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PROCEEDI NGS
[8:45 a. m]

MR HOYLE: We'll try to get started. This is the second
nmeeting of the Licensing Support Network Advisory Review Panel. As you
know -- nost of you know, this is really the continuation of a forner
advi sory panel which gives advice to the Nucl ear Regul atory Commi ssion
under the rules of the Federal Advisory Committee Act, and we're
operating under those rules today. This is an open neeting and it was
prenoticed nore than 30 days ago.

My nanme is John Hoyle. |’'mchairman of this panel, a
part-time NRC enployee. And with ne at the head table here or the front
of the head table are two other nenbers of the Nucl ear Regul ator
Commission, and |I'Il let themintroduce thenselves and we'll go around
the table and introduce yourself please. Let ne start with Dan

MR GRASER. |'m Dan Graser fromthe Nucl ear Regul atory
Conmmi ssion. |'ma Licensing Support Network adm nistrator

MR HOYLE: Mal

MR MJURPHY: Mal Murphy. |1'mthe Nye County regul atory and
| i censing advisor.

MS. NEWBURY: Cl audia Newbury, Departnent of Energy.

MR, BECHTEL: Dennis Bechtel, planning nanger for d ark

County.

MR, FRISHVAN: Steve Frishman, the State of Nevada

MS. TREICHEL: Judy Treichel, Nevada Nucl ear Waste Task
For ce.

MR. CAMERON:. Chip Cameron, Ofice of General Counsel, NRC

MR HOYLE: Thank you very much. And thank you all for
com ng, nenbers certainly, those in the audience as well. | want to

enphasi ze the inportance of the participation on this panel and the

advice that this panel is going to be giving the Nuclear Regul atory
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Conmi ssi on. The Conmi ssion, of course, has had the potential of
licensing proceeding on the front of its plate for sonetine and, as we
get closer and closer to that point, the Commission is going to listen
closely to what this panel has to say about the licensing support
network. So | consider your advice. Hopefully we will conclude today
by determ ning what alternative systemwe would like to recommend to the
Conmmi ssion. It’'s going to be very inportant. Dan G aser has put
toget her an agenda which | think you all have. It should keep us pretty
busy for the rest of the day it looks like to me. | think, Claudia, if
you're ready to start, we'll hear fromyou first.

MS5. NEWBURY: This is going to be pretty short.

MR FRISHVAN. d audia, before you do, do the rest of us get
sone openi ng renmarks, M. Chairnan?

MR HOYLE: Certainly, and | think nmaybe Steve was going to

say that as well, so, yes, let ne open it up for opening renarks.
MR FRISHVAN. Well, | guess there's sonething that's been
wearing on ne for along tine and I've -- I'lIl say it as clean and bl unt

as | can, and that's that | don’t like calling this whole operation the
Li censi ng Support Network because we do not support licensing. | think
we need to call it a conprehensive database and | think we ought to keep
it really sinple and have DOE put their data out, we'll put our data out
and we'll just go fromthere. W’re not in the systemof supporting
licensing. And it’'s becone -- it's gotten to be, you know, just fromny
havi ng been gone for the last two weeks on business having to do with
this program | get back and find ny e-mail |oaded with paper that is

al nost i nconprehensi bl e anyway for sonmething that is as sinple as
sonebody putting their data out on the net and letting it be and we all
use it. If you renmenber in the |ast nmeeting, | said that the reason
that we’'re even in this business at all is so the NRC can make its

t hree-year |icensing deadline, and fromthat, the purpose was to speed
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up discovery. Well, discovery can be speeded up with what exists in the
el ectronic world right now wi thout a whol e bunch of paper on top of it.
If DOE would just put their data out there, that would be wonderful, and
we'll be glad to put our data out there. But to build a bureaucracy
around a database to nme just seens to be an enornous waste of tineg,
noney, and energy.

MR HOYLE: Al right, Steve. Thank you

MR FRISHVAN. And that’'s my opinion for today.

MR HOYLE: Al right. Thank you

MR. MJRPHY: Yeah, just very briefly. |[|'ve got sone of the
sanme sort of concerns that State just expressed. 1In going over the
docunents that Dan subnitted and in sone of the -- | nust, you know,

confess that | didn't keep up with the technical working group neetings
m nutes as quickly as | should have, but in going over themjust in the
| ast couple of days, it's occurred to ne that we -- that with sone of
these alternatives, three and four particularly, we are in grave danger
of losing entirely the benefit of the LSN rule and going back to the old
LSS, and that is certainly not what | thought we were doi hg when we
anended the rule to take advantage of the worldwi de web. | don’t
renenber now, but | -- why we did it, but |I’mwondering why we so
cavalierly discarded alternatives one and two. It seens to ne
alternative one and perhaps -- and maybe alternative two were nore
clearly reflective of the intent at |east of this body and hopefully of
the NRC when it adopted the LSN rule and nade the strategic decision to
nove froma centralized |icensing support systemto a worl dw de

web- based |icensing support network. So like Steve, |I'mvery disturbed
at the seenmingly layer and layer -- layers and |layers and |ayers of the
nonessential requirenents that we’'re now di scussing, and it seens to ne
that they don’t provide any real critical process or assistance to

potential participants in the |icensing process, so | think we need to
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seriously consider going back to sonething akin to alternatives one and
two or at least -- at the very least focus on alternative five rather
than three and four.

Also, and it's -- we can discuss it when we get to it, it
seens to ne, as | read both the rule and draft functional requirenents,
Dan, there are proposed functional requirenments which go well beyond the
requirements of the rule itself that | think, in nmy personal opinion,
have no basis in | aw what soever.

And finally, | amgoing to have to leave at 3:30 to go to
another neeting with nmy client, the project manager for Nye County.
think we -- you know, that’'s not going to be a problembut | nmay want to
get my two bits’ worth in early at 3:00 agenda item when we get done
tal ki ng about recommendati ons. Thanks.

MR, HOYLE: Thank you, Mal. Further coments from --

MS. TREICHEL: Yeah, | would just like to also | guess echo
the call for -- just an integrated database rather than sonething that
supports licensing. W' ve just cone out of all of the hearings on the
El S and one of the big problens was the | ack of current data that was
included in that analysis, and people had submitted stuff and it didn't
get there or it wasn't considered. And so the bottomline for ne and |
think for anyone that's a public advocate or a public representative is
just going to be that a lot of stuff gets in, that everything gets in
actually fromall different directions and that you can get to it and it
does get very difficult when you start layering on stuff that -- because
peopl e are at so many various |evels of expertise and equi pnent and
nmoney and all of that sort of thing. So that's it.

MR HOYLE: Dennis?

MR, BECHTEL: Maybe just a brief comment that, having gone
t hrough the review of the viability assessment and nore recently the

DEIS, | also amhopeful that the information is available in a tinely
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way, and | look at this potentially this group as being, as kind of
serving an audit function to ensure that that happens. | don’t have
time to -- for the conplexity sake, | rely on, say, the NRC to ensure
that whatever systemis -- that we select is -- we're able to do that.

But | don’t want to go through the recent experience of getting into a
revi ew period and not having docunents to be able to review, so
hopefully, if we're able to do that, | think we'll acconplish sonething

MR, HOYLE: kay. Thank you. You want to comment on these
coments or --

M5. NEVBURY: Do a little commrent on it then I'Il just go
through nmy action item if you will.

MALE VO CE: Well, 1'd like to comment after your coment
anyway.

M. NEWBURY: Ckay. Bearing in mnd that this is set up as
a discovery tool for licensing and that is the only reason the NRCis
sponsoring this, I'"'mnot totally in concurrence with what Steve had to
say, but | do support a lot of what Mal says. | think that the system
has gotten nore conplex than it was intended to be and goes beyond --

MR HOYLE: Pull your mike up just a little closer

MS. NEVBURY: And goes beyond what we expected the rule to
acconplish when we changed it froma licensing support systemto a
network, so | agree with Mal.

MR. HOYLE: kay. Thanks. | guess | just wanted to comrent
that one of the purposes for us today is to hear what the technica
wor ki ng group did in the neetings since the |ast neeting of this panel
and hopefully they will go through alternatives one and two again for
us, and if -- it was the technical working group that suggested that we
nm ght not want to | ook nuch closer at those two, but this panel has not
taken any action in that regard. So let’s hear the presentations and

deci de, you know, as a group what advice we would like to give the
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Nucl ear Regul at ory Conmi ssi on.

MR. GRASER.  Yes.

MR. HOYLE: Dan? |It’'s hard to hear in the back so we're
going to have to speak closely into the m crophones please.

MR GRASER: | would just like to echo what John just
brought up is that the technical working groups did exanine alternatives
one and alternatives two and we have included anal yses of those options
again and we can certainly go into those in nore detail than what we had
pl anned on the agenda so that the AR -- the full ARP has the benefit of
goi ng through those options and alternatives. So we can certainly do
that. W brought the materials along to support such a presentation and
such a discussion. The other thing that | would like to nmention is that
the rule -- | viewthe rule -- the way | look at the rule is that it
establishes an overall framework within which we have a fairly wide
|atitude for how we inplenent the system And the rule does -- the
revised rule does not specifically call out a technol ogical solution
and, in fact, it was left deliberately fairly wi de open so that you
could have a wi de range of technical solutions. And if the opinion of
the advisory review panel is to go for less rather than nore and to
simplify rather than make it conplex and to strip out |ayers of
bureaucracy rather than to have those nechanisns in there, the
opportunity toward the end of the day will be for the advisory review
panel to determine howit’'s going to present its reconmendati ons back to
the Nucl ear Regul atory Commission. And so, in that context, | think
what John will probably be asking for at the end of the day is for the
ARP to sit down and figure out, well, okay, exactly what do we want to
say to the Nucl ear Regul atory Conmi ssion and who will lead the effort in
crafting exactly how the advi sory panel expresses its desires and to get
that docunented and to submit that back as an ARP statenent back to the

Nucl ear Regul atory Commi ssion. And the object of having the ARP
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meetings is exactly to elicit that sort of input, so I'mreally |ooking
forward to hearing what the best guidance is. And if a sinplified

systemis the systemthat the participants and the potenti al

participants feel will be adequate toward neeting their discovery ends,
then that's fine with me. | don’t have any vested interest in building
an enpire. | do have a vested interest in nmaking sure we acconplish the

m ssion, and that’'s what |I'm |l ooking for is guidance in how far we have
to go to acconplish that mission. So thank you all very nmuch for your
comment s.

MR FRISHVAN. Let me just ask one thing. Can you define
the mi ssion?

MR GRASER | would harken back to a letter that Loretta
Met oxen submitted to the Nucl ear Regul atory Conmi ssion back in the old
LSS rul e days, back in | think it was about Decenber of 1988 where
Loretta nmade an excellent plea that the playing field be | eveled so that
everybody had equal access and equal opportunity to | ook at everybody
el se’ s docunments without the systemintroducing a technol ogi cal |everage
that favored one of the participants versus others. And so ny view of
the missionis to make a systemavailable to all of the potential
parties with | ow enough threshol ds of participation and | ow enough
| evel s of technical conplexity that it can be used by everybody who's
going to be a potential participant to fulfill their needs in finding
docunents that they perceive the want to use during the |icensing
pr oceedi ngs.

MR, FRI SHVAN: That sounds good. Let’'s keep it in mnd.

MR. HOYLE: Chip?

MR CAMERON: Just to provide a little bit of perspective in
terms of the possible intent of this new rule for purposes of our
di scussion today. One thing that was clear fromthe final rule on the

LSN is that the commi ssion wanted to do away with the centralized system
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that woul d have been created under the licensing support system And
al though there are a lot of references in the supplenentary information
of the rule to websites, the supplenentary information al so speaks to
the fact that the mechanismto inplenent this requirenent, in other
words, the electronic availability of docunents, the nechanismis not
stated in the rule that the availability of the Internet to link

geogr aphi cal | y-di sbursed sites appears to have the potential to satisfy
the rules, so | think if you start out with a sinple concept of

i ndi vi dual websites and you go on a spectrum along the spectrumto this
centralized systemthat we noved away from there is a lot of latitude
about how you acconplish this and | think that the interests of the

i ndi vidual participants on the panel in terns of howthat is
acconplished is the nost inportant el enent.

MR HOYLE: Al right. Any further comment? | apol ogize
for seeming to invite you not to nake comments, so thank you for al
that. Al right, d audia.

MS5. NEWBURY: Ckay. | had an action itemfromthe | ast
nmeeting. Dennis had asked a question on whether or not noney that has
been appropriated fromthe Energy Water Devel opment Preparations Act by
Congress could be used to fund the LSNARP activities and the LSN
activities. And | said | would check with ny |awers and get back to
you. And | checked with ny | awers and what they said was they think
this is great and this is exactly the intent of the |Iaw for oversight
and the counties are welcone to use the noney in that nmanner. The
state, of course, has some other linmtations on it and so cannot.

MR FRI SHVAN: And we so nuch appreciate that.

MR. CAMERON: Can you clarify what those other linmtations
are? In other words, the -- it’s okay for the department to provide
to -- the nonies that are provided to the affected unit of |oca

governments can be used by those | ocal governnents to, for exanple,
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establish the websites that nake their docunments avail able, but the
nmoney that the state gets could not be used for that purpose? |’'mjust
trying to understand clearly what the bottomline is here.

MS5. NEWBURY: Yes, and | think Steve can probably address it
in nore detail than | can because he’'s nore famliar with the
restrictions that were put on the state

MR FRISHVAN. | don't think this is the place to be
di scussing it.

MR MJURPHY: Not that | disagree with you, Steve, but
Congress, inits inimtable wisdomhas restricted the state in expendi ng
its appropriations to the conduct of scientific studies, and whether or
not that’'s going to obtain in the future is anybody’s guess, you know,
what | anguage congress is going to use. It seens to ne that, you know,
the invention and devel opment of the worl dwi de web was an expression of
science and if the state was to study howit's to inplenent the
requi renments of licensing support rule, | would certainly interpret that
as a scientific study, but --

MR. CAMERON: Perhaps to take another | ook at that, if this
systemis supposed to provide for the conmunication of data, it would
seemthat that would be a direct output of the conducting of scientific
studies. | nmean, what is the sense of conducting scientific studies if
you can’t conmunicate that data to people? And | guess, Caudia, you
haven't expressly stated that the conduct of scientific studies is the
limting factor, but | guess we're all going to put our two cents in on
this.

MR MJURPHY: Well, we may have to hire this panel to be our
advocat e.

MR. CAMERON: The point is that the state. for whatever
reasons, and Steve is absolutely correct, this panel can do absolutely

not hi ng what soever about the -- but for whatever reasons, congress has
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seen fit to inpose restrictions on the state’'s expenditure of funds
which is hasn’'t inposed on any other parties. Wether or not those
restrictions will be -- will continue or be | oosened or renoved in the
future is anybody’'s guess, but right now they have problens that the
rest of us don't have.

MR, BECHTEL: So, d audia, the review of deal your |awers
undert ook included the review of our annual appropriations restrictions,
that's part of the --

M5. NEWBURY: Yes.

MR BECHTEL: Yeah.

MR FRISHVAN. So the bottomline on the whole thing is, at
sone point we will decide how we participate but we al so know that we
are a party.

MS. TREICHEL: Well, there's also difficulties with public
advocacy groups who depend upon either donations or grant funding in
that that noney is very often, you know, conmes with the wi shes of the
funder as to howit’'s used and | haven't sought noney -- | haven't
| ooked for foundation noney for this only because | know that it’'s not
what they call a sexy issue and probably would be very difficult. So
there are sone of us that, you know, just keep up as we can.

MR. CAMERON: Yeah, | guess the bottomline is is that it’'s
within DOE's purview to nake this call.

M5. NEVWBURY: |'msorry, | was talking to Dennis. |'m
sorry, | didn't hear. | was talking to Dennis.

MR CAMERON. this is DOE's interpretation at this nmonent on
how t hose funds can be expended relative to the state and the LSN? [|'m
just trying to get a sense for howfirmit is.

M5. NEWBURY: It’'s DOE's interpretation of the | anguage
that’'s in the appropriations bill from congress.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. Al right. Thank you.
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MR MJRPHY: It's not, you know, | ought to send you a bil
for this, Claudia. It’'s not DOE's call in this sense. DCE has
consistently recomended to congress that the state be, you know, fully
funded and operate under the same restrictions and -- as all of the
ot her oversight entities, so, you know, it seens to ne if it were up to
DCE Steve woul d not have the problemin spending his oversight
appropriation as he has.

MR FRISHVAN:. |It's DOE bowing to one congressnan’s
interpretation

MR MJRPHY: Well, it's not DCE bowi ng to anybody. | nean,
it's one congressman inposing his will on the rest of the congress, you
m ght say.

MR, FRI SHVAN. Wi ch DCE may or nmay not deal with

MR, MJRPHY: That's true. But they have bigger fish to fry.

MR HOYLE: kay. Thank you, Caudia. Any further comment
on that? Thanks. The next itemon the agenda we're going to call upon
M. Caneron to discuss 2.1004 of the rule, qualification on naking
avail able in index of docunents not placed on participant external
collection. Chip?

MR. CAMERON: Thanks, John. | don't -- I'’mhoping this is
not going to be a long conplicated discussion because if it is | really
m ssed the boat sonewhere on this provision. But basically going back
to the beginning of the original LSS rule, there was a concern that
there nmight be docunments that are discovered, so to speak, that were not
put on the LSN or the LSS electronically and that when those docunents
were found that they should be nmade available to the parties as soon as
possible. And this provision deals with a five-day tinme frame now for
t hose docunents to be made available. And it doesn’t have anything to
do, as far as | can see, with parties making lists of docunents

avai lable to others lists of docunents that were found not to be
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relevant. It’'s sinply if a docunent’s identified that's not on the
system let's get it on the system let's nmake it available within a
certain anmount of time. And there is another provision back in 2.1019
believe that deals with depositions and a person who's going to be
deposed providing electronic index of docunments that are relevant to
that deposition and indicating which ones of those are already on the
system and which ones aren’t on the system perhaps because it's a
docunment that that person annotated in handwiting with marginalia. And
| guess | would look to -- | guess | would ask now whet her he has any
other view on this 2.1004 and al so Dan, who | think knows nore of what
t he background is on this.

MR, MJURPHY: Right.

MR. CAMERON:. Maybe |less. Go ahead.

MR MJRPHY: | think | agree with what you said, Chip, if |
understand your point. | don’t see this as a huge issue personally.
d audi a perhaps does because -- docunents is, by conparison to Nye's,
enornous. But as | read the rule, | see no requirenment in there for us
to list or provide an index electronically of the docunents that we have
t hrough our own internal processes consistent with the requirenents of
the rule concluded are not or and not likely to becone relevant to the
licensing process. But in Nye County’'s case, and |’ m assumning the other
smal |l er | ocal governnents’ case, that’'s not a huge burden if you want us
to put an index of the documents in our Purim (phonetic) office and in
our contractors’ offices on the worldwi de web | guess we can do that.
don’t see any necessity for doing so. | nean, the docunents that are
not under any circunstances going to beconme part of the |icensing
process. You know, we can do that. That's not a big deal. |’ m not
going to lose any sleep over that but O audia night because that |i st
indeed -- and | would if | were running the NRC s docunents, it seenms to

me. But in Claudia' s case, that's a gigantic |list of docunments, but |
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agree with your interpretation that it’'s not necessary under the rule.

MR GRASER. | was just going to add that | seemto recal
that one of the discussions that went on when the revised rul e was being
devel oped was the whol e question of well how do you know what you don't
know, how do you know whi ch docunents haven’'t been placed -- haven't
been deternmined to be -- by the participant to be rel evant and have not
been pl aced out on the web. Then how do you know whi ch docunents have
not been placed on the web unl ess you have sone nechanismto | ook at
other potentially relevant materials and then cone forward to the
presiding officer and nake a case that sone docunents that, in your own
determ nation, nay be potentially relevant you found on this index of
materials and would now li ke to cone before the presiding officer and
make a case that those docunents be placed by the other party out on
their site in full text with a bibliographic header. So | do recal
sone of those discussions going on during the tine of the process of
revising the rule. But again, that's -- it’s nore along the lines of a
question for the |awers rather than for the techies. Qur only concern
was to nake sure we got a clarification of that because it did conme up
during the course of technical working group discussions.

MR MJRPHY: | think the question is, you know, who's got
the burden to do a little work in preparation for their own |icensing
case? W have to keep in mind and, you know, this discussion cane up
even back in '86/'87 when we were negotiating the original LSS rule, but
all of these documents and all of these indexes, well, with the
exception of Judy and similar organizations, are public records. |
mean, anybody who wants to can today walk into our office in Purimand
foll ow the processes established under Nevada | aw and ask to | ook at our
records or an index of our records. So the only question is do we nake
that index available in the first instance on the first page of our

website and does DOE, or is that |ist made available to the world
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including the attorneys on the other side of the licensing process in
sone other fashion. |It’'s not a question of are they going to be able to
find out what docunments we have which aren’t -- which we don’t consider
rel evant or are they not going to be able to find that out. The only
question is how and how quickly | suppose is a necessary subset of that
first question.

MR CAMERON: And | -- there’'s two issues here and one is
perhaps legitimate i ssue of whether there should be such an index
provi ded and how. The second issue is whether to -- whether there’'s any
reflection of this in arule at this point. And | can't find any
reflection of it inthe rule, particularly in 2.1004, the Pedroter
(phonetic) issue of whether froma policy matter we need to have this
list of docunents that were found to not be rel evant woul d be an issue
for the panel and also if the panel found that that would be a
requi rement, would the rule need to be anended to provide for it.

MR. HOYLE: 1In hopes of clarification and this nmight be the
cart behind the horse here, 1'd like to read into the record the section
we're tal king about. Section 2.1003 is entitled availability of
mat erial and that tal ks about the naterial that you should -- that a
party or a potential party should be putting into the system And it
|l ays out in sonme detail what that types of material should be. And then
2.1004 is entitled Arendnents and Additions, and it reads, "Any docunent
that has not bee provided to other parties in electronic formnust be
identified in an electronic notice and nade avail able for inspection and
copying by the potential party, interested governnent participant, or
party responsible for the subm ssion of the document within five days
after it has been requested.” And it goes on and lists other tinmes been
allowed by the prelicense application presiding officer. So it doesn't
talk about a list. It talks about the possibility that another

participant or potential participant knows of a docunent that’s not on a
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party's list and says, "Hey, how about this docunent?" And once that is
identified, then the party that owns that docunment needs to follow 1004
and get it up electronically.

Now, that’'s a very sinple reading of that rule, but | just
wanted to put it in context here for those particularly who do not have
a copy of the rule before you. Any other coment then? C audia?

MS. NEWBURY: Yeah. That section follows right after the
availability of materials section where it di scussed docunentary
material that is not provided in electronic format.

MR, HOYLE: Uh- huh.

MS. NEWBURY: There’'s a section there. And | -- doesn’t
this follow fromthat that if you have information that you have
provi ded a header for that not an electronic format; isn't that what
they' re requesting? This is not docunents that we' ve decided are
irrelevant. | agree with Chip. This is stuff that's already listed in
our bibliographic headers that we did not provide the el ectronic
information for.

MALE VO CE: Well, that's --

MR. HOYLE: You talking about raw data?

MS. NEWBURY: There's a whole list of things here that are
not provided in electronic format.

MR, MURPHY: Unh-huh. But | think it also refers to
docunents that people run into. | don't want to use the word di scover
because that’'s a termof art in the law. It refers to, as | recall the
negotiations and the discussions of this | anguage, refers to docunents
that people might run into in the course of their own preparation for
the licensing process, particularly including taking depositions of
potential expert witnesses. |If you're talking to sonme scientist and he
says, "Well, | renmenber | made sonme notes about work | did out on such

and such a field trip, but, you know, they're in nmy office sonewhere,"
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you can request them and you need to have themdelivered within five
days. |’'ve never interpreted that as neaning that we had to put our
entire index or that anybody had to put its entire index on the web.
But again, | mean, so | agree entirely with Chip that that -- that the
rule doesn't require that. It -- but, you know, for the snaller
participants |like Nye, it's not an enornous burden for us to do that.
But, you know, it's a --

MS. NEWBURY: |t would be burdensone for use.

MR, CAMERON: Dan, is this clarified for your need?

MR. GRASER. Absolutely. | -- you know, as |ong as
everybody has that what seens to ne a fairly shared understandi ng.
think that answers the question as far as |’ m concerned.

MR MJRPHY: | don’t think there's ever been any question of
our need to list electronically with a header or with sone other
descriptive for the docunents that we identify as potentially rel evant
but which were, for sone reason or other, we're not putting on the
website because they're raw data, because they’'re attorney/client
privilege, or whatever. | nean, clearly we need to identify them and
list themlike that.

MR. GRASER And then that’'s where 2.1004 would kick in and
say, if you have a docunent that was not previously nmade available in
text --

M5. NEWBURY: Correct.

MR GRASER -- then --

MR MURPHY: Plus this other class of docunments that people
stunbl e across in the course of --

MR. CAMERON: And keep in mind that 2.1003 al ready takes
i nto account documents for which there might be a claimof privilege.
2.1004 could apply to docunents where there would -- that no privilege

woul d attach to. It’s just a case of it was missed somehow. And if a
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party wants to -- who owns that wants to chall enge whet her that indeed
is relevant, a relevant docunent or is privileged, then that can all be
processed before the presiding officer. So it’'s broader than just
docunments for which a claimof privilege exists or for so-called
graphic-oriented material that aren’t subject to capture in electronic
form

MR FRI SHVAN. Okay. Thank you. To close that off, | agree
with the outcome of this

MR. HOYLE: W have a new nenber of the panel joining us
Pl ease introduce yourself.

MR PITTS: Jason Pitts, Lincoln County.

MR HOYLE: Okay. Jason, it's hard for people to hear us
wi t hout the m ke, so why don't you pull that one up close for any
comments you would |like to make. Thank you. All right. Mbving al ong.
Unl ess there's any further discussion of that item Dan, do you wish to
summari ze the Cctober and Decenber technical working group neetings,
pl ease?

MR, GRASER: (Ckay. Thank you very nuch, John. The
techni cal working group, for those of you who may not have been at any
of the previous licensing support systemor |icensing support network
nmeetings including the neeting last Cctober, |I'mjust going to wal k
t hrough very quickly what the role and function of the technical working
groups for this advisory panel has been laid out. The technical working
group objectives is essentially to performinvestigative or research or
anal ytical sorts of activities, and because this rule deals with a
conputer system this is focusing on conputer technology specifically
design alternatives for inplenenting |licensing support networks. So the
techni cal working group that met after the Cctober advisory revi ew panel
and |l ater again in Decenmber was focused specifically on going off and

expl oring technical options and alternatives. The technical working
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group then returns back to the advisory review panel with the results of
their findings and it’'s up to the voting nenbers of the advisory review
panel to then determnmine what do we do with this information. And so
that’s the charter of the technical working group. And as | nentioned,
we had neetings in October and Decenber. The -- | apol ogize for
swanpi ng people with e-mail but |’'ve always been of the opinion that
nore information is better than none, so | did send out copies of the
techni cal working group neetings and | believe | sent themout as the
techni cal working group neeting mnutes becane avail abl e, and then
al so sent a copy of themout as part of the background package for this
nmeet i ng.

The technical working group participants -- and this is a
conpiled list fromthe entire Cctober and Decenber sets of neetings. W
had sone individuals who attended all of the neetings. W had other
i ndi viduals who sat in on perhaps one of the sessions but not all of
them And | just wanted to list the individuals who participated in
sone or all of the technical working group neetings, and | wanted to
thank themvery specifically for their participation, for the tine and
effort that everybody put in. You can see we had sone cross
representation fromvarious different participants and potentia
participants. Okay. That |ist of the TWG participants is included in
t he handout set of the overheads that have been provided to everybody.

The first neeting we had actually commenced the day before
t he Cctober advisory review panel neeting and then subsequently net for
the two days following the ARP neeting. As described in rmuch nore
detail in the working group neeting minutes that were sent out, the
techni cal working group reviewed the initial three alternative solutions
that were presented at the October advisory review panel neeting. And
as was al ready nentioned this norning, although the technical working

group found themwanting in certain respects, according to our




© 00 N o o B~ W N P

N N N N NN P P PR PR PR R R
O A W N P O © O ~N O O »N W N P O

N
L

20

under standing and so forth, we did as a group give those two
alternatives a fairly thorough wal k-through and scrubbing, so we do have
presentation materials as a result of all of those discussions. And, as
| said, we've included themin the package so that they are avail abl e

| ater today for us to walk through in nore detail. And if, in fact, the
advi sory panel feels that the technical working group probably should
not have thrown those options out, that's fine. W can resurrect them
wi t hout any great degree of difficulty and certainly have a spirited

di scussion on the nerits of those technical solutions.

