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P-ROGEEDI-NGS

MR. KOKAJKO. Good evening. I1'd like to
wel come you this evening. M nane is Law ence Kokaj ko
and 1'mthe section chief of the Ri sk Task Goup in
the O fice of Nuclear Material Safety and Saf eguard.

| would like to wel cone everyone to this
st akehol der neeting on uraniumrecovery and t hank you
for wanting to participate. | recognize that some of
you were at the earlier neeting today, perhaps all of
you, and | do appreciate you com ng out and spendi ng
your free tine to be with us, because | believe this
is an inportant activity.

The NRC is focused on safety, and we vi ew
t he use of risk assessnent techni ques to be one tool
to hel p us achi eve our goal of maintaining our focus
on safety, and to help achieve this the R sk Task
Goup was forned and is responsible for efforts
related to risk informng the materials and waste
activities, and it reports directly to the office
director, and so that shoul d gi ve you an i ndi cati on of
how i mportant we think it is.

As aresult of our workshop in April 2000,
it was suggested that we consi der case study approach
to determ ne what areas in the materials and waste

arenas coul d be anendable to risk inform ng. These
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case studi es woul d cut across a spectrumof regul ated
activities withinthe materials and waste arenas. It
woul d be used to do several things.

The first is to test the draft screening
criteria that would enable us to determne if a
proposal was amendable to risk inform ng. The second
is to tease out any possible safety goals that were
enbedded in any staff action and determne the
feasibility of devel opi ng broader draft safety goals.
Additionally, the staff will use the case studies to
gain insights on risk inform ng regul atory processes
and wi Il identify tools, data, and gui dance needed to
support a risk-informed approach

| hasten to point out that we do not
intend to make or consider a regul atory decision or
position tonight. W only intend to gather input on
these topics as they relate to testing or screening
criteria in the devel opnent of safety goals.

Moreover, | would like for you to think
broadly when we say risk informng the franmework.
Ri sk inform ng the framework coul d involve changi ng
rules, but it is also and perhaps nore |likely to nean
using risk information in |licensing, inspection, and

enf orcenment processes and decisions. In doing so we
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will focus our resources on the nost safety
significant itens.

When t he case study pl an was presented in
Sept enber 2000 one comment that we received was we
shoul d have early stakehol der invol venent before we
reach any concl usi ons regarding the case study area
under consi deration. Tonight's nmeeting is one of
several planned neetings, and this is your chance to
provi de your i nput on the urani umrecovery case study.

Dr. Patricia Rathbun wll be our
facilitator tonight and wll coordi nate our
di scussion. Ms. Marissa Bail ey of the Ri sk Task G oup
will discuss how we got to where we are today and
where we intend to go. She will be followed by Dr.
Robert Bari and M. Edward G ove of the Brookhaven
Nati onal Laboratory, who are our contractors worKking
on this particular case study.

This neeting is open to everyone,
including but not limted to NRC staff, |icensees,
applicants, federal, state, and |ocal governnent
or gani zati ons, non-government organi zati ons, public
citizens groups, manufacturers, users, industry and
trade association representatives, and anyone in
bet ween. Everyone is invited to provide any

t hought ful i nsight or cormentary on this case study as
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7
applied to our objectives. VWile we will provide
early information regardi ng our reviewto date we are
seeki ng your comments on what we have done, but nore
i mportantly, vyour thoughts on what we should do
related to inplenenting the case study action plan.

| would Iike to add that we will have an
i ntegration neeting on or around Cct ober 25, 2001, to
provi de our feedback on our work on all case study
areas, with a final report due out around the end of
t he cal endar year. | encourage you to sign the
attendance sheet since all who do sow || be contacted
prior to the integration neeting.

Also tonight we wll be seeking your
f eedback on what you thought about the neeting. One
way of doing so is a feedback formthat you can nail
intous. Also at any break you can see a nenber of
the Risk Task Group -- and for those people who are
representing the R sk Task G oup please raise your
hands -- and provide any comments directly to one of
us.

Wththat inmndl'dliketoturnit over
to Dr. Rathbun to help us facilitate our neeting.

Dr. Rat hbun.

DR,  RATHBUN: Thank you very nuch,

Lawr ence.
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I"dliketojoinLawence inwelconm ng you
here tonight to the public neeting put on by the Ri sk
Task Goup. | realize that there's many things you
could be doing tonight. You could be sleeping, you
could be going to the ball ganme, but we really
appreci ate your being here, because this is how we
make progress. We make progress by taking your
feedback and listening to it and noving on.

My nane as he said is Pat Rat hbun, and |'m
i n charge of a nunber of the conmunication activities
that are going on in the Ofice of Nuclear Materials
Saf ety and Saf eguards. As M ke Weber pointed out
earlier today, we have a nunber of strategic goals,
and one of themis to inprove the way in which we
conmuni cate wth the stakeholders and thereby
hopeful | y engender nore confidence in what we do, so
ny job is to be sure that everyone gets to talk,
everyone gets to speak, gets to get their two cents
worth in.

Before we start let's take a |l ook agai n at
our neeting objectives, and the primary objective is
actual ly number two. W're here to take your
comments. We're al so here though to brief you on the
status of our case study work, particularly our case

study on urani umrecovery.
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I'd like to take a quick |ook at the
agenda. |f you would just run through the agenda with
me so you know where we're heading and will know how
we got there once we get there. You ve heard from
Lawrence. |I'mjust goingtodoalittle bit of brief
adm ni stration here.

Ms. Marissa Bailey, who is the project
manager for the cast study approach, will be bringing
you up to date on the status of where we are, and t hen
Dr. Robert Bari and M. Ed Grove fromthe Brookhaven
Nati onal Laboratory will do the briefing for you on
what they have found to date.

| guess the next thing | want to just talk
about is afewof the ground rules. 1've been at this
neeting all day, and this is not a group who needs
ground rules. You are all doing beautifully, but I
think the nost inportant thing is if you could hold
your questions until after Dr. Bari fini shes speaki ng?
When you cone to the m crophones to nmeke your talk --
and we' Il have people in the audience that will have
m crophones -- it's very inportant that you say your
nane and say your last nane really clearly because
this is not a transcribe situation.

Again, | don't really need to say this,

but we're going to try and finish and 9: 00 so when it
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comes tine to talk we'll just all need to watch our
time. Oher than that, after what |'ve seen today,
you're fine.

Marissa, if you coul d take the stage now.

MS. BAILEY: Good evening. M nane is
Marissa Bailey. |1'ma senior project manager in the
Ri sk Task Group, and ny purpose here this evening is
to gi ve you background i nformati on on the case study.
Basically what 1'd like to do is explain to you why
we're conducting the case studies, how we're
conducting them and al so just talk to you about where
we're going to be heading with the case studies.

Before | begin with that, however, 1'd
| i ke to repeat our objectives for this neeting. The
first objective is to basically inform you of the
status of the case study. The second objective and
really what's nore inportant is we would |ike to get
your comments and f eedback on howwe' re doing with the
case studi es, howwe shoul d proceed with them howyou
think we're doing wth applying our screening
criteria, any input that you may have as far as what
needs to be changed with the screening criteria. Also
if you have any just general conments on how risk

i nf ormati on shoul d be i ncorporated into the waste and
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materials regulatory processes, we're also taking
conments on those.

So why are we conducti ng t he case studi es?
The primary purpose for conducting the case studiesis
to test the draft screening criteria and also to
exam ne the feasi bility of devel opi ng safety goal s for
t he nucl ear materi al s and waste arenas. O her reasons
for conducting the case studies is that we hope it
will give us insights on how we can risk inform our
regul atory processes and also gain insights on the
t ool s, data, guidance that we woul d need to i npl ement
a risk-inforned regul atory approach

As Lawr ence nentioned in his presentation
earlier today -- and | think he also alluded to it
earlier -- NRC has been in the process of devel oping
an approach for wusing risk information in our
regul ati on of nucl ear materials and waste. One of the
handouts that we've given you that's attached to the
agenda is a definition for risk-informed regul ati on.
To us that really is sinply a way for us to focus our
resources on safety to help us i nprove our regul atory
deci si on- maki ng process, to hel p us be nore effective
and efficient in the way we regulate, and to reduce

unnecessary regul atory burden.
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We al so see risk information as a way to
focus or to identify and address any shortcom ngs in
our current regul atory system soin someinstances it
may be that a ri sk-i nformed approach neans an i ncrease
in regulatory requirenments in regulatory burden.

