
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

PRE-LICENSE APPLICATION PRESIDING OFFICER BOARD

In the Matter of ) Docket No. PAPO-00
)

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY ) ASLBP No.  04-829-01-PAPO
)

(High-Level Waste Repository: )
   Pre-Application Matters) )

NRC STAFF SUPPLEMENT TO JOINT PROPOSED PROTECTIVE ORDER FOR
PROTECTED SENSITIVE INFORMATION

INTRODUCTION

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission staff (“Staff”) hereby submits its supplement identifying

and explaining material differences between the language proposed by the Staff in the Protective

Order for protected sensitive information filed on July 8, 2005, by the Department of Energy

(“DOE”), and the language proposed by the State of Nevada (“State”). 

BACKGROUND

On May 11, 2005, the Pre-License Application Presiding Officer Board (“PAPO”) issued an

order directing that DOE, the Staff, and the State shall, and any other potential party, interested

Indian Tribe or interested governmental unit may, file a joint proposed protective order and affidavit

of non-disclosure covering Safeguards Information (“SGI”), Official Use Only (“OUO”), Unclassified

Controlled Nuclear Information, (“UCNI”), and any similarly sensitive unclassified information.  See

May 11, 2005, Memorandum and Order, at 3.  On June 30, 2005, DOE requested an extension of

time until July 8, 2005, to file the proposed protective order.  The request was granted by the PAPO

on July 1, 2005.

DOE, the Staff and the State were unable to reach complete agreement on all issues related

to the proposed Protective Order.  Accordingly, DOE, the Staff and the State agreed that DOE
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1  With the exception that a requirement of demonstration of technical competence, as set forth in
section B.1.i. of the proposed Protective Order, is only required for access to SGI.  UCNI has separate access
requirements as set forth in the proposed Protective Order and Non-Disclosure Affidavit.

would file the joint proposed Protective Order and Affidavit of Non-Disclosure, and all three

participants would separately file a supplement explaining the material differences in their

respective proposed language.

DISCUSSION

DOE, the Staff and the State have reached agreement on nearly every issue relating to the

proposed Protective Order and Non-Disclosure Affidavit.  However, two specific areas of

disagreement remain.  These two areas involve the determination of “need to know” necessary to

gain access to protected sensitive information.  These two areas are identified by the use of bold

text in the proposed Protective Order filed by DOE.  In the discussion that follows, the Staff provides

a brief explanation of the differences between the Staff and the State with respect to disputed

language.

A.  Presumption Of “Need To Know”

The State seeks to include language in section B.5., that would provide a presumption of

a “need to know” all sensitive protected information included in or specifically referenced and relied

upon in the license application, except that after contentions are admitted this presumption is limited

to information relevant to a particular party’s admitted contentions.  The determination of “need to

know” is integral in permitting access to Safeguards Information (“SGI”), Official Use Only (“OUO”)

information designated by DOE, and unclassified Naval Nuclear Propulsion Information (“NNPI”).

The Staff believes that the process for determining “need to know” that should apply to granting

access to SGI, should also be applied in granting access to DOE’s OUO, and NNPI.1  The Staff

contends the State’s proposed language would lessen the protective requirements imposed by

NRC regulations, and contravene clear Commission guidance on the proper restriction of access
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to SGI to those persons showing an indispensable need for the information.

“Need to know” for SGI is defined in 10 C.F.R. § 73.2, as a finding that it is necessary for

a recipient to have the SGI to perform official duties, i.e. participate in an NRC hearing.  Duke

Energy Corp. (Catawba Nuclear Station, Units 1 and 2), CLI-04-06, 59 NRC 62, 71-72 (2004).  The

Commission has consistently expressed “a strong interest in limiting access to safeguards and

security information” and has further explained that “the likelihood of inadvertent security breaches

increases proportionally to the number of persons who possess security information, regardless of

security clearances and everyone’s best efforts to comply with safeguards requirements.”  Catawba,

59 NRC at 73; See Pacific Gas and Electric Company (Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, Units

1 and 2), ALAB-410, 5 NRC 1398, review declined, CLI-77-23, 6 NRC 455 (1977).  