But during the process of the Cctober neetings, as | said,
the technical working group essentially |ooked at the first two of the
alternatives and found from our perspective at that tine what we felt
were nmade them non-starter issues. They had certain aspects of the
i npl enentation that woul d not have nade them especially user friendly or
have nade themnore difficult to get an under -- full understanding of
whi ch responsi ve docunents all of the parties had available out on the
web. W can go through those in nore detail in the later presentations
today. For each of the alternatives that we reviewed, we wal ked t hrough
techni cal description of each of those and | ooked at a nunber of
different attributes or aspects of those technical inplenentations and
|"ve listed themdown at the bottomof this particular slide. For each
of the alternatives that we explored, we | ooked specifically at issues
such as how the system woul d be integrated, server performance, what
woul d be the inpact of clean text versus dirty text, search engi ne
performance, web security which is certainly in everybody’s
consci ousness after the events of the |ast few weeks. W |ooked at
aspects that dealt with how you would be able to determine if the system
is adequately perfornming for the users, training, data, maintenance, and
so forth. So it was a fairly exhaustive list of salient features for

each of the systens and the technical working groups had sonme very
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animted and |lively discussions about all of those. There was very
active exchange of thoughts and i deas about all of the systens.

During the course of that COctober neeting, in addition to
| ooking at the initial three design approaches, representatives fromthe
Depart ment of Energy proposed another technical solution. It was a
variant of one of the solutions that was originally presented in the
Cct ober ARP neeting. That variant becane our alternative nunber four
So when we | eft the October neeting, we had one of the original three
that we considered still to be viable and, in addition to that, we had a
variation of that. So we had two viable alternatives at that point in
tine.

The Cctober neeting al so generated within the technica
working group a list of action itens that various of the technical
wor ki ng group nenbers went off and did sone additional research. One of
the things we recogni zed was that the original old LSS functiona
requi rements that described the mainframe-type systemwith |ots of
functionality, being able to deliver print docunents on request and
those sorts of things, did not apply to web-based approach to accessing
everybody's information. So -- I'msorry. So we identified a task that
sonebody needed to take an initial cut at devel oping a set of functiona
requirements that would reflect the attributes of a web-based system
We | ooked at the bibliographic headers and tried to identify whether the
ol d LSS bi bliographic header structure would require any changes and as
a result of using a web-based technol ogy. And generally speaking, the
structure data in the index as originally outlined by the licensing
support system technical working groups with Field and D ckerson and a
number of other participants from DOE, we found that the bibliographic
headers were still generally good in terms of creating a format for
structured data. One of the observations we had was that there were

housekeeping fields of information back in the old LSS design that
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probably were no | onger operative. Those housekeeping fields identified
who originally indexed the docunent and when the docunent was placed on
the participant’s site or subnitted by the participant to the LSS

adm ni strator. And sone of those housekeeping fields of information we
felt could be dispensed with. W also identified that we needed to cone
up with at | east sone ballpark pricing for the viable alternatives, and
we recogni zed at that point in tinme that what we were trying to do was
to characterize the general costs associated with the alternatives. And
my interest was to look at that specifically and make sure that there
was nothing in the profile of any of those solutions that woul d make it
becone cost prohibitive to the Nucl ear Regul atory Conmi ssion because
that would certain be an issue that needs to be raised to people’'s
attention. |It's a perfectly good technical solution but it rmay not get
funded. And if that was going to be the case, we wanted to know. So we
did what we called a general cost characterization for each of the

syst ens.

We al so | ooked at portal software to deterni ne whether or
not these could be the hardware -- whether they could be operating in
multiple different operating systens and that assignnent was tasked off
to Nucl ear Regul atory Conmmission. W also explored the applicability of
data mining tools and went also back to | ook at inplenmentations of other
portal sites that |ooked |ike good candi date, best practices sorts of
sites that we could | ook at and we did go back and talk with the fol ks
fromDOE s Environnental Safety and Office of Environmental Safety and
Health and got a lot of good information about their experience with
devel oping their portal site for the Department of Energy. And finally
we al so recogni zed that we needed to continue doing some work on the
i ssue of records packages and other issues that were associated with
that. So the Cctober nmeeting was pretty busy. W had a | ot of these

action items and a lot of the results of that are going -- are included
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in the packets that have been provided for you.

The technical working group convened again i n Decenber on
Decenber 5'". And, at that point in tine, we worked toward trying to
devel op a better definition of the mission of the system and, Steve,
again -- | think -- no that's the right chart. Again, this kind of goes
back to Steve’'s question this norning, exactly how do you view the
m ssion of what the systemis supposed to acconplish. And, in essence,
we honed it down to ensuring that there was a web-based systemt hat
woul d provide all of the docunents uniformly to all of the potentia
parties. The rule still requires a certain anount of independent
validation that the participants are adhering to the rule and, in terns
of making sure that the systemis available to assist in neeting the
three-year license proceeding, there's also the aspect that the
system-- we need to ensure that the systemis up and operational and
avail able for the parties when it needs to be there.

At the Decenber neeting, we also defined the key attributes
of the system including elenments dealing with how controllable the
system woul d be and control fromthis perspective nmeans can we ensure
that when users conme to that site, the users can get into the website
that there’'s enough band width to the site and enough |icenses for
concurrent users coming into the site so that we woul d not have peopl e
bei ng bl ocked out of having access sinply because there were not enough
resources nmade available. And part of the LSN adninistrator’s
responsibility is to ensure that the systemis avail able when it needs
to be avail able.

We also identified that the key attribute of the system
would be to try to ensure the highest degree of performance and the
hi ghest anobunt of availability at the nopbst reasonable cost. And again,
that’s why we went into the drill of doing cost characterizations on the

various scenarios. During the Decenber neeting, a fifth solution was
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proposed. Again, the technical folks fromthe Departnment of Energy were
particularly hel pful in brainstormng sessions that we had. The fifth
solution that was proposed was agai n another architectural variation of
alternative three. So we ended up at the end of the Decenber neeting
with now five technical solutions or architectures and the three that we
considered still to be viable all really had very sinmlar aspects
because they were all just variations of that original alternative
nunber three. They add sone architectural features intended to dea
with issues that we identified, performance issues, that all related to
band wi dth and access and the ability to download fairly |arge
docunents. So that is one of the issues also that really devel oped out
of the Decenber neeting was to focus on the issue of band wi dth and that
being the -- one of the prinary technical challenges to making -- to
establishing the systemand making it operational and reliable.

| have sone additional things to report on. One of the
assignnents that we had fromthe | ast advisory panel neeting was to go
out and establish sone dialog with library organi zations within the
state of Nevada. This all cane up on the context of the discussion
bel i eve about the Nucl ear Regul atory Conmi ssion was just in the process
of disestablishing its |local public docunent roons. And Judy did
believe at the last ARP neeting raise the issue of -- I'"'mnot sure if --
| can't renenber -- in any event, sonebody at the |last ARP neeting
raised the issue of --

MR HOYLE: Abbie | think.

MR GRASER. Was it Abbie? Ckay.

MR HOYLE: Abbi e Johnson.

MR GRASER. (Ckay. Sonebody raised the issue of whether or
not the public that was |located in some of the areas outside of the
nmetropol i tan areas, for exanple, would have adequate and sufficient

conputer resources to be able to access the system And so one of the
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tasks that | took on was to go out and make contact with the state of
Nevada Li brary and Archives Organization and |’ msharing with you here
on this slide a communication from Bonni e Buckley. Basically she
indicates that all of the public library systens in the state right down
to the smallest local branches in all of the out county areas do
currently have Internet access, and the Internet access is one of the
big initiatives within their organization to nake sure that that
Internet access is available through the library organization. So |
think the short answer on all this is that if there is a library close
by, nenbers of the public will have a mechanismto get into the docunent
collections and | -- at their website, they have also included a list of
those libraries and the various branch offices of them So if anybody
is interested in pursuing that, 1'd be glad to share with you the
website for their organization. And just like to go on record as

t hanki ng Ms. Buckl ey for her pronpt response to that inquiry that | sent
out to her.

MR. MJURPHY: That's pretty nmuch true around the country
today, isn't it, Dan? | know we have in our local library back hone,
and | think throughout the state of Washington, they all have | nternet
access. There's a question of, you know, how many counsels are
avail able, et cetera, but --

MR GRASER | believe that’s a fair characterization of it.
It's just not the sort of thing that | would like to shrug off and | eave
to a presunption it was an easy thing to check out and easy thing to
docunent that yes indeed the availability is there. There was sone
concern | believe that Abbie raised regarding the availability, for
exanmpl e, of fast tel ecommunication |ines, dedicated tel ecomrunication
lines which could also affect perfornance. So it’'s just as easy to ask
t hose questions and to find out and to get it onto the record that yes

i ndeed those resources are avail abl e.
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MR MJURPHY: Well, you know, the reason | raised the point
is that there are people el sewhere in the country who are going to be
just as interested in this process as -- it's not just the folks in
Nevada or in Nye County who night want to access those sites and
partici pate.

MR GRASER: Ch, absolutely. And | think you could probably
make the case that if an individual has a local conmunity coll ege,
library, or university library, or some other place where they can get
access without having to have a conputer termnal of their own at hone,
that information is going to be generally available, and | agree with
you, Mal, that when you look at it fromthe scientific point of view,
for exanple, there are lots of people who are very nuch interested in
the science that’'s going on. Geologist who are interested in the
geol ogy aspect sinply because this is the nost geologically studied
site, so you nmay have academ c organi zati ons who are going to be
followi ng what’s going on here sinply because their discipline is
getting a nmuch nore intensive body of know edge nade avail able to them
So, yeah, | think the general public and sone academ c disciplines wll
be following this with great interest.

MR HOYLE: Jason?

MR PITTS: Yeah, Dan. The only thing |I'm concerned about
is that the public libraries in the north that |'maware of have dial-up
access.

MR GRASER.  (Ckay.

MR PITTS: | think there could be sone concerns about speed

and feasibility of the system you know, with | arge documents and stuff

l'i ke that.

MR GRASER:  Yes.

MR PITTS: W've had sone issues with the -- sone of the
things we had to deal with -- a lot of it and it takes sone tinme with
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di al -up speeds.

MR, GRASER: That's an excellent point, and | think if you
go to the web page that they have listed here, the dnla.clan.live.nv.us
website, if | recall, there was a section in there on dealing with their
overall policy and their overall initiatives for fiscal year 2000 and
2001 and they do nention, if | recall correctly, they do nention the
fact that they want to increase the capability to get people beyond the
dial-up node. So that is on their horizon as sone of the things that

they’' re | ooki ng toward.

MR PITTS: | think one of the things that the portal site
m ght be able to do is -- and |I’ve seen it in sone of the other
governnent sites, is displaying tinmes -- | ook at these docunents, expect
these docunents -- idea of what they' re dealing with when they're going

in to research these topics.

MR GRASER  Yes.

MR, HOYLE: Chip?

MR. CAMERON:. Dan, one of the things that | hope that you
coul d address when we go through the alternatives is what are the
inplications of the different alternatives for the public access
functionality? |In other words, are -- do sone of them nake public
access easier or are they all neutral? This sort of follows on Jason's
comment and on sonething that John rem nded nme of which was when we were
going to have the centralized system we were going to do training for
people in terns of using the systemand | would hope that under this new
configuration that it would be as user friendly as possible. And that's
sonething that | guess you guys were considering when you | ooked at the
alternatives.

MR GRASER Yes. | think for all five of the alternatives
we did the -- we did a fairly thorough job of trying to characterize how

a user would connect to that system and what the user interface woul d
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|l ook like. And, in fact, the two of the early alternatives that the
techni cal working group | ooked at and we were not particularly enanored
with, but the characterization of themwas, in the first case, going to
a site like Yahoo and being able to sinply enter a search term and have
the world disgorged in front of you where the use interface is a | ot

i ke what everybody's little sixth grader at hone is currently able to
use. And, you know, | don't nean that in a negative way. | nean, it's
really the current state of technol ogy.

The second user interface that we | ooked at again had a
relatively sinplistic user interface where you type in key words or
terns that you're searching for, and essentially what that one did was
| aunch against nultiple collections and did a better job of interleaving
the results that you would get back fromthe search. So instead of
having themall displayed in one huge page such as you would with Yahoo,
if there were 10 different partici pant databases, you would get 10 sets
of results brought back and interl eaved or perhaps aggregated into
here’s the DCE collection or the NRC collection. But when we go through
the discussion this afternoon we will get into that in nore detai
because we did do those characterizations.

But in general, the user interface for all of the scenarios
that we exam ned, you know, one of the prinmary things that we were
| ooki ng at was how can we keep it sinple yet powerful enough to find
specific materials in a fairly large collection. And that’s where the
Yahoo approach could fall apart. |f you have only one or two search
terns, you will consistently get back the entire collection on every
sear ch.

MR HOYLE: Dan, let me stop you there for a second. W
have anot her panel nenber who has joined us. Abbie, would you introduce
yoursel f pl ease

M5. JOHNSON: My nane is Abbi e Johnson and | represent
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Eur eka County, Nevada

MR HOYLE: Al right. Thank you. You canme in at a good
time. Dan was just tal king about the information he had gotten about
libraries. And | was thinking about people that -- of the type that you
tal ked about who don't perhaps have tel ephones at this point who do have
alibrary to go to, but new users of new technology |ike conputers are
very, very tentative users, and seens to ne, if they are interested in
these collections, they are going to need sone help fromthe librarians
and hopefully they thenselves are well trained on how to assist a new
user on the machi ne.

Dan, are you going to continue on your -- sone other charts?

MR, GRASER Yes, | had --

MR BECHTEL: Just one other --

MR. GRASER:. (Ckay, go ahead, Dennis.

MR, BECHTEL: See the public access, | would echo Chip's
request to naybe dig into a little nore detail on the practicality of
public access because | know -- | nean, Internet is available on nost
libraries, but libraries have different types of conputers. Sonetines
they put tinme restrictions on the availability of use. You have to sign
up for it. One of the libraries even in dark County, there are 386s
that, you know, you put the request in and go have |unch and then cone
back and, you know, you may get a response. But there’'s a |ot of other
you know, practical things that need to be considered about, you know,
the public, you know, access even sonething that’'s available, so --

MR HOYLE: Okay. |I'mtrying to put that in the context of
sone of the coments that were -- the introductory coments that were
made this nmorning. And trying to frame that for nyself alittle bit
better. |If you're suggesting that we go out and try to do a little nore
background investigation on the capabilities that are currently out

there, whether the libraries have relatively, as you say, relatively
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sl ow machi nes with dial-up access and so forth, if | find out that the
answer is yes indeed in sone of the outlying counties that, in fact, is
the case, then the foll owon question becones now what do we do about it
and what would the strategy be and is that sonething that the advisory
panel would like the LSN administrator to pursue or is that sonething
where again we go back to perhaps the Nevada State Library and Archives
peopl e and engage in a deeper dialog with them So ny -- the thing I'm
| ooking for, Dennis, is to try to characterize, if we find out that

that -- that the public still have adequate but not really outstandi ng
access, then what do we do about it, and that’s what | would need to
know, what direction should | go in with that.

MR BECHTEL: | think prior to the finalization of rule, |
think we agreed it should be an open system And nerely |’ m pointing
out is that, you know, in order to -- it's an itemwe need to discuss
but there are practical things that may nmake that difficult for the
public to participate.

MR HOYLE: Uh- huh.

MR, BECHTEL: It’s an issue that needs to be --

MS. NEWBURY: It’'s Claudia. | wonder where the line is
drawn bet ween maki ng thi ngs accessi bl e and goi ng beyond the concept of
what an LSNis. |Is this -- is your response tine so critical for the
general public that you need to consider that in howit is you're
devel opi ng your system Because | can see you ending up with the --
back where we were with an LSS and you provide a terminal and a
hi gh-speed line, and | don’t know that that’'s where you want to go

MR HOYLE: Uh- huh.

M5. NEWBURY: So you as the NRC need to deci de where you
want your systemto be and howit is you want it to act.

MR PITTS: And the question has to be is it adequate? |

mean, that’'s what |'msaying -- is it going to take 30 minutes to
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downl oad -- you know, is that too long to wait to do real research?
don’t know. That's really the question.

MR. HOYLE: Jason, for a nenber of the public as opposed to
a participant?

MR PITTS: Yeah.

MR HOYLE: Okay. | think that's a good point and, you
know, we’'re noving here froma paper system where nenbers of the public
woul d have to, you know, take |arge docunents and physically off a shelf
and page through them and read them and find what they want versus
trying to do that very tentatively perhaps at first on a conputer. |
think the Nucl ear Regul atory Comm ssion would be interested in your
comment s, your thoughts on this subject. | don’t think that we as a
panel need to develop a position to advise the LSS administrator on how
he shoul d go about handling this matter. But as far as an item of
interest to the conmission, | think this is clearly one of those itens.
Is there any other comment? All right, Dan.

MR GRASER: Okay. | would like to finish off this |ast
topic here before we take a break, and that is to report back on the
functional requirenents and the work that's being done in that regard.
Mentioned earlier that the technical working group | ooked at the
original licensing support systemlevel one and | evel two functiona
requi rements that had been devel oped, oh, | think back in the 1996 tine
frame. And those, in fact, were iterations on a set of functiona
requi rements that were devel oped even earlier back in the 1990 through
1992 time frane. And | nmentioned that the functional requirenents for
the old Iicensing support system had everybody's wish list included in
them And those wish list items included calling out functionality for
being able to submt a request to the licensing support system
adm nistrator for print jobs to be run on very |arge paper -- very large

nunmbers of docunments, very | arge nunber of pages where an individua
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woul d be able to submit a request and a hi gh-speed printer would
duplicate the docunents and ship themout to the requesting party. And
it had other aspects of mainframe-type functionality, minfrane
adm ni strative aspects to the system And all those functiona
requi rements when we | ooked at themwe realized, well, this has
certainly a different flavor when you |ook at the -- at nmaking this a
web of underlying collections of other people’s materials that they are
still maintaining under their own systens, under their own possession.
So the functional requirenents, we took it upon an NRC task to go back
and we -- instead of trying to resort all of those old functiona
requi rements which we tried to do initially and it turned out to be very
cunbersone, we just went back to the drawing board and tried to
characterize a core group of functional requirenents for the system
Those 48 functional requirenents were then augnmented by all sorts of
di scussion factors and attributes that had been verbally expressed or
expressed in sone of the earlier LSS functional requirenents. And we
put all of that conmmentary with the functional requirenent that
descri bed a web-based system

The function requirenents went out to the technical working
group for their review rather late in ny cal endar here and we did have
sone opportunity for feedback and sone opportunity for conment. Those
have been incorporated in a version of the functional requirenents that
are included with your handout packets here. | want to be clear that
the techni cal working group has not sat down and expressed any sort of
consensus opinion that these are the functional requirenents or should
be the functional requirenments or that they cannot be inproved upon or
that they should not be worked on additionally to include things Iike
performance characteristics of the system how quickly does it need to
respond to user requests and how qui ckly should it be capable of being

recovered and so forth. So | want to make sure you all understand that
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this is still a work in process -- in progress and does not represent
any sort of a consensus recomendation of the technical working groups,
but we did want to bring it forward at this neeting in order to let the
ARP know that there's still a fair amount of work that woul d need to be
done on the functional requirenents in order to correctly characterize
what the web-based solution is intended to do. And if, in fact, we go
back and | ook at alternatives one and alternatives two and say maybe we
shoul d be going back to having a sinpler world and a sinpler system
those functional requirenents may get scrubbed back down to a ruch
shorter |ist because those two alternatives that the technical working
group did not pursue would result in a sinpler system okay. So all |I'm
saying is if the ARP does come back and say, "Well, we |like scenario

two, alternative two nuch better," the functional requirenents nay
contract even further to reflect what the ARP opinion is, okay.

But we did want to show that sone progress had been made on
the functional requirenments and we did want to represent to you that,
when the ARP cones back and gives NRC its sense of direction, that the
functional requirements will probably need to be revisited again. The
techni cal working group may not need to neet face to face on these but
we would certainly, at a mninum be doing a |lot nore e-mail exchangi ng
back and forth to get closure on the functional requirenents. But |
think, as | said, | did want to report on the status of that to the ARP
and just let you know we had been working on it.

At this point, John, unless anybody has any additiona
guestions on any of the activities of the technical working group or
also if any of the nenbers of the technical working group who are
sitting in the audience right now, if any of you would like to add
anything to ny report on the Cctober or Decenber ninutes, feel free to
cone up and grab a nicrophone and make any clarifications or expansions

or corrections. But if nobody has any additional conmrents at this
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poi nt, we can go ahead and nove toward taking a break.
MS. NEVBURY: Dan, |’'ve got a couple question on one of your
slides.
GRASER: kay. Go ahead, d audi a.
NEVWBURY: On your slide seven.

56 3

GRASER:  kay.

MS. NEVWBURY: What do you nmean by providing all docunents
uniformy, what does uniformy nmean?

MR GRASER: Well, providing docunents in a uniformway
inplies that the significant attribute of the |icensing support network
software portal interface would be that any user can cone to one site
and use one interface, |earn one set of conmands, follow one set of
instructions to run a query against any participant’s database without
having to learn the underlying search and retrieval software or the
underlyi ng organi zati on of a document that nay vary from one
participant’s site to another participant’s site to another
participant’s site. So the aspect of providing the docunents in a
uniformmanner is that there's one search interface where you enter your
search and there's one display interface where the docunents cone back
and are presented to the user, okay. So that's what we were talking
about there.

M5. NEWBURY: So it’'s -- basically you' ve already decided
that you want a portal -type single --

MR GRASER: It doesn't -- it does not necessarily need to
be portal. The concept was that there would be a single place to go to
be able to execute your searches.

M5. NEWBURY: | just wanted to clarify -- so this is what
your perception is, that -- it’s kind of in contrast with our
di scussions earlier that said that all five options were open for

di scussi on because it presupposes that you're going to use not one or
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two but three, four, or five.

MR, GRASER. No, you --

MS. NEWBURY: Actually that wasn't my original question. M
original question was |eading to do you expect all of the docunents to
| ook the sane? And | guess the answer to that part is no.

MR GRASER: No, no, no. Well, only insofar as if we have
all already agreed that we're going to use, you know, TIFF inmage or PDF
i mge as a standard. But in terns of the docunents |ooking the sane,
the answer is no.

M. NEWBURY: So you are telling us what kind of formats
we're going to have to use?

MR, GRASER  Yeah.

MS. NEWBURY: You said TIFF or PDF?

MR GRASER:  Yes.

MS5. NEWBURY: Ckay. |'mnot sure that I'm-- | have to talk
to ny technical people and see what that’'s going to cost us.

Al so, you said focus on bandwi dth as an inportant
consideration. W had that conversation before. It’'s on the same
slide. Bandwi dth on your end, or bandwi dth on the --

MR GRASER. \Well, okay, before you nove to bandw dth,
just -- | lost ny train of thought.

MS. NEWBURY: Tl FF and PDF.

MR GRASER It’'ll come back to ne.

MS. NEWBURY: W were on Tl FF and PDF

MR GRASER. No, no, no. It'll cone back to ne. |'msorry,
go ahead, nove forward.

M5. NEWBURY: Ckay. The bandwi dt h.

MR. GRASER -- on the bandw dth issue.

M5. NEWBURY: |s the bandw dth your concern on the user side

or on the provider side, on your end?
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MR. GRASER:. The bandwi dth issue that we are looking at is
essentially the bandwidth as it would be viewed by a user conming into a
central location. Ah, that was ny point. | renenbered it now.
Actually, all five of the scenarios, even the first two that we | ooked
at, all five of those scenarios provide what you could characterize as a
uni forminterface.

The distinction sinply being that you don't have to learn a
search and retrieval software package at the DCE site and then learn a
separate search and retrieval package at the NRC site, and then another
one at sonebody else’'s site, and another one at another participant’s
site. So all five of those alternatives neet that requirenent that
woul d allow the user to come to a single place, execute a search, and
have it go out to collections and returning results.

In terms of the bandwi dth, getting back to the second
question. The focus | think that we were all looking at is how do --
how does bandwi dth affect the user. So it is really not so nuch a
question of bandwidth froma site to the portal. 1t deals nuch nore
wi th bandwi dth fromwhere the docunent text or inage file is stored back
to the user.

Because in the portal solutions, the underlying store, for
exanple, in alternative four, if everybody had a collection of their
materials in a local area network environment and a user cane in to the
portal site, it really is an issue of bandwidth fromthe portal site
back to the user. Because it’s in a |local area network, fetching the
underlying files is not a band -- not necessarily a bandw dth issue.

In alternative three, for exanple, bandwi dth froma user to
the portal is relatively low But because the underlying docunments are
still reposing on a participant’s machi ne, when the portal sends a
request out to deliver that file back to the requester, that’'s when the

size of the bandwidth froma participant site back out through the
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Internet. That's where that could becone a significant issue in terns
of the ability to deliver out a | arge nunber of files, very large file
and i mage files.

So depending on the architecture, where the bandw dth
becones an issue is different in each of the scenarios. And | think
when den gives the technical presentations later today he'll get into
that in nuch nore detail.

MS. NEWBURY: Ckay. Thanks.

MR. HOYLE: Jason.

MR PITTS: 1Is your -- are your graphics stored in TIFF
format ?

MR, MJRPHY: | can’t hear you again.

MR PITTS: Are your graphics stored in TIFF formt?

MR GRASER. Are DOE s graphics?

MR PITTS: Yeah.

MR GRASER  Yeah.

MS5. NEWBURY: It depends on the graphic, yes. Sone of them
are in TIFF format.

MR PITTS: Right. But are any of themthat are avail able
on the web, are any --

M5. NEWBURY: Yes.

MR PITTS: -- of those?

M5. NEWBURY: Yes.

MR PITTS: Really.

M5. NEWBURY: Yes.

MR PITTS: And so the user has to have another software

A package to look at them is that correct? | nean my understanding is
E:m- that Netscape and Internet Explorer can display JPEGs or G F s, couple
i‘ other formats, PDF being one of them

. M5. NEWBURY: | can look at my TIFF inmages at honme and it's
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because | installed the free shareware --

MR PITTS: Okay.

MS5. NEVWBURY: -- thing called ACDC.

MR PITTS: Okay. So just ny ignorance, did the technica
wor ki ng group | ook at the other formats, |like G F and JPEG versus TIFF
for graphic display?

MR GRASER Yes. And as a matter of fact, the whole issue
of standards did cone up during the course of the discussions on the
functional requirements. And I'mdrawing a blank right now M nmndis
focusing on a break, but --

MR PITTS: Okay. | can wait till later on

MR GRASER: W did address that issue, especially in terms
of trying to be alittle forward | ooking and antici pate what woul d be
happening if participants had full notion video files, for exanple, or
audio type files, and the potential for having to deal with themin the
system And fromthe portal’s point of view, those are just object
files that are sitting out there. They can be delivered back to a
user’'s desktop

Now i f you send a file back out through the Internet and it
cones to ny desktop and | pull the file up, | may not have a sound card
And that’s nmy own shortcoming. | can't listen to the sounds associ ated
with that file. And so that’'s where it cones back to the issue of
depends on the participant, depends on what kind of conputer they have.

And in terns of identifying the standard formats, NRC s
i nternal docunent managenent system again, will accept just about any
sort of object file, and has viewers and plug-ins that will allowits
internal systemto pull up all sorts of files. Even though NRC says
well, we would prefer PDF file, we would also take a TIFF i mage, because
we have plug-ins and viewers that can view a TIFF i mage right now

TI FF i mages happen to cause a little bit of a different
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problemin bibliographic catal ogi ng because of the way the NRC docunent
systemtreats themright now, is it TIFF single or TIFF nulti. There
are sone issues associated with that that they're trying to work out
right now But generally, | nean back, even back since the early days
of the LSS, people have been saying TIFF is a format that you can be
reasonably sure that systens in the future will be able to use that.
And, you know, a | ot of people already have their docunents in TIFF

i mage.

