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key comments & themes
1. [Tribal] The Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP) designation is important, to ensure proper consultation on all proposed new development that could adversely impact sacred sites of tribal communities in the Mt. Taylor region.
2. [Tribal]  Uranium mining poses “too much bad in search of the good.”
3. [INDUSTRY]  Former mining practices will not be tolerated.  The goal of new mining is to benefit everybody.  30 years ago, the US government knew radon was a hazard, so the laws should have been enforced at that time.  Going forward, all activity will be highly regulated in the interests of environmental protection and public safety.
4. [ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT] Grants is not looking for another boom-&-bust cycle.  There’s a lot of opinion going around, but it needs to be tempered with education.  Interested people should check out the Nuclear Energy Museum in Albuquerque, off of Eubank.
5. [SCI-TECH]  The effort is to ensure good science and environmental protection, while being open to looking into new opportunities for jobs and income for New Mexico citizens.
6. [INDUSTRY]  the whole history of the issue needs to be broken into two parts: Pre-Regulation; and Post-Regulation.  The goal is to bring safe energy resources online.
7. [ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT]  It is important to respect tribal and land grant heritage.  There are economic interests here, but we need to acknowledge the tribes’ “first right of refusal.”
8. [TRIBal] Mining history in the area has been one-side, characterized by unconscionable acquisitions.  The Grants Mineral Basin holds 40% of the nation’s Uranium reserves, most of it at the Jackpile mine adjacent to Paguate.  There is no good reason to support new mining; there are no benefits to be gained that would outweigh the deteriments.
9. [INDUSTRY]  About 300 million pounds of uranium has been extracted from the Grants Mineral District.  The goal is to reap economic benefits, all within the framework of industrial safety and environmental protection.
10. [INDUSTRY]  All of this uranium development had its genesis in a time of fear, which has then (mostly) mutated into peaceful uses; but there is still fear of uranium.  If the resource is considered economically viable, the approach should be to protect human health and the environment first, then proceed to the economic aspect.
11. [SCI-TECH] Five federal agencies are currently involved in a 5-year plan focused on uranium mining legacy issues.  It makes sense that the “plan forward” would be to avoid the negative impacts that this 5-year plan is now dealing with.
12. [LOCAL GOVERNMENT] Many of us were involved in the uranium mining activity a generation ago, and we saw the safety and health issues.  But the industry has changed.  We want it “done right.”  Our country needs to avoid being a hostage to OPEC (in terms of dependence on foreign energy sources).
13. [LAND GRANT]  Some exploration leases have been entered into, and the permits will be good.  It should proceed.
14. [TRIBAL] The Acoma people have lived at the foot of Mt. Taylor for at least a millennium.  Recent legacy is that we have seen generations of cancer and affects on our water.  The key is the waste issue.  It is essential that we look at the whole nuclear fuel cycle.  Where are the end-use reactors?  Where will the waste go?  When you take the wider view, the outcomes turn out not so positive.
15. [SCI-TECH]  It is very key to acknowledge the beginning of the current era of regulation.  We need to come up with “what looks good” as an outcome of all of this debate – and this will be a solution that is “comfortable to everyone,” in terms of the issues and opportunities being addressed and met to mutual satisfaction.
16. [SCI-TECH]  The scientific community is looking into all aspects of the uranium phenomenon.  In order for remediation to be effective, it needs to be multimedia.  And when looking at new energy development, the big deal is going to be the transmission grid to carry the energy.   Can’t do this all piecemeal.
17. [LAND GRANT]  There have been diseases in my family, coming from the poor practices of old.  But now we need to educate one another about the good things that can be gained, with new and safe practices.
18. [COMMUNITY ADVOCATE]  There are many individuals and families who are “living with the legacy” – in fact, all of us are.  It is important to focus on what needs to be done now, including economic benefit.  Keep in mind that uranium mining has always been boom-bust.
19. [STATE GOVERNMENT]  It is important to look beyond strict regulations, and to really work with the communities, which is essential if we are to avoid the boom-&-bust cycles of the past.
20. [STATE GOVERNMENT/LEGISLATURE]  The country needs nuclear energy as part of the mix – and we have the resources!  We should develop those resources, “as long as it’s done responsibly.”  The new generation of miners are not responsible for the legacies.  It’s a new era, and the focus is on energy, not on weapons.  It is time to move forward, with new regulations, new technologies – we can achieve new prosperity, while taking all necessary precautions to protect human and environmental health.
