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Dear Mr. Schieffelis: 

The Department of Energy (DOE) received your response to our proposed settlement 
language for the Operable Unit No. 9 dispute. We believe that wc can come to agreement 
on one issue at this time, We, therefore, propose that it is appropriate to separate the two 
issues regarding the two separate tank sets, and to settle the issue upon which we agree, 
while elevating the issue surrounding the active RCRA tanks pursuant to Part 12 of the 
Interagency Agreement (IAG). 

In regard to tanks T-8 and T-9, it appears that your proposed language is largely 
consistent wirh the language inour  October 7,1994, proposal. One notabIe exception is 
h e  issue of ancillary equipment.' This issue had no1 been previously raised in our 
communications, meelinp or correspondence. We believe it has been clear that such 
equipment is to be investigalcd separately under the Technical Mcrnorandum 1 (TM 1) 
Volume 2, which will address the pipelines. TM 1 Volume 1 clearly stated that pipelines 
would be dealt with separately in TM 1 Volume 2. The scg.rrgatian of tanks from 
pipelines was necessary to expedite the tank investigation since additional data was 
needed to supplement the available pipcline data. Consistent with your counterproposal, 
DOE will submit an investigation plan that will address h e  T-8 and T-9 tanks. Your 
counterproposal also included two separate plans for invesugation of the tanks. In h e  
interest of efficiency, however, we inrend to supply the information in one plan. I have 
revised and signed the enclosed counterproposal language, which I believe settles this 
dispute with respect to these tanks. If you concur with the resolution language for tanks 
T-8 & T-9. Dlexe sign the enclosed resolution and return a copy to me. I I  

As to the issue of tanks T-24 and T-32, your counterproposal language is not acceplabIe. 
In our mwting and various telephone conversations, I understood that supplying you with 
the information demonstrating the RCRA stms of these tanks would suffice to render 
Mestigadon of these tanks under the IAG as an unnecessary activity until such time that 
the tanks become inactive. In response to your request, we have documented the active 
RCRA permit status of  thcse tanks, and thcrefore do not intend 10 prematurely investigate 
these tanks undcr the IAG. Since resolution of issues regarding tanks T-24 and T-32 is 
not seemingly in the offing, wc agree with you that immcdiak elevation of this podon of 
the dispute to the Dispute Resolution Committee (DRC) should occur. This letter, with 
our previous correspondence and RCRA status information (encloscd), serves as DOE'S 
portion of the written statement to the DRC dcscribing the issues underlying the dispute 
and attempu at rcsolution. 
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We seek your concurrence on the T-8 and T-9 resolution. If, however, we cannot reach 
agreement via your concurrence, immediate elevation to the DRC should occur for issues 
regarding both sets of tanks. 

Sincerely, 

*u- even W. Slaten 

IAG Project Coordinator 
Environmental Restoration 

Enclosure 

cc w/o Enclosure: 
M. Hesunark, EPA 
M. Silverman, OOM, RFFO 
L. Smith, OOM, RFFO 
J. Robersan, AMER, RFFO 
D. Ruscitto, AMOW, RFFO 
D. Brockman, AMES&H, RFFO 
F. Lockhart, ER, RFFO 
R. Schassburger, ER, RFFO 
S. Slaten, ER, RFFO 
R. Sarter, ER, RFFO 
rM. Roy, OCC, RFFO 
J. Burd, SAIC 
S. Stiger, EG&G 
C. Cowdry, EG&G 