MR HOYLE: Al right. Unless there's further comment, |
will call for a break. But before | do that, | would like to thank the
20 or so representatives who participated and assisted the technica
working group in its activities. | know many of you are in the
audi ence, and | just wanted to thank you for nyself and for the nmenbers
of the panel. So let’'s take a 15 m nute break

[ Recess. ]

MR HOYLE: Okay. We're back in session

Dan, how about you picking up where you left off please

MR GRASER: (Okay. | had just a couple of things that we
shoul d have dealt with in housekeepi ng when we started the neeting this
nor ni ng.

For the panel nenbers, we handed out three-ring binders at
the last ARP neeting. And you're probably wondering about the tabbing
that was used on the current set of handouts. The current set of
handouts are tabbed such that you can take the materials fromtoday’s
nmeeting and add themright into the three-ring binder behind the
materials for the previous nmeeting. And you'll notice that the cover
pages, we've provided a new cover page for the three-ring binders, a
ni ce piece of cardboard that indicates that the binder now contains
materials fromboth the October and the February ARP neetings.

W al so have, for the ARP nmenbers who nay not have been at
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the previous neetings, we have still five or six of the three-ring

bi nders fromthe previous neeting. So that if you would |ike to have a

bi ndered set, we still have sone additional copies avail able
The -- before we nove into the next session on the
di scussion of the alternatives, |1'd just like to bring in to your

attention that the overheads that we prepared really focused on
alternatives three, four, and five, and reflect that we were going to
focus on that. W did a little bit of re-coordination during the break
And d en Foster, who's our contractor, is prepared to address
alternatives one and two as well in the context.

So there will be sone overheads that used to be an appendi x
to the overheads that are now going to nove up in the presentation, and
we will walk through the alternative one, two, three, four, and five in
sequence. W did not prepare schematics for what alternatives one and
two look like, but all of the other wite-ups on the attributes of those
systens is going to be presented.

So before we nove into that, | just wanted to open one nore
time if there were any questions that anybody had that canme up during
the break that sonebody would like to raise right now. W could
entertain additional questions before we nove into presenting the
techni cal scenari os.

MS5. NEWBURY: Dan, | told you |l was going to ask the
guestion, and | think it kind a is helpful before we get into these
particul ar scenarios, and that is the options all focus on the discovery
part of the LSN rule. And | understand you're planning to use ADAMS for
t he actual docketing and |icensing process, and | wondered how these fit
t oget her and how ADAMS woul d be used

MR GRASER. Ckay. Yes. Let ne explain to everybody who
may not be fanmiliar. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission is in the throes

or in the process right now of deploying an internal docunment and
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records managenent system and the acronymfor that is ADAMS, A-D-A-MS.
St ands for Autonated Docunent and Access Managenent System It’'s an
initiative that NRC s been working on for the last three or four years
And essentially what it does is it noves NRC off of sonme old Oracle and
Dat a General technol ogies that could never be nade year 2K conpliant.

In the process of introducing these new tools to the Nucl ear
Regul at ory Comni ssion, various offices at NRC are charged with the
responsibility of using that new technology to do their business. Sone
of the business that gets nornally done within NRC is the process of
establishing docket files for the various licensing activities that are
before the organi zations within NRC

The SECCY organi zation is responsible for being the
gat ekeepers of docketing materials that cone into the Nucl ear Regul atory
Commi ssion. And in that capacity, they maintain docket files of
material s associ ated with various cases, various docket nunbers. And
SECCY is in the process of establishing docket files in the ADAMS
envi ronment .

So in that regard, the docket for the proceeding for
licensing a high level waste repository or hearing a |icense application
for a repository, that docket would normally be established by SECCY
And it would be set up and established just as any other case docket
file would be set up within the Nucl ear Regul atory Conmi ssion

ADAMS is structured so that there’s an internal conponent of
the system And for any of the docunents that are residing in the
i nternal conponent of the systemthat are also identified as publicly
avai l abl e records, those materials get replicated and placed on an
external server outside the NRC firewall which is web accessible to the
public.

Currently, that external collection requires potential users

to downl oad an additional piece of software called CITRIC, which is
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turning out to be sonewhat problematic for lots of users. And NRC s
office of the chief information officer is in the process right now of
re-examning the use of that CITRIC software. So | think in the long
term we can anticipate that there will be sonme other sort of software
environment to enable the public to nore easily access the public

col | ecti ons.

Now for the, you know, for this particular licensing action
again, the docket will be established internally within ADAMS. And so
in that regard, any of the docunents that are going to be submtted to
the docket will need to cone into the Nuclear Regul atory Conmm ssion and
be added to that ADAMS internal docket. As | nentioned earlier, ADAMS
can store all sorts of different file formats. It can store Mcrosoft
Wrd, it can store WrdPerfect, TIFF, G F, and any sort of file

The ADAMS docket -- and how that will be popul ated, okay, is
essentially a procedural process, the way |'mviewing it right now, in
that the -- anybody who wants to subnit nmaterials can use a conponent of
the ADAMS systemto electronically or digitally sign a docunent and
place it on an NRC external server. And sonebody fromthe SECCY
organi zation will then reach into that server, grab the file, and say
aha, this belongs in the Yucca Muuntain docket. And they will enter
that file into the ADAMS system and they will assign the docket case
nunber or docket nunber and the rest of the identifying information with
the docunent that's being subnitted into the docket.

And as | said, that's essentially procedural. The ADAMS
dat abase is there, and the capability to do el ectronic exchange of
el ectronically signed docunents is operational. And it’'s working now
for one or two different document types, and we are gradual ly expanding
t he nunber of docunent type or file types that can be transported
t hrough that mechanism But that capability is currently being piloted

wi thin ASLBP on a current case right now, and Paul Bollwerk is using
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that process in one of the licensing actions before the ASLBP

So we anticipate that by the tine the LSNis ready to becone
operational, the -- we will be able to utilize the ADAMS docket. W
hope to have a better interface for the public getting into that docket;
and we expect to have a fully functional electronic information exchange
capability, that if you just follow step-by-step directions you can take
docunents, plant themon the server, and sonebody from NRC will cone get
them and the process essentially works in reverse.

That process would be used for notions practice. Sonebody
submts a request, presiding officer gives an answer back, and you could
use that process simlarly to take internal NRC naterials, put them on
that server, and then participants can conme to the server and pull down
versions of those materials as well comng fromthe other direction.

The el ectronic signaturing software and capability is available at no
cost. It's a downl oadabl e set of software that can be found right at
t he NRC hone page.

In terms of how all of the systemwould hang together froma
visibility point of view, fromthe user’s point of view, is if we
established a portal page, in addition to having a search and retrieval
screen you could also have hot |links right on the LSN portal page.

Cick on a hot Ilink and it will take you to the ADAMS docket. Ckay?
Cick on the -- another icon on that page and it will take you to the
page where you get the instructions howto use the EIE, electronic

i nformati on exchange process to get documents into or back fromthe
Nucl ear Regul at ory Conmi ssi on.

So that portal page could have icons or hot |inks pointing
you directly to other resources that a user, any class of user, m ght
want to invoke as part of the total process. So that’s howit would al
hang together. It isn't as if we would be doing any additional |evel of

sof tware customi zation. Wat we would be attenpting to do is in one
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pl ace, one stop, the portal site, is give people the links directly to
al ready existing capabilities. That’'s the short answer.

MS. NEWBURY: Ckay. So you see -- for you, that is kind a
short actually. Sorry.

So you see ADAMS as fulfilling the requirenents in Section
2.1013, use of the electronic docket during proceedi ngs?

MR GRASER.  Yes.
NEVWBURY:  Ckay.
GRASER:  Now - -

5 3 &

NEWBURY: Are you going to designate ADAMS as that part
of this rule, or sonething?

MR GRASER: | don’t think I"'min a position to designate
anything as part of the rule. |'mjust saying there' s an existing
resource out there that theoretically does not need to be reinvented.

Now let’s say we get to the tine frame 2001, 2002 and peopl e
are actually using the system And let's say for the sake of argunent
that NRC still has not been able to establish a snoother, cooler,
qui eter, longer type of user interface. Gkay? And they're stil
experiencing problens with users being able to access the ADAMS docket.
In some of the scenarios, alternatives three, four, and five, for
exanple, the portal software, in addition to targeting evidentiary
docunent collections, could be told that we also want you to go into the
docket file that's in ADAMS and build an index to that, and pull down
the text docunments that you find in that directory area, and pull down
the images you find in that directory area, and put themin a cache
storage area right on the ADAVMS -- on the LSN portal site.

And in that regard, then it becomes just another target
collection, but instead of living in ADAMS it's al so resident on the LSN
portal machine. And it could be routinely web crawl ed and the indexes

updated, just as all of the target evidentiary collections are. So it
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woul d, in essence, be a mirror inmage of the docket file that was found
i n ADANMS.

And if ADAMS, as | said, if the interface proves to continue
to be problematic, then there is a fallback position that shouldn’t be
all that costly to be able to nmake it part of the portal page as well.
So as quickly as you can get into the portal page, you can pop open
files and those files are sitting right in the nenory, right on the
portal server. Okay?

That's only a fallback position. That is not reflected in
any of the technical working group discussions and it was not reflected
in any of the pricing that we did, but I'"mjust trying to think ahead
and anticipate, and | had that little ace card in ny hip pocket, so
thought 1'd throw it out.

Are there any other questions?

No. Okay. Going to spend the next few m nutes giving you a
very quick overview of the alternatives. And this is where |'mgoing to
change a little -- start changing here a little bit our intended
sequence of presentation. 1In the overview of alternatives we, as | said
earlier today couple a tines, we had three initial strategies that were
presented at the Cctober neeting. And we characterized themduring the
Cctober neeting as a sinplified, a noderate, and a portal strategy.

Sinplified strategy was really just that. It was just a
guestion of establishing a web page soneplace on the Internet. And at
that web page, all you would have would be a series of hot links into
everybody el se’s external web collections. And fromthat page, you
woul d click the link and go directly to the DOE site, or the NRC site,
or the State of Nevada site. Wen the user got to that site, the user
woul d then have to negotiate or navigate with the software that was

being used at that site. And there’s no effort nmade to try to weave
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So if a user cane to the LSN hone page in this scenario and
wanted to search across all of the participant collections to find any
docunent nentioning a certain aspect, hydrol ogy, for exanple, the user
woul d then have to follow each link out to each participant’s site
collection and to interact with whatever software was avail abl e on that
site and run that search. |If there are 10 participants, 10 sites, 10
searches, 10, potentially 10 different sets of software and 10 different
user interfaces that you woul d have to negotiate if you wanted to search
across everybody’'s coll ection.

So it really is a very sinplified nethod of sinply pointing
you to where the collections are |ocated and saying hasta |a vista,
you' re on your own. Wen you go to the participant’s site you have to
negotiate and interact with whatever software you find on that site.
Ckay?

That was -- when we | ooked at that we said for the genera
user, the general public conming in, that approach, requiring a user to
negoti ate successfully with that potentially |arge nunber of different
software packages, that really nade that a very non-user friendly type
environment. Especially when you're in the process of trying to prepare
your case, trying to prepare your materials, trying to pull together
exhibit materials and so forth. You would have to negotiate those
separately.

And it also neant that you're starting to raise the |evel of
techni cal experience that woul d be necessary if you had paral egals or
sone other sort of administrative assistant that was going out there to
try to pull together information. You're starting to place an
addi tional skill level upon the people who woul d be doing that sort of
sear chi ng, because they need to be fairly know edgeable with a w der
range of tools that everybody’'s using. And so that’'s when the technica

wor ki ng group | ooked at that and said that that’'s not particularly
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friendly to the general public type of user.

MR MJURPHY: Dan, let me interrupt you right now. If you
recall back to the Cctober neeting, | had the -- | was bounci ng back and
forth between an ACNWneeting in which | was a panel participant and
this neeting. And so | mssed a ot of the Cctober ARP neeting, and the
Decenber technical working group neeting | didn't participate in at all,
but | don't understand why that’'s such a problemto any partici pant.

And it seens to ne that is precisely, what you just described is
precisely what we envisioned in our discussions prior to our
reconmendation to the NRC about, you know, rewiting the LSS rule and
turning it into a web-based LS, |icensing support networKk.

And secondly, | guess | just don’t see the probl em
associated with participants having to go through the steps that you
just explained. That is the worldwi de web. [|If you want to buy a Dodge
on the worl dwi de web right now you have to navigate with certain, you
know, various kinds of software. And people are doing it. And |ots of
people are getting extraordinarily rich in naking that kind of software
and process available to the public. | nean what is the problemin
requiring that to be done?

The other point | think we have to keep in nmind is that the
non-federal participants in this process, and | include even the State
and Nye County in that, are going to have conparatively very small
nunmber of docunments that people are going to need to take a look at in
this process, people who have not been involved in the process prior to
now. | mean nost of the searching is going to be done on DOE' s web
site. N nety-five percent of the searching is going to be done on DCE s
web site. Maybe a little less than that. You know, the NRC al so. And
why we ought to -- why the smaller participants ought to go -- be
required to go through the sane, you know, to have the same sort of

conplicated or nore conplicated systemas the DOEis -- | just don't
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under st and.

And as far as those of us who have been in this process for
sonme consi derabl e nunber of years, | nmean good gosh, we're going to know
how to do this in any case. | nean it seens to ne that you're
di scarding that so quickly has the potential at |east of placing
unnecessary burdens on the snaller governnental participants, and on
Judy Treichel’'s people and sinilar organizations who are going to cone
later into this process for what | can’t figure out is any good reason.

And | guess ny final point is so sone expertise is going to
be required. Tough. People are going to have to |learn how to use the
system |In the case of Caudia's |awers, she's going to be paying
those suckers 400 bucks an hour. |'mnot going to |ose any sleep if
they're required to do some work for that noney, just a little.

MS5. NEVWBURY: It’'s good to hear

MR FRISHVWAN. And I'Il follow with that, because you say,
you know, 10 potential. Well, inreality, we're only tal king maybe 3 or
4.

MR MJRPHY: Right. Exactly. Good point.

MR FRISHVAN. And the only place where | can see that it
woul d be useful to have sone integration is to make sure that on

Claudia's site everything that she’s got is at one site, rather than

spread over a bunch of labs. And, you know, pull it all into one place
and then we do it today, we'll know how to do it tonorrow too
MR GRASER. |I'Ill characterize this fromthe LSN

adm nistrator’s point of view This certainly makes nmy life a whole ot
easi er.

MURPHY: |t does.

GRASER:  Ckay?

FRI SHVAN:  Good.

5 % 3 3

TREI CHEL: Well, if it makes your life easier, it
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probably nakes people in general, the general public easier as well.

And | guess that’'s part of, and it nay seem i ke nitpicking when we

tal ked earlier about changing the nane of this thing, but in fact a | ot
of the people, the public in Nevada and a |lot of others don't support
licensing this thing. So they're going to be | ooking for a Yucca
Mountain integrated information or integrated database, or conprehensive
dat abase, or any of the things that Steve was tal king about. And that
you shoul d be able to get through, | would suppose, Wb Craw er, Mnmmmg,
any of those things that the people who really use the web know about
and can get to.

But, you know, it's just m sleading for people who don't
live the sane incredibly wonderful life that we do, when you | ook at our
stuff there isn't one nention of Yucca Muntain on here. And that’s
what people are going to be |ooking for, and not an attenpt to support
the licensing of a repository. So --

MR, CAMERON: We can get into the semantics, or not the -- |
don't want to mininmze it, but we can get into what this should be
called at sone point. And | don't want to waste everybody’'s tine by
goi ng through all of these alternatives, but | don't think that -- |
don’t think we're going to understand what the pros and cons and
tradeoffs are until we go through all of the alternatives. And |’ m not
suggesting in excruciating detail, but the one thing that the -- that
Dan particularly, and NRC, has to keep their eye on is that if this is
going to be the discovery systemfor this very inportant proceedi ng, we
have to have assurance that the thing is going to work so that later on
the whol e thing doesn’'t fall apart because this systemis screwed up
somrehow. And | think that that’s what Dan’s concern is.

MS. TREICHEL: Well --

MR FRISHVAN: Isn't it the applicant’s responsibility to

make sure the system doesn’'t crater?
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MR GRASER. |'msorry?

MR FRISHVAN:. It's the applicant’s information that is the
nost inportant part of the proceeding. And isn't it the applicant’s
responsibility to nake sure that that infornation is available to those
who are parties and those who are interested? And | don't believe that
the NRC really has an obligation to assure that the applicant has the
easi est way through life.

MR, CAMERON: Well, no. And | don’t think that that’s what
we're suggesting. Because if you |look at the conpliance requirenents in
the rule, DOE, the applicant, may fall short of -- on two points, one,
being in substantial conpliance with the docunent identification and
subm ssion of requests; and two, having a site that is electronically
accessi bl e.

But | don’t think that trying to have a systemthat’'s going
to work is carrying -- necessarily carrying DOE's water for them but
you may find that, | suppose, in sone of the alternatives. And |’'mjust
suggesting that maybe we find out.

MURPHY: Well, is it --

NEVBURY:  Yeah.

MURPHY:  Coupl e of --

NEVWBURY: W shoul d hear.

MURPHY: Ckay. Sorry.

FRI SHVAN: | want to hear what O audia has to say.

5535 %5 3

NEVWBURY: One way or another, all of our docunents will
be avail abl e for discovery, you can be assured of that. The options, as
| look at them are, if | let Dan continue and go through sone of these
| don’t have to pay nuch of anything and he has to pay it all. And the
ot her end of the spectrum | have to set up the whole thing and pay for
it, well, DCE has to pay for it.

Sol'd like to look at the options and see what they are in
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terns of sharing the burden of nmaking the infornation avail able, and
where it is and who's paying. But believe ne, any way that we cut this,
that all of our stuff will be out there.

MR FRISHVAN. And | can assure you that we’'re not going to
pay for anything to help the system because nobody’'s paying us to do it
as it stands right now And | appreciate your position, that if NRC
wants to spend all its noney making your life easier, that sure, take
it, but I'"mnot going to pay.

MR. MJURPHY: Yeah, | -- you know, | still think we have to
keep a, you know, a couple of points in mnd. First, that | think nmaybe
Judy had nmentioned it, that if it's easiest -- the systemthat’s easiest
for the NRC and easiest for the DOE is likely -- and | don’t know, you
know, we need to talk about it, but to just sort of frame the
di scussion, that systemnay very well also be the easiest and sinpl est
for the general public, for everybody. Wether that's true or not, |
don’t know, but let's, you know, let’s keep that in nmnd

Secondly, | don't -- it seens to ne that there's a danger
here of us discounting the sophistication and intelligence of the public
inthis country. | don't think we should discount the public, | don't
care where they are, whether they’'re out in rural Nye County, or in
Esnerel da County, or back in Nebraska, being able to figure out howto
use this system | think they're far nore sophisticated than --

MS. TREICHEL: OH, yeah. |’'msure that’'s true. | get sone
pretty incredible e-mails.

MR. MURPHY: Sure, sure.

MS. TREICHEL: Have you seen this, have you found this,

Al and -- yeah, yeah.
RIIL MR. MURPHY: Yeah. And they’'re going to be able to figure
out howto -- if | can figure out how to use the NRC s docket system if

A§S
SRE I"mgoing to be able to do that, and you -- then believe ne, everybody
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is going to be able to do it. Trust nme, we’'re going to have ei ght year
old kids in this systemdoing it quicker and nore efficiently than sone
of us who are paid to do it.

MR. CAMERON: | --

MR, MJURPHY: And one last point, and Steve alluded to it.

But | think we also have to keep in mind that in this entire process the
Department of Energy is charged with carrying out a fundanental

i mportant national policy. The NRC -- and so if they have to spend a
little extra noney, say la vie, frommny point of view The NRCis
charged with licensing nuclear facilities. That's the reason for their
exi stence, for your existence. |f you have to spend a little extra
noney, say la vie.

Everyone else in this process, well, with the exception of
the utilities and NEI, everyone else in this process is not here as a
vol unteer. Whether we’'re staunch opponents of the repository as in --
is the case of the State of Nevada; whether we're neutral substantively,
as is the case of Nye County; or whether we lie sonewhere in between, as
is the case with sone other participants; none of us wote to
Washi ngton, D.C. and asked for this process to cone here.

And so it seens to ne that there's al nost an obligation of
fairness to nake sure that everyone el se who has been forced sonehow to
this tabl e not be burdened with -- administratively and nonetarily be
burdened beyond that which is necessary in order to neet the fundanental
goal s of the licensing support network. And those are the goals that
Steve outlined earlier, and you did Dan, | think accurately, and that is
everybody has access to everybody el se’s docunents on a tinely basis.
GRASER:  Right.

MURPHY:  Sonmehow.
GRASER:  Right.

533

CAMVERON:  Ckay.
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MR FRISHVAN. Let me just follow very quickly with a
question. O all of what we're going through here and the alternatives
that get piled on, piled on, who is the beneficiary? Wat does it do
for all of us?

MR, CAMERON: Well, that's --

MR FRISHVAN. O for anybody.

MR. CAMERON: That's a good question. Going back to your

comment from before, Steve, | was going to ask Dan if Steve's
characterization that these alternatives are really -- the ngjor
beneficiary of these alternatives as you go from-- nove fromone to
five is DOE. | nmean is that a true statenent? | nmean | didn't think

that it was necessarily true, but | think it needs to --

MR GRASER. Well --

MR. CAMERON: -- to be answered.

MR GRASER. It was originally a negotiated rul e nmaking.
And so | think everybody that was willing to sit in in the process of
doing the original negotiating on the LSS rule back in the late 80's is
a beneficiary, or at |east was perceived as a beneficiary of the system
O herwi se people wouldn’t have sat down and participated in negotiating
the rule that was going to govern the proceedi ngs. So, you know, | nean
| think that's ny short answer.

MR FRI SHVAN:  Well --

MR. GRASER. The beneficiaries are the people who perceive
t hensel ves as benefitting frombeing involved in the process, and being
able to be involved in the process. And there are sonme people who wll
say | don't choose to be involved that deeply, but | still want to be
involved. And that's really what we’'re tal king about here, is what's
the appropriate level of involvement. And it’'s sonething that the
partici pants decide, really.

Like | said, there’s no -- you need to understand that if,
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for exanple, alternative five was sel ected, the only person’s hide that
it cones out of is mine, because |'mthe one who has to do all of the
goi ng before the comnr ssion and neki ng the appeal for the funds to
support that |evel of involvenent. Nobody else is going to be there at
my side making the push to fund that alternative; and nobody else is
going to be putting in the amount of tine and dollars and effort, you
know, that ne and ny staff would be required to do. So like | said,
don’t have any particular vested interest in one solution over the

ot her.

The thing that | was going to comment when all these
comments were going back and forth is really if this sinplified approach
is going to neet your requirenents and your expectations, the only thing
that | would note froma technical point of viewis tell me now and then
don’t change your mind three years fromnow, because it will be too late
for me to recover. It will be too late for ne, three years fromnow, to
turn around and respond to sonebody who then says the systemis
i nadequate for support. And | think that’'s why we're going through this
drill now.

And it goes back to what | alluded to this norning. It wll
be the sense of the advisory review panel in terns of how they
communi cate their feeling back, you know, to the chairnman of the ARP as
what they want NRC to do. And that really is alnost |ike saying if you
guys want to pursue the sinplified strategy, | think it needs to be
conmuni cat ed back to the chairman of the advisory panel that this is the
position you're taking. And you understand the downstream ram fications
of that and you're prepared to live with that approach, then |I don't
have any problemat all inplenenting that. Oay?

So that's, fromthe technical point of view, if this is the
way we go, then this is what | inplement, this is what gets put in

place, this is what'll be there in the sumer of 2001. And if it is
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i nadequate, then we won't have any tinme to recover fromthat.

So you need to go in eyes open and aware; that's the bargain
you nmake and that will be the comitnent that, you know, we will -- that
is what the systemw |l be. And if that’'s what people want to live
with, that's fine, but you need to understand it’'ll be nuch too late
downstreamto do anything el se over and above that, at least froma
techni cal perspective.

MR FRISHVAN: Well, in all of this is there an el enment of
the conmi ssion staff wanting to have the npst expensive help it can get,
in reviewing the application? Does that factor into this, because it's
never been nentioned before?

MR GRASER. No, that doesn't factor into this at all
The -- that hasn’t been factored into this at all. That’'s never been
rai sed as an issue to ne, Steve.

Ckay. |If we can just nobve along here and let ne just
characterize the, what we called the noderate strategy. To refresh your
menories, for those of you who were here in COctober, the noderate
strategy tried to overcone sone of the perceived problens with having to
go to individual web sites and |earn different software packages, and
di fferent conmands, and so forth.

And it tried to overcone that by establishing a single page
where anybody coming into the |icensing support network would structure
the request for information, and that request for information then goes
out to the participant systens so that the user doesn't have to visit
however many sites are out there. The software visits those sites, the
software grabs the result sets, and the software presents it back at the
central search interface.

And when we tal ked about this in Cctober, we characterized
this as sonething |ike the neta search engines that you can find on the

Internet, such as Momma or Dog Pile, or, you know, sone of the packages
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that will run out and query nultiple different engines, or nmultiple
different sites, and bring back the results and stack them together for
you, and allow you to use one search interface and have all of the
results report back to you.

But other than that, it doesn’'t do any additional |evel of
software integration. It just prevents you fromhaving to visit 11
different sites, or 5 different sites, or 3 different sites, however
many the nunber is. It doesn’t add any val ue over and above what you
get out of the box.

Anot her exanple of that is Search Spaniel, or -- yeah,
Search Spani el, which is another software package that does essentially
the sane thing.
CAMERON: Is it Search Spaniel?
GRASER: Spaniel, as in arf, arf.
CAMERON: It’s not related to the Dog Pil e?

%533

GRASER: Well, there's a recurring them here, go fetch,
boy, fetch.

MR, MJURPHY: A Spaniel, you know, a bird dog sniffing
t hrough the bushes --

MR GRASER. Right.

MR, MJURPHY: -- |ooking for pheasants.

MR. HOYLE: Dan, how would you characterize the sinplified?
I's that the Yahoo approach?

MR. GRASER No. Mbdderate is nuch nore |ike Yahoo. The
sinplified is really just Iike going to an existing web page, |ike |
believe the State of Nevada's web page has URL |inks to another -- other
sources of information. You click on that Iink and you go off to
sonebody else’'s site. And it's really that sinple, next to no
i ntegration.

Ckay. Alternatives three, four, and five, those are the
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alternatives that are all essentially based on web portal software
technol ogy, which allows nore than just a single central search
interface. It does a |ot of data normalization.

By "data normalization" we nean if you enter the docunent
date field in one database, and you do it year, year, year, year, slash
nmont h, nonth, slash date, date, and sonebody else enters it in a

different format, the portal software normalizes all of that header

record information. |f your title field is 200 characters |ong naxi mum
but DOE's is 250, it will normalize the structured data to allow for the
| ongest text field. It will nornalize the dates so that you can search

on one date fornmat and not have to worry about translating it between
all the different collections.

So those are comon attributes of all of these alternatives
three, four, and five, is that for the user, a lot of the structured
data gets nornalized. And that is what allows you to have a single
search user interface screen, single search screen, and that’'s what
all ows you to use a standard set of search tools, the Bool ean operators
or proximty searching capabilities that allow you to refine your search
in greater detail within a collection.

| think alternative two would probably provide you with a
core set of those tools, whatever canme with the particul ar search engi ne
that you used to inplenment alternative nunber two, but alternatives
three, four, and five give you a nore robust, nore powerful set of
t ool s.

And again, this is the sort of situation that if you're
t hi nki ng of yourself as a user, you ask what if | keyed in a term Yucca
Mount ai n hydrol ogy, and suddenly find yourself, in alternative one or
alternative two, getting back a very |large nunber of hits, |arge nunber
of web sites. And you don't know necessarily which is nore rel evant

than the other, and you have a stack of 43,000 docunents and about
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400, 000 pages.

MR FRISHVAN. But you wouldn't do that in the first place.

MR GRASER:.  (Ckay.

MR FRISHVAN. | was, at the sane tinme you were sort of
devel opi ng that thought, | was thinking of, you know, how | m ght use
it. And | cane up with just one term and thinking how far it mght
reach out. And just take sonething that probably neans nothing to nost
peopl e here, just take the termnatrix perneability. That woul d be
sonething | woul d search

MR GRASER. Right.

MR FRISHVAN. And it would alnost entirely be housed in
DCOE' s stuff. There might be one or two other hits. And so what do
get out of three, four, and five that | don't already have in one or
two?

