
May 16,2002 

Dear Stakeholder 

Tkus correspondence transmts RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group meehng mnutes for 
November 28 and December 12,2001 (Attachment A) 

Attachment B is an arhcle sent from the Rocky Mountam Peace and Just~ce Center 

BulZefzn of the Afornzc Smnfzsfs, “Lowermg the Bar,” LeRoy Moore 

The Radiolo@cal Sod Achon Level (BAL) Workmg Group contmues to work the 
comments received for the E A L s  Task 3 Report 

AlphaTRAC, Inc is working the close-out party for the RFCA Focus Group We will 
forward the detads to you when they have been fmalized 

You may call either Chrishne or me If you have any quesbons, comments, or 
suggesbons concermng the RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group or the upcomng meetmg 

Sincerely, 

C Reed H o d p ,  CCM 
Facilitator / Process Manager 

24 A@haTRAC 
Inc Westminster co 80031 3692 303428-5670 hkOalphatrac m 
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RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group 
November 28,2001 
Meehng Minutes 

INTRODUCTION & ADMINISTRATIVE 

A parimpants list for the November 28,2001 Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA) 
Stakeholder Focus Group meetmg is lncluded in tlus report as Appendix A 

Reed H o d p  of AlphaTRAC, Inc, meehng facilitator, reviewed the purpose of the 
RFCA Focus Group and the meetmg rules Introducbons were made 

AGENDA 

Reed reviewed the agenda 

0 Facilitator’s Report on Focus Group - Interests and Path Forward 
Focus Group Discussion and Decision - Focus Group Role, Path Forward and Topics 
Cleanup Priorihes - Group Idenhficahon of Ophons 

FACILITATOR’S REPORT ON FOCUS GROUP- INTERESTS AND 
PATH FORWARD 

The Focus Group meetmg began with Reed’s presentahon, “Facilitator’s Report on 
Focus Group - Interests and Path Forward ” 

As promised from the last Focus Group meetmg, Reed reflected on discussions and 
interacttons with the Focus Group, had discussions with members, and prepared 
observabons and recommendatxons for the Focus Group to consider 

Reed’s observabons identhed whch mterests (topical and agency) are operatmg in the 
discussion, what barriers exist to reach agreement, and the need for a bounded 
discussion Reed also conducted an evaluation of how all the interests can be served, 
the relahonship between the Focus Group and other commuruty lnvolvement efforts, 
and a proposed path forward for the Focus Group 

There are various agencies and special interest groups represented in the Focus Group, 
with dlffermg and important posittons So far, RFCA agencies, local governments, the 
Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board (CAB) and wildlife protection interests 
(represented at t h ~ s  txme bv the U S Fish and Wddlife Service) conbnue to discuss 
dlfferent aspects of protectmg future generabons by gettmg the best cleanup possible 
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RFCA Stakeholder Foeus Group 
Meetxng Mmutes - 

Broomfield City Hall - 
November 28,2001 3 30-6 00 p a 

The RFCA agencies and the U S Department of Energy (DOE) have focused on nsk and 
dose compliance, as well as surface water comphnce An effectwe stewardshp 
program IS also noted of hgh mportance to WCA agencies Other sigruficant pomts 
that RFCA agenues are mterested m d u d e  worlung wthn the avadabie budget and 
m h n g  accommodabons for art accelerated closure-arlf the whde, balancing wzth 
commun~ty pnonhes 

For the local goverrunents, the areas of emphasxs rnvolve protecbon d removal b k  
protectaon for residents and Rocky Flats Site (Site) users and protechon of water 
resources are of signrficant comems Removal of surface and subsurface contammatmn 
provides a bass for an effectwe stewardsh~p program. 

In terms of protechng future generataons, surface and subsurface contarmnahon 
removal are the r n a ~ ~  focus 

The CAB furds that surface and subsurface contarmt\afron re.nmaI to background levels 
are of Importance, as welf as a plan far m k  pr&e&anfor &enits and Site users 

Wddllfe protechon interests have part~cular concern for m k  pmtedaon mvalvmg 
protechon of d u e ,  ecosystem, habitat# wddhfe workers, and refuge users 

Based on the group d ~ ~ u s s i o n ,  Reed s- h-tal mterests shared by 
Focus Group members Mostly, these rnvolved areas of co- and removal, yet 
effectwe stewardsh~p and wiIdhfe/hEtat proWon rematn lug5 rn tfae ht. 

