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MEMORANDUM
TO: Mark Achen
Department Heads
John Kenny
Don Newton
Greg Trainor
FROM: Karl Metzner \{JN\
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: No objection to the increase, subject to:

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

b) 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.




' Amendment 3: Request‘to déleté-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 tHe 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-
guire 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 regquirement 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
M and the City Engineer shall determine the type
Ay , 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

\mk as available for maintenance, is erroneous
£¢' since the $930,000 generated by vehicle-related

A taxes is dlstr;buted througho t th stag$ el
N m,?”uv 8 it £ 93; ;,,.wu’ Y N Z/y //53/7’4/&“
Amendment 6: Request to use the truck alternative and the method’?ﬁ%ﬁ/
of transport. 49
vJZM
Comments: The City would have preferred the truck/train 2
alternative but recognizes the monetary con- o
straints. The City is concerned over the /fﬁﬁz/
potential air guality impacts of the truck I,

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.




c)

d)

TSP monitors at the site should be placéd

in response to prevailing winds. The Mesa
County Health Department should approve
the location of all monitors

Monitoring at the site should 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.

= ik







City of Grand Junction, Colorado
h 81501-2668
¢ 250 North Fifth Street

January 17, 1989

Mesa County Board of County Commissioners
Mesa County Planning Commission

P.0. Box 20,000-5022

Grand Junction, CO 81502

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. 1In 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.




Mesa County Commissioners, et al.
January 18, 1989
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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. THe 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 financlial 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 reqguired 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 prevalling 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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RESOLUTION NGO. _MCM_88-30.
"Planning Department No. (£11-88

v

n_and Certif{icate _of Design tian

Uranuxm Mill Site —.Hau! Rcutp. Lhenex Reservn1r Disposal

WHEREAS. The DPDdeant of Enerqy sought ia have a Conditional

thair Peranit on the following described Yand situated in the County of
Mena, State of Colorado, to wits

(Yiee attached)
Aaris \

WHERENAS, the hearing bhefore the Board of County
Commissioners was held March 8 and March 9, 1988.

NDW THEREFORE, THE BOARD OF COUNTY CDNMIleUNERS OF THE
COUMTY OF MESA FINDS AS FOLLOWS:

That the hearing before the Board was held

after proper
notrce

That the staff recommendation was contained in a staff
report dated March 4, 1988.

That the Mesa County Planning Commission made
recommendations at their public hearing held on March 17, 1988,

That the Department of Enerqy (D.0.E.) and their agents M. K.
Ferguson have appliced for a Conditional Use Permit under the
County Land Use and Development Code and County Zoning.

That the first public hearing which was & joint Planning
flommission and County Commissioners hearing was held on March 8,
1908 at &:20 P.M. at Two Rivers Plaza and public testimony was
heard until after 11:00 P.M. The hearing was then continued to
March 9, at 7:00 P.M. at the City County Auditorium. Public
teslimony was taken at this hearing until approximately 12:30 A.M.
At that time the hearing was cloased. .

That additional written testimony was allowed to he
submitted until 5:00 P.M. on Tuesday, March 1%, Thirty-four {34)
preces of correspmndenc9'were received during that bime.

That tle Conditional Use Permit is
camponents: (1) the mill site, (2) the
(X))

divided anto three ma)jor

Dheney Disposal Site and
the haul route and method ot transportatson

site,
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That documents and testimony have been made part of the file
and have been considered. These documents and testimony
include:

N

~The draft and final Environmental Impact‘Satements prepared
by the Department of Energy;

-The "Gite-8pecific Econamic Impact Analysis of the Mesa
County UMIRA Project, December 1987" prepared by Browne,
Bortz and Coddington, Inc., Denver Colorado for Jacobs
Engineering Groupsg P

~Grand Junction/Mesa County, Economic Impact Study,
Nlternative Disposal Site/Transport Options", January 1988,

U.S. Department of Energyxerepared hy Jlacobs Engineering
Growup;

~-Maps and éonstructinn draw;:EE\prepared by M.K. Fergusonj;
-Thé Conditional Use applicatioh prepared by M. K. Fergusong;
~The Review Agency comments and staff report;

-Public testimony poth verbal and written;

-The presentatinn'hy the petitioner

-The County’s Land Use and Development Policies and Lana
Nevelopment Code which were used to evaluate the proposalj
and that the sections of the Code used to evaluate the

- propesal included Section 9 - Zoning Districtsg Section 10 -~

Supplemeéntary Regulatinnsg Section 4 -~ Standards for
Development Permits.

