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Berrick Museum of Natural Hi story, 4505 Maryl and Par kway,

at 9:06 a.m, John Hoyle, Chairman, presiding.
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PROCEEDI NGS

(9:06 a.m)

MR HOYLE: Al right, if we could get
started, please. W’'re going to make a slight change in
the agenda for today. 1'd like to start out this norning
with the continuation of the discussion by the Header
Working Group. Hopefully you've had tine to do your
homework with the three-page neno that was handed out.

Per haps we can reach consensus on that.

And then | would give Dave WIlians an
opportunity to describe the O G report and have di scussion
of that. And then go ahead with the NRC di scussion of LSS
activities within that organization. And then we'll nove
the comments received on the Draft Participant Conpliance
docunent into the MOU slot. Me will nmention briefly the
MOU, but that tine will be used for the Partici pant
Conpl i ance di scussi on.

Do any nmenbers have any comrents this norning,
bef ore we begin? GCkay, Kirk, why don’t you |lead, please?

MR BALCOM  Ckay.

MR. HOYLE: Excuse ne, | have one nore
announcenent. This work schedule was left in the pews
| ast night. Nobody clains it, okay. Nothing interesting
init.

MR BALCOM Where | think we left off
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yesterday with the Header summary was cl ose to an adoption
with sone additional information, perhaps, required about
this identifier field and how the use of a thesaurus would
be i npl enented at sone point. W have included an
identifier field, it’s just that given changes in
technol ogy and size of the database and size of the
t hesaurus we’re not exactly sure how it should be
i mpl enent ed, but have included it so that it can be
i mpl ement ed properly, given, perhaps, nore anal ysis of
what’'s out there in the field of thesaurus experts.

And our Header Wbrking Group reconmends,
i ncluding DOE and NRC, that we adopt this as-is, but
sinply |l eave the identifier -- howthe identifier field,
or how the thesaurus would be inplenmented to nore
research. And | suppose if you have -- if you have
comments about what Dan put together and want to ask him
maybe he’ll cone up to the podium or whoever you need to
explain this, because, as you can see, it mght take sone
explaining. Pretty early in the norning for a thesaurus
di scussion, | guess.

MR. HOYLE: Does anyone want further
di scussion or comment? Al right, | then would consider
Kirk’s discussion as a notion to approve the new Header
materi al that was described yesterday and the docunent

dated the 17th of March, knowi ng that nmore work will be
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done in the future on howto inplenment that one field. So
do I have consensus on approving that?

M5. NEWBURY: Do you need a second? Are you
going to vote?

MR. HOYLE: Let’s have a second.

M5. NEWBURY: 1’|l second it.

MR. HOYLE: Vote, all in favor?

(Motion passed)

MR. HOYLE: All right, that’s approved then.
Thank you, Kirk.

Wll, at this point then, | invite Dave
Willianms and his staff to come up and describe the IG

report on LSS.

MR. M TCHELL: John, for the record, | just
need to say, |I’mgoing to abstain or vote no on the |ast
nmotion. | still feel unconfortable with -- | need sone

nore time to review sone federal regulations and so forth
regardi ng archeol ogical information that needs to be
i ncl uded and so forth. So | need to vote no.

MR. HOYLE: W don’t have consensus on that
issue, then. | will nmake a note of that in the record.
Wul d you let me know - -

MR. M TCHELL: Sure.

MR. HOYLE: -- when you are confortable.

MR. M TCHELL: Sure. Wat I'll dois, | need
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to consult with some of the other Native American |eaders
with NCAl and Robert Hol dman, and so forth. Once | do
that, and | feel confortable, and they feel confortable,
and they have consensus, |’'lIl go ahead and vote yes. But
right now | just feel unconfortable in approving that at
this tine.

MR. HOYLE: Thank you. GCkay, Dave?

MR. WLLIAMS: Thank you, John. |’ m Dave
Wl lianms, the Inspector Ceneral at the Nuclear Regul atory
Conmmi ssion. There’'s been an |Inspector Ceneral’s office
there since 1988. W conduct -- we basically have two
ki nds of products. |Investigations, which | ooks at the
fraud, waste and abuse and crim nal actions and ot her
ki nds of intentional m sconduct. The others are audits,
and that’s the product you have before you. And the
audits focus on the legality, the efficiency and
ef fectiveness of prograns. Wth regard to the high |evel
wast e program and specifically LSS, we just conpleted a
body of work; as John said, it’s hot off the press.

| wanted Russ Irish to describe to you our
findings and concerns. W |ooked only at the IR -- the
NRC portion of the LSS project, how we’ ve spent the |ast
five years, and how we’ve -- concerns for how we’ll spend
the next -- the final five years of the project. And I’|

| et Russ explain the body of work and the concerns that we
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have. This is Russ Irish, the auditor in charge.

MR IRISH Good norning. Basically, what I'm
going to try and do today is highlight the findings and
reconmendations and try to nore significantly stress the
overall message of the report. Those of you who've had a
copy of it, if you ve had a chance to read it, or when you
do read it, we'll be able to get nore into the details of
it.

The other thing we want to recognize is that
we realize that there is currently |egislation pending
bef ore Congress that could ultimately inpact the need for
the LSS. However, the findings and recommendati ons t hat
we’' re making in our report, we believe NRC needs to nove
forward on in the interim because if the pending
| egi sl ation, for some reason, does not go through and you
wait until you see what’s going to happen there, it wll
further delay the devel opnent. And so we think it’s
i mportant that we continue to nove forward on this effort.

Overall we found that NRC needs to provide
strong | eadership and direction to help resolve several
| ong-standi ng i nteragency and intra-agency issues. These
have to be resolved in order to prevent unnecessary del ays
and the cost involved with those delays in approving the
DCE construction authorization for the high | evel waste

repository.
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We found, basically, that since its inception
the LSS program has suffered set-backs and del ays that has
significantly slowed the progress of the LSS. The
conpl ete history and chronol ogy of these events are in our
report.

Additionally, we believe that interagency
i ssues between NRC and DCE renmai n unresol ved, and they
need to be resolved. Although NRC and DOE have recently
taken some positive steps towards resolving sonme of those
i ssues, they're still in the prelimnary stage of
devel opnent and they’ ve not yet been formally agreed upon
by the parties.

We al so found that NRC needs to address and
resol ve several intra-agency issues. As such, we believe
that the Licensing Support System Admi ni strator mnust
provi de strong effective | eadership. The LSSA al so nust
provi de proper direction to ensure that the |ong-standing
managenent issues are resolved and that the LSS is ready
when it’s needed.

W al so recogni ze that changes in DOE s
repository programitself have also contributed to the
delays in the LSS program In 1989 DCE revised its
program schedul e for submitting its construction |icense
application from1995 to 2001. Also, in 1994 DOE began a

revi sed program approach for the entire repository
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program which included reorgani zation of the Ofice of
Cvilian Radioactive WAaste Managenent. As a result, DOE
transferred responsibility for the design and devel opnent
of the LSS fromits headquarters to the Yucca Muntain
Site Characterization office here in Las Vegas.

Due to this transfer the Yucca Muntain Site
Characterization office began a re-evaluation of the LSS
concept and the inplenentation requirenents.

Additionally, DOE staff, with whom LSSA had originally
been worki ng, were no | onger responsible for the LSS
matters. And during this change virtually all lines of
communi cati ons between the LSSA and DOE on the LSS issues
ceased for several nonths and had to be re-established.

That’'s sort of a highlight of the findings
that are in the report. But nost significantly we believe
that these findings are critical to the path on which the
LSS finds itself. A 1992 prelimnary NRC/ DCE report noted
that it normally requires about five years to procure,
devel op, inplenment and test a mmj or automated system i ke
the LSS. Therefore, if DOE were to begin the process
today, the system may not be ready until the year 2000.

The sane report also noted that the systemis
not devel oped on a schedul e that nakes it avail able for
dat abase | oading four to five years before the subni ssion

of the license application. 1It’s unlikely that the
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estimated 18 mllion pages of relevant material would be
in the LSS system by 2001

| think we need to renmenber that the Nucl ear
Waste Policy Act requires NRC to approve or disapprove the
construction of a high |evel waste repository within three
to four years of DCE submttal. |If this cannot be
acconpl i shed, NRC is obligated, and nmust notify the
Congress as to the reasons why it can’'t be done.

Traditional reactor licensing within NRC took,
on average, about five years to conplete. And sone highly
contested |icensing actions took as nany as nine years.
During this time frame traditional docunent discovery
matters took about 30 to 50 percent of that hearing tine.
And that’s why, primarily, NRC negotiated and enacted the
LSS rule. However, the rule only requires NRC to operate
and maintain the system It requires DOE to design and
devel op the system Therefore, if DOE does not neet its
LSS requirenents, under the rule, NRC cannot neet its
requirements.

W believe that the LSS program has stalled
over the past five years primarily due to delays in the
construction |icense application schedul e, personnel
changes in NRC and DOE, changes in programdirection, and
a lack of agreenent over funding for the LSS. Many of

t hese del ays can be attributed to a | ack of clear
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definition and agreenent on the roles and responsibilities
bot h between and within DOE and NRC. As a result, only
six years remain in which to devel op and i npl enent an LSS
prior to the schedul ed repository |license application date
of 2001. lIronically, this is the sane tinme frame that

exi sted in 1989, when the |icense application was
schedul ed for 1995.

Accordingly, and because of key -- NRC s key
mandated rule for the tinely licensing proceeding, this is
why we believe NRC needs to take a strong, aggressive
| eadership role. In our report we recommended that to
ensure the DOE and NRC understand and agree upon key
i nt eragency issues, that the Licensing Support System
Adm ni strator should obtain a formal comm tnent from DOE
in the formof an interagency agreenent, or a nmenorandum
of understandi ng on key aspects of the LSS. At a m ni num
we believe such an agreenent should include such itens as
t he respective roles of each agency, funding, and the LSS
timetabl e.

To ensure that NRC understands and resol ves
key intra-agency issues and requirenents, the Licensing
Support Adm ni strator shoul d devel op a nmanagenent plan for
t he Conm ssion to approve, that minimally will include
items such as the roles and responsibilities of NRC staff

in the different program offices, contractor support
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responsibilities, and internal funding for the LSS.

And finally, if after a reasonable period of
time DOE and NRC cannot agree on key issues, such as
funding and tim ng, or DCE cannot neet its LSS design and
devel opnent responsibilities, we believe the Licensing
Support Adm nistrator shoul d devel op a contingency pl an
for inplenenting the LSS, or re-evaluate NRC s conmi t nment
to ensure that an LSS is avail able before submttal of
DCE s |icense application.

W normally go through a process where we put
out a draft report for comrent, and that’s why this just
cane off the presses, it was out for conment. The agency
has responded to the report, its recommendati ons and
concl usions, and they overall have agreed with the
findings and the recommendations at this point in tinme.

MR WLLIAVMS: W' d be pleased to answer any
guestions that you m ght have at this tine.

MR, MURPHY: John, if | could, let me just
make a comment. First of all, | think -- | mean it’s an
excel l ent report frommy perspective. | don't see
anything in there with which | coul d di sagree.

Let ne make one comrent about what you said
about pending | egislation, though. It seens to nme that
what ever Congress does, if anything, it is not going to

reduce the need for the LSS. If anything it will increase
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t he necessity to have the LSS or sonething very nuch |ike
it. Because Congress, if they do anything at all, is not,
it seens to ne, going to extend the deadlines for DOE to
do sonmething to solve the nation’s nucl ear waste program

| think we can assune or expect Congress to do
something to contract the tinme period between now and when
we’'re going to need an LSS. And | particularly have in
mnd the interimstorage facility, whether or not it’'s
| ocated here in Nevada or el sewhere. |It’s going to be
a-- 1| think they’'re going to do sonething about that,
whet her this year or next, and that is going to be a
| i censing proceeding to which an LSS should apply, it
seens to ne. And they aren’t going to push -- they may
push the repository deadline out into the future sonewhat,
but they’'re not going to delay the government’s ability to
address sonehow the need to sol ve the nucl ear waste
probl em

So | nean | couldn’t agree nore with your
report. It just seens to ne that whatever Congress does
is going to nake it nore necessary rather than | ess
necessary, with one exception. And | throw this out -- |
don’t think it’s going to happen, but the only exception
seens to ne was that if Congress got so frustrated with
the process that they sinply renoved |icensing fromthe

programand just told DOE to build it. Then we woul dn’t
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need an LSS. But | don't -- I'’mnot betting on that.

MR, WLLIAVS: That’'s encouraging to hear you
say that, because that’s what our report was encouragi ng,
that you need to assune that there would be a need for it.
W' re referring to the Johnson Bill, in which the scenario
that you just outlined is exactly what would occur. |
nmean it’'s --

MR, FRISHVAN. Well, is it -- is it fair to
assunme that an LSS would be applied to a Part 72 |icense?

MR. CAMERON: Not by the terns of the rule.

MR. MJURPHY: Well, we’'re going to talk this
aft ernoon about using the LSS on a pilot project basis.

MR. CAMERON: You coul d yeah, there’s nothing
to prevent a decision to use it as a pilot project for
that, but the rule doesn’t require the application of an
LSS to an interimstorage facility.

MR, FRISHVAN. Well, is that something that
ought to be discussed at this point or maybe in another
nmeeti ng?

MR IRISH  That would be basically your role,
as nmenbers of the LSS/ARP. W’'re not here to nake that
type of recommendation. W’re going on what the LSS
requi rements are and the devel opnent of the LSS as
envisioned in the rule currently.

MR WLLIAMS: That may have been -- you nay
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have been directing your comment toward the --

MR FRI SHVAN: | was.

MR WLLIAMS: Sorry.

MR MJURPHY: No, | think -- don’t we have
somet hing on the agenda | ater on today to tal k about --
yeah, at 3:45 we’'re going to talk about using the LSS as a
pilot project basis. And, you know, people have to keep
in mnd that opponents and intervenors can hang up the

interimstorage facility just as long with hard copy

di scovery as they -- or you know, maybe not as |ong, but
we can -- you know, it can still be del ayed.
MR LEVIN. | think the point is that we'l|

need sonme kind of litigation support system --

MR, MJURPHY:  Sure.

MR LEVIN. -- for whatever activity is taken.

MR, MJURPHY:  Sure.

MR LEVIN. But the issue is that the rule
doesn’t cover anything other than the repository, so that
woul d be a different --

MR. MJURPHY: It could prohibit it, though.

MR LEVIN. -- track. | mean it’'s still
needed, we all recognize that, but it would be a different
track than the rule. That’'s the issue.

MR. MJURPHY: Yeah.

M5. NEWBURY: So were we going to tal k about
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that this afternoon?

MR. LEVIN. The pilot project.

MR. MJURPHY: You can bet on it.

Let ne just ask a question, the senior
managenent teamthat was just established three days ago,

| guess, so | don’t suppose they’ ve done anything yet?

MR LEVIN. [I’'Ill speak to that.

MR. MURPHY: Ch, okay.

MR LEVIN. [I’'Ill speak to that.

MR, MURPHY: As a senior nmanager --

MR LEVIN. Well, I nean | have -- what | plan

to do is after Dave and Russ got done was to briefly
descri be, or talk about the response that we gave to the
IGreport. And | was going to cover the nanagenent team

MR. MURPHY: That’'s good. But | think it’s an
excel l ent report.

MR. WLLIAMS: Thanks very nuch

MR. HOYLE: Let’s have other coment. Brad?

MR. METTAM Were you here yesterday?

MR I RISH  Yes.

MR. METTAM Ckay. W had the discussion on
the presentation that was nmade about MOU versus
i nt eragency versus, you know, let Congress let do it. |
was gratified to read your reports, the discussion of the

key functions of an interagency agreenent, including a
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description of tinetable, funding and the roles of the

di fferent agencies. M concern with the proposal that we
make the LSS funding a line item is that that sort of
removes one of the incentives to getting sone kind of an
i nteragency agreenent, or an MOU or whatever you want to
call it, in place. And | knowthat it’s been sonething

t hat NRC and DOE have struggled with, you know, defining
the roles and | ocking them down in sone sort of fornmal
agreenent so that they don’t becone sort of nercurial and
change wi th changi ng personalities and roles.

And |'m-- | guess ny question m ght be
di rected perhaps nore properly to Moe, are we going to see
that kind of a role fromthe NRC? A push towards somne
sort of formal agreenent?

MR. LEVIN. Yeah, that’s sonmething else | was
goi ng to discuss.

MR METTAM  Ckay.

M5. NEWBURY: But even an MOU, as witten
here, we m ght discuss what funding, how we would do the
funding. But in truth if we are going to be consistent
with the LSS/ ARP's concerns about DOE oversight of the
funding then what it will say in the MU is that DOE wi ||
put | anguage in the bill that says the noney will be
appropriated directly from Congress, in nost -- in all

probability.
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MR. METTAM | understand the departnent’s

concern about having strings in the agreenent and that --
you know, | think perhaps that -- I’mnot sure that |
agree with it.

MS. NEVBURY: Well, no --

MR. METTAM | understand it.

M5. NEVWBURY: -- actually | don’t mnd having
strings on the NRC, it’s the rest of this group that has
problens with that.

MR, METTAM Wl --

M5. NEVWBURY: |’'mnot -- not really.

MR. METTAM  Yeah, being one of the people who
spoke up about those concerns, |’mnot certain that you
couldn’t craft an interagency agreenent that would resolve
the funding issue without creating a problemfor this
group as far as, you know, having too much control for
DCE.

MR WLLIAMS: CQur office, independently,
woul d have very serious concerns if the NRC woul d ever
view DOE as anything other than just another l|icensee. So
we woul d weigh in on that issue as we have in the past.

MR IRISH | think the other thing that we
need to stress, and again, the message of the report is
that whatever tinme frame is going on to get these types of

under st andi ngs | aid out detracts from devel opnent of the
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LSS further. And within the rule, as envisioned in the
Nucl ear Waste Policy Act, as far as legislation, the
requirement for licensing within three to four years
allows for NRCto report to Congress if that can't be
achieved. It does not necessarily nmean that in the year
2001 NRC then goes to Congress and says, "W can’t achieve
| i censi ng because there’s no LSS now. "

If in 97, time frame " 98 there’s no progress,
NRC may have to consider at that point in time having to
go to Congress and sayi ng, "Because we don’t have the LSS
and in anticipation of the application in 2001, we’'re not
going to be able to license in three to four years." So
there’s nothing that says that that report to Congress has
to wait till 2001

MR. METTAM M understanding of the tine
tables, as you presented them is that in essence the NRC
and Department of Energy have a year to craft whatever
type of formal agreenent they' re going to do because it’s
going to take five years to do the devel opnental work
even, and that’s your six year horizon.

MR IRISH Unless there has been changes in
the analysis of the work that they’ ve done, based on that
1992 report, that was a joint DOE/NRC report. They have
| ooked into this and that was what they antici pated at

that point in tinme. |If something’ s changed in the
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neantime, we're not aware of it and we’ve not seen
anything that contradicts that report yet.

MR WLLIAMS: | think that the five-year --
that five-year wi ndow for inplementation was based on
| ooki ng backward and the kind of routine experience
t hey’ ve had, absent sone sort of extraordinary sprint

effort that would have to be made. And we’'re assuning the

nor mal numnber of glitches and hiccups and | -- so,
that’s -- what you just said is exactly right. [If things
are going to go as they -- as we -- in a routine manner,

this is going to have to be the year in which
conceptual i zati on ends and i npl enentati on begi ns.

MR SILBERG What is -- what do our technical
peopl e think about that five year date? C audia, Dan
and --

M5. NEWBURY: | was going to ask a question
about the -- you stated it takes four to five years, in
this other report, to load the LSS, and | wondered if that
i mplied that somehow we were just delivering sem truck
| oads of paper to Moe or if we were doing what is required
in the LSS, that is we give an electronic file?

MR IRISH W weren't worried about how it

M5. NEWBURY: So --

MR IRISH -- that you were going to do it



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

166
MS. NEVBURY: Well --

MR IRISH -- it was the fact that the report
said four to five years to load. And obviously until it’s
| oaded it’s not accessible to the people who have to use
it.

M5. NEWBURY: But you -- the report didn't

specify what it was -- or you don’t renmenber what it said
they were loading? | -- in ny mental image of how we will
| oad the LSS --

MR, MURPHY: Well --

M5. NEWBURY: -- it’s an electronic system
it’s fairly sinple and it wouldn’t take four to five years
to load. And that’s why | was asking the question.

MR, MJURPHY: Except that depends on how many

backl og docunents you're going to load. | think that
report, that '92 report was referring, if I, you know, ny
menory doesn’t -- it’s getting old and worse as | get

ol der, but | think they were referring to backl og
docunents primarily.

MR WLLIAVS: Wich would --

MR MJURPHY: We, you know, we may not be
| oadi ng as many backl og docunents as we antici pated five
or six years ago.

MR WLLIAMS: W essentially used -- |’ m

sorry if | interrupted you.
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MR, MURPHY: No, | just wanted to nake that

point. | nean as the -- as things have progressed there
may very well be, you know, cone a point in tinme, two,
three, four years from now, when everybody sits down and
realizes that a lot of things that we thought were
relevant to licensing or likely to lead to rel evant
i nformation, has changed. And some docunents generated in
1985 may no | onger need to be put in the LSS

MR GANDI: A lot of this is a function of
funding al so. The nore noney you have, the nore backl og
you can process.

MR, MJURPHY:  Sure.

MR. GANDI: Then an outcrop of these shops --

MR. MURPHY: The nore noney you have the nore
backl og you create, too.

MR WLLIAVS: W essentially did not question
your projection of five years, that cane from DOE

MR SILBERG What is the current -- what do
you guys think today would be the time it takes?

MR, GANDI: What we have on our plan which is
two, two-and-a-half devel opnent process, for
devel opnent - -

MR, MURPHY: | -- we didn't hear you, John

MR. GANDI: About two, two-and-a-half-year

devel opnent process.
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MR. MJURPHY: From today?

MR. GANDI: Today if we had if some
requi rements on an RFP

MR. BALCOM Does that include the RFP
process, the two-and-a-half years, or --

MR. GANDI: |'d through another extra six
nont hs in there.

MR LEVIN: Three years, three years from
t oday?

MR. GANDI :  Uh- huh

MR. BALCOM That’'s to have a working system
prior to starting to | oad docunents?

MR. GANDI: Exactly, yes.

MR, MURPHY: Let’s do it.

MR. LEVIN. Then how long to | oad and --

MR, GANDI: | think, well that’s probably,
like | said, a function of funding. There s several shops
probably all over the country that do this imging and
conversion now. It’s beconme real popular. But that’s

pretty much our tineline, is a drop-dead date of March

' 96.

MR SILBERG To start the RFP?

MR. GANDI: No, for conplete. | nean not ’96,
|’msorry, 98 -- "99.