For complrance and removal achvihes, fundamental mteresis remaun concerned wth 
mk, dose, and surface water comphce Removal[ co~zcema involve both surface and 
subsurface contammahon. It was noted that the mterests w d d  fad to evolve wxthout 
the comnutment of all stakeholders 

From that pomt, Reed dlscussed some barners that the Focus Group 1s havmg when 
trying to reach agreement These bamers mvolve avdable h & n g ,  tune, and 
technology There 1s a great deal of mertamty whether there wdl ?x adeqgate fundmg 
or d accelerated schedules can be met Technology, or lack thereof, has been a 
persistent problem m meetmg the needs of the commuruty and agencies for the best 
posslble cleanup Reed identifxed one last, but cnW bamer-trust. There sidI 1s a 
need to budd trust among Focus Group members 

Reed presented a visual on "Interests, b k ,  and Budget" Essenizally, the vlsual 
commurucated how nsk determmations-mtersts such as comphance, d a c e  and 
subsurface confammabon and removal, and surface water protechon-mterplay wth 
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RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group 
Meetmg Minutes 

Broomfield City Hall 
November 28,2001 3 30-6 00 p a 

the budget Conclusions mdicate that all interests can be met to some extent with 
avadable budget, but not all mterests can be fully met with the avadable budget 

Next, Reed presented “A Bounded Discussion” If the group moves forward m a 
bounded discussion, the focus will be on the quesbon 

’How can Rocky Flats best be cleaned up wth the avadable budget?” 

Reed noted that the immediate driver for a bounded discussion is the schedule on 
whch a cleanup decision for the 903 Pad must occur Key quesbons were presented 
concerrung the bounded discussion 

1 Can the Focus Group contnbute to the bounded discussion? 
2 Can the Focus Group support the mterests that are not fully met by the bounded 

dlscussion? 

Reed’s recommendabon is “yes to both ” 

Reed idenhfied another bounded discussion area 

”What are the opl~ons for cleanmg up Rocky Flats withm avadable budget and 
how do these opt~ons serve the mterests at the table?” 

Reed suggested evaluatmg ophons against the Comprehensive Environmental 
Restorabon and Compensabon Liability Act (CERCLA) criteria and mterests to help 
identlfy the ”best opbon(s) ” Once the bounded discussion is in hand, it would be 
useful to idenbfy options for furthering interests not fully met in the bounded 
discussion Tlus could mclude decisions to reduce risk further or addihonal source 
removal Or it could involve the identrficahon and compdabon of informahon so that 
stakeholders can pursue options From th~s perspechve, the Focus Group could 
evaluate the researched opbons m a small group settrng 

Another important part of the process includes other community involvement 
operations These operabons tend towards being recommendabon-oriented and 
include the Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments (RFCLOG), the CAB, the 
Stewardship Working Group, one-on-one discussions, and formal public comment 

Based on Reed’s evaluabon, mteracbon with these commuruty mvolvement operabons 
could involve expandrng the scope of the Focus Group to directly support these and 
other recommendahon-making groups The Focus Group could also develop and 
evaluate opbons that other groups can use m thev recomendabon formulabon 
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RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group 
Meetmg Mnutee 

Broomfield C q  Hall 
November28,2oM 33&6.00pm, 

To conclude the presentafmn, Reed prmided formal tlaougWarr tbaact steps! ent~tled 
"A Recommended Path Forward " Path forward obpcfzves range from Identificsttxm of 
strateges to evduafxon and coordmabon a&v&es Speafxdy, as a recormnended 
path forward, the Focus Group could focus on the hlkmmg tnitxat~ves 

1 The Focus Group i d d e s  B A L  strategui!s and evaluates them a p t  rnterests 
2 The Focus Group identrfies strategies for movmg beyond the b d e d  ~BCUSS~OZIS 