~The recommendation of the Mesa County Planning Commission
made at their regular meeting held on March 17, 1988.

NOW THEREFORE, Bt 11 RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY .
COMMISSIONERS IN THE COUNTY DF MESA, STATE OF COLORADD, that the
Conditional Use Permit and in partial ful4illment of the
Certiticate of PDesignation and consistent with Section 10.2 and
10.4 of the Mesa County Land Development Cade is approved
subject to the following conditions:

A. Mill Site:

Approval of the Climax Mill Site Excavation Plan as
presented in the Conditional Use narrative and attached
drawings with the following stipulations:




RESOLUTION ,
FILE NO. C11-B8 '
Page 3

Phase 1A: ' Y

1. There shall be a maximum ot 13 hours per workday
schedule, Monday through Saturday. No work will be
allowed on Sundays or State holidays.

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

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

4, A parking plan shall bhe submitted, indicating where
project related and employee vehicles and equipment
will be located in a manner which does not impede

access to other properties or block traffic on public
streets.

5. Noise monitors shall be“placed on the North periphery
. of the site, and on the South blutf line of the
Colorado River, known as Orchard Mesa, directly across
from the site. Readings shall be taken bi-weekly,
and & quarterly report submitted to the Board 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 /
.districts having imporvements on site. The agreements
shall contirm that any relocation or disturbance of
said improvements will meet with approval of
utilities/districts.

7. Because of additional monitoring required by this
project, the County believes that a full time sta+t¥f
person is needed. This person should be an employee
of the State Health Department. This staff person
should be stationed in Brand Junction. Monitoring

activities conducted by this staff person will
include:

—air quality ~water pollution’

~noise pollution ~ground water pollution
~radiation pullution

Any violation of standards noted by this person shall
be reported immediately to M. K. Ferguson, the D.0O.E.
and the County and appropriate other agencies.

1. All conditions set for Phase | are to be followed in
Phase 11. ’
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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
contamination as result of activities.

Site Restoration: . ' \

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

2. The path and greenbelt shall be designed by a qualified
professional landscape architect. The Mesa County/Grand
Junction Rivertfront Commission, Downtown Development
Authority and Mesa County Planning Commission shall
review the design and submit their comments to the Board
of County Commissioners: the Board will then make a
final decision on the restoration plans.

B. Cheney Reservair Disposal Site:

Use ot the Cheney Reservoir Disposal Site is approved and found
to be consistent with the 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 erasion.
A report of this inspection shall be made to the County
Commissioners and entered into the project file. 14 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 pipeline to the Kannah Creek City of Grand
Junction flow line.

3. The Department of Energy shall provide long term ground
monitoring wells with quarterly inspections by the State
‘Health Department to determine Aany migration of radio-
activity towards Kannah Creek, Indian Wash or the Gunnison
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River. These reports will be submitted to the County
Commissioners. 1 radicactive contamination is detected
immediate action will be taken to seal off the leak.

4. The Department of Energy shall provide fencing of the 20
acre repository site and signage to deter cattle grazing
and discourage hunters and oft-road vehicles from driving

. over the repository.

5, The Department of Energy shall provide warning signs posted
around the perimeter to inform the public of the repository
to discourage travel across it.

&. 1he Department of. Energy shall provide site preparation and
disturbance shall be kept to a minimum due to the fragile
nature of the desert environment.

which shall be approved bywB.L.M., Tri-River Extension and

\
7. The Department of Energy\s:jjl provide revegetation plans
Soil Conservation Service.