MR WLLIAMS: That’'s all right. W think you
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woul d probably want to, as a matter of fact, your own
report called for sone testing as well.

MR. GANDI: Exactly, there would have to be --

MR, WLLIAMS: Yeah.

MR. GANDI: -- accepted testing.

MR IRISH | think another thing that you
have to renenber is that although the rule requires
certification of the systemsix nonths prior to the
i mpl ement ati on, the supplenentary information of the rule
very clear in stating that it was anticipated that the
systemwas going to be available for use well before the
i cense application for various different other types of
di scovery issues as the repository was going through its
various different phases.

So al t hough you nay have a rule that
specifically states six nonths, the intent was roughly
four years or so prior to that date to have it avail able
for use. And if we're talking this type of a schedul e
t hen obviously that anticipation, at |least with the
suppl ementary information, will not be able to be net
ei t her.

MR. CAMERON: Yeah, and that’s a good point,
and I'’d like to talk a little bit nore about that during
Moe' s presentation on what’s going on at the LSS. And |

guess that 1'd also like to say, in terns of | know it
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wasn’'t a recommendation that Brad was naking, but we want
to get an MOU devel oped well| before a year has passed. |
mean we don’t have a year to develop an MOU, and | just
want to enphasize that we want to get that in place as
soon as we can.

And on Mal’ s point about what docunents are
going to be in there, we have a great opportunity to
di scuss that during -- on the inclusion/exclusion --

MR. FRI SHVAN. Yeah, that’s right.

MR. CAMERON: -- agenda itemtoday.

MR IRISH Yes, sir?

MR. FRISHVAN: On your third recommendation it
seens to nme what is woven into there is essentially a
suggestion that at sone point there’s a, you know, the day
wi Il come when a decision needs to be nade whether to
abandon the rule or not. 1Is that what you’'re suggesting
t here?

MR IRISH \Wat we're suggesting is basically
that given the history of what's happened between 1989 and
today, and nore recent tine franes, if they continue to go
as they are, that NRCis going to have to cone up with
some type of contingency. |If they don’'t conme up with a
contingency they’ ' re going to have to come up with the
possibility of if there’s not going to be an LSS how t hen

are they going to get this licensing process conpl eted?
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W' re not suggesting that they shoul d abandon
it. W're saying, however, that as they | ook at
contingencies, or look at the time franes as they cone
down, that’s a consideration they may have to think about.

W' re not recomendi ng they should do that.

MR. WLLIAMS: | guess our concern was if you
see that you're -- if you see the -- that you're
absolutely going to fail, you have a responsibility not to

just sit there. You need to alert someone. You need to
come up with another plan. It would not be acceptable to
see yourself failing and sit by.

MR. HOYLE: Any further comrent on the IG
report?

MR. M TCHELL: | have a quick question. Is it
possi bl e that a nenorandum of under standi ng coul d be
drafted prior to the next LSS neeting and we coul d approve
that at the next neeting and just send the drafts back and

forth via electronic communi cati ons or mail or whatever?

MR, LEVIN. Let me, | guess maybe we can go on
to ny part?

MR. HOYLE: Yeah.

MR LEVIN. And I’'ll address that.

MR. M TCHELL: kay, very good.

MR. HOYLE: Thank you, very nmuch Dave and
Russ.
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MR WLLIAMS: Yes, you re wel cone, thanks for

havi ng us.

MR. HOYLE: Appreciate it.

MR LEVIN. Ckay, first | want to tal k about
our followup on the I1G our response to the 1Gs audit,
and what we’'re doing about. And then related issues about
what we’ve been doing internally already, what activities
we’ ve been doi ng.

The first point about the MOU, we have drafted
a very, very rough prelimnary strawran MOU, buil di ng on
an MOU that was crafted between DOE and NRC seven years

ago but was never formally signed. Using that as a base,

we’ ve added to it and put -- brought it up-to-date. And
DCE has not -- we’ve just transmitted it to DOE just | ast
week, | think, and they haven’t had a chance to even
respond to it yet. It was a very rough draft.

W plan to now start the process of working
with DOE to cone up with a nenorandum of under st andi ng
that defines all the roles and responsibilities and bring
this -- bring this to closure, to have an agreenent. And
we're starting to work on that right now So I think it
would -- | think as soon as both DNE -- DOE and NRC are
confortable with the general nood of the MOU and the
wor di ng and everything, and the contents, then, yes, we

will pass it around. Do you have any problemw th that,
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C audi a?

M5. NEWBURY: | was just questioning what the
need for passing it around to the LSS panel for comment
woul d be? It’s an agreenent between our two agenci es.

MR LEVIN. M opinion --

MS. NEVBURY: |'mnot an MOU expert, so --

MR LEVIN. -- would be it’s the nore people
that look at this, the nore comments, the better the MOU
may be. It was just as a matter of advice, | would like
to see it -- | wuld |ike to see the panel have a chance
to look at it.

MR SILBERG A lot of the issues that are
going to be enbedded in there are things which are of
significant interest to some of the people around the
table. | think the history of this project has been that
t he LSS/ ARP has not been a cause of hol di ng anything up.
And so | would -- you know, | really think the nore we can
see what’'s going on at an earlier stage the |ess problens
you' || have at the end. To come down with a final MOU and
Nevada or Nye County or the industry or Clark County or
someone says, this is totally off the wall. You know
fixing that up is going to take a lot nore tinme than
getting peoples’ input early on.

MR. CAMERON: Yeah, | don't think it has to

be -- | think that there are so many inplications in terns
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of independence, control, schedule, things |like that, that
it would really benefit both agencies to get the input
fromthe panel on it, and to get sone advice fromthem on
it. And, again, | don't think it has to be a -- sonme sort
of an onerous, bureaucratic timnme-consum ng contentious
process. And that’s the way we feel.

M5. NEWBURY: As long as it’s not --

MR. LEVIN. Another point that the |G
recommended was that we take steps to strengthen our
i nternal managenment of the NRC and provi de aggressive
| eadership. In response to that what we’ve done is we' ve
put together what we're calling a senior managenent team
for the LSS that will be chartered to provide overal
direction to the NRCin matters related to the LSS. The
menbers of the teamare Bill O nstead, who is in our
Ofice of General Counsel. Who was al so one of the
originators of the idea of the LSS. Mal Nap, who is the
Deputy Director of our Ofice of NVMBS, and nyself.

The three of us are starting -- we’ ve al ready
had a series of neetings and we’'re already starting to
forma plan and a strategy for how to focus all of NRC s
activities, LSS-related activities, get nore focus on
them nmake sure everybody understands what needs to be
done and have a place where we can bring issues to and get

themresolved quickly. So | think that’s going -- that as
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aresult of the 1Gaudit that’s -- and the response to it,
somet hi ng positive has happened. | think this is a good
nove.

W’ ve also -- the third point, the third IG
reconmendat i on, about devel opi ng conti ngenci es and
everything, what we plan to do there is devel op sone, what
we call, triggers, or dates at which we think that if
certain things haven't happened that it nmay be a signal
that there’s a problem that there’'s trouble. And we --
once these triggers are activated then we will take sone
action, whether it be informng Congress that things are
slipping, that we m ght not make it, or we haven't really
flushed out exactly what those contingencies woul d be,
because they’ re not obvi ous.

There is one contingency, there was a
fall-back witten into the rule, and that’s subpart G
It’s a contingency in that that says that if sonething
happens and we don’t have an LSS you do it the old
conventional way. But it isn’t a contingency in the sense
that if we do it the conventional way, or the traditiona
way, we mght not get it done in three or four years. But
that is witten in the rule as a contingency.

As a result of the G audit, and as a result
of all of our activities on the LSS, we’ ve been doing a

series of internal briefings within NRC including
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briefing the chairman. And as a result of these briefings
several issues have arisen. In light of the |G report,
t he new DOE schedul e, and al so the National Performance
Revi ew Phase 2, which says that the governnment is supposed
to ook at all its activities and operations and see that
they still nake sense.

One of the first things we’ve been asked to do
is to |l ook at our fundanmental assunptions about the need
and use of an LSS and see if they're still valid. So

that’s just revalidating, stating, "Yeah, here’ s why we

want an LSS, it’'s still valid and we’re going to go on
fromthere." So that that’s our first activity that the
managenent team wi || undert ake.

Anot her issue that’'s arisen was the size of
the LSS, the nunber of pages, the nunmber of docunents, and
the content of the holdings relating to rel evancy i ssues.
There is sonme concern within the NRC that there are nore
docunments being put in to the LSS, or planned to be put in
the LSS than are required. And that nmay be a problemfor
several reasons.

Al so, there is the issue of will the LSS be
available in tine to satisfy the needs identified during
t he negoti ated rul e maki ng, sonme of which may not have
been explicitly nentioned in the rule. For instance,

using the LSS, having it available, have the tine as a
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research database, in addition to discovery database and
maybe for sone issues tracking purposes and things |ike
that. And that’'s just another issue that’s just surfaced
that we’re starting to discuss within the agency.

Al so, we already tal ked about the |egislation,
what’ s Congress going to do. W have to be aware of that.
W have to stay on top of that. And in |ight of what
happens we have to all continually reassess the LSS and
what we’re doing, because there is a real possibility that
the legislation in one way or another, good or bad, could
i mpact the LSS.

The final issue, which is sonmething that is
not a new i ssue, but has been restated, is that the
chairman is very concerned about the cost of the systemto
the rate payers. He has always envi sioned one systemt hat
woul d be DCOE s records nanagenent system and the LSS.

He’ s concerned about the cost of duplicating hardware and
software, and the overheads associ ated with keepi ng data
in two separate systens in synchronization

One of the things we're still waiting onis
sone information from DOE on the increnental cost of
havi ng a separate LSS, a system separate fromtheir record
managenent system It could be that that cost is so
insignificant that it’s not an issue, but we don’t know

right now until we find out that that still is an issue.
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And those are the highlights of where we are
right nowwithin the agency, in relation to the LSS
Chip, did you want to add anyt hi ng?

MR. CAMERON: Yeah, just let me anplify on one
poi nt that Moe brought up, and al so that was nmentioned in
the 1G presentation. In addition to the LSS objective of
el i m nating the physical production of docunments in
di scovery after the |icense application cones in,
elimnating that period of tinme, the LSS was al ways
intended to be used in the pre-license application phase
al so.

And | think that that conmes through clearly in
t he supplenentary information to the rule. Not only using
it to prepare for the proceedi ng, sharpening up,
contentions, for exanple, but also to be used by DOE, NRC,
ot her potential parties in their ordinary regulatory and
licensing review work. 1t was thought that there would be
a benefit and that’'s why there’s an enphasis in the
suppl ementary i nformati on about having it avail able as
early as practicable before the |license application is
going to be there.

Vel |, one other prelicense application, use of
the LSS, that was contenplated, at least it was discussed
during the negotiating sessions, | believe, was the whole

i dea of issues tracking. In other words, what docunentary
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basis did DOE or NRC have at a certain point in tinme for
maki ng a particular decision. The institutional menory
aspect of the LSS. And | guess that one of the concerns
that’ s been expressed at the Conmission is that are we
going to have the systemavailable in time to provide this
sort of issue tracking, institutional nmenory function
that’s invol ved.

And that’s also tied into what the state of
t he DOE records nmanagenent systemis at this point, in
terms of having |inks between decisions and docunents.
Particularly when we’'re dealing with an activity that’s
going to go over a long period of tine. And there's also
a concern, related concern for the page estinmates that
have been given for what’s going to be in the LSS. Is
this any indication, the | arge nunber of pages, that DOE
does not have sufficient discipline, mght be the word, in
its records nanagenent system Again, in ternms of this
time, docunents and decisions together. So there’s sone
rel ated concerns that are being expressed here.

And Mal al ready brought up the point about is
there any way to decrease the nunmber of pages in the
systemto provide for better search times, if there’ s |ess
pages. And | think it all cones down to when are we goi ng
to have the system avail able for use, not just in terns of

| oadi ng, debuggi ng, but actually being able to use it to
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try to get prepared for the litigation

MR. LEVIN. There was one other point | wanted
to nmention, that was on the funding and what’s been going
on there, but how we’'re going to fund the LSS. Qur staff
fromour -- the NRC s Ofice of Controller have been
working with DOE, and we’ve identified at |east two
mechani sns that seemnot to present any |egal problens as
far as -- as far as DOE acquiring funds and then
transmtting themto be solely under the control of NRC.
So that | ooks very prom sing.

And al so, and this was part of the |G report,
prelimnary discussions, very prelimnary, very low |eve
di scussions with OVMB have taken place and just to see if
t hey woul d have any problemw th this kind of an
arrangenent. Qur initial indication is that they would
not. So on the funding issue things | ook very positive.

MR. MJURPHY: Let me just follow up on
somet hi ng you said. One of the points you made was t hat
t he seni or nanagenent team was going to be | ooking -- or
one of the issues that they ' re going to be looking at is
the size. And | think you said the content in relation to
the relevancy issue. | want to explore that with you. |Is
there sonme feeling anong the seni or managenment team or
within the NRC, that the definition of rel evancy needs to

be | ooked at --
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MR LEVIN. No --

MR, MJURPHY: ~-- or was it nore in terns of
what | brought up, that docunments which we thought were
rel evant in 1984 may not turn out to be relevant in 20017

MR LEVIN. No, it was the latter. It was
just -- it was in relation to the size that there may be
docunents in there that are no | onger needed, that wll
clog the system and that was the context.

MR, MJURPHY: (kay. Because | don’t want to --
| shouldn’t -- | guess | should repeat it, | don't want to
drag it out very long, but everybody, it seens to ne,
that’s involved in this has to renenber that fromthe
poi nt of view of many people who originally participated
in the negotiations, us, the environnmental organizations,
the tribes, | think, we did so on the condition that the
LSS woul d facilitate discovery and not replace discovery.

And if we thought that there was any chance at

any point in tine, and | use the "we" |oosely, you know,

i f anybody doesn’t think |I’m speaking for them you know,
t hey shoul d speak up, but if we thought that at any point
in time the rel evancy woul d be defined any way ot her than
as it was defined under traditional Federal Rules of G vil
Procedure approaches, we woul d not have agreed to
participate in the negotiation on those terns.

MR. LEVIN. Yeah, we have -- | have not been a
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part of any di scussions what soever that questioned the
definition of relevancy or that at all.

MR, MURPHY:  Unh- huh.

MR LEVIN. It wasn't the intent.

MR MJURPHY: And | think in ternms of, | guess
you were tal king about issue resolution nore than anything
el se, Chip?

MR. CAMERON:  Unh- huh.

MR. MURPHY: And you know | think you're
right, | agree 100 percent with what you said. But it
seens -- see, ny recollection is that that was, you know,
kind of the third priority, that we -- everybody hoped
that the LSS would be available in time to allow us to do
all of that, but I don’t think anybody was willing to bet
their kid s education onit. |Is that -- | nean you were
there, isn't that the way you sort of remenber it?

MR. CAMERON: Yeah, | think that the idea was
that you assune that you' re going to get the systemup in
sufficient tine so that you can use it for the type of
i ssues, tracking and closure. And I’'ll use closure --

MR. MJURPHY: Carefully.

CAMERON:  -- | oosely.
MURPHY:  Yeah.

CAVERON:  Loosely.

2 3 3 %

MURPHY: Steve’'s sitting pretty close to
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you.
MR. CAMERON: Right, that’'s why | said
"tracking,"” not "closure." But the systemcould actually
be used by all the parties in terns of facilitating issue
definition, issue tracking, what’'s the basis for a
particul ar decision. So | agree with you on your
viewpoint. But | think that there's still a large concern
back at the agency that, | ook, are we going to be able to
get this systemup and running in tine to use it for that
purpose at all? And sone people would be concerned that
if you can’t use it for that purpose, in other words, for
preparing for the litigation, in that respect, are we
still going to be able, even with the LSS, to be neet the
t hree-year decision table.
MR. MJURPHY: Yeah, and that’'s --
CAMERON: | nean that’s the key.
MURPHY:  Sur e.

CAMERON:  That’'s the key.

2 3 3 %

MURPHY: And that should be a legitimte
concern. But | guess fromny point of view, if the LSS is
avail abl e six nmonths in advance, or, you know, a year
hopeful ly in advance of the licensing proceeding itself,
so that we can use it effectively in licensing, and that
it will be a tool to permit we snmaller nonfedera

participants to effectively play the role we hope to play
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in licensing, | would not consider it, personally would
not consider it to be a failure if that system was not
avai l abl e four years in advance of that to allow us to
mani pul ate i ssues. Because we aren’t going to nmanipul ate
i ssues four years in advance of that. And | -- that’s ny
own personal view, if we can get the thing done in tinme to
use it inlicensing | will not consider the fact that we
didn’t get it done four years earlier than that to be a
failure.

MR. CAMERON: Because that’s -- 1'd be
interested in any other panel viewpoints on, and not from
the difficulties of the -- all the difficulties that DOE
has to go through in terns of the design of the system
but in ternms of availability for use prior to the |icense
application. | think Mal has sort of given a range that
he feels is sufficient. Does Jay or Floyd or Steve,

anybody, Brad, anybody have any other views on that?

MR, SILBERG | think fromthe standpoint of
all the parties the earlier it’s available the better it’s
going to be. People will have nore experience using it.
The systemw || have nore experience, meking sure it works

right. People will get used to the idea of putting their
docunments in the system You know, | guess | never cease
to be anazed that every tinme we conme to one of these

nmeetings we seemto go back to first principles, like
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phase 1 of our requirenents docunents. Things that --
untutored, non-techy side of me says, "Gee, didn't we do
that five years ago." And we don’t seemto be nuch
further along in having a systemthan we were four or five
years ago. And that continues to trouble me. |If only
fromthe standpoint of the noney that’s been expended on
this process since 1988.

But at sone point, you know, we’'ve got to get
going with this and get something, not only down on paper,
but down in, you know, into a systemthat’s actually been
desi gned and procured and is operating. The sooner that
is, the better.

M5. NEWBURY: Forgive ny ignorance, Chip, but
I’munder -- I'’magetting the inpression that what you're
tal king about with the issues tracking is a different
beast than the docunent discovery LSS that we’re planning.
Is this a major change in what our design should be and
what - -

MR. SILBERG No, it’s the same system you
just, you know, people are going to be using it for
di fferent purposes.

M5. NEWBURY: Well, but --

MR. SILBERG You can’t use it for discovery
until there’'s a procedure. But there are |ots of other

reasons to want to know what the docunents are --



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

186
M5. NEVWBURY: Right. Well, but are

there other things that have to be in it --

MR SILBERG  No.

M5. NEWBURY: -- if we do this kind of thing,
| don’t know?

MR SILBERG  No.

MR, MURPHY: No, just by way of background,
Claudia, there was a point in tinme in the program not
just the LSS negotiations, but in the program when Bob
Browning, a now retired head of the Division of Waste
Managenent at the NRC, for exanmple, was very big on the
i dea of having a series of mini-licensing proceedi ngs
prior to the license application ever being filed, no
docket nunmber in the NRC, no nothing. But, you know,
closing issues as they arose during the prelicensing
process so that when we got down to, you know, Bob’s dream
was that when we got down to eventually filing a |icensing
application that people were still in need -- they were
tal king about 98, | think, that everything el se would
have been resolved and we’'d have a little two-week hearing
toratify that the parties had already decided. And then
all gather out at the site and dedicate the site.

| nmean, you know, that’s an exaggeration, but
that’s basically what he had in mnd. And so one of the

things we tal ked about during the license -- during the
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negoti ati ons was, can we get this thing on-line in tinme to
allow the parties to participate in that kind of process.
Vel |, that kind of process, for a variety of reasons,

ain't ever going to take place. You know, if for no other
reason than the nonfederal participants have nmade it
crystal clear that we’'re never going to agree to close any
i ssues until there’s a docket nunber next to the -- on the
i cense application.

But that’s the reason why, or one of the
reasons why we were tal king about that during the
negoti ations. The second reason is the one that Jay just
mentioned, the earlier we get this available to us the
better we are, better everybody is, the better off
everybody is.

MR. CAMERON: Let ne put a little bit of a
di fferent point on what Mal said. But giving the sane
bottom|line answer is that you don’t have to design an
i ssues tracking systeminto the LSS. And Mal was tal king
about the mni-licensing proceeding and why that’'s --

MR. MJURPHY: Right.

MR, CAMERON: -- never come about, but there
was a concern that the LSS be able to be used -- in other
wor ds, sane design that we’'re tal ki ng about, sane
functional requirenments, but that you could use the LSS to

not get to issues closure, certainly in the sense that Bob
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Browni ng m ght have been thinking of it, but that you
woul d be able to define the status of issues resolution
nore clearly through use of the docunent database.

And on a separate note though, | guess that
there’s still a question in my mnd about is there, in the
DCE records nmanagenent system | nean it mght be useful
to have a presentation on this sonetine, this is a
preparation for litigation concern too, is there a link
bet ween DCE docunents and DOE deci sions, a specific |ink?
Maybe the best analogy | could use to describe that is
that we're presently putting a systemtogether at the
Conmi ssion that would be a full-tech system covering many
different areas of regulation that has in it all of the
docunents that were used in a Conm ssion decision on a
particul ar issue.

So in other words, it’s not, in terns of the
LSS, it’s not all the relevant documents, but all of the
docunments that are inportant to a particul ar deci sion.
And so, aside fromthe LSS design there is sonme concern
about what is the state of the DCE records managenent
systemin terns of providing those |links with decisions.

M5. NEWBURY: Well, we could provide --

MR. CAMERON: That may be out of your area.

M5. NEWBURY: We could provide you a

presentation on it next tine, but it does lead to a
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guestion. If that is not in place, if there is no way to
l'ink, you wouldn’t expect us to go back and retrofit,
woul d you? | mean that wouldn’t be particularly useful if
we t ook our backl og of decisions and --

MR, MURPHY: |’'mnot, yeah --

M5. NEWBURY: -- tried to --

MR. MJURPHY: Chip, |I'’mnot sure | understand
what problemyou’ re referring to.

MR. CAMERON: | guess the problemis is there
a-- if DOE makes a particular decision to do certain --
boring a certain way, or --

MR, MURPHY: Well, we --

MR, CAMERON: -- you know, is there a -- is
there a docunment, is there a records track associated wth

that particular --

MR. MURPHY: | see. Could sonebody --
MR. CAMERON: -- deci sion.
MR, MJURPHY: -- sit down at the term nal,

oops, workstation sonme day --

MR. CAMERON: Did he get that right? Is it a
wor kst ati on?

MR, MJURPHY: Is that right? D d | say that
ri ght?

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: Yeah, that’s right.

MR, MURPHY: Can sonebody sit down at a
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wor kst ati on sonme day and say, "Ckay, | want a -- nachine,
gi ve me every docunent which was involved in or led up to
DOE's decision to -- to use the tunnel boring machi ne
rather than blast a vertical shot."