The f ramewor k for ri sk-informed
regul ations in the nucl ear materi al s and wast e arenas
is detailed in a June 1999 conm ssion paper that's
known as SECY 99- 100. That paper basically introduced
asystematic five-step process for i nplenenting-- for
noving towards risk-inforned regulations in NMSS
Those five steps are to identify the candidate
regul atory applications that would be anendable to
ri sk-inforned regulations; to decide how to nodify
t hose regul atory applications so that they are risk-
i nformed; to change the current regul atory approachto
i mpl emrent the risk-infornmed approach; and to devel op
or adapt risk-informed tools to nove toward a risk-
i nf or med appr oach.

In this five-step process we're on step
one. W are very early in the process of identifying
t hose regul atory applications that m ght benefit from
using risk information.

To help wus identify what regulatory

appl i cati ons woul d benefit fromusing risk information
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we drafted the screening criteria. The screening
criteriaoncethey'refinalizedis really a decision-
maki ng tool. What we're asking ourselves is where in
the regulation of materials and waste would risk
i nsights provide a value, and we're hoping that by
applying the screening criteria we can make those
decisions in a consistent manner.

Qur draft screening criteria were
developedinafairly interactive public particpatory
process. Back in August of 2000 we had a workshop to
solicit conments and recomendati ons on how we shoul d
i ncorporate risk-infornmed approaches in NMSS. During
that workshop we introduced a strawmn for the
screening criteria, and as a result of that workshop
we -- the screening criteria were refined and
devel oped to their present state, so that today the
screening criteria basically conmes in the form of
seven questions that we woul d ask to hel p us determ ne
whet her an activity can be risk-inforned.

The first four criteria basically ask
whet her a risk-inforned approach would support the
agency's performance goals of mintaining safety,
i mproving efficiency and effectiveness, reducing
unnecessary regul atory burden, or hel ping to i nprove

publ i c conmuni cations. The fifth criterion addresses
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the availability of quality data and nodel s t o support
a risk-informed approach. The sixth criterion
addresses the cost of inplenenting a risk-infornmed
appr oach: could a risk-informed approach be
i npl emented at a reasonable cost, and the seventh
criterion addresses other precluding factors. G ven
that the first six are nmet, is there sonmething el se
out there that should or could prevent us fromnoving
towards a risk-infornmed regul atory approach?

Anot her out conme of that April 2000 neeti ng
was t he general consensus that case studies woul d be
a good way to test the draft screening criteria. The
case studies would be a retrospective |look at a
spectrum of activities in the nuclear materials and
wast e arenas, the uraniumrecovery being one of those
activities. Andindividually and cumul atively each of
t hose case studi es shouldillustrate to us what's been
done in materials and waste and whether they were
risk-informed and to what extent they were risk-
i nf or med.

The second objective of the screening
criteriais to exanmine the feasibility of devel opi ng
safety goals for the materials and waste arenas.

t hi nk one of your handouts also is the definition of

safety goals, but basically what we're trying to
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determine in this case studies is whether it's
feasible for NMSS, given the diversity of activities
that we regulate, is it feasible to try to broadly
define an acceptabl e | evel of risk, alevel of what is
saf e enough?

So what we're trying to do in the case
studiesiswe'retryingto determ ne whether there are
safety goals or elenents of safety goals that are
i mbedded i n those past decisions that are related to
t he case study activities and whether those el enents
of safety goals have a common t hread, and t hen whet her
t hose el enents of safety goals al so coul d be expanded
broadly to cover other nuclear materials and waste
activities.

The overall structure for how we're
conducting the case study is described in our case
study plan, and that's one of the handouts you have
this evening. This plan was also developed in a
public participatory process and was issued back in
Cct ober 2000. The draft screening criteria that |
described to you earlier can be found in section four
of the case study plan, and as |I've nentioned -- and
if you look at them those are really a series of

guestions that we would ask to determ ne whet her an
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activity coul d be risk-informed or shoul d be ri sk-i nf or med.

The areas that we are conducting the case
studies on are alsoidentifiedinthe case study pl an.
Those are gas chromatographs, static elimnators
fi xed gauges, site deconm ssioning, which is focused
on the deconm ssioning of the Trojan Nucl ear Power
Plant, transportation, which is focused on the
transportation of the Trojan reactor vessel, uranium
recovery, storage, which is focused on the seismc
exenption that was given to the i ndependent spent fuel
storage installation at INEEL for the TM2 fuel
debris, and gaseous diffusion plans, which -- that
case study i s focused on the sei sm c i ssues associ at ed
with the Paducah GDP.

The urani umcase study is really | ooking
at the overall process for urani umrecovery. However,
we di d deci de to choose Wite Mesa and Smith Ranch as
exanples for the case studies so that we woul d have
sone real sites that we could apply our screening
criteria on and also look at. 1'd like to point out
t hat White Mesa and Smith Ranch were chosenreally for
no particul ar reason other than it was conveni ent and
it was accessible, or they were convenient and

accessi bl e.

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

17
As |'ve said before the purpose of the
case studies areto test the draft screening criteria
and to derive safety goals and to gain insights in
ri sk inform ng our process and the tools needed for
that. They are retrospective studies. The intent of
t he case studies is not tolook at -- not to reopen or
reassess previous decisions that were nade by the
staff or by the conm ssion in those particul ar areas.
The case studies basically involve
answering three sets of questions for each case study
area, and those questions are identified in section
seven of the case study plan. Those are screening
criteria analysis and ri sk anal ysis questions, safety
goal anal ysis questions, and then the questions that
we would ask once sonme draft safety goals were
devel oped, and Dr. Bari wll be going over those
qguestions in detail in his presentation.
|'"d Iike to enphasize that what we've
planned to do today is to present our prelimnary
answers to sonme of those questions, prelimnary
answer s and observations, and | want to enphasi ze t hey
are prelimnary answers, and our observations al so are
just that. At this point we've made no deci sions and

we' ve cone to no concl usi ons about the case studies.
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We're really presenting you with this information so
that we can get your feedback

And finally I'"d just like to go over our
schedul e for the case studies: where we've been and
where we're going. As | nentioned, we had the
wor kshop in April 2000 and out of that workshop came
the draft screening criteria and the idea for using a
case study approach to test the draft screening
criteria. |In Septenber 2000 we drafted t he case study
pl an and we presented that at a public neeting, and in
Cct ober 2000 we issued our final case study plan.

I n Novenber we began our case studi es and
| ast February we hel d our first case study neetings on
t he gas chromat ographs, static elimnators, and fi xed
gauges, and |l ast May we hel d our stakehol der neeting
on deconmi ssi oning and transportation.

This evening we'll be di scussing urani um
recovery. In late July, probably July 31, we'll be
hol di ng anot her stakehol der neeting to discuss our
case studies in storage and the GDPs. W hope to put
out draft reports for all the individual case studies
i n Septenber, and as Law ence nenti oned i n Cct ober we
hope to hol d an i ntegrati on neeti ng where we can pul

together the results of all the case studies and
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present that to our stakehol ders and di scuss that with
you.

The final reports for the case studi es are
schedul ed to be issued in Decenber, and in March of
2002 a final consolidated report which would pul
toget her the cumul ative results of the case studies
and have findi ngs on what the screeningcriterial ooks
| i ke, what the feasibility of the safety goals are for
NMSS, and in sumer 2002 if we find that they are
feasible we hope to present our first draft of the
safety goals. And that concludes ny presentation

Bob?

DR. RATHBUN: Thank you very nuch
Mari ssa.

Now | would like to introduce Dr. Robert
Bari from Brookhaven National Laboratory, who wll
present the results. Bob?

MR. BARI: Thanks, Pat.

My nane is Bob Bari. |'mfromBrookhaven
Nat i onal Laboratory, and in the study that we did have
underway actually | was working with Ed Grove, who
al so is of Brookhaven National Laboratory.

VWhat |'mgoing to do tonight is tell you
about the study as it currently exists. ["1'l go

through a little bit of the background. It wll be
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per haps redundant with what you heard from Mari ssa a
few mnutes ago -- go through our prelimnary
i mpressions of the draft safety questions, the case
study questions, and then go into the draft screening
criteria, whicharereally the heart of the case study
pl an, gi ve you sone prelimnary observations and t hen
al so sone concl usi ons.

W started this study just about two
nonths ago in April, and t he focus has been both on an
uranium mll and an in situ leaching facility. W
wanted to be as broad as possible in this study and
t hought that we needed to look at both types of
facilities. 1'll enphasize that this is a work in
progress and we're going to conplete this study at the
end of the year and hopefully it will be available to
you at least in draft formsome tine in Septenber or
So. There is a website that the Ri sk Task G oup
mai nt ai ns, and you can already find sone prelimnary
i nformati on such as the case study planitself onthat
website, and | encourage you to stay tuned there. As
ot her information becones availableit will appear on
t hat website.