3 The Focus Group identrfies and the agencies compfie mfomnatmn to serve these 
discussions 

4 The Focus Group evaluates beyond bounded scemm &gunst CERCLAcntena and 
mterests 

5 The FOCUS Group c m h m  wiah remmmen&-- p u p s  so that 
dormatxm and analyses help serve &e ne& o f  these groups 

Some Focus Group MeMbezs expressed concern for the lack of agrement among the 
mterests One Focus Group member noted that pure d-bcm exchange would not 
be adequate when tryirtg to h d  dzmsmms Reed noted &at a process for evakaimg 
end-state results and budgetary mpacts were other mpxrtant considerabons, m 
adchhon to those expressed by the Focus Group 

The &scussion contrnued among Focus Group medxrs It was generally felt that, 
fundamentally, a wdhpess to commt to c o n t m u & 4 ~ ~ ~ 1 ~ ~ a r r s ,  whether considered 
bounded or unbounded, was needed Some Foc~*k&oap members felt the pup's  
dynarmcs needed redefirmg and a duft away fxo-m emphases on what B pwblemat~c, 
wrong, or vtsufficlent to what bas actual poimbal could be benehcial Another 
Important thought made by a Focus Group member was that local governments were 
havmg conversahons and that &IS Focus Group should be pstmned to help 
understand what IS needed at the commmty level, then report back to the local 
governments the group's respectwe comments 

The Colorado Department of Public Health and Envlroment (CDPHEi) stated that 
decisions wdl have to be made, and smn. CDPHB co&nues to be wdhg  to F a p a t e  
m the process as it has provided a Ievd of detarl not fomd anywhere else And it 
remans Important that wrndows of opportumty are not bogged d m  by discussions 
that lack m results 



RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group 
Meetmg Minutes 

Broomfield City Hall 
November 28,2001 3 30-6 00 p m 

FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION AND DECISION- FOCUS GROUP 
ROLE, PATH FORWARD, AND TOPICS 

The Focus Group entered a small group dlscussion format to identify other mterests 
needmg to be recogruzed and to pnoribze those mterests agamst CERCLA critena and 
exlstmg topics 

The small groups reported back to the Focus Group with the followmg observabons, 
ideas, and comments 

e 
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Kaiser-Hdl, LLC, the Rocky Mountam Peace and Jusbce Center, RFCA agencies and 
cituen mterests seemed to be rmssmg 
There existed an mterest m complymg with and complebng RFCA 
Informahon of where the technology is, what it could be, and how technology 
would benefit end-state 1s desired 
When and how the public wdl have access to the Site IS of mterest 
A schedule from DOE and Kaser-Hdl regardlng envlronmental restorahon 1s 
necessary to understand the drivers for arrivmg at one key element of tlus process, 
which is the RSAL 
A ma- of optrons (past and recent) formed m th~s group and other venues would 
help discern whch opt~ons make sense, whch requlre more work, and to form new 
or moddied opi~ons 
More dlscussion is needed on approaches to the group concerned with future 
gener ahons 
Discussion needs to take place regardmg the potenbal for more surface cleanup with 
the existmg budget 
Address alignment issues between the CDPHE and the comumty regardlng 
momtored retnevable storage 
Consider ways to arnve at a "revenue-neutral basis to get the best clean up 
possible 
Address, from the regulatory and budgetary standpoint, the storage of low-level 
waste on the Site 

Reed closed out the small group presentations by observing that collaborative 
discussions were, in fact, occurrmg With that comment, Reed transihoned the Focus 
Group to developing a broad list of cleanup ophons 

AlphaTRAC, Inc 
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RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group 
Me&g Minutes 

Broomfield City Hall 
November 28,2001 3 30-6 00 p.m. 