21. [COMMUNITY/INDUSTRY SUPPORT]  I support uranium mining.  I see no bad effects from it, and I’m still alive.  I want to see business and development.  Let’s do it, and see how it works.  The tribal government is always dealing with “peanuts,” and our communities are deteriorating.  Nothing’s developing.
22. [LOCAL GOVERNMENT]  Uranium should be a vehicle of a new endeavor; it will brin gimproved quality of life – good living, good education, good family life.  uranium is a key element of our future.  Important that we not depend on foreign countries to develop the resource.  The key is education – about developing uranium properly.  Let’s take a “yes, we can” attitude.
23. [TRIBAL]  There is in effect a Navajo Nation moratorium on uranium mining, but in conversations with tribal officials, there’s a sense of “until the Federal government can assure that it can be done safely.”  Another point:  the impacts of industrial development should be shared nationwide; there’s a legacy of rip-offs in Indian Country.  So whatever happens, any new mining development must not be a ripoff!
24. [INDUSTRY]  Since World War II, when the search began for a national source of uranium, New Mexico has been a tremendous source for uranium, and thus a great support fo America’s energy security.  The idea is to proceed forward, with a commitment to protecting the public, the worker and the environment.  All must keep an open mind.
25. [COMMUNITY/INDUSTRY SUPPORT]  Uranium is an important resource; wew can’t blame it for everything.  We can make it work, looking through scientific eyes, not through fear-mongering.  There are a lot of mining supporters in the Navajo communities, but they won’t speak out in public.  Let’s go ahead, and do what we can to make it safe.
26. [SCI-TECH/FEDERAL]  The Federal government is very involved on the Navajo Nation with uranium cleanup/abandoned mines issues.  The goal going forward is to make mining and milling practices so safe as to have no health or environmental issues.  It’s about “doing it right.”
27. [LOCAL/INDUSTRY]  There’s a love-hate relationship with our uranium history.  When the bust hit, we saw the Grants population drop from 20,000 to 8,000, and we lost about 80% of our business.  All industries have problems; but new uranium development needs to be done here in the USA – don’t leave uranium production to others!
28. [SCI-TECH/FEDERAL]  We need to be very interested in new technologies.  We see the emergence of “green mining” – and where better than here, the uranium capital of the world?  There’s the challenge of leveraging our energy resources to bring New Mexico up in the world – no longer the poorest State in the country.  We need to research safe mining technologies and environmental protection – bring them together in a new, sustainable model.
29. [TRIBAL]  The legacy was set by prior practices.  But there is new technology.  We should look at energy alternatives … and we have to focus on transmission.  We need to solve the downsides of resource development.  The Navajo Nation does have a lot of resources; if we “do it right” then there’s room for it – and these mineral resources of ours =can be an important part of the national energy mix.
30. [STATE GOVERNMENT]  The State agencies stand in the middle of all the parties to this issue.  We’re involved in both permitting and cleanup.  The challenge is to find a balance of all interests.  The big issue before us is the legacy of contamination; the goal is to get cleaned up from all past uranium activity; that will be a strong factor in even looking at new mining and the prevention of pollution.  
31. [LAND GRANT]  We researched the health issues, and these were addressed, beginning in 1993 with the Mining Act.  I have learned about the new technology, and I felt it was safe.  Nuclear is an efficient energy.
32. [STATE GOVERNMENT/LEGISLATURE]  It is important to bring people together on these issues.  As legislators, we try to be impartial.  We have to look at today and yesterday, in order to know what to do tomorrow.  For Native Americans, it is especially challenging.  We can be pro-business and pro-development, but on the other hand, there are cultural considerations, such as sacred sites needing to be protected.  So it will take collaboration and diplomacy, MOUs and MOAs between the various powers and parties.  It’s going to take all of us.  The policy makers need to have answers from this task force, and there will need to be some give and take.  All of us want a clean environment.  Remember the role of the State and the Feds in all of this – and get resources to address the issues.
33. [SCI-TECH]  Key points of fact that can be a foundation to work from:
a. New Mexico does have substantial Uranium, and it is “toxic asset.”.
b. Uranium is naturally soluble.
c. Uranium mining has left pollution/legacy issues, with negative impacts on human health.
d. Due to the legacy of past mining, we must focus on the health issues, whether the toxicity is from natural or industrial sources.  Study and act.
e. New Mexico’s uranium is an “attractive target” for industry.
f. We are at an impasse in looking at Environmental Impacts versus Economic Benefits.  Is it possible to find a win-win compromise?  Possible consensual actions:
(1) The expense of remediating all uranium occurrences would be astronomical.  Start with the high-impact sites.
(2) Focus on solutions rather than blame (get away from “culprits” v. “victims”). 
(3) Separate “Mining Then” from “Mining Now.”