The case study draft questions t hensel ves
were designed to neet objectives related to current

and potential information that exists in a risk form
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that could be useful in this area. The feasibility
and useful ness of safety goals in the area and al so
information needs for risk informng the uranium
recovery area itself, and these are categorized into
three broad areas, two of which we'll be chatting
about tonight.

The first are screening criteria anal ysis
guestions and ri sk anal ysi s questi ons, secondly safety
goal questions, and third, questions upon devel opi ng
safety goals. These we wll not be discussing
tonight. We're too early in the study to do that.

The uraniumm | ling area i s being studi ed
with a focus on the Wiite Mesa facility in Bl andi ng,
Utah. This is being done because it's, as Marissa
poi nted out, it's a conveni ent study for us to use for
exanpl e purposes a facility that was |icensed by NRC
in 1979 and has processed 4 billion tons through 1999
of urani um It has mlIl tailings on site and it
happens to be the only operating mIl andis currently
schedul ed for transfer to DCE in 2025.

On the in situ site we're focusing on
Smth Ranch in Wonmng as our exanple. It was
licensed in 1992 by the NRC. It has a denonstrated
annual production capacity of 770 tons of wuranium

Current annual production capacity is 580. The site
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has inactive and active wells, and it has recently
been granted a license renewal by the NRC. W did
visit the White Mesa site yesterday and we plan to
visit Smth Ranch on Friday.

There are several screening questions if
you' ve had the opportunity to | ook at the case study
plan. You will see that there are several questions
t hat are posed that hel p to guide this study, and what
" mgoing to do nowis take you t hrough many of them
| paraphrased themin each of these view graphs and
"1l give you some of our prelimnary inpressions of
where we are on those various questions.

The first one deals with risk information
that's currently available out there to help us
determine to what extent we can risk inform the
urani umrecovery area. On docunent that's been very
interesting to look at is NUREG 1531, which is the
environmental inpact statement for the Atlas Urani um
MII. There they really took to hear the risk-based
concepts and seened to have used it very well in
under st andi ng t he doses that fol ks woul d recei ve, the
possi bl e accidents that m ght occur.

And al so as a foll owup to that the people
i nvolved with the Atl as al so produced a paper at the

ANS conference in 1996 where they were |ooking at
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alternatives for disposal of the tailings. One was
recl amati on, another one was do nothing, and a third
one was to nove it, and they used risk information to
help nake a decision or to at least cone to a
concl usion on their part.

Anot her environnental inpact statenent
that we found interesting for its risk information --
intheriskinformation area was NUREG 1508, t he Crown
Point in situ leach facility, and another study that
is underway is one by the Center for Nuclear Waste
Regul atory Analysis on in situ |l eaching. This study
is not currently available but | believe there is a
sign-up sheet for that. |If you'd like to get a copy
NRC can provide it to you when it does becone
avai | abl e.

The next question deals with the quality
of studies. As | nentioned, Atlas seens to-- the EI S
seens to be a very interesting study in terns of risk
i nformation, both in terns of |ooking at risks from
acci dents and al so ri sks which they call incident-free
ri sks, which are really the normal chronic rel eases
t hat one woul d have in any enterprise, and one has to
measure this and assess it, and this is exactly what
t hey did. They were interested in particular in

| ooki ng at alternative disposal options.
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Also the ANS paper on Atlas was an
i nteresting one and it supported the concl usi ons t hat
it came to. It was not an in-depth paper. W could
not really assess the nethodol ogy per se, but it
seenmed to be well posed in ternms of the questions it
asked and the conclusions it cane to. The regulatory
anal ysis center's paper also |ooks at radiol ogical
rel eases, worker risks, and environnental inpact, and
hopefully it will be a docunent that you could al so
revi ew.

W did not see the docunment yet. W did
have a chance to chat with a nenber of that institute
to get sone prelimnary inpressions of its content.

The next question in the case study plan
asks about the need for additional studies in this
ar ea. There are two general areas where one can
benefit from the strengths of the risk-inforned
approach. One is in the realismof scenarios, and
this is really a general strength of a risk-inforned
approach. One tries to be as realistic as possible,
not conservative in the analysis. One wants to get
the best possible analysis to the fore in these
studi es, and hopefully this is the type of thing that

we Wil see nore of as studies are done in this area.
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Anot her strength of risk assessnent is
that it expresses uncertainties. One first assesses
uncertainties and tries to quantify them as best as
possible. It helps you to understand what you know
about what you don't know.

The next question deals with the use of
risk information by NRC and the |icensees. NRC has
considered risk in the transportati on area connected
Wi th uraniumrecovery. The EISs for Crown Point and
At | as both have used risk i nformati on. More generally
and broadly in the uranium recovery area there has
been use of risk type information to the extent that
dose equates -- chronic doses equate with risk and
al so as | nmentioned the study by the center. The NRC
sponsored study by the Center for Nuclear Waste
Regul atory Anal ysi s considers ri sk.

The next two questions are |unped here.
One deals with societal benefit of the current
operation and the other is with public perception
The societal benefit is clear for this case study. It
provi des an energy resource of uranium inportant for
nucl ear reactors, which presumably are inportant for
el ectricity generation.

Publ i ¢ percepti on depends upon the site.

Factors to be consi dered are environnental inpact and
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public health on the one hand and econom ¢ and soci al
val ue to the conmunity on the ot her hand, i n which the
facility sits.

The next question deals with the basis for
the current regulations. There's quite a bit here.
It starts with -- not necessarily starts with, but a
maj or docunent is the Act of 1978, the so-called
UMTRC. The standards set by the Environnental
Protection Agency figureinvery strongly, the working
under st andi ng wi t h ot her agenci es that -- such as the
m ni ng agency, MSHA, is inportant here, and then a
sl ew of pi eces of the Code of Federal Regul ati ons cone
to play here.

Singled out is 10 CFR 40, Appendix A,
whi ch was congressionally mandated and not a risk-
i nf or med docunent, very determ ni stic and prescriptive
inits presentation. NRCwas enbar ki ng or consi dering
enbarking on 10 CFR Part 41, and this has now been
di sconti nued.

Explicit or inplicit safety goals in
regul atory docunents -- as Law ence nenti oned earli er,
part of this activity is to tease safety goal s out of
t he docunentati on t hat we revi ewand cone across. One
very elegant statement of a possible overarching

safety goal for this area, uraniumrecovery, woul d be
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one that we found in the generic environnmental inpact
statement, NUREG 0706, and |I'Il just quickly read it
to you.

"Operation of wuranium mlls and the
management of m |l tailings -- they are appropriately
short. The public health and safety and preservation
of environnmental val ues. So this is a top-level
statement for uraniummnmlls at the time. This is a
nore than 20 year-old docunent now. And also in the
framewor k docunment for risk informng the materials
and wast e area SECY 99- 100, the conmm ssi on notes that
both public and worker risks are inportant, to be
dealt with, and in fact they do put forth four
strawren ri sk netrics to be considered broadly again
the waste and materials area.

One relates to fatalities. A second
relates to a frequency of a | arge dose perhaps on the
order of 25 rem Athirdrelates to possibly setting
a dose cap as a goal, and a fourth, which is not
easily related to this area but perhaps relevant to
others is one related to criticality within an
oper ati on.

The next questionrelates tothe basis for
t he devel opnent of strategic goals, performance goal s,

and nmeasures. O course, the current approach is 10
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CFR 40, Appendix A, the standards set by the
Envi ronnment al Protection Agency, and i ndi vi dual state
st andar ds.

The next question in the safety goal area
deals with safety goals, limts, or other criteria
i mplied by decisions for evaluations. W do have
NRC s radiological concentration for air and water
effluents, the EPA standard for groundwater, and
occupati onal protection guidelines and standards.

The next question relates to tools and
data needed for validation of safety goals. |If one
were to fornmul ate safety goals in this area howdo you
know that you've nmet the safety goal? Wen do you
know t hat you're there? And on this area nodels and
data for risk to workers during operation would be
i mportant. These woul d have to be devel oped. They' ve
been partly devel oped, but these were the types of
i nformati on and tools that would be needed. Mbddels
and data for both Ilong-term and short-term
envi ronnental inpacts would be very inportant too.

The next question deals with who are the
popul ations potentially at risk? |'ve separated this
out into two areas. One is during normal operations,
and this seens to be mainly the workers, and then

during off-normal events. Well, this would include
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t he near by popul ation in the area, and then one woul d
consi der after operation ceased there would be those
who would come in contact with the site, either
directly or via liquid pathway exposures.

