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_ON NO. :3
II, UMTRAPROJECTPLANCHANGELOG

i AS OF SEPTEMBER6, 1989

PreviousApproved

I Plan (March 1988)Paae/L!neNQ, Change Explanat19n
¢

1/39 Extended authorized end date Congressional enactment.Iii

'l approved as of November1988
t

]/40 DOEGJPOdesignated to perform DOEmemoof November 1988.

I long-termsurvelllanceandmaintenance.

I 1/43 Title to sites changed from DOEhas been designated asFederal government to DOE. the agency to perform
long-term surveiIIance and
maintenance.

I 2/27 DOEGJPOdesignated to perform DOEmemoof November ]9BB.
long-termsurveillance and

I maintenance.
4/4 Final date for revisedEPA OMB approvalof standards

groundwaterstandards expectedduring fall IgB9.

m changed from tospring
fal I 1989.

I 5/13 Extended authorized end date Congressional enactment.approved as of November1988.

I 5/27 Total estimated cost (TEC) Updated estimate duringincreasedfrom $992.5M ]989 for preparationof
to $1,139.]M. the FY 1991 budget. '

-I 5/34 Number of estimated vicinity Estimated number of
II properties increasedfrom inclusionsbased on

approximately4630 to ORNL survey recommenda-

I approximately 4925. tions and inclusionrateto date.

I 5/38 Monument Valley added to Relocation to Mexican"' Sites for relocation. Hat was determined as
preferredalternative
for technicalconsidera-

I tton.
6/12 States cost share Increased State 10% share of new

I from $67.5M to $77.1M. project total estimated: COSt•
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7/31 Number of estimated vtcinity Estimated number of II
properties Increased from inclusions based on ORNL
approximately 4630 to survey recommendations

• approximately 4925. and inclusion rate to 1
date. J

8/8 HonumentValley added to Relocation to Mexican J
sites for relocation. Hat was determined as |

preferred alternative
for technical consider-

ation. I

11/3 Numberof estimated vtctn- Estimated number of
tty properties Increased Inclusions based on ORNL mi
from approximately 4630 to _, survey recommendations 1
approximately 4925. lnd Inclusion rate to

date. I
14/]8 Number of estimated v|ctn- Est|mated number of

tty properties Increased Inclusions based on ORNL
from approximately 4630 to survey recommendations 1
approximately 4925. and inclusion rate to I

date.

]5/24-25 Technology risk changed from impact of revised EPA I
medium to high for cost and groundwater standards ts
from low to medium for not fully known, m
schedule. I

]7/9 Statement added regarding Draft standards were

draft revised EPAstandards, issued in September )987. m
18/13 Mark Matthews designated Change of Project Hanager.

as Acting Project Hanager. m
lm

]B/38 DOEGJPOdesignated to DOEmemoof November 1988.
perform long-term surveil-

lance and malntenance. I

20/34 Project vulnermbllltychanged Vulnerabilitywas do,n-
from moderate to low. graded during 1987 U

assessment, 1

22/19 Added statements extending TAC and RACcontracts are 1
dur=tton of TACand RAC planned to be extended g
contracts, through new Project end

date of September ]994. II

23/18-19 Addedstmtementextendtng Remedial action cannot J_
completion of certification be completed prior to
and licensing for Grand July ]994 due to con- li
Junction beyond completion stratnts imposed by County |
of Project end date. Commissioners on truck

haul schedule.
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,m 23/26.29 Updatedstatus of milestones. To conform with current
II status.

i 25/2 Total estimated cost (TEC) Updatedestimate during." Increased from $992.5 to 1989 for preparation of
, $l,139.]. the FY 1991 budget.

to $I,]3g.IM. 1989 for preparation of
FY 1991 Budget.

m

'l A-1 Tons of contaminated materials Revised sites technical
• convertedto cubicyardsand baselineto complywith

updated, quantitiesused in

Ij of the FYpreparation
]ggI budget.

I[I A-] Estimated numberof vicinity Newestimate is for
li properties increased from assumedproperties to be

4,629 to 4,925. included for remedial

i action, based on ORNLsurveyrecommendationsand
inclusionrateto date.

I A-2 Attachment 2, updated. Reflectsstatus of sitesas of 7/1/89.

i A-3 Attachment 3, updated Reflects new TECby site=nd by fiscalyear.

A-4 Attachment4, updated. Reflectsnew TEC by

I and state share
Federal
by fiscalyear.

I A-13 Attachment g updated. Technology cost riskchangedfrommoderateto
high impact and schedule

I and performanceriskschangedfrom low to
moderate due to unknown
final impact of revised

I EPA groundwater standards.

A-17 Attachment ]3, updated Reflects impact of
•,li revised TECand budget
li constraints on sites

masterschedule.

I A-]8 Attachment 14, updated. Reflects current Project
Office organization.

m A-lg Attachment ]5, updated. Reflects manpowerincreaserelated to stretch out
of construction

I , activities.
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].0 MISSIONNEEDAND OBJECTIVES

!
1,1 MISSIONNEED

'I The mission of the UraniumMillTailingsRemedialAction(UMTRA)
, Project is explicitlystated anddirectedin the UraniumMifiTailings

Radiation Control Act of ]978 (Public Law g5-604, 42 USC 7901),

m hereinafterreferredto as the "Act.'
' lttle I of the Act authorizes the Department of Energy (DOE)to

I undertake remedial action at designated inactive uranium processing sites' (Attachment] and 2) and associatedvicinity propertiescontaining
uranium mill tailings and otherresidualradioactivematerialsderived
from the processingsite. The purposeof the remedialactionsis to

i stabilize and control such uranium mill tailings and otherresidualradioactivematerials in a safe and environmentallysoundmannerto
minimize radiationhealth hazards to the public. The principalhealth

I hazards and environmentalconcerns are: (1) the inhalationof airparticulatescontaminatedas a resultof the emanationof radonfromthe
tailings piles and the subsequentdecayof radondaughters;and (2)the
contaminationof surface and groundwaterswith radionuclidesor other

m chemicallytoxlcmaterials.
,

Remedial actions undertakenby DOE pursuantto the Act are to be

I accomplishedin cooperationwith the affectedstatesand Indiantribesand with the concurrenceof the NuclearRegulatoryCommission(NRC).
Such remedial actions are to be performedin accordancewith standards

m promulgatedby the EnvironmentalProtectionAgency(EPA)(40CFR Part192) and with applicableFederal and statelaws. Beforethe remedial
actions can be initiated,DOE must completethe environmentalanalyses,
documentation,and public reviewrequiredby the NationalEnvironmental

I Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (4Z USC4321-4347). In selecting remedialactions, DOE is required to examine the economic feasibilityof
reprocessingthe tailingsto extractvaluableminerals.

I The Act authorizes DOEto establish cooperative agreements with the
affected states and Indian tribes. DOE is to pay 90 percentof the

-m remedial action costs,withthe statesto pay the remainingten percent.
For sites on Indianlands,]00 percentof the costsfor remedialaction
will be borneby the FederalGovernment,

I In accordance with the provisions of the Act, the authority of DOEto perform the remedial actions was to terminate sevenyears after
promulgationof theEPA standards- March7, 1990. Due to schedulerisks

_.IR plus critical mnnual budget constraints,DOE submitteda legislative
II initiativeto extend the authorizationof the projectto September30,

1994. lhls extension was approved by Congressionallegislationin

I November1988 {PL 100-616).The DOE Grand Ounctlon ProjectsOffice (GJPO) will perform
long-term surveillanceand maintenanceof sites used for the final

II disposal of residual radioactivematerials, pursuantto a licenseto be
issued by the NRC. As stated tn PL95-604, title to suchdisposal sites
will vest wlth the DOE.