MR, CAMERON: That’s exactly. And, you know,
the LSS, it was thought, because we have all the docunents
init that maybe we could draft a resolution to that. But
it’s a separate issue, also, | think, dealing with just
the nature of the licensing program

MR. FRI SHVAN. Ckay, but | think you' re right
too, we're -- as issue resolution stands right now, you
know, with all of the exact right words and everything,
that the staff, the NRC staff is going to have to be in a
position to continually sort of review everything that |ed
to their decision to say the magic words, "W have no
further questions.”

MR, MURPHY: Yeah, that’s right.

MR. CAMERON: Right.

MR. FRISHVAN.  And |’mnot sure that your
staff is set up to do that right now.

MR. CAMERON:  Wwell, | --

MR. FRI SHVMAN. That’s one of ny m sgivings
about those magi ¢ words.

MR. CAMERON: Listen, | don’'t mean to | eave us

out of the -- of this issue, in terns of being prepared on
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our own to be able to make |inks between our docunents and
our decisions on it, it’s just as inportant.

M5. NEWBURY: Also, at what |evel would you be
tal king about? |Is this every decision nmade or is it, for
i nstance, an issue resolution report which does that

docunent or --

MR. CAMERON: | guess | could --
MS. NEVBURY: -- processes?
MR. CAMERON: | guess | couldn’t speak to that

ri ght now, C audia

M5. NEWBURY: It’s actually could be a very
frightening thought if you go down to --

MR. MURPHY: Yeah, we’'re all headed in that
di rection anyway. You know the world is noving in that
direction. W'’re all going to have LSSes at hone to pay
our grocery bills with one of these days. But, you
know -- so, but I -- you know, your point is that nobody’s
directed you to design your systemto allow us to do that.

M5. NEWBURY: That’s true.

MR, MURPHY: And if we do direct you to do it
you' re tal king about, | would assunme, nore tinme and nore
nmoney.

MS. NEWBURY: Yes.

MR LEVIN. It’s amazing he did that w thout

benefit of electronic device al so.
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MR. MJURPHY: It shouldn’t be that tough,

Cl audi a, DCE only nakes about two decisions a year.

M5. NEWBURY: Having made sonme of those, |
hate to tell you how he did it.

MR. M TCHELL: daudia, would it be possible,
or maybe this has been discussed in the past, do you think
it would be advisable or necessary or what -- well, what
ki nd of conment do you have if a suggestion were to be
brought forth that the actual technical conponent and the
equi pnment and so forth be subcontracted out to an
i nformati on technol ogy conmpany? Wuld that speed things
up do you think at all, or could that be done?

M5. NEVWBURY: We're in the process of making
t hose decisions. That's -- make by analysis that we'll go
t hrough once we have the requirenments and we’ || docunent
that decision and go forward. |If it is nore cost
effective to nmake it ourselves, we will do it that way.

If it’s better to go to sonme business to have it done, we
will take that option. And that’s a decision by next
year.

MR M TCHELL: By next year?

M5. NEWBURY: Yeah.

MR. HOYLE: |Is that decision forecasted I|ike
Sept enmber of next year or earlier?

MR. GANDI: March of next vyear.
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HOYLE: March of next year?

NEWBURY: March of next year.

2 5 3

HOYLE: A year from now?

M5. NEVWBURY: A year fromnow. At which point
we'll go for an RFP and it will be -- if that’s the
choice. But you |l know well before that.

MR. HOYLE: So you anticipate the RFP, and if
there is to be one, in the spring of next year?

MS. NEWBURY: Yes.

MR. HOYLE: Further discussion of the issues

tracki ng aspect? Moe, were you finished or did you have

nor e?
MR LEVIN. That was it.
MR. HOYLE: That was it. Ckay.
MR MJRPHY: Is it -- well, let ne --
MR. HOYLE: Yeah.
MR, MURPHY: -- sonething just did occur to

me, are we going to be kept informed of the work of the
seni or managenent tean? |s there any -- is there going to
be any |inkage between the --

MR LEVIN: | plan to report our activities at
every ARP neeting fromthis point on. | wll probably
make that part of the agenda. As long as there’s a senior
managenent team |1’Il report. Did you think that would be

timely enough?
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MR MJRPHY: Sure. Unless sone -- it would be

timely enough in -- absent sone extraordinary --

MR. LEVIN. Unless there’s some major issues.

MR. MJURPHY: -- circunstances.

MR LEVIN. R ght. R ght.

MR. MJURPHY: Just tell O nstead he can come to
the neetings too, we’'d be --

MR SILBERG  No, no.

MR, MURPHY: | didn't finish nmy sentence, Jay.

MR. CAMERON: Can you identify in the
transcript who said "No"?

MR. MJURPHY: \Who said that? Mke sure it’s
noted who said "No."

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: Let the transcript
reflect |aughter.

MR, MJURPHY: | wasn’'t going to say tel
A nstead he can cone to the neetings, that Jay and |
haven’t had a chance to beat on himin several years.

MR LEVIN. W'l have to extend the neeting
by one day if we invite Bill

MR HOYLE: Al right, if there’s no further
di scussion on this item | would like to take a short
break before we start tal king about the draft participant
conpl i ance docunent and the comments received on that.

(Whereupon, at 10:10 a.m there was a recess
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taken to reconvene at 10:40 a.m)

MR, HOYLE: | would like to start again.
Wul d the nmenbers take their seats, please.

MR. CAMERON: Can we get the transcript on
Monday or Tuesday?

MR. HOYLE: Tuesday, | think

MR. CAMERON: | want to get it out as soon as
we can.

MR. HOYLE: Okay. Before beginning with the
next item which would be comments received on draft
partici pant conpliance docunment, |1’'d just ask if there are
any further comments on the subject that we were talking
about just before? Stan?

MR, ECHOLS: Yeah, 1'd just like to seek for
clarification --

MR. HOYLE: |Is this -- can you --

MR. ECHOLS: Sure. Stan Echols. To seek a
clarification, talking about the adm nistrative record and
the use of the LSS connected to that. Normally,

i ndependent of an LSS or any el ectronic system any major
adm ni strati ve deci sion woul d have support behind it,
bei ng the adm nistrative record. What was the basis for
t hat decision? And that could be docunments, it could be
policy considerations and other things. And one would

hope that when there is a major agency decision the basis
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of it would be articulated, it could be in a nmeno, say,
based upon the follow ng docunments and policy
considerations this programis going to do the follow ng.

Now that meno could be in a hard file or it
could be in an electronic file. Now, as | understand it,
you do not expect the LSS, independently, to draw together
the adm nistrative record, but rather you would hope to
find that nmenorandum that provided the basis for a major
deci sion and then fromthat menorandum you coul d | ook at
t he other docunents. |Is that correct?

MR. CAMERON: Right, but we also were
concerned that there be a nmenorandum like that so that
when you' re trying to -- you don’'t have to scranble to try
to --

MR ECHOLS: Right.

MR. CAMERON: -- put together the
adm nistrative record on the fly.

MR. ECHOLS: Right, but that woul d be
i ndependent of whether or --

MR, CAMERON: But that’s a separate --

MR ECHOLS: -- there was an LSS?

MR. CAMERON: Absol utely.

MR. ECHOLS: Right, because generally if at a
| at er poi nt soneone chal l enges a particul ar agency

decision, as a general rule greater credibility is given
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to an adm nistrative record that was assenbl ed
cont enporaneous with the decision rather than the one that
was done ad hoc to try to -- the perception then being you
tried to justify the decision. And again, that’s
i ndependent, that’s sort of basic adm nistrative | aw
i ndependent of whether you have an el ectronic system or
not. Is that -- is that a correct understandi ng of what
you' re | ooking for?

MR. CAMERON: Basi cally.

MR, ECHOLS: kay. The idea being that the
LSS woul d hel p you find those rel evant docunents if you
had the deci sion nmeno.

MR, METTAM  John?

MR, HOYLE: Yes.

MR. METTAM Just one clarification. | think

Cl audi a said the RFP woul d be due out in '96, March of

' 967

MS. NEWBURY: Yes.

MR, METTAM  Wien will the buil d/buy decision
be made?

M5. NEWBURY: That -- well, that would be just
prior to the RFP. | said the made by decision woul d be

March of 96, a year from now.
MR. METTAM Ckay. The decision --

M5. NEWBURY: At which point we would put out
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an RFP if the decision --

MR METTAM  Ckay.

M5. NEWBURY: -- was to buy.

MR. METTAM  Thank you

MR, HOYLE: Well, just to clarify, during the
prior discussion, Caudia, you did say that you could
brief us next tine on the DOE records system and then |
guess the -- perhaps the manner in which you do, or have
establ i shed admi ni strative records so far?

M5. NEWBURY:  Uh- huh.

MR, GANDI: You'll be getting a part of it
today with Dave, Dave Warner

MR. HOYLE: Ckay.

M5. NEWBURY: Dave Warner will be giving you
some of that. | think it would be hel pful for the rest of
the ARP to see how we’'re handling our records and pulling
t hi ngs together, because they’' re going to have the sane
responsibilities. And you maybe can | earn sonething from
what we’re struggling with now Certainly not the
vol umes, but the sane concepts.

MR. HOYLE: Okay, thanks.

All right, let’s proceed then with M. Levin's
di scussion of the draft participant conpliance docunent
conment s.

MR LEVIN:. Okay. W handed out our review of



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

199

the comments on the participants commtnents docunment. We
handed that out |ast night, hopefully you' ve had a chance
to look at it. W’'ve -- that incorporates the coments we
had received from d ark and Nye counties and DOE. W’ ve
recei ved nore conments since, and we haven’t had a chance
to incorporate those yet. So what you see is just the
comments fromthose three sources.

And there were two recurring things within all
the corments, that was the -- a concern about the degree
of burden generated by sonme of the commtnents. And we
hope that we’ve nade changes here that will try and | essen

the burden. We definitely don't want this to be

burdensone. It’s a bal ancing act between naking sure that
it -- everything is functioning as should be, and yet not
bei ng too burdensone. So there will be continual fine

tuni ng of that.

And the other comments referred to specific
dates for deadlines, and those were based on earlier LSS
syst em devel opnment schedul es and we wi ||l update those --
the tinetables in the comm tnents docunent based on
what ever DOE schedul es there are. So those we realize had
to be changed.

Al so, there were coments outside -- we felt
were outside the purview of the comm tments docunent,

those we did not address. Sone of the coments raised
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guestions of term nol ogy, so we included in the back of
this -- of the docunent a definition of a set of termns.
And if there -- we'd |ike you to | ook at those, and if
those are -- let’s see, is that here on the -- yeah, it’s
a separate docunent, I'’msorry. Definition of terns and
listing of acronynms. And these would be incorporated as
part of the commtnents docunment. And if you | ook at
those over tine, if there’s any clarification that needs
to be done there, changes, editing, any terns that we
haven’t covered, let us know and we’ll|l add those. But we
think this was a very good conment and it’s going to be
very usef ul

That would -- like |I said |last evening, we
didn’t have a prepared presentation, we were hoping just
to pass this out and if there were any questions we’d be
prepared to answer them

MR, SILBERG Me, we did not submt our
witten comments, at |east not yet, but | certainly agree
with a ot of the views that have been expressed,
particularly on the burdensoneness. | think a document
has kind of created the Cadillac of all participant
comm tment prograns, or maybe the nother of al
partici pant comm tnment prograns.

MR LEVIN. W try.

MR SILBERG Right. And particularly for
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anyone except NRC and DOE and maybe even for DOE, it seens
to me that there’s a trenmendous anount of overkill in here
and the ampbunt of review that’'s going to be given to the
docunents. | can see the QA facility having a very large
staff if it’s going to do all the audits and reviews that
are laid out in here, and | think that’s just totally
unnecessary. | think that the systemw | be
self-policing to a large extent and | think -- and | want
a program of sone reasonabl e scope that certainly is

somet hing that is needed, but what | see created here is a
very large systemindeed. So | would hope that when you
review this that you can really scale it back

consi derabl y.

The ot her generic comment | have is that a | ot
of the provisions in here rely on LSSA guidance. And
until we know what that LSSA guidance is we’re not going
to be able to nake a determ nation as to whether the kinds
of commitnents are indeed reasonable or not. You're
asking us to do certain things subject to guidance and
until we see what that is | really don't think we're in a
position to say this is or isn't sonething that is going
to be something with which we can conply.

| woul d assunme those gui dance docunents wil |
be prepared over time. | would assunme that the ARP wil |

be given the opportunity to review those. They are not --
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we recogni ze they are not regulations. On the other hand
i f our conpliance and the conpliance of other parties is
going to be governed by conpliance with guidance
docunents, what’s in those docunents is obviously pretty

i mportant. And so we woul d hope that when you draft those
up at the appropriate tine, that you keep in mnd, you
know, sone of the generic comments that you' re hearing
around the table now And also that we get a chance to
review those. And |I’msure that that was in your program
to start with.

MR LEVIN. Yes, it’'s -- you wll
definitely -- | think all your assunptions are correct.
You definitely will have a chance to revi ew everyt hing.
But we have to set sone |limt onit. W can't keep going
into cycles and cycles of review and never conming to
closure. So there has to be sonme point in tinme where we
cut the review off. But everybody will have a chance to
review all these docunents.

And what we will do is we’'ll go back and we’ll
| ook through the conm tnment docunent as it stands and find
out every place where it says "guidance" and we' ||l make
sure that those gui dance docunents are avail abl e so that
you' I | know, so you will be able to comment. | think
that’s a very good conment.

MR, SILBERG And | assune these are things
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whi ch are not yet devel oped and maybe cannot possibly be
devel oped now until the systemis --

MR LEVIN. Well, | have to defer to Tony and
Joe who really did nost of the work devel oping the
comm tments docunment. Do you care to conment?

MR, NEVILLE: Just to generally say that none
of themare in any kind of final form Sone of themwe’ ve
made progress with, other itens are clearly going to have
to wait to a further stage of the system devel opnent.

MR LEVIN. Ckay, and what we -- what | plan
to do, and I’mopen to discussion on this, is what |’'d
like to do is after this meeting give everybody anot her
two weeks, let’s say, to conment on this and then just
take the conments, incorporate theminto the fina
docunent and that will be it. And that isn't to say that
we won't be doing fine tuning and taking your conments
into consideration as they conme in in an ad hoc basis over
time, but | would like to bring the closure of this
i nteractive-type process, because it could go on forever,
and we have to start maki ng pl ans.

Does anybody see a problemw th that? kay,

so we will, I guess set a date two weeks from today, or
no, let’s -- when were these -- let’s say two weeks from
Monday.

MS. NEWBURY: The 7th?



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

204
MR LEVIN. The 7th.

MR, MURPHY: And what is it you want us to do
now, Moe?

MR LEVIN. One final round of comments.
After the discussion, at the end, |ooking at what we have
her e.
MURPHY: Looking at this or this?

LEVIN. At this.

2 3 %

SILBERG  Me --

MR, MURPHY: Wien | asked for -- or suggested
that we have nore tinme available to talk about this agenda
itemyesterday, | -- that was before I knew that this
thing existed and | thought we were still going to be --
we were going to be picking at a ot of these -- a |ot of
these issues. | was very pleased to read this over | ast
night in my roomand realized that you are addressing sone
of these things. Particularly the ones that Jay nentioned
and that we -- the comments that we submitted on the
feeling that the conpliance was going to be so burdensone
that any benefit to the smaller nonfederal participants
woul d be overwhel ned by the burden necessary to conply.

Let ne just clarify a couple of things, on
page six under Commitnent 1.D. | take it then that you're
no | onger -- that the final docunent will no |onger insist

that all of the participants nmaintain the kind of
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intricate audit trail that the original participants
comm t ment docunent required, such as an individual
expl anati on on each docunment as to why we considered it
rel evant or nonrel evant?

MR LEVIN. Exactly. M logic on that was it
was each -- it was up to each participant to determne
rel evancy, anyway.

MR MJURPHY: Right.

MR LEVIN. And so why have that kind of a

tracki ng.

MR. MJURPHY: Right.

MR LEVIN. It didn't seemto make sense.

MR. MURPHY: | read that over and | thought,
Good gosh, | nmean we're all going to be sitting up there

i n Tonopah witing explanations about why we're
not putting our docunents into the system and nobody wi ||
be doi ng oversi ght anynore, we'll all be -- but it was
just ridiculous. And what do you nean when you say it nay
al so be possible to sinplify the requirenents dependi ng on
how t he question of inclusion/exclusion is ultimtely
deci ded? Where are you trying to go there?

MR, LEVIN. Tony, do you remenber our thoughts
on that?

MR. NEVILLE: The thinking was that the -- |

think it refers back to part of the -- let ne see --
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earlier references to the audit trail.

MR. SPEICHER  This is Joe Speicher, Levi
Anderson. The reference there refers not only to the
sinmplification of the audit trail process whereby you
woul dn’t have to track inclusion/exclusion decisions
dependi ng upon how i ncl usi on/ exclusion is determ ned. The
t hought there is that there is sone thought related to how
much material will be put into the LSS and in what
fashion. |If you read the docunment you can see where DOCE
has a proposal to input a portion of their collection that
t hey consider relevant without a particul ar rescreening
effort.

If that takes place for sure the whol e process
of tracking that particular operation through the audit
trail will be sinplified. But also, the actual physica
doi ng of the relevancy screening will be nuch sinplified

and | ess burdensone.

MR, MURPHY: Well, | can see that, but | guess
" mhaving -- |I’m having troubl e understanding -- and
let’s assune that it’s -- that at sonme point in tine, like

| mentioned earlier this norning, at sonme point in tine
the -- everybody realizes that the universe of docunents
which is going to be included in the LSS is smaller than
we had originally thought it mght be when we were

negotiating the rule back in *87, 88, et cetera, so that
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DCE does not -- and we and everybody, the NRC, does not
have the same nunber of docunents to input into the LSS as
we originally thought we m ght have to. How does that
change -- you still have to make a decision, either with
respect to an individual docunent or a group, a category
of docunents, some decision has to be nmade as to whet her
or not they're relevant, likely to lead to rel evant
i nformation, and thus, whether or not they should be
i ncluded or excluded? You're still going to have to go
t hrough the sanme process, aren’'t you? How would the
smal | er nunmber of documents being included make it easier
to go through that process?

MR. SPEICHER  Well, again, it’s not

necessarily a question of the nunber of docunents, it’'s

how they’'re determ ned to be included or excluded. |If you
take a ook at -- for instance, you |look at all the
program docunents DCE has and you say, "Well, let’'s just
put themall in the LSS, you know, let’s just not nmake a
second cut."

MR. MJURPHY: Ch, | see.

MR, SPElI CHER: (kay, and say --

MR. MURPHY: Then you --

MR. SPEICHER -- let’'s rescreen, you know,
this is a litigation support process, you know, you go out

in the field you get boxes of stuff, you bring them back
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and you go through them again to determ ne what you want
to put in your database. |If you ve already made that
initial cut, to say, "This | ooks |Iike programrel evant
stuff,” let’s put it all in.

MR. MURPHY: Yeah, | got you.

MR, SPEICHER: That’'s what sinplifies the
process.

MR. MJRPHY: Ch, yeah, | understand that now.
If you're going to put everything in, the screening
process becomes sinple.

MR, SPEICHER. Well, that’s the proposal, it
hasn’t been determined that that’s the case yet.

MR. MURPHY: Yeah, | got you. | understand.

MR, SILBERG Me, the comment that you have
on this one where you say the participants should naintain
an audit trail, is that still saying you need, you know,
some kind of a paper trail or electronic trail for each
docunment that you're putting into the systenf

MR LEVIN. Basically --

MR SILBERG O is that a process?

MR LEVIN. It’s saying, you know, every
partici pant should just have a good adm nistrative process
for tracking their docunents as they go through their own
i nternal systens and end up in the LSS, just so you can

followits path and how it got there. It’s norma
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accept abl e managenent practice, | think. W were just
stating, it mght have been sonething that was obvious.

MR, SILBERG You' re not saying that you need
a document by document tracking system or are you?

MR. NEVILLE: No, we’'re not saying that.

W' re saying that the LSSA would audit the procedures and
process that the participants have used.

MR. SPEI CHER: So you have to consider in a
situation like this kind of a document, discovery
situation, in nost situations that |1’ve dealt with, in any
event, you' d go through a process where you take a
docunment and you’'re going to have to prepare a header for
it. Wen you prepare that header, if you ve got a room
full of people that are doing this you re going to want to
know, you know, who -- what batch that docunment is in and
who -- what coder processed it, what QA-er |ooked at it.
So there’s a normal process of tracking, you know, you
don’t have to have a sophisticated el ectronic system set
up to do it.

MR SILBERG That still sounds |ike document
by document identification and | --

M5. STOTLER Wiy does the LSSA care?

MR SILBERG | can’t conceive that that's
useful. It’s just -- and that seens --

MR. SPEICHER | think you re mssing the
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point. |I’msaying in the normal document processing
operation the -- an individual -- a group that was doing
that woul d keep a tracking system of what they were doing.

MR SILBERG | don’t think so. | mean we’ve
done docunent production involving mllions of docunents
in ongoing litigation and | don’t think we have that kind
of docunent - by-docunent identification.

MR. LEVIN. \What about the situation where you
claimto have submtted sonmething and we can’t find it in
LSS and we have to go back and trace it through the
process to find out what happened to it? What --

MR SILBERG Well, it doesn’'t matter what
happened to it, you know, if the docunent isn't there and
it should be you go find the docunment and you put it in.

MR LEVIN | see.

MR, SILBERG Unless there’'s sone allegation
that there’s a, you know, a deliberate programmatic
violation or even a programuatic violation that is
screwi ng up the process, what do you care why a particul ar
docunent didn’'t make it? | nean all you want to do is you
want to get that docunent in there.

MR. BALCOM Jay, | think one of the
differences may be that in this case you' re required to
submt a header and you’ll probably do that with a

computer, you know, you'll do it on a conputer and send
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t he docunment, either print that out and send it along with
t he docunment or do it electronically. Normally when

you' re doing a discovery request you just ship thema
docunent and don’'t do a header. So the information wll
be there somewhere on sonebody’s conmputer and just to keep
track of that would seemto be a normal byproduct of
having to do a header in the first place.

So | guess maybe the question is --

MR. MURPHY: You're only going to do a header
on docunents that you submt for inclusion

M5. STOTLER: But it still shouldn’t be of
interest to the LSSA --

MR. BALCOM No, and |I'’mnot saying that, |’'m
just trying to clarify that this is probably a slightly
di fferent process than a normal litigation discovery
situation.

MR SILBERG | agree, | just don't want to
create a system where, you know, we’'re going to have
hoards of classifiers and people who are keeping track of
hoards of classifiers and people who are keeping track of
t he peopl e who are keeping track of hoards of classifiers.
And then we’re going to have hoards of people in the
LSSAQA facility who are |looking at all these papers.

