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please. 

P R 0 C E E D I N G S 

[9:04 a.m.] 

MR. HOYLE: I would ask you to take your seats, 

I see a lot of empty seats down at the end of the 

horseshoe here. I wonder if I sent them to the wrong 

3 

6 building or hotel. We started out thinking we were going to 

7 meet at the Alexis Park and did not end up over there. 

8 You probably can't hear in the back too well. Let 

9 me remind the speakers to speak directly into the 

10 microphone. I think that will help us all. The Court 

11 Reporter reminds me that the microphones on the table are 

12 for her. They don't feed in through the system here. So 

13 those of you who speak at the table, asking questions or 

14 making comments, please speak up loudly so all can hear. 

15 There might be a few more coming in, but let's get 

16 started. This is the sixth meeting of the LSS Advisory 

17 Review Panel. My name is John Hoyle. I'm the 

18 representative of the NRC on the panel. 

19 We will have some introductions for those at the 

20 table in a moment. Let me remind us that this is a Federal 

21 Advisory Committee. We're meeting in open session under the 

22 rules set out by the Federal Advisory Committee Act. 

23 Our Committee -- our Panel -- I call it Committee 

24 because it's a Federal Advisory Committee, but its name has 

25 the word "panel" in it -- was established in 1989 as a 
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1 result of rulemaking developed by the NRC in negotiation 

2 with a committee of very similar membership to this one. 

3 There are nine groups or organizations represented 

4 on this Panel. We'll find out as we go around the table 

5 exactly how many of those nine are represented today. The 

6 NRC, the Department of Energy, the State of Nevada, local 

7 government of Nye County, and then there's a coalition of 

8 local governments of the counties adjacent to Nye County, 

9 and the City of Las Vegas. 

10 The additional counties are Clark and Lincoln, who 

11 were members of the panel from the start. Then joining us 

12 since the last meeting are White Pine, Eureka, Lander, 

13 Churchill, Mineral, and just last week I was asked to 

14 include Esmerelda County, all those counties are in Nevada, 

15 and Inyo County, California. 

16 The Congress of American Indians also has a seat 

17 on the Panel and there's a coalition of units representing 

18 the nuclear power industry and we have two Federal agencies 

19 with experience with large document management systems, the 

20 Patent and Trademark Off ice and the Securities and Exchange 

21 Commission. 

22 I think at this point, why don't I ask those 

23 seated at the table to introduce themselves and tell us who 

24 they represent? 

25 MR. HENKEL: My name is Chris Henkel. 
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1 the Edison Electric Institute, who is representing the 

2 nuclear utility industry. 

3 MR. SILBERG: I'm Jay Silberg. I'm an attorney 

4 with the Washington law firm of Shaw, Pittman. We're 

5 counsel to Edison Electric Institute and the Industry 

6 Coalition . 

7 MR. HOLDEN: I'm Robert Holden. I'm Director of 

8 the Nuclear Waste Program of the National Congress of 

9 American Indians. The National Congress of American Indians 

10 is the oldest, largest national Indian advocacy organization 

11 and we represent tribal governments. There are a lot of 

12 tribal governments that have cultural and other types of 

13 interest in the Yucca Mountain area. 

14 MR. ALEXANDER: I'm Boyd Alexander. I'm Deputy 

15 Assistant Commissioner for Information Systems in the Patent 

16 and Trademark Office. We have put together a system similar 

17 to this in complexity with what you're envisioning. 

18 MR. GRASER: I'm Dan Graser. I'm currently the 

19 acting Director of the Information Management Division at 

20 the Department of Energy. 

21 MS. DeSELL: I'm Linda DeSell. I'm the Chief of 

22 the Regulatory Integration Branch with the Off ice of 

23 Civilian Radioactive Waste Management. My job is mainly the 

24 liaison with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 

25 MS. MACALUSO: I'm Corinne Macaluso. 
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1 with the Regulatory Integration Branch of DOE. 

2 MR. BECHTEL: Dennis Bechtel. I'm representing 

3 Clark County, Nevada. 

4 MR. MURPHY: Mal Murphy. I'm the Regulatory and 

5 Licensing Advisor for Nye County, Nevada. 

6 MR. BALCOM: Kirk Balcom representing the State of 

7 Nevada. 

8 MR. CAMERON: Chip Cameron, Office of General 

9 Counsel, Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 

10 MR. HOYLE: Thank you very much. Speakers that we 

11 will hear from later are in the audience and I will ask them 

12 to introduce themselves at that time and I will introduce 

13 them as the time comes. 

14 Those of you who are on my right of the table, I 

15 think the Court Reporter put numbers on your name tags. In 

16 case you speak up and she can't hear you, she might ask what 

17 number are you and you can tell her, please. 

18 This room reminds me of Zion Canyon. I was just 

19 up there over the weekend and I wish it was more a meadow or 

20 something here. 

21 Around the time of our last meeting, and that was 

22 July of 1991, so it's been a while, we had a new Chairman 

23 come on NRC's Commission, Ivan Selin. As the new Chairman, 

24 he received a number of informal briefings on most of NRC's 

25 programs, including the High Level Waste program and the 
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LSS. 

He looks very hard at our programs and questions 

us very closely on them about their effectiveness, their 

cost and their management. At about the same time, DOE was 

announcing a five-year delay in its high level waste 

program. Its earlier estimate for completing the site 

characterization process and submitting an application to 

NRC, if that was what they had -- what the result was, that 

would have been in 1996. The new date for that is now 2001. 

It would have been a rather fast track then for 

the LSS design and development process and more involvement 

by this Committee early on became a more sedate-paced 

activity. But it gave an opportunity to DOE to look at its 

own need for document management in the high level waste 

program and it also led NRC to take a more critical look at 

the situation. 

Gerald Cranford, the acting LSS Administrator, 

will pick up on that point as to what NRC has done in the 

interim. What I would like to accomplish today is to let 

Gerald describe the new approach to the LSS development 

which grew out of that critical review, which the NRC 

Commissioners directed him to pursue. 

We'll also hear him describe the audit program 

designed to assure that the system will work, that everyone 

will have confidence in what's in it and how it operates. 
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1 We will also hear from DOE about how their 

2 internal document management system, which they call 

3 InfoSTREAMS, could be used for the LSS. Of course, what we 

4 need are the reactions and the comments and the concerns of 

5 the Committee members that we can gather and talk about and 

6 take back with us to the Commission. 

7 Before I ask Gerald to begin his presentation, 

8 though, I would like to ask Chip Cameron of our Office of 

9 General Counsel to give all of us, and, particularly, those 

10 who haven't heard the background, for him to give us a 

11 little sketch of the LSS background as originally 

12 anticipated by the rulemaking which was established four 

13 years ago. 

14 That should bring us all more or less back up to 

15 an even starting point for breathing new life into the Panel 

16 and its activities. So at this point, Chip, I'd like you to 

17 come up and give us your briefing. 

18 MR. CAMERON: Thank you, John. When I was flying 

19 out yesterday, I was on the plane with an older gentleman 

20 who said that he was just coming from San Antonio where they 

21 had the annual reunion of the Fourth Marine Division, who 

22 had fought at Iwo Jima and some of the other places in the 

23 Pacific, and I thought that was a pretty good analogy for 

24 this meeting, as far as I'm concerned. 

25 What I wanted to do was just give a brief 
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1 refresher on the LSS rule; not get into an exhaustive blow-

2 by-blow of every provision, but look at the major elements 

3 of the rule, particularly those that might be pertinent to 

4 what we're going to be discussing during the next day-and-

5 a-half. 

6 Some of us who are here go back to the beginning 

7 of this process when we set out to do a negotiated 

8 rulemaking on the subject of the licensing support system. 

9 Our goal in the negotiated rulemaking was to attempt to 

10 reach a consensus on a proposed rule that would provide for 

11 the use of an electronic information management system in 

12 the Commission's high level waste licensing proceeding. 

13 We had a wide spectrum of interests represented 

14 around the table during those negotiating sessions and after 

15 a period of about nine months, we did hammer out the text of 

16 a rule and the text of the supplementary information to that 

17 rule. 

18 The rule not only dealt with the use of the LSS in 

19 the adjudicatory proceeding on the DOE license application 

20 for the repository, but it also dealt with other provisions 

21 related to the adjudicatory proceeding that did not have to 

22 do with the LSS, but did have to do with making sure that we 

23 had a timely and efficient hearing process. 

24 I should point out that we did not have complete 

25 consensus, unanimous consensus at the end of the negotiating 
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1 session. We all did reach agreement on the text of the rule 

2 and the supplementary information, but in the end, the 

3 industry representatives ultimately did not support the rule 

4 based on fundamental cost-benefit concerns that the industry 

5 had. 

6 I'd like to say that I just mention this as a 

7 historical artifact, but I'm not sure that that's true 

8 either. At any rate, the Commission issued the proposed 

9 rule for comment and we responded to comments and we had the 

10 final LSS rule in April of 1989. 

11 Some of the basic elements of the rule are, one, 

12 that the LSS is an integral part of the repository licensing 

13 process; the LSS will contain the relevant documents of DOE 

14 and NRC, the State of Nevada, if this is where the -- if, 

15 indeed, Yucca Mountain is the subject of the licensing 

16 application for the repository; and, the other parties to 

17 the high level waste proceeding. 

18 All of those relevant documents will be in the 

19 licensing support system. All parties to the licensing 

20 proceeding will have full text access to those documents. 

21 To be a party in the high level waste licensing proceeding, 

22 an organization or individual, including the Department of 

23 Energy, must comply with the document submission 

24 requirements in the LSS rule. 

25 The broad objective, again, here is to facilitate 
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1 the thorough and efficient review by the Commission of the 

2 DOE license application, including meeting the three-year 

3 construction authorization review period that's specified in 

4 the Nuclear Waste Policy Act. 

5 The way that this thoroughness, efficiency, and 

6 the proceeding was going to be accomplished by the LSS rule 

7 is through a number of means. The LSS would establish a 

8 centralized, current and comprehensive database of relevant 

9 licensing information. 

10 The LSS would provide for full text search 

11 capability of this database to allow quick identification of 

12 documents and relevant material within those documents. The 

13 LSS would provide for the identification and availability of 

14 discoverable documents before the DOE license application is 

15 submitted and thereby eliminate one of the most burdensome 

16 and time-consuming aspects of the traditional system of 

17 document discovery, which is the physical production of 

18 those documents after the license application is submitted. 

19 The early availability of documents was also 

20 intended to allow sufficient time for all the parties to 

21 prepare for the hearing and also to allow the use of the LSS 

22 by those parties before the hearing in related technical 

23 review efforts. 

