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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mark Achen 
Department Heads 
.John Kenny 
Don Newton 
Greg Trainor 

'{~ FROM: Karl Metzner 

DATE: .January 12, 1989 

RE: Comments on Revision to UMTRAP Conditional Use 

On .January 11, 1989 city staff members met to discuss the proposed 
revisions to the Mesa County Conditional Use permit for the UMTRA 
Project. The following reflects a consensus of what the City's 
response to each of the six amendments should be. 

Amendment 1.: Request to extend hours of operation from 13 hours 
per day to 16 hours per day. Operations would still be limited to 
daylight hours defined as 1/2 hour before dawn to 1/2 hour after 
dusk. 

Comments: 

a) 

b) 

No objection to the increase, subject to: 

All operations must be completed at the 
specified time, including all truck movement. 

The contractor shall identify all truck move­
ments and locations for vehicle fueling and 
maintenance. 

Amendment 2: Request to increase allowable noise levels on the 
Orchard Mesa Bluff. 

Comments: No response at this time, pending the measure­
ment existing background noise levels by Mesa 
County Health Department. 
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Amendment 3: Request to delete the requirement to replace existing 
waterline in 4th Avenue and repair as needed, instead. 

Comments: The waterline should be replaced Agreement 
was made that it would stay with tiie provisions 
of the letter, dated December 22, 1988, from 
Greg Trainor (attached) . Of additional concern 
is the new overlay of 4th Avenue which will be 
provided by UMTRAP. Utility breaks would re­
quire cuts in the overlay, threatening its 
integrity. 

Amendment 4: Request to delete the requirement for a left-hand 
turn lane at the Kannah Creek Road intersection with Hwy 50. 

Comments: Deleting this requirement will create a 
hazardous situation for cars waiting to turn 
onto Kannah Creek Road. It could also delay 
the truck movements, causing them to stack up 
and break the specified two-minute interval. 

Amendment 5: Request deletion of the requirement to overlay Hwy 
50 from the 5th Street bridge to the Cheney site. 

Comments: If this requirement is deleted, UMTRAP should 
be responsible for all maintenance of the­
highway. The State Highway District Engineer 
and the City Engineer shall determine the type 
and extent of maintenance required in their 
respective jurisdictions. There shall be no 
more than a 24-hour response time on requests 
for maintenance. The $1.18 million, identified 
as available for maintenance, is erroneous 
since the $930,000 generated by vehicle-related 
ta~es is distr;j.J;>.,uteq, throug_ho1Jt th~ stat}!. ~~ 

Amendment 6: 
of transport. 

4flft1Jv, .'3,Y1~t.l /::ie_' (::--tr;;');JtPf:_ (': ~ ~ ~vU'YA ';iilc/d!"--

Request to use the truck alternative and the method~~~ 
9' ~ 

Comments: 
'-d~ 

The City would have preferred the truck/train ~~~ 
alternative but recognizes the monetary con- './-h 
straints. The City is concerned over the / c/t, 
potential air quality impacts of the truck v, 
transport alternative and believes the 
following conditions should be made part of 
this amendment. 

a) All trucks should be covered with tarps 
as stated in the FEIS. 

b) UMTRAP should furnish a PM-10 monitor to 
be placed at the City's monitoring site. 
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c) ~SP monitors at the site should be placed 
in response to prevailing winds. The Mesa 
County Health Department should approve 
the location of all monitors 

d) Monitoring at the site shoul~ be done on 
a real time basis with testing and 
reporting done at least every 24 hours. 
Test results should be submitted to the 
Health Department on a regular basis. 
Test results should be used as an opera­
tion control on the removal process. 
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.January 17, 1989 

Mesa County Board of County Commissioners 
Mesa County Planning Commission 
P.O. Box 20,000-5022 
Grand .Junction, CO 81502 

City of Grand Junction, Colorado 
81501-2668 

i 250 North Fifth Street 

RE: C-11-88-2 Amendment to Conditional Use Permit 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

The City of Grand .Junction has reviewed the proposed amend­
ments the UMTRAP Conditional Use, and we have the following com­
ments. 