MR, GRASER:  Your characterization is correct. And you are,
you know, one of the fortunate 500. You're one of the power users who
understands that term nology. |f this application happens to be living
in web space, you will have perhaps thousands of users hitting the web
sites with a term Yucca Muntain hydrol ogy, the day that an article
appears in the New York Tinmes or on MSNBC. So for every focused user
such as yourself, there is potentially nmuch |larger universe of genera
public who say gee, this cane up in ny MSNBC screen today. |’'mgoing to
search Yucca Mount ai n hydrol ogy.

And that’'s when you start swanping the systemwith a fairly
| arge nunber of requests which woul d be satisfied by a | arge nunber of
docunents. And that wal ks you right into the sort of scenario that
causes these denial of service type problens, you getting a |lot of
people hitting the same server with a request that’'s very resource
i ntensive over and over and over again

So yes, for every user like you, there's also the potentia
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for other external users who don’t have that |evel of precision that you
al ready know what you're | ooking for.

MR FRISHVAN. Wo are you trying to serve? |'mback to it
agai n.

MR, GRASER: (Okay. Exactly, who are we trying to serve?
The individuals, the organizations, the constituencies who have
essentially already identified thensel ves as stakeholders in the
process.

MR FRISHVAN. Right. And there’'s lots of other stuff out
there that serves sonebody who wants to know sonethi ng about Yucca
Mount ai n hydr ol ogy.

MR GRASER: | know. But conputer software doesn’t
di stingui sh between them and you, and that’'s the problem Unless you
can, again, put a frame -- a fence around the user constituency hitting
agai nst the system | cannot -- the software cannot distinguish between
you versus them

MR FRI SHVAN:  Well --

MR HOYLE: Dan, | think it's --

MR FRISHVAN. -- in our current experience --

MR GRASER. As long as it's going to live in the web

envi ronment you have to cohabit with a | ot of other people who are not

as --
MR FRISHVAN:  Well, in --
MR, GRASER: -- focused as you are.
MR. FRISHVAN: -- our current experience, Caudia, do you

get so many hits that you just get choked up every day?
M5. NEVBURY: No.
MR, FRI SHVAN:  You know, | get to your site pretty easy.
MR, GRASER. Ckay.
MR FRI SHVAN:  And, you know --
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MR, GRASER | understand that.

MR FRISHVAN. | don't have to --

MR GRASER. Al |I'masking --

MR FRISHVAN. | don’'t have to conpete with an awful |ot of
people to find something that | want on your site, | don't think

MR GRASER: And all 1'm suggesting is that you | ook ahead

to the day when there is --

MR FRISHVAN. This programw |l never be that popul ar.

MS5. NEWBURY: |’'ve actually |ooked at statistics on our hits
on our hone page. And when major docunents go out such as the EIS or
the viability assessnent, we do get thousands of hits per day and it
does not choke the system It nmay slow use a little bit, but that would
be about it.

MR GRASER: It’'s thousands of individuals all asking for
the sanme docunent. |It’'s not thousands of individuals asking for
t housands of docunents.

MR FRISHVAN. Well, in the |icensing proceeding you re not
goi ng to have thousands of people asking for the same thing. You m ght
have three or four people asking for the sane thing, like matrix
perneability, because that’'s what is current in the proceeding. You're
not going to have thousands of people.

MR GRASER. Ckay. Wwell --

MR, FRISHVAN: And getting in the door is not the problem

MR, GRASER. (Okay. The -- you know, we're actually starting
to get down into the technical aspects of the discussion that we were
really going to talk nore detail as d en Foster goes through and tal ks
about each of them | nean there -- yes, there are obviously aspects,
as you say, that you will have a perspective on that is not necessarily
t he same perspective as DOE

MR MURPHY: Well, | think Steve’'s got a good point. And
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d en should probably address it, but -- and, you know, speaking as a
conplete novice alnost in this area, it seens to ne for the denial of
service sort of a problem first of all, we can’t build a perfect
system

MR, GRASER That’'s correct.

MR MJRPHY: W don't have -- nobody -- congress i s never
goi ng to give anybody enough noney --

MR GRASER. Right.

MR MJRPHY: -- to build a perfect system But wasn't the
deni al of service because -- not because amazon.com recei ved t housands
of hits, but because it received nmllions of hits? Aml
m sunder st andi ng? | nean they just got swanped by an just absolutely
extraordi nary nunber of hits. And we're --

MR. GRASER: There's a distinction in the type of traffic
that Amazon deals with versus the type of traffic that the LSN is going
to deal with. Amazon can get mllions of requests for relatively short
packets of information. And because they're short, and the answer goes
back and forth and back and forth and back and forth very qui ck because
they' re short packets of information.

W won't get, hopefully, mllions of requests, but we nmay
get substantial thousands of requests. And the response com ng back
fromour servers won't be 200 bytes of data, it will be hunbngous fil es.
And that’'s the point where the distinction between nillions of hits
versus thousands of hits seens to be, you know, it doesn’t seemlike
havi ng thousands of hits should be as big a problemas having mllions
of hits.

MR MJRPHY: | agree with Steve. | -- Dan, | think that is
so unlikely to be a problemthat --

MR, GRASER. Ckay.

MR MURPHY: -- | don't think we ought to spend an awful | ot
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of time and noney designing a systemto avoid that. Now the deliberate
i ntrusion, you know, the sabotage to the systemis sonething that needs
to be considered, you know, either the denial of service sabotage or the
getting in and nani pul ating the system and droppi ng bogus docunents in
there kind of sabotage needs to be consi dered.

But | just don't think we're going to have, you know, one
Sunday after, you know, reading your New York Tines in the norning we're
goi ng to have 450,000 people in the United States say geez, | really
want to read that docunment, you know, even though it’'s going to take ne
4 hours and 20 minutes to download it. By God, |'mgoing to give up ny
Sunday to do it, because that matrix perneability thing really |ooks
interesting to ne. That's not going to happen.

MR FRISHVAN. And didn't | see in the requirenent thing,
unless | msread it, that you're sort of taking a mninmalist approach
whil e you're maki ng the same discussion in the other direction?

Didn't -- isn't there sonewhere in there that a requirenent for a
capability to handl e 150 sinultaneous hits?

MR GRASER:  Yes.

MR FRI SHVAN. Okay. So what are we tal ki ng about here?

MR BECHTEL: | think --

FEMALE VO CE: Go ahead.

MR BECHTEL: Well, no. | think -- | was somewhat confused
in going through the materials, you know, the conplexity of the, you
know, the alternatives and try to understand which is best. But | think
in going through your review of the alternatives, what would be hel pful
to me is to understand, you know, the, say the down sides of using one
and two.

MR, GRASER  Yeah.

MR, BECHTEL: O three, four, and five, all of those.

MR GRASER. (Ckay. And den will be covering that --
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MR BECHTEL: Yeah.

MR GRASER: -- in just a couple nminutes. If we can --

MR, BECHTEL: Because | know |'ve kind a -- we’ve all gone
t hrough, you know, a search of the nmaterial that | thought | knew and |
had difficulty really finding it or end up 10 mllion hits, and how do |
synthesize that. And | don't want to go through that on this. So if
there’s a sinpler way, and if it’s alternative five, | don't care. You
know, | -- we’'re not going to be able to --

MR GRASER.  (Ckay.

MR BECHTEL: -- add a whole |lot resources to the program
either, but |, you know.
MR CAMERON: | think it's inportant for people also to

understand that, Dan, you weren't really pointing out a down side of one
and two here in terns of the unfocused user, the general public. You
were pointing out a down side for the focused user, because if you don't
have the right type of software then all these general public requests
could bring the system down; right?

MR GRASER. Yeah. Yes, | -- yes, that's correct.

MR. CAMERON: And that there may be nore exanpl es of that
al ong the way as we go through what Dennis is suggesting we do.

MR, GRASER:. There are definitely down sides attributes of
all five of the alternatives. And, you know, | think fromthe technica
wor ki ng group’s point of view, we tried not to overly enphasi ze what the
negati ves were of any of the alternatives sinply because the technica
wor ki ng group didn't vote in favor of any one as being the best. CQur,
you know, we were chartered to explore the alternatives. The ARP can
make up its own m nd

And we tried not to, you know, identify the weaknesses of
one versus the other. |In fact, | think we deliberately tried to

identify the benefits of one of the alternatives versus the other; to
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focus on this one gives you this nuch nore, this one gives you that nuch
nore, this one conpensates for a problem perceived problemhere or a
perceived problemthere. But as | said, den is really going to wal k
through in that rmuch nore detail on all of those.

The -- in order for ne to wap this up here so we can
continue to nove along, the only other comrent I'd like to nake on
alternatives three, four, and five is just to |leave you again with an
understanding that the way they differ, they have common el enents,
common attributes in the single user interface that's presented to
everybody, but the way differ in their architecture is sinply by who
owns the device and where the device is located that will store all of
the associated text and inmage files. That’'s really the $64, 000
di stinction between these there alternatives. Architecturally, they
hel p conpensate for bandw dth problens, for perfornance type problens.

And again, Steve, this is where we would say if you don't
perceive that to be a particular problem then you wouldn’'t see any
di sti ngui sher between any of these three alternatives, because you're
really |l ooking at it and saying all three of those are at a plateau
above where we think we need to go. Okay?

So basically at, you know, at this point, | had a couple of
ot her very quick observations to nake. In inplenenting these sorts of
sol utions, when we put together our request to the comm ssion for
fundi ng and authorization, sone of the alternatives that |'’mgoing to
have to present to the comm ssion is whether or not NRC decides to
operate the systeminternally, i.e. put the server in the NRC conputer
roomfor the portal site or for the web page, versus the possibility of
taking the entire application and placing the hardware and the software
and everything el se out at an application service provider organization
who woul d be responsible for providing power, backup, security,

Internet, bandw dth access, and so forth. So all of these have a
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sensitivity analysis that could be made froma financial point of view
that says do you want to build it and maintain it and operate it
internally, or do you want to build it and then deliver it and |et
sonebody el se run the conputer for you.

And the other --

MR FRISHVAN:. |f you ever went to NRC/ DCE video conference
you' d know the answer to that.

MR, GRASER: Yes, |’'ve been to them They al ways worked
fine for nme.

MR FRISHVAN. Are they totally satisfying?

MS. NEVBURY: Depends on where they are in the NRC

MR, GRASER: O her aspects in terns of inplenenting the
alternatives we | ooked at is the concept of canpus and co-| ocation.
These are just ternms of trade within the conputer industry. Wat we
were tal king about, canmpus is a |ocation where each partici pant server
is housed in relatively close proximty. Participants cooperate on
shared resources. So if we were going to connect everybody in
alternative four, for exanple, in a canpus type environnment, the -- we
woul d have to identify a site where we were going to do that. And that
i ntroduces a | evel of administrative conplexity, and everybody woul d
have to be willing to co-locate their storage devices in the same place
or in the sanme canpus.

In terms of co-location, you could al so outsource that and
just everybody identify -- we would all place our servers out at a
comercial full-service computer installation. This where we're going
to house it. Everybody send a storage device with your data out there
So those are sone of the technical term nology that is going to be
introduced a little bit later.

And finally, before | turn things over to @en, this chart
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three, four, and five, and this is probably sonewhat also true for
alternatives -- alternative two anyhow, that when you | ook at things
like co-locating or outsourcing, any of those alternatives could have a
di fferent physical installation associated with it. And that would then
sonmewhat col or what activities go on if you're doing it in-house versus
out sourcing the thing and what would be required to inpl enent that
system

So if you focused on alternative three, for exanple, if NRC
were to design, inplenent, and operate the system the participants
woul d still maintain their collections on their machines at their sites,
and the LSN administrator would establish a portal and it woul d be
installed inside at the NRC, versus you -- if you said well, let's
outsource that. Wat would that |ook |ike?

Then NR -- the LSN adm nistrator woul d design and build the
portal, and we would operate it at a co-location facility. And there
are conpanies that do this, application service providers. And the
participants would still, under that alternative or that scenario, would
still maintain their own servers with their own docunents on their own
machi nes operated by their own people.

So this is just to point out that for any of the
alternatives, when | go before the comission |'’mgoing to be having to
do sensitivity analysis that reflects whether or not people are even
willing in the first place to consider co-locating. And if people say
no, that’s not a good alternative, we don’t want to entertain that, then
that’'s one last sensitivity analysis that | would need to do. Ckay?

At this point, den is going to cone up and he’s going to
start talking now. This is den Foster fromLabat Anderson. He's the
contractor for the license support network adm nistrator. den has
participated in all of the technical working group neetings, and he's

going to be trying to focus on the technical aspects of it. So if you
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have questions about the technical aspects as opposed to coments about
the relative nerits of one versus the other, G en can certainly address
the issues of the technical aspects of each of the three options and

al ternatives.

On the presentation materials that d en has we have included
what the technical working group identified as the significant technica
aspects or attributes of the system and, for exanple, what that neans
to the user, what does that nean to the participant. So we’'ve tried to
condense that all down into just a few slides for each of the
al ternatives.

And instead of going alternatives three, four, and five,
Genis going to start right off at alternative one. Ckay?

MR. HOYLE: Before you begin, @en, | think what |I’'m hearing
is that we're going to want to hear about pros and cons of each. There
are primary users and secondary users.

Primary users are those of you who will be in the proceedi ng
itself, the judges, the participants, the parties to the proceeding.

And you're getting ready for the proceeding, should there be one. And
therefore, you know, sort of the discovery phase we're starting you're
starting to think about.

The second users are the nenber of the public. And | think
we are, being a federal agency as we are, NRC has tried to put all of
its material out in the public domain fromthe start. W’'re very
consci ous of the secondary users and how easy it might be for themto
use the system

| certainly agree with Mal that we shouldn't sell that
segment short. They' re snmart people. They' re using the web nore and
nore every day, and so forth. So | think we need to hear, and | don’'t
know whether we need it -- we’ll hear it in the technical discussion or

not, the pros and cons of each of these to the primary users and to the
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secondary users; and what do the participants, the people with the
docunents, what do they need to do differently in one versus two versus
three versus four and five.

MR MJURPHY: And how nuch it’'s likely to cost the
partici pants.

MR. HOYLE: And certainly cost.

MR, MJRPHY: \What's the financial inpact on Nye County of
the various alternatives. | don’'t care what the financial inpact on NRC
is. | synpathize with Dan. |'Il go to the -- I'Il go sit with you at
the conmi ssion neeting to defend your choice if that's, you know, if
that's -- if you're doing it because of a recomendati on nade by the
ARP. But | don't have any institutional obligation to sweat how nuch
it's going to cost you.

MR GRASER. Right.

MR MJURPHY: But | do have a mission for ny client to keep
it sinple and in -- and, you know, and as inexpensive as possible so
that Nye County can participate effectively in the |icensing process
wi t hout having to shut down every other function we're performng for
the -- for our citizens in order to neet the cost obligations of the
| i censing support networKk.

And Steve's sitting over there without any noney to spend it

on.
MR BECHTEL: | |ike the way you --
MR FRISHVAN. And | have even | ess obligation.
MR BECHTEL: -- characterized the, you know, the portrayal
of the alternatives. | think that's a good pros, cons, you know.

MR GRASER. There is a little bit later in the day a couple
a charts prepared that try to characterize the cost of a participant
with arelatively small site versus a mediumsize site versus a |arger

site. And we’'ve tried to characterize the anobunt of hardware, software,
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and ongoi ng commitnent for each of those classes of users or classes of
participants in the system And that chart is back -- it’s included in
t he handout package. It’'s in the back, and we tried to do that.

And | think even though it’s not laid out in that handout
for alternatives one and two, | think it would be safe to say that the
participants, if they're a relatively snall participant, the anount that
it would take for themto place their docunents and nake t hem publicly
accessible on the web is going to be relatively consistent from
alternative one through alternative five. It’'s relatively sane
magni tude of cost. You're talking, you know, in the class of a
relatively small machi ne and small nunber of docunents. It would cost
essentially the sanme for all five of the alternatives.

But we can pursue that a little bit further. | -- we -- |
need to stop interrupting here so Aen can get started

MR CAMERON. Can | interrupt one nore tine? |'msorry to
do this, but if you could also, during this presentation and during this
di scussion, point out what might be |ikely causes of what |'II| call
failure in terns of the LSN that night -- there nmight be a higher risk
of failure with one alternative than the other because of the fact that
one would be harder to build; would you have it conpleted in tinme for
the licensing proceeding; besides the cost angle.

O anot her cause of failure mght be that the participants,
the primary users that John nentioned are not going to be able to use
the systemto get to the docunents that they want. |f there are things
like that that might -- then I think it would be useful for people to
hear that, to the extent you know it.

MR GRASER. Al right.

G en, you want to go ahead and --

MR. FOSTER. Yeah. Thank you, Dan. Thank you, John, and

t hank you Chi p.
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I"'mgoing to try and speak to a particul ar aspect of how we
got fromone alternative to another, which is sonmething | really haven't
heard a whole | ot of discussion about in this.

| nean alternate one is pretty obvious. |It’'s a very sinple
strategy and it pretty nmuch flows fromvery early web technol ogy. And
think the idea of what the web cane fromin the first place, that if you
have information of interest you put it on the web, and if you know of
other information of interest, you put a pointer to that information.
And sonehow or another it all comes together in a way that is usable to
people. And as you can see fromthe slide, that has a few inplications
in terns of what people would be expected to do.

I"mgoing to try really hard to overcone ny tendency to read
these darn things as | go down them because | know everybody here can
read as well.

The followon to sone of these things is probably not as
obvi ous as what was shown in the slide. | think -- go to the next.

Next slide. And that is that those people who have to
interact with these different systens also have to beef up their
efforts. Specifically, the LSNA admi nistrator has got an audit
requirement in addition to what we’ve been tal king about here so far of
maki ng sure that people are playing by the rules. And in a distributed,
i nked scenario, the adnministrator has to do an awful |ot nore work to
ascertain that the participant sites are maintaining the information
that they need to naintain; that they're not, for exanple, silently
retracting a docunment and substituting another document in its place
after perhaps a docunent has been entered into the docket, and perhaps
another party’'s going to want to enter the sane docunent into the
docket, and well, it turns out they' re not the sane.

How do we, you know, how does that scenario get addressed?

Those are the kinds of things we were thinking about in this whole
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effort. That would require constantly going to these sites, basically
retrieving all the information at these sites and conparing it with a
known good copy.

MS. NEWBURY: Can you tell me --

MR, MJURPHY: Let ne just stop you there. Wy?

MS. NEWBURY: Where is that in the rule?

MR, MJRPHY: Yeah.

MS. NEVWBURY: |'m | ooking desperately for anything on

certification --

MR FOSTER: | can’'t speak --
M5. NEWBURY: -- in all of these and | don't find it.
MR FOSTER: | can’'t speak to the rule. |'monly speaking

to sone of the design initiatives that we were | ooking at early on

MR MJURPHY: And that was nmy first question. M second
question is so what? That's what |awers get paid to do is to protect
their client’s interest. You know, | nean if a lawer sits in the
m ddle of a trial or an NRC |licensing proceeding and doesn’'t | ook at the
bl oody exhibit that’'s being offered by his opponent, we call that
mal practice. That's what our job is.

MR. FOSTER  The -- one of the reasons that we felt that
that was inportant, thinking back, is that helping the lawers do their
j obs was of paranmpunt inportance to us; that shortening the anount of
time avail abl e or needed to do the discovery process was one of the key
obj ectives that we had considered in |looking at the tools that we could
make available for themto do that. And we felt that alternative one
woul d be rmuch nore chall enging for an individual attenpting to do
di scovery to correlate the various different aspects.

So, you know, your point’s well taken, where is it in the
rule. | don’t think you re disputing the point that it nmay need to be

done perhaps manual |y, perhaps by visual conparison of two docunents
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that don't match. But if the software did it for you, it would save you
a trenendous amount of effort and time to acconplish that sane
obj ecti ve.

M5. NEWBURY: | think you mssed nmy point. The LSN rul e has
no role for the LSN adm nistrator in certifying integrity and auditing
the system That's gone. That was the case in the earlier rule. It’'s
not there now.

MR MJURPHY: Well, and the second point is that this is, as
you pointed out, den, this was originally conceived in 1986 as a
di scovery tool. Conparing the docurment that was given to you by your
opponent in trial with another document that appears to be the sane
docunent that was given to you from sone other source, you know, the
t obacco conpany whistle blower, that’'s not discovery. That's just basic
trial preparation. That goes well beyond facilitating the production of
docunents.

MR FRI SHVAN. The whole point of this originally, and
think still should be, it nakes the transfer of information faster. And
that's the bottomline. Helping the |lawers do their job is not it.
It's just taking advantage of whatever we have in nodern technol ogy that
makes informati on nove faster. And, you know, helping the | awers do
their job is an entirely different question. You' re helping the
transfer work, you' re not hel ping the | awer do his job

MR MJURPHY: That's right. And just if | could just follow
that up, because | think this is really of critical inportance.

And, you know, Chip, junp in here if you feel |ike you
shoul d. And gosh, you know, there's a lot nore reasons why | miss ny
old friend Bill Holnsted, but | sure wish he were -- maybe he could cone
up out of the -- and talk to us here.

MR FRISHVAN: This all started in a roomjust past that

wal | over there.
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MR CAMERON: Well, if he does, we won't need a repository.

MR. MJURPHY: Renenber, the reason for the LSS, the origina
LSS, was, to, you know, go back and talk very, very briefly about
hi story again. The NRC has a requirenment inposed upon them by congress
to conduct this licensing proceeding within three years, or four years
if they certify sonething that says they can't make it in three.

Looking at the history of |icensing proceedings within the
NRC, it becanme clear that the one stunbling block to the NRC s ability
to reach a decision within three years, or four, was the tine built into
the rules of practice thenselves, the original 10 CFR Part 2, the tine
necessary to trade hard copy docurments in the discovery process. So,
you know, an intervener or a governnent participant, or whoever in a
reactor |icensing proceeding involving Duke Power files a request for
producti on of docunents. Duke Power, under the rules, then has X nunber
of days to respond, or the staff has X nunber of days, et cetera.

So you start adding those tinme lines within 10 CFR 2
together, and it becane very obvious to people famliar with the system
that under the nobst perfect scenario, the NRC could not nake a three
year deadline. They just couldn’'t get the hearing and conplete a
hearing process and reach a decision within three years.

So in order to facilitate the NRC' s ability to do that, you
know, we negotiated this systemthat would speed up the transfer, the
physical to -- to replace the physical transfer of hard copy docunents
with an electronic way to do that, to speed up that transfer of
docunents, to avoid that 15 days to turn over this docunent, 30 days to
turn over that docunent, and then you got X nunber of days to file a
notion to conpel to production to the hearing board, et cetera, et
cetera. That's the only thing we were trying to avoid.

There's noting in the LSS rule; there’s nothing in the

negoti ations that we began in 1986; there’'s nothing in the LSN rul e that
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says lawers don't have to work eveni ngs and weekends to conpare the
buddy docunents that they have got to make sure their client’s interest
are protected. The only thing, the only reason that people nade
conproni ses and gave up certain rights in the original negotiation was
to nake -- was to facilitate the physical transfer of docunents from one
party to another; electronically you do it instantly, at the speed of
light, sonme other way it takes you 47 days to get, you know, whatever it
is.

That's all we were attenpting to do, to use this rule to --
and I'msorry if I"mgetting excited about this, but to use this rule
and to inpose administrative burdens and costs on woefully underfunded
and in sone case non-funded participants in order to nake life easier
for we |lawers is beyond the scope of the rule and it’'s beyond the scope
of the original negotiation that we engaged in and in which every
participant, actually, you know, made conproni ses.

We all gave up certain rights that we possessed under hard
copy discovery, under the subpart G or whatever it is to 10 CFR 2. W
all gave up certain rights. The State of Nevada gave up the right to
del ay this process for years; you know, the utilities gave up other
rights; the DOE gave up certain other rights. And the only reason we
did that was to facilitate the transfer of documents. It wasn't to nake
life easier for lawers. It was to conpress this process down to within
three years

And to go beyond that, it seens to me is a conplete
alteration of the original purpose for the LSS and the LSN

MR CAMERON: Well, now you know there's al ways been a
concern, going back to the beginning of the negotiations, with the
integrity of the database. And the rule still cites one of the
responsibilities of the LSS adninistrator as coordinating probl ens

concerning the integrity of the database. And at one time, and there
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was not a whole |ot of objections to it when we still had the LSS, there
was a huge, huge auditing programthat was going to be set up under
t hat .

And in fact, people on the advisory review panel asked if
there was sone way that they could participate in these QA checks on,
you know, individual participants’ databases, their conpliance with the
rule. And | think that again, whether this is needed or not needed,
okay, | think that what this auditing capability flows out of the
provision in the rule that tal ks about the concerns about the integrity
of the database. And I'mnot sure |I'd want to characterize that as
maki ng | awyers’ |jobs easier.

MR MJRPHY: Well, no, | -- you msunderstand ne. | don't
have any problemwi th auditing whatsoever. None whatsoever. |’'ve
al ways assuned that under whatever systemwe had, an LSS or LSN
admi ni strator was going to be able to knock on your door sone day and
cone in and say | need to audit your -- the conpliance with -- your
conpliance with the requirenments of the rule. | have absolutely no
probl em what soever with that.

My problemis in with coming up, you know, in the first
i nstance, with us having to go out and buy and pay for and maintain and
pay the staff or contractors within Nye County to maintain a system
Whi ch goes beyond the requirenments of delivering docunents, making our
docunents el ectronically available to DOE and the NRC and State of
Nevada and everybody el se who wants to | ook at them And doing so
within -- with sone integrity. | nmean | don’'t have any problemw th
t hat .

MR. CAMERON. So the point is is that you don't really have
any problemw th the need for auditing, or where that comes fromin the
rule, but you don't think that that should be a critical conponent of

t he choice of the design of the systen?
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MR MJURPHY: Exactly, exactly. That nay be Dan's burden
And that may place a greater burden on Dan. That's -- and that, you
know, that's --

MR CAMERON.  Ckay.

MR, MJURPHY: That's true. | have no problemw th that.

W' ve al ways assuned that at sone point in time, either at initial --
for an initial conpliance check, for sone sort of a certificate or

what ever you want to call it, or at some point in tinme in the process
the LSSA or the LSNA was going to be able to get into our shorts and
figure out whether or not we were conplying with the rule. That's, you
know, | have no sweat, no problemwth that.

My problemwith -- is with -- is in the first instance, with
us having to construct and operate and maintain a system which, you
know, does that sort of a cross-check. And in a manner which, to me at
| east, looks like facilitating trial preparation, not docunent
di scovery. Even under, you know, since the invention of the quill pen
| awyers have been required to conpare sonething that was given to them
by one whistle blower to sonething they found in the files of the
t obacco conpany they’'re suing.

M. NEWBURY: Auditing. As | read, the only certification
that's required in this rule is for sonmeone fromthe organization that
is putting information into the LSNto certify they have foll owed al
the procedures, that their information is there.

If there's an inplied audit process after that where the NRC
checks to make sure that we have done that, | don't know why it requires
heavy auditing, and | don’t know why there have to be highly structured
gui del i nes and procedures to do it. Soneone, hopefully not me and the
DOE, will have already -- higher than me, will have put their nane to
the fact that they have already conplied with all this and put together

their own procedures. So | take exception with certification of
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integrity requires those things to occur.

MR HOYLE: If | can conmment on that. | think that's a very
good point. And | apologize for having m ssed part of this
conversation, but | certainly have been put back in nenory on the things
that Mal was tal king about that we went through, you went through
| aboriously sone years back.

But | also want to renind us that when we were changing the

rule last year or so, | think NRC was prepared to go with a new rul e,
I nternet based changes in the rule, without an LSN admi nistrator. And
it was your enphasis on the need for the adninistrator to be there, to
hel p out, to keep the playing field fair and | evel that the comm ssion
sai d okay, we will have an adninistrator.

So | think part of this is okay, what is the adm nistrator
going to do in alternative one? And that's probably how we got down
into the -- into what kind of auditing would we do. Because it says,
you know, LSNA has no systenmatic control over the site. LSNA is unable
to respond quickly to perfornmance problens. So, you know, what's left?
So just for a comment.

MR CAMERON. And | think Caudia and Mal are basically
saying the sane thing, is that it’'s one thing to have an audit
capability, but don’t build that on the backs of the participants in
terns of the choice of the design alternative.

MR MJURPHY: Right, exactly.

MS. NEVWBURY: If | may add, the agreenent to -- or the wi sh
to continue having an adm nistrator did not nean we wanted to give
control to that adnministrator to run our systens.

MR GRASER: Did not nean? So it did nean that you wanted
to give control ?