W' re just -- you know, we’'re creating a bureaucracy which

just is not needed.
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MR LEVIN. | think it’s a valid point, we’ll

go back and relook at this. | think it nmay be the case of
the dog that’'s chasing the car and catches it and doesn’t
know what to do with it. What are we -- if we have the
data, what are we going to do with it I think is the
guestion we have to discuss internally. | think it’'s a
valid point, and we will go back and | ook at that.

MR, MJURPHY: On the -- nmy comrent on the
priority | oading schedule, what -- | nean | guess |I’'d sort
of |like everybody else’s reaction to that. Wat | said in
our comments was that we need to make a determ nati on now
as to whether or not we needed a priority | oading
schedule, and if so what it is. And | think | went on
today, in ny view at least, a priority -- the need for a
priority |oading schedule was pretty obvi ous and we ought
to decide what it is fairly soon. Does anybody really
disagree with that? | nean | don’t know, maybe |’ m wrong.
Maybe under the new programwe don’t really need --

MR, CAVERON: Wl --

MR. MJRPHY: -- to prioritize |loading the
backl og docunents. This is what |’ mtal king about, just
backl og docunents here.

MR, CAMERON:  Well, | think that our approach
over the years has been that if you' re going to get the

system up and running sone tinme before the license
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application conmes in, then why not load it with docunents
that woul d be as useful -- the nost useful as possible --

MR, MURPHY: That’'s what | thought.

MR. CAMERON: -- for the participants to use.
So | think that, then Moe correct ne if we have any sort
of different thinking on this, because of systens, but |
think it sounds like a good idea.

MR LEVIN. It’s a good idea and it depends,
for instance, it depends on how rmuch time we have to | oad
the LSS. |If we have a short w ndow then priority
| oading -- a short window with a | arge backlog, priority
| oadi ng nakes sense. On the other hand, if we're
delivered a fully | oaded system well enough in advance we
shoul dn’t have enough new docunments conming in to present a
problem In other words we should be able to -- may be
able to |l oad everything as it conmes in, in which case we
don’t have to establish priorities.

So it all depends on what our window is for
| oadi ng the system and how nuch backlog there is to | oad
in that window. And I’mnot sure we know exactly what
t hose parameters are right now.

MR. MJURPHY: By the time you do knowit’s
going to be too |ate.

MR LEVIN. Well, | don’t know.

MR. MJURPHY: [|f you have a narrow w ndow.
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MR. CAMERON: What does DCE think about this,

about the possibility of putting some priority categories
on?

M5. NEWBURY: We could prioritize the backl og,
but again, it would depend on what people are going to be
| ooking at. 1’'d could think about it.

MR, CAMERON:  Well, | nean it would depend --

M5. NEVWBURY: It would depend on --

MR. CAMERON: -- that’s establishing the
category, right?

M5. NEWBURY: Yeah.

MR, MURPHY: You really, | mean it’s not a
deci sion that you and John can nmake, C audia. What you
really need is guidance fromthe people who are going to
be conducting the |icensing process for you.

M5. NEVBURY: R ght.

MR. MURPHY: You know they have to deci de what
are going to be the critical issues in |licensing.
Groundwat er travel time is going to be critical, let’s
make sure that we get groundwater travel tinme docunents,
backl og docunents | oaded. You know, vulcanismis going to
be a critical issue, let’s nmake sure we get vul cani sm
docunents | oaded. You know di ssol ution nmight not be a
critical issue, we could put that off. You know,

something |like that.
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MR CAMERON:. Well, but if the --

MR. MURPHY: Those are the kinds of priority
| oadi ng decisions |'mtalking about.

M5. NEWBURY: Those nake | ogical sense to ne,
| mean when we are putting together issue reports or
topical reports or whatever it is that the NRC will
actually review now, we would want to have all the records
associated with those into the system

MR. CAMERON: And you could al so by -- another
way to cut it besides topic is to | oad the basic
regul atory documents, the basic foundation docunents in
first. But this is a discussion of what the priority
categories would be. And | think that from what Me’s
saying, we’'re at the point of deciding does the DCE
desi gn, devel op and | oadi ng plan, can that accomodate, or
can we nake it accommodate the idea of priority
categories, which would then be available. 1n other
words, the LSS would be available at a certain point with
priority | oading categories, a small database in it,
peopl e woul d be using it, but then there would be a
continued | oading of all these other docunents.

And | don’t think that that is the way that
you' ve been thinking about it so far. And the question
is, can we do sonething |like that?

M5. NEWBURY: |I'mthinking, |I'’mlooking at mny
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records person right now. Can we do that?

MR. WARNER: W woul d have to know --

MS. NEWBURY: Dave Warner

MR. WARNER: This is Dave Warner. | think we
woul d have to have sufficient lead time so we could
identify what categories of priorities you wanted to.

MR MJURPHY: Well, sure, yeah.

MR. WARNER: | rnean | think everybody
understood that’'s a given. And we have enough flexibility
in our programthat we could adjust it to neet that need.

MR, MJURPHY: W started that process sone
years ago. Shortly after the rule was adopted, the
parties submtted lists. | think we only got through one
iteration of it and we never -- you know, and then we got
of f on MU tracks and argunents over funding and stuff
like that. But we did -- there was sone first-cut attenpt
at the parties identifying what they thought were going to
be the --

MR LEVIN:. Help nme out here a little bit,
woul dn’t this all kind of hinge on early availability of
access to the LSS? 1In other words, if an LSS was going to
be provided to nme, fully | oaded at a certain date for ny
certification, in other words, all the backlog was | oaded,
and that was the first tinme that you woul d have access to

it, then priority loading is not an issue.
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MURPHY: That’s right.

LEVIN. Am | correct?

2 3 3

GANDI : That’s correct.

MR LEVIN. So that’s why |’m saying, it
depends on what the plans are. And | ask DCE again, are
your plans, as they stand right now, are you thinking of
providing me a fully | oaded system of certification?

MR. GANDI: That's correct.

MR LEVIN. kay, so then, in that case,

priority may not be an issue.

MR, CAMERON: | think that the way to put this
in context is do we want or do we have to -- or are we --
basically we -- is it a fait acconpli that we get a fully

| oaded systemin 1998 avail able for access or can we get a
system avail able for access in 1996 with only part of the
database on it, that part being a priority database?
That’'s the issue.

MR LEVIN. That | think is the real issue.

MR, GANDI: And | see where you' re driving at
here, it’s either an LSS or access to our records system
at that tine.

MR, CAMERON: It wouldn't necessarily, | don't
think we were thinking about it like that, but | suppose
that that could be possible.

MR GANDI: Well, if | go out in procurenent
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in March of 93 --

MS. NEVBURY: ' 96.

MR GANDI: 96, I'msorry. | did I think.
Anyway, we certainly could shadow our records system at
that point in tinme for access.

MR. CAMERON: So what you're saying is the
procurement schedule really puts a constraint on --

MR GANDI: Early.

MR. CAMERON: -- having LSS early availability
with even a small --

MR. GANDI: Right.

MR. CAMERON: -- part of the database. But it
may be possible for us to --

MR. GANDI: Have LSS fuctionability.

MR. CAMERON: -- tune into the DOCE records
system

MR. GANDI: W have nmade the ATDT available to
NRC, about 45 users signed up, no one has |ogged on. W
coul d use that sane system

MR, SILBERG What is the ATDT?

M5. NEWBURY: The Automated Technical Data
Tracking System It tracks all the technical information
that's collected by the program

MR, CAMERON: But this would be just --

MR. MURPHY: The NRC has never |ogged on to
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t hat systenf

M5. NEWBURY: Once one person did.

MR. CAMERON. We got everything we needed.

MR, MURPHY: That’'s not your fault.

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: W |i ke hard copy.

M5. NEVWBURY: And we give you lots of
cat al ogs.

MR GANDI: | don’'t see why sonething -- an
arrangenent |ike that couldn’t be nade. W' re progressing
down to put our records together. | have the feeling at
times that people around this table believe we’ve got a
record system Hell, we don’t have a record system

MR, SILBERG W thought you had one five

years ago.

MR. GANDI: Not in this scope.

MR. SILBERG W thought you had one three
years ago.

MR GANDI: Well we don't, we’ve got an index
system

MR MURPHY: Part of --

MR. GANDI: And we can drag out sone hard
copies for you, if you d like.

MR. MJURPHY: Part of ny concern is the | ack of
confidence that you're going to be able to get the LSS

avail able within a year of |icensing under the current



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

220

schedul e, wi thout sone way of prior -- of loading it
priority --

MR. GANDI: To be quite honest with you, I'ma
little concerned too if the requirements change every
t hree nont hs when we have neeti ngs.

MR. MJURPHY: Yeah, and we’ve got to stop doing
that to you, that’s true. But you know I just think

you' re going to have a great deal of trouble getting that

done and --

MR GANDI: | do too, we're very tight.

MR. MJURPHY: -- if we have docunment -- if we
give you the way -- priorities on which we want the

backl og docunents | oaded, for exanple, you m ght be able
to cone to us and go to Mbe a year before |licensing and
say, "Here's the system but it’s not fully | oaded. W’ ve
got, out of the 10 categories of docunents, of issues that
you told us to | oad, we’ve got priorities one through

ei ght | oaded, but we haven’t |oaded docunents related to
the ninth and tenth priority yet; is that good enough, are
you willing to accept it?" The parties mght say, "Yeah,
that’s fine with us, we’'re not going to litigate those
other two issues, to heck with them" That’s, you know,
that's sort of my thinking. It facilitates your ability
to get it delivered.

MR. GANDI: That's correct, unless there’'s an
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ongoi ng study going on and that package is inconplete.

MR. MJURPHY: Yeah.

MR. GANDI: And that’s pretty nmuch how we’ ve
organi zed our records system is conpletion of study plans
and records packages.

MR SILBERG In terns of the priority
| oading, isn’t the issue though howlong it’s going to
take to load the systen? | nean if the whole system can
be | oaded over one weekend, then priority |oading doesn’'t
matter. |If it takes three years to |load the system then
priority --

MR. GANDI: Unless we continue with a
five-year backlog --

MR. SILBERG Right.

MR GANDI: -- going into the present tine.

MR. SILBERG What is the answer, how | ong
does it take to | oad the systenf

MR. GANDI: W hope to start | oading our
systemin May. And we’ ve already started | oadi ng sone of
the test case.

MR SILBERG And how long will it take to
| oad the entire systen?

MR. GANDI: A function of noney. It’s
basically a manual process. The nore header records we

have, the longer it takes. The nore error correction we
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do on the text fields the longer it takes.

MR. SILBERG Do you have any idea how long it
will take to load an LSS or is it the same thing?

M5. NEWBURY: Well, once the records systemis
| oaded it’s a trivial exercise to transfer that el ectronic
file fromone systemto another

MR GANDI: |If they' re the sane.

MR SILBERG If they're the sane.

M5. NEVWBURY: |If they're the sane.

MR GANDI: O if they're basically the sane
standards of data formats.

MR. SILBERG And the intent is that they be
the sane, | take it?

MR. GANDI: The intent is to deliver a market
survey --

MS. NEWBURY: Yes.

MR. GANDI: -- survey and ABC, cost benefit
anal ysi s.

MR. SILBERG For instance on headers, is the
header systemthat you’' re using for your data records
managenent systemthe sane as, or conpatible with the
headers system as reported by the header commttee?

MR. GANDI: Yes. What we're asking is
nodi fi cati ons of that header system W' re asking for it

now so we can proceed with an LSS design and have our data
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already formatted to load into it if it is the sane
system

MR. BALCOM  You’'re asking for
nodi fications to what?

M5. NEWBURY: For nodifications that were
present ed yesterday.

MR. BALCOM Those are the nodifications
t hat --

M5. NEWBURY: The nodifications that we tal ked
about yesterday.

MR. HARDW CK: The nodifications are the ones
you proposed.

MR, M TCHELL: | have a question: Wuld it be
advi sabl e to have an additional field with a prioritizing
on it that the DOE would prioritize a docunent, would that
gui cken things up?

MR. METTAM Once you're in the machine
they’' re already, you know, they're in. You know the
priority would be on inputting them once you created the
header and inputted them having a priority record is sort
of a non sequitur by that point.

MR. M TCHELL: Okay. Also, would it be
possi bl e, you nentioned, C audia, that whether or not a
decision to go ahead and do an RFP for the privatization,

per se, if you want to call it, of the LSS system under
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contract with DOE, that won’t go out, if it is to go out,
sonetinme a year or so fromnow Is it possible to nove
that up? To nove your cost benefit analysis up?

MR GANDI: | think we need to do our cost
benefit analysis not only because it’s a smart business
thing to do, it’s also a federal requirement. And there's
a lot of acquisition strategies we could use at that point
if we only wanted to contract software devel opment and
mai nt enance through that period, if we wanted to contract
har dwar e, software, operations, the whole ball of wax.
There’'s a |l ot of strategies we could use.

MR. M TCHELL: No, | understand, ny question
is can that process be noved up, be noved cl oser, maybe
make a deci si on by Decenber?

MR. GANDI: Oh, by defining our requirenents
and goi ng through this process those pieces of a statenent
of work are being put together.

MR, HOYLE: Question fromthe audi ence or a

st at enent ?

M5. KERRIGAN. 1'd like to -- ny nanme is
Cam |l le Kerrigan, I'mwith the MNO. 1'd like a point of
clarification, when you say DOE will have the systemfully

| oaded, do you nmean fully | oaded with DOE docunents or
fully loaded with DOE docunents plus partici pant

docunents? It’s very critical in the timng.
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MR GANDI: DOE

M5. NEWBURY: DCE docunents.

MR. GANDI: DOE, we don’'t plan on --

M5. KERRI GAN: But just -- well --

MR GANDI: -- plan on --

M5. KERRIGAN: -- they're using the term

"fully | oaded" and | think that needs a clarification.

MR, MJURPHY: No, the LSSA is going to |load the
ot her participants’ docunents.

MR LEVIN. R ght. And the point was --

M5. KERRIGAN: | just wanted to nake sure
that --

MR LEVIN. -- that the volunme fromthe other
partici pants should be so light that we should be able to
keep up with it, hopefully, as it comes in on a flow
basis. Even the backlog | don’t think is going to be that
great, that we ought to be able to load that up pretty
qui ckly.

MR, SILBERG  Except that’'s going to be a | ot
nore manual work than transferring the DOE

MR, GANDI: | think we would hope to give NRC
t he scanning stations, we woul d enforce that
standardi zati on, once we cone up with a nmake-by versus
analysis. If it’s going to be a buy those standards are

going to go into the RFP for that vendor to neet. And



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

226

there’s no reasons we can’t start scanning at |east our
docunments at that time and putting header information in
on whatever systemwe’re adopting at the tine.

MR. LEVIN. That mekes sense. That makes
sense too.

MR. CAMERON: | guess | have one question on
if we did decide to do priority loading a factor to be
consi dered there is how much -- you know obviously it’s
easier to just take all of the records that you've
determ ned are relevant and put themin the system How
much work is it to go into the records and pi ck out
groundwater, et cetera, et cetera? Is that going to be a
maj or undertaking? And also, if we do priority | oading
this issue of DOE versus non-DOE docunents, do you want to
have the category |oaded with a conplete set of docunents
fromeverybody or are we only concerned about the DOE
docunent s?

MR MJURPHY: Well, ideally you' d want it from
ever ybody.

MR. CAMERON: So that neans that everybody
woul d have to go through and parch their records --

MR MJURPHY:  Sure.

CAMERON:  -- on it.

MURPHY: Sur e.

2 3 %

CAMERON: Wi ch woul d not be a big dea
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for some of us, as opposed to DOCE.

MR MJURPHY: Well, it means there woul d be
sone additional work we’d have to do but --

MR CAMERON: Right. | nean | think we just
need to think about that.

MR, MURPHY: ldeally you' d want all of our
records and the state’s records and Brad’s records and
your records as well as DOE records.

MR METTAM But it’s likely that for many of
the smaller participants that they could conpl ete-I| oad
everything while DOE is still doing priority | oading,

t hough.

MR, MJURPHY: See, for exanple, just take
groundwat er travel tinme, Nye County’s gone out there and
done sone drilling, you know, we drilled one hole, we
i nched one of DOE's holes, we are going to have sone
original documentation with respect to sone travel tinme
i ssues produced by Nye County. In Inyo County’ s case 98
percent of the groundwater travel tinme docunents that Brad
| ooks at are DOE docunents or NRC documents. So assum ng
groundwat er travel tinme was the nunber one priority, maybe
it isn't anynore, but let’s assune groundwater travel tinme
was the number one priority, it’s not a very big burden on
Inyo County -- on Brad to produce all of the Inyo County

groundwat er travel time records. Because we’'re not --
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remenber, we’ ve |long since decided that |’ m not going
to -- Nye County is not going to submt to Moe for
inclusion in the LSS all of our copies of DOE' s docunents
that we read every day.

MR, SILBERG  Just meke sure you don’'t wite
in the margins.

MR. MJURPHY: No all our margins is long --
we're going to shred that.

MR GANDI: It’s been ny comment, buy
shredders not scanners.

MR, MURPHY: That white snoke you see over
Tonopah is going to be our incinerator working.

MR. GANDI: Strike that fromthe record.

MR. MJURPHY: Yeah, | take it back, Mde, this
audit trail stuff is going to be no big deal

MR. LEVIN. No problem huh?

MR, MURPHY: No problem

MR LEVIN. Just solved that.

MR, MURPHY: No, but my only point is that you
have to renenber for the non-DOE, non-NRC participants
| oadi ng our backl og docunents isn’'t going to be that big
of deal because we haven’'t produced the primry docunents.
Most of our tine is spent reading stuff the DOE and the
NRC pr oduce.

MR LEVIN. Wuld it nmake sense, while we're
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sorting this issue out, to go ahead and try and figure
out -- just set up a priority schene if we were going to
do priority |oading?

MR, MURPHY: Sure, that’s what |’ m suggesting.

MR LEVIN. And then in the nmeantinme we can be
di scussing the issue of priority loading. So --

MR, MURPHY: Yeah, that’s what |’ m suggesting
that the parties can --

MR GANDI: Me, in a lot of cases the way the
programis assenbl ed right now that’s happeni ng anyway, as
far as the study plan conpletions.

M5. NEVMBURY: So would the technical site
suitability, decisions, the technical basis reports. W
are essentially prioritizing our information.

MR. MJURPHY: That could be a --

M5. NEWBURY: W have milestones of -- at
whi ch point we’' |l be producing technical basis reports
that are based on 960 not 60, but are essentially the
same. And that pulls together all the information
relative to a particular issue. So we’'ll be putting that
stuff in the records systemand --

MR, MURPHY: But will you be going back to
1982, for exanple? And --

M5. NEWBURY: In the technical basis reports

they're pulling in a lot of references that go back to ' 82
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or '70 or --

MR. MJURPHY: Ckay.

M5. NEVMBURY: -- long-term So what we're
basi ng our decisions on is referenced in those reports.
And we could use that as a basis for what we're going to
load in as a priority.

MR. MURPHY: Yeah, that’'s a good -- that’s a
| ogi cal way to approach it.

M5. NEWBURY: Does that nake --

MR. METTAM That nakes nore sense, quite
frankly, than what John was tal king about study plans,
using the technicals, because as far as | can tell they're
not really follow ng the study plans anynore. So | know
nobody wants to say that, but --

M5. NEWBURY: The study plans are the front
end, but the technical basis report is what you really
want to | ook at because that’'s what we’'re basing a | ot of
our deci sions on.

MR, MURPHY: Yeah, well, what Brad is saying
is that the Pls | eave the study plan in their jeep when
they go out in the field. They don’t follow them anynore,
and they acknow edge that.

M5. NEWBURY: That’'s true. But they do work
to test planning packages and --

MR. MJURPHY: Ch, yeah, they have to in order
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to get the go-ahead to go spend noney. Once they get the
go- ahead to go spend noney they just go out and chuck and
jive any way they want to. Just do their own thing.

M5. NEWBURY: Maybe your Pls do that, but
ours --

MR, MURPHY: No, |I’mtalking about the USGS
and Law ence Berkel ey and Lawence Livernore in Los
Al anbs, when they get out there around the corner so that
DCE' s on the other side of the ridge, they just do
what ever they want to and come back in with the scientific
data and say, "Hey, look what | found."” "Wat study
pl an?" "Well, | don’t know, take your pick."

MR. METTAM Sounds like a side bar
di scussi on.

M5. NEVBURY: R ght.

MR, MURPHY: W' ve heard them say that at
(indiscernible) Caudia, "Wll, | didn't know, didn’t
really follow a study plan.”

M5. NEWBURY: Well, you ve been talking to
Allen Lit too many tines.

MR HOYLE: Well, do we need to see a list of
sone sort or have we --

M5. NEVMBURY: It’s in our program plan.

MR. HOYLE: It’s in your program plan

MR. LEVIN. Is that acceptable then for this
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i ssue? |I’mnot sure where we left this.

MR, CAMERON: Well, | think you need to do two
things. One is you need to take a | ook at |east at the
technical basis reports and start to use that as a basis
to see if that’s for planning for priority categories, but
you al so need -- we also need to discuss the issue of
whet her fromthe system design point of viewit’'s feasible
to do this. And nmaybe then, | don’'t know, at the next
neeting, if that’s time enough, we could tal k about both
of those things.

MR. LEVIN. Does DOE agree with that?

Cl audia, do you think nmaybe we can discuss this issue and
be ready to talk about it nore at the next neeting?

MS. NEWBURY: Sure.

MR LEVIN. And we’ll have sone nore, and
maybe even what you have set up as far as how you see
priorities, what plan is and --

MS. NEWBURY: Sure.

MR GANDI: It would be fine to do that.

MR SILBERG 1'd really like to know in that
context how this |oading that you say you re now starting
to do is really coming along. Because |I’'ve just heard
that story for so many years that we’'re starting to put
stuff into electronic form 1'd really like to know for

real that we're doing it. It would make nme feel really
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good if that’s true.

MR GANDI: W’'re starting to capture the
i mges. Since alnost essentially the tinme we’ve had an
i ndex key with header records. W’ re now naking those
header records to the index for the inage fields.

MR. SILBERG Well, are you al so capturing
text as well as inage?

MR. GANDI: W are in the process of | ooking
at text conversion tools.

M5. NEWBURY: | think we need a progress
report on where we are next tine.

MR. METTAM Could | ask one favor, perhaps,
if Claudia’ s going to do sonme sort of first cut at a
priority list based on the program approach or technica
site suitability determ nation, could we get that in
advance of the neeting so we have an opportunity to revi ew
it and see if there are glaring errors or things that we
t hi nk shoul d be there?

M5. NEWBURY: Certainly.

MR, METTAM A week or something, you know.