1. We have no objection to the requested increase in 
operating hours as long as it is specifically under­
stood that all operations, including all truck move­
ments will be completed at the specified time. The 
contractor should identify all other truck movements 
and locations for vehicle fueling and repair. 

2. We support the recommendations of the Mesa County 
Health Department regarding noise levels on the Orchard 
Mesa bluff. 

3. The water line in 4th Avenue should be replaced or 
other arrangements made, per the letter from Greg 
Trainor, City Utilities Manager, dated December 22, 
1988. In addition to experiencing delays caused by 
water breaks, the integrity of the new overlay, which 
will be provided by the project, would be severely 
threatened. Considering both the costs of delays and 
the costs of repairs to the line, it would be more 
cost-effective to replace the line prior to the new 
asphalt overlay. 

4. Although the required intersection improvements at Hwy 
50 and Kannah Creek Road do not directly affect Grand 
.Junction, we feel it is important to the general public 
safety to provide an adequate left turn lane. Failure 
to provide this improvement could also delay truck 
movements and break the specified two-minute interval. 

I 

I 



Mesa County Commissioners, et al. 
January 18, 1989 
Page 2 

5. If the requirement to overlay Hwy 50 is deleted, the 
UMTRAP contractor should be responsible for,all main­
tenance during the life of the project. Th~ City 
Engineer and the State Highway District Engineer shall 
determine the type and extent of maintenance required 
in their respective jurisdictions. There shall be no 
more than a 24-hour response time on any request for 
maintenance. It shall be the UMTRAP contractor's re­
sponsibility to provide the funding for all required 
maintenance. 

6. Although the City would have preferred the truck/train 
alternative, we recognize the financial constraints of 
the project. The City is, however, concerned over the 
air quality impacts of the truck transport alternative, 
and we would like the following conditions to be made 
part of this amendment. 

a) All loads shall be covered with tarps as specified 
in the FEIS and as required by City Ordinance 
#2001. 

b) A PM-10 monitor shall be provided for the City 
Hall monitoring site. This monitor will be able 
to provide overall impact analysis of the project 
on the City at-large. 

c) TSP monitors at the site shall be placed in 
response to prevailing winds. The Mesa County 
Health Department should review and approve the 
location of all monitors. 

d) TSP monitoring should be done on a real time basis 
with reports on testing provided every 24 hours. 
Test results should be submitted to the Mesa 
County Health Department on a regular basis. The 
UMTRAP contractor shall use the test results as an 
operational control of the removal process. 

Respectfully, 

John W. Bennett 
Mayor 
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WHE.RFAS, The DE•p.:u-tment. nf EnP-rqy ~PIH;Jht l:o have a Conditional 
I.I•.•P Pc'!rtni.l. on the ·fell lowing desct-i.bed land situated in the County of 
l'lF.-;,a, ~lf:...'\te of Crllor·.;arlo, to wit:: 

( !·lr~l? attached> \ 

\~ 
c.\lh1 

WHEHEAS, the h~~aring hefon" the Boa.rd of County 
CQn~l&Bjuners was held March 8 and· Mdrch 9, 1988. 

/ 

NDW ·r HEREFOHE, I HE BOARD OF COUNTY COI1M ISS I ONERS DF 1 HE 
COLiN r Y f.lF t1ESA F 1 NI>S f~S FOLLOWS: 

That the hearin~J befnr~ the Eoat-d was held after proper 
1'1!.1t.ICt!l 

rhat tlte staff rl~commemdat ion wall. contained in a staff 
report dated March 4, 1988. 

That tlte Mesa County Planning Commission made 
•·ecoonmn>ntlatio11$ at the,•ir pUIJI .. i.c: he-aring held on March 17, 198F.l. 