The language proposed by the State is incompatible with the requirements of 10 C.F.R. §

73.21(c), which states that “no person may have access to [SGI] unless the person has an

established ‘need to know’ for the information” and is one of the classes of individuals listed in 10

C.F.R. § 73.21(c)(1)(i)-(vi).  There is no presumption of “need to know” contained in the regulatory

requirements.  The regulations in 10 C.F.R. § 2.1010(b)(6) state that in addition to protective terms

and conditions contained in a protective order deemed appropriate by the PAPO, SGI shall also be

protected by the requirements of 10 C.F.R. § 73.21.  As the Commission stated in the Statements

of Consideration of the Final Rule for Protection of Unclassified Safeguards Information, October

22, 1981, “the physical protective measures and need to know standards of proposed 73.21 would

apply to Safeguards Information in adjudicatory hearings.”  46 Fed. Reg. 51,718, 51,719.  To create

a class with an established presumption of “need to know” would be contrary to the purpose and

intent of the Protective Order and Non-Disclosure Affidavit, and weaken the protective requirements

contained in Commission regulations that control and restrict access to SGI.

The determination of “need to know” is by its nature a case-specific, contextual,

determination that must take into account the totality of the circumstances, and does not lend itself
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to generalizations.  The language proposed by the State is incompatible with Commission

precedent.  Recently, the Commission, noting the importance of establishing clear and consistent

decisions on dissemination of SGI in adjudications, elected to provide guidance to licensing boards

and presiding officers in resolving disputes concerning “need to know” determinations.  Catawba,

59 NRC at 74-75.  The Commission noted “it is appropriate for NRC Staff experts to make the initial

‘need to know’ decisions.”  Id. at 75.  The inclusion of the State’s proposed language would remove

those with the greatest expertise from the process of determining “need to know.”  Obviously, as

provided for in the Protective Order and Non-Disclosure Affidavit, disputes as to “need to know”

would be referred to the PAPO, but only after the initial determination was made and challenged.

The Commission has noted that “it is imperative that access to safeguards documents be as narrow

as possible...” and that “disclosure must be ‘necessary’ or ‘required’.”  Id.  Furthermore, the

Commission has stated that “the touchstone for a demonstration of ‘need to know’ is whether the

information is indispensable” and that, “We must limit distribution of [SGI] to those having an actual

and specific, rather than a perceived, need to know.”  Id. at 73.  “A party’s mere desire to have

information or its belief that the information is needed to provide context or background may have

little or no bearing on a “need to know” determination, which must distinguish “wants” from needs.”

Id. at 72.  The Commission further stated “a party’s ‘need to know’ may be different at different

stages of an adjudicatory proceeding, depending on the purpose of the request for information.”

Id.  The creation of a presumption of “need to know” would serve to lower the threshold standard

for access to a level commensurate with “want” and not need.

Finally, the inclusion of the phrase in the State’s proposed language that would limit access

once contentions are admitted, is counter-intuitive.  The scheme proposed by the State would grant

unfettered access to any and all SGI as soon as the license application is submitted without

individual “need to know” determinations being made, and would then seek to subsequently restrict

access after contentions are admitted.  As the Commission clearly stated, “it is imperative that
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access to safeguards documents be as narrow as possible.”  Id. at 75.  The Commission has

cautioned “In the security arena, boards ought not to tolerate ‘fishing expeditions’” that would grant

access to individuals that have not demonstrated an indispensable need for the information.  Duke

Energy Corp. (Catawba Nuclear Station, Units 1 and 2), CLI-04-21, 60 NRC 21, 31 (2004).

Furthermore, once SGI has been disclosed, the “bell cannot be unrung.”  See Catawba, 59 NRC

at 71.  The scheme proposed by the State would serve the opposite purpose, opening access to

the widest possible audience, and then ineffectively seeking to mitigate the widespread disclosure

after it is too late to restrict access.