(4) Find win-win solutions.  Look beyond State and Federal funding, in order to eventually reach the billions of dollars needed for remediation.

(5) Use ISL/ISR technology for cleanup first, with commercially viable ancillary uranium precipitates to help pay for the process.  Work toward new research on ISL/ISR safety.

(6) Establish a subgroup of scientists

(7) Get the companies and communities working together
(8) Acknowledge that these actions are not necessarily a slippery slope or “Trojan Horse” toward development actions that would be adverse to community health

34. [INDUSTRY]  The only way to pay for cleanup is through new mining activity, using new technology.

35. [ADVOCATE/AFFECTED COMMUNITY]  After lifelong involvement in uranium mining, I can say there has been insufficient regulation.  Clean it up, before we start anything new.

36. [ADVOCATE/HEALTH-COMMUNITY-ENVIRONMENT]  We can’t discount the generations of people who are living with the consequences of contamination.  The past continues into the present, for the affected people and communities.  A cross-sectional health study is being done on the linkage between post-industrial heavy metal concentrations and liver disease.  Industrial proponents present everything as “science” and “fact,” but there are others of us who have information, too.  Realize that everyone has a bias or position on things.  Acknowledge that there is a “trust deficit” with companies proposing benign development.  The companies of the 1970s and 1980s had the opportunity to “do it right,” and they promised they would, but they didn’t.

When you look at the whole picture, there’s not much good that can come from uranium mining in the future.  The current task force is good for discussion, but not for policy development, because it is not a balance of voices.   This process is not balanced or equitable.  
37. [STATE GOVERNMENT/LEGISLATURE]  The promises of economic benefit are suspect.  Crownpoint did not prosper during the uranium mining times.  Quality of life did not improve.  There were trucks all over the place, permanently degrading the environment.  It is true that both “sides” of the argument are equally important:  economics and environment (including culture and public health).  Acknowledge that regulations and policies and safeguards and new technologies are not in place.  It’s all just talk.  We policy makers want to see good things for the people, and we have to listen to both sides, but it’s good that the “protesters” got us to this point.  Never again can we let our people be exploited with no local benefit.  It’s this history – of negative local impact and no positive local economic impact – that got us here, talking about “legacy” issues.  

Policies do need to address the people who are affected by development, while at the same time encouraging appropriate development.  We’ve seen exploitation: those who prospered, got their prosperity and left.  The local people are concerned about the safety of the water … and they have come to expect that any new mining will not result in the water being restored to safety.  Even though it’s their home, they say, “If uranium mining starts up again, we’re outta here.”  Yes, we need to keep open minds, but in light of history, how can local people ever trust that the right thing will be done?
38. [ADVOCATE/HEALTH-COMMUNITY-ENVIRONMENT]  The issue about legitimate public process is “voice equity.”  To balance the voices, you need comparable numbers by sector.  It can’t just be “generic.”  The issues have to be aired openly, fully and frankly.  There need to be regular and consistent communications – not just big meetings and episodes of presentations.  There is never sufficient time to respond to various filings for permits, etc. – because there is not continuous communication on these things.  “Public notice” is not “public awareness,” and it’s disingenuous to say that it is.
There are many (better and more equitable) ways of communicating.  A “decision-makers conference” is only one method, and is certainly not the venue for accommodating “voice equity.”  There needs to be a different approach to community dialogue, including involvement by community leaders – not just State, Federal and Industry leaders.  Other forms, different communication tools, are needed to truly include grassroots voices.  The community hearings held by the interim legislative committees were a good outreach effort by the Legislature – but again, that’s just one tool among many.  These “episodes” need to be approached in the context of a broader framework.  This whole initiative needs to have a “Communications Plan,” and it needs to be based on true dialogue, not overly controlled communications that favor one view or the other.
39. [LOCAL GOVERNMENT]  Agreed that there needs to be sustained dialogue, which has to include “accountable testimony” by both the companies and the communities.  Make sure that all interested parties have understandable information.