That. t.he Depilt·tment t1-f Enpr·gy <D.D.E. > <md their agents 11. K. 
Fer911!;tm hilVE' appl i~.;•cl for a t;on<h't:ional Use Pnt-mi t undet- the 
r.c1urtt ~· I <Aild llse and Devl:! 1 opmr-.'11 t. Cnr·1P. .1nd County Zon inq, 

llaat. Ute first. public ht-~<H 1nq which was u jnint Planninq 
i.:ornnusston and County L:ommissiurom·s. hearing was held on !"larch 8, 
19l!H at 6:20P.M. at 'lwo Rivers Plaza and public: t.estimrJny Wi'IS 

hi!!C.I"cl unti I after 1 I:(!() P.l't. The~ hP.r:lrinq WilS th1~n ct1nt..inued to 
1·1;H·cll 9, at 7:00P.M. at th£-J C.ity CcJu11ty Audit.orillm. F'uhlic 
testimony I'Jil\; taken <tt this he.;ar:i.l'l~J tuat.tl coppr·oximately 12:30 A.M. 
At. that time the hearing was r:losl~IJ. _ 

That adrl.i tiona! written tr.;o;;.l imony wOts allowr~d tn he 
~•ubmitt.ed unt:il 5:00P.M. on luesday, l'lan·.ll l::'o, Thia .. ty-·four ;:Vtl 
pJet:tH> uf ccarr·e!.ipcmdence were r·•~ceivPII chwinq \t'tdt: t.ime. 

That. the Cand i. t i nn<II I Jsr,• l'fH'm i t · i ~; cJ i v 1L1ml .1 n t.o t. tlo··er! major 
c:ntr.pon£>rlt~: < 1 > UtP ml 11 s.i t'P., <<.'> l'tu:! Chf~llPY D.tspClt>al !:ht~· .:.nd 
!.\) the haul route and IRI?.t"llf.lcl ot tt·iHI;;portut.Jnro s1 te, 
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RESOLUTION 
FILE''NO. C11-88 
Page 2 

That dacum&'nb; and te!:otimony hiive been made part. of ttie filc;p 
and hlive been consider·ed. ThE>s~ documents cll1d test i.mony 
include: 

-The draft an~ final Environmental Impact Satements prepared 
by the Department of Enerqy; 

-The "Site-Specific Economic Impact Analysis IJ·f the Mesa 
1:ounty UM1RA Project, Dec~mhHr 1987" prepared by Brown~, 
Bortz and Coddington, Inc., Denver Colorado for Jacobs 
Engineering Group1 

-Grand Junction/Mesa County. Economic Impact Study, 
Alternative Disposal Site/Transport Options", January 1988, 
U.S. Department of Energy ~repared by Jacobs ~ngineering 
Group; ~ 

-Maps and con!lotr·uction drawin~prepared by M.K. Ferguson; 

-The Conditional Use application prepared by M. K. Ferguson; 

-The Review Agency comments and staff report; 
I 

-Public: testimony both verbal and wri t.ten; 

-The presentation by the petitioner; 

-lhe County'• Land 0se and Development Policies and Lano 
J)evelopment Code which were used to evaluate the proposal! 
and that th~ sections of the Code used to evaluate the 
nroposal included Section 9- Zoning Districts; Section 10 
Supplem~ntary RegulationsJ Section 4 - Standards for 
Davelopment Permits. 

-lhe recommendation of the M~sa County Planning Commission 
made at their •-eguiar· meeting held em March 17, 1988. 