In opposing the State’s proposed language, the Staff does not seek to prevent access to

protected sensitive information that is specifically referenced and relied upon in the license

application, so long as a “need to know” is established.  Instead, the Staff believes that the

Protective Order and Non-Disclosure Affidavit as proposed by the Staff strikes the appropriate

balance between granting access to sensitive information to those who have an actual “need to

know,” while maintaining proper restrictions on access from those who do not in fact need the

information to participate in the adjudication.  To create a presumption of “need to know” could

potentially encourage individuals who simply may be curious or who do not genuinely need the

information, and would not otherwise have sought access, to take possession of the sensitive

information, thereby increasing the likelihood of unauthorized release of the information.

B.  Requirement Of Technical Competence To Use SGI

 The Staff has proposed in Section B.1.i. that to be qualified for access to SGI, the counsel,

consultants, assistants and others representing the participant must be demonstrated to possess

the technical competence necessary to evaluate the portions of the SGI that he or she may be

shown.  The State has proposed alternative language for section B.1.i. of the Protective Order, that

legal counsel for a participant has a presumed “need to know,” absent technical competence

necessary to evaluate the information that he or she may be shown.  Again, the State seeks to
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create a presumption of “need to know,” a presumption that is contrary to the Commission’s

requirements for controlling and limiting access to SGI, as argued above.  To permit inclusion of

the State’s proposed language would create an unchallengeable claim of “need to know” for all SGI,

sought at any time, and for any purpose, so long as the request originated from legal counsel for

a participant.  Based on expressed policy concerns and strong inferences in the Commission’s

precedent, the Staff contends that expertise is an integral component of the “need to know” and that

legal counsel are not exempt by virtue of an impermissible presumption of “need to know.”

It is important to note initially, that even in the language proposed by the State, the State

agrees that a necessary element of determining “need to know” is a demonstration of technical

competence to evaluate the information, with the exception of legal counsel.  The Staff has already

provided in its proposed language that legal counsel and assistants working with a technically

competent, qualified consultant, do not need to independently demonstrate their technical

competence.  Thus, there is no undue burden placed on the counsel representing a participant.

It is clear that in order to use the information in crafting contentions or at hearing, the counsel will

have to either have the ability to independently evaluate the information, or seek the assistance of

a qualified expert consultant. 

As noted above, the Commission has consistently expressed “a strong interest in limiting

access to safeguards and security information” and has stated that distribution of SGI must be

limited “to those having an actual and specific, rather than a perceived, need to know.” Catawba,

59 NRC at 73.  The Staff maintains that a non-expert, legal counsel could not establish actual and

specific “need to know” if they are not competent to evaluate the information to which they are

seeking access.  As the Staff has previously argued, in demonstrating “need to know” one must

show why the information is indispensable, necessary or required.  Id. at 73, 75.  Critically, the

Commission has stated that under its “‘necessity’ definition, ‘need to know’ is a much narrower

standard than general relevance.”  Id. at 72.  Yet it is a general relevance standard that the State
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urges on the PAPO by asserting that non-expert legal counsel should have a presumed “need to

know” for SGI.

Boards should be cautious in granting access to SGI, taking special steps that the

Commission noted “ordinarily require[] special procedures for attorneys and experts.”  Id. at 75.

The Commission noted that boards should restrict access to such sensitive information solely to

those individuals qualified to review it.  Id. at 73; See Diablo, 5 NRC 1398, 1406.  The Commission

has also cautioned “In the security arena, boards ought not to tolerate ‘fishing expeditions’ by

untutored lay persons.”  Catawba, 60 NRC at 31 (emphasis added).  To create an exception to the

“need to know” determination for legal counsel, would not only constitute an impermissible

presumption, as argued above, but would also permit laypersons access to specific SGI for which

they are unqualified to review, access the Commission clearly sought to prevent.