I
1



I
1.2 PROJECTOBJECTIVES S

mB
The overall objectives of the UHTRAProject are:

o To obtatn the cooperation of the affected states, Indtan tribes, II
and property owners tn accomplishing the mtss|on of the Program. m

o To carry out a public participation programthat encourages lm
publtc tnputtnto the Project decision-making process. U

o To evaluate the economtc feasibility of reprocessing the II
tatltngs for the recovery of m|nerals prior to stabilization. B

o To develop uranium mtll tatltngs stabtl|zatton and dtsposal
technology for use by Project participants, and to transfer thts II
technology to the private sector for use at active uranium 1

process|ng sttes.

r Io To assure that environmental factors are adequately addressed In
the selection and Implementation of remedial actions and that
prov|stons of the NEPA, as _mplemented by Council on m
Environmental Quality Regulatfons (CEQ), and DOE guidelines i(DOE, ]981), are satisfied.

o To plan, design, and perform remed|al acttons at the designated
tnacttve uranium processing s'ttes and vtctntty properties in a I
safe and environmentally sound manner that brtngs these
properties and the final disposal site:, tf different from the Bi
processing s4tes, tnto compliancewtth the EPAstandards and in I
accordance wt_h applicable Federal and state law.

o To obtain ltcenses from the NRC for long-term,post-remedial
actton surveillance and maintenance of the tatllngs disposal Q
sites, and to conduct tntertm stte upkeepuntil such ttme as
responsibility ts turned over to the DOEGJPOfor ]ong-termr
surveillance and maintenance. B

m

1.3 PROJECTBASELINE .

In addition to the project objectives discussed above,
accomplishment of the UHTRAProject mission wtll be governedby a set of II
performance, schedule, and cost objectives which form the project ml
baseline. These baseltne crttertl are Identified below.

1.3.] PerformanceOb]ecttves i

EPAStandard_ II
The pr|mary performance objectives for remedial actions are

the EPA standards, which provide the basis for remedial action

planning, scheduling, and esttmattn_ of costs The EPAstandards Ifor performing cleanup and dtsposa| of the uran|um mtll tailings
for open lands, structures, and disposal sttes are summarized

below. I
2

a
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I '
li) Standards for the Control of Residual Radloactive

m Materialsfromthe InactiveProcesslngSites.
k

Controlsshallbe designedto:

i (a) Be effective for up to 1000 years, to the extent
. reasonably achievable, and, tn any case, for at

least200 years,andlm
m Cb) Provide reasonable assurance that releases of

Radon-222 from residual radioactivematerialto

,mn the atmospherewtll not:
WB

' (]) Exceed , an average release rate of 20

m ptcocurtes per square meter per second, or
(2) Increase the annual average concentration of

Radon-222tn air at or aboveany locatton

I outside the disposal site by more thanone-halfpicocurieper liter.

I (2) Standards for Cleanup of Land and BuildingsContaminatedwith Residual RadioactiveMaterialsfrom
InactiveUraniumProcessingSites.

I Remedial actions shall be conducted so as to provide' reasonable assurance that, ms a result of residual
radioactivematerials from any designatedprocessing

I site:
(a) The concentration of radium-226 tn land averaged

i over any area of ]00 square meters shall notexceedthe backgroundlevel by more than--

(1) 5 pCa/g, averaged over the first 15 cmof

I soilbelowthe surflce,and

(I) 15 pCl/g,averagedover 15 cm thicklayersof

lmg sotl more than 15 cm below the surface.
(bi In any occupied or habitable building-

I The objective for remedial action _ll be,(li
and reasonable effort shall be Made to
achieve, mn annual average (orequivalent)

.,B radon decay productconcentration(including
B background)not to exceed0.02workinglevel

(WL). Xn any case,the radondecayproduct
concentration (includingbackground)shall

I not exceed0.03 WL, and

(2) The levelof gama radiationshallnot exceed

i the background level by more than 20mtcroroentgens per hour.

| 3
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In March 1983, EPA determined that the most appropriate 1
course of actton would be to require site-specific analyses of I
potential future contaminant discharge and a case,by-case
evaluation of the significance of such a discharge. The current
DOE Implementation guidelines for the EPA standards call for m
hydrologic and geologtc assessments at each site. However, in m
September 1987, EPA issued draft revtsed groundwater standards
that are expected to be finalized tn the fall of 1989. These II
revised standards are being implementedon those sttesthat do m
not have an approvedfinal NEPAdocument.

!Addtttop_l Guidelines

The EPAstandards provide the primary performance objectives
for the UHTRA Project; however, the following additional B
guidelines wtll also serve as operational standards in the lm
performance of project activities.

o Health and Safety. A health and safety programhas been I
established for the UHTRAProject to assure that all
remedtal actions will be performed in a mannerthat wtll MM

protect the health and Welfare of the workers and the m
general publtc. The health and safety program is set lbl

forth in the UHTRAProject Environmental, Health, and
Safety Plan (DOE, |989) and will be supplementedby II
site-specific health, and safety plans prior to M
performance of remedial actions. The site-specific plans
wtll provide for maintenance of m comprehensive m
monitoring program during scheduled periods of work to B
measure levels of contamination and radiation exposure.
The plans wtll also identify the hazards of the remedial
actton operation, describe and analyze the adequacyof m
the measures taken to eliminate, control, or mitigate II
Identified hazards, and analyze Ind evaluate potential
accidents and their associated risks. IB

o Oualttv Assurance The UMTRAProject has established a
project level quality assurance programto assure that m
all project activities are performed satisfactortly in I
accordance with DOE Order 5700.6a. The UHTRAProject
Quality Assurance Plan (DOE, 1984) sets forth the
mechanisms and delineates the responsibilities for MI
ensurtngthe Integrity of UHTRAProject operations. II

o Technical _onsiderattons. The residual radioactive m
materials at any processing stte maybe movedto a new |
dtsposal site, tf unacceptable groundwater or
surface-water intrusion, or other significant threat to
the stability of the ptle at its present location, ts m
identified. III

o Statutory Guidelines. The remedial action process takes
tnto consideration the applicable Federal and state laws M
:urrently identified. Any additional laws determined to

be pertinent during the design and permitting process m
m4
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I shall be incorporated into the remedialaction process.0 Surveillanceand Maintenance. The Projectwill include
in its planning the long-term surveillance and

I maintenanceactivities,requiredto confirmattainmentofthe EPA standards .and NRC licensing requirements.
Although costsfor long-termsurveillanceand maintenance

i (i.e., after the Project is terminated) of the sites arenot included in the Project cost estimate, it is inherent
tn the EPAstandards and NRClicensing process that such
a programw111 be requiredfor an indefiniteperiodof

I time fol'lowing completion of remedial actions and Projecttermination.
t

I "1.3.2 Sch_.dule.Ob.tecttve

The Project schedule objective, pursuant to the provisions

I of the Act, is to the remedial actions withinaccomplish seven
years from the date of promulgation of the EPAstandards. EPA

' issued cleanup standards effective March 7, ]983, which

i established M_rch 7, ]ggO as the date for completion of allremedial actions (EPA, ]983). However, due to increased costs
and annual budget constraints, DOEincluded in the FY-]gB9 Budget

i submission a legislative initiative to extend the end date toSeptember 30, 1994, which was approved by Congressional
legislatlonin November1988. .

I Attainment of the schedule objective is contingent uponseveralfactors,themost importantof whichare:

I o Timely authorization/appropriationof fundsb_Congressand the states in accordancewith the UMTRAProject
BasellneResourcesPlan.

I o Ttmely completion requirements.
of the NEPA

o Timelyconcurrenceson the part of the states,Indian

iI., tribes, and the NRC.
o Timely disposal site acquisition by the states.