24 I should also point out that the LSS rule provides 

25 for the electronic filing of pleadings and orders during the 
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1 hearing itself and thereby eliminates the delay associated 

2 with the physical delivery of those documents. 

3 There are three major aspects to the rule. One is 

4 the framework for documents submission and access. A second 

5 element is the non-LSS provisions that I won't spend any 

6 time on now. The third major aspect is the institutional 

7 framework for developing and implementing the LSS. That's 

8 mainly going to be the subject of this meeting today. 

9 In terms of document submission and document 

10 access, the parties to the high level waste proceeding have 

11 a responsibility to submit documentary material to the LSS 

12 for entry into the system, and documentary material is 

13 information that is relevant to or likely to lead to the 

14 discovery of information that is relevant to the licensing 

15 of the likely candidate site for a geologic repository. 

16 There is a wide range of documents that will be in 

17 the system; not only the license application itself and the 

18 NRC safety evaluation report, but also memoranda, research 

19 reports, field notes, things like that. 

20 Documentary material is guided by what we call the 

21 topical guidelines and I believe there is a reg guide that 

22 should have been distributed that sets forth the topical 

23 guidelines. In terms of the form of submission of 

24 documents, this differs according to who the party is and 

25 which stage of the licensing proceeding we're going to be 
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1 in. For the NRC and DOE, all relevant documents have to be 

2 submitted in image, and that's not an electronic image, I 

3 would note for Jay's benefit. I remember that. A header 

4 for the individual document and Betsy Shelburne, the master 

5 of headers, is here to, I guess, talk about that at some 

6 point. 

7 You couldn't refrain from talking about that, 

8 Betsy. The document has to be in machine-readable form, in 

9 ASCII. In terms of the other LSS participants, an image has 

10 to be submitted, a header, and before there is access to the 

11 LSS, there is no requirement that ASCII be submitted for 

12 those documents. That was going to be the job of the LSS 

13 Administrator to essentially capture those documents in 

14 machine-readable format. 

15 After a party gets access or an LSS participant 

16 gets access to the system, then they also have the ASCII 

17 submission requirement, as well as the image and header. 

18 think it's important to keep in mind that often it's 

19 confusing when you go through the Commission paper that's 

20 the main subject of the meeting to distinguish between 

21 capture -- in other words, putting the document into 

22 machine-readable form, making sure the header is correct 

23 and the loading of that document into the search and 

24 retrieval system. I will talk a little bit about the 

25 responsibilities for those in a minute. 
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1 In terms of access to the LSS, the provisions 

2 differ according to who you are and what stage of the 

3 proceeding we're in. LSS participants are given full text 

4 access to the documents in the ·licensing support system, 

5 both before the license application is submitted and, 

6 naturally, after the license application is submitted. 

7 Remote access is provided from personal computers and also 

8 from selected designated terminals. 

9 In terms of the public, there is full text access 

10 to the headers for the documents in the LSS during the pre-

11 license application phase from terminals that would be 

12 located in the NRC public document rooms and local public 

13 document rooms, as well as at the Department of Energy. 

14 After the notice of hearing, the public can have 

15 access to the full text of the documents in the LSS. There 

16 is a history of that behind this design and if anybody needs 

17 clarification on that, we can talk about that. 

18 But who gets access to the LSS, to the full text 

19 of the system before the license application is submitted is 

20 determined by a pre-license application licensing board that 

21 is part of the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board panel. 

22 This board is supposed to be established by the Commission 

23 six months before the licensing support system will be ready 

24 for access. 

25 The board rules on requests for access and also 
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disputes on the relevance or privilege of a particular 

document, also on the development and implementation of the 

LSS and DOE compliance with the LSS rules. 

In terms of the third major element of the rule, 

which is the institutional framework, the rule established 

the LSS Administrator and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

to manage and administer the LSS and to provide for the NRC 

capture of all non-DOE documentary material. 

The Administrator is responsible for the 

administration and maintenance of the system, responsible 

for ensuring compliance of all parties with the document 

submission requirements of the rule. As John mentioned, 

Gerald Cranford, who is the head of the Off ice of 

Information Resources Management at the NRC, is the acting 

LSS Administrator at this point. 

DOE retains substantial responsibility under the 

LSS rule to design and develop the LSS in consultation with 

the LSS Administrator. Finally, the last major element of 

the institutional framework is this Committee, the Advisory 

Review Panel, composed of potential users of the system and 

Federal agencies with expertise on the system. 

The role of the Advisory Review Panel is to advise 

not only the LSS Administrator, but also the Department of 

Energy. The first meeting of the panel was in December of 

1989. 
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1 In terms of the LSS development schedule, it was 

2 geared to the repository licensing schedule, which 

3 originally had a license application coming in in 1995. I 

4 believe that the original plan based on that schedule was to 

5 have the LSS available for access in January of 1992. 

6 After the rule went final, there were some changes 

7 to the Department of Energy's repository development 

8 schedule. For example, the license application was moved 

9 from 1995 to 2001. So this sort of threw the LSS 

10 development schedule into limbo at that point. I believe 

11 that this meeting and the recent Commission actions on the 

12 Commission paper that you all have are really the first 

13 steps towards establishing a new schedule and getting 

14 started on the implementation of the LSS. 

15 I think that's probably a sufficient overview for 

16 our purposes at this point. Would you like me to answer any 

17 questions, John, or just move on? Does anybody have any 

18 questions or comments on any of this? 

19 (No response.] 

20 MR. CAMERON: Thank you. 

21 MR. HOYLE: As usual, Chip, you wowed them. 

22 MR. CAMERON: It makes me worry when this crew 

23 doesn't have any questions. 

24 MR. HOYLE: We had expected to have some new 

25 members here today. Dennis Bechtel, the representative from 
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1 Clark County, reminded me that there's a conflicting meeting 

2 going on. So perhaps many of them are there. But we do 

3 have a quorum, I want to assure everybody. If we need to 

4 vote on anything, we do have a quorum here today, because we 

5 have representatives from DOE, the nuclear industry, Nye 

6 County, which is the host county, the State of Nevada, Clark 

7 County, which would represent the adjacent counties, the 

8 National Congress of American Indians, and the NRC. 

9 As many of you have discovered, there aren't any 

10 restrooms that are easily available in this building. I'm 

11 told if you go on out into the corridor and out towards the 

12 main building, when you're outside, you will see a pool on 

13 the right. If you go through the gate, there are some 

14 facilities over there. Don't linger. Come on back to the 

15 meeting. Of course, there are some near the lobby and I 

16 guess that's where the coffee is that we'll need to get. 

17 MR. HENKEL: Another problem, John, is getting 

18 back into the building. 

19 MR. HOYLE: I think we've arranged that that end 

20 door will be open now. We are moving smartly ahead, as I 

21 thought perhaps we would this morning. The introduction by 

22 myself and by Chip I didn't think would take as long as 

23 we've set time aside for, but we didn't know how many 

24 questions we were going to get. 

25 So I'm prepared to let everybody take a quick 
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1 stretch now, unless you think we ought to press on and 

2 listen to Gerald first. Stretch it is. Fifteen minutes, 

3 please. 

4 [Recess. J 

5 MR. HOYLE: Let's get started again, please. Our 

6 first presentation today will be by Gerald Cranford, the 

7 Director of the Off ice of Information Resources Management 

8 at the NRC. He's also the acting LSSA Administrator. 

9 Gerald is going to give us a status report on the events 

10 leading up to this meeting within the NRC. 

11 I do want to make an announcement before I ask 

12 Gerald to come forward. That is for the afternoon session, 

13 if you will see your schedule, after lunch, we are scheduled 

14 to start with Gerald's presentation of the audit program, 

15 and that will be followed by the second DOE presentation on 

16 InfoSTREAMS as the LSS vehicle. 

17 I think we're going to switch those. So we'll 

18 hear from DOE next after Gerald this morning, take a lunch 

19 break, and then get the other DOE presentation, and then 

20 Gerald again in the afternoon at the end. 

21 One other announcement. Someone told me they 

22 still have trouble with the locked door out here. There is 

23 a side door on my left that we could use that I understand 

24 does not lock when you go out. 

25 MR. MURPHY: They've posted a sign on the door 
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1 down there asking you not to use that side door, to exit 

2 through the outside doors. 

3 MR. HOYLE: Thank you. All right. Gerald, if you 

4 would, we'll have your presentation, please. 

5 MR. CRANFORD: Thank you, John. I would like to 

6 point out, though, that this is my night job, the acting LSS 

7 Administrator. My real job is the Director of the Office of 

8 IRM. 

9 I'm going to be assisted by Dave Drapkin, who is a 

10 member of the LSSA staff at the Nuclear Regulatory 

11 Commission. 

12 As John pointed out, my discussion this morning is 

13 going to be to fill in the blanks between when this group 

14 last met in July of 1991 to bring us up to date, where we 

15 stand in the LSSA activities as of now. 

16 As John pointed out in his opening remarks, in 

17 July of 1991, Dr. Ivan Selin was named the Chairman of the 

18 Nuclear Regulatory Commission. I'm sure some of you are 

19 aware of his background, but he founded a systems 

20 integration company, ANS, and has a very strong interest and 

21 background in systems analysis, design, automated systems, 

22 information resources management. 

23 So when he saw the LSS proposal and its fairly 

24 sizable price tag, of course, he became interested in that. 

25 So I believe it was August of 1991, Dr. Selin, in concert 
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1 with Dr. John Bartlett, then the Director of OCRWM, mutually 

2 decided that maybe it was time to take a look at the current 

3 design for the LSS from a technological standpoint, 

4 realizing that the system had been in existence for several 

5 years and there were some really fairly radical changes that 

6 were taking place in the document processing arena. 

7 So Dr. Selin and Dr. Bartlett commissioned a group 

8 to reexamine the LSS. This group was called the Technical -

9 - the LSS Technical Working Group. The group was comprised 

10 of members of the Office of IRM. There were three members. 

11 I was appointed the Chairperson of the group. Also on the 

12 group was a member from the LSSA. The Department of Energy 

13 was represented by -- OCRWM had a member and also a 

14 contractor for DOE was also represented on that group. 

15 The recommendations that the group would come up 

16 with were to be sent to the LSSA Administrator and Dr. 

17 Bartlett for consideration and then ultimately they would be 

18 forwarded to the Commission for final disposition. 

19 The Technical Working Group had fairly discreet 

20 responsibilities. You can see for yourself what they are. 