M5. NEWBURY: A whol e week? Yeah, since we
don’'t have a date for the next neeting, that’s no probl em

MR. METTAM Yeah, we’'|ll get that date a week
bef ore that.

MR, MJURPHY: Is it in sone docunment already
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that we al ready have a copy of?
M5. NEWBURY: Well, | believe you all probably
have the program plan that went out in February.

MR MJRPHY: The what?

M5. NEWBURY: The Yucca Muntai n program pl an.
MR, METTAM W do.

MR MJRPHY: You nean --

MS. NEWBURY: You know, about --

MR, MJURPHY: -- the YMSCO five-year plan?
M5. NEWBURY: Yeah.

MR. MJURPHY: Ckay. It’s in there?

MS. NEWBURY: Vol une two, | believe.

MR. GANDI: The three volune, two is site.
MR, MURPHY: Huh?

M5. NEWBURY: It’s three vol unes.

MR. MJURPHY: Yeah, okay. All right.

MR, FRISHVAN. | mean don’t go by that

docunment because the sequencing of the technical basis
reports is changing again.

M5. NEVMBURY: Yes, it’'s been -- that’s true,
as a result of our technical programreview |In February
we did sone -- | hate the word, rebucketing of what we're
going to do. And | will get you the |latest version, the
base |ine version of which technical basis reports are due

when. And that would be --



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

235
MR, MURPHY: Yeah, that woul d be hel pful.

M5. NEWBURY: The concept still is there, we
have these technical basis reports regularly.

MR, MURPHY: Yeah, that would be hel pful. Let
me give you one caution on that, however. W -- the
technical basis reports are only going to address
t echni cal i ssues.

M5. NEWBURY: That’'s correct.

MR. MJURPHY: The soci oecononic and
transportation stuff is going to be --

MS. NEWBURY: Later on.

MR. MJURPHY: -- the socioecononm c and
transportation aspects of overall site suitability,
remenber, get --

M5. NEVBURY: R ght.

MR MJURPHY: -- put forward.

M5. NEWBURY: They’'re kicked up to '90 --

MR, MURPHY: And there are some participants
at this table for whomthose are the critical issues.

M5. NEWBURY: Understand, that will be ny
first cut and you can stonp all over it.

MR. NEVILLE: Are there any nore conments on
t he response issues docunent at this stage?

MR. HOYLE: Ckay, hearing none, Tony.

MR. NEVILLE: Thank you.
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MR. HOYLE: Thank you very nuch

MR. NEVILLE: So everybody’s going to give
comments then by April 7th? |Is that a deadline that we’ ve
det er m ned?

MR, LEVIN. And then we’'ll put together one

| ast document for you to | ook at and we' |l take your
comments and that will be what we consider our first final
docunent .

MR. HOYLE: April 7th, Friday. GOkay. One
item| neglected to nmention fromthe start this norning,
some of us have enjoyed sone donuts over here on the other
side of the roomand | understand that Brad brought those
in. Thank you very mnuch

MR, METTAM That was fulfilling my LSS
partici pant commitnent fromlast neeting.

MR. HOYLE: Geatly appreciated. [It’s 11:30.
W' ve conpleted the activities that | was planning to
cover this norning. I'mwlling to stop at this --
don’t want to nove the inclusion/exclusion criteria item
up, | think we’re going to need sone time for that. W’'re
going to need some tine for discussion of selection for
use of the LSS on a pilot project basis. That does |eave
the location of LSS facility. W anticipate that being a
| engt hy di scussion. Well, | shouldn’t say |engthy, but 20

or 30 mnutes. W should save that for the afternoon as
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well. Al right.

MR. MURPHY: You're not going to get 20
m nutes out of ne, so --

MR, HOYLE: You won’t -- | won't?

MR. MJURPHY: You will not. | mean as far as
I’ m concerned we can go ahead and get that out of the way
now, if everybody el se wants to.

MR. M TCHELL: Yeah, 1’'d agree with that.

MR. HOYLE: Ckay. DOE, you’'re on.

M5. NEWBURY: Fielden’ s on.

MR. DI CKERSEN. | beg your pardon?

MR. HOYLE: Fielden, we’'re going to tal k about
| ocation of LSS facility.

MR. DI CKERSEN:  Ckay.

MR. HOYLE: Wth seven mnutes.

MR, SILBERG Just renenber the three nost
i mportant things about the LSS are | ocation, |ocation,
| ocati on.

MR. MJURPHY: Al we want to know is where in
Nye County you’'re going to put it.

MR. DI CKERSEN. Wl |, as Roger was pointing
out yesterday, we in the technical working group, we're
trying to deal with issues relative to the LSS that we
m ght be overl ooking. And so, as part of the process we

were sinmply kicking terms, ideas around. And one of those
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that we wound up with was, where is the LSS going to be
physically | ocated when it cones into being? And our
concern with that was not necessarily fromthe design
standpoi nt, but fromthe standpoint of making proper prior
arrangenents, particularly for funding associated with it.

And the renmenbrance of many of us was that we
had seen something in the record that indicated that it
was going to be at UNLV. And so at that point we went
back and | ooked at the record and found that indeed an
appropriation statenment had been made on that. But the
concl usion was that that was sinply a snapshot in tine.
That that was the view of Congress in that year and that
was al so put out in a DOE appropriations bill. And we
believe that the site, the | ocation of the LSS for
operations is an NRC deci sion.

Now we queried, we didn't do this in any sort
of scientific fashion, but we queried nany people and we
| ooked t hrough much of the record, trying to find out
whet her other sites had been identified for the LSS. W
did not find the identification anywhere in the record of
a site other than UNLV. Nor did we find any record which
i ndi cated that there was an objection to the LSS being at
UNLV.

And so the conclusion that we cane to, out of

t he working group, was to sinply present that material at
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this nmeeting and ask for your consideration as to whether
you el ected to nove forward with that as a decision, that
i ndeed you wanted to recommend to the NRC that the LSS
shoul d be located at UNLV. And that’s a thunbnail sketch

MR. HARDWCK: Can | just add sonething,
Fi el den? Was one of the concerns was the timng that, you
know, to define the breath and width of an LSS site it
could be that there m ght have to be a facility built, or
certainly retrofitted or outfitted. And perhaps -- the
reason we even took it up and had it as a concern was it
was somret hing that shoul d be happening pretty soon here.
So that, you know, | don’t know that anybody’s | ooked at
it, what the requirenments are for and LSS site. So that
was the reason and that’s the concern for its emergency.

M5. NEWBURY: | guess from our point of view
it’s a question.

MR. SILBERG \Wen does that decision --

M5. NEWBURY: \Where you going to put it?

MR. SILBERG \Wen does that decision have to
be made under your current schedul e?

MR. DI CKERSEN: Well, let’s think about it in
t he context of other things, Jay. W were talking
yest erday about this matter of on the one hand worki ng out
a met hodol ogy for getting financial resources to NRC. W

want to know whet her additional funds are going to have to
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be passed in that fashion to NRC or to sonme other entity.
Two, is if we're -- we’'re going to be working very hard on
an MU in the next tinme period and that’s also going to be
potentially sonething that’s going to inpact that because
if we’'re going to have to nake arrangenments for building a

bui I di ng or nodi fying a building or doing sonething for

facility.
MR, SILBERG  Well, but working backwards --
MR. DI CKERSEN: Today.
MR, SILBERG No, no, working backwards from
when the -- you know, as we go forward the systemis

schedul ed to be operational by date "x" at the |atest.

Wor ki ng backwards fromthat date, whatever it is on your
chart, when does the decision have to be made as to where
the location would be? And nmaybe it’s a range of dates,
it’s this date if you have to build a new building, it’s
some other date if you can --

MR. DI CKERSEN: Ri ght.

MR SILBERG -- retrofit an existing
building. It's sone third date if all you do is, you
know, plug in the plug.

MR. DICKERSEN. That’'s right. So we were
anticipating sort of the worst possible case and we were

anticipating if indeed it’s UNLV and if indeed they have

to put up a new buil ding, one’s probably tal king about
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five years. That’'s a wi ndage estinate.

MR. FRI SHVAN: How big a building are we
tal ki ng about ?

MR. DI CKERSEN:. Well, you're tal king about
having to get a, you know, everything in place for this
sort of thing.

MR. MJURPHY: John, it didn't take themfive
years to build the MGM Grand, for crying out |oud.

MR. DI CKERSEN:. But they didn't have a panel
overseeing it.

MR. MURPHY: No, |I’mserious. You know that’s
a very good question. Jay asked the sanme question | was
going to ask, one of Nye County’ s objectives, strategies
in its econom c devel opment program not just related to
this program is to get as many federal facilities, as
many facilities associated with federal activity out at
the test site located in Nye County as possible. | nean
we -- the county’s | eadership feels very strongly that
t hey’ ve been shorted in that respect badly over the years,
since the 1950’ s.

And we would very nmuch |ike to see as many DCE
offices and activities |ocated across the road from Gate
510 as possible associated with this program And as
many, you know, as well as the NTS cl eanup and everyt hi ng

else. And it could very well be that when Congress
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deci des what they’'re going to do with this program for
exanpl e, as part of Congress’ response to the so-called
equity issue, if they’'re going to put an interim storage
facility in -- at Yucca Mouwuntain, for exanple, they nmay --
Congress may say "DOE, put your facilities close to the
site.”

MR. DICKERSEN:. This is not DOE, | mean this
i's NRC

MR, MURPHY: | understand. | nean Congress
will be directing the federal government to put as many
facilities close to the site as possible. So you know,
| -- you know Jay’s got a very valid point, if you could
wait for a year before you deci de whether or not you're
going to build, you re going to put it -- or build -- it
m ght be a UNLV facility, you know the LSS could be
| ocated at the University of Nevada Las Vegas, you know,
| akes work as well as canpus.

MR FRISHVAN: | think the realities of all of
this are the first tinme you put in aline itemfor LSS
Congress is going to tell you where to put it and it is
going to be nmost likely UNLV.

MR, MJURPHY:  Sure.

MR. FRI SHVAN: Because of who sits on the
Appropriation Commttee, and there's precedent to that.

MR, MURPHY: But they’'re not going to say what
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canpus to put it on, Steve.

MR. M TCHELL: Could you provide a brief --

MR. FRISHVAN. | think for the NRC right now
to be pushed into making a decision is probably sort of a
wort hl ess exerci se, because you don’t need the decision
for a year or nore.

MR. GANDI: That's right.

MR. FRI SHVAN:  And why get in a position where
you have to defend a decision that is going to be nmade for
you ultimately, anyway?

MR. MJURPHY: \What we need to decide now --

MR FRISHVAN: And it'’s the line itemthat’s
going to do it.

MR, MJURPHY: -- Steve is absolutely right, the
only thing we need to decide nowis is the thing going to
be in Nevada or is it going to be in Washington D.C.? And
that’ s easy.

MR. M TCHELL: Could you provide a breakdown,
a brief breakdown of a major overview of what the facility
woul d consi st of ?

MR DI CKERSEN:  No.

MR SILBERG That’'s synptomatic of this whole
program

MR. LEVIN. But here again, | need to know

what the systemis going to look |like, to design the
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facility and nake those decisions. And | don't -- NRC
does not know what the system | ooks |ike yet even, so we
can’'t make that decision yet.

MR. GANDI: W can give sone generalities as
far as square footage and storage of tapes and disks, et
cetera.

MR. LEVIN. | don’t have that yet.

MR. GANDI: No, and that’'s true. But we
really don’t need to know where it goes until we either
put out an RFP or we start devel opnent. And that’s -- the
vendor’s going to have to know that that’s where it’s
going to be housed. Either that or provide the facility.

SPECTATOR.  John, is it also possible that
that RFP could include a subcontract or a subpi ece of
operations and mai ntenance, provide the facility, power,
electric and the whole --

MR. GANDI: Sure, it could be a turnkey,
ever yt hi ng.

SPECTATOR. It’'s possible that that could be a
ri ght sol ution.

MR. HOYLE: John, can you give Me, in the
next coupl e nonths, some of this basic data that he
could --

MR GANDI: A lot of it has been done before

and we’d want a scanner set up in that area or how you
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were going to handle the other participants?

MR LEVIN

W' || get together and tal k and

figure out what we need to know.

be at wherever

possibility.

MR, GANDI :

MR, HOYLE

MR LEVIN

MR Sl LBERG

MR LEVIN:

MR SI LBERG

MR LEVIN:

kay.
Report at the next neeting.
kay.

Is the LSSAQA facility likely to

the hardware is or is it --

That -- there’s a good

There is sone --

Is there a benefit to that?

-- incentive -- there is sone

benefit to be doing -- to doing that, yes. It’'s a

definite possibility.

MR Sl LBERG

But part of the DOE deci sion

that's going to lead up to this March 96 buil d-or-buy

will be a recormendation of where the facility goes, is

t hat your current understandi ng?

ei t her.

MR. LEVIN. That wasn’t ny understandi ng, no.
MR. GANDI: Nor was it ny understanding,
The decision at that tine where it -- where it

was going to be.

NRC.

MR LEVIN

MR, GANDI :

| think that decision rests with

That’s right.
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MR SILBERG And when will NRC nmake t hat

deci sion, before or after the RFP date?

MR GANDI: Well, it would have to be before.

MR. LEVIN. John nmekes a valid point, because
when you wite the RFP you have to tell the potenti al
bi dders where the activity is going to take place. So
that might be a date that’s going to drive us maeking a
deci si on.

MR. HOYLE: Can we decide at this tinme the
east coast versus Nevada issue, or should we tal k about
t hat agai n?

MR LEVIN: Let’s talk about this nore at the
next neeting.

MR HOYLE: Okay. | think the timng s not
critical --

MR. DI CKERSEN: No, no, we’'re sinply bringing
it to your attention.

M5. NEWBURY: But it needs to be brought up
and made (indiscernible) at this point.

MR. HOYLE: Al right, let’s break for lunch
and return at 1:00. Thank you.

(Whereupon, at 11:40 a.m, the public hearing
was recessed to reconvene at 1:20 p.m)

MR. HOYLE: Al right, let’s begin the

af ternoon session, please. The first itemon the



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

247

afternoon agenda will be DOE' s presentation in the
i nclusion/exclusion criteria for DOE s records managenent
system C audi a?

M5. NEWBURY: Dave Varriner, our records
managenent manager will be giving the presentation for us.

MR. WARRI NER  Okay, | distributed copies of
the overhead to each place around the table. There are
extra copies in the back, which |I’m sure those of you who
have recently cone in the room have picked up

My initial purpose in preparing this
presentati on was several fold, as you'll see. One was to
gi ve you sone idea of what a federal programrequirenent
is for its record system which is much broader than those
requi rements that derive from 10 CFR 2, Subpart J.
Secondly, to give you sone historical perspective on the
attenpts that we within DOE have nmade to incorporate the
i censing requirements into our records system Thirdly,
to propose to you a set of criteria that woul d enabl e us
to cost-effectively inplenent those requirenents.

And then I’m going to be requesting that the
LSSARP provide us, and not only us, | think it affects
each participant organization with some clarification of
sone of the termnology in the rule. GCkay. So with those
ki nds of purposes, and |I'’m sure afterwards, or perhaps

during the presentation there will be questions and
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comments fromthe panel. John, you can referee sone of
those and I'Il try to answer themas well as | can.

Let’s have the first overhead. Requirenents,
what governs a federal governnent records managenent
progran? | don’t intend to go through each one of these
things on this list, but there are federal |aws, federal
regul ations, departnental directives within the Ofice of
G vilian Radioactive Waste Managenment. There are our own
uni que directives and then fromthose are derivative
adm ni strative and i npl ementi ng procedures. And you can
see that only one of those is 10 CFR 2, Subpart J.

Those ot her upper tier docunents, and they’'re
arranged hierarchically in this list, those are the ones
that provide to any federal agency, what the requirements
for its records nmanagenent systemis. So when we talk
about the DOE records nmanagenent program we have to
ensure that we neet all of those requirenents to ensure
that we’'re in conformance with the | aw and the regul ati ons
we have to neet. (kay, Hans, next one.

(Sl'ide change)

The incl usi on/ excl usion issue has been
addressed in the past in a variety of docunments, and |’ve
listed those here. The initial listing, the Records
Managenment Requirenents and Responsibilities docunent

contains sonme criteria for what was to be included. It
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was, if you look at that docunent, which, by the way, no
| onger exists, we’'ve replaced that with others, it was a
combi nati on of guidance fromthe LSS rule, as well as
gui dance that were in docunments published by the Nationa
Archives and Records Adm nistration for identifying
non-record material. So it was a hybrid list.

That sane list was incorporated into a
variety -- various revisions of the Yucca Muntain Project
Records Managenent and Admini strative Procedure. And
that’ s gone through several revisions. The current
version of that is designated YAP 17.1Q It contains an
attachrment that calls itself "Non-records Material." |It’s
sonewhat of a mi snoner because it includes, identifies
things that are records and sone things that are not.

There was generated, in 1992, an
i ncl usi on/ exclusion criteria list that has been used
within the programto try to nake these listing -- to try
to decide what goes into the system and what does not.
There was, in July of 1993, as those fromthe NRC know
well, as well as nost of the other people around the table
realize, a draft Topical Cuidelines for the Licensing
Support System Now that, John, | understand is still a
draft. |Is that correct?

MR. HOYLE: That’s correct.

MR. WARRI NER  Ckay.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

250
MR HOYLE: It’s -- | believe it’s nearing the

poi nt where it’s ready to go to the conm ssion for
approval. It has not gotten there yet. | think we
promi sed at the |ast neeting, when it’'s there we would
supply it to the panel at the sane tine.

MR. WARRI NER: (Ckay, okay, just wanted to make
sure that that’s still the draft. There was, in Cctober
of 1993, another version of the Inclusion/Exclusion
Selection Criteria List that was generated by the nanagi ng
and operating contractor for OCRWM And that was
revi ewed, but never finalized. It was still in draft.

And then this issue was also dealt with by the
LSS wor ki ng group conmittee that generated the report
that’'s listed at the bottom here, the Evaluation of a
Li censi ng Support System Options. |In that docunent they
di scuss the whol e i ssue of inclusion/exclusion criteria
and made sone recommendations. So it’s -- this gives you
sone historical overview of how this issue has been dealt
Wi th.

(Sl'ide change)

Next slide. | think this is, of any of the
slides | have to show you, any information |'’mtrying to
give you, | think this slide is the nost critical. And
probably the nost critical for you to understand is nunber

one, what do we nmean by "non- OCRWM program records"? As
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any federal agency does, we receive docunents and records
fromw thin DOE, from outside of our organization, froma
variety of sources.

They are federal records so they nust be
controlled by our agency to nmeet our federal records
requirements. But in ternms of their content they have
nothing to do with what -- with the OCR m ssion. They are
notifications about neetings of other organizations wthin
t he department or outside the departnent. Depending on
what, you know, what responsibility part of the
organi zation has they will get records of this nature from
anybody i magi nable. But they are federal records. But
they do not contain any information that’s relevant to our
program | want to nmake sure everybody understands that.
So those are federal records.

MR. HOYLE: Do you have the record copy and
OCRWM or is it somewhere --

MR. WARRINER: Well, the copy that -- we have
a copy that’s sent to us. That becones our record copy.
The originating office mght also have a copy. But in the
wor |l d of federal records, those are both record copies.

If you | ook at the NARA guidelines on what constitutes a
federal record, when they tal k about what’s the record
copy, that’'s the DOE record copy or our office’s record

copy. The originating office would nmaintain a copy, but
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that's their record copy.

MR. HOYLE: Well, okay.

MR, WARRI NER:  Ckay.

MR. HOYLE: NRC has one record copy of a
docunent. |If one division creates a docunent and sends
copi es el sewhere within the agency, only the originating
of fice has the record copy.

MR. WARRI NER: But that’s the way you do your
record -- DOE, in the DCE environment or within -- if it’'s
a record that comes from anot her agency, you have a record
copy, the other agency has a record copy.

MR. HOYLE: That's correct.

MR. WARRI NER: Okay. Wthin the OCR program
what you say, John, is probably correct. The way we
handl e things we woul d identify one record copy within
OCRWM But if defense prograns sends us something they
have a record copy, we have a record copy. Two different
offices within the departnent.

MR. HOYLE: Ckay.

MR, WARRI NER:  Ckay.

MR SILBERG What’'s the significance of
havi ng a quote, "record copy"?

MR. WARRI NER  What's the significance of it?
| f somebody wants to get a copy of a record we have to

certify that what we have is our record copy. That's a
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copy we received. For any kind of reference or any other
pur pose you want to nmake use of it.

M5. STOTLER W have to manage it within our
system sonehow and account for it as to --

MR. WARRINER W have to control it, we have
to manage it and then we have to dispose of it according
to the guidelines provided to us by the National Archives
and Records Admi ni stration.

MR SILBERG Are there pieces of paper which
come in which are not, quote, "records"?

MR. WARRINER  Yes. Junk mail, | think, was
just one of the categories identified within the rule.
That’s not a record. And there are other exanples.

MR, MURPHY: Did you al ways suspect they
categorized your mail that way, Jay?

MR. WARRI NER: Second category of records that
we have in these broad categories are those excl uded by
the rule, the exclusionary section. But those still, even
t hough they’ re excluded fromthe LSS, they do constitute
records that, again, we have to control and nmanage under
our responsibilities as a federal agency, as directed by
t he National Archives and Records Administration. So
al though they don’t appear in the LSS system they do
appear and are handl ed within our records nanagenent

program W do have devel oped a records inventory and
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di sposition schedule that controls the managenent,
retention and disposition of all of our records.
The third category are those excluded -- or

excuse ne, included by the rule. Now as terns of the

rule, as we’'ll see the way in which we’ve handl ed that,
let’s ook at the next slide, which perhaps, when all is
said and done, this again will, |I’msure, generate a | ot

of discussion and certainly shoul d.
(Sl'ide change)

What |’ msaying is to devel op a set of
criteria that can enable us to adm nister our records
program and neet the requirenments that we need to neet
under the rule, |I'’mproposing three questions to be asked
of the record.

Does it contain information related to the
OCRWM progranf? And that could be a record that's
generated internally or externally. |If we receive it from
an outside organization, it contains information
relative -- related to the program if the answer to that
is yes, you go to question nunmber two. |Is it excluded by
10 CFR 2, Subpart J, Section 2.1003? |If the answer to
that is no, then it beconmes part of the |licensing support
system

And thirdly, if you can’t nmake up your m nd,

okay, and this was in the participants comtnment docunent
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as well, when in doubt, submt it.

MR, SILBERG When you say related to the
program is that shorthand for relevant or likely to |ead
to the production of relevant or not?

MR. WARRI NER Those are the terns that are
used in the rule, and I guess |I’ve used a little shorthand
t here, yeah

MR, SILBERG But you don’t intend to change
that by this shorthand --

MR WARRI NER:  No, no.

