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SUBJECT: HINUTES OF MEETING WITH AMERICAN

AINING CONGRESS (AC)
Purnose
The meeting was held, in response to an AIC request, for the purpose of
providina ANC representatives with current information on the status,
course, and schedule of the GEIS and asscciated proposed reculation
chanaes.

Place and bate

JSHRC, 111ste Bldg, Room 474, ‘onday, March 31, 1980, at 3:00p.

Attendees
AMC - Jeff Zimmerrman fIRC - Ross A. Scarano
Edward McGrath Hubert J. Miller
Charles Slider Dan E. lartin
Sumary

At 3:00p the meeting was convened with all listed attendees present.
Zinmerman passed out copies of an acenda (copy attached) to identify the
topics ANC wished to discuss and asked for comments. Scarano identified
item "2" on the agenda (potentially invelvina discussion of what specific
substantive changes might be made in the pronosed requlations) as one
where discussion would have to be limited for reasons of fairness. From
this point on the meeting essentially consisted of NRC responses to AlC
requests for information. The following information was provided to

AC:
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- iller described the volume of public comments received and identified I
their sheer bulk as a problen. 3

- At Scarano's request, Martin described the mechanical procedures
beirg employed to identify, categorize, synthesize, and respond tc
public comments. Zimmerman remarked that the procedure seened
"extremely rational” and should assure that comments are not
missed. Scarano stated that there would be a complete "paper
trail” identifying the treatment of each comment, and described the
iterative review process.

- Martin stated that the majority of comments were being handled in-
house and that !RC would bear the final responsibility for all
responses adenerated.

- “chGrath said that the purpose of the meeting was assessment of
current status; Zimmerman inquired as to the current status of
preparation of responses. 'artin said some had been prepared and
some had not.

- Hiller said othér /RC offices such as the Office of the General
Counsel and the Office of Policy Evaluation would revicu the
product and that the Commission would have the benefit of their
views in makirng its final determination.

- iartin said target date for initiation of internal review _process
amonqg other offices was early June, that the taraet date ‘or
submittal to the Commission was early July, that the tentative
publication date for the GEIS was late August, and that the publication
of the regulations was scheduled 60 days later to allow for a
randatory GAG review.

- Scarano commented that the Com ‘ission was not comitted to a definite
review period, that our final publication dates were thus tentative,
and that we intended to send the entire package to the Commission
at one time.

- Scarano clarified the fact that our present intentions are to
publish the GEIS and requlation chanaes in final form, without
further nublic input or review by Aorcement States.

- Scarano identified the need to allow Aarecement States sufficient

lead time to allow incorporation of our regulations in State

statutes prior to llovember 8, 1931 (so as to maintain continuity of
their Agreanent State status under the UITRCA) as being a determining
factor in the GEIS schedule, Martin stated that although we would
not he se t States o might
take action a§ appropriate fo provide thda with advanc notice as
ormes® Lio-the-expectdd-finat -reguiption chanoes:
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Zimmerman commented that CLY regulations would require a minimum
30-day delay between any finai EIS publication and an agency
action. Zimmerman asked whether 'RC interpreted this to require 30
days following the final GEIS before regulations could even be
pronulcated (i.e., does promulcation of requlations before they
become =ffective constitute an action.) Miller stated that !RC
would likely not consider promulgation as the “action”.

Zimmerian asked as to any plan to incorporate land cleanup criteria
similar to those in draft EPA remedial action criteria. Scarano
said no and explained that we were leaving that up to EPA.

Zimaerman inquired as to the possibility of EPA reaulation of miils
under the Clean Air Act requirements. Scarano said he did not
forsce that at the roment but that EPA ray eventually add a radon
Timit to 40 CFR 190.

"iller stated that we had written concurrence from EPA as to

compatability of our proposed resulation changes with RCRA standards,

as required by the UMTRCA, and that we did not consider further
concurrence wiculd be necessary. Scarano stated that tPA had not
been critical ov sur proposed requlations; !iiller added that [PA's
renedial action criteria were laraely based on the draft GEIS.
Scarano said he did not anticipate any sianificant inconsistencies
becausa CPA and !RC are working with the same data base.

Scarano said that we did not anticipate any major changes in
requlations. [l1iller cormented that new information becoming
available has not markedly changed past perspectives, but that new
information would be included and that the Final GEIS would have
changes. Scarano said that nothina had really "fallen apart” and
needed to oo "back to the drawing boards”.

The above items constitute the points of discussion related to the GCIS

directly.

Further discussion on other issues is susmarized below:

l'cCrath inauired as to !1ler's recent hearing experience in
Harrisburg on the proper S-3 entry for radon. !iiller summarized by
saying that he saw no problems as long as our radon limit became
effective promptly, without significant alteration, but that
elinination of the radon linit for any reason would essentially re-
open all proceedings,
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“efirath elaborated at some length as to the need to make the !NILDOS
code publicly available and inquired as to the status of that
offort. Miller responded that our current plan is to achieve
NILDOS availability, with adecuate user guidance, in about one

rmonth.

The meeting was ended at about 4:30p.

Qriginal Signed By:

Dan E. Martin
Uranium Recovery Licensing Branch
Division of Yaste !lanagement

Attachwent:

NG i

Mag II Card #5895, #206033, & #312756

‘ceting \genda
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Attachment

Agenda for Meeting
March 31, 1980
American Mining Congress
and Division of Waste
Management, Office of Nuclear
Material Safety and Safeguards
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

This meetirg will be limited to the following topics
concerning Project M-25, the Generic Environmental Impact
Statement on Uranium Milling (GEIS) and the proposed amend-
ments to the uranium mill licensing regulations, 10 CFR
Parts 30, 40, 70, 150 and 170:

1. Schedule and mechanism for staff and NRC review of
the commnents on the draft GEIS proposed regulations;

2. Issues identified by Staff that (1) do not require
further study, (2) require further study and (3)
require supplementary public input before publication
of revised GEIS and regulations;

3. Coordination of Staff review of draft GEIS, proposed
regulations and comments with EPA, particularly in
relation to EPA regqulation of radionuclides under
the Clean Air Act and inactive mill site standards;

4. Procedural coordination with "Agreement" states in
review of draft GEIS proposed regulations and comments;

5. Manner and tiring of review with other federal, state,
and local governmental agencies;

6. Schedule for publication of revised GEIS and revised
regulations; and

7. Potential effective data final regulations.

Minutes of the meeting and a list of those attending will
be prepared. When agreement is reached by NRC and AMC that the
minutes and list accurately reflect the participants and dis-
cussions at this meeting, copies of the minutes will be placed
in the Public Dockets for Project M-25 and the proposed uranium
miis licensing regulations, 10 CFR Parts 30, 40, 70, 150, and 170.