21 I'll fill in a little bit more detail. Basically, to look 

22 at the design; was the SAIC design still valid from a 

23 technological standpoint; have new technologies been 

24 developed that would either make the design more efficient 

25 or reduce or avoid cost. 
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1 Another major consideration that had taken place 

2 was the announcement by DOE OCRWM of their Inf oSTREAMS 

3 system. Keeping in mind at this point that InfoSTREAMS was 

4 not a fully and as yet is not a fully developed system, but 

5 from a conceptual standpoint, the components had been laid 

6 out and they had made some significant progress in 

7 developing InfoSTREAMS, as Barbara Churney spoke to you when 

8 she addressed this group in 1991. 

9 And there's another thing to consider. Are there 

10 advantages to be gained from implementing some of the 

11 InfoSTREAMS technology and software as a substitute for part 

12 or all of the LSS design? 

13 They were also charged to look at ways to reduce 

14 cost. Some of the examples were was 100 percent full tax, 

15 was that really necessary. These are the things that we 

16 were charged to look at. 

17 The working group looked at eleven options or 

18 alternatives to the existing design. The first one was 

19 capturing DOE's LSS materials using InfoSTREAMS. Again, the 

20 question was was InfoSTREAMS a viable alternative to the 

21 SAIC design. 

22 Another question was could the InfoSTREAMS 

23 capability be expanded to perform search and retrieval. The 

24 way it was originally designed, it wasn't designed as a 

25 large database reservoir type system. So that would be a 
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1 major consideration; could it be expanded to meet that need. 

2 We also looked at ways to minimize the non-DOE 

3 document capturing cost; eliminate the need for DOE to 

4 distribute special document capture technology; eliminate 

5 the need to develop additional document capture software and 

6 systems; limit on-line images, as I said; also, to consider 

7 the early availability of the LSS. 

8 This, of course, would reduce hardware and 

9 software maintenance cost, reduce cost for software, 

10 licensing fee agreements, reduce communication cost, other 

11 considerations along those same lines. 

12 The key options that were recommended by the 

13 group, there were six that were recommended. I'm just going 

14 to talk very briefly about two of the key ones. The first 

15 one is the avoidance of cost by using the Inf oSTREAMS to 

16 capture the DOE LSS material. Another recommendation would 

17 have been to adopt InfoSTREAMS' search and retrieval 

18 capability. 

19 In February of 1992, the Technical Working Group, 

20 in a draft document, listed their recommendations, but, 

21 unfortunately, the recommendations were pending -- have been 

22 held pending the resolutions of broad issues. The Technical 

23 Working Group recommendations could not be implemented 

24 unless some larger LSS program and budget responsibilities 

25 were resolved. 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1612 K Street, N.W., Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

(202) 293-3950 

.Jr .. 



23 

1 So in May of 1992, the Commission directed the 

2 staff to prepare a paper addressing the LSS program and 

3 budget responsibilities. As a result of that, the LSS 

4 Administrator developed a set of recommendations for 

5 Commission consideration. 

6 Among those was a proposal that the NRC develop, 

7 operate and maintain the LSS. Of course, this is a 

8 departure from 10 CFR Subpart J. The LSS Administrator 

9 proposed that the cost would be shared by NRC and DOE based 

10 upon OMB Guidance A-130, which basically says that if you 

11 timeshare or use a major automated system, that the cost of 

12 use of that system would be reimbursed. There would be a 

13 charging algorithm for using that particular system. 

14 The Commission rejected the recommendation and 

15 directed the staff to basically examine some yet additional 

16 alternatives that would expand DOE's program and budget 

17 responsibility; also, to evaluate alternatives to the 

18 organizational placement of the LSSA function and to examine 

19 options for funding the NRC's LSS funding responsibilities. 

20 In November of 1992, the Commission approved the 

21 reconstitution of the Office of the LSSA Administrator under 

22 the Office of IRM. So all of the LSSA functions and the 

23 existing staff at that point was placed under the Off ice of 

24 IRM. I believe that was in late November of 1992. 

25 Also, a position of Deputy Director for IRM, LSSA 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1612 K Street, N.W., Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

(202) 293-3950 



24 

1 Administrator was established and I am pleased to say that I 

2 believe we have just recently completed the selection 

3 process and this person will be reporting full-time 

4 somewhere around the middle of this month, the middle of 

5 October. So we will have an LSS Administrator and this 

6 person will be responsible for the NRC's LSSA function. 

7 I should also point out that as part of that 

8 arrangement, the LSSA Administrator reports directly to the 

9 Executive Director for Operations, which is the NRC's, 

10 basically, chief day-to-day executive officer in matters 

11 regarding LSS compliance, whether or not the rule is being 

12 complied with from the LSS perspective. 

13 The day-to-day operational responsibilities, the 

14 individual would report to the Director of IRM, but in far 

15 reaching major issues, the individual reports directly to 

16 the Executive Director for Operations. 

17 In April of 1993, and everyone on the Committee 

18 hopefully has received and reviewed this paper, the staff 

19 recommended and the Commission approved, in SECY 93-107, 

20 what I'm going to talk about is Alternative 3, which is a 

21 significant departure from the existing rule, under which 

22 DOE would design, develop, operate and maintain the LSS and 

23 also the information storage and dissemination features of 

24 the LSS. 

25 They would use InfoSTREAMS in order to do this. 
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1 Clearly, the reason is the large potential cost avoidance of 

2 adopting or adapting InfoSTREAMS as a replacement to the 

3 SAIC design on LSS. DOE would also capture all LSS 

4 material, non-DOE and its own. 

5 NRC, in turn, would fund LSSA system oversight, 

6 audit and QA activities. This topic will be discussed in 

7 much greater length in my afternoon discussion. We talk 

8 about the proposed compliance program. 

9 Also, the NRC would conduct audits and install a 

10 quality assurance program. DOE would fund all other system-

11 related activities. I think during Dan's presentation, when 

12 he talks about Info-Streams, some of the things or some of 

13 the topics may come up during his presentation. 

14 When we looked at it, there appears to be a 

15 potential $63 million cost avoidance. This cost avoidance 

16 would be based upon an InfoSTREAMS coming on-line in the 

17 1997-98 timeframe. Of course, all this is conjecture at 

18 this point because we've got a lot of issues that we need to 

19 talk about simply because of the changes that would be 

20 introduced as a result of 93-107. 

21 I'd like to talk briefly about the pros and cons 

22 of Alternative 3. The pros, as we found out or at least we 

23 believe, InfoSTREAMS is a technically feasible alternative. 

24 Significant progress has been made since July of 1991, the 

25 briefing that Barbara gave on InfoSTREAMS. It would also 
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1 provide the LSSA more control over LSS functionality. Of 

2 course, this would require changes to the existing rule. 

3 It reduces the resources expended for the LSS. 

4 There obviously are economies of scale, no separate capture 

5 system, no separate storage and retrieval system. It will 

6 all be an integrated part of InfoSTREAMS. It also 

7 consolidates ownership of the LSS design, development and 

8 implementation. 

9 It eliminates the problems of two different 

10 organizations trying to develop something that hopefully 

11 would meet in the middle when it was time for 

12 implementation. 

13 As far as cons are concerned, this might be an 

14 unacceptable proposal, particularly DOE document capture. 

15 This is one of the primary reasons why we're here today to 

16 talk about this whole concept. Some participants may be 

17 unwilling to have DOE operate and maintain the LSS. The 

18 final point is InfoSTREAMS future development, of course, is 

19 tied to future budgets. It's not a completely developed 

20 system at this point and, again, Dave will talk probably a 

21 little more about this. 

22 So obviously we're tied to the vagaries of the 

23 Federal budgeting process, but in my most recent discussions 

24 with DOE, at least in the forseeable future, InfoSTREAMS is 

25 definitely a go. 
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1 So at this point, that completes my presentation 

2 and I will attempt to respond to any questions that you 

3 have. The questions that I can't respond to, maybe some of 

4 the staff in attendance will be able to answer. Any 

5 questions we can't answer on Option 1 or 2, of course, we 

6 can go back and huddle and provide some written response or 

7 some answer to you at some future point in time. 

8 Any questions? 

9 MR. MURPHY: Yes. I have a couple of questions. 

10 Mal Murphy, representing Nye County. First of all, and I 

11 understand that this decision was made by the Commission, 

12 not by staff, but I think we need to make a record on it 

13 anyway. Why did the NRC consider it necessary to establish 

14 a DOE/NRC Technical Working Group which, in itself, that 

15 decision in itself, to me, was a violation of the LSS rule? 

16 This body, the LSSARP, was established in the rule 

17 and negotiated by the parties and envisioned by the parties 

18 to perform precisely that function, to advise the NRC and 

19 DOE on development and implementation of the LSS. 

20 Why, in your opinion, was it felt necessary to 

21 exclude the parties who had engaged in that negotiation and 

22 who have made some important and significant compromises in 

23 reaching the consensus, those of us who did reach a 

24 consensus, and, yet, we're not permitted to take part in 

25 this process? 
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1 MR. CRANFORD: I think the thrust of that group 

2 was really to look at the technical versus the functional 

3 features of the LSS. 

4 MR. MURPHY: But that's the function of the 

5 LSSARP. That's why people like Kirk Balcom, for example, 

6 are members of the ARP, because of their technical expertise 

7 and background in this area. That's what the rule says this 

8 body is supposed to do. It's supposed to provide it to the 

~ two primary Federal agencies. 

10 MS. SILBERG: Let me make a statement from my 

11 standpoint. My own personal view is I agree with Mal. I 

12 think this group should have been involved earlier. I don't 

13 think that this group, though, is necessarily the only 

14 entity that can make these discussions. It is certainly 

15 contemplated in the rule that they will serve that function, 

16 but I don't think that the rule prohibits other people from 

17 getting together, although I think it would have been nicer 

18 for these discussions to have occurred somewhat earlier in 

19 the process. 

20 MR. MURPHY: Yes. I accept everything you say, 

21 Jay. I'm not suggesting that this is the exclusive forum 

22 for discussing those topics, but it certainly was envisioned 

23 as a forum to do that. 

24 Then, secondly, another question I have -- and, 

25 again, I understand that the staff was carrying out 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1612 K Street, N.W., Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

(202) 293-3950 



29 

1 Commission directive here and its own original 

2 recommendation was given the back of the hand by the 

3 Commission. 

4 Why didn't -- among the 11 alternatives that were 

5 examined, and maybe I'm inaccurate in my assumption here, 

6 but why didn't the staff at least examine, let alone 

7 recommend that the United States Government stick to its 

8 rule which it had negotiated with the parties and keep its 

9 promise and just implement and administer the LSS rule as it 

10 had been negotiated? 