M5. NEWBURY: It did not nmean we wanted to give control.

MR, GRASER. Ckay.




© 00 N o o B~ W N P

N N N N NN P P PR PR PR R R
O A W N P O © O ~N O O »N W N P O

N
L

78

MR, FOSTER: Actually, I'd kind of Iike to depart fromthis
slide just alittle bit right now and just, and dispel what is being
brought up over and over again. | -- that being that the role of --
okay. Let me back up a little bit before what | was just going to say.

Partici pants obviously have two roles, one as a infornation
provider and one as an information consuner. And the anount of rolling,
role playing or role exercise each participant will do in each of those
two roles will be different. Sonme have a | ot nore docunents to provide
than to | ook at, others are in the reverse position

Wth regard only to that aspect of being an infornation
provider, the responsibilities are not going to change, no matter which
of these alternatives is recommended or considered today. The basic
responsibilities, that of putting up your docunents on a web server, are
pretty much the sane across the alternatives, and the differences are
only in the details. The --

MR MJRPHY: | beg to differ with that. |[|f you have a
central canpus, for exanple, or a co-location facility, Nye County or
State of Nevada, or Esnerelda County, Cark County, the NEI, whoever
has to then nmake a choi ce about whether or not they' re going to rely on
Dan Graser’s folks to adnminister, to, you know, to physically be there
and take care of that system and do whatever it is that people do to
mai ntain those servers and do all that kind a stuff. O is Nye County
going to have to hire a staff nmenber or pay a contractor to be there at
that canmpus at all tines --

MR FOSTER. Wth the exception of alternative four. | --
you' re correct about that, but | -- and | was just going to get to that.
And even then, | think the additional costs under alternative four are
yes, significant, but not in an order of nagnitude way.

As far as alternatives one and two and three and five go,

pretty much the same systemis going to suffice for all. There are
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going to be differences in the anount of communications capability you
m ght have to install, but -- and that of course costs nobney. |t costs
conplexity, it costs issues. But really, froma technical -- froma
systenms point of view, it's pretty nuch the sane kind a system And if
peopl e understand that, | think we can avoid a | ot of discussion on that
base.

Wth regard to alternative one though, in terns of costs,
since it is the sinplest systemand really the one out of which the
other designs grew, it’'s going to be the cheapest by far for the LSNA
poi nt of view, but also for the participants as well.

This is why the technical working group felt that
alternative one was | ess than desirable. Wth sone of the concerns that
were raised here today, you know, it nay be wise to revisit sone of
these things. Everybody's going to have a different understandi ng of
what -- which of these points are inportant or not. But for the record
these are why we felt that alternative one was, as Dan said earlier, a
non-starter. And | think the main area in which this fell was the
difficulty of use issue was the nmain issue that kept us fromfeeling
that this was a good way to go

MR FRISHVAN. You say it's too conplex for users, but it’'s
exactly what everybody does today.

MR. FOSTER: You know, the web is one of those things that's
changing fast. The whole Internet is changing very, very quickly. And
| think a year ago, that statenent would have been doubted by a | ot of
people in this room

And when we concentrate on ease of use, |'’mnot so sure that
we were thinking about absolute raw ease of use, but predictability of
ease of use; whether or not we could actually say -- you know, what'’s
useful for nme and what’'s useful for you are two different things. And

think you could say that about each individual in this room And
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can’t predict to a fairly high | evel of confidence that the person --
the third person in the fourth row can use this systemunless | have a
fair amount of control over how that systenis designed.

So | can’t say that, you know, Joe Bl ow from Montana can use
Nye County’'s system or predict that they'Il able to use Nye County’s
system wi thout having a fairly high | evel of confidence what they' re
going to see when they go to their -- go to that system

MR FRISHVAN: But if Joe Blow from Montana finds it
i mportant enough to do that, he'll figure it out.

MR FOSTER: Well, that may be. | think that a year ago we
may not have had that same understandi ng, and even six nonths ago we nay
not have had that sane understanding. And this is basically reporting
on things that we were tal king about |ast October. There was a fairly
strong feeling within all the nenbers of the technical working group
fromsonme of the counties, the DOE and the NRC that alternative one was
too conplicated for your average, unskilled Internet user to figure out.

MS. TREICHEL: One of the characteristics of this entire
thing, it hasn’t changed and has only increased, has been the way
technol ogy has changed and gotten ahead of what anybody thought. And
can’t imagine that if you say |last Cctober, gee, that was way back then
and now it’'s very different --

MALE VO CE: Only four nonths later.

MS. TREICHEL: Yeah. |If this thing isn’t expected to --
well, | don't ever expect it to kick in, so | have to always use that
disclaimer. But if it isn't expected by the optimsts to kick in for a
year or two, | can only think that it would be easier. And if it’s not
easy to get DOE docunents, then | guess there's going to be a | ot of
real serious screaning going on when you can get anything else in the
world but you can’t get DOE docunents.

So it's DOE's responsibility to nake those accessible. And
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it's easier and easier and easier to have things accessible. And it’'s
going to becone easier. That -- people have a huge self-interest in
maki ng the web work. It’'s the marketplace, it's the information center,
it's everything. So there -- just |ook at the NASDAQ You know, this
is -- this thing is going.

And | -- these conversations are quite interesting when you
conpare themw th when we're discussing a repository, but that's just an
aside. It just strikes ne that the future seens so difficult to predict
in this room but in other roons it's not.

MR. HOYLE: No, | think those are, conments from both of
you, very well taken. And | think we have perhaps in our discussions in
prior neetings of this panel, perhaps in the technical working group
nmeeti ngs which unfortunately |I did not attend, where a | ot of enphasis
was put on public users. And naybe we've | ooked harder at that than
what | call the primary users, who will be those who are the parties to
the case and the judges.

And | don’t want to dwell too |ong unnecessarily on
alternative one, except that | know several of you think this is a
pretty good one and we need to spend the anount of time on it that's
appropriate. But just going down through the chart that you had on
there why alternative one does not neet requirenents -- and | know,

d en, you suggested that maybe |ooking at it today you might say it a
little differently. Let's go through those saying it’'s too conplex for
users, but how would you have put it if you were going to make a conment
about the primary users? 1Is it too conplex for then?

MR FOSTER. Well, actually, John, let nme explain to you why
the enphasis was on the ordinary users. | think that we felt that if an
ordinary user, if we made -- if we designed the systemto be accessible
to what we’'re calling the ordinary user, the rank and file, that there

woul d be no question that it would be al so appropriate for somebody who
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was a little bit nore skilled in the discovery process.

So | think that perhaps we were |azy, perhaps we just wanted
to cover all the bases, but that we didn't really | ook at the
di stinguishing factors between those highly skilled users and the ones
who were not.

MR. HOYLE: They're highly notivated anyway.

MR. FOSTER: And highly notivated, sure. |’'mnot sure that
I"'mreally in a position where | can say whether or not it’'s, without
talking to those users and without interviewing themin sone depth, |I'm
not sure whether | can say whether or not it would be appropriate.
However, since sone of those users are here today, they're probably --
and they’' ve already spoken to this issue, perhaps it is.

MR, HOYLE: Okay.

MR, FRI SHVAN: You know, there's an old principle in the
Navy that every convoy noves at the speed of the slowest ship. | don't
think that applies here. | really don't. W can't design this system
for the nobst unsophisticated or | east sophisticated potential nenber of
the general public who might want to get access to it.

MR FOSTER: Well, but that issue keeps coming up. You
know, | nmean we had a -- we’'ve had a fairly |ong discussion about the
public docunent roons, |library access, people with slow Internet
connections, people with limted capability browsers. The topic keeps
com ng up, so there’'s obviously sonme constituency here that is very
concerned with --

MALE VO CE: But those aren’t the people who need speedy
di scovery.

MR FOSTER. W're building one system W’ re not building
two systens.

MR MJURPHY: No, DOE's already got a system And that sort

of leads in, I"'mgoing to follow your naval analogy here. If it's too
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difficult to navigate, that's the participant’s problem And if other
peopl e can’'t navigate on sonebody else’'s information, then that becones
part of the proceedings. That's an issue in availability of information
for the proceeding. It has nothing to do with expediting discovery.

MR. FOSTER: One of the things that we discussed early on in
a fairly abstract way | hope is that the possibility was raised that
it -- sonme participants may feel that it was in their best interest to
hi nder easy discovery. And how would we allow for that being the case,
if infact it were the case? How could we help overcone that sort of
poi nt of view?

MR MJRPHY: |f a participant was hindering discovery?

MR. FOSTER: Well, or perhaps a participant was interested
i n hindering discovery on sonebody el se’s docunent collection

MR, MJURPHY: Right.

MR FOSTER: | nean these are -- these really fall under the
security category. And, you know, are --

MR, MJRPHY: They also --

MR. FOSTER: -- probably discussed there

MR. MJRPHY: They also fall under the category of what we
pay judges to do.

MR FRISHVAN. Yeah, that’'s what | nmean. It’'s part --

MR FOSTER Well, see --

MR FRISHVAN. -- of the proceeding. It hasn't got anything
to do with the system

MR FOSTER: But if the judges are asked to nake a deci sion,
they have to have information on which to base that decision

MR. MJURPHY: Right.

MR, FOSTER: And it comes back to, you know, how far can we
go, or what can we do to nake that information available to them

MR MURPHY: Well, but if someone feels that their right to
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di scovery is being hindered, they go to the judge. They go to the ASLB
and they say party X is hindering nmy right to discovery. And the judge
says prove it. Show ne.

MR. FOSTER: And all the burden of discovering whether or
not your discovery is being hindered is up to you?

MR. MURPHY: You bet. Absolutely.

MR FRI SHVAN:. Yeah, the question came to nmy mind during the
break, you know. How does the Justice Departnent continue to even

survive in its never-ending |lawsuit against Mcrosoft w thout all of

this hel p?
MR FOSTER: Well, it’'s because they subpoena Mcrosoft’'s --
MR FRI SHVAN: Right.
MR, FOSTER  -- disks
MR FRISHVAN. Right. And the judge allows -- orders a
subpoena.

MR MJRPHY: Right. And the other thing we have to keep in
mnd is that renenber we are replacing a hard copy di scovery systemin
order to facilitate the NRC s ability to neet its statutory obligation
to reach a decision within three years.

For the non -- for the potential public, you know, person
who wants to have access to this system what right did that -- did
those nenbers of the public have to get access to? And let’s forget
about the fact that Claudia s records are all public docunents, et
cetera like that. W’re replacing a systemwhich existed in -- under
which primarily applicants were non-governnmental agencies at the tine.
What right did Joe Bl ow from Montana have to demand access to the
records of the Montana power conpany in an NRC |icensing proceeding in
whi ch Joe Bl ow was not an intervener? Zero, none, bingo.

So why should we place additional costs and additiona

adm ni strative burdens on the participants in this process when what
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we're trying to do is replace a systemw th one that woul d make it
easier for the NRCto get to a three year decision? But why should we
at that sane tine create rights and facilitate access which didn't even
exist in the systemthat we're trying to protect, trying to replace?

MR. CAMERON: Yeah. | guess | would have to agree with the
fact that the purpose of this systemis to expedite discovery so that we
don’t have to do it hard copy after the application cones in. Under the
LSS, there wasn't any public access at all

MR, GRASER:  Yeah, there was.

MR. CAMERON:. Ckay? No, not in the pre-license application
phase. Only the headers. Ckay?

We, when we got together at the ARP neeting where we
di scussed the proposed rule, we said well, why shouldn’t there be public
access to this systen? Saying that there should be public access to the
system does not necessarily mean that the systemdesign is driven by the
public access. | don't think it needs to be driven by the public
access.

You guys have brought up two things related to public access
t hough that could have inplications for the participants, the prinary
users using the system One is is that if it’s not an easy to search
system and so many hits cone in, Dan, you were saying that the system
woul d be harder for the participants to get into. den raised a
possible security issue, perhaps if you were saying that the sinpler the
design the nore soneone could try to bring the systemdown in terns of
availability.

| don’t know anything about that. But | guess that | think
that we really should try to keep in mind the primary user here rather
than designing it at |owest comon denoni nator, unless that has sone
i npact for the primary user.

MR MJURPHY: Right. And renenber how we got to that
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di scussion, Chip. You' re absolutely right, but renenber how we got to
that di scussion about public participation when we started tal ki ng about
an LSN, a web-based LSN. And that is that we all recognized pretty
early on in the discussions that if we were going to base this network
on the world wi de web; that public participation already existed in that
net wor k.

And as | recall at |east, the discussion was do we excl ude
the public; do we fence this network to keep the public out, not do we
design a systemto facilitate public access.

MR FOSTER: Well, that’'s very applicable to alternative
one, because if you inplenent alternative one there’s no way to
di stinguish a public random user from sonebody who's in the in crowd.
And so there’s no way to build a fence around it.

MS. NEVWBURY: But we discussed that at that neeting as well
when we tal ked about perhaps having different |evels of users, and
passwords for people who were particularly interested, or who were
interveners or part of this process.

MR FOSTER: But that's what |'mtal king about is though
when the TWG di scussed alternative one they felt that alternative one
woul d not neet that requirenent to differentiate.

MR, FRI SHVAN. But why do we have that requirenent?

MS. NEVWBURY: Wy not?

MR MJURPHY: Wy do we need to differentiate?

FEMALE VO CE: So you can mmke sure --

MR FOSTER. Yeah. To be able to provide predictable levels
of service

N MR FRISHVAN: | think we've been through this before, and
L don't think that’s an issue. And | don’t think Claudia thinks it’s an

i ssue either

o MS. TREICHEL: Well, it becomes an issue if you bl ock
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access. Then it really does becone an issue.

MR, FRISHVAN:. But |evel of service, | can't quite imagine
that the Yucca Mountain page is ever going to get hit so hard that there
is denial of service. | just can't believe there are that nany people
who gi ve anyt hi ng.

MR FOSTER. Well, actually --

M5. TREICHEL: |If there is, | get a bonus.

MR, FOSTER: Wth the tools available on the Internet right
now, only takes one person to shut a site down.

MR FRISHVAN. Right. W found that out |ast week.

MR, FOSTER: For two or three days. And then naybe anot her
person for another two or three days.

MS. NEWBURY: Yeah, but those sane people, if you' re talking
the real highly talented ones, have shut down the Pentagon, the State
Department, and sone of the nobst protected --

MR FOSTER: But |I'’mnot tal king about talented ones. |'m
tal ki ng about, you know, a 14 year old in Runmani a.

MR FRISHVAN. Well, maybe -- yeah.

MS. NEWBURY: Yeah. Well --

MR, FRI SHVAN. Maybe the FBI's good services would go
towards that, if anybody thought it was --

MR. FOSTER  Sure.

MR FRISHVAN: -- inportant enough to screw up the Yucca
Mount ai n page.

MS. TREICHEL: This has got to be --

MR FOSTER: | agree with you. Yucca --

MS. TREICHEL: -- a real lame --

MR. FOSTER: The Yucca Muntain page is probably not an
attractive target.

MS. TREICHEL: Yeah.
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MR FOSTER: And really if you get back to | ooking at the
di fferences between alternatives, alternative one is probably superior
in that regard because they’'d have to shut down a whol e bunch a sites,
not just one.

MR, GRASER: Actually, the Yucca Muntain site was
ef fectively hacked into and the nountains were replaced with a
sil houette of a reclining female. And --

MS. NEWBURY: That was several years ago. And | think

we've --

MR, GRASER. Right.

M. NEWBURY: -- increased our security.

MR GRASER: Well, I'mjust saying in terns of
characterizing it as not a probable target, there -- the -- back in the

1995 tinme frane the entire Departnment of Energy conpl ex was wanked by
the worns agai nst nuclear killers, which cane in through one of the
| aboratories.

MR FRISHVAN: Well, in this instance, what’'s the
consequence? What, we lose three days in a three year licensing
process? And we don’t even | ose those three days anyway.

MR GRASER. Right.

MR FRISHVAN: So what’'s the deal ?

MR FOSTER: Well, we're tal king about one particular type
of security conplex. Now one particular type of -- service attack
There’'s dozens. There's hundreds of different things that can happen to
a web site. And, you know, going through all those things is way beyond
t he scope of our discussion today.

MS. TREICHEL: Can you guarantee that it wouldn’t happen to
three, four, and five?

MR. FOSTER No, course not.

MR GRASER. In fact, | think he just said that --
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FOSTER  You can’t guarantee anything is secure.

CAMERON: Wl |, but again --

5 3

GRASER: It's less plausible with option one.

MR. MJURPHY: But again, keep in mnd the participant in this
process who wants to -- or the two participants in this process who want
to guarantee that we get frompoint Ato point Bin three years are the
Depart ment of Energy and the Nucl ear Regul atory Conm ssion, and perhaps
the utilities, I -- you know. But DOE will do what is necessary, and
spend whatever nobney is necessary consistent with, you know, their
appropriations fromcongress to protect their site fromthose kind of
intrusions so that they can acquire or obtain their construction
aut hori zation within three years.

It’s not Nye County’'s -- but why should Nye County and
Esnerel da County and Clark County be required to nmaintain our web sites
in the sane fashion when it is highly unlikely that soneone is going to
attack the licensing process by intruding into Nye County’'s web site?
Those sites they're going to intrude into, if anybody even, you know, |
mean and | agree with Steve. The sites that they're going to -- that
are likely to be attacked are the NRC site and the D, you know, DOCE
site, nunber one. And Cdaudia, as a part of her basic job description,
is going to do what she can to protect her web site. Wy should Abby’'s
client have to do the sane thing? Nobody's going to shut down the NRC
i censing process by attacking Esnerelda County’'s --

FEMALE VO CE: Eureka.

MR MJRPHY: O Eureka. |'msorry, Eureka County’'s web
site, or Nye County’'s web site.

FEMALE VO CE: See, it's starting already.

MR MURPHY: | nean that’'s the part that, you know, that’s
disturbing me init. But, you know, fundanentally, | agree with Steve,

that, you know, the chances of that many people really caring are fairly
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MR FOSTER: Well, okay. Wat if the consequence of
sonebody attacking your web site was that you | ost status?

MALE VO CE: Sonebody has to make hate deci sion

MR MURPHY: | will --

MR FOSTER: Well, no, |I'mjust saying --

90

MR MJURPHY: No, no, no. | wll take ny chances. |
guarantee, | think we ought to go to lunch right now and not anybody
worry about that. | wll take nmy chances before the judge. The judge

is not going -- the ASLB is not going to kick Nye County out because
sone hacker attacked us and shut down our web site. The ASLB is not

going to deny DCE its construction authorization because sone hacker

attacked its web site and intruded on its data. You know, that’'s just

not going to happen. [|'Ill take our chances.

MR FOSTER: W're dealing with very sinplistic scenarios

here, and the real world | think is nuch nore conplex. And | think that

this is probably way off the topic, but I'"mjust throwi ng our for

consi deration what if sonebody got into your web site and used it to

shut down DOE's web site, and nade it appear as if it were coning from

your web site? That's the kind of |evel of things that we have to think

about in terms of |ooking at these --
MR, GRASER: Again, it's a take your chances type --
MR. FOSTER: -- |ooking at these designs.
MR. FRI SHVAN:  So?
MR

FOSTER: Well, and you couldn’t prove that it wasn't one

of your guys.

MR FRI SHVAN: Sonebody’s got to prove that it was. And
that’s what courts are for.

MR FOSTER. Well --

MS. TREICHEL: Presumed innocent.
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MR FRISHVAN. The NRC is particularly not good at doing
things like that.

MR. FOSTER: It happens, you know, six tinmes in the first
six months of the LSN, sonebody might start thinking well --

MS. TREICHEL: There's a |ot of people that already think --

MR FRISHVAN:. |'Il take ny chances with the court before |
will with the NRC for, you know, for security purposes.

MS. TREICHEL: | don't know, | think we're all over the
board here. This is just --

MR HOYLE: | think so too a little bit, Judy.

Mal , are you maybe goi ng down a path that would say there's
still another alternative out there; that we do sonmething differently
with the NRC and the DCE material, and -- fromyour material, Cark
County’'s, you know, the others? Are you saying that perhaps yours could
reside in an alternative one environnent and nmaybe that we should be
t hi nki ng of sonething else for the other two?

MR MJURPHY: | hadn’t thought of that, but | don’t see any
reason -- | nmean sure. That's -- there may be an alternative six. That
hadn’t occurred to ne. WMaybe there's sonme hybrid that would satisfy
everybody’'s --

MR FRISHVAN. No. | think, Mal, in keeping with what you
were saying before, and | think sort of inline with what |’ ve been
saying, is it's DOE' s decision what they want. And it’s the
conmi ssion’s decision what they want for how they handle their
particul ar pages. They have a big vested interest. And we have a big
vested interest too. And | think we may all see different ways to do
what we need to do. DCE is the nmost vul nerabl e because it has the nost
to lose. And if they don't take care of their property, then shane on
t hem

MR. MURPHY: They’'re not going to do it anyway.
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MR, MJURPHY: Doesn’t nake any difference what rule we wite.

MR HOYLE: -- Caudia' s going to do everything possible to
keep it up.

MR. MJURPHY: Yeah, they're going to do it anyway. And
renenber, |'mlooking at the rule again. And C audia, you know,

rem nded us to let’'s go back to the source every now and then. The
says 2.1001 -- 1011 says:

"Anmong the other powers and responsibilities of

the LSNA is to coordinate the resol ution of

probl ens regarding the integrity of the

docunmentary materials certified in accordance

with, you know, 1009 by the participants to be

in the LSN."

Coordi nate the resol ution of problens concerning the

rul e

integrity.

MS. NEVBURY: Not identify them

MR MJRPHY: Not identify them and design the systemin the
first place to avoid any conceivable integrity problem | nean we |j

can’t do that. There's not enough noney in the systemto do that.

ust

MR CAMERON. But it certainly doesn't exclude that froma

| egal point of view, | don't think, but | think you' re raising good

policy argunments why -- | nean both the case with the audit and the

case

with the security considerations. You' re saying why should a burden,

addi tional burden fromone of these design alternatives be placed on al

the other participants besides DOE and NRC because of sonme concerns.

MR. MJURPHY: Right.

MR FRISHVAN: No, | think we're saying beyond that. Wy on

anybody, because each is responsible for his own?

M5. NEWBURY: Wiy is NRC asking to assune this burden?

It’'s
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not in the rule.

MR HOYLE: Well, | think that is the basic question. And
think the LSNA is trying to deternine all right, you wanted himin the
act. Now what should he be doing? Wat is the breadth of his act to
hel p Mal and Steve and the others get a good, warm feeling that

Claudia's material is proper? And it continues to be proper --

MR FRISHVAN. It's not a matter of proper. |It's a matter
of whether it is properly available. It isn't a question of proper
material. It’'s a question of did you follow the procedure that nade it

avail able to everybody who wanted it at the sane tine.

MR HOYLE: | stand corrected. | neant properly avail abl e.

MR. CAMERON: But as Dan and the working group -- as Dan
said at the beginning of the norning is that he wasn't pushing one of
these alternatives over another. What they did is they went in and they
| ooked at each of these alternatives froma nunber of different
perspectives and presented that to the ARP for discussion. And that’'s
what they're getting at.

MR FRISHVAN:. | think we're probably just so used to
rejection that we see that word and we i medi ately respond.

MR HOYLE: It could be. Poor strategy.

Let me ask the members. It’s 12:30. | think | would Iike
to hear two, short description of alternative two, and then break for
lunch. Two might result in the sane kind of discussion we just had, and
if we could avoid getting into repeating ourselves, |I think we could
hear a little bit about two and then deci de where we want to go from
there. 1Is that agreeable?

M5. NEWBURY: Sure.

MR, HOYLE: Okay.

MR. FOSTER. After considering the sinple strategy of one,

whi ch we spent -- we | ook at what we could add to one to perhaps nake it
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a nore useable system And a fairly obvious aspect, capability, cane
out too, that being a search capability across participant sites. And
so basically two is one with an added centralized search interface to
the portal.

Participants still have the, pretty nmuch the sane sort of
systemin their -- under their purview. The -- but the user, instead of
going to each individual site and searching on each individual site for
the informati on of relevance, has the ability to ook at it in one spot
and get returned to themall information that matches whatever search
that they attenpted.

MR, GRASER  And the risks?

MR. FOSTER: This basically added a little bit of conplexity
to the design, but at the -- but a very small one, using off-the-shelf
products and a fair anmount of additional capability. The -- we didn't
feel that this would affect the schedule at all; that it was sonething
that was doabl e and that additional integration was not -- it was not a
big factor. The -- it's still a very low cost, relatively |ow cost to
the final three alternatives to the NRC

Each of the participants would have a snall additiona
adm nistrative cost to alternative one; that being that there would have
to be sonme sort of interface between the central search engine and their
site. Not a database type of interface, but sone sort of regular
presentation of the data on the site so that the search engine could
interpret what it found.

MR HOYLE: Wbuld that be a one-tine cost, or a continuing?

MR FOSTER: It would depend on how they popul ated their

site. It would be sonmething that they would have to, first of all
not -- | don’t want to use the term devel op, because that inplies too --
nmore work than it is. They had -- but they'd have to architecture it in

sone way and then they woul d have to follow those rules while they put
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their docunents up

So for a participant with a few docunents, put it all up at
once, then yes, it would be a one-tine costs. For participants who had
a larger docunent collection that may put it up in pieces, it would have
to adhere to those standards at each instance of putting up their
i nformati on.

What are the consequences of this? And | think people who
have actually done a | ot of searching on the world w de web using
simlar products to what this would be sees this all the tinme, in that
when you get a large or even sonetines a small response froma search
engine, it's difficult to ascertain the relevance of one docunent
agai nst anot her docunent. The -- you nay get four docunents that you're
not |ooking for as well as the docunent you're getting (sic) for. You
may not get the docunent you're |ooking for for sone quirk of the search
engine. They don’t rank themgenerally in a way that is -- that
corresponds well to what people expect. And by that, we feel that that
makes things difficult to use.

We felt that there nay be sone difficulty with participants
mai nt ai ni ng sone of these interfaces. W felt that issues with regard
to data presentation, what Daniel was tal king about earlier with regard
to data nornalization may be hard for users to deal with

For exanple, he used the -- the exanple of dates | think is
a very easy one to understand. And especially when sorting, you nmay
want to | ook at versions of documents. And if the dates used between
these different versions are not consistently presented, then you can't
sort themby date. So we felt that that would add to difficulty to use
and conplexity of the system

And finally, there’s no way to search within a subset. That
if you get 100 docunents or 1,000 docunents as a return to a query, how

do you specify that you only want to search within those 1,000 docunents
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for another termof interest? W did not try to predict all the ways in
whi ch peopl e can search or the specific search terns for which they
woul d be | ooking. Qur assunption was because of the great nunber of
docunents within the systemas a whole, the sinmlarity between those
docunents, that trying to do sanple searching and such |ike was beyond
what we could do without a -- without putting up a systemas a

prot ot ype

There are other technical issues with regard to this with
the strategy, and Dr. Nartker of UNLV was very hel pful in having us
under st and sone of the consequences of the strategy in terns of
usability to the average user, and even the nore capable user. So we
felt that alternative two did not materially inprove upon alternative
one in terns of a systemthat would give us what we wanted in terns of
usability, in terms of maintainability, in terns of admnistrability
(phonetic), if that’'s a word.

MR GRASER Is alternative two worse than alternative one
in any way?

MR FOSTER: W felt that it was | ess predictable. That we
may go through the additional integration, the additional feature adding
wi t hout getting much nore useful in terns of usability, and that it
could be confusing. And it was unpredictable what we would get for our
noney, basically.

MR. CAMERON: den, when you say that the -- it may actually
i ncrease cost, and then down | guess in the third bullet, it would
exceed the cost of sinply purchasing the portal. The cost to who, to
the NRC or to all the participants?

MR FOSTER | think that that is one of the areas of
unpredictability that |I'mtal king about here. One of our biggest
efforts in this whole technical working group was to reduce the

unpredictability of certain aspects of it. W have unpredictability in
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what tools we need to inplenent the strategy; we have unpredictability
in the area of band wi dth; we have unpredictability in what user base

we -- what |evel of expertise we needed to satisfy in the user base, and
many ot her areas.

So | think that you see that as the alternatives one, two,
three, four, and five progress, the various aspects of the designs are
all intended to increase what we can predict, how nmuch we can control
and how assuredly we can provide a systemto do what we felt the system
needed to do.

MR. HOYLE: Dan, anything el se?

MR GRASER: That -- | think that's essentially it on the
alternati ves one and two, John.