What woul d be the potential consequences
to the popul ations at risk? Well, for workers there
woul d be various consequences. One would be in the
i ndustri al -- nor mal i ndustri al acci dent s,
transportation, chemcal risks at sone of the
facilities, exposure toradon and ot her radi onucl i des.
For the public it woul d be exposure to effluents from
of f - nor nal events, for exanpl e, wi nd- bl own
particul ate, yell ow cake, groundwater contam nation
and transportation accidents.

The next questi on addresses t he paraneters
to be considered in fornulating safety goals. There
are a range of paranmeters to be considered in this
ar ea. One is related to the popul ations at risk
wor kers versus public; individuals and individua
goal s be fornul at ed and/ or soci etal goal s; of f-nornma
events, normal events shoul d both be considered, one
or the other; acute fatalities/latent fatalities,
serious injuries for the uraniumrecovery area. It

woul d be hard to see acute radiological fatalities at
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this point in our evaluation -- and environnental
damage and property damage

These are all valid risk indices or risk
categories for consideration in fornulating safety
goals in this area. Qur mnds are open right now as
we proceed through this.

So what's the feasibility of devel opi ng
safety goals is the next question in the case study
pl an. We believe this is sonething that is worth
pur sui ng. It would help to focus regulatory
oversight. W very nuch would |Iike to get your input
to this and hopefully during the next phase of this
nmeeting tonight we'll get sonme of that.

The next question focuses on nmethods,
dat a, results, safety goals, or regul at ory
requirements to risk informsimlar cases. Thinking
broadly, there may be in the | ow| evel waste area sone
i ssues, challenges that could benefit from simlar
approaches, and al so closer to hone for the uranium
recovery industry are byproduct material disposal
which could be risk-informed in a simlar way.

The next set of questions relate to
devel opi ng safety goals. Once they're devel oped --

and we don't have those yet, so this is deferred.
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The draft screeningcriteriathensel ves as
you heard a few mnutes ago are really there to be
tested by these various case studies, and we've done
this in some of themand we're proceeding to others
now. But the whole idea ultinmtely of why do we want
to do this -- we'd like to ultimately have final
screening criteria so that in the waste and material s
area when one considers a challenge -- an issue a
safety issue and one wants to know whether risk-
i nf or med nmet hods i nf ormati on coul d be useful we'dlike
to be able to turn to the screening criteria and
understand howto efficiently and effectively use them
inregul atory application, sothat's our ultinmate goal
in this.

So the draft screening criteria -- the
first four are very thinly disgui sed statenments of the
NRC s high strategic objectives: mai nt ai ni ng and
i mproving safety. Here the risk-inforned approach
could be helpful in balancing various risks,
under st andi ng r adi ol ogi cal and non-radi ol ogi cal risks
in the uraniumrecovery area.

The next question relates to inproving
efficiency or effectiveness intheregul atory process.

It could be helpful to the regulator in review ng
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submttals by licensees. It could be helpful to
i nspectors inprioritizingresources for inspections.

The next question relates to reducing
unnecessary regulatory burden. It could be hel pful
very much here in understanding the inportance of
various issues, trying to separate the i nportant from
the uninportant and working together wth the
regul ator in focusing on those issues.

The fourth of these questions relates to
comuni cating regul atory decisions. Putting these
various regul atory decisions in a risk context could
be very hel pful. Understanding risk effects on
wor kers and public could be a very effective way to
conmuni cate how a deci sion has been nade.

The next question relates to sufficient
i nformati on nodel s t hat woul d exi st or woul d t hey have
to be devel oped to support a risk-infornmed approach.
There are bits and pi eces of nodel s out there that can
be used. Sonme would have to be devel oped dependi ng
upon the exact applications, and as Marissa said,
we're very early in this process but | think this is
a very valid question

The next question is can a risk-inforned
approach be inplenmented at a reasonable cost and

provi de a net benefit? One thing to observe here and
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recognize is that there probably should not be a
revol ution towards a risk-informed approach. Rather
we should do this in a very evolutionary way. There
are sonme tools in place. There's information from
ot her areas where risk-informed approaches have been
tried, so | believe that we need to nobve in a
del i berate way, understanding what we're doing,
gaining from | essons | earned. | think this is a
potentially positive approach to take.

And do other factors exist which would
preclude inplenmenting a risk-inforned approach?
Again, we'd like to hear from you about that here
t oni ght. In our studies so far over the last two
nont hs we haven't found any show stoppers in this
ar ea.

Observati ons, very prelimnary
observations: the Atlas risk studi es showed how ri sk
information can be wused to provide additional
perspective. | think they' ve done that very nicely.
ALARA princi pl es have denonstrated to be useful in
regulation in this area, and the current study by the
center suggests a potential efficacy of risk-informed
approaches, but again, we haven't seen that full

study, but it prom ses to be a useful one.
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Prel i m nary concl usi ons: expanded use of
risk information seens possible in the uranium
recovery area. Safety goals nmay be feasible here. It
seens to be rudinents of them already in various
docunents; the question of being able to craft them
effectively and putting together a cogent story in
this area.

We found in this study that the screening
criteria have been effective for usinterns of trying
to understand how to proceed and this may be also a
case in sone of the other studies that have been done
and possibly in the ones that remain, but it's too
soon to tell, but so far the questions seem to be
reasonabl y posed.

That concludes ny talk. Thank you for
your attention.

DR. RATHBUN: Thank you very much, Bob

W' re goi ng to have to ask your i ndul gence
now as we need to take about a five-m nute break so we
can reset up the m crophones, and then when you cone
back fromyour break you can ask all the questions you
want. So | think sonewhere around 8: 00 we shoul d have
it done.

(Wher eupon, a short recess was taken.)
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DR. RATHBUN: Before we start taking your
guestions and comments | want to clarify sonething
that | probably did not naeke clear earlier. Thi s
neeting is being recorded and it will be sent to a
transcriber, so we are onthe public record, so | just
want to make sure that | didn't nmake that too
conplicated, but she just isn't doing a regular
transcriber thing, but that will get done next.

Okay. Wiat ki nd of questions do you have
for the risk group tonight? Sir?

MR. MACKIN: My nane is Pat Mackin for the
Center for Nuclear Waste Regul atory Anal yses, and |
have a couple of comrents and questions. The first
dealt with Dr. Bari's discussion of ALARA, and fi ndi ng
t hat ALARA principles were useful in your assessment
so far.

I guess |I'm asking for a little
clarification on that, because |'"mwestling with the
same issue in the assessnment we're doing of |ISL
facilities; there are a number of instances where
risks are extrenmely low for certain kinds of things
that can go wong, and if they're | ow how does ALARA
conme in? How nuch extra effort should you put into

tackling sonmething that isn't nmuch of a problemto
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begin with? And I' mwondering if you had any success
dealing with that question

MR. BARI: Well, as | indicated, we're
early on the study. Wat we're really trying to say
here is that you shoul d recogni ze both the benefits
and the cost of inplenenting ALARA, and to the extent
that you can do that of course you shoul d.

MR. MACKIN: Can | ask anot her one, make
anot her conmment ?

MR, BARI: Yes.

MR. MACKIN: You said -- | was trying to
make notes -- | think it was on slide 16 and 25 you
mentioned that there were bits and pi eces of tools and
nodel s avail abl e for doing risk assessnents. One of
t he things we think we have found is that there is an
overarching technique for I|ooking at risk, the
i ntegrated safety anal ysis process, which I think was
originated by the chem cal industry and it's now used
by certain NRC |icensees and progranms as well, and
that's afairly well-established step by step ki nd of
process.

VWhat we found is that since that process
exists the only question is whether there are
techniques available to look at your particular

problem and for the NRC s mssionit seens |like there
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are accepted techniques for |ooking at things I|ike
doses that are generated fromdi spersal of materials
either inair or the water or the food chain, and t hat
t here are conput er codes avail abl e to assi st with that
ki nd of assessnent, soin fact the tools m ght al ready
exi st in many of these areas.

The pl ace we found the needto be alittle
creative maybe is it mght not be efficient or cost
effective or even useful to do a by the nunbers
i ntegrated safety analysis of some problem If you
| ook at a specific problem and its nature, the
mat eri al s i nvol ved, the ki nds of operations that go on
inafacility, you may find that the best thing to do
is to tailor that approach to the specific problem
you're doing, and you mght be able to streanine
t hi ngs and actual | y avoi d unnecessary effort, because
some of that process can be quite expensive and tine
consum ng.

MR, BARI : | agree with that. You're
exactly right. 1In fact, what | would advocate is a
screeni ng type approach where you | ook at the vari ous
initiators of events, things that can go wong, and
then try to bound themin sone way, get a sense of

their relative inportance, and then you focus on the
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bi g rocks that are still sticking out of the water and
put your enphasis there.