11 As I review these documents and based on my 

12 discussions, informal discussions over the last couple of 

13 years with staff, that alternative was not even ever put on 

14 the table and examined. 

15 MR. CRANFORD: Status quo. 

16 MR. MURPHY: Well, not necessarily the status quo. 

17 Obviously, we were going to have to push things further into 

18 the future because of the delays in the program, but not 

19 precisely the status quo, not availability in 1992. That 

20 was a pipedream from the beginning, obviously. 

21 But why not just say, okay, we have negotiated the 

22 LSS with the parties who have essential and critical 

23 interests involved in this entire program, the state, the 

24 local governments, the INdian tribes that have significant 

25 interests involved, let's keep our promise. Let's do what 
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1 we said we would do when we encouraged these folks to make 

2 the compromises they did. 

3 MR. CRANFORD: I guess the only response I could 

4 make is that the fact that InfoSTREAMS seemed like such a 

5 viable alternative and also if you consider the potential 

6 cost savings that InfoSTREAMS would afford, if you look at 

7 the situation with Federal budgets at the time and 

8 continuing, that would be the rationale that I would offer 

9 as to why those particular steps were taken. 

10 MR. MURPHY: On that point, I guess the only 

11 criticism I think I would make of your handout is the use of 

12 the words "might be" and "may be" in the cons. It was among 

13 the parties to the original LSS negotiation. 

14 One of the, if not the most fundamental issues was 

15 the fact that this system would not be placed under the 

16 control of the Department of Energy, that the Department of 

17 Energy would not be inputting other participants' documents 

18 and controlling the system. 

19 I can't speak for anyone else. I was representing 

20 the State of Nevada at the time of these negotiations. I'm 

21 representing another party now, but I cannot imagine, under 

22 any circumstances, that many other parties at this table 

23 will ever enthusiastically endorse using InfoSTREAMS or any 

24 other system which is under the exclusive control of DOE, 

25 regardless of the quality -- and I'm not questioning or 
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1 debating, we'll discuss it this afternoon regardless of the 

2 quality of the oversight and audit function that you folks 

3 performed. 

4 It was an essential ingredient. As a matter of 

5 fact, and Chip can confirm this, it was a walking issue to 

6 the state and other participants in the LSS negotiation that 

7 if the NRC and DOE did not agree that this system would not 

8 be under the control of DOE, that negotiation would have 

9 ended in about the second meeting. 

10 So it seems to me that when the proposal to let's 

11 take a look at using InfoSTREAMS was first broached 

12 internally within the staff and within DOE, I don't 

13 understand why people didn't say that's fine, but we're 

14 going to have to change it in such a way that it won't be 

15 controlled by us or by DOE, because the rest of the parties 

16 won't accept that and we, the United States Government, made 

17 a promise to the rest of these parties that they would not 

18 be required to accept it. 

19 MR. HOYLE: If I may comment, Mal. I appreciate 

20 your reminding us of the history here and perhaps Chip could 

21 add to anything that I say, but I think you're talking in a 

22 way that things were carved in stone in such a way that they 

23 shouldn't even be reconsidered. 

24 I believe what we're bringing to the table today 

25 is an opportunity to look at what was carved in stone and 
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1 see if there isn't some room for some reconsideration. The 

2 Commission certainly thinks so and we're willing to take the 

3 Committee's views back and their comments and the pros and 

4 cons of not doing anything different now that we see an 

5 opportunity to do something different and to have a fairly 

6 large cost avoidance. 

7 We still want to hear from you and from all 

8 members of the Committee. That's our purpose today, to 

9 explore this. 

10 MR. MURPHY: Are you saying, John, that if this 

11 Panel returns a recommendation through you to the Commission 

12 that Alternative 3 is not acceptable, that the Commission 

13 will say that's fine and we'll go back to the LSS rule or 

14 we'll start over again and reexamine the rest of these 

15 alternatives and we will bring the members of the original 

16 negotiating team or other interested participants, people 

17 who are going to be directly -- who represent organizations 

18 or governments who will be directly effected by this 

19 program, we'll let them have their say at the beginning 

20 rather than examine an alternative which appears, to many 

21 people at least, if not to be cast in stone, to be so close 

22 to the preferred model that the Commission wants, that 

23 discussing and going back to the original LSS rule is 

24 probably frugal. 

25 MR. HOYLE: Well, I can't speak to what the 
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1 Commission would do with recommendations from this 

2 Committee, but the Commission is very interested in this 

3 Committee and keeping it in being and listening to it. 

4 One of the things that President Clinton did when 

5 he first came in office was issue an Executive Order saying 

6 that all Federal agencies should reduce their advisory 

7 committees by one-third. The NRC has five advisory 

8 committees that are not statutory. We have one statutory 

9 committee and that's the Advisory Committee on Reactor 

10 Safeguards. So that one was excepted. 

11 But of the other five, okay, we've got to reduce 

12 by one-third. That's 1.6 committees. This Committee was 

13 looked at very hard in that context because it hadn't met 

14 since July 1991 and the Commission wanted to consider 

15 whether it was proper to continue. 

16 The Commission did that and did decide to continue 

17 it. It was set up on the basis of a negotiated rulemaking. 

18 The Commission recognized that. The Commission has used 

19 that as an argument to OMB for continuation of the 

20 negotiated committee development aspect. 

21 So all I can say is the Commission is interested 

22 in hearing from this Committee, is aware of what it has 

23 done, but wants to hear from the Committee. Chip? 

24 MR. CAMERON: I guess I would say that I don't 

25 believe that the Commission has a closed mind in terms of 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1612 K Street, N.W., Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

(202) 293-3950 



34 

1 what alternative is pursued here. It does want to hear what 

2 the Advisory Review Panel has to say and I think that's 

3 important role for the Panel during this meeting, to decide 

4 what type of report it wants to send back to the Commission 

5 on Alternative 3; if not a consensus report, a majority and 

6 minority report, including we should reconsider Alternative 

7 3. 

8 I think that that would carry a lot greater weight 

9 if we did have a full discussion of whether some of the 

10 options that might mitigate some of the concern over DOE 

11 operating the system were thoroughly explored, some of the 

12 options that were set forth in the Commission paper in terms 

13 of auditing. 

14 So there would be a record of -- these things are 

15 just not going to give us, the state, the counties, 

16 whomever, the assurance that we need under Alternative 3. 

17 In terms of the working group issue, I know the 

18 Panel would like to have been involved earlier on these 

19 issues. As you can see from Enclosure 1 to the Commission 

20 paper, it's additional background on licensing support 

21 system program, I think everybody has that in their package. 

22 You can see some of the protracted discussion and 

23 history that the NRC has had with DOE on the LSS development 

24 schedule and on cost, who's going to pay for implementation 

25 of the LSS, and OMB got involved in this and gave certain 
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directives to DOE in terms of what they could have in their 

budget. 

We also had a new Chairman come in. As I remember 

the formation of the Technical Working Group, it was more of 

an objective of providing a reality check, a quick reality 

check in terms of what functionalities needed to be involved 

in the LSS, do we still need to have the full 

functionalities that were originally laid out in the rule, 

so that we could develop some background information for the 

Chairman in terms of how we should proceed to try to solve 

the roadblocks -- maybe I shouldn't say roadblocks -- but 

try to solve some of the impasse that we had with DOE and 

with the OMB over the development schedule. 

So it wasn't really meant to try to exclude 

anybody or to make major decisions on the staff level at 

that point. But bottom line is even though the Commission 

has selected Alternative 3 here, the Advisory Review Panel 

has to put their advice into the Commission, even though it 

might be strong advice to the contrary of what the 

Commission thinks should be done. 

That's what should come out of this meeting, I 

think. 

MR. CRANFORD: That's what we hope to get. I'll 

expand on a little bit of what you said, Chip. I think our 

original schedule, the Working Group's original schedule, we 
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1 were convened in September. We were supposed to have a 

2 report by November that same year. Of course, we slipped, 

3 but it wasn't going to be a protracted study. It really was 

4 just to look at the technology moreso -- technology and cost 

5 moreso than functionality. 

6 MR. HOYLE: Further comment? 

7 MR. HENKEL: I have a question. Chris Henkel from 

8 Edison Electric Institute. My question isn't nearly as 

9 profound as Mal's were, but in your presentation, on Page 

10 No. 9, you focused on funding in a couple of the bullets. 

11 I understand the controversies that have occurred 

12 over the last couple years regarding funding, but I'm 

13 curious as to what the focus on funding is all about given 

14 that this money all comes from the same source. To me, it 

15 was almost DOE should manage the certain areas as opposed to 

16 funding them. 

17 Do you want to comment on that? 

18 MR. CRANFORD: Dan, do you want to say something 

19 or should I? 

20 MR. GRASER: I can give you at least a perspective 

21 from the way we see it within DOE, at least the way I see it 

22 within DOE. Part of the problem about how to get money out 

23 of the waste fund comes out through an appropriation. The 

24 question kind of boils down to if the money is coming 

25 through the DOE appropriation, we go through a request and, 
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1 for example, we will ask for X number of dollars and by the 

2 time Congress gets finished with us, we get Y number of 

3 dollars. 

4 The problem becomes if you have a system like this 

5 and if NRC -- if we were just taking the funding we get from 

6 the waste fund and forwarding that over to NRC, then the 

7 money they would be relying on for maintenance and operation 

8 every year of the system would fall within our budget 

9 request from Congress. 

10 So it becomes a situation of our program for 

11 whatever motives Congress may choose at the time to take 

12 shots at the budget, potshots at the budget. What happens 

13 is that if we took, for example, across the board, 20 

14 percent decrement for the rest of the program's activities, 

15 transportation, whatever the case may be, we would still 

16 have to preserve and protect the request for the money that 

17 NRC would need to maintain and operate the system at the 

18 expense of making up any 20 percent shortfall, because the 

19 monies that would be required for the maintenance and 

20 operation cannot be subjected to a 20 percent cut, such as 

21 the normal Federal budgetary process is. 

22 So from our perspective, one of the problems boils 

23 down to the actual flow of the money getting into the hands 

24 of the people who will be charged with the annual operation 

25 of the system, with enough assurance that they will be able 
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1 to do their job, on the other hand, contrasted with who is 

2 going to take the -- who is going to make up the difference, 

3 who is going to cover the delta when we get something such 

4 as an across-the-board cut for the program. 