            Other portions of the Commission’s reasoning in Catawba further expose the flaws in the

State’s argument.  The Commission has held that a party is responsible for establishing the

technical competence of its witness prior to their being granted access to safeguards information.

See Catawba, 60 NRC at 30.   It makes little sense to impose this requirement on a witness, as the

State agrees should be done, while allowing legal counsel to access the same information without

an equivalent requirement or without assistance from someone with the requisite technical

competence.  

In conclusion, the Staff does not seek to impose any undue burden on petitioners, instead

it seeks only to ensure that individuals that gain access to SGI, including legal counsel, will have

the competence to evaluate it and thus properly use it in the hearing process.  The State does not

dispute the use of a standard of technical competence in determining “need to know”, instead it only

seeks to carve out a narrow exception through the use of presumed “need to know.”  However, this

attempt to create an impermissible presumption of “need to know,” while limited to legal counsel

seeking SGI, suffers from the fatal flaws the Staff has discussed in regard to the State’s proposed
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presumption language in section B.5. of the Protective Order.  Furthermore, the proposed exception

for demonstration of technical competence would contradict Commission guidance that boards

should restrict access to those qualified to review the information.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons discussed above, the language proposed by the Staff should be adopted

by the PAPO, and the language proposed by the State should be removed from the proposed

Protective Order and Non-Disclosure Affidavit.

Respectfully submitted,

/RA/
                               
David A. Cummings
Harry E. Wedewer
Counsel for NRC Staff

Dated at Rockville, Maryland
this 8th of July, 2005



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE PRE-LICENSE APPLICATION PRESIDING OFFICER BOARD

In the Matter of ) Docket No.  PAPO-00
)

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY      ) ASLBP No.  04-829-01-PAPO
)

(High-Level Waste Repository: )
   Pre-Application Matter) )

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of the “NRC STAFF SUPPLEMENT TO JOINT PROPOSED
PROTECTIVE ORDER FOR PROTECTED SENSITIVE INFORMATION” in the above captioned
proceeding have been served on the following persons this 8th day of July, 2005, by electronic mail,
and/or Electronic Information Exchange as denoted by an asterisk (*).

Thomas S. Moore, Chair *
Administrative Judge 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
Mail Stop: T-3 F23
Washington, D.C.  20555
E-Mail: papo@nrc.gov

Alan S. Rosenthal *
Administrative Judge
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
Mail Stop: T-3 F23
Washington, D.C.  20555
E-Mail: papo@nrc.gov

rsnthl@comcast.net

Office of the Secretary *
ATTN: Rulemakings and Adjudication Staff
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop: O-16 C1
Washington, D.C.  20555
E-mail: HEARINGDOCKET@nrc.gov

Alex S. Karlin *
Administrative Judge
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
Mail Stop: T-3 F23
Washington, D.C.  20555
E-Mail: papo@nrc.gov

G. Paul Bollwerk, III *
Administrative Judge
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
Mail Stop: T-3 F23
Washington, D.C.  20555
E-Mail: papo@nrc.gov

Office of Commission Appellate 
   Adjudication
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop: O-16C1
Washington, D.C.  20555
E-mail: hlb@nrc.gov



-2-

Donald P. Irwin, Esq. *
Kelly L. Faglioni, Esq. *
Edward P. Noonan, Esq. *
W. Jeff Edwards, Esq. *
Melissa Grier, Esq. *
Stephanie Meharg, Esq. *
Michael R. Shebelskie, Esq. *
Audrey B. Rusteau *
Belinda A Wright *
Christopher A. Updike *
Hunton & Williams LLP
951 East Byrd Street
Richmond, VA 23219
E-mail: dirwin@hunton.com

kfaglioni@hunton.com
enoonan@hunton.com
arusteau@hunton.com
jedwards@hunton.com
mgrier@hunton.com
smeharg@hunton.com
bwright@hunton.com
cupdike@hunton.com
mshebelskie@hunton.com

