


Topic: ORP/RL Key Documents List Review

ORP noted that the first line on the key documents list reflects the last submittal of the
characterization reports. ORP stated that a decision was made during the last project managers
meeting to pursue barriers going forward and to not pursue further vadose zone studies. ORP also
noted that a change package associated with M-045-61 was signed, splitting the RFI and the CMS.
ORP stated that a draft RFI will be submitted to Ecology in December 2014, and the CMS will be
submitted at a later time. ORP stated that the interim milestone M-045-91F-T0O4, which is
associated with the SST integrity program, is in concurrence and will be su’ ‘tted to Ecology
ahead of the December 2014 due date. ORP referred to the Wiped Film Evaporator Class 3
permit modification listed under permit documents, and noted that Ecology requested adding this
doc  mtto the key ORP ° ":¢ " ' the Class 3 permit mod for the Wiped Film
Evaporator was never pursued, and suggested deleting the document from the key documents list.
Ecology agreed that the document could be deleted.

RL stated that there are two change packages associated with the first document on the key
documents list, which is also an agenda item for today’s meeting regarding the 200-IS-1 waste
sites. RL suggested taking formal action regarding M-015-92B and submitting a change package
to split the 200-IS-1 and 200-EA-1 RI/FSs, but keeping the same dates. RL noted that there has
been discussion about splitting the two, since IS-1 is being worked and EA-1 is currently not being
worked. Ecology agreed to split IS-1 and EA-1, noting that 200-WA-1 is the first one up and IS-1
should be closer in dates to WA-1 than EA-1. Ecology added that IS-1 wouldn’t be tied to WA-1,
but the dates would be closer in time. RL stated that the plan will be to split IS-1 and EA-1.

RL noted that item No. 5 (200 West Inner Area EE/CA for Tier 2 Facilities) has been crossed out
and deleted since it is not associated with any near-term work, and asked if there were any
objections. Ecology asked if there was a milestone for the EE/CA. EPA stated that there might
be a milestone since it is a Tier 2 document. RL stated that it would reconsider deleting it if there
is amilestone. Ecology referred to milestone M-085-60, which states “complete EE/CAs for all
Tier 2 facilities listed in Appendix J,” with a date of 3/31/2018. Following a brief discussion, RL
agreed to research the milestone and provide a status at the next IAMIT meeting.

Ecology referred to item No. 7 (200 WA-1 200 East Inner Area/Pipelines, TSD Closure Plan for
the Hexone Storage and Treatment Facility TSD Unit) on RL’s key document list, stating that it is
all 200-IS-1 and not 200-WA-1, and WA-1 should be stricken. Ecology noted that the location of
IS-1 covers both the 200 East Inner Area and 200 West Inner Area. Ecology added that the
closure plans are associated with IS-1 and not WA-1. RL noted that the milestone has been
completed, but the comment resolution is an outstanding issue. Ecology stated that the attorneys
are in the process of interpreting what is required within the closure plans for the TSDs. Ecology
indicated that the intent is to complete an evaluation on the TSD issue by the end of October 2014,
and to send the results to RL in early November 2014. Ecology stated that M-037-01 contains
specific language regarding the hexone and CX closure plans, and that there was an evaluation for
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the hexone and CX tanks. Ecology suggested that RL research that information.

RL stated that there is no milestone date for the status that was added to item No. 8, (200 WA-1 and
200-B-C-1RI/FS Work Plan) and the intent is to submit a draft work plan by March 31, 2015.
EPA noted that a meeting was held about a month ago to discuss the work plan, and that RL and its
contractor indicated that more information was needed regarding 200-BC-1. EPA asked if there
were any outcomes from the meeting. Ecology noted that there was a dispute several years ago,
and the decision was made to conduct the treatability test. Ecology added that the results from the
treatability test were favorable, and that RL could make a decision on BC-1 with the existing data.
Ecology stated that the division of opinion was that RL and its contractors thought more data
needed to be collected, just for BC-1. RL stated that the revision to the draft work plan -
incorpo “:sb¢ " ofthe _ rable units (OUs)asthey :c¢ tly conf” ired. Ecolr~ stated
that there was to be one decision for both OUs. EPA noted that there were several treartability
tests done, including removal, resistivity correlation, and investigation. Ecology stated that BC-1
went through a feasibility study and proposed plan, and the additional treatability tests were done
that EPA cited. Ecology reiterated that there is enough data for RL to make a decision on BC-1.
RL stated that a status will be provided at the next IAMIT meeting.