NOW THEREFORE, BE 11 HESOLVED BY THE' BOARD OF COUNTY 
Cl1MMISS10NERS IN THE COUNTY DF MESA, STtHF. OF CDLURADO. that. the 
Conditinnal Use Permit ami in partial ful·fillment nf the 
Certificate of Designation ahd consistent with Section 10.2 and 
10.4 of the Mesa County Land Development. Cmie is ~P..Q.r.Q:'!!!\'.9. 
subj~ct to the following conditions: 

A. ~!J.LLJu ... t~V 

Approval of ttm Cli.rna.x Mill Site Exc:avat . .ion Plan ilS 

pr·esented in the! Condi t..ional Use narrative and attached 
drawings with the following stipulations: 
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RESOLUTION 
FILE NO. Cll-88 
Pac:Je 3 

1 • 

7.. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Ther~ shall be a maximum of 13 hours per workday 
schedule, Monday through Saturday. No work will be 
allowed on S~ndays or State holidays. 

Building permits must be obtained for all temporary 
and permanent strur.ture5 to be coniStructed on site, 
including fences. Demolition of structures will also 
require building permits. 

Activities shall comply with National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards. Conditions imposed by the 
Colorado State Health Department shall be followed. 

A parking plan shall be submitted, indicating where 
project related and employee vehicles and equipment 
will be located in a manner whi~h does not impede 
access to other pro~erties or block traffic on public 
streets. ~ 

Noise monitors shall ~laced on the North periphery 
of the site, and on the South bluff line of the 
Colorado River, known as Orchard Mesa, directly across 
from the site. Readings shall be taken bi-weekly, 
and a quarterly report submitted to the Boar~ of 
County Commissioners. A maximum decibel reading of 
55 shall be established at the Orchard Mesa 
bluffline. and not exceeded. 

Agreements shall be signed between the DOE <or 
responsible contractors> and the public utitlities I 
districts having imporvements on site. The agreements 
shall confirm that any relocation or disturbance of 
said improvements will meet with approval of 
utilities/districts. 

Because of additional monitoring required by this 
project, the County believes that a full time staff 
person is needed. This person should be an employee 
of the State Health Department. This staff person 
should be stationed in Grand Junction. Monitoring 
activities cc:mduc:ted by this staff person will 
include: 

-air quality 
-noise pollution 

-water pollution· 
-ground water po 1 1 u·t ion 

-radiatiori pollution 

Any violation of standards noted by lhis person shall 
be reported immediately to M. K. Ferguson, the D.D.E. 
and the County and ~ppropriale other agencies. 

1. All conditions sl!t for Phase 1 are to be followed in 
Phase II. 
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RESOLUTION 
FlbE NO. Cll-88 
Page 4 

2. Army Corps of Engineers 404 Permit must be obtained 
prior to any disturbance of wetlands. 

3. Signs shall be posted notifying recreational users of 
the 'Colorado River of activities, in full. sight from 
the River channel. 

4. Drainage improvements shall be adequately protected 
from erosion and shall be approved by the Mesa County 
Engineering Department. 

5. An additional monitoring station shall be installed 
downgradient of site to/detect potential ground water 
contamin~tion as result of activities. 

Qi_I;_~ _ _B!;?s tor a t,!Q!ll . \ 

1. The reclamation of the~ shall include pedestrian/ 
bicycle path and greenbelt ~arrelleling the north bank 
of the Colorado River. 

2. The path and greenbelt shall be designed by a qualified 
professional lclndscape at-chitec:t. The Mesa County/Grand 
Junction Riverfront Commission, Downtown Development 
Authority and 11esa County Planning Commission shall 
review the design and submit their c:ommerits to the Board 
of County Commissioners; the Board will then make a 
final decision on the restoration plans. 

Use of the Cheney Reservoir Disposal Site is approved and found 
t_o be consistent with t.he Mesa County Land Development Code 
Section 10.2 and with the Certificate of Designation subject to 
State Health Department requirements and is subject to the 
following: 

1. The Department of Energy shall inspect the site to 
determine adequacy of the cover and the extent of erosion. 
A report of this inspection shall be made to the County 
Commissioners and entered into the project file. If the 
cover is eroded, it shall be replaced by the DOE. 