I 1.3.3 Cost Ob.i_¢tive

,al The Project cost objective Is to accomplishthe remedialmm actions within the total estimatedcost of $I,13g.Imillion
(escalated]gB9 dollars). Attachment3 presentsa summaryof

I total estimatedcosts by Flscal Year (FY) through Projectcompletion, and includes state funding as well as Federal. The
Project total estimated cost ts predicated on several key

la assumptions:
e The EPAstandards.

!
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lm

o Twenty-four inactlve uranium processlng sites and
approximately4,925includedviclnltypropertles.

.. o StabJ1Izatlonat the processingsite for a11 slteswith mthe exceptlonof salt LakeCity,Ourango,Gunnison,Grand
Junction, Rifle, LakevJew,Belfleld,Haturlta,RJverton,
and MonumentValley. ii

El
o Timely |ncluslon of vlclnity propert|es.

!' o Project fundtng in accordancewtth the Baseltne Resources
Plan (Attachment 4). .

o The valtdtty of the DOE-prescribed escalation indices, m
lR

; The Act does not contain ;'undingmuthorlzatlon,but
indicatesthat Project funds are to be Included In annual II

author|zatlonand appropr|at|onacts. The Act provides thatthe m'
affected states pay ten percentof remedlalactioncosts. For
purposes of DOE-state cost-sharlng,remedial actioncostsare
engineerlngdeslgnandconstructioncostsfor processlngsiteand BN
vlcinity property remedlalactions,as well as land acqulsltlonII

costs except at those sltes located o;i Indian]ands. lt Is
estimated that the affectedstates'sharewi11 be $77.1milllon m
in escalateddollarsoverthe lifeof the project.Attachment4 |
presentsthe projectedstatefundlngrequlrements.

|
r I
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I 2.0 TECHNICALPLANu

I 2. ! PROJECTSCOPEOne of DOE's first responsibilities was to designate the inactive
uranium processing sites at the 22 locations cited in the Act, together

I with any other processing sites meeting the Act's definition ofprocessing sttes_ Data collected by preliminary radiological and
engineering assessments were used by the DOEAssistant Secretary for

I Environmental Protection (ASEP) to designate 25 sites in November,1979., Following site destgnvtton and in conjunction with the EPA, DOE/ASEP
ordered the sites designated for remedial action on the basis of the
assessed potential health effects. Onesite, Baggs, Wyoming,tncluded in

I the -' 'o..rtg,nal designation of 25 sttes was subsequently determined to be
ineligible for remedial action under the Act, and wasdeleted from the
Project scope. (See Attachment ! for a listing of the 24 designated

I inactive uranium processingsites, theirpriorities,and theestimatedamount of contaminatedmaterialsat the sites;and Attachment2 for a map
showing the geographical locatton of the sites).

I The Act also authorizes the cleanup properties
of in the vicinity

of the prbcesstng sites which have becomecontaminated with radioactive
materials derived from these sites. Based on currently available data,

I approximatelyBOO0 propertiesshow someevidenceof suchcontamination.These propertieswere designatedon February 2, 1984. "Designated"
propertiesare those which havebeenidentifiedby baselir,e surveysas

I being contaminated to some degree by tailings and consequently arecandidates for UHTRA inclusion. "Included" properties are those
properties, both designated and undesignated, which have been found to be
contaminated with residual radioactive contamination in excess of EPA

I standards, Subsequently, based on more detailed on-site radiologicalsurveys, a determinationwill be made as to whether the levelof
contaminationexceeds that permitted by the EPA standards,makingthe

I property :ligible for inclusionin the program. Based on surveysconducted to date it is estimatedthatapproximately4,gZ5will be found
eligiblefor remedialaction. "

"l By enactment of Public Law97-4]5 (January 4, ]gB3), the Act was
amended such that DOE is also to perform remedial actions at vicinity
properties in Edgemont, South Dakota. (The Edgemontprocessing site is

I to be cleaned up under Title II _f the Act by the TennesseeValleyAuthoritypursuant to NRClicense.)

I In January ]983, the Assistant Secretary for Nuclear Energy (ASNE)" assumed responsibilityfrom ASEPforconductlngradiologicalassessment
studies of processingsites and vicinitypropertiesand for inclusionof

l eligiblevicinitypropertiesat the designatedprocessingsites.
Engineering mssessmentshave been performed for all 24 sites. The

assessments represented the initial effort to define present site

I conditionsand problems, identify alternativeremedial actions, anddetermine the scope andestimatedcostof remedialactlo_alternatives.
The assessmentsincludeconsiderationof stabilizationof tailingsat the

! ,



I
present sttes and removal of tatlings to alternative dtsposal sites are
being supplemented, as necessary, by additional data-gathering a_tiv_ies II
at the sites. The final determination as to the extent and type of
remedial action required for each site wtll be based on the EPA mm
standards, the environmental 'impacts of the alternative actions, the |
potential for reprocessing the tailings, and the physical conditions o_=
the site. However, the contaminatedmaterials at the Salt Lake City site lm

have been relocated to a disposal site near Cltve, Utah; andcurrent J
plans call for relocating the tailings lt Durango, (;rand ,1unction, Rifle, m
Lakevtew, Belfield, Naturtta, Rtverton, Gunntsonand MonumentValley to

alternate disposal sttes. ,',' I

2.2 TECHNICALAPPROACH

_" I2.2.1 Techno!oavStatus

As a result of the Research and TechnologyDevelopment _
(R&TD) program sponsoredby the UMTRAProject, and other related li
research efforts, the technology available fo,_ remedial actions
has been enhanced significantly over the pa_t several years. 111
Major technical improvementshave been achieved in the key areas g
of:

o Radonbarrierdesign. I

o Evaluation andprediction of contaminated migration.

o Evaluation of long-te_ stability.

Field and laboratory testing of earthen and asphaltic radon mm
barrier cover systems have shownthem to be effective and to be |
capable of meeting the EPAstandards. Researchhas identified
controlling parameters and provided both theoretical and
empirical bases for the design of cost-effective cover systems. II
The EPA standards require that remedial actions be based on al
predicted cover effectiveness, and the modelsdeveloped under the

UMTRAR&TDProgramwill provide the basis for such prediction;. I

2.2.2 Pr_ ecl_Ph_ses l
The Project has been phased and basel tned against key j

decision milestones, wtth the remedial ection process for each
UMTRAProject site to be accomplishedas shownin AttachmentsS
and 6. The process begins with planning and design development B
and proceeds through NEPA analysis, remedtal action plans,
engineering design, remedlal actions, certification and II
licensing, and surveillance and maintenance. The typical |
functional workflow for both in inactive uranium processing site
and a vicintty property ts depicted in Attachments 7a and 7b. II

The LIBRA Pro_Ject ts currently in the Operations Phaseof
the DOE Hajor SystemsAcquisition process, Key Dectsion #] was
confirmation of the Project Htss]or_ Need and approval of the Bi

8
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l orlglnal ProjectPlan by the AcquisitionExecutive.The RemedialAction Plan and DetailedEngineeringDesignfor the firstsite,
Canonsburg,provided the basis for the AcquisitionExecutive's
Key Decisions #2 and #3 (seeAttachment5} to proceedwiththe

l OperationsPhase of the project. Key Decision#4 willbe the" approvalof the completed remedialactionand licensingof the
o

last site, with a determinationto terminatethe Projectand

,li commencelong-termsurveillanceandmaintenance.
mm

The control points and associated program decisions ire
reflected in Sectton ]0.0, ScheduledDecision Points.

2.2.3 Nork BreakdownStructure

i The UMTRA Project Work Breakdown Structure is shownin
Attachment8. Level ) representsthe overallProject,Level2

l contains the major Project work elements, and Levels3 and4reflect detailed tasks by site that must be ':complishedto
achievethe Projectobjectives.