CLEANUP PRIORI"ES-GGROUP IDENTiFICATION OF OPTIONS 

Reed asked the Focus Group for a broad 1st of cleanup opbons so as to form a bass for 
the next FOCUS Group meetrng 

Reed asked that the Focus Group idenhfy the llst of opbons, then identdy the hst of 
questxons that need to be addressed ui order to evaluate those opbons agmt  CERCLA 
m t m  and ag-t rnterests that are on the table N%# m a n  d e r  mwluch these 
optxons are gomg to be evaluated and ask the agencies to a m p l e  the donnabon and 
present it to the Focus Group Dwmg the next rneetmg, the Focus Group wdl have 
some opttons compded and an analysis can be conducted for addibod quesbons 
needmg answers through futher research Tlus type of process wdl promote a system 
for pnontmttion, feedback, and prmde the framework €OF the future 

One Focus Group member acknowledged an advantage that the Focus Group 
possessed Ths  advantage speaks to the work the Focus Group has a€readyconductied 
regarding the in-depth knowledge related to contambtmn pathways and the 
rmgrabon of contaxxunabon. 

The Colorado Departxnent of Health and Envuonment (CDPHE) observed that not all 
Focus Group members thought that contanmation pathways a d  nupation sues were 
completely understood or resolved In particular, a eoximnty member felt that there 
were uncertamtzes 

The Focus Group had a conversaaon providmg some framework for mvestrgatmg 
cleanup opbons The Focus Group stdl has mformatmn needs and stdl needs to 
understand regulatory requirements, especially relatmg to water quakty and water 
pathway The group wants to m t a i n  some corwstency when evaluatmg opbons 
a g m t  regdabcm, DOE expectations, and c c a m n w ~  needs ahe end state vlsronwdl 
fad If the Focus Group does nut understand or develop apppnate clean up options 

Reed suggested that AlphaTRAC gather dormatton and optrons from the Focus 
Group, as well as document the opbons from DOE, for the next Focus Group meetmg 
The pomt IS to find one spec& opbon to address as a pdot option dscusslon At the 
end of the process, for any parh& opbon, the Focus Group would have rdentrfied 
vanables and/or sub-opbons for CERCLA mtena 

ADJOURN 

The meeting adjourned at 6 05 p m 

AlphaTRAC, Inc. 
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RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group 

December 12,2001 
Meebng Minutes 

INTRODUCTION & ADMINISTRATIVE 

A partxipants list for the December 12, 2001 Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA) 
Stakeholder Focus Group meebng is mcluded m h s  report as Appenduc A 

Reed Hodgm of AlphaTRAC, Inc , meetmg facilitator, reviewed the purpose of the 
RFCA Focus Group and the meetmg rules Introduchons were made 

AGENDA 

Reed reviewed the agenda 

0 Task 3 Peer Review and Wind Tunnel Techca l  Review - Update 
0 Tlmelme for Cleanup and its Mfect on Focus Group Decisions 

- Overview of Scope and Schedule - Now Through 
- Fiscal Year 2002 Envlronmental Remediahon Scope 
- How Radionuclide Soil Achon Levels (RSALs) and End State Discussions Must 

Fit Into the Broader Schedule 

- Recap -Overall Closure Budget and Core Elements 
- Overall Budget for Environmental Remediabon Through Closure 
Cleanup Opbons That Have Been Idenbhed 
- Opbons for Surface Remediabon, Subsurface Remediabon, Surface Water 

Protechon, Stewardshp 
- For Each Opbon Baselme Assumpborn and Fundmg Dlfferences Between 

Opbons and Baselme 

Cleanup Funding Overview 

RSAL TASK 3 PEER REVIEW AND WIND TUNNEL TECHNICAL 
REVIEW- UPDATE 

Wind Tunnel Peer Review 

I 

Reed mformed the Focus Group that all three of the peer reviews for the Wind Tunnel 
reports were completed and have been sent to the Focus Group and the agencies Reed 
asked the agencies about the status of the schedule The Colorado Department of 
Health and Environment (CDPHE) responded with a two-week hmeframe for 
complehon 



RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group 
MeetzngMmeS 

Task 3 Report Peer Review 

Reviewers have untd the end of December 2001 to complete the= renews of the Task 3 
Report AlphaTRAC has corresponded wth each of the remewers to assess the status 
The renewers have all perbent matemls 

A Focus Group member asked how the comments were gmg to be handled CDPHE 
responded by statmg that each comment wxll be considered and resolved, and as a 
result, the Task 3 Report wdI more than UeIy be modhed 

FACILITATOR’S REPORT ON FOCUS GROUP - INTERESTS AND 
PATH FORWARD1 

Reed presented RFCA SfakMckr F m  Group wth an emphasts on a focused drscussion 
mvolvmg 

“What are the options for clemmg up Rocky Hats w- the avbb le  budget 
and how do these optmns serve the lnterestsat the bible?” 