5 MR. SILBERG: How does that differ from the normal 

6 funding of NRC's oversight and regulation of the waste 

7 program, all of which comes out of the nuclear waste fund 

8 anyway? Why is that any different? 

9 MR. MURPHY: You just made a great argument for 

10 taking the whole thing off budget. 

11 MR. SILBERG: We agree. 

12 MR. MURPHY: So do I. 

13 MR. HENKEL: To understand what the benefit is 

14 here by splitting up the funding. 

15 MR. SILBERG: And why treat the LSS different than 

16 all the people who work in NMSS and are reviewing site 

17 characterization reports and CA applications to be in 

18 topical -- you know, all the technical folks at NRC? Why 

19 should that part of it be treated any different than the 

20 LSS? 

21 MR. GRASER: Those are excellent questions. I can 

22 speak only from the perspective of what it would take to 

23 ensure sustained operations. From a technical aspect, 

24 that's what I can speak to. In terms of making a great 

25 argument for why things should be taken off budget, I'm not 
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1 chartered to speak to that, Mal. 

2 MR. HENKEL: Let me rephrase the question, then. 

3 Under the concept that was outlined here, which I know we 

4 haven't gone into much detail yet and we will later, how 

5 does this new concept of breaking up the funding help to 

6 ensure the operation of the LSS? 

7 MR. GRASER: In terms of having a single 

8 organization responsible for it, one of the benefits of that 

9 is that the advocate for maintaining and sustaining that 

10 budget is, in fact, the person who would be the recipient of 

11 it. Unless NRC were in a position to go forward during the 

12 DOE budgeting process and be the advocate for money that 

13 would eventually flow down, it's kind of the question, well, 

14 who can be the best advocate of preserving and protecting 

15 that budget during the numerous budget cycles that the 

16 Federal Government goes through. Not that it could not be 

17 worked. 

18 MR. SILBERG: One of the cons you have listed here 

19 is that InfoSTREAMS' future development is tied to future 

20 budgets. Basically, that's true for any government project 

21 no matter who has got it. 

22 I guess implicit in your statement is DOE's 

23 budgets are more vulnerable than NRC's budgets, and that may 

24 or may not be true. I don't know. If that's where you're 

25 coming from, I --
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1 MR. CRANFORD: The point that I was trying to make 

2 is the fact that InfoSTREAMS, in its present state, is not a 

3 fully developed system. That was the point. In order to 

4 complete the development of InfoSTREAMS. 

5 MR. SILBERG: That's going to be true of any 

6 system. There is no system now which is fully developed. 

7 MR. CRANFORD: That's true. When you look at pros 

8 and cons, that has to be a con. 

9 MR. SILBERG: For every system. 

10 MR. CRANFORD: Yes. That would be true, sure. 

11 MR. CAMERON: Just to add some more to the budget 

12 issue, one of the problems that DOE and, consequently, the 

13 NRC and LSS development ran into under the previous 

14 Administration was the OMB direction that program and budget 

15 responsibilities should be in the same place. 

16 So in other words, if the NRC had responsibility 

17 for operating and maintaining the system, that that money 

18 should not be coming out of DOE's budget. Now, I don't know 

19 what the rationale was for that, but that was a roadblock 

20 that we ran into there. 

21 If you look at the Commission paper --

22 MR. MURPHY: Can I just --

23 MR. CAMERON: Yes. 

24 MR. MURPHY: Again, I know this is history, but 

25 that specific concern was discussed, as you recall, fully 
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1 during the negotiations. 

2 MR. CAMERON: Right. 

3 MR. MURPHY: OMB was there in the room and, 

4 nevertheless, the negotiating committee overcame that and 

5 the NRC adopted the rule in the face of those OMB concerns. 

6 MR. CAMERON: That's right. I think Jay pointed 

7 out the fact that some of these costs or some of these 

8 problems would apply to any alternative. It shouldn't be 

9 singled out as only applying to Option 3. Maybe one of the 

10 things that would come out of this meeting is that the 

11 Review Panel might indicate, if that's what transpires, that 

12 the budget issues should not be a driving -- do not need to 

13 be a driving force in terms of what alternative is selected. 

14 MR. HENKEL: I wouldn't suggest we word it that 

15 broadly, Chip. 

16 MR. CAMERON: But I would just direct you to the 

17 Commission paper, again, in terms of the discussion of 

18 funding options. For example, if you look on Page 13, 

19 Option 1 

20 MR. MURPHY: The second one, 93-107? 

21 MR. CAMERON: Yes. Is that what it is? 93-107. 

22 If you look at the con under Option 1, this will give you an 

23 idea of the fact that within the Commission, there was 

24 concern I mean, even though we're talking about money 

25 coming out of the waste fund and we were looking at that in 
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1 terms of DOE and NRC, you can see that there was some 

2 concern in the Commission that the LSS budget might have a 

3 negative impact on the funds available for high level waste 

4 technical work. 

5 So, again, all of this may not really amount to a 

6 whole lot when you really parse it through, but it just is 

7 an illustration that there are concerns. 

8 MR. SILBERG: Gerry, I have a number of minor 

9 questions. First of all, can you identify who the LSSA 

10 designate is? 

11 MR. CRANFORD: Who the new acting -- I'm sorry 

12 the new LSS -- yes, I can. His name is Arnold Levin. 

13 MR. SILBERG: And where is he now? 

14 MR. CRANFORD: He's now at the Bureau of the 

15 Census. 

16 MR. MURPHY: When will he be coming on board? 

17 MR. CRANFORD: He'll be coming on board the 18th -

18 - well, I guess officially the 17th of October. His first 

19 work day will be the 18th of October, which is a Monday. 

20 MR. SILBERG: Another question. The February 1992 

21 draft document by the Working Group, I assume that has never 

22 been finalized. 

23 

24 

25 

MR. CRANFORD: Right. 

MR. SILBERG: Has that document been released? 

MR. HOYLE: It has not been released. I guess the 
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1 Committee could decide whether it would like to ask for it. 

2 MR. SILBERG: I don't know whether it's as big as 

3 a bread box or three pages long or whether it's of interest 

4 to anybody. 

5 MR. MURPHY: You don't have it, Jay? You didn't 

6 ask whether you -- you said had it been released. I thought 

7 you meant could I pull it out of my briefcase. 

8 MR. SILBERG: It's in the LSS. 

9 MR. MURPHY: No. It's in InfoSTREAMS. 

10 MR. GRASER: Oh, no it's not. 

11 MR. MURPHY: I would agree with Jay. I think if 

12 this process is going to continue for more than a day-and-

13 a-half, at some point in time, we'd probably want to look at 

14 that. 

15 MR. SILBERG: Is that an easily comprehensible, 

16 manageable document or is it 84 volumes? 

17 MR. HENKEL: I believe it's an easy, 

18 comprehensible management. I think we can do it. 

19 MR. HOYLE: Let's see if we can get it released to 

20 the Committee. 

21 MR. SILBERG: And one of the pros you gave for 

22 Alternative 3 is that it provides the LSSA more control over 

23 functionality. Could you expand on that a little more? I'm 

24 not sure I understand why it's more than under the base 

25 system. 
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1 MR. CRANFORD: Of course, it would require a 

2 change to the rule. 

3 MR. SILBERG: Right. Assuming that you made all 

4 the rule changes. 

5 MR. CRANFORD: Under the present rule, I think our 

6 responsibility is to consult with DOE on LSSA requirements. 

7 Under the rule that we would propose under Alternative 3, it 

8 is that we would have the ability to approve the 

9 requirements that DOE develops for the LSS. 

10 I think the word "approves" has more bite to it 

11 than "consult." 

12 MR. MURPHY: On that subject, that reminds me. Is 

13 this group, for example, going to be able to get involved in 

14 the -- I'm not suggesting that we start a brand new 

15 negotiation like the old one, but would the ARP have input 

16 into that rule before it was sent to the Commission? 

17 MR. SILBERG: You didn't see what's in your 

18 package of papers? It's already here. 

19 MR. MURPHY: I've read some. Is it? Okay. 

20 MR. SILBERG: I don't know. This is the first 

21 I've seen of it. 

22 MR. HENKEL: Just because it's already here 

23 doesn't mean we're going to have input to it. 

24 

25 

MR. MURPHY: No. That's not the proposed rule. 

MR. CAMERON: That's the final rule. 
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1 MR. MURPHY: That's just the LSS rule. 

2 MR. CAMERON: In user-friendly form. 

3 MR. SILBERG: I see. 

4 MR. CAMERON: The letters are bigger, I guess. 

5 MR. SILBERG: Some letters are highlighted and I 

6 thought that was magic for your making changes. 

7 MR. CAMERON: I don't know. It isn't the intent 

8 of it. 

9 MR. HOYLE: DOE will describe what that is. It's 

10 an example that will be -- this is part of their 

11 presentation. 

12 MR. MURPHY: In other words, if you want it in 

13 technical terms, are we talking about just a good old garden 

14 variety notice and comment rulemaking? Would there be an 

15 advanced copy under notice and comment rulemaking or would 

16 the Commission staff envision bringing to -- assuming that 

17 this body says, yes, we think this is -- let's stay in 

18 business, let's keep talking about this, would the 

19 Commission staff envision then bringing -- either bringing 

20 to the ARP the language of the draft rule to implement its 

21 recommendation or this body's recommendation or perhaps an 

22 alternative would be having this body develop the language 

23 of a draft rule to implement Alternative 3. 

24 MR. HOYLE: If I could respond. I think the 

25 Commission would agree to either alternative. I think if 
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1 the Board has some comments or has some suggestions for a 

2 proposed rule, we ought to take them back. 

3 The agency would bring a draft to this body before 

4 it gets final Commission approval. 

5 MR. CRANFORD: From my perspective, I think that's 

6 why we're here. Any other questions? 

7 MR. HENKEL: Yes. Chris Henkel, again. I have 

8 another question regarding budgetary matters. I was 

9 suggested that this new alternative may save up to $63 

10 million. I'm just concerned as to whether, in making that 

11 cost estimate, the additional burdens of the NRC oversight 

12 that would be required to perhaps satisfy some of the other 

13 participants here were integrated into that cost estimate. 

14 MR. CRANFORD: Let me hear the question again. 

15 MR. HENKEL: In estimating that you might save $63 

16 million by using the InfoSTREAMS system, did that include 

17 the costs that would be imposed upon that system based on 

18 the additional NRC oversight necessary to make certain 

19 groups happy with the fact that DOE was operating the 

20 system? 

21 MR. CRANFORD: I don't know if we looked at that 

22 particularly. I don't know. 