!
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3.0 RISK ASSESSMEN'FANDMITIGATINGMEASURES

I
' 3.1 BACKGROUND

I Project tnvolves managtng22 major construction projectsThe UMTRA
(24 "processing sites) and approximately4,g25 small construction
activities (vicinity properties) which crectes a dynamic Project

ilI environment with considerable cost, schedule, and performancevulnerability. Furthermore,requirementsof the Act, the NF_A,the
' number and level of Project participants, and the technorlogical
I considerations inherent to the mission compoundthe Project complexity.
I

The major risk areas associated with accomplishmentof the Project
are identified in Attachment 9 and are characterized with respect to

I their potential tmpac¢on the Project. Risks outside the Project of
span

control such as possible changes to the enabling statute or funding
shortfalls have not been addressed, lt should be noted, however, that to

i achieve the baseline Projectschedule,the fundingprofileset forthinAttachment4 must be sustained. Further, the affected_tatesmust
provide timely reimbursementto DOE for their shareof the remedial

I action costs.The discussionwhichfollowsdescribeseach majorriskareawithin
the Project span of control and identifiesactions being takento

I mitigatethe potentialimpacts.

i 3.2 INSTITUTIONALINTERFACES
The UMTRA Project'sinstitutionalenvironmentIs for the mostpart

determinedby the provisionsof the Act. However,the requirementsof

I the NEPA processintroducesignificantinstitutiuaalinterfacesas weil.The overall risk with respect to institutional interfaces is assessedto
be in the highcategory.The followingparagraphssummarizethe inherent

I cost, schedule, and performancevulnerabilitiesof the Projectwithrespect .to its institutional Interrelationships and describe the steps
being taken to mitigate the risks.

.!
.i, 3.2.1 InstitutionalInterflresUnder$he Act

1 The Act identifiesthe roles and responsibilitiesof theDOE
gl tn regard to the NRC,the EPA, the states, indian tribes, mndthe

public. These relationships lnd their impact on the Project are

l discussed below,
The Act requires NRCInvolvement as follows:

I o designation of sites
Consultation tn the lhd
establishmentof siteboundaries.

I o Concurrencein cooperativemgreement$with the statesandIndiantribes.

m ]]
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o ConcurrenceIn 1AndACqUisition and dtsposal decisions. 1

o ConcurrenceIn reprocessing for mineral recovery. 1
III

o Concurrencetn the remedtal action option selected.

o Concurrence tna decision that remedial actions at A m
processing stte are complete. gl

o Issuance of on NRC ltcense for long-term site Bi
surveillance _ndmaintenance. |

To fACilitate the various NRCconcurrencesrequtred by the gE

Act, the Project Office has implemented a policy of close mB
coordination from the earltest phases of the planning process IB

concerning COOl_erattve agreements, acquisition of processing or
dtsposal sites, and selection and performance of remedtA1 m
actions. In July, 1985 the DOEand NRCentered into A HemorandumII
of Understanding (HOU) in orde_ to provide for an orderly process
for executing their respective statutory responsibilities under Bi
Title I of the ACt. It ts contemplated that such process will |
Btnimtze or eliminate unnecessary duplication of effort, will
facilitate and expedite reviews and concurrences, and wtll
promote the accomplishment of the objectives of Title I of the
Act within reasonable timeframes. El

The Act requires state and Indian tribal Involvement in the Bi
fol lowing areas: |

o Consultation and notification regarding site designation; m
and g

e

o Execution of the cooperative agreement, providing for
cost-sharing (as appropriate), acquisition of sites,
participation in the selection und performance of the II
remedial action, rights-of-entry, and owner consents.

lib

Publtc perception of the health _roblems existing at the I
tAtltngs sites, and publtc acceptance of the proposed remedial
actions may be deciding factors for state and Indian trtbal
concurrences with the proposed remedial actions, including ml
concurrences regarding the locatton of disposal sites. gE

As tn the case of NRC's Involvement, the htghest risk for II
potential impact, as a result of the state and Indian tribe B
|nstttuttonal interface, is with Project schedules. Ho,ever, the
extent to which states and Indian tribes participate tn the Bi
selection andperfo_ance of the remedial action could impact the i
total estimated cost of the Project as well as the performanceof
remedtal actions.

Bi

To mitigatethe risks inherent in theDOE's interactionwlth
the states and the Indiantribes,the ProjectOfficehas taken
steps to establisha working relationship,undercooperatlvem
agreements,with appropriatestate and tribal staffs. The g

N__=
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Project Office has also implemented a poltcy of close

m coordination and concurrence with the states and the ]ndtantribesto providefor an effectiveinterface.

I In November 1983the ProjectOfficeInltlatedStates/Tribesi liaison meetings to improve communicationamong the Project
participants. The meetlngs, held about twice ayear, bring

m together representatives from DOE, the states and tribes, NRC,EPA, and DOE's contractors to review overall project status,
plans, concerns, and tssueso

m The Act encourages DOE to hold public hearings in theaffected states relative to the following items:

m o Site designation and prlorltlzatlon;
o Selection of remedial actions; and

I Execution of cooperative agreements.
0

In addition, the NEPA Pequtres public involvement in

I connection with environmental documents. The publicparticipation is designed to provide public input into the
Project Office declslon-maklngprocess. The potential for

m adverse impacton Projectcosts,schedules,or performancearises

I in the possibilityof public oppositionto the UMl_ Project
decisions,

I The Project has implementeda coordin;_tedinformationandpublic particip.ationprogramas a meansof communicatingProject
objectivesand plans with members of the public. The program

I also serves to mitigate the high risk impacts associated withpossible public misunderstandingof and/or oppositionto the
program. An UMT_ Project PublicParticipationPlanhas been

j publishedto outline the Project Office approach to achievecompliancewith publlc participationprov_slonsof the Act and
the NEPA. A Public InformationPlan has alsobeenpublished
which details UMTRA Project pollcy for the disseminationof

I information to" the public by.meansof various forums andmedia.In addltioil,under the cooperative agreements, affected states
and Indian tribes have the prerogativeof appointinglocal

ii citizen task forces to interactwithDOEand the statefor them purpose of informationexchange.A numberof thesegroupshave
beenestablishedto addressplansand issuesat eachsite.

I 3.2.2 NEPA(nstltutlonalInterface

I Developmentand approvalof the environmentaldocumentationfor UMTRA Project activitiesinvolvesinteractionwith theNRC,
the Departmentof Interior (DOI), the EPA, state andlocal

_ m governments, Indian tribes, and the general public. The time
| required for l)ublicmeetings,environmentaldocumentreview,and

I . 13
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publtc comment presents the potential for adverse impact on
Project schedules. ExpansiOnof data-gatherlngefforts to
satisfy Instltutlonalconcerns could also impactboththe cost
and schedule for completlonof NEPA activities.Addltlonally,m
public perceptionsmay glve rlseto potentlallysevereopposition B
during the NEPA process,thusextendingthe overallschedulefor
completionof the project. !

Hany of the steps being taken to mitigate the cost,
schedule, and performance risks inherent to the institutional
interfaces required by the provisions of the Act will be mN
effective tn reducing the Project's vulnerabtltttes tn the I
NEPA-related institutional interfaces. The Project's policy of
close coordinationand concurrencewlth otherinvolvedentities, m
and the implementationof the Project's publicparticipationi
program, are also intended to mitigate the institutional
interfacerisksinherentin the NEPAprocess.