MR. HOYLE: Okay. Any comment on two?

MR. GRASER  No.

MR HOYLE: Al right. | suggest we take an hour break. So
let’s be back at 1:35. 1:35.

[ Wher eupon, at 12:35 p.m, the neeting was recessed, to

reconvene at 1:35 p.m, this sane day.]
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AFTERNOON SESSI ON
[1:35 p.m]

MR. HOYLE: | apologize for ny own late return, but we got a
|ate start.

Mal has to |l eave this afternoon earlyish, and so does Judy.
| think we're going to have to really speed along if we're going to try
to bring a vote or |ook for consensus by about 3:00. It’'s now 5 of 2.

So before we begin the afternoon review of three, four, and
five alternatives, we did cover one and two this norning. | just wanted
to ask if there's anyone that wanted to coment further on one and two?

MR GRASER: Okay. | had a couple a housekeeping points
that | just wanted to get back on the record very quickly.

The first, in response to Claudia in terns of where in the
rule is the licensing support network adm nistrator shoul dering any
responsibility. And it goes right back to 2.1001 in the definitions of
the license support network administrator. And at that section of the
rule it indicates that, "The LSNA is responsible for coordi nating access
to and the integrity of the data available on the LSN. "

So if you hang it on the words "responsible for the
integrity of the data on the network," that’'s essentially where you --
that's the foundation for why it is the LSN admi nistrator wants to be
| ooking into the participant collections.

There was another point that | just wanted to nmake. There
was quite a bit of discussion in terns of the various alternatives
| evyi ng additional burdens or additional requirements on the
participants. And one of the things | did want to clarify is that in
terms of the audit capability that | would certainly be |ooking at
i mpl ementing, everything that | have been considering was to use
autormated tools to do that. And that would require no investnment of any

resource on any of the participants over and above putting their
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docunents out on a server somewhere and naking them avail abl e.

So in that regard, it’'s an autonmated function. Software
goes in, takes a snapshot, and cones back and subnmits that information
to a statistical type process. So there's really no additional burden
that should be | evied against any of the participants in terns of
hel ping to support that sort of activity.

Ckay. And also, this norning when | was doing the brief
overview | did touch on the costs of the systemto the participants.

And | just did want to reiterate that although there was a | ot of active
debat e back and forth within the technical working group, | thought that
it was a fair characterization to say that especially for the small
participants, there is not nuch difference between what it woul d cost
for you to neet the obligations of the rule for alternatives four --
three and alternatives five.

That was represented in the table. That’'s included |ater on
the presentation. And | just wanted to again reiterate that in ny
opinion, | don't think alternatives one and two deviated too nuch from
that nodel, except insofar as alternative one and alternative two would
require that the participants provide their own site searching software
their own site engine, their own site database software systemto
mai ntain and organize the files. So in that regard, vis-a-vis
alternative three, four, and five, where the portal software can do
those functions, in fact, alternatives one and two may represent
sonewhat hi gher cost than alternatives three and four and five.

So those were just some of the technical aspects that |
wanted to add to the discussion. O at |east, you know, nake ny point.
Put it on the record, so to speak.

MR HOYLE: Okay. Any other comrent?

I think I would like to ask the Engel brecht --

MR VON TI ESENHAUSEN. Can | ask a quick question, Dan? |'m
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not quite sure exactly how | ong does the system have to be up?

MR GRASER: Well, | think that probably depends upon the
hearing process. As you know, there is | guess what you would call an
optional fourth year to the licensing process. So theoretically, that
could -- a three year hearing and |icensing process could be four years.

And then | guess it depends on the disposition of the
dat abase after the licensing activity whether that needs to be avail abl e
or sinply archived. But when you tally the whole thing up, | think
we're probably tal king probably six years of operation, five to six
years of operation grand total.

MR, MJURPHY: It could be |onger than that too.

MR, GRASER  Coul d be.

MR, MJURPHY: Dependi ng on whether -- on, you know, wthin
five to six years theoretically the NRC will issue a construction
aut hori zation. W then go into constructing the repository. Then DCE
cones back for a license to receive and possess. |f we consider that
all one |icensing proceeding, we could --

MR. GRASER: Then you're probably talking --

MR MJRPHY: -- theoretically we could maintain these --

have to maintain these sites for 20 years

MR GRASER. Right.

MR HOYLE: Okay. Let’'s press on.

MR. MJURPHY: And one other thing, John --

MR. HOYLE: Yes.

MR MJURPHY: -- before we get started. It occurred to ne,
you know, | didn’'t nmean ny criticismthis morning -- and | hope | speak
for everybody el se around here. | didn't mean ny criticismthis nmorning
to -- or | didn't nean by that that | don’t appreciate and acknow edge

the hard work that the technical working group has gone through in

comng up with these alternatives. | don’t agree with some of them but
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| certainly acknow edge and appreciate the work that they’ ve done.

MR. HOYLE: Thank you, Mal. | appreciate you putting that
comment in.

What |'m going to suggest is that we let Dan and den run
through alternatives three, four, and five. |'Il say quickly, we'll see
how t hat works out. But why don't we hold our questions until the end
of description of five, so that | think we'll gain sonme tinme by doing it
this way. So go ahead.

MR. FOSTER: After | ooking at the deficiencies, perceived
deficiencies of alternatives one and two, we will -- we -- after |ooking
at the deficiencies we perceive to exist in alternatives one and two, we
tried to identify how best we could technol ogi cally address those
deficiencies. And we |ooked at a particular piece of software called a
portal, which does a nunber of different things, but the nain objective
of a portal is to provide a single point of access to nultiple data
sources for individuals. And so you'll find that three, four, and five
all have this portal aspect in compbn. And it is actually the
di stinguishing factor between alternative one and alternative three.

Alternative three grew out of alternative one with the
addition of the portal software and vari ous other aspects, because
portal software doesn’'t stand alone, it requires a data base and various
ot her aspects. And then alternatives four and five grew out of the
alternative three idea. So three, four, and five have quite a | ot of
conmmonal ity, quite a bit nore commonality than they have differences.

In your, | believe it's tabs L, K, or L, M and N | nmay be
wong on those references, but in the tabs that describe the plans for
alternatives three, four, and five you'll see that there's this notion
of a conponent. And each of three, four, and five have different --
three different conponents that address various requirements that the

systemis intended to address, one being the audit, one being user
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access, and one being the data storage and retrieval aspects.

Alternatives three, four, and five differ only in that final
conponent. The portal and the audit aspects of it are the sane. So
we're going to focus on the differences rather than the sinmlarities.

And this slide actually tal ks about simlarities, so we're
going to pretty nmuch get through that. They're all -- they all look to
the user the same way. They all pretty nuch deliver the sane data to a
particul ar query. They all have a fair anpbunt of custonability to
particul ar users. They can differentiate one user fromanother wth
ease. They can give users different |levels of access to the system
bl ocki ng sone out when -- while granting others in on a fairly easy to
manage basis. They all pretty nmuch require the sane things of the
participants, with the differences that we're going to address in a
nonent .

I"'mgoing to -- we're going to show you three conceptua
schematics of the alternatives. The schematics are necessarily
simplified. And this is always sonething that -- there's lots of ways
to show conputer schematics. |'msure everybody in this room has seen
dozens of conputer schematics that attenpt to display graphically a
fairly conplex connection of conputers, but these schematics are
intended to focus on the differences between the systens.

You see alternative three we have distributed web servers
connect ed sonehow. The line between the web servers and the LSN index
and centralized portal is intended to be the Internet. The line to the
user is also intended the Internet -- is also the Internet, but there is
a distinction in how-- in the type of data that nobves over those |ines.

One nore thing, Dan. There's a -- one of the things that's
di stinguishing of alternative three that, opposed to four and five is
that the user sort of has a back channel to the participant web sites in

three which does not exist in four and five. That should the
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centralized portal be down, for exanple, the user could al ways go
directly to the participant web sites. GCkay. Thanks.

Al'ternative four differs fromalternative three in that the
partici pant web servers have been noved close to the participant -- |
mean to the portal site. "C ose" neaning a situation where a high band
wi dth between the sites can be attained at a fairly cheap cost. And we
were thinking |ocal area network for that. | should point out that
proximty is spelled incorrectly. | apologize for that.

The issue that this was intended to address was the fact
that connections over the Internet are uncertain. Wether or not you
can make the connection at all and the anmount of band w dth of
performance of that connection can not always be guaranteed. This
all ows the portal to have good access to the coll ections.

Now one of the things that this inplies is that the

participants have to update their web servers in a location that nmay be

tough -- may be geographically distant fromwhere files, the origina
docunents reside, and administer servers in those -- in that |ocation.
And that can be -- that adds sonme conplexity and sone challenge to this

alternative.

Alternative five was intended to address the band width
i ssue and al so the issue of remote administration. In alternative five,
the web servers are noved back out to sites as chosen by the
participants and the portal site was enhanced with a, basically a big
di sk that contains all the information on all the web servers as a copy.
The portal will go out and query the web servers to update its own
cache, but for delivery to the user, the docunents will be delivered
fromthe cache

The advantage of this is that the band wi dth between the web
servers and the cache can be uncertain. That can be a slow trickle of

data and still satisfy the needs of a user for rapid access to the
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docunents.

Under alternative three, participants have a responsibility
to put up a web server, to nake it avail able, make adequate band wi dth
avail able to the web server. Now we haven't exactly determ ned what
that adequate -- word adequate neans for every participant, but for
| arger participants that could be a significant capacity. The porta
software gives the users quite a bit of capabilities, sone of which |I've
al ready tal ked about. |It's very flexible. It can pretty nmuch be
what ever the user wants it to be.

One of the exanples that we've used in talking about this in
the past is sonething that cane out of the LSS docunent, and that is the
ability to save queries. At one point, | guess that was felt to be a
very inportant tool for checking to see what new information is
available in a -- with regard to a particular subject; that you could
run the same query a week later or a nonth |ater that you -- and see
what has changed fromthe previous tine you ran it. That's the sort of
capability that, you know, that’'s just an exanple. That's the sort of
capability that the portal would provide.

D sadvantages are, with this, is of course access to the
participant sites fromthe portal in that it’'s an uncertain connecti on,
and that can unpredictably affect perfornmance.

Here you see what we felt about the decision factors, which
will be summarized in a later slide. One thing | should have stated at
the beginning of this segnent is that all of alternatives three, four
and five were felt by the technical working group to be acceptable; that
we recogni ze that tradeoffs would have to be made between themin terns
of costs, in terms of what the ARP felt was inportant and where you
wanted to put your nost about predictability. Were one is better in
terms of predictability of response, another one is better in terms of

predictability of results.
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MR GRASER: If | could just add a quick coment on that
one. | think a nore precise way to characterize the technical working
group was to say that we all recognized that alternatives three, four,
and five were all technically viable.

MR FOSTER | think that’'s --

MR. HOYLE: Did you finish that one?

MR. FOSTER: Yeah, | think that's enough on that.

Okay. As | said, alternative four differs fromalternative
three in that the participants’ servers are noved in close proxinmty to
the portal site. There are four disadvantages that conme to the
advantages of this proximty, and one is that with nodern networking
technol ogy, it may not be easy to keep one’'s participant’s
mal functioning systemfrominterfering with another participant’s
properly functioning system It may be difficult to ascertain who is
responsi ble for that situation.

It may be difficult for participants to adm nister a system
that is difficult, or I'msorry, is distant fromtheir main operations.
It may require staffing changes, it may require technol ogy changes, it
really reduces a |lot of options in that area. However, response is very
predi ctable and the total anpbunt of band width available is certainly
nmuch easier to achieve at a reasonabl e cost.

How this inpacts the decision factors are shown here.

Really again, it's a viable solution. |It’'s really nore of a tradeoff.
You -- this particular slide, decision factors three, four, and five al
shoul d be considered together. 1t’'s not going to flip through it on a

si ngl e overhead though.

I will point out though that alternative four, because of
the uncertainties with regard to adninistration of the participant
sites, will probably pose the highest cost and hi ghest burden on the

participants of all the alternatives we tal k about today, at |east --
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certainly all the alternatives that we’'ve analyzed in depth, which is
three, four, and five

Alternative five introduces what | like to call a honking
big disk to pretty much as the water tank does for a town. You can punp
the water into it slowy and you can draw the water at your |eisure,
sonetines rapidly when you have a fire or sonetines at a slow anpunt of
time. And that's really what this disk does for you. You know,
thinking of it as a single disk of course is inaccurate, but --
technically inaccurate, but essentially that's what it does.

Really, when it cones right down to it, one of the things it
means is that participants won't have their -- have to have their sites

up 24 hours a day. They night be able to have their sites up 2 hours a

week, depending on the anount of data that they have available. It
really doesn't matter for themto -- they don’t have to exhibit the sane
anmount of rigor and control of the administration of their site. It

gives thema lot nore freedomto perform system operations |ike backup
things like that.

At one point we tal ked about the idea of |oading this disk,
this centralized storage disk through sone other nethod besi des the web.
However, | believe that we felt that having a web server, a
di stingui shed point of distribution for each participant, was an
important part of the rule. And now | didn't nake that decision, | just
seemto remenber it. But this -- that’s pretty much the distinguishing
characteristics of this design.

This design pretty much gives an awful |ot of what we
t hought the system should have. The real big negative here is, when it
cones right down to it, is cost. |It’'s, as you'll see later, it’'s al nost
doubl e the cost of alternatives three and four, which are pretty close
in cost. And the reason there is because of -- excuse nme, because of

this disk. And there is a certain aspect of that with regard to the
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current state-of-the-art with disk storage and the anount of data that
we estinate to be in the LSN, they don't really fit together
particularly well at this tinme. And that kind a is what nakes this high
bunp happen.

MR. MJURPHY: That's the highest cost to the NRC, not to the
ot her participants?

MR FOSTER: Yes, that's -- well, overall cost. W |ooked

MR MJURPHY: | don’t care about the overall cost. | care
about how nmuch of a check Nye County has to wite.

MR FOSTER: Actually, when it conmes down to the cost to the
participant, this is probably the | owest cost to the participant.

MR. MURPHY: That's what | want to hear.

MR FOSTER: Again though, we're talking -- we’'re not
tal ki ng hundreds of thousands of dollars. W’'re talking tens of dollars
or thousands of dollars. That's pretty nuch the descriptions of three,
four, and five.

MR GRASER. Right. Before --

MR. MJURPHY: Can | ask one --

MR GRASER.  (Ckay.

MR, MJURPHY: You didn't get to your slide, | guess 26, the
cost to establish web presence.

MR. GRASER. That's coning up next. That's ne.

MR MJURPHY: Ch, okay.

MR GRASER. |I'mgoing to step right into that one before we
open up the questions.

Al'l right. The technical working group had quite a bit of
give and take and back and forth on this in terms of trying to
characterize costs for the participant organi zations to establish a web

presence. And |I'll be the first to adnmit that we still internally
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anongst ourselves are arguing and qui bbling over exactly how big is big,
and how bi g does the server need to be for a big installation.

But generally, what we tried to do was to characterize, oh,
three central cost characterizations that -- or cost factors that a
partici pant could expect, and then to represent those for the
partici pants who may have fewer than 1,000 pages versus those who nmay
have anywhere between 1,000 and 10, 000 pages, versus those who have in
excess of 10,000. And of course the nore in excess of 10,000 pages you
have, the bigger the nunbers can get. That's why there’'s a little plus
sign at the end of that colum over on the right-hand side of this
chart.

Cenerally, what we tried to do is to identify the cost of a
server machine that a participant would need to support. That woul d be
the server that the participant would put up on their external web site
to house their collection.

Second cost, mmintenance and administration. This is an
annual , recurring type cost. And this represents, | would say for the
nost part, the investnent in bodies and | abor hours in order to do the
care and feeding of your web page presence. And again, this is fairly
hard to characterize not know ng what people pay for database
admi ni strators or web administrators and so forth, but we at |east took
a crack to try to give you a frane of reference to say are we tal king
tens of thousands or are we tal king hundreds of thousands here. So we
tried to characterize that cost of human invol venent in keeping the site
operational on an annual type basis.

And then the third cost factor is |ooking at the cost of the
band wi dth and communi cati ons back and forth between the various
alternatives and the size of your collections and the nunbers of
docunents that you have out there. And again, we tried to characterize

this, and this nunber could again fluctuate by quite a bit dependi ng on
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who you are using as your carrier and what sort of purchasing vol unes
you may have, and so forth. So this nunmber has a certain degree of
variability to it as well, but that’'s essentially what we tried to do.

And the footnotes on this table are fairly inportant. These
represent what we considered to be a reasonable cost range. It
certainly can vary fromparty to party to party. And for collections
with [ arger nunber of pages, the high end cost can keep going up as the
coll ection size goes up.

The other -- the second footnote down here al so worthy of
note is that the docunent conversion costs can be significant. And
again, they are predicated on the size of your own particular collection
and how nuch conversi on you need to do, and what you may al ready have
the docunents in, what formats and so forth

And the bottom footnote down there again is just to indicate
that in terns of the maintenance and administration, you're really
talking partial FTEEs. And it depends on how nmuch you pay for full-tine
equi val ent body or part of a body to performroutine database
admi ni stration.

Ckay.

MR, MJURPHY: COkay. Dan, just for -- and |'m sure you
anticipated this comng. Just for conparatively at |east, because |
suspect that you don't have figures, but how does -- how do alternatives
one and two conpare to the ones we have set out here, three, four, and
five?

MR GRASER Well, as | said, | think for the snall
participants, alternative one and two are probably going to be sonewhat
hi gher given the fact that instead of relying on the indexes that the
portal software delivers and gives, the participant would then have to
provi de sonme nechanismto do file management. And in conputer talk,

t hat nmeans sone kind of a database managenent system And that under
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alternatives one and two, if you are pointed towards a site, then the
site needs to provide the search tools, whatever tools are there.

And now there's sone degree of variability in there. I1f you
want to take the mininalist approach across-the-board, soneone would be
able to set up an HTM. environnment and sinply provide browse navigation
tools with very sinple or rudinentary termsearching capabilities
wi t hout having an underlying text engine with all of the bool ean
operators. So it kind of depends on what the participant chooses to
establish as the tools at their site

So what ever you would get with alternative one and two in
terns of your retrieval capability is what the site can give to you
because there’s no nmaster engine, so to speak. So | think when you add
in whatever the cost of the software and dat abase nanagenent type
software you woul d need to provide additional search and retrieval and
file organi zation tools, you would add to the cost of what you woul d
normal | y be seeing under alternatives three and four and five.

MR MJURPHY: Well, three and five?

MR. GRASER: Three and five, yeah.

MS5. NEWBURY: Dan, is this based on the fact of just a cold
startup? You don’t have a web page at all and this is what it would
cost you to get in? Because as you know, Nye County has a web page
al ready. The State has a web page already, we certainly have one
Nye -- Clark County as well. So is this additional costs on what we
al ready have up and running, or is this pretending we didn't have
anyt hi ng?

MR FOSTER Let ne address that, because |’'m the one who
cane up with these. This assunmes a cold start essentially, as far as
t he hardware and software goes. However, it assunmes sone |evel of
expertise. Not a specific |level of expertise, which accounts for the

wi de range in the costs, but that people are generally famliar with
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what the web is; and if not howto start a web server, where to go to
find sonebody who can start a web server.

There’s nore information on that in the descriptions in the
managenent plans on the alternatives. There's sone infornmation in there
about the origin of -- the beginnings of these figures. But yeah, they
pretty much start by buying a box, or taking a box out of the closet
that is no longer suitable for desktop because the desktop software has
outgrown -- everybody's got a Pentiumin the closet, and that Pentium
will run open source operating systenms just fine. And your cost for

that is zero.

MURPHY: Nye County right now has --

MR MJRPHY: \What about |easing? Wat if we --
MR. FOSTER: There’'s --

MR MJRPHY: | nean we --

MR FOSTER | didn't --

MR

MR

FOSTER | did not attenpt to address every single
di fferent procurenent nethod. One of the things you can do though, you
can buy a web page for $30 a nonth fromalnost any ISP in the country

and store a significant anmount of data on it --

MR MJRPHY: Well, yeah, that's what Nye County does now.
MR FOSTER: -- on that web page.

MR, MJURPHY: W have a -- | don’t know, | think our --

MR FOSTER So | think there’'s an awful lot --

MR MJURPHY: | haven't the slightest idea what it costs us.
MR FOSTER -- of different --

MR

GRASER: That goes back to the Boy Scout anal ogy that |

used at the Cctober neeting, basically what would it take for a Boy

RIL Scout troop to set up a web page and still -- they could still meet the

rule, and they, you know, they could piggyback on other resources in

ot her places and essentially do it for next to no cost.
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MR MJURPHY: Right.

MR GRASER: So it could be very |ow

MR. MJURPHY: Yeah, because -- right. There's nothing in the
rul e which requires us to own our server.

MR, GRASER That’'s correct.

MR MJURPHY: W just have to make the docunments avail abl e.

MR. GRASER | need to be able to have a URL |location to be
abl e to point to.

MR PITTS: So these nunbers here, the maintenance and
adm ni stration, those are for actually locating the server at the
participant’s site, a physical piece of machinery?

MR. GRASER: Sone part of that might be the cost of paying
to, yes.

MR PITTS: kay. Because, yeah, the difficulty we have in
northern Nevada is the communication cost. |It's still regulated like
per mile, T-1's a per mle cost for Nevada.

MR FOSTER: Well, again, this chart here is not necessarily
addressing the specific needs of a particular participant.

MR PITTS: ©Oh, | under --

MR FOSTER It's sinply here to characterize costs at
certain levels of -- you probably have better information than | do
al r eady.

MR PITTS: Well, actually it was just -- nmy only point was
just trying to find out if this 30 to 60 or 5to 10 was to -- was
actually for a physical box |ocated at the participant’s site. You
answered that, and so that’s really all | have.

MR GRASER. If you can find ways to do it cheaper, God
bl ess you.

MR PITTS: Right. Well, | think for a ot of participants

it’'s probably going to be considerably cheaper if they can get the --
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enough band wi dth, depending on how big their files are, to |locate them
in Reno or Las Vegas, or sone other web site.
MR, GRASER: Right.
PITTS: Mich as you’' ve suggested.
GRASER: Ri ght.

5 3

PITTS: Just because the conmuni cation costs are so
hi gh.

MR, VON TI ESENHAUSEN:. And part of the cost you said in
alternatives one and two was a function of the searching tools that you
have. |s there anything in the rule that addresses anything about the
granularity or efficiency of those tools?

MR. MJURPHY: That's going to be addressed by the functiona
requirements, isn't it?

MR GRASER: No. There's in the rule that tells you what's
the test of being efficient or effective, or anything else. The rule is
kind of an enpty box in that regard. Ckay.

MS. NEWBURY: Dan, |'ve got one too. |In your definition of
canmpus, for operating at a canpus location, it says that the
partici pants woul d cooperate on shared resources?

MR GRASER. Right.

MS. NEWBURY: Since we represent a huge portion of the size
of this thing, does that nmean the DCE is in effect paying for the LSN?

MR. GRASER  No.

M. NEWBURY: |’'mjust asking.

MR GRASER: | think what we have in nind there is if you
were, for exanple, to connect storage devices, that the various
participants all deliver a storage device to the central |ocation and
there woul d be sone shared services; for exanple, the |ocal area network
to connect those devices together, or the wiring to connect those

devi ces together.
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Vell, if there are six devices there and it costs $6,000 to
connect six devices, then it’'s not a question of on a per docunent
basis. It's really a question of how many servers are sitting there in
that shared resource environnent. Unless you want to work out sone
ot her cost algorithmthat would share it based on the size of the
collection or the size of the docunents, but |I’mnot sure we could
achi eve consensus on that.

MALE VO CE: W'Ill go for nunber of words.

MR MJURPHY: |'mconfident that aren’t going to go with
alternative nunber four, so | --

MR GRASER: It’'s like saying what are the overhead costs of
setting up a conputer center. And what is the cost that gets all ocated
to the next guy who brings a server into that site, and how do you
al l ocate those shared costs, utilities and power and, you know, phone
i nes, and whatever el se.

MR, MJRPHY: \What's the hookup charge?

MR, GRASER: \What is the hookup charge, exactly.

MR VON TI ESENHAUSEN: | have one ot her question on
alternative five. Basically what you plan to do there is mrror
participant sites. And so we're dependent on funding fromDOE. So say
our funding disappears in two years and you have mirrored our site just
prior to that. W could basically discontinue our site and you' d stil
be happy?

MR GRASER: Well, | think what you're asking is if you cane
to the licensing proceeding and you only had 10 documents, and you nade
the 10 docunents avail able, and the portal cane in and nirrored and
copi ed down those 10 docunents, would you be expected to nmaintain those
10 documents for the next 6 years, because you're not addi ng any new
docunents, you don’t want to nodify any docunments, and so forth

And | think at that point, if we |ooked at that, that would
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be a procedural and gui dance sort of issue that we would deal with,
because the rule doesn’'t seemto be totally clear on that. | would
probably | ook at that and say if the docunent haven't changed, and
there’'s no activity and you' re not addi ng nore docunents, and they' re on
the portal site and the portal is backed up and its stable, you' ve made
your docunents avail abl e.

In a way, you could carry that logic the next step further
and say well, I'mthe Departnment of Energy. | have 1,000 pages of
mat eri al every week coming out. How about if | just put the 1,000 pages
out, you sweep it into the portal and you copy those docunents onto the
portal site. Could | then sweep the 1,000 docurents off and then fill
that site back up with next week’s next 1,000 docunents? And then after
the portal successful sweeps it, you clean them off and | oad the next
1,000 docunents on. In other words, you use your external site as a
staging area to | oad the docunents, any new docunments, any changed
docunents.

And | say if you followthat logic, that sane |ogic would
seemto apply; that yes, a participant could do that and neet the --
what the rule says, is you ve nade your docunents available for the web.
And the portal is taking over the responsibility for providing continued
search and retrieval capability, but the docunents have been nade
avail able to the web, and they are continuing to be nade available to
the web.

MR VON TI ESENHAUSEN. There is one major difference. DCE
woul d still be getting noney and we woul dn’t?

MR GRASER. Well, | was just trying to, you know, sketch it
out. Course that all presunmes that the LSN adninistrator continues to
be funded as well. And the LSN adninistrator takes a draw agai nst the
hi gh I evel waste funds from nuclear material safety and safeguards. So

| have to negotiate on an annual basis as well. And we all know what
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happens when conputer technol ogy gets down in budget space vis-a-vis
engi neers and scientists. So that m ght be peggi ng your hopes on a --
betting it on the conb as well.

Okay. |If we can nove on here. | had one nore financially
oriented chart | wanted to present to you. This does not represent
participant costs. This represents only the LSN adm ni strator pieces of
cost conmponents, and these are the cost conponents that | would
essentially have to go to the conmi ssion and say to the comission, this
is the type of funding that | need to have.

So in addition to the previous chart which outlined for the
participants generally what their involvenent is, this is the dollar
nunber that the conmission | ooks at and | ooks at as part of their
deci sion process in terns of saying what are we willing to fund; how
much of the nuclear waste fund allocation do you want out of the pot of
nmoney that's currently available in any given fiscal year. And so this
is a characterization of the one-tine cost to design and i nplenent a
system and then a characterization of one year’'s worth of annua
recurring costs. And this would carry us up, for exanple, through
bel i eve Decenber 2001.

The costs here are not identical to the costs if you just
went through other materials that we had and tallied themall up. The
techni cal working group cane up with these cost characterizations. The
nunbers you’'re seeing here reflect additional overhead costs within the
Nucl ear Regul atory Commi ssion for things |ike devel oping training
prograns; establishing a help desk, a help line; travel, coordination
with the integration and so forth.

So it includes a |ot of additional one-time and recurring
costs that | have to consider when |I'm putting together mny authorization
list to the conmission, so it just has a little bit nore of a robust

flavor toit. And the one thing that | would say here is these nunbers




© 00 N o o B~ W N P

N N N N NN P P PR PR PR R R
O A W N P O © O ~N O O »N W N P O

N
L

ABS
011]

117

again are relatively soft. They need to be scrubbed in nuch greater
detail, and that will be the next step in the process. These nunbers
could vary substantially, six digits give or take, probably.

Go right ahead.

MR PITTS: | was just going to, | was going to say what's
the -- what's your feeling on the likelihood of the NRC fundi ng these
| evel s of expenditures? Wat's your feeling on that?

MR GRASER. | don’t really want to speculate on --

MR PITTS: ©Ch, cone on.