23 MS. SHELBURNE: I'm Betsy Shelburne, Staff the LSS 

24 Administrator. If your question whether or not the cost of 

25 the oversight program was included in the overall cost and 
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1 was factored into the $63 million, the answer is yes. 

2 MR. HENKEL: Not only the cost that the NRC would 

3 incur, but the additional burdens that that oversight would 

4 impose upon DOE in their operation of the system. 

5 MS. SHELBURNE: I'll have to 

6 MR. HENKEL: In other words, I could envision this 

7 cost estimate having been developed by DOE minus the 

8 consideration of the oversight and then NRC said our 

9 oversight will cost an additional sum of money. Those two 

10 sums were totaled to come up with the cost savings, when, in 

11 fact, when you add the QA burden on top of DOE's operation 

12 of the system, that may, in fact, increase DOE's cost in 

13 compliance with the various requirements that NRC may put on 

14 them. 

15 MR. GRASER: We did not consider a delta or add 

16 cost for any increased or enhanced DOE performance in 

17 meeting the expectations of being audited by NRC. We did 

18 not add any add cost into that. The numbers that were 

19 developed in terms of what the cost of operating a 

20 consolidated system, they were straightforward costs. They 

21 were not adding any factor for considerations such as that. 

22 MR. HENKEL: So you were not expecting any NRC 

23 oversight when you came up with those costs. 

24 MR. GRASER: We always have. I'm saying there was 

25 no delta added to anything that we had anticipated based on 
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1 the way the rule is structured right now. 

2 MR. SILBERG: Have you looked at this draft 

3 compliance what is it called -- compliance assessment 

4 program to see what that would do to your assumed level of 

5 DOE activities, to see whether, in fact, that would add 

6 costs? 

7 MR. GRASER: The cost estimates were developed 

8 months and months ago. The compliance program first came 

9 into our hands last Friday. So the answer is no. We did 

10 not have the opportunity to do that. 

11 MR. HENKEL: I'd like to point out that that would 

12 be a significant concern of ours, that that may 

13 significantly chop into that $63 million savings. 

14 MR. CAMERON: I think that what needs to be 

15 factored into that, too, is what types of efforts the NRC 

16 would have been imposing in its consultation role 

17 imposing is perhaps a wrong word. But what we would have 

18 been doing under the consultation role in terms of system 

19 design, what we would have been doing in terms of documents, 

20 I take it you're talking about the document compliance 

21 audits; in other words, the audits to ensure that if DOE was 

22 capturing the non-DOE documents. 

23 MR. SILBERG: It's all the compliance activities 

24 are laid out in this draft program. 

25 MR. CAMERON: Then the easier general statement is 
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1 that there were certain types of auditing requirements that 

2 were going to be happening anyway in terms of documents and 

3 in terms of the system. What we need to do is to factor 

4 those in to see what the delta is. I don't think that we -

5 - as Dan said, I don't think that that -- that definitely 

6 hasn't been done. 

7 Is that right, Betsy? 

8 MS. SHELBURNE: I think in terms of what DOE 

9 factored in, I can't speak to that. We factored in the cost 

10 to NRC, which, as Chip said, a lot of that was already in 

11 place and factored in for assuring the quality of the 

12 documents and the completeness of the collection. 

13 The new functions would be the oversight of DOE's 

14 operation and maintenance of the system. We factored that 

15 in. Whether TRW, in doing the cost estimates, included any 

16 new elements of cost, I can't speak to that. 

17 MR. CAMERON: I think that the point is we need to 

18 do this in some sort of a disciplined manner so that it's 

19 evident. Why not, right? 

20 

21 

MR. MURPHY: Maybe it's more appropriate to talk 

about that this afternoon after you make your presentation 

22 on the compliance program. 

23 MR. CRANFORD: Again, the compliance program that 

24 I'm going to present is a draft proposed almost hot-off-

25 the-press program. So the intent is to get your comments, 
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1 get your participation so that we can develop the best 

2 possible program to make this thing work. 

3 MR. SILBERG: One of the comments you made early 

4 in your presentation was that the Commissioners wanted you 

s to look -- this Technical Working Group to look and see 

6 whether all the functions that have been laid out for the 

7 LSS were really required. 

8 MR. CRANFORD: Right. 

9 MR. SILBERG: What was the result of that? 

10 MR. CRANFORD: The result was that, yes, we did 

11 find that all the functions that were laid out by the 

12 original design were required. We didn't really suggest 

13 that any of the major functions or any functions be dropped. 

14 MR. HENKEL: That review was based on a technical 

15 look rather than a legal or a regulatory look. Just purely 

16 from a technical standpoint, you decided that all those 

17 functions were still appropriate. 

18 MR. CRANFORD: No. We did have some internal 

19 discussions with staff to get their feelings as to whether 

20 or not they felt the LSS minus these things would be a 

21 functional tool. The response was no, that it would not. 

22 MR. MURPHY: By that, you mean a functional 

23 licensing tool. 

24 

25 

MR. CRANFORD: Right. 

MR. MURPHY: Which is what it's supposed to be 
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1 anyway. 

2 MR. HENKEL: On that note, I'd just like to 

3 endorse what Mal said earlier. I think that that's a prime 

4 example of maybe where this Committee should have been 

5 involved. 

6 MR. HOYLE: Dennis? 

7 MR. BECHTEL: Just a point of clarification. The 

8 technical document that you're talking about releasing, is 

9 that the document that evaluates the 11 options? 

10 MR. CRANFORD: Yes. 

11 MR. BECHTEL: Okay. I would recommend that we be 

12 able to see that. 

13 MR. HOYLE: Okay. We have that. 

14 MR. MURPHY: Just to add to what Chris said, I 

15 think that you would have probably found a fair amount of 

16 support from the members of this panel for the proposition -

17 - well, I know you would have and I know even before the LSS 

18 rule was finally -- before quasi-consensus was reached and 

19 the rule was finally presented to the NRC, that members of 

20 the negotiating committee, who then became members of this 

21 Panel, were very uncomfortable with the system that SAIC was 

22 at that time designing for DOE. 

23 Some of us were informally advising DOE that that 

24 was too expensive, that it was never going to be funded, it 

25 wouldn't fly, and that it was beyond what we really felt we 
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1 needed as potential participants in an NRC licensing 

2 proceeding. 

3 So as Chris said, I think if you had come to the 

4 LSSARP and asked here's what DOE or here's what a contractor 

5 has designed for DOE, do we really need all of these 

6 functions, you would have gotten some valuable input. Or do 

7 we need all these bells and whistles in order to provide 

8 this function, I guess, is a bit more accurate way to say 

9 it. 

10 MR. SILBERG: I think this whole discussion, 

11 though, shows that if you go and create a group, you have to 

12 expect that the people who volunteered to serve on the group 

13 want to play the role that the group was formed to carry 

14 out. 

15 I think the Commission made a tactical error in 

16 the way they've used this group. I hope that's a lesson 

17 that will be borne in mind for the future, to the extent 

18 that the LSSARP continues. If you want us here, use us. If 

19 you don't want us here, t~en I can understand that, too. 

20 

21 questions 

22 

23 

24 

25 amount of 

MR. HOYLE: Okay. I appreciate that. Any further 

for Gerald? 

[No response.] 

MR. CRANFORD: Thank you. 

MR. SILBERG: Let the record show an unparalleled 

agreement between Mal Murphy and this 
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1 table. 

2 MR. CAMERON: The last time I was with you, you 

3 and Susan were agreeing. Now it's you and Murphy. 

4 MR. MURPHY: You're excluding DOE from that side 

5 of the table. 

6 MR. HOYLE: NRC has heard the criticism that its 

7 taken this morning for not corning to this Panel and I will 

8 certainly take that back. I want to thank Gerald for all 

9 the work that he has done and his staff has done to prepare 

10 for this meeting and also for his very valuable service as 

11 acting Administrator. 

12 It sounds certainly like this will be the last 

13 meeting that he will be the acting Administrator. I can 

14 announce one in the Federal Register and get it scheduled 

15 before he leaves. 

16 MR. MURPHY: The LSSA will continue to report to 

17 Gerry, though, right? 

18 MR. HOYLE: Yes. And for the audit program, 

19 directly to the EDO, to the Executive Director. 

20 MR. MURPHY: So that to the extent that the new 

21 LSS Administrator screws up, we can always still go back to 

22 Mr. Cranford. 

23 MR. HOYLE: Yes. Now, we will hear from Dan 

24 Graser of the DOE and those who will help him with his 

25 presentation. Dan is the acting Director of Information 
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1 Management Systems at the Office of Civilian Nuclear Waste. 

2 As you know, as some of you recall, Barbara 

3 Churney was the Director of that off ice and is on another 

4 assignment at the present time. 

5 Dan? 

6 MR. GRASER: Thank you all very much. The 

7 presentation that we have prepared for this morning is a 

8 presentation that, in case my tongue slips, I want you all 

9 to understand that I'm talking about InfoSTREAMS. Every 

10 once in a while, I tend to commingle InfoSTREAMS and 

11 licensing support system. 

12 That's natural because I've been involved in the 

13 licensing support system and InfoSTREAMS. One of the 

14 aspects of the design of InfoSTREAMS is that it, in fact, is 

15 based on the findings that we walked away from the original 

16 LSS prototype. A lot of that technology and a lot of our 

17 thinking and a lot of our strategy and a lot of our approach 

18 incorporates what we found in the LSS prototype drill. 

19 So, in fact, whether it is a conscious decision to 

20 reuse InfoSTREAMS' technology, as long as I happen to be 

21 with the program and carrying my institutional history with 

22 me, you can expect that a lot of the things that we learned 

23 on the LSS prototype and incorporated into InfoSTREAMS may, 

24 in fact, find their way into the LSS design that the 

25 Department of Energy eventually is going to be recommending. 
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1 I have a couple of additional comments before I 

2 turn the first part of the presentation over to Janice 

3 Tauser, who is here with us from the TRW Environmental 

4 Support Services, who is the M&O contractor and who is also 

5 supporting us in our InfoSTREAMS design effort. 

6 Before I turn that over to Janice for the first 

7 part of the presentation, I'd like to make some comments. 

8 First of all, you do need to understand that this afternoon 

9 we are going to be making a presentation about the 

10 InfoSTREAMS architecture. That presentation is going to go 

11 into some very specific aspects of the architecture, the 

12 hardware and the software that we are looking at for our 

13 InfoSTREAMS development activity. 

14 This morning's presentation, I'd like to address -

15 - Janice and I together will be addressing things that we 

16 have found as a result of working through the InfoSTREAMS 

17 development process. Some of the things that we have found 

18 will force the group to consider future technologies and the 

19 fact that the rule, as it was developed in the late 1980s, 

20 in fact, may put some technological constraints on us for 

21 systems that are being built in the mid-1990s and utilized 

22 into 2000 and XXX. 