3.3 VICINITY PRF_PERTIES
iml

One of the most significant considerations affecting accomplishment I
of the Projectmission is the workloadandcostsassociatedwiththe
vicinity properties(approxlmately2S percentof the totalProjectcost mm
estimate Is related to vlclnltypropertywork). At thls timethereare |
uncertainties as to the number of properties,the extent of
contamination,and the complexltyof remedialactionrequiredat each

location. " I
The Project plans, schedules, and cost estimates are basedon the

best currently available data that approximately4,g25 vicinity mm
properties are to be included for remedial action and that the |
identificationof the propertiesshall be accomplishedaccordingto
schedules that are compatiblewith Projectslte schedules.Attention

will be givento reviewingand improvingthisestimateperiodically. I

The potential impacts of the risksproducedby the uncertainties
associated with vicinity propertiesare assessed as being low on m
performance,high on cost estlmates,and hlgh on schedules. The l
projected impact on schedules is due primarily to the uncertainties
ccncernlng the number of vicinity properties,the quantitiesof m
contaminated materials at the pr pertles, the complexitiesof the R
remedial actions required,and the mntlclpatedrateof vicinityproperty

inclusions. Ie

3°4 SITE ACQUISITION
I

Prtor to stte acquisition the Project has need for access to the I
processing sites for remedial action planning and design develoi_ment. In
the majority of the cases, rights-of-entry have been negotiated by AL mm
wtth the persons owning interests in the processing sites. In a few
cases, the lackof suchrlghts-of-entryhas impededProjectplanningand
design activities;however,experienceto-datehas shownthe rlskto the

Pro_ectin connectlonwith thisphaseof site acquisitionto be low. I
]4



m

The Act requires that cooperative agreementswith affected states
J. include for state of disposal sites, which beprovisions acquisition may

the processing site. Acquisition of the disposal sites may pose
significant difficulties and risks affecting project schedulesand costs,

I since some site ownersmaynot be willing sel!ers. In such cases, statecondemnation actions will be necessary, which for somestates may require
state legislative action. Other factors contributing to the cost and

m schedule vulnerability of the Project with respect to site acquisitionsinclude: court-determined values in excess of appraised values, property
mtneral values, dependence on state resources for acquisition actions,
and the time required for condemnation proceedings. Risk in site

I acquisition is estimated to be high for scheduleand cost Impact and lowfor performance.

I Efforts planned to mitigate state siteacquisitionvulnerabilityinclude the identificationof sufficientleadtimesfor initiationof
site acquisition actlvltles, performance of Lindependentproperty
appraisals,and coordinationof slte-relatedactivitieswith affected

I property owners.
In some cases DOE may acquire i disposal site through permanent

m withdrawal of pubic lands from the DOI through the Bureau of LandManagement (BLM) in accordance with PL 100-616. In such cases, DOEis
required to initiatewithdrawalrequeststhrough the affectedstate,

I which necessitate extensive time and effort by the Project and tend tocause schedule de?ays in the start up of site remedial action.

m 3.5 TECHNOLOGY
The most significant Project performance objective ts attainment of

I the revised EPA standards at the sites and associated vicinityproperties. The Project R&TD Program has contributed to the
accomplishment of this objective, primarily through tasks designed to
ascertain the effectiveness,integrity,and long)vityof tailings

I containment under normaland abnormalconditions.Knowledgeofsystems
the tailing characteristics and the effectiveness and cost of tailings
containment technology has Improved significantly over the past several

I years; however, attainment of the revised EPA standards can not bepredicted with a high level of confidence.

i Given the status of technology and the EPAstandards, the impact ofthe technological risk to the Project is assessedto be high for cost
baselines, and mediumfor lhe performance and schedule baselines, Thes_
assessments are used since currently available technology and techniques

-..g can not be used in all cases to stabilize and contain uraniummill
I tailings, and site-specific NRC and state requirements may cause

estimated costs to increase. The Project's R&TDProgramhas contributed
II significantlyto themitigationof performanceriskin the appllcationof
W tailings impoundmentand containmenttechnologyto the activitiesof the

UMTRA Project; however,impactto the groundwaterin the vicinityof the

m tailingspilesis stillrelativelyunknown.

m ]5
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3.6 ENVIRONHENTAL,HEALTH,ANDSAFETY

!The environmental, health, and safety rtsks associated with UHTRA.
Project activities occur during the remedtal actton phasesof the Project
and are predominantly construction-related or occur as the result of the I
c_)nstructton. II

The environmental consequences of UHT_ Project activities are m
Identified |n the NEPA documentation prepared for each stte, and all i
concerns over. possible risk to the environment wtll be addressed tn the
final environmental documents for the sites. The':presumptlonIs that
performance of remedial action will present less environmental risk than
tf no 'actton were taken at all, and that the process of preparing*the I'
environmental documentation provtdes a means of assuring that all
mitigating measures are considered. The concurrences required for the li
Remedial Action _Plan/Stte Conceptual Destgn (state/tribe and NRC)also I
provide a systematic means of assurtng that the environmental rtsk of
proposedactions ts minimized. li

From thts context, the rtsk of adverse environmental Impact B!
resulting from UMTRAProject activities ts assessedas low. Accordingly,
the potential for Impact on Project cost, schedule, and per6ormanceas a m
result of potential adverse environmental Impact ts also assessedas low. |

As wtth anyconstructton-type activity, there are health and safety m
risks present tn regard to UHTRAProject operations° Additionally, stnce I
the Project Involves restdual radioactive materials, there are additional
concerns with respect to low-level rad|atton exposure, and there may be
hazardous or mtxed waste encounteredon the processing sites. Steps have 1
been taken to mitigate these risks and are set forth tn the UHTRAProject li
Environmental, Health, and Safety Plan. As a result of the mitigating
measures which have been taken tn regard to health and safety risks, the li
potential for adverse health and safety impact on Project cost, schedule, E
and performance is assessedto be very low.

!
I
!
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I 4.0 MANAGEMENTAPPROACH

i 4.I ORGANIZATIONALRESPONSIBILITIES'The Act assigns responsibility for legislative Implementation ofthe
' Act to several Federal entities. Attachment IO presents a graphical

I summary of the various organizational responsibilities provtded for tn! the Act, and the paragraphsbelow elaborate on the specific assignments.

i The EPA, tn .accordance wtth the provisions of the Act, has' promulgated standards for remedtal actions at tnacttve uranium processing
, sites. The standards were published January 5, ]983, and became

effective Hatch 7, I983. However, that portion of the standards dealtng
I with groundwater contamination was remandedin September1985 anddraftm revised standards were issued tn September1987.

I The NRC'sresponsibilities under Publtc Lawg5-604 ape extensive, asoutlined tn Section 3.2.1. ,
I

Responsibilities of other non-DOEFederal entities for provisions of
I the |nclude: consultation the DOI siteson Indian

Act by concerning
lands and the posslble use of publlclandsfor dlsposalsites;and a
determinationby the Departmentof Justice(DOJ)regarding11abilltyof

I owners and operators of the designated sites for remedial,action costs.
Within the DOE, three organization; have been assigned

i responsibilities called forth tn the Act: the Office of General Counsel(OGC); the Offtce of Assistant Secretary for Environment, Safety and
Health (EH); and the Office of Assistant Secretary for Nuclear Energy
(NE). The respective responsibilities of these organizations are

I summarizedbelow.
OGC ts responsible for providing program legal assistance relattve

I to Implementation of the Act, for the preparation of model cooperativeagreements to be executed with states and Indian tribes, and for the
drafting of memoranda of understandingbetween DOE and otherFederal

i agencieswhen necessary,
EH Is responsiblefor providingoccupatlonalsafety,envlronmental

and quallty assuranceoverview for the program, and for reviewand

I approval of NEPAdocuments.
The remaining UHTRAProject functions at DOEHeadquarters are the