And you're quite right about the chem cal
i ndustry. There are approaches there, the so-called
HAZOP approaches, which I think can lend itself very
nicely tothis area, particularly -- we were at Wite
Mesa yesterday and | coul d see HAZOP appr oaches bei ng
used there al ong with as you say, the back end | ooki ng
at the doses, the em ssions and effluents, and there
are standard approaches there. And there again, you
mght -- don't want to use a full-blow transport
theory for effluents --

MR MACKIN: Right.

MR. BARI: -- where a sinpler analysis
m ght be best appli ed.

MR. MACKIN: | have one nore coment if
can. One of the screening criteriais that it would
hel p communi cate a problem or a decision --

MR BARI: And maybe the problemtoo.

MR. MACKIN: | agree with you, except one
difficulty | seeis if you end up using sone sort of
probabilistic approach it may be very difficult to
conmuni cate results of that nature to sone
st akehol ders, to sonme nenbers of the public who are

not famliar with those approaches. So | think those
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of us who are engaged i n that have to be careful about
how we use the results, make sure they're transl ated
in terns that are readily understood.

MR. BARI: That's quite correct as well.
| didn't nmean that -- didn't want to inply that one
woul d present the arcane results of sonme statistical
analysis to let's say the uninitiated in that area.
However, there are sinple very qualitative statenents
of risk that people can understand in terns of their
every day lives if one presents that rather than a
rul e that they m ght not understand, may in fact al so
be presented in sonme arcane way it may be better to
have a sinple neasure of risk against sone
under st andabl e safety goal if one such thing were
f or mul at ed.

MR. LEACH. M nane is Melvin Leach, NRC
Li censi ng Branch.

Mari ssa, you gave the five-step process
t hat cane out of SECY 99-100. The first four of those
appear to be sequential steps. 1'Il just go over them
for everybody's ease of reference: identify candi date
applications; decide how to nodify the approach;
change t he approach; and then i npl enent ri sk-infornmed
approaches. Those seemto be sequential steps. The

fifth one concerns ne if that's viewed as the | ast
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step of the sequence, which is devel op or adapt ri sk-
i nfornmed tools.

In the reactor side of the house | think
we got the tools after sonme of the approaches were in
place, and I1'm thinking of the significance
determ nati on process site specific work sheets.
don't know how nuch you're famliar with that, but the
fact that those were not in place a year earlier or so
made a | ot of work for the inspectors and enforcenent
specialists within the agency and nade our process
somewhat vague for |icensees and nenbers of the
public, because it wasn't clear how we were doing
busi ness.

So |I'd encourage you to get the tools in
pl ace at the right tinme to support whatever approach
we take.

M5. BAILEY: | think you're right, and
think really if you |l ook at those five steps that are
presented in SECY 99-100 they look like they're
supposed to be sequential steps, but if you really
| ook at themthe only thing that really needs to occur
step nunber one is the first one, is toidentify the
application, the regulatory applications. The other

four steps can occur | think in parallel, or step five
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could occur before step twd, so | think we do
recogni ze that, but thank you for the conmment.

DR RATHBUN: Law ence has a comment.

MR, KOKAJKO:  Mel, | know you know t hi s,
but for other nenbers of the audi ence who don't you
are correct that it is not a sequential thing. 1In
fact, even what you think is a sequential probably is
not because we're |ooking at a nunber of prograns
within NMSS and the NRC They could be portable
gauges all the way up to deconm ssioning: spent fuel
transportation, spent fuel storage, so we're | ooking
at a far broader range of things than just uranium
recovery.

Uranium recovery 1is just really a
relatively small subset of what we're | ooki ng at ri ght
now, and it's because of that diversity -- each
programis starting off at alittle different level in
terms of risk assessment and risk managenent, and
because of that that's why you see this sort of
stilted view of the approach. In an ideal world I
t hi nk we woul d approach it alittle bit differently,
but even if you go back to NRR and the reactors WASH
1400 cane out with very little information when you
think about it, yet it was a very effective and a very

good predictor of plant behavior over the | ong haul.
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So we do recogni ze that, but SECY 99-100
was devel oped because it was | ooki ng at a broad range
of regul atory applications, not just urani umrecovery.

MR. LEACH Mel Leach again. | would ask
t hat when you | ook at your screening criteria at the
end of this you |ook at what got kicked out in the
process, because if the screening criteria never kick
anything out they're not really doing nuch for you
and if criterion five never does anything then maybe
we don't need criterion five for exanple, and i f none
of themas a group kick anything out then perhaps we
don't have the right screening criteria.

MR. KOKAJKO  Thank you for your comment
on that. You al so understand that besides these case
studies Risk Task Group is al so doing other work in
systens of four divisions, and in fact, either on
ot her applications we are using the screeningcriteria
now, and it has in fact kicked things out. So we
think the screening criteria is working.

Does it need refinement? W think so.
There's a couple of questions that | think probably
need to be changed, but in general we think it's been
effective, and other divisions are using it now, | MS
bei ng one of the nore notable ones, particularly in

t he application regardi ng rul emaki ng.
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DR. RATHBUN: Marissa, did you want to add
to that?

M5. BAILEY: | was trying to tell Jimto
put that on our --

DR RATHBUN: Thank you.

Next question. Sir, in the red jacket.

MR. W ATZKE: Gerd Watzke, Senes
Consul t ant s.

W wer e one of the authors of the paper on
Atlas and as | nentioned at the break we have the
i nformati on that we presented at the PSA ' 96 neeti ng,
and we certainly could provide that to you to gi ve you
nore detail on that. Also, we've been involved in
risk assessnment for a long tinme for the mning
i ndustry, and several of the initiatives that we're
aware of were in fact University of South Carolina
Medi cal Center.

| believe they've done a mmjor risk
wor kshop i n around ' 95-96 at whi ch the German M ni stry
of Fi nance presented their risk-based approach on the
decommi ssioning of the former East German uranium
m nes, and | can provide you information when | get
back on that material, but it was an enornous
chall enge for themto deal with 6,000 contam nated

obj ects that was transferred to themall at once, and
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they had to come up with an approach under their | aw
and t he ri sk-based approach was t he one t hey sel ected
for novi ng ahead, so | can provi de you separately with
sone information on that.

MR KOKAJKO.  Thank you very nuch.

DR RATHBUN: Anot her question?

MR. CARSON: Louis Carson, NRC Region 4
i nspect or. | was noticing on slide nunber 18 on
pot enti al consequences to the popul ations at risk you
poi nt out the chemi cal risk to workers. However, when
you get to the public section of it we don't seemto
be | ooki ng at chem cal risk to popul ati on groups, and
that could occur as aresult of transporting materi al
fromsay Atl as to wherever the material is goingto be

resent. There's goingto be chem cals associated with

that. I'mnot sure -- infornmed the NUREG for that
addr ess.

Those chem cal issues are for an
operational ISLor traditional mll. They' re what are

cal | ed hazardous bul k chem cal s that are under the 29
CFR 1910 standard for bul k hazardous chem cals, the
PSM standard for which possibly your organization
could identify through those type of operations what
t ype of chem cal operations that if rel eased woul d not

onlyinjureor potentiallyinjure occupational workers
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but if they released off site presents a hazard in
terms of the general popul ation.

It seens that the only area whereby
chemcals -- where you seem to be addressing or
recogni ze have to do with stationary situations
whereby you're | ooking at groundwater chem stry or
groundwat er chem cals affecting the environnent, for
which |I'm not sure how you really look at the risk
thereinterns of ri sk assessnment real |l y havi ng hazard
to anyt hing but the environnment and what |evel it is.
However, if you have a chem cal rel ease that harns t he
popul ation and that falls to the EPA domain and
potentially something called a chem cal safety board
for which -- assesses bl ane and potential corrective
actions of not only the operator but the regul atory
agency.

So | seemto notice that your slides are
necessarily just chemcal risk to popul ations.

MR LAYTON: Yes. |'m Mke Layton with
t he Urani umRecovery Programat NRC, and Loui s's poi nt
is well taken, and | would like to maybe expand a
little bit on what Bob presented when he referenced
the report that the Center for Nuclear Waste

Regul atory Anal yses is working on.
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Chem cal hazard to both worker and public
i npacts was consi dered as a part of that anal ysis, and
the report is in the final stages of being conpleted
and should be available for public review very
shortly. And Pat Mackin, who presented the first
coupl e of questions has been working rather closely
wi t h Brookhaven i n bringing themup to speed wi th what
types of anal yses and concerns that they evaluated in
their effort, so that is being caught and enconpassed
in the effort that Brookhaven is pulling together on
this.

DR. RATHBUN: Loui s, does t hat answer your
question or did you want to give us sonme nore
suggesti on?