23 So some of the things that you are going to be 

24 seeing are merely our bringing these issues to your 

25 attention. In some cases, we have some recommendations, but 
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1 I do not want anybody to misinterpret these recommendations. 

2 We have, for example, a handout where we have gone through 

3 the existing version of 10 CFR 2 and have suggested what 

4 sort of very specific verbiage might have to be changed, for 

5 example, to address what we are doing in InfoSTREAMS. 

6 So if there ever was an agreement to utilize 

7 InfoSTREAMS technology, this is kind of a heads-up to give 

8 you an appreciation for the sorts of things that we would 

9 eventually have to address, the Panel will eventually have 

10 to address. We're only presenting a lot of this in terms of 

11 examples and recommendations for the Panel to be 

12 considering. 

13 The second thrust of the presentation that we're 

14 doing here, of course, is to look at the ramifications that 

15 could be expected if, in fact, InfoSTREAMS technology is 

16 reutilized. The reason we are pointing this out is because 

17 we are aggressively looking at technology and, as aggressive 

18 as we are, we are still falling behind the power curve. It 

19 seems that people are inventing things and employing things 

20 and delivering software that five years ago looked like 

21 bells and whistles and right now they look like under the 

22 $29 cuts off the package, off the shelf packages. 

23 In fact, we had always anticipated that technology 

24 was going to do this to us and we all expected that there 

25 would be ramifications in terms of the overall price tag for 
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1 what the technology would be providing for us. 

2 But one of the things that we have found in our 

3 development of the Inf oSTREAMS environment to support the 

4 program is that we are having to address what technology is 

5 forcing us to address. Within our own internal records 

6 management environment, for example, we are getting people 

7 who walk into our off ice as an IRM shop and say to us when 

8 are you going to do voice annotations on a document. 

9 You have no idea what kind of migraine headaches I 

10 get trying to anticipate how I'm going to get a voice 

11 annotation on a document into the licensing support system, 

12 the way technology had been described in the LSS. For each 

13 example of voice annotation, we have additional types of 

14 information objects that are floating out there that 

15 obviously have never been anticipated under the rule and 

16 we'd like to take the opportunity to surface some of those 

17 issues, as well. 

18 The third agenda that we have in presenting some 

19 of these issues is to let you know that, in fact, we have 

20 InfoSTREAMS design issues that are still pending our closure 

21 on the Inf oSTREAMS design based on the sort of feeling that 

22 we have that InfoSTREAMS may or may not become the 

23 foundation for LSS. If, in fact, there are major show 

24 stoppers that say don't do it, don't count on it, don't 

25 anticipate it because you don't have consensus, then I need 
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1 to know that, because I am holding off in terms of 

2 developing and deploying information technologies for the 

3 program, trying to determine whether or not I need to size 

4 that for the use for InfoSTREAMS or size it for the use in 

5 LSS. 

6 So I would certainly like to raise these issues 

7 and let you know that these are not the sorts of things that 

8 I, in my hat as an IRM person for the Department of Energy, 

9 cannot let those sorts of things sit for two more years, for 

10 example. We need to go on and support our program. So one 

11 way or another, we will be in a situation of having to do 

12 that. 

13 In the first section of the presentation, Janice 

14 is going to talk about what you might want to call or 

15 characterize as roadblocks to technology insertion. So 

16 these are very specific examples of what we have found in 

17 our internal InfoSTREAMS development that you may, in fact, 

18 see would need to be addressed if any substantial 

19 reutilization of InfoSTREAMS is going to be anticipated. 

20 With those remarks, I will turn it over to Janice 

21 Tauser now. 

22 MS. TAUSER: In talking about these roadblocks to 

23 technology insertion, I will address two different 

24 viewpoints; first, the unnecessary technology constraints 

25 which were included in the actual language of the rule, as 
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1 well as some technology levers which were overlooked. 

2 Typically, when you specify a computer system, you 

3 specify the functional requirements that that system is 

4 supposed to fulfill. However, in this case, in several 

5 instances, the rule specifies the implementation rather than 

6 the functional requirements. That is exemplified in three 

7 different areas. 

8 The first is the use of the term "ASCII." The 

9 rule specifies ASCII as the format for text files. This is 

10 a little bit of a drawback in that in the conversion to 

11 ASCII, you lose all your format and your bold and your 

12 underlining and then what you're looking at no longer looks 

13 similar to that document image that you would see. 

14 In the future, possibly, SGML, which is the 

15 standard generalized markup language, might be a better 

16 solution for text files than ASCII. Another example is the 

17 reference for dial-up for remote access. That also might 

18 not be the best solution. Networks are also a viable 

19 alternative. 

20 Under the definition of the image, it specifies 

21 optical and magnetic media. The way technology is advancing 

22 today, that also might not be the best solution. It could 

23 be replaced with something else within the next two to five 

24 years. 

25 So we're suggesting that we simply replace these 
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1 implementations with the requirements. Why would this be an 

2 advantage to us? It would allow us to increase InfoSTREAMS' 

3 reusability so that we could take advantage of best use of 

4 whatever the current technology is at the time. 

5 It would also enable us to reduce the cost of 

6 building the system by reducing some implementation 

7 constraints. 

8 MR. SILBERG: What do you mean by reusability? 

9 You say increases InfoSTREAMS' reusability. What does that 

10 mean? 

11 MR. GRASER: The InfoSTREAMS architecture right 

12 now is anticipating storing the image of the majority of the 

13 documents that we have from X date on forward onto optical 

14 disk media. For example, if you go specifically at the rule 

15 and you say what do we have the obligation to deliver, we 

16 have the obligation to deliver an image. Does that mean I 

17 have to take my optical store and download it onto paper or 

18 microfilm in order to meet a specific type of logical 

19 statement about delivering the image or would it be academic 

20 that if I already have it on optical and we eventually 

21 reused the InfoSTREAMS technology to satisfy LSS 

22 requirements, why constrain me to take it out of optical, 

23 into paper, back onto optical? 

24 MR. ALEXANDER: I'm sorry, but could I ask that 

25 question again? I didn't quite understand that myself. 
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1 MS. TAUSER: I'll give a different --

2 MR. ALEXANDER: Are you talking about that, 

3 basically, you have a system in InfoSTREAMS that's designed 

4 and you have hardware and software already in place or being 

5 put in place and you don't want to change that? Is that the 

6 basic concept you're trying to make, that you can use what 

7 you have already without major modifications to either the 

8 hardware or the software? 

9 MS. TAUSER: That's part of it. Also, as we're 

10 evolving InfoSTREAMS and continuing on with the design, we'd 

11 like to be able to look at some other potentially better 

12 options, like in the instance of ASCII, possibly not having 

13 to convert the images to ASCII, but, rather, convert them to 

14 another text formatting. 

15 MR. ALEXANDER: The ASCII I understand, but the 

16 optical to paper to optical doesn't make a whole lot of 

17 sense. If you have it on optical and you need it on 

18 optical, why would you have to -- does it say you have to go 

19 to paper in the rule? 

20 MS. TAUSER: The requirement is to deliver image 

21 and the definition of image calls for either. But optical 

22 five years from now might not be the best technical solution 

23 and that's all we're trying to bring up. Optical might not 

24 be it. I think George is going to address some of the 

25 future features later on in his talk. 
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1 MR. ALEXANDER: We wouldn't do anything silly is 

2 what you're saying. 

3 MS. TAUSER: Right. 

4 MR. ALEXANDER: Or expensive. 

5 MR. SILBERG: Could I ask a general question about 

6 InfoSTREAMS? This, I assume, is an OCRWM-unique system or 

7 is this a DOE-wide system? 

8 MS. TAUSER: This is OCRWM-unique. 

9 MR. SILBERG: Does every part of DOE have its own 

10 system? Is this being developed only for OCRWM? Where are 

11 the interfaces between the rest of DOE and what is being 

12 done to learn the lessons so that OCRWM isn't funding 

13 something that's already going on in EH or NE or some other 

14 part of DOE? 

15 MR. GRASER: The short answer to that is we're 

16 four-and-a-half light years ahead of the rest of the 

17 Department of Energy. In terms of reinventing something or 

18 concurrently inventing something, we're, I guess, in an 

19 enviable situation. Two years ago, in response to a GAO 

20 audit on the state of records management within the 

21 Department of Energy, there was a call by John Meadows, I 

22 believe, at that time, for the entire Department of Energy 

23 to get its act together and to submit record schedules off 

24 to the National Archiveq. 

25 The due date that was placed on that two years ago 
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1 was October 1, 1993 and the OCRWM program, to the best of my 

2 understanding, is the only program within the Department of 

3 Energy that was able to prepare and submit on schedule the 

4 records management disposition plan. 

5 The reason we were able to do that is because we 

6 happened to be four-and-a-half light years ahead. That 

7 doesn't mean that we're out in front. That just means that 

8 we're where we should be and the rest of the organization is 

9 behind. 

10 MR. SILBERG: Does every part of DOE have its own 

11 unique system that they're developing? Is there no attempt 

12 to develop an agency-wide system? 

13 MR. GRASER: There are agency-wide systems, for 

14 example, for E-Mail and telecommunications between and among 

15 the organizations, but the historic development of the 

16 Department of Energy, for example, if you went out to the 

17 operations office, you would see that they are primarily 

18 Vax-based activities, and that is because of the latitude 

19 that the directors of the various operations offices have 

20 had over the years to build their own support structures. 

21 If you go to a headquarters element, you will find 

22 that the headquarters activity is primarily an IBM shop. So 

23 that in some areas, programs have been given the latitude to 

24 directly implement the technology and the infrastructure 

25 that they need to accomplish their very specific mission. 
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1 There are other programs within the Department of 

2 Energy who have nowhere near the types of requirements that 

3 we have that have been placed upon us because we have to 

4 comply with NQA-1 type requirements. 

5 The InfoSTREAMS environment has been developed 

6 specifically to address the requirements of NQA-1 and 

7 specifically to address the requirements of 10 CFR 2, which 

8 don't apply to the majority of the other Department of 

9 Energy activities. 

10 Features of the system, for example, place a very 

11 strong emphasis on the ability to lock down documents, on 

12 the ability to capture circulated, but unsigned draft 

13 versions of the documents, which normally would not be 

14 considered a Federal record because they have not been 

15 signed. They have not made it through concurrence. 