I responsibilities of NE. fiE ts responsible for designation of theprocessing sites and associated vicinity properties, for characterization
of the sites as to health effects, performanceof radiological surveys,
and certification of completion of remedial actions. NE is also

I for: of remedial actions at the andresponsible accompltshment processing
dlsposal sites and vicinityprouertles;Investigationof the feaslblllty
of reprocessingof the tailings;developmentof stablllzatlontechnology;

I compliance with NEPA requirements; negotiation and execution ofcooperativeagreementswlth the affectedstatesand Indiantribes;and
surveillance and mtntenance of the sites after remedial actions are

i completed.
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4.2 DECISIONDELEGATIONS 1

i I
The UMTRAProject has been designated as a Major Systems_cqutsttton

(MSA),,acttvtty (HSA-143), wtth day-to-day management_ss_gnedto AL,tn m
the Project Charter (formerly Project HanagementAgreement) approvedtn 1
June 1980, as amended tn 1980, 1982 and 1986. The Project ChaPter
deftnes the purposeof the Project, the mtsston of the AL Project Offtce,

responsibilities and authorities of headquarters organizations andAL, I
report|ng relationships, resources, and project managementcontrol I
system. Table ] of the Project Charter delineates agency
responstbtllt|es under the Act, Table 3 pres_nts the dtvtston of DOE II
responstbtllt|es, IndTable 4 |denttf|es the major UHTRAProJectplan.tng B
documents ,whtch ,requ|re NE approval. AL has been delegated authorttyto
manage and execute UMTRA _ProJett functions wtthtn establ|shed lm

procurement, real estate, and other operational approval thresholds. I

Responsibilities for AL managementof the UHTRAProject has beP_
asstgned to the UHTRAProject Hanager, The Acttng UHTRAProject Hanager mm
ts Hark Matthews, who |s supported by: the Project Office staff; AL l
staff matrtx support; the DOE Grand Junction Projects Offtce (GJPO);
Ja¢obs Engineering GroupInc., the Technical Assistance Contractor (TAC); I
MK-Ferguson Company,Untted Nuclear Corporation Geotech, and the State of I
Utah, as Remedtal Actton Contractors (RACs); and other selected support
contractors. The Project Office is responsible for the managementofthe
Project and 1ts contractors tn accordance_ith overall program poltcy and I
guidance provtded by DOEHeadquarters. 1

Specifically the Project Off|ce Is responsible for: 1
i • I

o Coordination of activities with Indtan trtbes, state and local
governments, and the publlc. I

o Negotiation of cooperat|ve agreements.

o Development of dtsposal and stabilization technology for urantum BI
_tll tailings. l

o Operation of the Project managementco,trol system, l
l

o Managementof the NEPAprocess.

o Managementof the selecttonand implementation of remedial action 1
activities, I

o Procurement andmanagementof project parttctpantso I

o Acquisition of necessary 11censes and perk|ts.

o Operat|on of the short-term surve|llance and maintenanceprogram I
pend|ng turnover of long-term survetl]ance and maintenanceto DOE
GOPO.

m

The Project Office ts asststed in meettng these responsibilities by
AL matrix support from procurement, publtc affa|rs, qualtty assurance,
project management, legal, safety, ftnance, budget, and engineering J
personnel. i

18 m
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m 4.3 PROOECTPARTICIPANTS
The UHTRA Pro_ect Office is supportedby two majorcategoriesof

Contractors: m lechnlcalAssistanceContractor(lAC)and threeRemedial

m Action contractors(RACs). The TAC develops and implements siteI characterization; monitors technology _development; prepares NEPA
( documentation; develops site remedtal action concepts; prepares site

I Remedial Action Plans, conceptual designs, and design criteria; reviews
detailed designs prepared by the PAC;prepares certiflcation,reportsonperformance of remedial actions; coordinates site licensing and plans

* and conducts short-term, surveillance and maintenance activities at

I disposal sites. The TAC is also _esponstble for development andImplementatlonof Project-levelprogramsfor healthand safety,quality
assurance,and publicparticipation,and operatesthe IntegratedProject

I ManagementSystem (IPMS). The RACs performpreliminaryand detalleGenglneerlrJgfor the vicinitypropertiesand the processingsites,award
subcontractsfor the actualconstructlonwork,and provideconstruction

m managementand inspectionnecessary for the conductof remedialactionwork. The RACsare alsoresponsiblefor on-sitehealthand safety,and
they administersiteradiationmonitoringeffortsduringthe construction

'1 phase.
4.4 PROJECTMANAGEMENTCONTROLSYSTEM

I The Project management control system is based on the, Project work
Breakdown Structure (PWBS) shown in'Attachment8 whichoutlinesand
integratesall facets of the projectactivities.The systemcomprises

m six major elements.
o _Z_k_def_!t:Lon. Ensures that all project work is identified and

I defined to the PWBSend is planned,scheduled,and budgetedpriorto authorization.

l 0 _ork,auth_rl)_atlo_n. Providescontrolof the initiationof workand changesto previouslyauthorizedwork.

o )ork schedulinqand control. Provides for establlshlngan

I approved project Baster schedule, implementing milestonei monitoringand updating,ensuringsystematicand In-depthimpact
analyses,and providingsystematicand consistentchangecontrol.

I o )couls!tlon strateov. Identifiesplanned procurementand
contracting activities (including acquisition of land or
interests in land), defines the relationships andmm

.m responslbllltlesof all project participants,and provides
for

realisticcontingencyplanning.

I o _tP.QJL.q__eJl)reoortlnq and reviews Uses the DOE UniformContractorReportlngSystemto establisha standardprocedurefor
collecting and integrating essential cost, manpower,schedule,

I and technicalinformationfor managingcontractualperformance.
• e h_Jlp.__. Assures that change control procedures are

,developed and implementedfor orderly control and managementand

m that baselineintegrityis maintained.project

19
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Project progress ts measuredagatnst technical, cost, and schedule III
baselines (discussed below) that are established by the UHTRAProject |
Office and approved by the ProgramHanager. The UHTRAProject Offtce
uses the baseltne data to develop detailed work plans for the Project and
1ts /participants. Attachment)1 Identifies the baseltne documents(the lm
Quality Assurance Plan; Environmental, Health, and Safety Plan, and the mm
like), used for managementof the Project.

BE

0 Technical _Bas_tn_. The technical baseltne evolves from the EPA m
standards, applicable Federal and state laws, and the ltke, to
the remedial action plans andengineering des|gns that detail the m
remedial acttons. J

o Schedule Sase)lne. The schedule baseline ts based on the

approved extension :to 1994. The scheduling system incorporates mthese requirements and consists of a hierarchy of schedules that
start at the Project level and extend down to contractor

schedulesusedfor tlme-phaslngdetalledwork packages, m
m

o Cost Base!In._. The cost basellneIs basedon the Projectcost
estimate summarizedIn this Project Plan. The ProjectOfflce
controls cost throughmanagelnentof the totalestimatedcost and J
through modifiedapplicationof the DOE Cost and ScheduleControl m

Systems Criteria (CSCSC) forthe TAC and the RAC. This control
technique results in the followlngactions: reconclliatlonand m
agreement on the cost basellne by all projectparticlpants;l
mlnimlzatlonof changes to the approved baseline;controlled
communlcatlon among project partjc|pants; trend analysls a
reporting;and maintenanceof a conslstentapproachto evaluatlng|
and processln_changes.

o Fundino Basellne. The UMTRA Project funding basellne is
predlcatedon the cost base1|ne and is providedthroughthe II

annual AL ApprovedFundingProgrlm. Controlof contlngencyfunds
rests with the UMTRAProjectManager. Any changesto the Project g
fundlng basellne ,I11 result In correspondingchangesto the |
otherbaselinesin accordancewiththe changecontrolprocedures.