C. Cotter Disposal Site

/

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 B
the Mesa County Land Development Code and based on evidence and

testimony the following reasons being exemplary:

1. ‘Unavoidable impa&ts to husinesses in South Downtown}

2. Impacts to properties on Orchard Mesa on Highway 50

corridor, including property values, noise and visual
impacts; :

3. Problems of enforcing two minute gaps between trucks on

haul routes, particularly on the southbound upgrade
seqment crossing the Colorado Rivers

4. Lack of Batisfactory Emergency Management Plan for
"spills"ys

$. Ditficulty in Maintaining schedule presented as
Alternative #4 on UMIRA Transportation Al ternative, Time
Analysis Chartg
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&. Lack of adequate parking for trucks after hours;

7. City of Brand Junction, State Highway Department and
County Engineer's comments.

8. 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. Rail/Truck )
The Rail/Truck alternative is approved and is consistent with
the criteria found in Section 10.2.1 of the Mesa County Land
pPevelopment Code and is subjectata the following:

\

1. Limiting the haulage to a six day a week 13 hour/day
aperating time period.

2. When all costs are taken into consideration this is the

: low cost alternative. These costs include the health,
safety and welfare of the County residents estimated cost
of transportation, the cost of road damage -~ both to State
and County roads, the cost of socio-economic mitigation
as quantified in the studies entitled: "Site Specific
Economic lmpact Analysis of the Mesa County UMTRA Project,
December 1987" prepared by Browne, Bortz and Ceddington
inc.; Denver, Colorado for the Jacobs Engineering Group
(BBC Study); and “"Grand Junction/Mesa County Economic
Impact Study, Alternative Disposal Site/Transport Options,
“January. 1988, U.S. Department of Energy prepared by
Jacabs Engineering Group. The worst case scenario for
each alternative should be used in evaluating costs and
the BHC Study documents $5.958 million in negative impacts
for the truck to Cheney mode of transportation and

$31,000 in negative costs for the rail/truck option to
Cheney.

4

3. Route: The preferred rail route out of the mill site is
via the existing track that runs from the mill,
across 9th Street and parallel to 4th Avenue to
the rail yard. 14 this route proves unfeasible
or not. cost. effective as determined by M. K.
Ferquson, the route acrass ) Road to the rail
yvard is acceptable as a “"second best" alternative,

F. Other

In order for the project to remain consistent with the Mesa
County tL.and Development Code Section 16G.2 and 10.4 the following
additional conditions apply: .

1. The Board o4 County Commissioners will establish a
local UMTRAP Committee to assist the contractor in
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compliance with the project. - This committee will
consist of a board of five - one from Kannah Creek, one
from Whitewater, one from Orchard Mesa, one from D.D.A.,
and one at large.

2. The Board of County Commissioners requires the

. Department of Energy to install a fully channelized
intersection at Kannah Creek Road and U.85. 50 to allow
safe left turning movements in accordance with State
Highway Department specificiations and permits. ’

3. Al) conditions and terms of the application and E.I.S5.
that are not incunsis%ent with this resolution apply
and are hereby made a part of this approval.

4, All Review Agency caomments as follows:

1. Central Grand Valley Sewer - 2/2/88

2. Grand Valley Rural Power - ¥/2/88 s

3. Mountain Bell - 2/3/88

4., BGrand Junction Rural Fire — 2/8/88

S5.. County Health - 2/17/88

4. Colorado Department of Wildlife - 2/17/88

7. Public Service — Electric & Gas - 2/17/88

B. Colorado State Highway Department - 2/26/88

9. County Agricultural Extension - 1/26/88

10. Riverfront Commission - 2/24/88

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 Junction Drainage District - 2/29/88

1&. Downtown Development Authority — 2/24/88

17. U.S. Depart. of the Army, Corps of Eng. - 2/1/88
18. Colorado Geologic Survey - 2/23/88

19. Colorado Department of Health - 2/24/88, 2/246/88
20. Mesa County Human Resource Department - 2/24/88
21. D. & R.G.W. Railroad - 3/83/886
22. U, S. Dept. of Interior, Bureau of l.and Management

- 3/8/88 :

%. Mesa County will not use local property taxes for this
project. ’

&. This Conditional Use Permit and Certificate of
- Designation is not lo be implied to extend to any other
hazardous waste or uranium mill tailings other than
those from the D.O.E. Climax Uranium Mill Remedial
Action Praject and the D.D.E. Compound.
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PASSED AND ADUPTED this _29th day of March
19 _88.
"p“!;rx1§3\
-
— lﬂ%ﬂ‘lra;n.gﬁ Lean
: Maxine-fA{bers, Chairman of the Board
ATTEST *

e 5
*vsengeent’ O

My, CO1 o 12 940
’

Ktatapie il \\\\F\\\\

Earl Sawyer,

(7 P

founty Clerk

Mesa