2. The Department of Energy shall provide adequate water 
supply and storage for dust control--obtaining permits if 
necessary for a p.i pellne -to the Karmali Creek City of Grand 
Junction flow line. 

3. The Department of Energy shall provic.le ·long term ground 
monitoring wells with quarterly inspections hy the State 
Health D~partment to determine ftny migration of radio­
activity towards Kannah Creek, Indian Wash or the Gunnison 

I 

I 



c. 

RESOLUTION 
Fli..E NO. C11-8£l 
Page 5 

River·. These r-epo1·ts wi II be submitted to the County 
Commissioner-s. If r·adioactive contamination is detected 
immediate action will be taken to seal off the leak. 

4. The Department of Ener-gy shall pr-ovide fencing of the 90 
acr-e r-epository site and signage to deter cattle grazi~g 
and discourage hunter-s and oft-r-oad vehicles from dr-iving 
over- the repository. 

5. The Department nf Energy shall pr-ovide wa1·ning signs posted 
around the per-imeter to inform the public of the repository 
to discour-age tr-avel acr-oss it. 

6. 

7. 

lhe Ue~artment of Energy shall provide site prepar-ation and 
disturbance shall be kept to a minimum due to the fragile 
nature of the desert environment. 

\ 
The Depa1·tment of Energy~hall p1·ovide ,-evegetation plans 
which shall he approved b B.L.M., Tri-River- Extension and 
Soil Conservation Service. . 

/ 

Application and approval of Preliminary/Final Plan for the 
Planned Industrial Zone is necessary before this site can 
be used as a transfer station. 

The request for the all truck transportation alternative from 
the mill site to the Cheney Disposal Site is denied due to the 
lack of compatibility with surrounding land uses and threat to 
health, safety and welfare as required under Section 10.2.1.A of 
the Mesa County Land Development Code and based on evidence and 
testimony the following reasons being exemplary: 

1. Unavoidable impacts to businesses in South Downtown; 

2. Impacts tc1 pn.tpert..i.es on Orchar·d Mesa on Highway 50 
corridor, incluMing prope~ty values, noise and visual 
impacts; 

3. Problems of enforcing two minute gaps between trucks on 
haul routes, pal-t:.ir.ularly on the southbound Ufl(:Jrade 
segment crossing the Colorado River; 

4. Lack of Satisfactory Emergency Management Plan for 
"spi.lls"; 

::>. Dif~·iculty in t•taintaining schP.dule presented as 
Alternative ~4 on UMJ"RA Transportation AI ter·native, Time 
Analysis Char·t.; 
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RESOLUTION 
FiLE NO. Cll-BA 
Page 6 

6. Lack of adequate parking for trucks after hours; 

7. City of Grand Junction, State Highway Department and 
County ~ngineer's comments. 

B. It is not the lowest cost alternative if economic and 
socio/economic matters and the public health, saftey and 
welfare are considered as a cost. 

E. !3.eJ.Lt.T.r.uck. 

The Rail/Truck alternative is approved and is consistent with 
the criteria found in Section 10.2.1 of the Mesa County Land 
Development Code and is sub.icct .. to the foliowing: 

\ 

1 • Limiting the haulacJE' tn ·~six day a weE!k 13 
operating time period. ~ 

hour/day 

2. When all costs are taken into consideration this is the 
low cost alternative. These costs include the health, 
safety and welfare nf the County residents estimated cost 
of tran5pc1rtation, llle cost'of road damage- bot!;! to State 
and Couhty roads, the cost of socio-economic mitigation 
as quantified in the sh.ad.ies entitled: "Site Specific 
Economic !~pact Analysis of the Mesa County UMTRA Project, 
December 1987" prepared by Browne, Bortz and Coddington , 
Inc.; Denver, Colorado for the Jacobs Engineering Group 
<BBC Study>; and "Grand Junction/Mesa County Economic 
Impact Study, AltPrnativ~ Disposal Site/Transport Options, 
"January, 1988, U.S. Department of Energy prepared by 
Jacobs Engineering Group. The worst case scenario for 
e<1c.h alternative should lie used in evaluating costs and 
the BBC Study docu~ents $5;958 million in negative impacts 
for the tr·uck to Cheney mode of transportation and 

3. 