!Cost and schedule thresholds for project control are described tn
Section 8.0, Controlled Items.

4.5 PROJECTVULNERAB%LITYASSESSHENT m

An analysts of the general control environment, the tnherent rtsk, m
and the control safeguards for the UHTRAProject were performed and B
resulted tn en overall assessment of moderatevulnerability. Durtng
1987, thts assessmentrattng was reviewed, and it wasdetermined that the

rating be downgradedto an assessmentof low vulnerability, m
A program is tn effect to ensure that proper controls exist. This

program reduced Project vulnerability by developn_nt _nd Implementation Bi
of appropriate organizational checks and balances and administrative g
controls for the Project Office.

I
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5.0 ACQUISITIONSTRATEGY

!
In accordancewith DOEpolicy, a bustness strategy group is used to develop

m the Projectacquisitionstrategy.The initialacquisitionstrategyadoptedtookinto considerationthe overallProjectenvironment,functionalmisslon-oriented
requirements,and Institutionalinterrelationships.Considerationwas also
given to the objectivesof maximizingcompetitionand maintainingcontractual

iIlll flexibility, and obtaining the optimal balance of overall coordination,integration, and managementresponsibility betweenproject participants.i

I The acquisition strategy Initially developed provided for three primary' participants; a NEPA contractor, a technical assistance contractor, and a
remedial action contractor. The NEPAcontractor's activities have subsequently

.been transferred to the technical assistance contractor. The responsibilities

I of each are summarizedbelow.
Tet_hni_a] Assistance Con_tra_

I o Technologydevelopmentsupport.

i o Environmental data gathering.o Processing and disposal site characterizations.

I o NEPAdocumentpreparation.
o Environmental activities management(to include radiological and health

I and safety site audits).
o Site conceptual designs and remedial action plans.

I o Radonmonltorin9of the tailingsbeforeand afterremedialaction.

o Site short-termsurveillanceand maintenance.

! .o Planningand managementsupportIn the areasof:

- Healthand safetyB
im - Quality assurance

-Licensing and certification
- Projectcontrol(to includethe IntegratedProjectManagementSystem)

I - Public participation- Documentcontrol

"I Reme_i_lActionContra¢tor s]_Cs).

i o Engineering design.o Contracting for remedtal actions.

I o Construction management.



i I
o Radonmonitoring during remedial,action.

m
o Site health and safety.

o Site qualtty assurance. I

The purpose of havtng a TACandRACsts to assure an Independent assessment
of both the TACpreparedconceptual destpn {by the RACs)and the RACsprepared m
ftnal destgn (by the TAC). Through its planning andmanagementsupport efforts, I
the TAC provtdes for overall Project Integration by assisting the DOEtn
developing and Implementing ProJe:t-level plans, budgets, and schedules, m
Project managementauthority is retatned in the Project Office along with the I
responsibility for Project control an_ overall technical management. The RACs
provtde _or on-stte managementof the remedtal acttons under the direction of
the Project Office engineers who serve tna 11atson capacity. The TACalso m
manages all UHTRAProject environmental activities and assists the Project II
Office tn coordinating data-gathertngand stte characterization efforts.

ii

The acquisition strategy also identifies: (1) cooperative agreements as I _
the vehicles for DOE-state cost sharing, state/Indian tribe participation, and
site acquisition; {2) an UHTRAProject Technology Steering Committee to m

coordinate the activities of the R&TDProgram; and (3) the contracting structure m
for vicinity property remedtal actions. mm

Due to the projectscheduledelaysresultingfromtechnicaland resources m
i_pacts, the 1AC contract was extendedfor 18 months. With the completionof i
the TAC contractin SeptemberIggO,a competitiveprocurementwill be condL_cted
to selecta new TAC for the periodof OctoberIggOto September]gg4. The scope mm
of work Ts anticipatedto provide for technicalsupportactivitiesrequired |
through the end of the project, lt is alsointendedth_!the MK-Ferguson
contractbe extendedto coverall remainingw_rk to the end of the Project. m

In this manner the acquisitionstructurehas beendesignedto providea
balanced and integrated basis for achieving the Project objectives. Attachment

IZ summarizesthe currentstatusof the acquisitionstrategy. Tlm

)

I
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i 6.0 PROJECTSCHEDULE

6.1 BACKGROUND

I .UHTRAProject schedules wtll constst of a hierarchy of schedules
that start at the Project level and extend downto schedulesused for

i time-phasing of detailed work by Project participants. Eachof the lower; tier schedules wt11 be compatible with the Project Master Schedule, with
key mile,_tones traceable from the top level schedule to lower tier
schedules. Vicinity properties remedial actions are scheduledto be

I completed prior to completion of remedial action of the associatedprocessing sites, since restdual radioactive materials removedfrom such
vtctntty properties should be tncluded wtth material from the processing

I sitewhenthe final stabilization |s accomplished.
The Project scheduling hiermrchy is as follows:

I o UMTRASites Master Schedule (Attachme_t 13).
1

o Individual site schedules.

I o Contractor supporting schedules.

i o Specific crttical element schedules.
All schedules have been aligned to provide for completion of

remedial actions by July 30, ]994 and for completion of certification and

I licensing by September30, ]994 for all sites with the exception of GrandJunction,which will be certifiedmnd licensedafterthe Projectend
date.

!
6.2 STATUS

I Several milestones have been since theKey Project accomplished
establishment of the Project Office in early FY ]980, including the
following:

I o Award of the TACcontract.

I o Award of the RACscontracts.
o NEPAdocumentationcomplete or underwayat all sites.

I Completlon/Inltiatlonof processlnqsite remedialactionat 15
o

sites.

I o Completlon/Inltlmtlonof vlclnlty property remedial actionat3,570properties.

m o Executionof CooperativeAgreementswith mll involvedstates.

m: m

I
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I 7.0 RESOURCESPLAN

,! 7,1 COSTS

I The Project total estimated cost (TEC) ts estimated to be $],13g.]mi111on in ]989escalateddollarso This estimateis basedon the current
UMTRA SitesMasterScheduleand is subjectto change,if thisscheduleis

, impacted. (Attachment 3 presents the Project total cost estimate by site

m and fiscal for the duration of the Project. Attachment 4 showstheyear
Baseline ResourcesPlan for Federaland statefundingassociatedwiththe
UMTRASitesMasterSchedule).

| '
7.2 MANPOWER

I Project Office staffing will be phased to correspond to the
schedu]ed accomplishment of the project mission. Attachment 14 depicts
the UMTRAProject Office organization and Attachment 15 presents UMTRA

'I Projectstaffingestimatesfor key participants. .

I 7.3 FACILITIES
Title I of the Act requires that affected states acquire disposal

sites unless the disposal sites are acquired directly by DOE in

I accordance with Section 106. The title to state-acquired disposal siteswill be transferred to the Federal Governmentuponcompletion of remedial
actions at the sites.

I
I •
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I 8.0 CONTROLLEDITEMS

I Selected performance, cost, and scheduleparameters have been establishedfor baseline control and performancemeasurement. The following documentswill
be baselined and can be changedonly through formal changecontrol (refer to

I Section4.0):
Control Bas_]J.p.t Document,

I Performance CharterProject
Project P1an
Environmental Documents

I RemedialAction PlansRemedialAction Designs

i Cost Project Plan (TEC)• Project Schedule and Cost
Estimate(PS/CE) Report

I Schedule Project Plan (UMTRASitesMasterSchedule)
PS/CEReport(SiteSchedules)

I The thresholds for cost and schedule performance assessmentreporting are
establisheduniformly on a site basis. Any differencebetweena site'splanned
and actual performancewhich exceeds plus or minus ]5 percentor schedule

I slippage of 30 shallbe addressed.Notificationanddays, explanation of cost

and schedule variancesexceeding these thresholdsshall be provided in a
variance analysis to be included in the quarterlyProjectManager'sProgress

l Report (PMPR)to DOE Headquarters.In additionto the thresholdsidentifiedforcost and schedule, any changerequiredin performanceobjectivesshallalsobe
reportedto DOE Headquartersin the PMPR.