MR,  CARSON: | guess the principa
suggestion that woul d gi ve nme sone confort is to know
that in your assessnents that you're |ooking at,
urani um recovery against the -- | think it's NUREG
1501 standard for PSM cheni cal safety anal ysis that
the field cycle group has and that you're using that
type of protocol to | ook at chem cal risk, because
even within that one of the docunents referenced was
a risk assessnment process that the chem cal industry
uses, and I'mnot sure NRC is necessarily using it,

particularly in the area of uraniumrecovery.
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DR RATHBUN:. Thank you very nuch.

Next question? Gentleman in the blue
shirt.

MR. VEAVER: Ken Weaver, State of Col orado
Departnent of Public Health and Environnment. And |
waited until the end because this is really a side
note or a footnote even to this, but it relates very
much to t he urani umrecovery facilities, the operating
uraniumm |l which we do have in Col orado, so there's
nore than one.

These criteria seemnot to be zero based.
They seemto begininstead with the current regul atory
framework as it would apply to existing regul ated
facilities, just reading through that, and there's an
irony that mght seemto appear, which is that the
saf ety goal m ght be what the doctors say, First do no
harm In other words, don't change sonething that,
froman ALARA point of view, m ght be worKking.

I n Col orado we' ve had deconmm ssi oni ng of
a nuclear power generating station. W' ve had
megacuries of cesiumat our |Otech facility and C&D
comm ssioning of that, so we know that magnitude of
risk.

But we also have a licensee, a public

wat er treatnment plant required to renove urani umand
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radi umdecay-series materi al to make peopl e' s dri nki ng
wat er safer. The external radiation fromthe water
treatment residuals requires the treatnent plant
operator to be a radiation worker, perhaps tens or
hundreds of milliremper hour in sone places, and yet
a regul atory requirenent or a piece of the framework
that we have, the regulatory approach that we have
really right now would prevent that radi um bearing
material, uranium series material, fromgoing to a
tailings i npoundnent that is designed to withstand a
maxi mum cr edi bl e eart hquake.

It has a thick clay liner. It wll be
covered with a thick cover that's designed to
wi t hstand a probabl e maxi mumfl ood series, and has a
vol ume now or capacity of 1.8 mllion cubic yards, and
yet isn't able to take a few thousand or even tens of
t housands of cubic vyards of this hundreds of
pi cocuries per gram radium material from several
drinki ng water supplies that want to treat and renove
that fromthe water.

And so the irony is that fromthe ALARA
poi nt of view, there's sonething that woul d make the
wat er safer, and it woul d enabl e that radi um bearing
material to be away from those treatnment plant

operators, perhaps not needing a license for that
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facility, and the material would be sequestered
permanently out of -- clearly out of harm s way.

And so it mght be a reasonable safety
goal to have first in mnd that you not stand in the
way of reducing risk in the spirit of reducing
exposure to individuals and releases to the
environnent as |low as i s reasonably achi evabl e.

| wanted to | eave that |ogic here, but |
think it's a way to conme to ground with sone of the
deci si ons we make when we do radi ati on control through
our licenses, and the control is a little different
from the dose risk harm considerations. The
regul atory approach should enable that additiona
control and support that and at |east not interfere
with it.

DR. RATHBUN: Lawr ence, do you have a
guesti on?

MR. KOKAJKO | want to thank you for your
comment. W appreciate what you're saying. You are
correct in your initial assunption that we are
assumng that the current regulatory framework is
intact. That was the guidelines that was given to ne,
but however, within that hopefully we will |ook at

whet her or not we need to change t hat, whether or not
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we need to take a look at the rules or licensing
i nspection or enforcenent processes as we go on.

And this is not a -- we're not going to
get there in a couple of weeks, but hopefully this
ti me next year we nay have sonet hi ng t hat may provi de
some neani ngful guidelines for just what you're
tal king about, and if I"'minvited back to the next,
maybe |'ll have sonething to say to you then. So
t hank you for your conment.

DR. RATHBUN: Ckay. | guess that is our
last -- I"'mnot trying to cut you off.

MR. HAVRI CK: My nane's John Hanrick, and
| have sonething to share with you and al so a comrent,
and then a comment of anot her who was not abl e to nake
it here to the meeting tonight.

But in part of what you're tal ki ng about
toni ght you're talking about estimating risks for
workers, m |l workers, that type of thing. |'m not
sure that you're aware that N OSHA i s undertaki ng an
epi demi ol ogy study, and they are close to proposing
their nodel that they' re going to be using to anal yze
their resultswith. | believe they' re |l ooking at sone
time possibly in the next three nonths to have the
results of this epidemology study available, so

that's sonething you may want to -- and | can
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certainly provide you nore information if you need
cont act s. Dr. Thomas Bloom out of Cincinnati is
headi ng that up for N OSHA.

Al so, slide 18 -- focusi ng on one t hat was
tal ked about previously where we're tal king about
chem cal risks and per haps i ndustri al and
transportation risks -- in the nuclear industry we're
all famliar with the ALARA principle, but there is
not everyone agrees and there is some controversy
about whether ALARA is appropriate for chem cal risks
wher e exposure threshol ds may exi st and that type of
t hi ng.

The coment that | have from Anthony
Thonpson is -- deals with slide 27. It says, Do other
factors exist which would preclude inplenenting a
ri sk-infornmed approach? And his comment has to dea
with an in situ leach situation where interveners
essentially inaninformal atom c safety and | i censi ng
board procedure were able to really throw a nonkey
wrench into the systemand into the process, and so
there are ot her factors that exi st that woul d precl ude
i mpl ementing, and in an informal process where
i nterveners were all owed to present many t housands of
pages of docunents that then had to be considered in

an informal process is certainly such a factor.
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DR RATHBUN:. Thank you very nuch.

Next question?

MR. KOKAJKO Thank you for your conment.
| appreciate it. I'"d like to address your |atter
comment from your associate who's not here.

In fact, the seven screening criteria has
been noted as perhaps being a little bit flawed just
for sonmet hi ng you sai d. Adverse stakehol der reacti on
woul d be sonething that could perhaps make it very
difficult to do. However, just because sonmeone goes
before a hearing board it doesn't necessarily nean
that you shouldn't do it.

When we wer e t hi nki ng adver se st akehol der
reaction we were thinking something nuch broader
scal e, such as a public outcry on bel ow regul atory
concern, which the NRC tried to adopt back in the
early '90s. There concerned citizen groups,
environnentalists, and others banded together and
spoke wi t h one voi ce, whi ch doesn't happen very often,
and were able to get the ear of the Congress in a way
t hat got our comm ssioner's ears, and so t hat woul d be
a much broader scale type of thing.

W have identified the fact that we will
need to | ook at adverse stakehol der reaction in terns

of the seven screening criteria with a little nore
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fine eye. Just because one or two peopl e are agai nst
it doesn't nmean that we can reject it, and we are
sensitive to that, and we will probably nodify the
seven screening criteriajust so that doesn't happen.

MR. WEBER: My nane is Mke Weber from

NRC. | had a question and a corment. |'Il start with
the comment then I'lIl go to the question.
My comrent is | was struck by your

presentation on the availability of the risk
i nformati on and t he techni ques because you focused on
Atlas, and | think that's a good focus because there
is a lot of information avail able, somewhat recent
information in that area that can i nformthe anal ysis
of the case study per uraniumrecovery.

My comrent is given that you want to
consider Atlas as part of your case study because in
fact there you have a case in pont where perhaps we
did fairly elaborate, fairly effective risk anal ysis
but ultimately canme to a conclusion that differed from
a concl usion reached by the US Congress, or at |east
potentially reached by the US Congress for a variety
of reasons, and | think those reasons tend to be
informng to us in terns of howthe process may work
outside of our little -- sonmetinmes our technica

sphere address the outrage factors in a different way
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than we as technical folks typically approach a
pr obl em

And i ndeed, that m ght be sonething you
want to look at in ternms of defining risk: 1Is risk
just the technical risk, the hazard, as Dr. Saman
[ phonetic] would refer to it, or is risk really
broader and includes outrage factor and how do we
factor that into our risk-inform ng decision making?

My questionis inlooking at health ri sk,
for exanple, fromone vector al one, rel ease of radon
and radon daughter products fromuraniummlling and
in situ mning what's the popul ation and what is the
time frane over which we're considering the health
effects?

MR,  BARI: In the study we're not
exclusively looking at Wiite Mesa and Smth Ranch.
Atlas, to the extent that we have information to
enrich the case study, will be part of it. That wll
definitely be the case. What we did find on it very
intriguing and interesting, and if we do find
information on other I1SL's or mlls, whether they're
operating or not, we'll include that where it's
rel evant to the study.