MR GRASER: -- right now, on the probability of what the
conmi ssion is going to do. They'|ll be reading the transcript, and |
don’t want to be prejudging any of their deliberative processes. | --

MR PITTS: Could we just have a thunbs up or thunbs down?

MR GRASER. Wwell, "Il --

MR PITTS: Say a nunber and --

MR GRASER. | can, for exanple, | can say that the
conmi ssion has already earmarked funds for fiscal year 2001 and fisca
year 2002, which in their aggregate, get us very close to being able to
support the sorts of nunbers we have here. Unfortunately, they're split
out over fiscal years in such a way that half of the noney cones to ne
too late to neet ny delivery requirenent. So there's going to be sone
internal -- there are active internal discussions going on in that
regard

But I'"msaying in terns of |ooking at things and saying $2

mllion, are we in the right ball park? | think we’'re in the right bal
park in ternms of the funding that the commi ssion anticipated. 1It’s just
we still need to do a little work back at the shop in terns of getting

the noney in the right fiscal year.
MR. MURPHY: Does that -- have they put aside enough costs

for alternative three or five?
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MR GRASER: Well, I'msaying right now three and four do
not ook to be problematic, in terns of the comm ssion’s expectation
fromlast year’s budget cycle.

MR MJRPHY: \What does that nean? They don't --

MR PITTS: It neans that five would be; right?

MR, GRASER: Three -- no, | didn't say that. |’'mjust
saying three and four are in the right ball park range for what the
conmi ssion | ast year anticipated in terns of a reasonable cost for the
system based on pl acehol der nunbers that had been placed in the budget
bef orehand. So a $2 nmillion nunber would not be a surprise to them
Doubl i ng that --

MR. MJURPHY: But a $4 million nunber woul d?

MR. GRASER: That woul d be 100 percent higher than the
nunbers that they ve been seeing in the past. And that would require
sone explanation, sone justification, sone rationales for why it is
we're pursuing that strategy. But again, if you ook at it and you say
it’s not $40 mllion and certainly not $200 mllion, which are nunbers
that had been thrown around in the past. So we're down in at |east the
right nunber of digits, and the conmas are all in the right places.

MR PITTS: Caudia, can you tell ne what your budget is for
support, approximtely?

M5. NEWBURY: No, | can’t. But it’'s -- Lou, do you know
what - -

MALE VO CE: What was the question?

MS. NEVBURY: Budget.

MR PITTS: About how rmuch is the DOE' s budget? Because
they’' re doing, you know, they' re doing the work right now They have
web site, they’'re scanning docunents, and they' re storing massive
amount s of docunents and stuff |ike that, so --

M5. NEWBURY: | don’t know the budget nunbers offhand, to be
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honest. M concern was that | didn't want additional costs on top of
those unless | needed them for sonme reason.

MR PITTS: Oh, | -- yeah, | understand that. | was just
curi ous.

MS. NEVWBURY: But no. | can get you them

MR. HOYLE: Dan, given your responsibility as the licensing
support network administrator, and given the discussion you've heard
this norning and this review now of three, four, and five, what would
you be nost confortable with? |'mnot |ooking for a recommendati on.
I"mjust asking what would you be nost confortable with, given your
responsibilities?

MR. GRASER: | n budget space, or in technical space, or --

MR HOYLE: 1In the alternatives we’'ve been | ooking at.
MR GRASER. Well, in ternms of the case that’'s easiest to
present to the comission, | think alternative three or four are --

represent the nost straightforward of the portal type solutions; that
still assign to the participants neeting their obligations of making
docunents avail able, being responsible for the integrity of the
docunents that they place out on their web sites and so forth. And in
terns of the financial aspects of it, they represent a reasonabl e cost
for val ue.

And havi ng been involved in sone najor litigation support
cases in the past, and docunent vol umes and page volunes, |, as | said,
I think that those represent reasonable costs for the value. So that’s
my opinion. | think if -- those would be the easiest to represent to
t he conmi ssion from an approval point of view

MR HOYLE: And for small entities, the cost to them doesn’t
change nmuch over the range of alternatives?

MR GRASER. Over alternatives three -- let’s see,

alternatives three and four, the cost to the participants are -- well --
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MR, HOYLE: Three and five.

MR. GRASER: Three and five, the cost to the participants
are relatively consistent. Alternatives one and two coul d represent
sone add cost in terns of the hardware and software up front.
Alternative four, alternative four increases sone of the ongoing | abor
and database administration in an awkward adnministrative environment, so
that could raise sone costs. That's generally the way | would sunmari ze
it.

I think even within the technical working group the
representatives all had their own view of whether or not that's 100
percent true. You know, that may be nmy view, and | think if you ask the
guys fromthe Departnent of Energy they would say well, yeah, you know,
maybe you could characterize this as being a little bit |ower rather
than being a little bit higher. W, even up until Thursday afternoon of
| ast week, we continued to have those dial ogues back and forth.

And that’'s the sort of thing that there will always be
prof essi onal differences of opinion as to how nmuch it's really going to
cost. And you won't really know until you sit down and sharpen the
pencil and start to put together an exact configuration. And at that
point, then we could quibble as to -- for exanple, | think there was a
reasonabl e di al ogue that was held as to whether or not alternative five
really needed to be a Sun Uni x machine, or could possibly an NT server
do the job. And that debate was going on even during the break

So -- and those are the sorts of things that we didn't try
to nail down a specific cost. W sinply tried to characterize it in
terms of the magnitude of dollars that might be involved init to give
people a better feel

MR, MJURPHY: There’'s one other factor here that we haven't
di scussed yet, just to -- | think, and that is with -- if | understand

this correctly, the only alternatives that give the participant, the
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smal | participant, Nye County, conplete control over the -- its site,
i ncl udi ng when the docunents becone avail able in searchable, you know,
form are one and two. Is that not true?

MR GRASER No. | think in all five of the scenarios al
of the participants have control over when they nake their docunents
avai l abl e.

MR. MURPHY: No, no. | nean when Joe Bl ow from Montana can
find docunments on the Nye County web site. | nean under alternatives
three, four, and five we get our web site up; we |oad our docunents; we
get all the docunent -- all the relevant docunents in the Nye County
files, Nye County contractors files are |oaded. Can Joe Bl ow from
Mont ana then search those docunents and find the matrix porosity
docunent that he's looking for, or does he have to wait for Dan Graser
to get his act together?

MR. GRASER Under -- let’s see here. Under alternatives --
actually, under all five of the alternatives the participants nmay choose
to allow access to the URL | ocation either through the portal or
directly fromthe Internet.

MR MJURPHY: But in order to do that we then, under
alternative five, for exanple, we then also have to purchase that file
managenent search and retrieval software. Wich you said we were goi ng
to save by allowing you to purchase it rather than we purchasing it
our sel ves.

MR GRASER. Under -- okay. That was a conplex series of if
st at enent s.

MR MURPHY: Well, just if we go with alternative one,

si npl e thing.
MR. GRASER. Right.
MR MURPHY: Nye County’'s got a web site already.
MR GRASER Right.
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MR. MJURPHY: W enhance our web site, we dunp our docunents

on there.

MR GRASER. It's there right now.

MR, MJURPHY: W' ve got search and retrieval software and
that kind a stuff. Joe Blow click -- opens our web site, says, oh

matri x porosity, searches for it.

al |

MR, GRASER  Got the docunent.

MR. MJRPHY: Search for it, dot, dot, dot, bang.

MR, GRASER  Yeah.

MR, MJURPHY: He downl oads our natrix porosity docunents.
MR, GRASER: Right, right.

MR MJRPHY: |f we go with alternative five, we don't buy

search software.

MR. GRASER. You don't necessarily have to.

MR MJURPHY: We don’t have -- we decide. W don't. W
deci de not to buy the search software.

MR GRASER.  (Ckay.

MR. MURPHY: Good old Dan Graser’s offered to do that for

us. W're going to let himdo it. W get our web site up, we dunp -

we | oad our docunents, everything' s ready to go. Joe Blow from Mont ana

opens our web site, asks to do a search on matrix porosity, and he gets

alittle window pop up saying you can't have it yet, Dan Graser’s not
ready. Wit till next year. |Is that -- | nean is that fair?

MR. GRASER | --

MR, FOSTER  Yeah, that's fair. However --

MR GRASER. It’'s essentially fair, yeah

MR FOSTER: -- three would retain that -- well, really to
meet what we see as the design criteria for these particul ar design
plans, | think only one would -- only alternative one would retain that

capability.
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MR MJURPHY: Full flexibility.

MR FOSTER: In full, yeah

MR, CAMERON: Wiy couldn’'t that Nye County site operate
i ndependently of the -- continue to operate independently of the --

MR. FOSTER: There’'s no reason why --

MR MJURPHY: It could. | mean it could even under
alternative five, but only if we buy that additional search software.

MR. FOSTER: Right. You put the docunents on your web site
you still have to have -- a user have sone way of identifying what's
inside the file. You probably in your experience have stunbl ed across
web site directories where you see files, long lists of nanmed files with
a dot TXT or sonething else behind them And multiply that by let’'s say
600, 000, where the file nane is sinply a nuneric sequence, or an
accessi on nunber, or an |ID nunber for a file.

You have no other way of knowing what's in the file unti
you click on it and pull it out. So until you have sone kind of search
mechanismin there, just putting out the raw files and the poor user,
whoever got to that index, would probably have no way of knowi ng which
docunents were which.

Ckay. Where we are right nowis an area that we coul d just
flash this one up here. And then instead of nme tal ki ng about next
steps, we could nove right into whatever additional discussion John
wants to entertain to start to gain the feelings of the group

These are the decision factors that the technical working
group cane up with. And again, there was a | ot of active discussion as
of Friday norning at 11, or 1:00 in the afternoon on Friday afternoon
regardi ng how the technical working group was going to present this
i nformati on.

Essentially what we tried to do was focus on the

di stinguishing factors between alternatives three, four, and five. And
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all of this is with the foundation that you understand that alternatives
three, four, and five all shared those commbn aspects. They would al
be technically feasible.

So then it conmes down to well, what is it that nmakes these
things different. And we cane up with sone general characterizations,
and in fact the technical working group may, you know, nmay still not be
in 100 percent agreenent on the way these things were characterized.
This is a negotiated docurment here in front of you. Ckay?

The perfornmance and band width, | think it's a fair
characterization to say that alternatives four and five provided a
better means to control band width access to |large data stores and data
files. So that if band width were a problem one party could be
responsi ble for ordering up nore band width. Oay? So it's
alternatives four and five that provided that.

The design sinplicity, what is sinple to ne as the LSN
administrator is alternative three. What is sinple to the participants
potentially, at |east out of three, four, and five, was alternative
five, because it offered a lot of flexibility in terns of putting the
files out there and then relying on the portal software to do the
i ndexing. So the design conplexity there fromthe participants is we
can put the files out there and sonebody el se woul d be responsible for
doi ng the indexing and the search interface, and so forth.

The alternative four did have an aspect to it that should be
drawn to everybody’'s attention in that it is location constraining.
Alternative four would require us to all sit down and have nore neetings
and try to identify well, exactly where is it we would all agree to
identify as the portal location. So if you think today has been fun,
wait until you get into that dial ogue.

The conpl etion schedule risk to the LSN adm nistrator, and

again, this is where | feel closely about sonething whereas ot her
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participants may not, if | need to have the systemavailable in July
2001, alternative four requires ne to engage and identify and | ocate a
central site. Alternative five requires ne to go out and purchase nore
har dwar e, nore equi pnent, and integrate that additional hardware and
equi pment. So frommny perspective, there's a little nore conplexity to
alternative four and five that adds a degree of additional risk to ne
meeting a fully integrated system by July 2001.

Docunent integrity and availability. Under alternatives
three and four, the parties still have the docunments on their machines
They' re responsi bl e for keeping their nmachines up, operational, backed
up, and so forth. Under alternative five, if in fact the porta
software came in and swept the docunents out and replicated them and so
forth, suddenly the LSN admi nistrator and the portal site and the big
cache device, LSN admi nistrator woul d becone the custodi an of other
people’'s evidentiary material s.

Froma financial adm nistration point of view, alternative
four requires sonme kind of a cost allocation structure for the
al l ocation of these overhead costs, the shared costs. In ternms of the
cost to the participant, alternative five is potentially the | owest cost
to the participants. And the |lowest cost to the LSN admi nistrator,
conversely, would be alternative three.

So that was generally the way we characterized the decision
factors here. It cones down to risk factors in terns of neeting your
deliverabl e date; cones down to nmanageability of the system and do you
want to introduce nore conplexity and nore |ayers of bureaucracy and
administration in terms of sharing sites; and in terns of the financia

cost to the participants, which ones represent the | east anount of

i nvestnent to the participants.
So those were the discrimnating factors that if you | ooked
at these -- and there are others. | don't want to mislead you into
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believing that there were not other aspects that nenbers of the
techni cal working group nade sone very earnest and well nade points
about other distinguishing factors. But in terns of the decision
factors, these were the key elenments that we were | ooking at.

And at this point, instead of noving into the next steps,
I"'mgoing to turn it back over to John at this point so that we have
adequate tinme to hear input fromnenbers of the ARP and for John to
point us in a direction towards getting some closure on today’'s
di scussi ons.

MR, HOYLE: Thank you, Dan.

The floor is open for discussion. Not only on three, four,
five, but any further conmrent on one and two. |f now having heard about
the other three anyone wants to comment on that.

MR MJRPHY: Let nme just try to reach to suggest a

consensus, just to get things started. M guess is, at least in ny own

mnd, | think the discussion is going to -- is probably going to be
between alternatives one and five. So | would suggest, | don’t knowif
we -- takes a fornmal notion here or not, John; as the chairman you can

advise us. But | would suggest that we just reject, as a starter, we
just reject alternative nunber four

MS. NEVWBURY: | agree.

MR. HOYLE: Yeah. | would -- yes, | would take that as a
suggestion and as a notion. Do | hear consensus on rejecting just the
one alternative four?

FRISHVAN: | think it should be.

HOYLE: Ckay. You're in the |lead over there.
MURPHY: | an®

HOYLE: You’'ve got the ivories.

GRASER:  So basically everybody agreed --

535353

HOYLE: Everybody agreed.
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MR GRASER -- four is --

MR MJRPHY: We didn’'t hear fromyou. You were silent.

MS. NEVWBURY: And you have to put your stuff on too.

MR. HOYLE: You're absolutely right. Dan has the NRC vote.

MR GRASER. Yes. | agree that four is probably not worth
pur sui ng.

MR HOYLE: 1In a letter to the commi ssion where |'I| report

on this neeting and our decisions, do you want ne to give a reason why
we rejected four? And if so, what would the reason be, or reasons.

MR, MJRPHY: The reason innmy mind is -- and let ne see if |

can put these in order of significance. | guess the -- well, they're
too intertwined. |It's cost and |loss of control, control of the system
and the docunents. | would -- | don't want -- | don’t like alternative

four because it would be excessively costly from Nye County’s point of
view, not only for hardware, et cetera, but it would require us to have
a physical presence at this renote |ocation, whether that |ocation was
in Las Vegas, or Rockville, or wherever.

MR GRASER: And that may in fact replicate sonething that
you nmay al ready have avail abl e.

MR MJURPHY: Absolutely, absolutely. And secondly, |
don't -- I'mpretty sure that renpote | ocation would not be in Pahrunp,
or at least not in the Nye County office of Pahrunp. And so wherever
that canpus is located, it requires Nye County to surrender sone aspect
of the control of its docunents to sonmeone el se, and that causes nme some
hear t bur n.

MR VON TIESENHAUSEN. |1'd just |like to add one coment to
that. It basically would force us to nmake a | ong-term conmmitnent for up
to 20 years

MR. MJURPHY:  Sure.

MR VON TI ESENHAUSEN. And there’s no way that | can ever do
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that. And | will sit back in the back and I et Dennis take over.

MR MJRPHY: | think there are -- | see advantages and
disad- -- | see advantages to both alternatives one and five. The
obvi ous, taking, you know, just assunming that Dan’s description of the
relative costs of the various alternatives is accurate, and | think I'm
sure it is, there's obviously a cost advantage to Nye County and the
other participants, the snmaller participants at |least, to going with
alternative five and letting the LSNA purchase the software, et cetera

The di sadvantage of that is that we can essentially do
everything we need to do to fully conply with the LSN rul e and have a
web site that is | oaded and ready to go and still not have access, stil
not have total control over that web site. And thus -- and not have our
docunents accessible to the public and other participants. And |et
me -- to the participants and other public in that order of priority,
because the NRC is not ready to go with its software, for exanple.

And | don’t think that's a renpte possibility. | mean, you
know, | can certainly see the conmi ssion stretching out the budgeting on
this, you know, et cetera

MR GRASER: | think | can -- | pledged ny first born on

that at the Cctober neeting, if | recall correctly.

MR MJRPHY: Yeah. | think you're right, yeah, as | recall
So -- and I'mguessing, and | wish -- Chris Berline (phonetic) is not
here, and | wish he -- | guess he had a conflict or sonething this
afternoon and -- but |’mguessing that the additional cost to us to

purchase that software, the search software or whatever it's called, is
not that significant.

MALE VA CE: It’s not --

MR MJURPHY: Right, yeah. So, you know, wth those
considerations in mnd, | think ny preferred alternative and the
consensus | propose is alternative nunber one. |It's the sinplest, it’'s




© 00 N o o B~ W N P

N N N N NN P P PR PR PR R R
O A W N P O © O ~N O O »N W N P O

ANN

ABS
011]
AlE

129

the nost flexible, the easiest for us to do. W can all get there the
qui ckest, it seens to ne.

And the problens associated with alternative nunber one
whi ch were displayed for us on the screen, | did not see any problens in
that list that are insurmountable, nunber one. O nunber two, which
woul d detract fromour ability to achieve the original goals of noving
toward an electronic form of discovery, which | think is we have to keep
in mnd what we’'re all about here, why we're doing -- why we started
doing this in 1986 in the first place. | don't see any of the drawbacks
associated with alternative nunber one whi ch woul d unreasonably
interfere with our ability to achieve the original goal of the LSS or
the LSN.

MR GRASER: Well, and if | could, | would just like to
throwin two cents worth on that issue.

You know, there's really probably a grand total of about a
nine nonth wi ndow where, fromthe point in tine where DOE and NRC s
collections are required to be nade avail able. Then subsequent to that,
for a period of | guess about nine nonths is really the period of tine
where the systemis either going to make it or not nmmke it, because
that’s when the other participants’ collections cone on board. And
that’'s when people are starting to prepare and starting to prepare and
starting to prepare for all the subsequent activities.

And in terns of looking at alternate one, that’'s where you
have to ask yourself, is that going to be a nmake or break software
solution during that vul nerabl e w ndow of nine nonths when everybody
is -- the docunments are all going to be coming out avail able, people
will be using the system And you have to ask yourself the question, is
the iterative nature of having to visit nultiple sites going to be in
any way detrimental to the ability to adequately performyour discovery.

It’s not just the speed of delivering the docunments, it's the power of
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findi ng what you need when you need to find it.

So that's just ny perspective on alternate one, but that’'s
my point of view as a techie.

MR MJURPHY: That's right. And | just don't think that’'s
going to be that great a burden. | --

MR GRASER.  (Ckay.

M5. NEVWBURY: | tend to agree with Mal again. DOCE already
has a web site. It already has its collection, it already has a search
engine. And alternative one, it nerely neans we nove all that out onto
the web. W intend to do that in one way or another whether you | ayer
on alternative five or alternative three on top of that, but we do have
to provide access and we al ready are providing access.

So | don’t know what it buys us, | guess. If it buys the
NRC a lot in that you're happy to search two sites at once in the first
ni ne nont hs, spend the noney, but | don’'t know what it truly gets you.

MR HOYLE: Caudia, at the October neeting you described
how your dat abase was wor ki ng and how people were searching it, and you
were describing sone difficulties that people were having searching your
dat abase at that tine. And your bottomline was over the next nonths,
years, you were going to make it nore user friendly. 1Is that the
direction you're noving in now? | nean | hear you say yes --

MS. NEWBURY: Yeah.

MR HOYLE: -- you do have a web page; yes, you do have
docunments, but | haven't heard yet how easy they are to find. Though
Steve has used your systemand he’'s found it okay.

MS. NEWBURY: Yeah. What is out there does not have the
search engine that it would have if we noved our equivalent to our
records system or the information fromthe records systemout. There
are better ways to search than what is on that, our hone page, at the

nmoment that we would be able to nake available. So again, | don't see a
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huge advantage to us in noving to a portal type system

MR, HOYLE: Okay.

MS5. NEWBURY: And we are the other group that needs to have
everyt hing out August of next year.

MR, MURPHY: | guess the other point, to address the
concern, Dan, that you and G en raised, is that | don't see the
participants here in this room-- well, | shouldn't say ever, but
think it would be extrenely rare for us to search all sites. You know,
just do sort of a broad search; | want to see all the docunents in al
sites associated with natrix porosity; and thus have to search six sites
seriatim et cetera, and take that tine.

In -- it’s much nore likely that in preparing for the
Iicensing proceeding we will be searching for particul ar docunents that
we are generally aware of that we know should be found on the DOE web
site. O DCE will be say, you know, saying well, you know, Nye County
had the EMDP and | can’t find, you know, | thought | had it in nmy file,
t he backup, you know, or sone field notes associated with the drilling
in EWDP 19-D, and | can't find it anywhere, so |'mgoing to go into the
Nye County web site and get it.

You know, that kind of stuff is going to go on nuch nore
frequently, it seens to ne, than going in and saying well, you know, |
need to look at all the geochem cal docunments on everybody's web site,
so | have to take Monday through Wdnesday and search everybody’s web
site in preparation

Now t he potential future participants who aren’t in the room
now, you know, they could experience that problem but I, you know, it’'s
not our responsibility to design the systemfor those folks in the first
i nstance. W have to nake it usable for them but not go overboard and
spend noney unnecessarily to do so, | don’t think

MR. HOYLE: Dan, the nine nmonth wi ndow you were speaki ng of,
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when everybody’'s docunents are coning on-line and there m ght be an urge
at that point for various participants to look into it, is that because
at the end of nine nonths the proceeding is about to begin and they're
going to need to have contentions devel oped, or relatively soon after
that ni ne nont hs?

MR. GRASER Yeah. | believe that’s the nunber that sticks
inm mnd, is when --

MR, HOYLE: Okay.

MR. GRASER:. \When you need to start having the contentions
devel oped, yeah

MR, HOYLE: Okay.

MR, MJURPHY: But, you know, we know sonme contentions we've
got al ready.

MR GRASER Well, this is true.

MR FRISHVAN:. | think that I'mgenerally agreeing with the
corner over there, which is very enbarrassing, but -- | think that Dan,
for your purposes, if you feel |ike you have to do sonething, then three

woul d probably be the one that neets all the needs, because it’'s nunber
one with the redundancy.

MR GRASER. Yes. 1In essence, well, it's probably closer to
nunber two with redundancy.

MR, FRISHVAN: But it functions as number one. And it
functions, you know, in --

MR GRASER It functions --

MR FRI SHVAN: -- through your shop as well.

MR GRASER It functions better than number one or nunber
two, because it takes out all of the variability that's involved in the
different result sets and the different rel evancy rankings that users
woul d be getting fromone |ocation to another |location. And in terns of

agai n going back to that section of the rule that says that |I’mthe guy
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who' s responsible for insuring the integrity of the data --

MR FRISHVAN. That's what | nmean. |f you, you know, if you
can’t -- if you think nunber one doesn’t allow you to neet the rule,
then nunber three is the mnimalist way of doing it and still allow ng
the function of number one if anybody -- if soneone wants to use it that
way.

MR GRASER. | wouldn’t characterize nunber one as not
nmeeting the rule.

MR FRI SHVAN: Ckay.

MR GRASER: | would characterize nunber one as perhaps
provi di ng an i nadequate degree of flexibility and power and sinplicity
in its fundanental design, so that at any later tine if we needed nore
flexibility, nore power, or nore of anything else, we would not have
any -- enough tine to recover fromthat. So froma conservative design
poi nt of view, you over engineer it trying to anticipate what’'s going to
hit, because world can never guarantee to you that sonebody won't cone
back at a later tine and say well, gee, now we need nore; we need nore,
we need qui cker, we need faster.

So it’s just fromthe designer’s point of view, |, you know,
| look at that and | say well, it gives ne better search and retrieval
tools than alternate one or two, and gives ne nore flexibility. And
yes, it does provide its own backup, so to speak, because the public can
still go to the participant’s |location or cone through the portal site.

And one of the advantages of the portal site is that it also
allows us to instill a uniformLSN nunbering sequence on any of the
docunents, so that for later reference during the hearing process --
each participant assigns their own accession nunber to their own
docunent collection. And when you get to the hearing process and you
start trying to designate docunents as exhibits and attachments and so

forth, you want to be able to make sure you have a uniform nunbering
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system

There’s nothing worse in the world than being involved in a
licensing or litigation action where you ve got six different sets of
nunbers floating around. It nakes it very difficult to keep track of
which end is up.

So just fromthose points of view, |"'mnore in favor of
three. | think they add sone val ue over one. But |I didn't nean to
inmply that alternate one or two wouldn’t neet the rule.

MR PITTS: So, Dan, under alternate nunber three, how | ong
woul d a participant have to keep their docunents alive?

MR. GRASER: You'd have to keep your docunents alive under
alternative three, you'd have to keep the docunents out there for the
durati on.

MR PITTS: So that could be as long as --

MR GRASER: Well, the duration of the |license proceeding, |
bel i eve.

MR PITTS: Four years nax then?

MR GRASER Well, four, five, six, or 20. Pick a nunber,
yeah. Four, five, six, or 20.

FEMALE VO CE: Three hundred over here.

MR, GRASER  Three hundred.

MR. MURPHY: That's another, | nmean that --

MR GRASER  Well, sure.

MR MJRPHY: That's really stretching it, but if you wanted
to take --

MR GRASER. Carry it out to closure. There’'s another
l'i cense.

MR. MJURPHY: That's right.

MR. GRASER. That's 100 and sone years.

MR MJURPHY: -- |ook at construction authorization, |icense
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to even possess, and then closure as all one process, yeah, we --

MR, GRASER  That’'s 100.

MR MJRPHY: W all, you know, there are going to be a | ot
of Geritol vodkas. Al of us are going to be neeting in --

MR FRISHVAN. My office will still have the sanme server

MR GRASER:. You'll still have the sane server, good.

MR. HOYLE: Were you going to --

MR GRASER: So, Steve, I'mtrying to take notes here in
terns of identifying who's speaking up on behal f of which of the
al ternatives.

MR FRISHVAN. Okay. Well, 1'd prefer one, and | only
brought up three in the sense that if you felt you had to spend the
noney.

MS. TREICHEL: Can be a real burden, you know.

MR GRASER: As long as | spend ny noney and not sonebody
el se’ s noney.

MR FRI SHVAN: Right.

MR PITTS: The length of tinme that you would have to keep

your docunents is the sanme for other alternatives as well.

MR FRISHVAN. Ch, right.

MR, HOYLE: Except for under five.

MR, FRI SHVAN: Yeah. Under five it's --

MR. GRASER: Under five they're on the cache.

MR. HOYLE: Right.

MS. NEWBURY: Do they then becone your docunents?

MR. CAMERON: Sone of those documents. | nean we never --

MR. GRASER. The only -- the docunents that go into the NRC
records system they -- into the docket system they woul d becone NRC
records and they’' Il fall under NRC disposition schedules. | don't

bel i eve we have a disposition schedul e established for something like
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alternative nunmber five. So until | consulted with ny techies back at
NRC, | can't say for how |l ong those would have to be retained. But if
they follow suit on nost nornmal installations, it's probably the |ife of
the facility plus 10 years; right? So that's --

MR. CAMERON: The license --

MR, GRASER -- 110 years.

MR MJRPHY: \What's -- yeah, |’ve got a question that just
occurred to ne. How would, under alternatives three or five, portals,
how woul d the graphically oriented nmaterial be handl ed?

MR GRASER: Well, the graphically oriented naterials could
be stored. It’'s just what happens to them when they hit the users
deskt op.

MR MJURPHY: But where are they stored, and whose
responsi bility?

MR, GRASER: Under alternative five, you could store those
on the portal server.

MR, MJURPHY: No, no, no. W -- this is the stuff that can’t
be stored. This is the -- these are the cores. This is the cuttings
fromour drill holes. This -- these are --

MR, GRASER:. Ch, you nean physical objects?