Aclcnowledgmg that thrs dscussion would not meet all of the needs of all parhes rn the 
Focus Group, Reed suggested that dormahon could be developed and provrded 
through the Focus Group to help these part~es pursue their cleanup mterests outside the 
Focus Group dwussion. 

Future meettng obptaves could lnvoIve understamhg the schedule and cost bounds 
associated wth the 0ptI0n~ for the clean up drscussion, as wexl as definrng and 
understandmg surface / subsurface tradeoff optxons, dentdymg needs for further 
discussion of surface / subsurface tradeoff optxom, and to beg411 branstormmg 
adhbonal opt~ons 

Reed proposed a syllabus for the next several meetmgs 

0 Overnew, schedule, and choices 
0 Detded dscussion of surface contammatam and opt~om 
0 Subsurface contammatIon 

Surface water protectxon 
Stewardshy! 

1 The presentahon was sent to the RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group members m a packet on January 24, 
2002 



RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group 
Meetmg Mmutes 

Broomfield City Hall 
December l2, Unn 3 306.00 p m. 

Packages of ophons and draft conceptual agreement 
Conceptual agreement 

Timeline for Cleanup and its Affect on Focus Group/ Cleanup Funding 
Overview1 

Kaiser-Hd1 Ltd described the framework for the discussion The last Focus Group 
meehng resulted m an understanding that techca l  options needed to be descnbed, 
planned for, and funded Also, there was a conceptual understanding that end state 1s 

dependent upon llrmted resources To help with h s ,  a funding profile was presented 
that discussed environmental restorahon, and specifically the work upcomng in 
FY2002 Another document Kalser-Hdl prepared i s  the broader dlscussion of all of the 
site rmlestones and key targets chronologcallv to plant closure Thls document can be 
obtained by contactmg ber-Hi11 

The overall budget for decontarmnahon / decommission, special nuclear material, 
support, waste, and environmental restorahon i s  3 96 billion dollars ($3,963,000,000) 
The fundmg period i s  February 2000 through 2006 

D e c o n t m h o n  / decomssion 
Special nuclear material $127 d i o n  
Support $978 d i o n  
Waste $590 rmllion 
Envlronmental restorahon $468 million 

$1 7 bdlion 

Detads on the envlronmental restorahon budget were presented The budget IS divided 
mto seven keys areas 

Source removal - $114 million 
Studies - $8 7 mllion 
Waste Shpment Treatment & Disposal - $132 mdhon 
Charactenzahon - $50 4 mllion 
Morutonng & Long Term Stewardshp - $36 3 mllion 
Enpeered Controls - $85 9 mdlion 
Planrung & Documentahon - $45 3 mllion 

It was noted that the environmental restoration budget included the waste cost 
associated wth environmental restorahon 

The studies porhon of the environmental restorahon budget is being conducted now 
and mcludes this Focus Group and its studies, achnide rmgrahon, water balance, and 
the plant configurahon studies 
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RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group 
Meetmg Minutes 

A member of the Focus Group asked what the waste costs were based on. Kaser-Hrll 
stated that the waste cost was based on assumpbons made on how much wdl be 
excavated, considmg what type of waste it w, and then addmg xn the actual costs from 
the Rocky Rat's receiva sites Specdidly, the cost per yard, charged by the receivw 
sites, was added 

These costs represent basehe costs that are 11z the contract €t is lk4y that the most 
uncertaxn of the costs are the envuonmental restorahon custs due to the number o f  
assumptxons bemg made 

In general terms, the environmental restoratmn costs, as aIl costs, have a regulatory 
bass From there, rndividual decwion documents are created that lTEcIudes plannxng 
and doamentabon for fieldwork, health and dety  plans, and labor 

Next, the badget on FY02 FwZd WolJlc Schedule & Burfgetcd Cosf was presented The chart 
represented the costs assocmted wrth fieldwork only €or WOZ a g  $5,858,000 This 
budget IS assoaated wth the excavatmn source removal plan. 