RL noted that there was a change in status for No. 12 (200-SW-2 RFI/CMS & RFI/FS &
PCAD/PP) on the key documents list. Ecology responded that a change package is needed if the
milestone is to be missed, and noted that missing the milestone will drive the major milestone.
RL stated that a status was provided for several milestones during the TPA quarterly meeting, and
the milestone column in the key documents list includes the current status from the quarterly
meeting. RL noted that the status should have been highlighted in blue. Ecology recommended
that RL preserve its dispute rights by sending a change package, if needed, and to pay attention to
section 148/149 in the TPA. RL noted that it is in the process of determining how to make a
comprehensive response on all outstanding milestones. RL stated that it is considering a proposal
to provide a complete listing of every outstanding milestone from this date forward, including the
status, and documentation will be attached to the letter for any milestone that is not on time or
completed.

EPA noted that there was a change in date under No. 16 for submittal of the 200-DV-1 work plan.
There was a discussion regarding the dates for the 200-EA-1 and 200-WA-1 work plans in relation
to DV-1. The 200-BP-5 and 200-PO-1 groundwater OU remedial investigations were also
mentioned in relation to DV-1. Ecology indicated that it will have an internal discussion and
possibly include EPA in the discussions,,

RL noted that there was a new status for Nos. 22 (200-BP-5 RI), 23 (200-BP-5 FS/PP) and 28
(100-DR-1, 100-DR-2, 100-HR-1, 2 &3 RI/FS & PP) on the key documents list. Ecology
provided an update to No. 28, stating that the Remedy Review Board is now scheduled for January
26-30, 2015, in Seattle. RL asked Ecology about the status of No. 32 (100-FR-1, 100-FR-2,
100-FR-3, 100-IU-2, 100-IU-6 and 100-F/IU record of decision) regarding its review of the ROD.
Ecology responded that the ROD is still being discussed. Ecology reported that it has completed
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about 50 percent of the RI/FS comments associated with No. 37 (100-NR-1, 100-NR-2 and 100-N
RI/FS Reports and PP) for the N Area. RL noted that there will continue to be more status for No.
40 (300-FF-2, 300-FF-5 RD/RAWPs).

M-015-112, IS-1 Work Plan Dispute

RL stated that two change packages were prepared to include additional sites * “p the IS-1 work
scope. RL indicated that first change package represents what RL believes the Tri-Parties are in
agreement with, and that there are legal issues associated with the second change package that
need to be resolved prior to determining the cla "“ication of a waste site. RL sta’ " that a draft
legal brief was attached to the draft change packages that were provided to Ecology last month,
and EC( SN ) s’ cha : packages at that time to allow for additional review
tin a i’ review of thecha  pack ::shasl n " "a "~ a2 "wil
not be completea unul tne nrst week in November 2014. rcology noted that the first change
package contains a complete list, but RL stripped away all of the TSD designations, including
those already designated within the TPA. Ecology stated that as a result, both change packages
are being evaluated for that TSD designation for those waste sites. Ecology added that the second
change package includes adding additional waste sites, and it focuses the dispute on the TSD
designation issue. Ecology indicated that once its lawyers’ review is completed, further
discussions will be held with RL to resolve the dispute.

RL referred to the first change package that it believed the Tri-Parties were in agreement with, and
asked Ecology if it had identified an issue with that change package. Ecology responded that
there was an issue because there were over 30 waste sites that had the TSD designations stripped
out, even though they had already been designated as TSDs. RL stated that it would follow up on
Ecology’s issue with the first change package to determine whether it was a typographical
omission.

RL and Ecology agreed to extend the work plan dispute to December 1, 2014, and signed change
control form M-15-13-02. RL noted that the two change packages define the scope of the work
plan. ~ ology stated that part of the December 1 date is to allow time to update the schedule for
completing the work plan. Ecology noted that the initial submittal date for the work plan was
April 2015, and a more realistic schedule is being developed as more information is gathered.
Ecology stated that the workshops have been very good and it is pleased with CHPRC’s process.
Ecology noted the magnitude of the work scope, with 300-plus waste sites and over 200 miles of
pipelines and the sampling that will be associated with those waste sites.