!

I
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I 9.0 SCHEDULEDDECISIONPOINTS

m The following dectston points have been established for,the Project:
Decislon_p_9.J.XLt, _ Authorltv

I Key Decision#] - Confirmation 3rd Qtr FY '83 DOE/Acquisltionof the ProjectMissionNeed (accompllshed) Executive
mnd Approvalof the Project

I Plin
Key Decision #2 - Approve 4rh Orr FY '83 DOE/Acquisition
Ftrst Remedial Action Plan (accomplished) Executive

I (RAP). Proceed to EngineeringDevelopment

I Key Decision #3- Approve 4th Qtr FY '83 DOE/AcquisitionEngineering Design for Ftrst • (accomplished) Executive
Site. Proceed to Remedial

I Operations
Key Decision#4 - Terminate 4th Qtr FY '94 DOE/Acquisition
Projectand CommenceLong- Executive

m Term DOESite Surveillanceand Maintenance

I The AcquisitionExecutiveKey Decisions#2 and #3 were basedon planningfor the Canonsburgsite,as the leadsitefor the UMTRAProject. Followingkey
Decisions #2 and #3, the RemedialActionPlan/SiteConceptualDesignsforthe
subsequentsites will be submittedfor approvalto the Director,Divisionof

I Uranium Mill Tailings Projects. Key decision #4 willfollowcompletionofcertificationand licensingfor the lastsite(s).

I
!

o

! •
!
!
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I 10.0 SUBMISSIONSANDAPPROVALS

J Thls UMTRAProjectPlan Is submittedby:
i

!
' .....Mark L'. Matthews, Acttn'g Project 'Manger

I
L

..............SallyA_ Mann ...........
Division of Uranium Mill Tailings Projects

!
I --'BruceG. Twining,ManagerAlbuquerque Operations Office

|
I - John E.'Baubiiitz,ActingDirectorOfficeof RemedialActionand

WasteTechnology

I .
The plan identifiesthe missienand objectivesof the project,outlinesthe

I technical and managerialapproach for achiving them, and summarizestheperformance,cost, and schedulebaselineswhichhave beenestablished.toguide
operationalactivity. Project schedulesare alignedfor completionof UMTRA

I Project remedial actions by September 30, ]994, at a total estimated cost ofi $1,13g.1 million (escalated]gB9 dollars). Approvalwill be requiredby the
AcquisitionExecutive if the scopeof the projectis changed,or if the Total

mll EstimatedCost Increasesby 15 percent,or if the scheduleslips by six months.

.m Approved:

! .
LI

AssistantSecretary,

!l NuclearEnergyPrograms

| ""--- AcquisitionExecutlve Date
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BI CEQ(Counctl on Environmental Quality). Regular!on for Implementing th_

l _rocedura] Provisions Qf The National EnvironmentalPQlitY Act, 40 CFRParts
1500-]508.

J DOE(U.S. Department of Energy), 1989. UMTRAProject Environmental, Health _ndSafety Plan, UMTRA-DOE/AL-]50224.0006,prepared by the U.S. Departmentof
Energy, UMTRAProject Office, AlbuquerqueOperations Office, Albuquerque,

NewMexico. '
' DOE(U.S. Department of Energy), ]984. UMTRA...Oualitv Assuran.ce..P)en,

i UMTRA-DOE/AL-400325,prepared by the U.S. Department of Energy, UMTRAProject Office, AlbuquerqueOperations Office, Albuquerque, NewMexico.

DOE (U.S. Departmentof Energy),1981. FinalEnviron_..m..ent.alImpactStatementfo_

I Remed!.alAction.._Standards.for InactiveUr.Bni.umProce_inq S'ii_es(40CFR PartJ__, EPA 520/4-B2-013;l and 2, Washington,D.C.
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I e o o ATTACHHENT9 UMTRA PROJECT RISKS AND IMPACT ASSESSMENT

,I
I .
I .
!i '

i i, ...... __c •

MAJOR RISK AREAS AND IMPACTS

_n - li [ i i llUU i i i

__pR,OJECTLBA_LINE $ IMSllIVI1ON_- VICINITY " _ TEGHNCN,,.OOYE__TAX
INTERFACES PROPERTIES A_ HEALTHII, IAFETY

I ............4

RE_ED_ ACllON_S
HIGH LOW LOW MODERATE LOW

I NEPA_NTAI1ON @ivIP,_CT IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT IMPACTREMEDIALACTIONPLANS

REMEDIALACTIONDEll)NS

! - i ii j li li i .......... I I

COSTS '
i

PROJECTTOTALCOS1

I UIIMAI_ HIGH HIGH MODERATE HIGH LOW
IMPACT IMPACT iMPACT IMPACT IMPACT

ITA_ COSTIHAI_

I II PllUnn ii __ __ ill i iiS_CHEDu_S
' PROJECTMA3TER80'IEZ_JLJE

I HIGH HIGH HIGH MODERATE MODERATEPROCEIIINO 8rrE 8CHEDUI.E IMPACT iMPACT IMPACT, IMPACT IMPACT
VICINrT'YPROPERTY8_
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I
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ATTACHMENT11
,m UMTRA PROJECT,DOCUMENT.,,,RESPO.,N.SIBItIT!ES
6g

' NE EH PO TAC RAC

LI, L , I _L

g
L MANAGEMENTDOCUMENTS

ProjectCharter A/P Pm

:l ProjectPlan A P
ProjectManagementPlan A P
Project Work BreakdownStructure R A/P

I ContractorManagementPlan ' A P Pi ContractorProcedures R A/P A/P
ProjectSurvelllance& MaintenancePlan A A P I

m PROJECTPROCEDURES :
Change Control Procedures R A P i
PublicInformationPlan R A P I

m Public ParticipationPlan R A P IQuality AssurancePlan R R A P I
EnvironmentalHealth and Safety Plan R R A P I

VicinityPropertiesManagement&Implementation Manual R A P I

Plan for Implementatin_lEPA
Standards at UMTRA Sites R A P I

I Key ProgrammaticSteps and
Activitiesfor Implementing
the U_RA Program R A P I

m ProcessingSite CertificationPlan A A P I
TECHNICALDOCUMENTS

I Site CharacterizationReports R A P PComparativeAnalysisof Disposal
Sites AlternativesReport R A P

m Environ.Assess.lln_oactStatement A/R* A R P
RemeaialAction Plan A A P I
Detailed Design A R P
Site Certificatlol}Reports R A P P

I Site Surveillanceand MaintenancePlans R A Pi Site License Application R A P

I SCHEDULEAND COSTESTIMATEDOCUMENTS, Headquarters Controlled Milestones A/P R/I I I
Project Sites Master Schedule A P I I
Contractor Schedules A P Piim ProjectSchedule & Cost Estimate Report C A P I

mm
PreliminaryDesign Estimate A I/R P
DefinitiveDesign Estimate A I/R P

| -- - i m, r lm i i i . li l n' i ii milli I .

gE -UMTRA ProgramOffice A- Approve

i EH = Office of Environment, Safety and Health R - Review .PO -UMTRA Project office P - Prepare
TAC - TechnlcalAssistanceContractor C - Concur
RAC - RemedialAction Contractor I - Inputn

l *Reviews all clocumentsand approves Records of Decisions.
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