




















Attachment 3

Unrestricted _ind Use/Agreement in Principle (AIP) - Mike Goldstein stated that
an A is being prepared to descri  the details for evaluation of 300 Area
Unrestricted Surface Land Use Scena ). He also mentioned that he wants to add an
evaluation of the final risk assessment/protectiveness for the 300 Area, similar to the
B/C pilot study. Rich Carlson, Environmental Restoration Contractor (ERC),

suy sted at further discussion be held with RL regarding EPA’s request to add the
risk assessment task.

300 Area  »scess Trenches — Ecology report  that temporary approval of the post-
closure groundwater monitoring plan will revert back to the original plan this
December. Recognizing that RL has not completed all the sampling and analysis
needed to determine effectiveness of the temporary plan, ology is currently
working to resolve the is
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Represe atives from the Groundwat. Program at DOE or Fluor Hanford were not
available to le status for these mee 1g minutes.







Attachn it 5

————— Original Message-----

] om: Goldstein.Mike@epamail.epa.gov
[mailto:Goldstein.Mike@epamail.epa.gov]

Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2002 5:49 PM

To: Lerch, Jeffrey A

Cc: Duranceau, David A; April, John G; Donnelly, Jack W;

BLVedder@mail .bhi~erc.com; .nan.David@epamail .epa.gov
Subj¢ :: Re: FW: Staging at 618-5
Jeff,

With this sentence added, I concur with everything in the "controls"
section except the first sentence of the last bullet. My issue is that

tl se of tl land : 1dom u ling is not to verify

" « with objectives, " but rather to verify "that the
staging area is clean (1.e., has not been contaminated throt 1 use) and
therefore does not require any long-term institutional controls." This

is especially relevant to this location as it has been certified as
"clean closed" with respect to chemicals via the RCRA closure process.

Also, with regard to the e-mail Jack sent out that describes the
rationale for why we are using the staging pile regulations as opposed
to simply expanding the area of contamination, I am curious to hear
Bechtel’s interpretation of how the requirements outlined in 264.554
for "closing" a staging pile sited in an uncontaminated area (which
cites sections 264.258(a) and 264.111) and public notification are
being met as well.

That being said, I have no problem with you proceeding to use the
designated staging pile areas using the language contained in the
controls section of this draft (with the exception noted above). If we
modify the rationale or other language in the RDR/RAWP as a result of
the other questions I have asked, it will not affect my approval of the
procedure you have outlined in this attachment (except as noted).

If you have any questions about this, call me at 376-4919.

Mike





