$31,000 in ne>gative costs for the rail/truck option to 
Cheney. 

Route: The preferred rail route out of the mill site i5 
via the ·existing tr·ack that r·uns fn1m the mill, 
across 9th Street and p~rallel to 4th Avenue to 
t.he r·ai 1 yar·cJ. lf this , .. ,,ute provt•s unfeasible 
or nat cost effective a~ determined by M. K. 
Ferguson, the r·L,ute ac:r·o•.>!i D Hoac1 tn the rail 
yard is ac:t:f~ptable as a "second hest" alternative. 

ln or:-der fc1r the pr·c,iect. t.D remain c.nnsistent. with t.he Mesa 
County Land Development Code S~ction 10.2 and !0.4 the follow1ng 
additionill conditions apply: 

1. The Board of County Cmnmissioner·s will est.abliiih a 
local UMTRnP Committ~e to asuist the conlractnr in 

I 

I 



RE58LUTION 
FILE NO. C11-88 
Page 7 

.... .... 

3. 

4. 

compliance with the project. This committee will 
consist of a board of five·- one from Kannah Creek, one 
from Whitewater, nne from Orchard Mesa, one from D.D.A., 
and orle at 1 arge. 

The Board of County Commissioners requires the 
Department of Energy to install a fully channelized 
interser.t.ion at Kannah Cr-eel< Roar! and U.S. ~'iO to allow 
safe left turning movements in accordance with State 
Highway Department specificiations and permits. · 

,/· 

All conditions and terms of the application and E.I.S. 
that are not inconsistent with this resolution apply 
anU are hereby made a~ o'. this approval. 

All Rev1ew Agency comments as follows: 

1. Central Grand Valley Sewer - 2/2/88 
2. Grand Valley Rural Power- ~/2/88 / 
3. Mountain Bell - 2/3/88 
4. Grand Junction Rural Fire - 2/8/88 
5. County Health - 2/17/88 
6. Colorado Department of Wildlife- 2/17/88 
7. Public Service - Electric & Gas - 2/17/88 
8. Colorado Stcii:E~ Highway Depar-tmeont - 2/26/88 
9. County Aqricultw-al Extension- 1/26/88 

10. Riverfront Commission - 2/26/88 
11~ Building Department- 2/26/88 
12. County Engineer - 3/1/88 
13. County Floodplain Administrator- 3/1/88 
14. City of Grand Junction - 3/2/88, 2/26/88 
15. Grand Jun~tion Drainage District - 2/29/88 
16. Downtown Development Authority - 2/26/88 
17. u.s. Depart. of the Army, Co~ps of Eng. - 2/1/88 
18. Colorado Geologic Survey - 2/23/88 
19. Colorado Department of Health - 2/24/88, 2/26/88 
20. Mesa Count.y Human Resource Department - 2/24/88 
21. 0. & R.G.W. Railroad- 3/H/88 
22. U. S. Dept. of Interior, Bureau of Land Management 

3/8/88 

5. Mesa County will nat use local property taxes for this 
project. 

6. This Conditional Usv Permit and Certificate of 
De~ignation is not t.o be implied to •xtend to any other 
hazardous waste or urani~m mill taili~gs other than 
thos•~ from the> o.n.E. Climax lkarliurn Mi.ll Hemedial 
Action Project and the D.O.E. Compound. 

I 

I 
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PASSED ANB ADOPTED this --~J.!:)} __ day of ---- M~~-'=-h·-=-----
t9 _as. 

ATTEST I 

&r.i .. -LL. ·-~~t~-------------
Earl Sawy~~0'-~unty Clerk 

I 

I 