As far as the risk paraneters, with radon

goes -- fromny point of viewit's too soontotell in
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terms of the risk study, but maybe I'll let Mke
Layton tal k about what they do.

MR, LAYTON: "Il try to shed sone |ight
on part of the question that M ke Wber had on what
kind of tinme frame we're | ooking at whenever we're
doi ng these evaluations for inpacts fromradon

For in situ facilities which are -- |
woul d characterize nmore as |ike an operational
chem cal facility, the type of exposure that we're
concer ned about whenever we dothe licensingisreally
alifetimerisk toworkers and nmenbers of the public.
That's a little bit different with the mll tailings
facilities, in which there are |arge volunmes of | ow
activity radioactive material that are going to be
around for quite alongtime, and the regul ati ons t hat
we work under really consider that risk for quite a
| ong time, given that our design standard for control
of the mll tailings facilities are the design
standard of a thousand years to the extent practical,
but in no case anything | ess than 200 years.

So it's quite a wide range of tinme frane
as we're considering these risks.

DR. RATHBUN:. Denni s?

MR. SOLLENBERGER: Denni s Sol | enberger,

Ofice of State and Tribal Programs, NRC

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

56

One thing you may want to consider -- |
notice in your reference docunents youreferredtothe
EIS for Appendix 8 of Part 40 the NRC issued. You
didn't nention the EIS in support of the EPA
standards, whether that was being considered, and
since the EPA did set a different radon standard than
NRC, there is a different risk base there for the
radon rel ease.

And also | think in about 1988 if ny
menory serves nme right there was a study done by the
Nat i onal Acadeny of Sciences that were | ooked at the
ri sk basis for the uraniumindustry regul ati on, and I
t hi nk t hat ought be | ooked at, because again, they had
sone di fferences of opinion than those that were used
for the basis of the regulations, so |I think that
woul d be worth your study, |ooking at that also.

MR, KOKAJKGO  Thank you.

DR. RATHBUN: Do we have any nore conment ?

(No response.)

DR. RATHBUN:. Ckay.

MR, KOKAJKO Pat -- Cifton, do you have
any comrents tonight? Ciftonis fromNEl. He always
seens to have comments.

MR. FARRELL: Yes. My name is Cifton

Farrell fromthe Nucl ear Energy Institute. | just had
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three items | wanted to ask you about, but first |
wanted to preface the conment on something M ke j ust
brought up, and I'm afraid if we try to start
evaluating the political risk associated wth
decisions related to uranium recovery that's just
opening a quagnmre. | don't know where in heaven's
nane we'd ever start to try to provide sone gui dance
t here.

My first questionis pertainingtothel SO
recovery operations, the in situ mnes, you made no
comments as to how you plan on proceeding to either
eval uate the existing risks at suchfacilities and how
to incorporate theminto your eval uati on of the seven
criteria, so | was hoping maybe you could tell us a
little about how you're doing that. And | think
per haps there's a paper being presented tonorrow as |
under st and f romt he Sout hwest Research I nstitute which
| gather is under -- has undertaken a study that
started before this R sk Task G- oup was i ncor por at ed,
and that m ght be very useful to really get our hands
around that.

| have spent the | ast fewyears working on
the risk inform ng of Part 70. That's the regul ation
related to fuel fabrication and the Mox peopl e and so

on, and this idea of the integrated safety anal ysis
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was very thoroughly devel oped, and | think that's the
type of study we need, both for a conventional m ne or
an 1 SO mne, but granted, the time and the scope of
your study will not enable you to do that, but at
| east perhaps | ooki ng at sone of the approaches that
the i ntegrated safety anal ysis fol |l ows m ght be usef ul
there, again to get our hands on what are the true
risks to the public or the workers from a Part 40
oper ati on.

| guess | woul d encourage us not to -- to
stay wth your suggestion, to go for only a
gualitative statenent of risk. | want to get us away
from trying to get a highly detailed quantitative
analysis, the PRAs that are wused and are very
appropriate for reactors at least in Part 70 where we
do have a possibility of nuclear criticality the new
regul ati ons under Part 70 do enabl e you to either stay
with a qualitative assessnment or risk or you can go
gquantitative if you wish, but I think in ternms of --
we have to | ook at the overall risk of the operation
and what is an appropriate | evel of detail and study,
so that poses some just general conments on that.

| was alittle curious about your conment
on the delay -- or your caution in proceeding too fast

with introduction of risk informationinto regulation
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of Part 40 facilities. I think we have very good
information in the past fromadding this approach to
the Part 50, the nuclear reactor |icensees, the Part
70 licensees, which is just in progress, and to sone
extend the Part 35 medi cal |icensees, so |l think we've
got a lot of good background to work on and | think
the i npact on Part 40 |licensees will be very positive
both fromthe regulatory point of view but also the
oversight point of view in terms of inspection,
enforcenent, and so on to help the inspectors to
concentrate on issues of real risk significance as
opposed to i ssues of | esser safety significance, so |
think it's to our benefit to look at risk informng

performance based approach.

| guess one final conment. ['"'m just
wondering if our -- if the scope of work that you
outlined is a little too broad? For exanple, |'m

wondering if we should be spending a lot of tine
| ooki ng at possi bl e nodels for quantifying exposures
to the public or the environment or workers. | think
there's a ot of work done as a previous coment is
mentioned on that. | wonder al so whether we should
worry at this stage about the -- | keep calling them
soci etal benefits or public perception. Ganted, this

is very inmportant, but | think at this first stage we

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

60

need to knowis there a possi bl e application the risk-
infornmed principleto Part 40 | icensees, and if there
is then | think we can advance to see if this can
satisfy the need for public understanding of what
we're trying to do.

Anyway, those are just a few observations
from-- I'"'msorry they were a little bit disjointed
tonight, but things that | jotted down as you were
goi ng on, but --

MR. BARI: Yes. Thank you for all of
t hose conments. In fact, | think they're very
val uabl e.

| shouldclarify the purpose of our study.
It's not to do a formal or even an informal risk
assessnent of any of the facilities that we noted here
tonight. Really, we're taking a | ook at the broader
qguestion of can you bring the risk-informed approach
to the waste and materials area in sonme vague sim |l ar
way to the way it's been done in the reactor area, and
that's really the challenge that's been put to us, so
we' re asking that question

Sowe're not really doingrisk assessnents
for each study and for each facility and then
reflecting back and | essons | earned and how will we

use this in sone regulatory context. In a perfect
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world we may do all of that, in a perfect world with
infinitetinme, but thisis the approach heretofore, so
interms of the breadth -- the scope and its breadth
it's really been fashioned to neet those goals as
enunci ated i n SECY 99-100.

So exposure nodel s -- we'l| certainly | ook
at those to the extent that we can in terns of
under st andi ng how they' re applicable. In other case
studi es we' ve had we did take a | ook at howthat m ght
pl ay out. For exanple, the deconm ssioning area with
the types of nodels that have been used there.

In terms of my caution for going forward
too quickly, really what I'mtrying to say there is
t hat one shoul d not just graft on the risk paradi gmof
the reactor areainto the material s and waste area and
say we'vegot it, let'sdoit, andlet's revol utionize
how we' re doing our regulation in this area. It may
go qui cker than I would think, but judging from what
has happened in t he past one needs to refl ect on what
one uncovers at each application, but I'mcertainly
not goi ng to advocate holding it back over many years.
So in ternms of that question, that would hopefully
clarify it alittle bit for you.

Internms of qualitative statenent of risk

and safety goals, nmy personal sense of it is that we
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shoul d devel op first sone overarching goals and then
i f quantitative objectives are derived they shoul d be
really derived with those in m nd rather than putting
criteria out in the street, so |I think we're in
agreenent there.

| think I could pull together your first
few comrents, which maybe to you seened a bit
disjointed, but to nme one really does follow from
anot her . As | nentioned, we are not doing risk
studies per se for each of the facilities. We're
trying to rely on existing risk information, and as
you correctly pointed out there wll be a paper
tonmorrow as we tal ked about, Pat's paper, and that
will certainly as nore information becones avail abl e
on that we will use that in our case study. |'msure
it's going to be valuable information to us, so it
works in nicely with an absence of information on the
| SL side, and nowit's being done, so | hope that's
hel pful .

M5. BAILEY: | think I'd |ike to repeat
agai n what the purpose of the case studies are, and
that's nunber one, it's the draft screening criteria
so that we can finalize our tool for determning
whet her aregul atory application can be ri sk i nforned.

The second purpose of the screening criteria is to
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exam ne whet her safety goal s are feasi bl e for NVSS and
what the formof those safety goals woul d be, whet her
it's just a quantitative statenment or a qualitative
statement or aqualitative statenent with some sort of
quantitative measures. At this point it's too early
to tell.