MR SILBERG -- related to?

MR WARRI NER:  No.

MR, SILBERG  Ckay.

MR, WARRINER: I n fact maybe, you want to
interpret any way, Jay, probably this may be a little
broader term nol ogy, but it still conmes down to the sane
t hi ng.

MR, SILBERG | would just encourage you to
use the termnology in the rule because sonmeone like ne is
al ways going to ask you a question. |Is this the sane or
is this different than what Subpart J requires the system
to do?

MR. WARRI NER Ckay. W can get into that
di scussion a little later, I"msure. |’ve had sone

t houghts on that sane issue. So that’s one issue. Based
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on this obviously if we’'re using some of these criteria on
a basis to exclude material, the rule has sone terninol ogy
in it that perhaps we would like to have clarified. W’re
not asking that the rul e be changed or anended, but maybe
this panel could provide sone clarification that woul d
hel p us admi ni ster our program

The term"Oficial Notice Materials" is
excluded. Different organizations and participants m ght
use that termdifferently. State of Nevada might identify
official notice materials as one thing and the federal
government m ght identify them sone other way. So just
the generic term official notice materials, since | was
not involved in the rule making process |I'’mnot sure
exactly what that enconpasses. But if that could be
clarified, that would assist us.

Ref erence books and textbooks, it woul d appear
t hat conmon sense should tell you what those are. But
that's also tied to the issue of references that are
readily available. GCkay, | don’t need gui dance on

Encycl opedia Britannica, | think everybody understands

that, but if you would visit a reference section of a

| arge major research library you would find a very | arge
coll ection of books in that collection, all of which the
library calls reference books. GCkay. But sone of them

can be very esoteric. But it’s related to another issue.
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There seens to be sonme confusion within the
rule, it tal ks about confidential financial information
t hat should be included, but it also tal ks about nateri al
rel ated to budgets and financial managenment to be
excluded. Wich financial information do you want? Wich
financial information don’t you want?

MR. MJRPHY: | don’t have the rule in front of
me, but didn’t it refer to proprietary information rather
than financial information?

MR. CAMERON: It referred to that under the
privilege section --

MR. MJURPHY: Right.

MR. CAMERON: -- and he’s tal king about the
excl usi on section.

MR. MJURPHY: Ch, you' ve got a different --
yeah.

MR. WARRI NER: There are just sonme -- the
term "financial information,"” is used both to be included
and excluded, trying to make those distinctions where the
rubber neets the road sonetinmes is not as easy as it m ght
appear.

There’'s a whole list of adm nistrative records
to be excluded. Sone exanples there would certainly help
us. We are, again, using the criteria of when in doubt

put it in, but what we may be doing is putting things in
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that you don’t want in. GCkay. So a little nore
clarification there, again, would help.

The last issue is one with which we have
westled within our organization. The rule says that
references that are in contractor-generated reports, is
the term nology, that are readily available. And we’ve
westled, these are to be excluded, and we have westl ed
wi th what does "readily avail abl e" nean?

That has resulted, up to this point in tine,
in record sources, principal investigators submtting
ref erences associated with their reports that are |arge,
bul ky, and in sone cases carry copyright coverage. So
what we attenpted to do is to say "readily avail abl e"
nmeans it’s available in an OCRW funded techni cal
information center. And that is currently the direction
in which we’re noving.

So if there is a reference cited in a report,
we're telling you that you can contact one of our
technical information centers. W have one here in Las
Vegas and there’s another one located in the M& O
facility in Vienna, Virginia. Either one of those places
coul d make those avail abl e.

A second possibility for definition of that is
sonmebody saying if sonething is copyrighted it’s readily

available. |If that’s the case we would not be required to
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put all of those in a Tl -- in a technical information
center, assum ng that you would be able to obtain a copy
t hrough your normal channels.

A third possibility, and maybe sone
conbi nati on with nunber two, in the collection of a
uni versity library, would be another way to handl e that
issue. | guess the question is how readily avail able do
you want these cited references? And that cones down to
how | ong would it take you to identify and obtain a copy?
Do you want it within 24 hours? Do you want it within a
week? Is a nonth sufficient? Were' s -- where do you
draw that line in terms of being readily avail abl e?

Once we know that we can direct our record
sources to determne what it is we require themto subnit
and howit’'s to be submtted. That’'s nmy presentation,
John, so I'll turn it back to you and I'’mcertain we'll
have a few questions in discussion.

MR. HOYLE: Thank you.

MR SILBERG Do you want reactions to sone of
t hese questions?

MR, HOYLE: | do. | don’t know whether the
ultimate solution is perhaps to create another work group
of sone sort --

MR SILBERG Ch, God.

MR. HOYLE: -- to go through this stuff.
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Ckay, let’s hear it.

MR SILBERG | think it’'s -- for some of
t hese things where you need gui dance, use a commpn sense
approach. | nean "readily avail abl e means can | get ny
hands on it in some sensible time frane. To say sonething
is readily available if it’s copywitten doesn’t make any
sense at all. | nean it’s copywitten but no one in the
worl d has a copy of it, what good does that do?

It seems to ne if soneone out here can wal k
down to the library and pull out a copy or go to an OCR
center and pull out a copy, it’'s available. And | don’t
know what the big deal about that is. | think these seem
to be fairly straight forward.

MR, WARRINER: Well, | guess, let me respond a
little bit to that, Jay. Wy is it a big deal? The |ack

of clarification on it has cost us a |lot of nbney. W had

to obtain --
MR SILBERG | know if you --
MR. WARRI NER  -- docunents --
MR. SILBERG -- go and get every docunent in

the world it’s going to be a big deal, but | don’t know
why, | ooking at this |anguage, it should be that hard to
come up with a common sense interpretation. |t says if
someone can get their hands on a docunent in a reasonable

period of time, which | would take as, you know, |ess than
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a nmonth, maybe | ess than a week, maybe a coupl e days,
that’s pretty reasonably available. And it doesn’'t seem
to nme, you know, we need -- that we need to set up a
wor ki ng group to cone up with a definition of this.

MR. CAMERON: Is the problemhere it’s not
that you couldn’t think of a commopn sense definition
yourself, it’s a question that you want to get sone
clarification or guidance fromthe ARP so that you can
proceed with certainty in terns of excluding or including.

MR. WARRI NER CQur definition right nowis
avail able in a OCRWM funded technical information center.
So we’ ve taken the conservative approach and that sol ves
two problenms. One, putting it in the record system then
generates for the record systemthe copyright issue for
many of these materials. Putting it in a technical
i nformati on center who handl es the copyright issue all the
time, and then makes it available to everybody within the
program is also -- for that reason al one would be there
anyway.

MR. MJURPHY: How extensive is the -- are the
docunents in those technical information centers? You
know, for exanple, you know, |et nme pose a hypothetical,
there’s a scientific report that m ght bear on sone -- you
know there’s a report that mght bear on scientific issue

that’s relevant to |icensing, which is witten in Russian,
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and not available in English at the UNLV library, is that
readily available? | would say no.

M5. NEWBURY: But then again, unless we cited
it, you wouldn’t care.

MR MJURPHY: Well, | think -- no, that’'s true,
you know, if it’s not cited anywhere then it’s not -- it’s
got to be sonewhere -- cited sonewhere or relied on by
sone PI. But, you know, if it’s not available in English
it seens to ne, | would say that’s not readily avail abl e.
Except maybe, | nean do you guys have that kind of stuff
in your technical information -- is anything that’s cited
in any --

M5. NEVWBURY: Well, the information center
has, for instance, every reference that we used for the
SCP because we had to have copies of them So that
everything that we used was put in the information center.

MR, SILBERG But if you’ re tal king about, say

a journal, you know, Aninmals of Applied Geology or | don’t

know what, take your standard geol ogy quarterly that cones
out, if that kind of a journal is in every university
library in the country, give or take a couple, | don't
know why DOE has to go out and buy another subscription to
it and put it in their system |It’s only --

MR, CAMERON: Whuldn’t -- I'’msorry, Jay, go

ahead.
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MR, SILBERG  Yeah, soneone can go down to the
library and pull it out. Now there nmay be other docunents
i ke the ones you' re referencing, which are nore in the
nature of scientific reports, which are not generally
avail abl e, and you put those in sone place el se and nake
them available. It doesn’t sound like a big deal to ne.

MR. MJURPHY: Yeah, | think what we’'re trying
to get at --

MR. CAMERON: | think we have to try to
remenber what the rationale for this provision was,
because the idea is not that it’'s readily avail able and go
get it off the library shelf. One of the ideas here is
that the material is supposed to be in full text
searchabl e, okay. So what’'s the correlation between, for
exanpl e, the reference exclusion and this readily
avai l abl e exclusion? | can’'t find anything in the
suppl ementary i nformati on that explains this particul ar
exclusion. And | can't remenber what we were reaching
for, but --

MR, SILBERG Well, | think --

MR, MURPHY: W could probably go back into
the m nutes of the negotiation and the --

MR SILBERG -- Chip, ny recollectionis --

MR. MURPHY: -- negotiating sessions and get

exanpl es of every one of these things.
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MR, SILBERG Yeah, ny recollection, the

ref erence books and text books are exactly that, books.
These references, | think we were tal king about journals.

MR. CAMERON: Journal articles.

MR SILBERG And things like that. You know
we don’t have to put every journal article that’'s a
footnote in some contractor report into the full tech
systemwhere it’s available to people who want to -- you
know, it’s a secondary or tertiary or fourth |evel
reference, and we didn’t see the necessity of filling up
the LSS with those kind of docunents that may be cited for
some second or third | evel support. Sonmeone can go and
get it anyway, and that’s what | think we had in m nd.

MR MJRPHY: | think that’'s right. And if
it’s not in the supplenental information, Chip, who wote
t hat docunent anyway? Whose fault is that?

MR. CAMERON: | don’t know. | don’t know.
Sonmeone who's not around anynore. Those brain cells are
not around anynore.

MR. MURPHY: No, | think Dave's right, | think
that’s the kind of stuff we were tal ki ng about.

MR. CAMERON: Well, we can go back and | ook.

MR. MJURPHY: | think an OCRWM t echni cal
i nformati on systemis not a broad enough exclusion. |

think we were intending to exclude docunents that were
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available in a nore broad way than just the DOE |ibrari es.
MR. WARRI NER: Now see, one of the things I
said is you conbi ne those | ast two recommended, you know,

if it’s copyrighted and available in any university

library --

MR. SILBERG | don't see the relevance of the
copyri ght.

MR MJURPHY: Well, even if it isn't
copyrighted, | nean --

MR SILBERG Most of themw ||l be, but what
does that have any bearing on anything?

MR. GANDI: Probably have copyrighting, as we
scan themin we’'re violating the copyright |aw.
Especially if you're going to print them

M5. STOTLER: | think what Jay’s saying,

t hough, is because material is copyrighted it’s

avail abl e --
MR. SILBERG Right.
MR. WARRINER |If you just use a statenent
that it's available in a university -- standard university

l'ibrary, that makes it readily available, but that's the
ki nd of guidance that | think we’'re looking for. Readily
available, | think is what -- although you have in your

m nd what it means, sonebody el se sonepl ace el se m ght

have it -- define it differently. 1t’s too generic of a
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termto allow us to set up the adm nistrative processes to
make those determ nati ons.
MR, MURPHY: You know | wouldn’t even limt it
to a university library. Conmmunity library, you know --
M5. NEWBURY: But they're not likely to have
as many t hi ngs.

MR, MURPHY: Well, but they may have sone

stuff that the university library doesn’'t have. | nean |
don’t know, hell, I'’mnot a librarian, what do | know.
All I"msaying is that if, you know, | think if you can go

and get it within a reasonable period of tinme from sone
library, public library sonewhere, it’s not squirreled
away in some philanthropist’s basenment --

MR WARRINER. O at interlibrary | oan.

MR, MURPHY: Huh?

MR, WARRINER. O you coul d use the
interlibrary | oan system

MR. GRASER: Yeah. Dan Gaser fromNRC, if I
coul d make a sinple recommendation. |f the docunent is to
be found in the OCLC or any other standard bibliographic
dat abase that you could access through an interlibrary
| oan, then exclude the docunment. If it’s in OCLC then
it’s generally available through sone sort of interlibrary
| oan.

MR SILBERG \What do those initials --
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MR. GRASER: Chio College Library Center. It

includes a large majority of government libraries,
educational libraries, local public library systens. It
has cataloging for mllions and mllions of records.

MR CAMERON: | take it this is only -- this
only applies -- there could be a reference in a contractor
report to another technical study, okay. W'’'re only
tal king about journal articles here, right?

M5. STOTLER W’'re only tal king about the
stuff that is not produced by OCRWM | nean stuff

produced by CCRWMw || go in by an --

MR. CAMERON:  Yeah.

M5. STOTLER: -- programw || have to go in
anyway.

MR WARRINER If they would cite --

MS. STOTLER: Qur own reports.

MR. CAMERON: Yeah, right.

MR WARRINER If they would cite a report
t hat OCRWM generated that would be in the record system
because that’s an OCRWM record.

MR. CAMERON: What if it’s a report that’s
generated by soneone el se?

MR. MJURPHY: How about the Savannah R ver
Laboratory?

MR. CAMERON: Yeah, well, there’s a good
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exanpl e.

MR, MURPHY: What if it’s a report generated
by the Savannah Ri ver Laboratory?

MR. CAMERON: Ckay, now that’s not a report
that’s -- would that be a read -- it’s not a journal
article, it’'s a --

MR SILBERG No, it’s not.

MR. CAMERON: Ckay. Doesn’'t it -- so it
doesn’t fall under this, right?

M5. NEWBURY: Except if it’s available through
OSTI .

MR, SILBERG  Through what?

M5. NEVMBURY: O fice of Scientific and
Techni cal | nformation.

MR. WARRI NER:  You can go to the DOE O fice of
Scientific and Technical Information and get a copy of it.

W might want to for, not records reasons but for sinply
i nformati onal reasons, want to put a copy of sonething

li ke that in our technical information center. Not
because it’s a cited reference to any kind of docunent,
but because it’s just sonething that we should have

avail able to the peopl e doing research on the program

MR, ECHOLS: |Is there a generic way to frane
that? If it’s available in any docunment search system

whet her it’s governnment docunents, EPA docunents or
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library search systemlike -- if it’s available period
sonehow - -

MR. M TCHELL: What if we use the term "not
otherwi se readily available"? O not avail abl e through
st andardi zed nmeans or sonet hi ng?

MR. ECHOLS: You want to cast as broad an
i mge as you can for the purpose of exclusion, right? If
there’s an 800 nunber you could call and get that -- and
order a document within a week, you want to exclude it,
right? So define it as broadly as you possibly can,
what ever that database system or systens m ght be.

MR. CAMERON: Is this the issue that was
really sinple and that we really didn't need to give any
gui dance on?

MR. M TCHELL: Could we -- perhaps a
suggestion, |let the nanagenent information specialists
deal with the definition of this, because they know what
they’'re -- | think they understand what we nean and |
think that we understand what they nean and nove on.

M5. NEWBURY: The trouble is that this is the
managenent information specialist standing here saying,
"What is it that you nmean?"

MR, MURPHY: Dan canme up with as good an
approach as any.

MR GRASER: Yeabh.
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MR MJRPHY: If it’'s in sonewhere --

M5. NEVMBURY: If it’s in an on-line search
system already we don’t need to --

MR MJURPHY: OCLC?

SPECTATOR MIIS OCLC. W have to limt it to
an on-line search, if you knowthat it is in a reference
center or library.

M5. STOTLER: That should be the --

SPECTATOR.  Yeah, | nean if it’s in a library
and nost libraries have interlibrary agreenents between
libraries. One library can ask another library for a copy
of it.

M5. STOTLER Part of this is we can’t cone up
with a good reasonable definition. W’ve come up with
several over tine.

MR LEVIN. Isn’t --

M5. STOTLER: It’s nore the fact that our
qual ity assurance people need black and white. And their
gui dance -- reading the rule is, they can’t interpret
that. So we need you all to give us sonething on which we
can base our interpretation.

MR, MURPHY: No, you don’t, you need to hire
nore intelligent quality assurance people.

M5. NEVWBURY: |Is that on the record?

MR, MURPHY: No, |I’mserious. |’mabsolutely
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serious about that. |[If you can’t have reasonably
intelligent people |ooking at sone of these issues in the
program you need to fire them and get new people in.

O herwi se this stuff is never, ever ever going to get
acconpl i shed. You' ve got some person in questioning -- if
you' ve got sone person -- |'Il talk to Dreyfus nyself
about this.

I f you ve got sonme person questioni ng whet her
or not a document that’s located in the UNLV library is
readi ly avail abl e, that person needs to find another job.

MR, LEVIN. |Is the issue here really, if we
had a definition for response tinme, response tine being
once you’' ve identified you need a docunent, how | ong you
can take to get it? |In other words, if we knew that you
had five days to get your hands on a docunent, if we had
that paraneter set then that would define "readily
avail able,” wouldn’t it? And that is a response --

M5. NEWBURY: You can nake a | ot of argunents
and say, "Well, maybe it would be readily available to ne
because | live in New York City, but it’s not readily
avai l abl e to soneone who |ives in Tonopah."

MR. MJRPHY: Dan, it’s the poor folks in
Tonopah we have to worry about.

M5. NEWBURY: People in Tonopah matter.

MR. CAMERON: That’s the criteria, if you
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can’t find it in Tonopah, it’'s not readily avail abl e.

MR SILBERG  Corrupt.

MR MTCHELL: Is it atime frame or the
docunment content that we’'re discussing here, or is it a
conbi nati on of both?

M5. STOTLER: | don’t think it is content, it
is nore, you know, the issue of what truly is nmeant? Does
it mean that each and every person who's in this room or
who might be interested in this case, walk into their
|l ocal library and get it, is that what we nean? O does
it nmean that somewhere we know it is, the Library of
Congress or --

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER It’s the reasonabl e
time we can find it.

MS. STOTLER  Yeah.

MR, MURPHY: No, you have to be guided by the
notion, it seens to ne that can the person in some, you
know, the state, Nye County, DOE, NRC, who is responsible
in some way for conducting that party’s case in licensing,
can that individual readily get his or her hands on this
docunent? Not whether or not some rancher in Round
Mount ai n, Nevada can get it within 48 hours.

MR. SILBERG And his bull dozer

MR. MJURPHY: That’'s unreasonabl e.

MR SILBERG | think if you key it to a
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university library availability, that seens to ne a fairly
straightforward definition. | think it’s going to handle
99 percent of the people and 99 percent of the problens.

It ought to be sonmething that QA people of the kind that
Mal was referring to, can figure out howto deal with it.

MR, M TCHELL: Well, would it be appropriate
if we phrase it sonething to the effect references that
are readily available to interested parties at major
uni versities using on-line techniques, would that be
appropri ate?

M5. NEWBURY: Don’t say "on-line," just say
"avail abl e through a university."

MR, WARRI NER: Through a university library
whi ch woul d enconpass, they may have it in their
collection and all university libraries use inter- -- the
interlibrary | oan system so that if they don't have it
they can get it from sonebody el se.

M5. STOTLER: That hel ps. That’s very good.

MR SILBERG Ckay, why don’t we -- available

t hrough --
M5. NEWBURY: (bt ai nabl e, obtai nabl e.
MR, SILBERG bt ai nabl e t hrough normal neans.
MR. WARRINER  Okay, | think I have -- we have
a sense of the panel on how to proceed on that. | think

you' ve sol ved part of our problem
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CAMERON: Good.

WARRI NER:  Ckay.

SI LBERG ~ Next.

2 3 3 %

WARRI NER: Next .

3

HARDW CK: Wel |, Dave, why couldn’t you
just call the DCE records nanagenent systema library and
don’t even build the LSS now.

MR. CAMERON:  You can get real circular here.

MR SILBERG Oficial notice of materials,
what we had in mnd was applying the typical federal
district court definitions of official notice of material,
ri ght?

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:  Un- huh.

MR. SILBERG Is that not good enough?

MR. WARRINER: That -- if everybody -- if we
had a conmon under st andi ng of what --

MR, MURPHY: That was it.

MR, SILBERG That was it.

MR, MURPHY: That was it. |If it didn't get
into the preanble, then you know who to beat up.

MR. WARRI NER: So what’s your reference there,
Jay?

MR. SILBERG That which is deenmed to be
official notice material in federal district court

proceedi ngs.
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MR. WARRI NER  Ckay.

MR, SILBERG And Stan can give you all the
gui dance that you need on that. O Bob Nord has.

MR. M TCHELL: Did you get the clarification
needed on confidential financial information?

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: Wl |, those two --

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER:  No, not yet. And

MR. SILBERG Well, let’s just go down the

list then. Reference books and textbooks?

MR WARRINER: | think that’s consuned
within -- with your handling of the "readily avail abl e"
issue. | think we can handl e that one that way.

MR, SILBERG  Ckay.

MR. M TCHELL: Confidential financia
i nf or mati on?

MR. MURPHY: Mbdst of us were too dumb to bring
the rules with us, what is 21005(e) say?

MR SILBERG Well, 21005(e) says "junk mail."
So | don’t know what this reference is to.

MR. WARRINER: Well, the reference is wong, |
apol ogi ze for that. | think that’s --

MR. CAMERON: Confidential financial
information isn't used at all in 2.1005, it’s used in the

privilege section --
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MR. WARRI NER: That’s what | thought.

MR. CAMERON: -- and that’s the typical
privilege -- typical interpretation of that privilege.

MR. WARRI NER: That’s what | thought, yeah.

MR. CAMERON: Under the Freedom of |nformation
Act .

MR. WARRINER And so the reference is to the
Freedom of I nformation Act.

MR. MJURPHY: Right, that’s what | thought,
yeah.

MR. WARRINER: So that really should be --

MR SILBERG \Well, that termisn’'t even used
in 2006 on privilege, is it?

MR. CAMERON:  Yeah.

MR WARRI NER:  Yes.

MR. CAMERON: Well, it’s used in the sense
it’s incorporated by 2.790, Jay.

MR. SILBERG Ch, yeah.

MR. CAMERON:  Yeah.

MR, SILBERG Ckay. No, | kept |ooking for

MR, CAMERON: And it’s in the suppl enentary
i nformati on under that section.
MR WARRINER: It also, the termis used --

the reference woul d be section 2.1003(d)(2), "Each
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potential party -- government -- shall submt a

bi bl i ogr aphi ¢ header for each docunent material 1) for
which a claimof privilege is asserted; or 2) which
constitutes confidential financial or comerci al
information.” Okay.

MR. CAMERON: Right.

MR WARRINER If that’'s in terns of what is
interpreter in the FOA, Freedomof Information Act, but
provi de sone reference point that gives us the guidance
t hat we need.