Michael A Bauser, Esq. *
   Associate General Counsel
Robert W. Bishop, Esq.
Ellen C. Ginsberg, Esq.
Rod McCullum
Stephen P. Kraft
Nuclear Energy Institute
1776 I Street, NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20006-3708
E-mail: mab@nei.org

ecg@nei.org
rwb@nei.org
rxm@nei.org
spk@nei.org

Thomas R. Combs *
Office of Congressional Affairs
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop O-17 A3
Washington, DC 20555
E-mail: trc@nrc.gov

W. John Arthur, III, Deputy Director
Susan L. Rives, Esq.
Kerry M. Grooms
U.S. Department of Energy
Office of Civilan Radioactive Waste
 Management
Office of Repository Development
1551 Hillshire Drive
Las Vegas, NV 89134-6321
E-mail: john_arthur@notes.ymp.gov

susan_rives@ymp.gov
kerry_grooms@ymp.gov

White Pine County
City of Caliente
Lincoln County
Jason Pitts
E-mail: idt@idtservices.com

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
ASLBP HLW Adjudication
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop: T-3 F23
Washington, D.C.  20555
E-mail: ASLBP_HLW_Adjudication@nrc.gov

Michele Boyd *
Legislative Representative
Critical Mass Energy and Environment
Public Citizen
215 Pennsylvania Ave., SE
Washington, DC 20003
E-mail: mboyd@citizen.org

Lea Rasura-Alfano, Coordinator
Lincoln County (NV) Nuclear Oversight Prgm
100 Depot Ave., Suite 15
P.O. Box 1068
Caliente, NV 89008-1068
E-mail: jcciac@co.lincoln.nv.us



-3-

Joseph R. Egan, Esq. *
Martin G. Malsch, Esq. *
Charles J. Fitzpatrick, Esq. *
Robert J. Cynkar, Esq. *
Elayne Coppage *
Jack Kewley *
Susan Montesi *
Nakita Toliver *
Egan, Fitzpatrick, Malsch & Cynkar, PLLC
7918 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 600
McLean, VA 22102
E-mail: eganpc@aol.com

mmalsch@nuclearlawyer.com
rcynkar@nuclearlawyer.com
cfitzpatrick@nuclearlawyer.com
ecoppage@nuclearlawyer.com
jkewley@nuclearlawyer.com
smontesi@nuclearlawyer.com
ntoliver@nuclearlawyer.com

Marta Adams
State of Nevada
100 N. Carson Street
Carson City, NV 89710
E-mail: madams@govmail.state.nv.us

Malachy Murphy
Nye County Regulatory & Licensing Advisor
18150 Cottonwood Rd. # 265
Sunriver, OR 97707
E-mail: mrmurphy@cmc.net

Les Bradshaw
Nye County Dept of Natural Resources
 and Federal Facilities
1210 E. Basin Road, Suite 6
Pahrump, NV 89048
E-mail: clittle@co.nye.nv.us

Irene Navis
Engelbrecht von Tiesenhausen
Clark County Nuclear Waste Division
500 S. Grand Central Parkway
Las Vegas, NV 89155
E-mail: iln@co.clark.nv.us

evt@co.clark.nv.us

Susan H. Lin, Esq.
Christopher M. Wachter *
Brian F. Corbin
Bethany L. Engel *
Sarah M. Haley
James M. Cutchin *
Jonathon Rund *
Susan Stevenson-Popp *
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop: T-3 F23
Washington, D.C.  20555
E-mail: papo@nrc.gov

Andrew L. Bates *
Adria T. Byrdsong *
Rebecca L. Giitter *
Emile L. Julian *
Evangeline S. Ngbea *
Office of the Secretary of the Commission
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop: T-3 F23
Washington, D.C.  20555
E-mail: alb@nrc.gov

atb1@nrc.gov
rll@nrc.gov
ldl@nrc.gov
elj@nrc.gov
esn@nrc.gov

Abby Johnson
617 Terrace St.
Carson City, NV 89703
E-mail: abbyj@gbis.com

Martha S. Crosland *
U.S. Department of Energy
Office of the General Counsel
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585
E-mail: martha.crosland@hq.doe.gov