MR, MJRPHY:  Yeah.

FEMALE VO CE: Just scan them

MR GRASER: Physical objects --

MR MJURPHY: O not -- yeah. | said graphically, but yeah.

MR GRASER. Yeah, okay.

MALE VO CE: You need a digital canera.

MR. MJURPHY: The non-el ectronic.

MR. GRASER. | cannot --

MR. MURPHY: The stuff we have to put a header on and say

cone and ask us for it.
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MR GRASER: | couldn't put those on the portal system any
easi er than you could put them on your nachi ne.

MR, MJURPHY: But we -- but under none of the alternatives
are we required to physically deliver themto you?

MR. CAMERON:. They’'re supposed to be, if they' re kept by
the --

MR, GRASER  Made avail able --

MR. CAMERON:. -- creator, so to speak, of that core or
whatever it is, then they have to be accessible for other parties to
exam ne them So that woul dn’'t change under any of these alternatives.
That custodi an requirement would still renain.

MS. NEWBURY: But that’'s not true with documents? If they
deliver their docunents to the cache, nowit’'s yours?

MR. CAMERON: You nean under alternative five?

MS. NEWBURY: Under alternative five

MR GRASER It’s on an NRC resource nmachine. | have to
account for it sone way. |'mjust not able to say right now what the
di sposition schedul e that would be assigned to that nachine is. But
it's just like DOE. If it’s on a DCE machine, it's under ny control and
|"ve got to disposition it sonmehow.

MR MJURPHY: But the docunent is still physically |ocated at
1210 East Basin Road in Pahrunp, Nevada.

MR GRASER  Yeah.

MR. MURPHY: The hard copy of that docunment is located in

Pahr unp.

MR GRASER. A version of it is.

MR MJURPHY: Are you saying that -- are you saying then that
beconmes -- you becone sort of the owner of that docunent?

MR GRASER:  No.
MR MJRPHY: And that the ultimte control --
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MR. GRASER  No.

MR MJRPHY: -- over its disposition --

MR. GRASER  No.

MR, MJURPHY: -- because we’'ve dunped it in this case?

MR GRASER: No. Al I'msaying is that before | can dunp

it out of the NRC cache |'mgoing to have to go back and talk to our
records people and see where --

MR MJRPHY: Ch, all right.

MR GRASER:. -- that stands in ternms of being record
material, because | can't take it off of the NRC resource without it
bei ng on a di sposition schedul e.

MR MJRPHY: \What if we take it out behind the building and
burn it though under Nevada | aw?

MR GRASER: Well, then we got the backup machine to worry
about. So you're going to have to destroy two nachi nes at once.

MR, MJURPHY: But because it’'s in your cache doesn't mean
it’'s not subject to Nevada retention of docunents requirenents?

MR GRASER: No, because that's only --

MR, MJURPHY: We can send it to the incinerator whenever.

MR GRASER. That's only a version that’'s in ny control
It's still your agency record. You can deal with that. | nmean if you

destroyed it --

MR. MURPHY: Mdre and nore | |ike nunber one.
MB. JOHNSON: This is Abby Johnson, Eureka County. | have
to leave to catch a plane. |1'mokay with one. The thing |I |ike about

five, for those of us that never know when our funding is going to go
away, i s despite the perpetual care cache disposition stuff that was
just tal ked about, there is some assurance that once we turned it over
to the NRC that it would be nmaintained, at least as long as it needed to

be maintained. And so that is the -- that is an attractive feature of
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five, plus the costs of five.

I have a question on five, which is on three, you tal ked
about the user going to the index and portal, but there was sort of a
back door to each individual site. Now that’'s not shown under five.
You just have the user with the one Iine going to this and this. 1Is it
not also possible to go like this, or is it --

MR GRASER That’'s --

MS. JOHNSON: Are these not the same servers?

MR. GRASER:. That's the discussion we were having a few
m nutes back in terns of saying if you put no search engine --

M5. JOHNSON:  Yes.

MR. GRASER: -- on your nmchine, even if you opened up that
URL | ocation and sonebody cane to it, they would have no nechani sm
except going through a raw directory of files. And if those are
nunbered files that have no intuitive know edge, you would have no idea
what's inside those files. It’'s just like stunbling across an index
page when you're surfing the web right now.

MS. JOHNSON: But that would also be true of three?

MR GRASER. No. |In alternative three you would be able to
go into, because in alternative three, the, you know, well, no. In
alternative three you wouldn’t necessarily have to have a search engine
Partici pant wouldn’'t necessarily have to have a search engine in

alternative three; right? W’'re rebuilding an index.

MR. FOSTER:. Abby, you're correct.

MR. GRASER. You're correct, yeah.

MB. JOHNSON: Ch, thank you. GCkay.

MR FOSTER: | actually, let nme just say that that is
true -- well, I'"'mnot going to speak of four since it’s been discarded
but three and five, the -- what users see if they go around the portal
is up tothe web -- up to the participant site itself.
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JOHNSON: Ckay.

GRASER:  Judy. We're going to hear from Judy.
TREICHEL: | would stick with the sinplest one.
GRASER:  And in your view, the sinplest one is?
TREI CHEL: One.

GRASER: (One, okay.

55535 305

HOYLE: Abby and Jason and Dennis, you have one vote
anongst you. You're part of a coalition of |ocal governnents that
surround Nye Count.

MR BECHTEL: 1In the interests of the voting go on this
week, do you want a caucus or --

MB. JOHNSON: So does Nye get a separate opinion, but we
don't?
BECHTEL: W have the --
JOHNSON: O are we with Nye?
HOYLE: Nye County --

255 3

MURPHY: Yeah, we're the site is county, so we have
speci al status here, Abby.

MR BECHTEL: Maybe |I’'Il just express ny viewon it. | was
initially enthralled with five because of the ability, it appears to be
abl e to access informati on maybe nore readily than say one, now as |
understand one, and had fairly low costs to the participant. But in
t hi nki ng about the -- and | think Engel brecht expressed this about the
commtnent that | would be able to make as a county, | -- we have a
systemthat’'s anal ogous to one right now.

And I, in thinking about how we would use this, anything |
believe that we mght litigate, | nmean we're very interested in being
able to access information as readily as possible, but any itemthat we
would want to litigate | don't think would be on the system anyway,

because a | ot of our issues are not recognized by DOE's issues. So |
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think we would be getting information from an i ndependent source anyway.

So in light of that, | would opt for Cark County, as one of
three counties | guess here, opt for one as being one that | think is
probably the nost realistic for us to use.

MR. HOYLE: Jason.

MR PITTS: Onh, ny gosh. | would say just because of ny
work with the northern counties, | think it’s going to be tough for them
to conmit to having a system you know, up for that anount of time. And
al so, anything that nakes searching easier is going to be beneficial to
themas well, because |'’msure sone of themw |l have part-tine
attorneys and district attorneys doing the research for any litigation
that they night pursue, which | don’t know if they will or not. And I
think five helps out to do that.

And | also believe that under five a county |ike Nye or
Cark could still maintain their independent web site and choose which
docunents they preferred to upload to the NRC site or not. You know,
they could keep that on their site and have a different search
al gorithm

So | would say in the interest of -- | think Lincoln County
woul d be fine. W have a web site, we have our docunments on there right
now. So | nean | don't think there's going to be any probl em stretching
it out for -- | don't know about 20, but, you know, 3 years certainly.
So -- but | think for Iike Wite Pine and Lander and stuff |ike that,
five's probably nore attractive.

M. JOHNSON: Well, is this a voting thing, or is this a --
what do you --

MR HOYLE: Well --

MS. JOHNSON: | mean are you going to take this into
consi deration, or what?

MR HOYLE: | would like to | eave the nmeeting with the
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ability to go hone and wite a letter to the conm ssion, send it to
everyone in draft, see if you agree with it, that would have the
position of the panel. It does not have to be a consensus opinion.
can include mnority views, | can include a breadth of information in
this letter. But if there was, you know, one particular alternative
that everyone was kind a focusing in on, that would be the nmain one that
the letter would show. So that's where |I'm com ng from

MR, GRASER: And just so there’'s no m sunderstandi ng ny
position as representing the Nuclear Regulatory Conmission, | think in
terns of functional capabilities to do a potentially very difficult job
ahead for the conmission staff and afford themthe tools that woul d be
necessary to help themin doing their job in terns of review ng the
docunents, | think alternative three or five, either one of those
approaches using the portal software would beset neet the expectations
of the NRC internal user constituency.

And then flipping back ny other hat, in terns of being the
LSN administrator, in terns of operability of the system |'minclined
to favor alternative nunber three. And so that’'s just ny
straightforward call on those, if you wanted to know where | stand.

MR, HOYLE: Dennis, it seems to me that since there is a

coalition involved, and there's been sone slight difference in views,

and there's sonme counties that aren’t here, | think you should have tine
to get in touch with them | don't want to give you very nuch tine, but
you need several days, | would think. Can you do it by phone?

MR BECHTEL: Well, we have a phone call planned, a
t el econference planned tonorrow on anot her issue, so we can probably get
back to you, | would inmagine, pretty quickly. |’mnot assuring you
we're going to reach a consensus, but we'll do --

MR HOYLE: Well --

MR BECHTEL: -- the best we can.
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MR HOYLE: -- whatever. And if you would give that
information then to Dan back at the office.

MR, BECHTEL: Ckay.

MR, HOYLE: d audi a.

MS. NEWBURY: The one thing I'd |ike Dan to get back with on
us too is what is the NRC s position on that case? Jason alludes to the
fact that he expects NRCto naintain his material out to 20 years, and
Dan was not sure if that would be your material at that point or howit
woul d be naintained, so you probably would like to check on that.

MR GRASER: Ch, | can check on it, but generally speaking,
| -- it takes the National Archives a couple of years to schedul e
sonet hi ng.

MS5. NEWBURY: Yeah. But if this goes out to 100 or 300
years or whatever it is.

MR GRASER: W' ve got tine; right? Wat’'s another two
years here or there

MR HOYLE: Caudia, what's your concern about this that
you' re no |l onger going to have either any sort of a hard copy of

el ectronic copy of the docunents --

M5. NEWBURY: Ch, | will.

MR, HOYLE: -- under five?

M5. NEVWBURY: Ch, | will. | mean DOE' s going to be around
forever.

MR GRASER. It’s the other parties who --

M5. NEWBURY: It’s the other parties.

MR. GRASER -- who don’t have federal retention standards.

M5. NEWBURY: It’'s the other parties who are concerned that
they will not be around after three to five years.

MR GRASER. In other words, how | ong do they need to
continue nmaking it. If their normal -- in the normal course of




© 00 N o o B~ W N P

N N N N NN P P PR PR PR R R
O A W N P O © O ~N O O »N W N P O

ANN
RIffL

ABS
011]
AlE

144

business, if they were to only keep these materials for five years and
all of a sudden there is a requirenent to keep it | onger because of
sonet hing that |’ m doi ng.

MR. CAMERON. Because there may be a different docunent
uni ver se dependi ng -- of discoverable material for each license
amendnent that cones in.

MR GRASER: | can certainly investigate it. And | think
it's safe to say that | could at |least get the lay of the land from
Brenda Shelton, who's NRC s records manager. She may be able to narrow
things down for us and say well, in general, records disposition for
non- docket nmaterials that are submitted as -- in support of other
licensing activities but are not included in the docket, normally NRC
handl es themthis way in a record space, so they would either fall under
this schedule or that schedule. And if it's this schedule, it's only,
you know, the life of the facility plus 10 years, or if it falls under
that schedule, it mght be a different disposition

But the bottomline is that it's materials that are in NRC s
possession, but that are not part of a docket. And | know the
di sposition schedul es on the docket material, but you threw nme the curve

ball on the non-docketed materials that are now on the machine that's

under ny control. |'Il investigate that. That's an interesting
qguestion.

MS. TREICHEL: | guess | just have a question. |If you go
all the way through a licensing process and you either -- well, | guess

it would be grant the license, wouldn't you keep a record, you, NRC, of
everything that had gone into that decision for whatever tine? And are
we discussing itens that counties and state and whoever use to oppose
your position?

MR GRASER. Well, again, | can speak to what | know, is

that if materials are entered into the docket, and the docket is the
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basis for the decision. AmIl correct, Ton? | nean what is in the
docket is what is the basis for any of the decision. Under NRC records
retention schedules, anything that's in the docket has a defined
retention period. So we're a-okay there.

The curve ball that canme here is that if we are talking
about alternative nunber five, and not only do I sweep in an index, but
| also grab a copy of the docunent, then | grab a copy of the inmage and
| place it on a machine that's an NRC resource, autonated conputer
system | can't take it off the machine until | get a disposition
schedul e.

M. TREICHEL: Right.

MR. GRASER And it’s not docketed material, but it’s not
NRC record material, but it’s on an NRC nachine. So |I'mgoing to have
to get an interpretation on that. But nornmally, the things that get
retired to the National Archives are the things that are in the docket.
So those are the ones that would be nornally retained.

And that’'s why | had reservations about taking custody, so
to speak, under alternative nunber five. You know, |’ m now responsible
for the long-termdisposition of whatever’'s going to happen to those
docunents. And as you say, they're other people’ s docunents. And now
they' re suddenly, you know, |I'mthe godfather

MR, CAMERON: Just because sone of those docunments -- some
of those docunents are going to make it into the docket.

MR GRASER  Sone will.

MR. CAMERON: That the decision is on, and sonme of them
won’t. The ones that don't make it in don't have any special cache just
because of the fact that they were discoverabl e docunents. They may
have that for sone other reason independent of that, because they were
NRC nenps or whatever on sonething el se

MR GRASER. But for the nost part, that’'s an administrative
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concern, an administrative issue. And as O audia points out, hell, if
you're talking in terns of 100 years worth of retention, what's 2 or 3
years to find out from National Archives howlong | need to keep thenf?

MS. TREICHEL: Well, as far as the affected units of
governnent offices, they're nostly counties. And | would guess if the
funding dried up and they went out of business nost of them answer to
their county conm ssions anyway, so it would just become county records.

MR GRASER: Well, any records that you may have had on a
conputer, they're your own.

MS. TREICHEL: Yeah.

MR GRASER: And if you chose to take that collection down
and di spense with it any way that you wanted, sure, that's -- but if
those docunents were -- if we were not under scenario five, if you took
t hose docunents down, then they woul d becone unknown to the licensing
support network.

MS. TREI CHEL: Ckay.

MR, GRASER As soon as we went back and rebuilt the indexes
and found that that |ocation no |onger had any docunents, then the index
at the portal site gets wiped out. And then the next backup tape, where
there's still no docunents at that site, then the backup tape gets w ped
out. So after two cycles of sweeping that site, if those docunents
di sappear, they are gone to the world.

MS. TREICHEL: Yeah.

MR, GRASER But in alternative nunber five, that's at that
point | can't get rid of things now unless | get everybody's blessing to
get them off an NRC resource nachine. At |east that’s ny understandi ng.
W got a couple records nmanagers sitting in the back of the audi ence
back there and they're noddi ng heads yes and no occasionally, so | think
I"'mfairly close to home on that.

MR. HOYLE: Steve, | haven’t heard your bottomline. |
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think I know what it is.
MR GRASER: | think we got your bottomline.
MR FRISHVAN. What did you think it was?
MR GRASER: Alternative one. And if | felt it absolutely

necessary three, then three, but --

MR HOYLE: Onh, | just didn't mark --

MR. GRASER: But one is the one that you favor; right?
MR FRI SHVAN:  Yeah.

MR, HOYLE: Sorry.

MR, FRISHVAN: What did you think it would be?

MR. HOYLE: One.

MR FRI SHVAN:. Ckay.

MR, GRASER: | guess you were successful in naking your

poi nt, Steve.

HOYLE: And DCE is going to |l et us know after Dan --
NEWBURY: No, | already voted for one.

HOYLE: You did vote for one?

NEVBURY:  Yeah.

HOYLE: See how sharp | am

55356 3

FRI SHVAN: Actually, we’'re just getting an opportunity
to change our votes.

M5. NEWBURY: It’'s so rarely | have an opportunity to agree
with you that | --

MR. HOYLE: There are two nenbers of the panel that aren’t
present. The nuclear industry has not a representative here, nor does
the National Congress of Anerican Indians. So | believe | will need to
contact both of themwith the results that we have now and see if they
wish to join in on this.

|"ve got no one saying okay to two, and three | have Dan and

Steve, if Dan feels strongly.
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Al right. Wat else do you need fromus, Dan?

MR GRASER: Well, | just wanted to put this in a frane of
reference for everybody in ternms of wal king through the next steps in
the process here so you will understand --

MR HOYLE: Did Il get that right? FEMALE VO CE: Yeah.

One and two rose fromthe ashes.

MR. GRASER: There you go. Isn't life strange

MR, HOYLE: Start with bullet two.

MR GRASER Bullet two, we'll start with bullet two.

I just wanted to kind of fill you in on the next steps here
what’'s going to happen with this. As the rule indicates, | need to take
into consideration the opinions expressed by the advisory review panel
And, you know, represent those non-consensus type opinions and take them
into full consideration.

Now the way that’'s going to happen is that as | cone back
fromhere, |"mnow going to be in a position to say to the comm ssion of
all of the alternatives, the strongest sentinent was in favor of nunber
five and there was a secondary |evel of sentinment for alternative nunber
three. And |I'mgoing to then go back and start to put together what
NRC -- well, first of all, | need to nake a presentation to the NRC s
i nformation technol ogy business council. This is an interna
organi zation that asks ne all sorts of hard questions about did you
consider this, did you consider that, have you coordinated this with
other internal NRC offices, and so forth.

And 1’1l be making that presentation to themon March 3"

And | will be able to represent to themin -- or March F', in the March

1% neeting, that we have at |east gotten a very good soundi ng back from
the advisory review panel in terns of the alternatives that they feel we
shoul d be pursuing, the design alternatives.

Then we’'re going to take this information and we're going to
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prepare what's called a capital planning and investnent control
docunment. The capital planning and investnent control docunent is
sonething that's required by the Information Technol ogy Managenent
Ref orm Act, ITMRA, froma few years back. That capital planning and
i nvestnment control docunment is in essence an analysis of benefits and
costs, and al so a project nanagenent plan

So for people who've been involved in najor projects, they
take those two products and they nash themtogether. And it forces you
to present the business case for whichever alternatives you're
presenting to the conmission and exam ne all of the aspects; here are
the fundi ng aspects, here are the cost aspects of it, here are the risk
factors associ ated, being able to neet your schedule, being able to do
it within budget, is it going to fulfill the m ssion, have you invol ved
st akehol ders. You have to address all of these factors and then present
all of this to NRC s executive council

The executive council reads the docunent, we give
presentations on it, and at the end of that process they say to ne,
okay, we will approve the project. W’'ve |looked at all of the anal yses
you' ve done, we’'ve |ooked at the projected life cycle costs. W stil
have a couple of issues here that we need to work out in terns of your
annual fiscal year budgeting and so forth, but generally you have the
aut hori zation to go ahead and proceed with alternative A or alternative
B. O they may in fact conme back and say to ne, we, you know, we want
you to further explore the possibility of outsourcing the placenment of
the server and so forth, and give us a cost benefit analysis of |ease
versus maintain and operate it yourself.

So | will do those, and then the comr ssion or the executive
council will cone back and give nme the authorization to comence the
first phase of the project. And we have sone fiscal year funds stil

avail able this fiscal year which can be used to start the process of
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designing the system And we would have to put together a project
managenent plan, so forth and so on.

Now what this neans to all of you is that the internal NRC
process has its own set of pitfalls that could befall us as a project.
They coul d cone back and say well, thank you very nmuch. W're glad
you' re nmaking this recomendation, but this is the one we're going to
fund. That can still happen.

And if that happens, ny intention will be to comrunicate
back to everybody in the advisory revi ew panel through John what the
results were of the neetings with the information technol ogy business
council, and al so any feedback that we get fromthe conmission in terns
of the options and alternatives that they direct us to inplenent or
which they say this is what we are willing to fund

And if those differ significantly fromthe intent of the
desires expressed by the advisory panel, | think you folks need to know
how t hat decision cane to be, you know, what -- where was it nmade; why
was it nade; why, if we wanted alternative one, how cone they said let’'s
do alternative five; or if we said let’'s do alternative five, why did
they pick three

And as a result of that process, |I'mjust giving you sone
advance understandi ng that the conmi ssion at the executive | evel can
cone back and give ne back marching orders that nmay not be conpletely
har noni ous with the expressed interests of the advisory review panel.
And | will nake every effort to keep you informed of how we get from
point Ato point B or point C. Whatever iterations happen along the
way, | will endeavor to keep everybody inforned so that there's no
nmystery as to understandi ng how any deci sion processes canme out in the
final end.

It may be that the executive council goes ahead and deci des

to fund alternative five in full funding and directs nme to go ahead and




© 00 N o o B~ W N P

N N N N NN P P PR PR PR R R
O A W N P O © O ~N O O »N W N P O

N
L

151

implenent that. And if that's the case, then | will conme back and
report to you that that's what they directed nme to do.

So that's where all of this goes. The -- you all understand
the next two or three nonths now is going to be an internal process
where |'’mgoing to be dealing at fairly high levels within the
conmi ssion to go ahead and get the authorization on the project. That's
essentially what | had.

The only other issue in terns of the functiona
requirements -- |’'ve got functional requirenents, bullet nunber two,
that | was supposed to start off with. The functional requirenents,
obviously now if we're going to go back and either exam ne alternative
one as the nunber that nost people nention being in support of, or
alternative nunber five as the second-nost mentioned alternative, in
either one of those cases | think the functional requirenents are going
to need a further round of tailoring. Especially if you pursue
alternative one, the functional requirenents list is going to be cut
down extensively.

And | would ask that we be allowed to have the technica
wor ki ng group continue to provide input and review and comentary on the
functional requirements, so |I'm asking the advisory panel to allowus to
go ahead and continue using the technical working group to get the
functional requirenments honed in to whichever solution the final letter
recommends back to the comm ssion.

MR. HOYLE: Do | hear any objection?

MS. NEWBURY: | just have comment. |'d like to see a little
bit different group of people |ooking at those functional requirenments
so we get the functional requirenents that are reflected by the nenbers
of this group. For instance, the State was not a nmenber of the
techni cal working group, and |I'd like to get a little bit different

vi ewpoi nt on what the actual functional requirenents are, | guess ny
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point is. Not froma conputer support point of view, but froma user
poi nt of view.

MR. HOYLE: Dan, you have a nethodol ogy for obtaining that?

MR. GRASER: The functional requirenments could certainly be
made avail abl e to any audi ence that the ARP chooses to nake them
available to. Sinply, dissemnating them out and asking for the
advi sory review panel to give ne their comments, given the relatively
smal | nunber of ARP individuals, is probably workable. But sooner or
| at er sonebody is going to have to go through and | ook at conflicting
interpretations of what the functional requirenment is. DOE nmay have one
aspect of a functional requirenent and the State of Nevada nmay cone in
and have a totally different perspective on that, so sooner or |ater
you're going to have to negotiate and arbitrate what is the functiona
requirenent.

So | could certainly send it out to all of the ARP nenbers.
And if everybody is in perfect harnony, that’'s fine. But we shouldn't
do it without leaving -- w thout having sone nechani smfor resolving
t hose.

M. NEWBURY: | wasn't suggesting that you not neet. | was
j ust suggesting that perhaps sone additional people should be in the
techni cal working group during those discussions.

MR GRASER  COh, that would be wonderful. That woul d be
wonderful. Technical working group is open to anybody that wants to
attend.

MR, BECHTEL: When do you see the next neeting of that?

MR GRASER. Well, again, ny inclination was that if the
functional requirenents were going to be focused on a portal type
solution, that we may be able to bring closure to the functiona
requi rements through e-nail. Obviously if we’'re going to be |ooking at

al ternative nunber one, we're tal king about a much scal ed back
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characterization of a systemfunctionality. And in that regard, then we
probably woul d need an additional face-to-face neeting at that point to
try to build fromthe ground up, rather than peel fromthe old LSS

requi renments down.

And, you know, if there’'s a consensus that you want to have
anot her face-to-face technical working group neeting out here, | could
certainly go back and work towards scheduling that. 1'd be glad to do
that, if that's everybody's opinion. And like | said, if anybody wants
to be involved in that and have representation on it, that would be a
wonder f ul t hi ng.

So shall | take that as a marching order to go out and
propose a cal endar date for when we could sit back down and | ook at the
functional requirenents sonetine after John crafts the ARP | etter back
to NRCin terns of expressing the intentions of the advisory panel? And
then I'lIl go ahead and attenpt to set up a date, and we'll attenpt to do
anot her round of face-to-face neetings out here with technical working
group nenbers focusing on the functional requirenents for the candidate
system

MR HOYLE: kay. And, Steve, | do hear d audia urging that
the State see if they have sonmeone that could attend?

MR. FRI SHVAN:. Yeah, | caught that.

MR HOYLE: Take a look at the date and whatever resources.

MR FRISHVAN. Yeah. The |ast one -- yeah, the |l ast one |
knew was a conflict for me and schedul es.

MR. HOYLE: Thank you.

I"mgoing to then not suggest any next date for a ARP
meeting until we march along a little further, but |1’mopen to
suggestions. |If you want a marker in the fall or sonething, we could do
t hat .

MR GRASER. Well, | think the way things are getting with
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the NRC budget as well, that it may be next fiscal year anyhow before we

have enough travel budget to send out another contingent.

MR, HOYLE: Okay. |Is there another business fromthe

nmenber s?

MR GRASER: | would just like to just generally thank
everybody today for coning to the ARP neeting. | would |like to thank
everybody for your very sincere and thoughtful coments. | appreciate

it very much. And | promise you |l will give themvery careful
consi deration. Thank you. Thank you very nuch.

MR HOYLE: Dennis.

MR BECHTEL: Like to just thank Dan and staff. You
obvi ously, you know, you did a |ot of hard work and, you know,

di stribute docunents in a tinmely way, and having many hats, you know, |
really appreciate that. So thanks.

MR, GRASER One other note, John. A number of individuals
have nentioned to ne that the transcript of the last ARP neeting didn't
make its way around. Sone individuals did not receive copies of the
transcript of the last ARP neeting. And | would just like to |let
everybody know that if you don't receive an el ectronic and/ or paper
version of the transcript of the proceedings in about a week’'s tine or
SO --

MR. HOYLE: Ten days

MR GRASER. In a week’s tine or so, that please let ne
know. Just send me an e-nmmil back and say when's the transcript going
to be available, and that will wake me up and | will make sure that we
get the transcripts out to everybody.

MR HOYLE: Okay. |s there anyone present not at this table
who would like to nake a statenent?

Dr. Nartker.

DR NARTKER: Is this on?
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MR GRASER. Absolutely.

MR HOYLE: Yes, sir

DR NARTKER: |'m Tom Nartker. And | teach at UNLV, and I
al so serve on the technical working group a bit. But |'ve been sitting
listening and | would like to say sonething, not as a nenber of the
techni cal working group, but as a citizen of Clark County. | have two
things to say and one request to nake.

First, it seens to ne that there -- the scientific issues
i nvolved in Yucca Mountain and in collecting the informati on the DOE and
NRC and ot hers have collected is enornous. The conplexity is just
fantastic. The nunmber of issues involved and the interrelation of those
i ssues i s beyond any one hunman individual’'s capability to digest. And
so we have mllions, probably over 10 nillion pages of docunents to nake
avail able, and that conplexity is just enornous.

The second point | would nmake is that for us citizens of
O ark County, inportant things are going on here. And this is, you
know, the deliberations that are involved are going to nean things for a
| ong nunber of years and are really, really inportant things.

And the third thing | would say is to request that in the
light of this conplexity and this inportance, that it bothers ne that
this panel is so concerned about a few dollars. | have |istened for
several hours to people worry about a plus or mnus a few dollars. And
we're tal king about a very long nunber of years for us folks in dark
County and others in Nevada, and | personally don't care if it costs the
Nucl ear Regul atory Conmission a million dollars. | don’t care if it
costs Clark County a million dollars or nore. You can up ny taxes.
Ckay?

These are inportant things, and | think that the dollars
we' re tal king about are not inportant. Wat you should be tal king about

is what’'s the best technology that can be provided to make this
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i nformation available. Thank you.
MR. HOYLE: Thank you very nmuch, Dr. Nartker.

Any ot her conment?

156

Al right. 1'd say we're adjourned then. Thank you very,

very much for your attendance

[ Wher eupon, at 3:50 p.m, the neeting was concl uded. ]