MR. CAMERON: Right. And if you |l ook at the
Conmi ssion’s regulations in 10 CFR 2.790, that basically
i ncorporates, as | understand it, a lot of the FOA |aw on
those issues. So there should be plenty of guidance out
there to answer that question.

MR, WARRI NER:  Ckay.

MR. SILBERG Yeah, | nean that wording is
essentially the same as what’s in your current DOE -- or
NRC regul ati ons, and | suspect DOE regul ations too.

MR. CAMERON:  Probably.

MR SILBERG | don’t know -- | don't see a
problemw th that. Budgets and financial managenent ?

MR. WARRI NER  Which is excluded in the
excl uded secti on.

MR SILBERG Yeah, that’'s 2005(c).
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VWARRI NER.  Ri ght.

MR
MR. MURPHY: What’'s the question?

MR SILBERG They want to know what it neans.
MR WARRINER Well, the term and | think
part of it, you ve given me part of the answer, the second
answer is now we’ve got a category, financial information
that’s even to be excluded --

MR SILBERG It’'s not financial --

MR MURPHY: Well, but confidential financial
information only relates to private contractors. There is
no such thing as confidential financial information with
respect to the governnent.

MR. WARRI NER: The gover nment .

MR. MJURPHY: Yeah, that only relates to a
contractor. O TRW not just bidders.

MR, WARRI NER:  Ckay.

MR, SILBERG Yeah, the financial managenent
stuff is internal DOE or NRC financial managenent.

MR. MJURPHY: Right.

MR SILBERG It doesn’t have anything to do
with the operation of the program

MR. MJURPHY: Right.

MR WARRI NER:  Jay?

MR, SILBERG \Wat is the budget of DOE, what

is the budget of OCRWM what is the budget of NRC? That
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stuff we excl uded.

M5. NEWBURY: Except the scope of work --

MR, SILBERG  Personnel, financial nanagenent,
how does DOE manage its budget. You know all that is
excl uded.

M5. NEWBURY: But the scope of work --

MR, SILBERG Huh? What?

M5. NEWBURY: There’s an except in it that
says except for the scope of work.

MR. SILBERG Right, scope of work.

MR. CAMERON: W wanted that to nmake sure that
t he scope of work --

MR, MURPHY: Wiere are you reading fronf

M5. NEVMBURY: |’'mreading --

MR SILBERG This is 1005(c).

M5. NEWBURY: Yeah.

MR. CAMERON: But that was nore for the
description of the scope of work as opposed to any
financial information that m ght be in the scope of work.

MR, MURPHY: Well, but no, it says except for
the scope of work on a procurenent related to repository
siting, construction or operation or the transportation of
spent nucl ear fuel.

MR SILBERG Right, in other words --

MR. MJURPHY: That's easy.
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MR, SILBERG -- some procurenent information
is relevant and goes in the system and we just describe
what it is.

MR. MJURPHY: Right. | nmean if the scope of
work relates to find a way to hide the crack in the MPC,
then we’d like to see it. She didn’t hear ne.

M5. NEWBURY: |'msorry? Did you say
somet hi ng, Mal ?

MR. SILBERG No nore so than the preview.

M5. NEWBURY: Ch, okay.

MR, WARRI NER:  Ckay.

MR SILBERG Next, administrative --

MR WARRINER:. Well, that’s -- | think you ve
dealt with that.

MR, SILBERG Ckay, that’s your office space
per sonnel ?

MR. WARRI NER:  Yeah.

MR, SILBERG Yeah. Do people need nore
gui dance on what’s intended?

MR WARRI NER:  No.

MR, SILBERG  Ckay.

MR. WARRI NER:  Ckay.

SPECTATOR. Dave, | know there’s been | ong
di scussi ons (indiscernible) understand what you said.

Wth this guidance you intend to use these three rules to



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

281

deci de what goes in LSS and what does not; is that
correct?

MR. WARRI NER: That’s what |’ m suggesting. |
haven’t gotten any feedback on that.

SPECTATOR  Ckay - -

MR. WARRINER. That’'s pretty much the approach
that we’ve taken. |Is there any discussion on those set of
criteria?

MR. GRASER: Yeah, Dan Graser, Nucl ear
Regul at ory Conm ssion. Dave, under those criteria would
docunents related to the MRS be in the LSS, yes or no?

MR WARRI NER:  Yes.

MR GRASER: Wul d docunents related to
sonething related to Hanford be in the (indiscernible)?

MR. SILBERG  Maybe.

MR. WARRI NER  Maybe, depending if it had --

M5. NEWBURY: Only if --

MR WARRINER -- information relative to --
about the program

MR. SILBERG W had a | ong discussion five
years ago on exactly that question. There was a |ot of
wor k on basalt which would only be relevant to basalt and
that wasn’'t going to go in. But on the other hand, if
there was work that was relevant to basalt that told us

sonet hi ng about Yucca Muntain and tough or generic
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transport mechani snms or generic interactive mechani sms,
that would go in. Right?

MR. MJURPHY: Yeah, right. O if it related to
the bit plant at Hanford, that would go in

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER. O characteri zati on of
t he waste cream from Hanf ord?

MR. MJURPHY: Right.

MR. HOYLE: This norning, Mal, you spoke of a
notion that there may be docunents -- our thinking today
may be such that documents we thought were relevant in
1988 or '89 may not be now relevant. Are we now telling
DCE that that doesn’'t matter, that they can put in
everything that they have if they can’t exclude it by
calling it, you know --

MR, MURPHY: No, | -- well, let ne give you
the exanple | had in mnd, | should have used it at the
time, you know, it obviously would have clarified what |
was thinking about. But, no, | think the answer is they
can go further than that and within those three steps it
seens to ne they can still say, |ook at a docunent and
say, "That’'s no longer relevant to this program that’s
not related to the current OCRWM program so |’ m not going
to put it in."

And what | had in mnd was the thousands of

pages of documents that related to the design and
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construction specifications for the exploratory shaft, the
vertical shaft that was going to be drilled and bl asted

t hrough Yucca Mountain, and then the, | don’t know, dozens
of tunnels down there and drifts that were going to
conprise the exploratory studies facility. That -- once

t he decision was nade to bore the slant tunnel many of
those, if not all of those docunents no | onger becone
relevant to licensing, it seenms to ne.

The docunents that relate to why they made the
decision to go froma vertical shaft to a, you know, it’s
not horizontal, whatever it is, what is it? Slant or
sonmething. To a shaft that’s, you know, TBM the
docunents that relate to and can explain to us, you know,
what was the basis for that decision are certainly
relevant or likely to lead to relevant information in
licensing. But we no |onger need to see the construction
drawi ngs related to the exploratory shaft. That’s not

going to be an issue in licensing, it seens to ne.

So there may -- | don’t know, several thousand
pages of documents that you can -- that even though they,
you know, they’ re not excluded under 10 -- under 21005,

you can say, these things no longer relate to the program
we don’t have to put themin.
MR WARRI NER: But --

MR, MURPHY: One exanpl e.
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MR. WARRINER: -- that’s an exanple, the point

MR, MURPHY: \What ?

MR. WARRINER: -- that you’ve got one exanple,
but I think we need better guidance than that to nake a
det erm nati on.

MR, FRISHVAN. And | don’t think that’'s good
gui dance, because in that case that’s a design alternative
t hat was consi der ed.

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: There you go.

MR. MJURPHY: Forget it.

MR, ECHOLS: That's the perfect exanple. One
thing in looking at this, at the tine of the original rule
in 89, one concern was the cost of storage would be
prohi bitively high. |If there was any way to have a cutoff
day pre-’'82 to categorize sonmehow what’s rel evant and not
rel evant, anything to get the bul k down was inportant to
the cost of the system

Now t hi ngs have flipped with respect to the
technol ogy. The exposure nowis in the time and the
variability and individuals -- |ooking at individual
docunent s and sayi ng, meking individual judgnments, this is
relevant or could lead to relevance or not. Wat is the
experience of that individual making those calls? You

have to notify the adm nistrator that you' re not putting
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in a docunment and you' re excluding it for sone reason and
to articulate that reason, and then it’s subject to appeal
and there’s going to be a hearing on the docunents that
are excluded, to argue why they were and were not put in.

So all of that together, or you put it in.
And get all the variability out of the system and you may
get a fewextra hits that you want, but all of the
argunments and all the exposure for challenge for not
putting in potentially rel evant docunents di sappear.

MR, CAMERON:  Wwell, 1’1l --

MR, ECHOLS: And here you have a good exanpl e
of the kind of argunent you get into.

MR CAMERON: -- I'll have to defer to the
i nformati on nmanagenent experts, but isn’t the search tine,
isn’t it a bigger issue on search tine than just you m ght
get a fewnore hits? | mean | know t here nust be
boundari es on that. Maybe the cost-per-page-entry
busi ness isn’t a problem anynore, but |I’mnot sure that we
can just say that it doesn’'t matter how many mllions of
pages are in there, let’s just put it in. And that’s,
guess, why we were trying to think about are there any new
excl usi onary categori es.

| think Mal canme up with up one, but there are
problens related to trying to do that. But what if you

for exanple, docunents that are issued by the Ofice of
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Public Affairs at DOE/ NRC, now are they being excluded

because they’'re one of the excluded -- | nean, is there
any sinple exclusion or exclusionary criteria that we can
apply to try to make sure that the systemis as |ean as
possi bl e?

MR, ECHOLS: It’'s alnpbst you'd have to go to
what we’'re going to initially which is the category,
because if it’'s a defined category that the group
identifies then there’s no variability or it’s reduced,
and the likelihood of challenge and a | ot of the
adm ni strative proceedi ngs debating could it -- was it
likely to lead to a rel evant docunent di sappear, because
it’s a categorical exclusion.

The nore of those you can put in place to add
to the exclusionary list, that’'s fine. But if it’s a
j udgnent call that can be subject to challenge, think of
all the administrative proceedi ngs you' re going to have
over the next several years debating whether it could | ead
to a relevant piece of information. That's your tradeoff.

M5. STOTLER  Jan Stotler, you know. Al so,
remenber when you are searching you' |l be searching an
i ndex. You aren’t searching through every page of that
material. So, it really isn’t that big a deal if you have
nore pages. You know, you're still just going to an index

to find the termthat you' re looking for. So, yes, you
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may get --

MR, MURPHY: Say that again. | thought it was
full -text searchabl e?

M5. STOTLER: That’'s what | nmean, it’s an
i ndex of the text, it’s not searching through every line
of text. It (indiscernible) index in terms of putting it
i n al phabetical order in an index and so when you search
on atermit goes to that place in the index and it says,
"I have this termin these places in these docunents."
Ckay, so, you're not having to go in through your
dat abase, you're really just searching an index, no matter
how many docunents you have.

MR. CAMERON: |Is that the general consensus of
everybody on this issue in terns of search tinme, that it’'s
really sort of a never-nomy?

MR LEVIN. | don't think search tinme is so
much the issue, | agree with what you say, but one of the
issues is if you go in and find a thousand docunents as a
result of your search and you have to weed through those
to find the one that you really wanted, that’s an i ssue.

MR. CAMERON: Ckay, the search tinme isn't a
bi g deal .

MR LEVIN. That’'s nore --

MR, CAMERON: But it’s how many hits you're

going to get?
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MR. LEVIN: Yeah, it’s nore human search tinme
once you get the data out, trying to figure out what you
real ly want.

MS. NEWBURY: It's learning to structure your
gueries properly so you don’t get --

M5. STOTLER  Yeah, and you would --

M5. NEWBURY: -- for instance, you woul dn’t
| ook for ESF from 1985 because you know you' d get w ong
desi gns.

MR LEVIN: But what it does is it does force
you to give nore thought to the way you structure the
gueries to mnimze your universe. But that's the rea
I ssue.

M5. STOTLER And Stan’s point is well taken,
to the degree that you can elimnate (indiscernible)
categories, it'’s likely the Ofice of Public Institutions
Affairs. The easier it is on us to exclude those whol e
cat egori es.

MR, SILBERG Well, then you’ ve already got an
exclusion for that.

MR. WARRI NER  Yes, that’s excluded, that’s
clear. 1t’s clear and objective standards.

MR, ECHOLS: The object is to take away
j udgnent .

MS. STOTLER Right.
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MR. ECHOLS: So that you won’t chall enge the

basis of that judgnent, the variability in judgnent if
there are multiple people |Iooking at individual docunents,
could this lead to relevant information or not, that’'s the
variability in the process is elimnated by putting
everything in and forcing a discipline on the search.

MR. CAMERON: Were there anynore -- are there
anynore categorical exclusions? | suppose at the tine if
there are anynore obvi ous ones they woul d have cone up,
but are they worth spending any tinme thinking about new
cat egorical exclusions?

MR, SILBERG Groundwater travel time. The

only problemw th nore categorical exclusions is Mal’'s

poi nt, under no circunstances will he tolerate reopening
t he rule.
MR. MJURPHY: That’s right.
MR. WARRINER That’'s right.
MR, SILBERG So, that may be a nobot point.
MR. MJURPHY: That’s right.
MR. M TCHELL: Do you feel confortable with

the clarification so far?

MR, WARRINER: So far.

MR ECHOLS: Does the NRC feel it has
sufficient flexibility under the existing rule where it

coul d gi ve guidance -- or other guidance as to categories
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that would not be -- that should not be --

MR, CAMERON: Well, it depends on whet her we
have a basis that touched on in the rule to i ssue gui dance
like that. If we don’t, then we’'ll have to invent it out
of whol e cl oth.

MR ECHOLS: Well, in other words if the ARP
reconmended a categorical exclusion, is that an
appropri ate vehicle?

MR. CAMERON: Possi bly.

MR ECHOLS: If there was consensus fromthe
ARP on a category to exclude?

MR SILBERG |I'd be --

MR, MJURPHY: How are you going to bind a --

MR. SILBERG Right.

MR. MJURPHY: -- a potential future intervenor
who's not a part of this panel?

MR SILBERG | sure wouldn’t want to
recommend t hat .

MR, MJURPHY: No.

MR. SILBERG The risk of that is just too
much.

MR. CAMERON:  Well, it’s not worth arguing
about if -- | don’t see everybody junping up with new
categories of exclusion. So, maybe it’s irrel evant.

MR, MURPHY: You know Stan, your point is



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

291

probably absolutely valid. It may cost nore noney and
energy, time and energy, to go through this exercise and
try to figure out whether or not to exclude it than just
throwit on the pile and put it in.

MR. ECHOLS: It saves all of the chall enges,
predocketing as to (indiscernible) all the relevant, is
the systemfilling with effective rel evant docunments or
not .

MR, MURPHY: Yeah.

MR LEVIN. | still have -- there still my be
an issue, and there may not be an issue, but it’s the size
of the system | mean there’'s still technica
consi derati ons about managi ng nore data that makes things
nore difficult. There’'s a lot of |ogistical concerns.

And that would be another reason for excluding as many

docunents as possible. | don’'t know how many docunents
we’ d be tal king about, so, it’s hard to say whether it’s
really going to have a systens-|evel effect.

MR GANDI: And if we're tal king about 4
mllion out of 80 gazillion, I don’t knowif it nakes a
di fference.

MR. LEVIN. That’s what |’ m saying, but we
don't -- the problemis, don’t know what those nunbers
are. |It’s just always a good rule of thunmb, to keep as

(i ndi scernible) size as possible.
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MR. GANDI: Right.

MR SILBERG | think by the time you --

MR. GANDI: As an applicant for the license
think we’re putting ourselves at risk by not giving the
| east --

MR SILBERG | think by the time you go
t hrough the kind of discussion we now have, you know, wth
Steve and Mal on those kind of docunents, you' re going to
find that com ng up on al nost anything you pick on. |
suspect it’s not worth the candl epower.

MR. GANDI: Text engines are getting better,
you know, as the rave of the future.

MR. LEVIN. | was |ooking nore at the
| ogi stical, the amobunt of storage, the cost of the system
backup, everything related to the care and feeding of nore
data. And it may not be an issue, like | said, you're
al ways goi ng to wonder

MR. GANDI: Yeah.

MR SILBERG |If you d buy shredders instead
of scanners it really solves the problem

MR. LEVIN: Just one word change in an RFP

MR. CAMERON: What is the, in ternms of the
records disposition schedule for records that are under
t hree, OCRWM programrecords included by 10 CFR 2 Subpart

J, how do you apply the records disposition schedule to
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getting rid of those records?

MR, WARRI NER: Wl |, what the schedule says is
that those records that go to the LSS will be retained for
as long as they' re needed for the Iicensing proceedi ngs.

MR. CAMERON: So, that’s what --

MR. WARRI NER  Pendi ng t he deci sion that based
on that --

MR. CAMERON: That’s what the disposition --

MR. WARRINER: -- then a secondary -- then a
subsequent decision will be nade.

MR LEVIN. |Is it possible --

MR, MJURPHY: O course you understand what the
program approach has done to you there, don’t you? | mean
you have to retain those records for 125 years.

MR. WARRI NER: W understand that, yes. W
like to tell the people at National Archives that we have
tenporary records that we m ght keep for 10,000 years.

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: That’'s serious --

MR. WARRI NER  But yes, |’'m serious too.

MR. MURPHY: They’'re going to postpone the
lice -- the ultimte -- and you know t he exanpl e of what
happens if you don’t do it right is done in New Mexi co.
Look at the problens WHI P is having because they can’'t
accurately docunent to the EPA and the state of New Mexico

what the hell it is they did down there 10 years ago.
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MR. SILBERG Well, we have sone forner

nucl ear plants that now burn coal and natural gas as a
result of that.

MR. MJURPHY: Exactly. For that reason, yeah.

MR. WARRI NER: Yes, but we -- yeah, we realize
t he i npacts.

MR LEVIN. |Is there a possibility that there
are records right now that you're holding in backlog for
inclusion in the LSS where they have, according to the
di sposition schedul e, they shoul d have been di sposed of by
now? And if so, do they need to be included in the LSS,
because by the disposition schedule they're no | onger
of ficial records?

MR GANDI: But if they're in -- in the case
of for licensing relevancy they are still official records
and they do --

MR LEVIN. Ckay, well, that’s why |’ m asking.
So, there’s none that --

MR. WARRINER By definition then we -- that
category doesn’t exist.

MR. CAMERON: It’'s not |ike someone is
dictating laying down a disposition schedule, DCE is
sayi ng because they’'re relevant to licensing that’s what
t he disposition schedule is so --

MR. LEVIN. Got you, okay.
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MR. WARRI NER  So, | guess, just to kind of

bring closure to this, do we have agreenent that these set
of criteria would be useful once used?

MR. MJURPHY: | think so.

MR, WARRI NER:  Ckay.

MR. GANDI: Can we have wording attached to
these clarifications, Dave, by the next neeting?

MR, WARRI NER:  Sure.

MR. GANDI: Stan and such, so that everybody
does have the right words.

MR WARRINER. On the clarifications you nean,

| ast page?

MR. GANDI: Yeah.

MR. WARRI NER W probably need to do that.
W' ||l take that as an action, John.

SPECTATOR. Dave, is it possible then to take
the information that was al ready described in the tapes
and put themon this formand deliver it back so that it
can be included (indiscernible) for this nmeeting and then
everybody (i ndiscernible)?

MR GANDI: Well, that’s basically what it’s
saying. | nean you'll wite -- we'll wite up a
clarification --

MR, MURPHY: Well, you don’t approve the

m nutes of this neeting until we get to the next neeting,
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anyway.
MR. HOYLE: Ckay.
MR. WARRI NER:  Yeah, okay.
MR. HOYLE: Ckay.
MR. WARRI NER  Ckay, thank you.
MR. HOYLE: Al right, at this point we nove
to the topic -- topic selection for use -- we're so happy.

(OFf the record)

MR HOYLE: Al right, let’s get back to
order, please. W have a nunber of side conversations
that are very hel pful to each other, but not to all of us.
The -- unless soneone wants to call for a break, | don't,
| want to continue on. Let’s go then to the use of LSS on
a pilot project basis. And according to ny agenda, that’s
an NRCitem So, who in NRC shall | turn to?

MR. CAMERON: That’s Ken Kal man.

MR. HOYLE: There was sone discussion this
nmorning of the possibility of using it for the interim
storage activity. But have we gotten, at this point, a
real topic or are we still working with DOE to conme up
with one?

MR. CAMERON: | think we're still -- I think
the technical staff of NRC and DCE were going to get
together to tal k about what a suitable topic would be.

And | don’t think we're there.
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MR, SILBERG That hasn’t happened.

MR. CAMERON: That hasn’t happened. Right,
Ken, we haven’'t had any discussions with, internally we
m ght have, but --

MR. KALMAN. The |l ast discussion really -- the
| ast di scussion we had was, you know, they' d --

(i ndi scernible) around Decenber. That was pretty nuch it.

MR. HOYLE: Can we expect progress at our next
neeting? Cbviously we haven't tal ked about a date for
that yet, but it’s probably a nonth or two away at the
m ni mum

MR, GANDI: When would the possibility of what
we were tal king about, early access to the records system
that basically we're trying to put on-line, be sonething -
- you know, provide that, what we're | ooking for?

MR. CAMERON: Could be. It could do it.

MR. GANDI: Making a project to exercise it
on.

MR. FRISHVAN: And if you' re going to follow
the priority discussion this norning then it ought to be
surface processing, because that's the first technical
basis report, which is already delayed. But, no, you're
going to have to have some kind of records managenent
basis for that technical basis report. And |I’mnot sure,

inmy om mnd, that it exists. Maybe you know better
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And that thing is supposed to hit the street very soon.
And so if we’'re going to test records managenent this
seens like the right place to start.

MR. CAMERON: Yeah, | think that that |ast
phrase of Steve's is that by doing this, John, would we be
providing -- part of the pilot was to work out sonme bugs,
assess the system

MR. GANDI: Yeah.

MR. CAMERON: And woul d that acconplish that?

MR GANDI: | can't actually call it PLSS
system but --

MR. CAMERON: No, but | nean would it
acconplish the sane type of thing?

MR, GANDI: It would acconplish the point of
providing functionality and | ooking to see what | ooked and
felt good and what we’'d want to see in the future, yes.

To answer your question, yes.

M5. NEWBURY: What you’'ll have avail abl e woul d
be headers, basically.

MR. GANDI: Headers and sone images.

M5. NEWBURY: And sone inmages.

MR, LEVIN. What kind of availability would
you have, as far as renote access?

MR. GANDI: Intelnet, Vinternet.

MR LEVIN  Okay.
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MR. GANDI: There's a lot of different ways we

coul d go.

M5. NEWBURY: Just |ike the ATDT.

MR SILBERG If we’'re not going to use the
full -text search systemthough is this enough of a test of
an LSS?

MR GANDI: Well --

MR SILBERG | nean it may be useful, | don't
have a problemwth --

MR LEVIN. It would test -- certainly test
el ements of the LSS and --

MR GANDI: Right.

MR LEVIN:. =-- | think in that |light we should
test what we can, but it nmay not go far enough.