40. [TRIBAL]  Hold meetings in the affected communities.  The State’s environmental “listening sessions” were a good model.  Ensure that the meetings are accessible by “the working man,” and then … who helps convene the local people?  Agreed that public notices don’t work.  Address the language barrier; not just with a “translator” – it needs to allow for the exchange of information that is understandable to the local people, in full.  Take the time.

41. [STATE GOVERNMENT/LEGISLATURE]  House Bill 2 [recent legislative session] provided funds for the Energy, Minerals & Natural Resources Department to address legacy, through a database showing reclamation status and degree of threat; and to address processes for permitting new mines.  Parallel work is being done on the Navajo Reservation in Arizona by the Feds—EPA, Region 9.

42. [ADVOCATE/HEALTH-COMMUNITY-ENVIRONMENT]  On the issue of “good science,” further discussion is needed on the factual basis of the information currently being presented, including by the New Mexico Tech folks.  [FACILITATOR:  Should this task force effort continue, yes, all statements of science and fact can be questioned and discussed.]

43. [STATE GOVERNMENT/LEGISLATURE]  We need to be very careful about who’s “doing” this policy dialogue process, and on who’s behalf?  Is the Council of Governments the right convener?  Does the COG have institutional members who take a position on one side or the other?  Is it really neutral?  There’s a perception among some of bias and conflict of interest.  Yes, it is a legitimate part of a work plan for the State Legislature.  But is this the only venue or process?  Will it make sure that certain people aren’t kept out of the loop?

[TRIBAL 1]  In response:  we trust the COG.  There are varied interests among the COG members: Republicans in Farmington, Democrats in McKinley and Cibola Counties.  But the COG staff are consensus-builders, like with the Navajo-Gallup Water Supply Project.  It couldn’t have been done without them – and that was to benefit all the people of the region, not just one group.  They never “railroad” anybody in these kinds of processes.
44. [TRIBAL 2]  There continuous to be mistrust between the Tribes and the State.  For example, regarding the Navajo Nation’s attempts to get the Desert Rock power plant going, the State’s Attorney General has filed against the project.  So on the one hand, the State is not effective or empowered to control CO2 emissions, but here they are opposing Desert Rock.  So we would not be comfortable with the State itself taking the lead as a convener.
45. [FACILITATOR]  So what is the right leadership for this effort?  The Legislature has not provided a specific vehicle for that.  What’s the alternative?  And will it “spin off” with a life of its own at some point?

[INDUSTRY]  This is not the “be all and end all.”  But if we have to come together to move New Mexico forward, this is a great forum.

[LOCAL GOVERNMENT]  What’s the legislators’ consensus?  

[STATE LEGISLATOR 1]  In the House of Representatives, the members generally rely on those of us most directly affected by the issue.

[STATE LEGISLATOR 2]  The Senate is concerned about economic development opportunities and environmental and public health issues.  This year, the budget crunch affected everything.  And there were some “bad bills” that really messed things up.  It’s not all “pro” or all “con,” but when there’s a lot of bias and no human sensitivity by those who are pushing things, then it “loses its juice,” and the community people get fed up and don’t come to these kinds of meetings.  In the Senate, we need to champion funding to clean up these sites.   I (Sen. Lovejoy) will make it my business.  In today’s forum, we really made progress, and I’m optimistic we’ll do something in the Legislature.  But … everybody needs to commit to getting closer to the community people themselves.
46. [ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT/LOCAL]  After today’s conference, send a survey back around and see if people thought we reached some common ground.  Send the follow-up survey around by email.
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