Given that RSALs are stdl bemg worked on, the plan 19 to begin wth IHSS Group 100-4, 
Buddmg 123 at a cost of $812,000 m January 2002 Next IS &e EXSS Group 400-10, 
Bulldlng 664, where there is contammated sod, at a cost of $1,147,000 Next s MSS 
Group 8004, Buddmg 886 at a cost of $1,235,000 and then IHSS G m p  800-6, whch 
lncludes the Brulcixng 887 pad, at $1,163,OOO Then the 903 pad wdl be started in 
September 2002 The current budget to the 903 pad 1s $1,500,000 

It was noted that these projects wodd probably not be &&ed by the surface B A L  
These actxvitxes are subsurface remedzatmnachvxbes 

From the budgetary standpnt, it IS critxcd that discussions fvrd &redion and 
resolubon. Resolutmn wdl help op- nsk reducbon at Rocky Flats. 

Next, the Foeus Group renewed an optxons matrix, which captures the nnarn porn& that 
have been dscussed wxth the comumty to date, mchdmg- 

0 Surface r e m b b o n  
0 Subsurface remedmtxon 

Water q h t y  protecbon 
0 Stewardshp 

Each ophon mcluded the baselme assumptxon and- cost dlfferences (plus or -us) 
compared to basehe 

1 
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Llfe cycle costs and offsite disposal costs could be compared to help exanrune pnoribes 
Also, using risk as one factor for priorihzation, with an emphasis on exarmrung surface 
versus subsurface tradeoffs, was discussed 

Another budgetary considerat-lon is evaluating cost savmgs m the near term agarst llfe 
cycle costs relabrig to the various contaminabon pathways Surface water quality 
standards and stewardshp unpacts are beyond the scope of h s  analysis for the next 
meetmg 

Cleanup Pnorihes - Group Idenbficabon of Opttons 

For the next meeting, Reed instructed Focus Group members to develop surface 
cleanup opt~ons, tylth the olyechve of having the opbons clearly idenhfied when the 
January 12,2002 meetmg adjourns 

Adjourn 

The meeimg adjourned at 6 00 p m 

AlphaTRAC Inc 
7269 1212OlMtgWnsRO doc 

15 
Page 5 



RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group 
December 12,2001 
Meetlng Minutes 

Appendix A 
Parhapants List 



Christine ,Bennett f AlphaTRAC, tnc 
Kent prakken :us DOE - WfU 

- -- -- 
John 
John 
Carol 
Rick 

.._^.__ 

-- I 
I -~ 

DlSalvo !US DOE - RFFO 

-I - 
Shirley 
Steve 
Mary 

_ - -  - 
I_ ---- 

Jerry 
Reed 
Clark 

-- 

-- 
- --I 

Jeremy 
Ken 
Michelle 

- _ _  

- I  

Joe 
Ann 
Tom 
LeRoy 
Albert 

Bob 
Tim 

Kathleen 
Mark 
Dave 
Carl 

-- -- 
-__ - -  
I I- 

1-- - - - 
--- - - 

- - -  - -  

--I - 

Honorable Hank Stovall City of Broomfield 



Title 

RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group 
Attachment B 

Arbcle Bullettn of the Atomzc Snentzsts, 
"Lowermg the Bar," LeRoy Moore 

Date May 17,2002 

Author LeRoy Moore 
Rocky Momtarn Peace and Jusbce Center 

Phone Number 303 447-2779 

Emad Address leroymoore@earthlmk net 



c 







s 

. -  . _  

c 

f 

I 



I 

p 
E 

- -  _ _  c 

r 
c 



'i e 

CL 

k f  
?.r 


