UTGOII™ LYR NO

oooo D244 i
o
\ore 295 EGzG ROCKY FLATS j ¢!
e FT EG&G ROCKY FLATS, INC. /
*‘—:euguj, D6 ROCKY FLATS PLANT P O BOX 464 GOLDEN COLORADO 80402-0464 (303) 966 7000
F?ziﬁl c
IRLINGAME A H
aenc:xgnow SE7 788 90 RF 4913
t i
D JE T 1930
R W,
ARIS LR W
A ,
DOOWIN. R v
FALY. T Robert M Nelson Jr /1 , / G/
% Manager
AJEST!
IEN 08 DOE, RFO
, RV
(ANELL AF,
Fﬂ'il £ Attn Dave Simonson
OADES. JIL
FEELL BF _ LEAD TIME ON ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION DOCUMENTS
The following ts i response to a DOE Memorandum from Dave Simonson ERD TO 8446 recewed
September 11 1990 subject as above

Dunng IAG negotiations last year the DOE proposed sequential reviews by EG&G DOE RFAO DOE
AL and DOE HQ Neither EPA nor CDH would agree to sequential reviews and all DOE
representatives (RFAO AL, DP EH and GC) agreed to concurrent reviews by DOE and EG&G
Concurrent reviews were then put in the draft IAG schedules signed by DOE EPA and CDH in
December 1989 Please be advised that a final document transmitted from EG&G to DOE is only
for submittal to EPA/CDH All reviews have previously been conducted by both DOE and EG&G

Dunng April 1990 DOE RFO sent EG&G a memorandum requiring ten additonal days for DOE
review As we indicated in our response to your memo the negotiated schedules do not allow time
for additional activities EPA and CDH evaluated every day of scheduled work very diligently

They did not allow any extra time in meeting schedules. Therefore EG&G assisted DOE in trying
1o negotiate additional time with EPA and CDH

X Based on the April DOE request, an analysis was initiated to determine the schedule impact for an
addiional DOE review This would add ten days of new activities prior to every occurrence of
agency submittals if no changes were required If additional changes were made more time to
resolve issues and incorporate changes would be necessary

CNI N
NCLASSIFIED A what if" scenario was prepared using OU 1 881 Hillside and OU 2 903 Pad of the IAG
DEREr AL schedule Draft issue 1 dated Apnil 24 1990 This analysis was discussed in subsequent

I negotiation meetings The IAG schedule Draft Issue 1B dated May 9 1990 Tab B Page 4

N ORIETASSFIER,  (Attachment 1) references the proposal 1o add this new DOE actvity sequence The IAG negotiation
%&.{H’V% meeting that followed this Draft 1 B issue of the schedules discussed this issue at great length
The impact on the schedules based on the what i scenano was a 9 to 24 month schedule

ATE extension for gach operable unit
Tk

The cumulative effect for the project over all operable units would result in a five to six year
6\ schedule extension This is not including additional time for resolution of any DOE i1ssues
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occurring in the management review The EPA and CDH representatives on the negotiation team
determined that this impact was unacceptable Therefore the IAG schedule Draft 1-C dated May
29 1990 Tab C Page 4 (Attachment 2) references the decision NQOT to implement the change
Mr R.J Schassburger was the DOE representative at that meeting

EG&G would be happy to discuss this issue further at your convenience We are certainly ready to
assist you in re-opening negotiations to gain additional time in the interests of producing a better
quality product. Please note that all documents transmitted from EG&G to DOE are reviewed and
approved by the appropriate Environmental Restoration group manager division manager
department director and associate general manager prior 10 submittal of a final document.

Associate General Manager
Environmental Restoration & Waste Management

TCGskm
Orig and 1 cc R.M Neison Jr

Attachments (2)
As stated
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Attachment 1

May 9 1990 ::\/"‘ _
SCHEDULE-WIDE CHANGES (cont.) Cotcal
ritica
Activity Change Justification Path
Each submuttal requires An additional 10-day activity 1s being To allow management review and approval C

an EG&G/DOE review added for DOE management review

An additional activity for 10 days 1s
being added for resolving comments
and finalization of the document

NOTES

The IAG needs to be clarified in its reference to the Quality Assurance Program Plan and the QA Project Plan Both are hsted

in the IAG milestones with 1dentical dates We suggest the reference to the QA Project Plan be changed to QA Program Plan
The IAG text (page 20) Section IV should be changed to reflect this

The QA Program Plan is currently being revised and will incorporate (1 e, air, water, soil, biota) The draft 1s to be submitted
October 1990 The Project Plan for OU2 Dnlling (the next field activity) can be submitted 1 July 1990 Project QA & Health
and Safety Plans are part of the work plans, not separate deliverables in the IAG

3 Discharge limts for radionuclides may be deleted

4 The OU1 881 Hillside restart of Phase LA Construction is forecast for May 15

The OU1 881 Hillside Phase IIB Construction was forecast to begin 11 May 1990, however, this 1s being reevaluated and 1s
pending a new starting date
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Attachment 2
May 29, 1990

NOTES

The proposal in Draft 1 B to include a 10-day period for DOE management review and a RFP 10-day activity to resolve comments
for each document submuttal was not approved by the renegotiation team. w

Note #1 on Page 4 of Tab B has been resolved and reflected 1n the schedules i

S

Note #2 on Page 4 of Tab B remains as 15
Note #3 on Page 4 of Tab B The decision of the renegotiation team is that the discharge hmuts for radionuchdes will not be deleted
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