater, what are
potential proposals for remediating the problem.

The ot :r thing we have to do in this EIS
that sometimes is Idressed, and for some'reason that
w 2n we look at a lot of Environmental Impact
Statements they say, well, these are the .ternatives
and this is what we're going to do and this is the
best solution to the problem. And 'm gc ng to be
talking about the 1iquid effluence that could be
being pumped into the designated disposal areas at
the -- on site at the 200 Area.

And what I would like addressed in the
F S is a more anal tical look at the impact that
these discharges ¢ effluence of waste water is going
to have on the existing plumes and the ac ual travel

time to the river. The travel time to the river has
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has ciearly said no to, are being brought in again as
part of the EIS."

And I personally understand you have to
bring it in because it is an option. But we just
want to emphasize the word "No" capitalized.

"This EIS process must not be a vehicie
to avoid commitments made in the new agreement.

"Get on with the clean-up. CRU and the
other public interest groups share a concern that the
EIS may only serve to delay the clean-up efforts and
put the Tri-Party Agreement's activities, like
removing and stabilizing tank wastes, behind
schedule. DOE must not allow this EIS to delay the
clean-up activities."

Basically, we're saying get on with it.
We have a lot of interest in the river, we have a lot
of interest what goes on at Hanford. And the public
has been very supportive of the clean-up of Hanford.
And we know that if we do get on with clean-up of the
tanks, we know that the people back in Washington,
D.C., will continue to give us money to clean ub the
probleﬁ.

And thank you all for coming.

MS. PAGE: This CRU Fact Sheet is

submitted as Exhibit Number 2 at Hood River.
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Those are the only speakers that I have
listed as desiring to speak right now.
I need your name, and if you would spell

it since we don't have you signed up.
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1 I think probably half or maybe more -- or
2 half the 1 »>ple in 1e room here are paid by -- paid
3 for by the taxpayers. It -- certaihly pet le are

4 >ing to feel a lot better about paying tlI ir ta:

5 to clean this mess p if you listen to the people who
6 are paying you. That's what these meetings are for,
7 that's why we do it all over, over and over and over
8 again, so you can talk to all these people paying

9 you.

10 To me, Hanford is always going to be a

11 national sacrifice; and I would like to sacrifice as
12 little as possible. I would sure like to see a lot
13 more of that concept applied to the economics. My

14 understanding is Hanford's original history started
15 out with contract that was a dollar a year profit.

16 And I would sui 1lil to see a lot more of that

17 attitude carried by the contractors at Hanford in

18 : this present day cleaning it up.

19 Thank you very much.

20 MS. PAGE: 1Is there anyone else in the

21 audience who hasn't spokeh who wishes to speak at

22 this time?

23 Okay. I call on Greg DeBruler to make an
24 addition to his earlier comment.

25
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1 cost compet -- a competitive bidding 'ess.

2 And whe we heard at the . Task Force

3 in Richland that one tank was going t st a hundred

4 mil ion dollars to wuild for a millic 1] 1 tank -

5 I was in sales and arketing for year I said to

6 myself, wow, there's a lot of fat on ; ténk. I

g% 7 .didn't know for su; , but I did decid » go out and
;? 8 start some investigation.

9 And the numbers that we ca : up | so far to
10 date - now, this isn't an exact item item on the
11 tank - but it's between 8 and $22 mil l. So I
12 would like in the EIS a breakdown of and what
13 these costs are going to to equate tc iundred
14 million dollars per tank. I don't be re that
15 anybody out there could build a tank a hundred
16 million dollars and not have a lot of »fit built
17 into it. Something's not right.

18 So in the EIS, I would 1i :0 see that
19 addressed. I don't know if you can ¢ i1at. But a
20 cost has to come i 1line. If it only it $25

21 million a tank, we could save ours¢ | rost half a
22 billion dollars. And I'll tell you v John Wagner

23 would get a big, k 3 plus on his recc Lf he saved --
24 saved the American taxpayers that kir f money
25 then. So please look into cost.