-4-

William H. Briggs
Ross, Dixon & Bell
2001 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006-1040
E-mail: wbriggs@rdblaw.com

Linda Mathias
Administrator
Office of Nuclear Projects
Mineral County Board of County
 Commissioners
P.O. Box 1600
Hawthorne, NV 89415
E-mail: mineral@oem.hawthorne.nv.us

Anthony C. Eitreim, Esq. *
Chief Counsel
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop: T-3 F23
Washington, D.C.  20555
E-mail: papo@nrc.gov

Daniel J. Graser *
Licensing and Support Network Administrator
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop: T-3 F23
Washington, D.C.  20555
E-mail: djg2@nrc.gov

Steve Frishman
Technical Policy Coordinator
Nuclear Waste Project Office
1761 East College parkway, Suite 118
Carson City, NV 89706
E-mail: ssteve@nuc.state.nv.us

Jeffrey Kriner *
Yucca Mountain Project, Licensing Group,
  DOE/BSC
E-mail: jeffrey_kriner@ymp.gov

Alan Kall
155 North Taylor Street, Suite 182
Fallon, NV 89406
E-mail: comptroller@churchillcounty.org

Judy Treichel, Executive Director
Nevada Nuclear Waste Task Force
Alamo Plaza
4550 W. Oakley Nlvd., Suite 111
Las Vegas, NV 89102
E-mail: judynwtf@aol.com

Robert I. Holden, Director
Nuclear Waste Program
National Congress of American Indians
1301 Connecticut Ave., NW - 2nd Floor
Washington, DC 20003
E-mail: robert_holden@ncai.org

George Hellstrom, Esq.
U.S. Department of Energy
Office of the General Counsel
1551 Hillshire Drive
Las Vegas, NV 89134-6321
E-mail: george.hellstrom@ymp.gov

Mike Sinom, Director
(Heidi Williams, Adm. Asst.)
White Pine County Nuclear Waste
  Project Office
959 Campon Street
Ely, NV 89301
E-mail: wpnucwst1@mwpower.net

Dr. Mike Baughman
Intertech Services Corporation
   (For Lincoln County)
P.O. Box 2008
Carson City, NV 89702-2008
E-mail: bigoff@aol.com

Andrew Remus, Project Coordinator
Inyo County (CA) Yucca Mtn Nuclear Waste
Repository Assessment Office
P.O. Drawer L
Independence, CA 93526
E-mail: aremus@gnet.com

Ray Clark
Environment Protection Agency
E-mail: clark.ray@epa.gov



-5-

Laurel Marshall
Eureka County (NV) Yucca Mtn Info Ofc
P.O. Box 990
Eureka, NV 89316
E-mail: ecmarshall@ymp.gov

Loreen Pitchford Consulting
LNS Administrator for Lander, Churchill and 
   Mineral County’s
3888 Snow Valley Drive
Reno, NV 89506
E-mail: qb4@charter.net

Victoria Reich
Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board
E-mail: reich@nwtrb.gov

Debora Teske
Lander County Nuclear Waste Oversight
315 S. Humboldt
Battle Mountain, NV 89820
E-mail: dteske@landercounty.com

/RA/
                                                      
David A. Cummings
Counsel for NRC Staff



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (None)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.5
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket true
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /UseDeviceIndependentColor
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 450
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f300130d330b830cd30b9658766f8306e8868793a304a3088307353705237306b90693057305f00200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /FRA <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <FEFF005500730065002000740068006500730065002000730065007400740069006e0067007300200074006f0020006300720065006100740065002000500044004600200064006f00630075006d0065006e007400730020007300750069007400610062006c006500200066006f007200200063006f006d0070006c00690061006e00630065002000770069007400680020003100300043004600520031002c00200041007000700065006e00640069007800200041>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [300 300]
  /PageSize [8.500 11.000]
>> setpagedevice