And then the third and fourth goal s of the
case studies are to look at all these areas within
NMSS retrospectively and try to determ ne whether
there's sone insights we can gain fromthemas to how
we can risk informall of the processes in the waste
and material s arenas, the arena of recovery bei ng one
of them

DR. RATHBUN:. Ckay. Katie?

M5. SWEENEY: Kati e Sweeney, National
M ni ng Associ ati on.

| ' mgl ad you went over that agai n, because
| think I"'mstill confused. | guess | hate to be like
what's init for us, but what -- howis this going to
hel p i ndustry, or is this solely to hel p NRC?

MR, KOKAJKG | was going to ask if you
had a question, by the way, because |I called difton
and | was going to ask if you had one, and |
appreciate that conmment. And | think | mentionedthis

norning this is a very nodest effort conpared to what
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has been done in NRR in the reactor arena. It took
NRR, dependi ng on who you hear it from 15 to 22 years
to devel op safety goals. W're goingtotry to do it
in less than two, and it would be across a broad
spectrum of activities.

What it will -- safety goals | think it's
in the definition that you saw there -- 1'd like to
when | get into nore colloquial term| would rather
refer toit as howsafe is saf e enough? Wuld t hat be
of benefit to uraniumrecovery if we coul d define how

safe is safe enough?

M5.  SWVEENEY: Yes. Provide sone
definition.

MR WEBER -- less than it is now

MR. KOKAJKO: That's another point. 1'm

glad M ke brought that up.

Il will tell you a risk-inforned approach
will -- I"mhoping we will get to where we can say how
safe is safe enough, but it's a two-edged sword
There are points -- and we have tal ked this over with
other representatives of a nunber of regulated
activities, and | think they recognize that yes, we
m ght be able to reduce burden in one area or nore, or
a lot of areas, but there nay be sonet hi ng where t hey

and we have mssed in our regulatory framework. W
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said we should have been regulating this a |lot nore
t han we ever thought we shoul d have.

And that's why | said earlier that it's
just atool. It's onetool to helpustry to focus on
safety. And | think you are as concerned about safety
as | am and in fact, maybe even nore so, because you
ensure safety. I'mtrying to assure it by being the
regulator, but the mners and the mllers and
everybody el se, those are t he peopl e that are ensuri ng
safety, and they're doing it on a day to day basis.
You guys know nore about what is a real risk and how
to handl e that than | can, and that's why we're havi ng
this neeting by the way, but nore inportantly, |I have
to rely upon you to help do that.

If in the regulatory processes you can
tell me -- if we can | earn together how safe is safe
enough we will then have our benchmark by which you
can determ ne howyou wi || go apply your prograns, how
we will apply our prograns.

Does that hel p?

MS. SWEENEY: Yes.

MR, KOKAJKO  And thank you for saying
somet hi ng.

MR. WEBER If | could just build on what

Lawr ence said, even though I'mnot up at the table,
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even i f we never get to sone broad, |ofty safety goal
and even if we don't find that these criteria work --
| don't happen to think we'll cone out at that point,
but let's say for the sake of discussion we concl ude
they're not worth anything and throw them away, at
| east one minimalist application of thinking about
risk inform ng our regulatory activities is that it
does change the mindset of the |license reviewer, and
it changes the m ndset of the inspector or at |east it
shoul d, so that as we go about doi ng or business, as
we strive to become nore effective and efficient we
can hone in on those things that really contribute to
risk, and those things that don't ~contribute
significantly to risk, maybe those we ought to back
of f on.

And that's -- | think that's the payback
to not only the license conmunity but nore broadly to
t he Anerican public, because if there are areas that
we don't need to be regulating as stringently then
under our performance goals of reduci ng unnecessary
regul atory burden and being nore efficient and
ef fective we ought to back off. We're obligated to do
that under our regulatory program So just ny two
cents.

MR. KOKAJKO  Thank you, M ke.
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DR. RATHBUN: Thanks, M ke.

Ckay. GCentleman in the tan coat?

MR. PAULSON: M nane is Oscar Paul son
wi th Kennecott Uranium Conpany, and the last two
speakers di scussed the ternms of real risk and what t he
real risks are, and the fact that the peopl e working
in the uranium recovery industry really understand
these real risks, and certainly fromthe perspective
of where | work and the things | see as well as being
around ot her urani umoperators the real risks, the bad
and sonetimes serious risks are not the ones that
necessarily related to radi ol ogi cal health and safety
and things like this, but the real risks for exanple
are things like transportation risks; a worker being
infjured or killed driving a vehicle or piece of
equi pnent, or a nenber of the general public being
injured or killed in an autonobil e accident.

For exanpl e, when t he Susquehanna tail i ngs
pile near Riverton, Womng was noved to another
tailings repository there was an autonobile fatality
i nvol ved during the course of noving those tailings,
and certainly that's a real risk, and it resulted in
areal fatality.

Thank you.
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MR. KOKAJKO: Thank you for your conment.
"1l note that sanme concept has been brought up in
anot her case study. It was the Trojan reactor
pressure vessel shi pnent case study where the |l i censee
in conjunction w th not only the environmental groups
but the State of Oregon and Washi ngton said, W only
want one shi pnent instead of 44, instead of cutting up
and having man-rem exposures and then having 44
addi ti onal shipnments we want one and no exposure. So
we've -- com ng across that already.

W also -- | think Lou Carson nentioned
earlier this evening that there may be ot her hazards
t han radi ol ogical. W note that. W appreciate your
comment .

| need to add as just a caveat that part
of what we're doing -- we have to work within the
framework that we're given right now, and so I' mnot
sure that 1'mgoing to be able to address all the risk
associated with all the operations. However, it may
be sonething that requires further efforts on the part
of the staff totry to assess better, and we may nake
some headway there, but | -- once again, we can't
solve that problemtonight or in the very near term

But thank you for your conment.
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DR RATHBUN: | just got the time-out
warning fromTim so we probably have tine for one
nore, if there's one nore question or conment.

(No response.)

DR RATHBUN: If not, then | want to
personally thank you for comng here tonight and
gi ving up your evening to work with us. | certainly
appreciate it and I know t he team nenbers appreciate
it. I1'd also like to thank you for being such good
sports about the m crophone.

Lawr ence has just a few closing remarks
for you and then enjoy the rest of your evening.

MR KOKAJKO  Thank you, Pat.

I would Iike to thank you for
participating tonight. As Pat said, | realize you
have ot her things to do, and | appreciate your com ng
and taking the tinme to spend with us on this cast
study stakehol der meeting on uranium recovery. W
vi ew f eedback fromt hose out si de t he agency as wel |l as
those fromwithin to be an inportant ingredient in
i npl ementing the case study plan. Your i nput
regarding the testing of the screening criteria and
possi bly devel opnent of safety goals is inportant to

under st andi ng what areas we can do to expand the use
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of risk information in the materials and waste arenas
at the NRC

Before I finishtonight | want you to note
that we have started this back in April of 2000 and
we' |l continue our integration neeting in Cctober
2001, at which we will provide nore i nformation on our
reviewto date. Once again, | point you to the tine
line here. May 11 we had our | ast case study neeting
in Rockville, Maryland, and if you go to the next
slide you see we've just now conpleted June 13
neeting, and we're going to be noving on as the
schedul e shows.

Once again, if you did not sign the
attendance sheet | encourage you to do so so we can
contact youto invite youto that integration neeting
in Cctober 2001. W hope to issue the reports at the
end of the cal endar year, as | nmentioned earlier, and
if feasible go into devel opnent and safety goals in
2002. | anticipate that we'll be having other public
nmeetings as we nove through here to try to get nore
i nput on these matters.

As | nmentioned in ny opening remarks, we
are interested in feedback on your views of howthis

nmeeting went, and t he feedback fornms are avail abl e at
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t he back or you can talk to one of us directly, and I
think you can mail it in.

|"d also like to thank those involved in
coordinating and presenting this neeting tonight,
especially our facilitator Dr. Patricia Rathbun,
Mari ssa Bailey, Candace Drummond, also Jim Dana,
wherever he went to. Qur subject matter expert, M ke
Layton and Dr. Robert Bari and Ed Gove from
Br ookhaven Nati onal Laboratory, and | woul d especially
like to thank Katie Sweeney of the National M ning
Associ ation for hel ping us get all this set up. Your
hel p was i nval uabl e and we appreci ate the opportunity
to be here today.

I"d like to seek your comments one nore
time. Going once, tw ce.

(No response.)

MR KOKAJKO If there are no other
comments or questions this neeting is adjourned.
Thank you very nuch.

(Whereupon at 9:00 p.m the neeting was

adj our ned.)
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