Ecology inquired about the status of the C-12-03 change package. RL noted that the C-12-03
change package is not associated with IS-1. CHPRC stated that the C-12-03 change package is in
RL review and it is not ready for transmittal to Ecology. RL noted that the change package has
been delivered historically and no action had been taken, and it is being updated to add the
emerging waste sites.




Topic: Appendix C TPA Change Control Forms

1) C-13-01 & C-14-02 IS-1 Waste Sites

A dispute extension form was signed extending the dispute to December 1, 2014 at the project
manager level for the disapproval of TPA change control form M-15-13-02. See discussion
under IS-1 work plan dispute.

2) C-12-03 100 Area Waste Sites

RL stated that this topic should be moved back to the River Corridor unit manager meeting.

Topic: Discussion Regarding Action Items

™ raised a questic that was not on today’s - ~-nda, aski~~ if the IAMIT creates an action list that
is tracked. The Tri-Parties discussed the purpose of the IAMIT, and it was noted that it is the first
level of dispute after the project manager level. The purpose of providing the key documents list
at the JAMIT was discussed. RL noted that if a decision is not being made from the key
documents list, it should be presented at the project manager meetings or the TPA quarterly
meetings, and not at the IAMIT. ORP stated that the key documents list was developed to provide
a status on upcoming documents, and there may be a document that initiates a dispute that requires
a decision by the IAMIT.

ORP stated that the IAMIT needs to focus on what actions need to have outcomes, and those items
should be tracked in the quarterly meetings or the project manager meetings. ORP added that
goal of the IAMIT is to make a decision and be done with an issue. EPA stated that when disputes
are brought to the IAMIT for a decision, a briefing for each side of the issue should be prepared.
ORP added that the briefing should be sent out prior to the IAMIT so the Tri-Parties could be
prepared with an understanding of both sides of the issue and come with questions. EPA stated
that whoever is sent to the IAMIT should have the power to make a decision.

Topic: TPA Change Control Form M-16-14-02, Begin Sludge Removal at
K West

The Tri-Parties noted that RL delivered change control form M-16-14-02 to EPA, and EPA sent a
letter disapproving the change control form. RL stated that EPA and RL management are in
discussions to resolve the issue, and there was no further discussion for today’s meeting.

Topic: TPA Appendix B Update

MSA stated that it is working with RL on the Appendix B update. Ecology requested an action to
provide the originator of the TPA change request so that a discussion could be initiated about the
objective of the change request. Ecology noted that there have been three change requests in the
past that were not approved, and cautioned RL that if it is working unilaterally on a change request,
it would have a low probability of success. RL asked Ecology if it was referring to the RCRA

listings. Ecology responded that it was for the RCRA listings. RL indicated that the issue is that
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Appendix B for the RCRA TSD units needs to be updated. RL noted that a common goal and
understanding should be the starting point for addressing Appendix B. Ecology stated that it
provided ORP two different Appendix B changes, and ORP responded cight months later with a
request for review and comments within a week. Ecology noted that that occurred during the
TPA reprint, and an Appendix B update was not included in the reprint since there had been no
discussions. Ecology indicated that there may be an underlying issue. ORP responded that the
issue started with a legal memo, and part of the issue was cleaning up the Part A permit. Ecology
stated that it would be helpful to have a discussion to get an understanding of ORP’s vision for the
change to the Part A permit.

MSA noted that the effort to update Appendix B was made over a year ago, and it has been on hold
for the past year and it is being initiated again. Ecology stated that it did some minimal change
versi o Apj ¢ itup lnoted ° ~~ P may want a more tal cl
Ecology suggested doing a quick cleanup change to Appendix B, and then have a discussion witn
ORP about the fundamental issue. Ecology noted that Appendix B hasn’t been updated since the
late 1990s. ORP stated that Appendix C was being discussed during the last IAMIT meeting, and
Appendix B was mentioned as needing to be updated. Ecology stated that it had found three
different change packages for Appendix B and forwarded the change package numbers to MSA.
RL stated that it will get ORP engaged with the Appendix B process.






