MR. GANDI: Yeah.

MR. FRI SHVAN:  You’ ve got another technica
basis report coming after that one? Wy not evolve the
test with the systemthat is |eading to decisions right
now, or that is intended to |lead to decisions?

MR. SILBERG The only question | have is
real |y whet her what you would be testing there is any
necessary relationship to what the LSS is going to be? |If
it indeed is a part of what the LSS would be, then fine,
you know, | don’t have a problemwth it.

MR. FRISHVAN. Well, | think the biggest part
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that | see in it is that it sort of tests the topica
integrity of the system And we’'ll probably find a | ot of
t hings that we thought mght work that don’'t work.

MR. SILBERG You nean in terns of docunents
you thought would be in the systemthat aren’t?

MR. FRI SHVAN. R ght.

M5. NEWBURY: Well, that probably would be a
probl em because you may have docunents that have not been
entered in the system and don’t have headers because
they’re in our backlog. So you --

MR. FRI SHVAN.  Well, | guess part of the
reason why | want the test --

M5. NEWBURY: -- | mean | wouldn’t say that
this is our testing of making sure we have all our records
in the systemyet. That's --

MR. GANDI: Could be nore of a functionality
of what the screens | ook and feel IiKke.

MR. MJURPHY: That’'s what | -- that’s nore the
nature of what | had in m nd.

M5. NEWBURY: Good. | just don’'t want it to
be interpreted into --

MR METTAM Wiy isn’'t that done.

M5. NEWBURY: Yeah, exactly, you know. W
| ooked and we didn’t find it, therefore, DOE doesn’t know

what they’' re doing or sonething along those |ines.
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MR GANDI: And it will probably be a firewall

system it won't be the actual records systemthat we're
runni ng production on.

MR LEVIN:. But it would be nore in the nature
of a prototype --

MR. GANDI: Right, exactly.

MR LEVIN. -- kind of thing. It’'s really
just a prototype functionality. And as new nodul es are
devel oped and nore functionality is avail able people can
have access to that.

MR GANDI: That's right. Exactly. And we --

MR LEVIN. And use it as it is, take it as is

MR. GANDI: -- would expect to get queries
back.

MR LEVIN. -- and feedback comments woul d
hel p all of us.

MR GANDI: | think so

MR LEVIN. If we could get on with that |
think relatively quickly.

MR GANDI: Well --

MR LEVIN. Relatively, of course, in this
process, relatively --

MR, SILBERG Wuld nmaking this part of the

system avail abl e in any way sl ow down the devel opnent of
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the LSS by diverting resources or what-have-you?

MR. GANDI: Yes and no.

MR, SILBERG  Huh?

MR. GANDI: Yes and no. It could also provide
some up-front requirenents done. 1In other words, we could
be providing information to me that we're not getting
t hrough these neeti ngs.

MR LEVIN: | think what you' re sayi ng,
correct me if I’mwong, is that by spending sone
resources now up front we may save tine later --

MR. GANDI: Right.

MR LEVIN. -- because we'll know nore. So,
the net effect could be saving tine. Saving of time over
the [ong run.

MR. GANDI: Yeah.

MR, SILBERG Yeah, | just don’t want to see
this thrown back at us a year fromnow as the reason why
DCE didn’t nmeet the March 96 RFP buy/buil d deci sion
Vell, we were spending so rmuch tine making the system
avail able for this prototype that we couldn’t possibly do
bot h.

MR. FRI SHVAN: M ght be a better RFP.

MR. LEVIN. Yeah. That’'s what |’ m saying, pay
me now or pay ne later. This saves tine up front.

MR, MURPHY: That’'s right, that’s what | had
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in mnd.

M5. NEWBURY: Can we report back to you on
what we think whether or not it’'s a reasonable alternative
at the next neeting?

MR. GANDI: W may be able to provide very
limted access very cheaply.

MR, SILBERG Well, that’s great.

MR. LEVIN. Especially if you can use the
Internet, | nmean that’'s sonmething that’s already in place,
we don’t have to craft that access nechani sm

MR, GANDI: But like |I said, to conplete our -

MR. LEVIN. That would be very convenient.

MR. GANDI: -- acceptance testing, anyway,
first.

SPECTATOR:  John?

MR, GANDI: Yes.

SPECTATOR | want -- if | may, John, one
suggesti on, because there isn’t an infrastructure in place
to provide wide area network access to this system but if
what you' re really looking for is interaction with the
systemto get feedback as to what inner requirenents and
all that, the easiest thing is for people to cone in to
see the system putting it on your desk top at a renote

site. That is a big deal because you need the



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

304

infrastructure in place in ternms of what area networks and
things like that, which is --

MR LEVIN. Well, if it’s the Internet youd
need a gateway and a --

SPECTATOR: It’s not an Internet system

MR. LEVIN. There’'s no way, okay, so you can’'t
tell that to --

SPECTATOR.  You’' re not going to send 500- page
docunents over the Internet, it’s not -- | realize that’s
a nodel and you’d nmentioned that yesterday, but it’s not
an Internet system

MR GANDI: Let us look into it and we'll --

SPECTATOR. That’'s why we want -- | think the
goal s you're trying to acconplish could be achi eved but
probably by --

MR. MURPHY: Well, but even --

SPECTATOR.  -- bringing people -- the nountain
to Mohanmed, would be a lot less inpact. Just a
suggesti on.

MR. MJURPHY: Even if we have to cone down here
and use it to check it out, that's still helpful.

MR. GANDI: Yeah, exactly. W'l --

MR, MURPHY: It’'s helpful to you and it’s
hel pful to ne.

MR GANDI: -- we’'ll get back before the next
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nmeeting and with some type of a recomendati on.

MR. HOYLE: If it’s not Internet it’s not
valid --

MR GANDI: Well, even if it’s only header
information at a renpte site just to get the feel --

M5. NEWBURY: Let us get back --

MR. GANDI: Let us get back with that.

MR, M TCHELL: | think the NCAI would be very
interested in seeing a prototype --

SPECTATOR.  John --

MR HOYLE: Excuse ne.

SPECTATOR. -- another possibility, | don't
know i f you would be interested in this, but we are
devel oping a CD system for our own renote participants for
records retrieval and it has the images on it. And that
wi || be depl oyed when we depl oy our inage processing
system So, you mght -- in other words, we could give
you a CD application that you could use in a limted way,
and then if you wanted the on-line systemyou could --

M5. NEWBURY: W'l discuss it when we get to

t hat .

MR, HOYLE: LI oyd?

MR. M TCHELL: Yeah, | don’t know if we had
gotten that message earlier. | think the NCAl would

really like to see a prototype, per se, if you want to
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call it that, nodel available to see things going. |
think it would be kind of neat. Thanks, John.

MR. HOYLE: Any further discussion of this
iten? Al right. DCE --

MR, CAMERON: | just wanted to -- what did we
decide to do about priority loading, trying to make the
connection here in the relationship to the --

MR. HOYLE: | had noted that DOE woul d cone
back next neeting --

MS. NEWBURY:  Yes.

MR. HOYLE: -- to talk about priority | oading
i ssues. And give us an update --

MR. FRISHVAN. And we’'re talking -- we're
talking in terns of, if there are to be any priorities, if
the systemeven requires it, it probably should follow the
sequenci ng of the technical basis reports. And C audia
was going to bring back, or get to us before the next
nmeeting, the new sequence.

M5. NEVBURY: R ght.

MR. FRI SHVAN. As of a few days ago.

M5. NEWBURY: As of our baselining effort |
was going to find the new bucketing of --

MR. CAMERON: | guess the reason | asked was
the -- did we nmention the access to the DOE systemthat we

were just tal king about, that that m ght satisfy sone of
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the priority | oading requirenents al so?

M5. NEWBURY: Let ne think about that, because
| think the answer --

MR. CAMERON: | nean, | don’t know, | was just
trying to renmenber whether it was connected or not.

M5. NEVMBURY: | don’t think so.

MR. CAMERON: But that’s okay, never m nd.

M5. NEVMBURY: | don’t think so. | don’'t know.

MR HOYLE: Al right, anything el se on that?

MR LEVIN: | was just wondering if this was
sonething that could be -- that the technical working
group mght be able to tackle as their next -- after their

current activity? |s that something that would facilitate
getting this done quicker?

MR GANDI: Wiich is that?

MR. LEVIN. The prototype, you know, talking
about the prototype and access.

MR GANDI: No, | think I need to check ny
checkbook mainly.

M5. NEWBURY: Yeah, anything that’s internal
stuff we need to deal wth.

MR LEVIN. Okay.

MR. HOYLE: Al right, there are no other
topics on the agenda that we haven't covered then, |

t hi nk, other than next neeting schedule. |s there any new



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

308

busi ness that wasn’t on the agenda that we should talk
about getting on?

Al right, before we tal k about the next
neeting schedule is there anyone in the audi ence that
woul d |i ke to make a commrent who hasn’t had an opportunity
to do so yet?

Next neeting schedul e, the Comm ssion, NRC
Conmi ssi on does want a public neeting on the LSS. And
it’s ny understanding that a date in early May is being

| ooked at, the date of May 3rd | have --

MR. MJURPHY: Public neeting --

MR, HOYLE: -- Caudia thinks it mght be --
MR. MJURPHY: -- before the Conm ssion?

MR

HOYLE: Before the Conmm ssion.

3

MURPHY: May 3rd is right in the m ddle of
the big International Radioactive Waste Managenent
Conf erence down here.

M5. NEWBURY: The dates | heard were May 9th
and 10th or there’s another one in |ate Muy.

MR. HOYLE: Yes, | may have -- right. [I’'m
sure it would have to be consistent with other schedul es.
But they would be in Washington or in Rockville. The
Conmi ssion wants to have the |1 G present a public
di scussion of his report, would |ike to have the staff

respond to that, and would like to have DCE there. M.
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Dreyfus has been inforned and invited.

| guess one question | have is would sonme of
you perhaps be going there, having heard about this, and
if so, could we cone up with a half-day neeting, you now,
in Rockville at that time |like we did |ast Septenber or
so, Septenber a year ago, and at |east talk about the item
that the working group is going to discuss on the
requi rements. And maybe by phone we coul d have al ready
handl ed that, |I'’mnot sure, but at |east we could ratify
at that time, guidance to DOE. And | don’t know if that
timng would present enough time for you to prepare sone
of these other briefings.

MR, MURPHY: What date are you tal ki ng about
for the --

MR, HOYLE: Well, Caudia is saying the 9th or
10th of May. | had an earlier date fromny staff. But
"1l have to confirmthat.

MR. MURPHY: Yeah, May --

MR HOYLE: But | think the issue is, is that
timely?

MR. MJURPHY: Well no, | guess it isnt. |
mean May 3rd is right in the mddle of the International
Conf erence --

MR, HOYLE: | nean is early May tinely for us

to get together again, if it could be worked out?
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MR MJRPHY: Yeah.

MR. CAMERON: Forgetting about the Comm ssion
nmeeti ng?

MR MURPHY: Well, | don’t want to forget
about the Conm ssion neeting.

MR. CAMERON: No, but | nean --

MR. MJURPHY: If the future of the --

MR, FRISHVAN. Well, they' re saying they're
not going to overl ap.

MR, MJURPHY: \What ?

MR. FRI SHVAN:. They’re saying they won't
overlap. They'll nove --

MR. MURPHY: Yeah, but | want to tal k about
t he Commi ssion neeting because if the future of the LSS --
to hell with the LSSARP

If the Commission is going to look at the IG s
report, and | ook the senior managenent team s thinking,
and start thinking about you know whet her or not what do
we do about the LSS, it may very well be that Les wants ne
to be there. |If it’s on the 3rd of May, | can't be there
because |’ m presenting a paper to the International
Conf erence down here the next day.

MR, CAMERON: | don't think it’s going to be
on the 3rd of May.

MR, MURPHY: Well, okay, well, | just want to
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make that point.

MR. CAMERON: But that makes --

MR MJRPHY: If it’s on the 9th, if it’s on
the 9th or 10th of May the Interacti on Scheduling Meeting
is on the 10th, which a |ot of DOE and NRC and state,
| ocal governnent people are involved in.

MR. CAMERON: And that’s in?

MR, MURPHY: It’s usually televideo, between -

MR. GANDI: So, that doesn’'t --

MR. MJURPHY: -- the Forestall building --
yeah, we could be in DC for it, but it’'s usually televideo
bet ween the Forestall building and the DOE of fice down
her e.

MR, CAMERON:  And | think John’s question was,
is there enough tine between now and the Conmm ssion
neeting, the May 9th or 10th or whatever it is, for any
productive things to be done related to the ARP to justify
hol ding a neeting of the ARP at that tinme. |s there going
to be anything else to report?

MR FRISHVAN. | think if we’'re going to need
any further discussion on the requirenments, the
recommendations that we’'re making, that timng is right
and it fits Caudia s schedule. And |I’d be nuch nore

confortable if we had a nmeeting com ng out of that working
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group just to look at that rather than just pass it around
on a fax and everybody say okay or no.

MR HOYLE: Al right, well let ne then --
let’s pin down the dates. | know Chairman Sell -- how
long is that voice conference, all week?

MR MURPHY: Al week.

MR HOYLE: It’s all week.

MR. MURPHY: Monday through Thursday, |
bel i eve. Mnday through Thursday -- Sunday through
Thur sday.

MR. HOYLE: So, the chairman, | think, is
pl anning to be here on Monday the 1st, and perhaps he was
not realizing that later in the week everybody el se was
going to still be here.

MR. MJURPHY: Yeah, he’s speaking on Monday the
1st.

MR. HOYLE: Yeah.

MR, MURPHY: Wy don’t we -- if we postpone
this until after July 1st, and we only have one --

MS. NEVBBURY: No.

MR. MJURPHY: -- we only have one NRC
conmi ssioner and he’ |l cone out here. Did 1l hit on a sore
subj ect there, John?

M5. NEVWBURY: | need ny functional

requi rements okayed before --
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MR. HOYLE: Yeah, | was reacting nore to DCOE s

probl ens. W may have one conm ssioner conme July 1

MR. CAMERON: We’'ll have one at |east, won't

we?

MR HOYLE: We will have one at |east.

Ckay. | don’t know that | want to establish a
| arge agenda for this meeting. | do want to put on at

| east the requirenments item Let ne consult with C audia
and see if we could put on a briefing on the records
managenent -- you know, an update on what the systemis
whet her there’s anything about the priority | oading
activity. It mght be early to talk about the pilot or
prototype activity which we just finished discussing a few
m nut es ago.

When woul d you want to neet after that? Let’s
say this is a short neeting, maybe only one or two topics,
when is the next open wi ndow for discussion and is there
somet hi ng bi gger on the horizon than we’ ve had on our
pl ate today that |’ m overlooking in some way? | don’t see
it.

MR. FRI SHVAN. What about the Phase 2 report,
Claudia, didn't you say you're trying to get that out
about the mddle of June?

M5. NEVWBURY: No, we begin -- let ne find ny -
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MR. SILBERG To begin April 12th.

M5. NEVWBURY: No, that’s when we start -- the
15th of June is when we were supposed to have conpl eted
t hat .

MR, MURPHY: Wuld it make sense to neet right
after that?

MR. SILBERG Maybe three or four weeks after
t hat ?

MR. HOYLE: Does that Phase 2 report then go
to the technical working group or working -- |ooking for
the rest of us as they did in Phase 1?

MR. MJURPHY: | would think so. So, we'd
probably want the technical working group to | ook at it
first and then neet after you guys had a chance to report
to us.

MR. HARDW CK: Yeah, and the technical working
group it has its neetings according to when the ARP
nmeetings are. So, you guys schedule a neeting and we’l|
work around it and get our neetings taken care of for
what ever work we have to get done.

MR, MJURPHY: |Is md-July too |late for you?

MR. FRI SHVAN. Three to four weeks enough for
you to get --

MR. HARDW CK: Plenty, yeah

MR. FRISHVAN. -- the thing and then have



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

315

something to run --

MR. HARDWCK: Plenty, that was what we had on
t hi s ot her thing.

MR. MJURPHY: So, if your report comes out in
m d-June, if we net in md-July would that -- would that
be anple tinme?

MR. CAMERON: You’' ve got to give the working
group time to look at it.

MR. MJURPHY: That’'s what | nean.

MR, HARDW CK:  About four weeks woul d probably

MR. HOYLE: How about the week of July 17th?
MR. METTAM  Bad.

MR. HOYLE: Bad.

MR

METTAM Before that week, but that week -
- the last two weeks are sort of bad.

MR MJURPHY: Wy is that?

MR. METTAM  Tech working group, Kansas City,
and then other stuff.

MR, MURPHY: |Is that the transportation
wor ki ng group?

MR. METTAM Yeah, transportation and external
coordi nati on.

MR. MURPHY: Uh-huh. The week before that is

-- part of the week before that is the TRB neeting in Salt
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Lake City.

M5. NEVWBURY: We'd need it early in July.

MR. MURPHY: How about the 4th?

M5. NEWBURY: Sounds good to me, right.

MR. METTAM  How about the 6th of July or
somewhere out in that -- does everybody take that week
of f?

MR. HOYLE: The 6th of July was proposed.

MR. MJURPHY: \What day is it?

MR. METTAM It’s a Thursday, Thursday the
6t h.

MR. HARDW CK: The 6t h.

MR, HOYLE: You all com ng east?

MR. MJURPHY: That’'s fine.

MR. HOYLE: Brad, are you com ng east?

MR. METTAM  Wiatever you guys are doing, | --

MR. MURPHY: Thursday the 6th of -- no, we
don’t want to nmeet in DCin July. [It’s worse than out

here in July.
MR. HOYLE: Then we’ll be in Reno in July,
ri ght?
MR. MJURPHY: That’'s fine.
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER Wy not Tonopah?
MR. MJURPHY: Tonopah. Have you ever been to

Tonopah, John? Don’t scow w thout -- you d probably
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enjoy it.

M5. NEWBURY: [It’s probably tinme --

MR. MJURPHY: Yeah.

M5. NEVWBURY: -- winery --

MR. MJURPHY: \What's that?

M5. NEWBURY: The winery in Perunp.

MR, MURPHY: Yes, neet in Perunp. Meet in
Perunmp, we’'ll all go have dinner at the winery, it's a

great restaurant.

MR. HOYLE: Do they have conference room space
at the winery?

M5. NEWBURY: Yeah, they do.

MR. MJURPHY: Yes, as a matter of fact |’ve had
a neeting there. They do.

MR, HOYLE: | wouldn’t mind going up to Reno
or Carson City or somewhere up there. \Were’'s the
preference over here, Las Vegas or sonewhere el se?

MR MTCHELL: Is it required for us to have
the neeting at the Las Vegas or DC?

MR LEVIN:. No. It’'s just conveni ence because

MR, M TCHELL: Oneida’s a nice place. | was
goi ng to suggest that we have that July area is a rea
special time for us up there. W have many, many guests

cone there and it would be really a fun thing up there, if
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you guys -- | could probably ask, | don’t think it would
be any problem but if you guys want to consider that I
think that would be great. And not only -- | think it
woul d be wonderful relations too, to have the neeting out
on an | ndi an Reservati on.

MR LEVIN. \Were?

MR. M TCHELL: In Oneida, Wsconsin.

MR SILBERG How far is that fromTwin Cties
or --

MR M TCHELL: It’'s pretty far. W have the
airport, the airport’s right across the street. You get
off the airplane and literally wal k across the street to
the -- we have a big convention center there on the
reservation and everything. Radisson Hotels, sw nm ng
pool, all that kind of good stuff, a couple hundred roons.
It’s a really nice place.

MR. MJURPHY: Probably even have a casino,

ri ght?

MR. M TCHELL: Yeah, we have a casino there
t 0o.

MR, SILBERG  Chip just signed up for that
one.

MR. MJURPHY: Do you have a race book in the
casi no?

MR. M TCHELL: W have a -- no, we don't.
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MR, CAMERON: | guess we’'re back to Reno.

MR. M TCHELL: But | could extend an
invitation up there at this time, if you want to do that.

MR, MURPHY: Yeah, that’'s -- | think we ought
to explore that possibility.

MR. SILBERG Yeah.

MR. M TCHELL: | can get back with you --
can get back to the NRC within a week, probably.

MR SILBERG Wy don’t you deal with John on
t hat .

MR. HOYLE: Lloyd, would you do that, please?

3

M TCHELL: Okay, no problem

MR. METTAM So location is TBD, huh, on the
6th and 7th?

MR. HOYLE: The date is July 6th.

MR. M TCHELL: How many peopl e woul d t hat
enconpass, | need to know t hat?

MR, HOYLE: | think approximately 50 peopl e.

MR. M TCHELL: 50 peopl e.

MR. HOYLE: How nmany people here did not have
to travel to get here, by air? D d not have to.

MR, METTAM By air?

MR, HOYLE: [I'mjust trying to see, if we went
to your territory everyone would have to travel.

M5. NEWBURY: Sone of these people would not
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be there.
MR. HOYLE: Ckay.
MR. METTAM Yeah, it would narrow the ranks a
little bit.
MR. HOYLE: Ckay, please be in touch with ne.
MR. MURPHY: But there are other
consi derations besides cost and travel. You know, and

that would be -- what?

MR HOYLE: Al right, | think our next
meeting will be July the 6th. 1’Il be in touch as to
where that will be.

MR, HARDW CK: The May --

MR. HOYLE: |I'msorry, May 1st and then the
next one July. Ckay.

MR, MURPHY: And which day in May are you
| ooking at, possibility of the 9th?

MR HOYLE: Well, mark the 9th and 10th on
your cal endar.

MR, MJURPHY: Ckay.

MR. HARDW CK: One thing, John, on the
techni cal working group neeting that we were going to have
to review the |l evel one requirenents, it’s just going to
cause too nmuch confusion and problens to try to change the
dates. So, we’'re going to | eave our dates the 17th and

18th. And | will commt that | will have a draft out to
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t he panel of the docunent by the end of that week, which
woul d be April 21st. 1’1l have a draft of what our

concl usions were, and that will give everybody about two
weeks, or two and a half weeks to |l ook at it before our
May neeting. And John and C audia, you guys will get it
just through the panel distribution.

M5. NEWBURY: Ckay.

MR, HOYLE: Ckay. If there are any of you that
cannot travel to Washington in the May tine franme that
we’' re tal king about, and you want a tel ephone hookup,
per haps we can arrange for that. So, |let ne know about
that as well.

MR. MURPHY: Yeah, that m ght be -- yeah

MR. HOYLE: | envision a half-day neeting
there, not a day-and-a-half one like this.

MR. GANDI: Video center

M5. NEWBURY: There's a possibility of video.

MR HOYLE: Okay. Anything else? Thank you
very much. Appreciate you --

(Wher eupon, at 2:50 p.m, the public hearing

was recessed)
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