16 But in order to respond to the requirements of 10 

17 CFR 2, we had to design a system that gives them quasi-

18 records treatment. So that's the long answer. There is 

19 quite a bit unique about the OCRWM program that causes us to 

20 be at a completely higher plane above where the majority of 

21 the rest of DOE needs to be right now. 

22 MR. MURPHY: That's is kind of off the subject, I 

23 suppose, and we shouldn't extend this meeting to consider 

24 it, but I find it a little -- and I'm sure Dave probably has 

25 the same feeling. I find it a little amazing that the rest 
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1 of DOE, and I think specifically about the Weapons Complex 

2 cleanup folks, are not thinking about the same sort of 

3 records management issues, in order to demonstrate to the 

4 Environmental Protection agency and the State of Washington 

5 or the State of Colorado or the State of Ohio that they've 

6 done what they promised to do. 

7 I wouldn't be so quick as to say that the rest of 

8 DOE does not right now require something similar to this. 

9 MR. GRASER: I didn't mean to imply that. In 

10 terms of technology, there are numerous organizations across 

11 the Department of Energy who are right now on the threshold 

12 of looking at optical systems and the feasibility of using 

13 WORM and other sorts of optical technologies in lieu of 

14 going into paper storage or microfilm and archival type 

15 requirements. 

16 But, for example, the OCRWM program was the first 

17 organization, I believe, within the Department of Energy to 

18 actually sit down and negotiate with the folks from the 

19 National Archives about our intention to have optical disk 

20 storage as our primary storage medium, until such time as we 

21 do have to turn over to NARA, who has the ability to output 

22 in microfilm, we could even put it back onto paper if they 

23 so chose. 

24 So I know there are a number of people doing it, 

25 but I think, in a lot of respects, we're the first ones who 
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1 were actually getting out front and doing the agreements and 

2 implementing the systems. 

3 MR. HENKEL: Let me just take this in a slightly 

4 different direction. I'm a little bit concerned that there 

5 appears to be no coordination within DOE in the development 

6 of these systems and I can easily see it happening where the 

7 weapons program develops a different system and given the 

8 relative size of this program compared to the weapons 

9 program, five years from now, this program is forced to 

10 convert over to the weapons program type system and the work 

11 that we've done here in the meantime is rendered relatively 

12 useless. 

13 I've actually seen it happen to a smaller degree 

14 within OCRWM. Well, I guess it almost happened. It didn't 

15 actually happen on the PAC system. Yucca Mountain developed 

16 a project management control system. Headquarters almost 

17 proceeded to develop their own independent system and then 

18 enforce it upon Yucca Mountain. 

19 So it almost happened on that smaller scale. I 

20 can see it happening on a larger scale much easier. Are 

21 there any plans to integrate the DOE program so that there 

22 is some coordination there? 

23 MR. GRASER: You're asking the wrong person that 

24 question. You should probably be talking to Jerry Chappel, 

25 who is the -- he's the IRM guy for the entire Department of 
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1 Energy and he's the one who sets policies and requirements 

2 DOE-wide. We're in conformance with the DOE requirements 

3 and policies. 

4 In terms of their ability to force us into 

5 specific micromanaged requirements, to knee jerk response to 

6 the way somebody on the weapons side of the shop is doing 

7 something, that's not within the corporate culture in my 

8 five years experience at Energy. I don't view it as a 

9 particular threat, because, again, in many regards, it's 

10 more a question of the Department of Energy looking at the 

11 OCRWM program as being one of the early leaders in 

12 identifying and implementing the technologies. That's from 

13 my perspective. 

14 You're really talking about what is DOE going to 

15 be doing to try to get the people to conform at a technical 

16 implementation level and I don't have much expectation that 

17 that is logical or rational or even the expected type of 

18 thing that's going to be happening. 

19 

20 

MR. CAMERON: Let me just follow up on that. 

MR. GRASER: Take that one. They call me an 

21 acting and it may stay that way. 

22 MR. CAMERON: You talked about the size of, for 

23 example, the environmental restoration and waste management 

24 cleanup program compared to OCRWM as somehow driving what 

25 might be done to the InfoSTREAMS program in the future. Are 
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1 you talking about size in terms of numbers of documents, 

2 numbers of dollars spent influence -- because some of the 

3 size differentials wouldn't necessarily dictate a change in 

4 the InfoSTREAMS design, I wouldn't imagine. 

5 MR. HENKEL: No. What I'm concerned about is that 

6 the two programs may develop completely independent document 

7 systems and that somewhere down the road, some future 

8 secretary or perhaps even the present secretary may decide 

9 we need to have a DOE-wide universal system. 

10 And because the cleanup side of the house is so 

11 much bigger on the annual budget process, it's decided that 

12 their system is the one that's adopted and, therefore, OCRWM 

13 has to convert to their system. 

14 I wish there was some more coordination early on 

15 so that perhaps that doesn't occur. 

16 MR. MURPHY: I think what Dan is saying is that 

17 they don't have a system. 

18 MR. HENKEL: That doesn't mean that what I'm 

19 concerned about won't happen in the future. 

20 MR. MURPHY: I understand and I share your 

21 concern. 

22 MR. GRASER: Then we're in a situation of them 

23 having to do a cost-benefit analysis to explain why it is 

24 it's cheaper for us to undo history since 1986 in order to 

25 accommodate the new boys on the block. 
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1 In a typical litigation, if you get there the 

2 firstest with the mostest and you have the documents in your 

3 hand and the other guy doesn't, who is in the stronger 

4 position? We will have InfoSTREAMS in place. We will be 

5 responsive to the requirements of 10 CFR 2. We will have 

6 the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the ARP's active 

7 interest to ensure that the progress made to date doesn't 

8 get thrown on a junk heap because somebody makes an 

9 arbitrary capricious decision, I hope. 

10 MS. TAUSER: Now, what I want to do is just look 

11 at some suggestions for modifications to 10 CFR 2, Subpart 

12 J. In your packages somewhere you have the modified 

13 document that Dan referenced earlier. It looks something 

14 like this. I've extracted from that document some examples 

15 for you here on briefing slides. 

16 On the briefing slides, the lines through are your 

17 typical strike-outs, suggested deletion. The italics show 

18 suggested changes to the text. So the first suggestion 

19 would be to remove the term "ASCII" and replace it with the 

20 term on the bottom, "text file," to make that definition be 

21 a little bit more generic for the kinds of computerized 

22 files that are required. 

23 The second would be to take out the optical or 

24 magnetic media phrase and the definition of image and, 

25 instead, replace that with a generic industry standard 
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1 terminology to allow whatever the standard might be at that 

2 point in time. 

3 Again, under searchable full text, you'll see that 

4 ''ASCII" is stricken and replaced with the generic term, 

5 "standard text format." 

6 MR. MURPHY: This is really picking nits, but why 

7 take out the word "indexed?" 

8 MS. TAUSER: As far as I'm aware, all the text 

9 retrieval systems today use indexing, but, again, that might 

10 change in the future. We just don't know. So I was just 

11 recommending that we don't necessarily tie us down to a 

12 current implementation of text management systems. I don't 

13 feel that it would hurt anything to remove that word. 

14 MR. SILBERG: You don't define the term "standard 

15 text format" or you don't need a definition for that. 

16 MS. TAUSER: That's probably a good suggestion. 

17 No, it was not. 

18 MR. GRASER: In response to Jay's comment, I was 

19 just doing a side comment that verbiage to the effect of the 

20 standard being promulgated by the LSSA be the standard, 

21 whatever the case the standard was at that time. 

22 MS. TAUSER: Any more questions? 

23 MR. MURPHY: I assume the "TBD" means what 

24 everybody thinks it means. 

25 MS. TAUSER: Yes. 
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1 MR. MURPHY: To be determined. 

2 MS. TAUSER: To be determined. 

3 MR. CAMERON: Maybe this is just a point of order. 

4 Jay, the subject we were talking about, about getting the 

5 Panel input to these definitions, should we do that 

6 systematically and in each one ask if there's any comment? 

7 MR. SILBERG: I don't think you can do that. You 

8 need to look at any changes in the context of the whole 

9 rule. I don't think it's fair for any of us to sit down 

10 here and noodle these without the opportunity to see how 

11 they fit in. 

12 I appreciate the effort just as an example of the 

13 kinds of changes that might that might be implemented to 

14 make this a functional rulemaking rather than -- a 

15 functional rule rather than an implementation rule. 

16 MS. TAUSER: That's all this was intended, just to 

17 give you all some food for thought for later determination. 

18 MR. HOYLE: Yes. NRC agrees with Jay's point. We 

19 need to look at them, also. 

20 MS. TAUSER: Page 6, now. For some of the text 

21 modifications, there are relatively few and relatively 

22 simple. Again, it's just simply replacing the term "ASCII" 

23 with "text file" and under the access portion of the rule, 

24 to change the text from full text search capability through 

25 dialogue access to strictly from remote locations; again, to 
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1 not nail in an implementation. 

2 Now, to get into the technology levers that were 

3 omitted in the language of the rule, I want to give a couple 

4 of examples that demonstrate that the electronic era is 

5 rapidly approaching and is being generally accepted. 

6 Today, the banking industry transfers funds 

7 regularly electronically. The shipping industry also 

8 utilizes a totally electronic environment with its 

9 manifests. Even the IRS, although they're a little behind, 

10 they're allowing tax returns to be filed electronically. 

11 So in a system that relies on notification of 

12 service via electronic mail, where it's considered complete 

13 when the electronic return receipt is delivered, it's a 

14 little inconsistent that the filings require paper hard copy 

15 followup. 

16 What we would like to recommend is to capitalize 

17 on the technology by recognizing in the rule a totally 

18 electronic environment, to allow either hard copy or 

19 electronic submissions. This would provide consistency with 

20 the Federal Rules of Evidence. 

21 In order to support this, the definition of 

22 document should be expanded possibly to show the evolution 

23 of a document in a fully automated environment. That would 

24 include routing the document for comments, gathering the 

25 comments, routing it for concurrence or approval, gaining 
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1 electronic signatures on that document, and even 

2 distribution of the final approved document electronically. 

3 This is a viable alternative in the light of the 

4 emerging Federal standards on electronically digital 

5 signatures. With these electronic signatures, data's 

6 integrity and security is increased. The document is locked 

7 down at the time of signature, which ensures that none of 

8 the data on that document can be or has been changed since 

9 that signature was applied. 

10 MR. HENKEL: Excuse me. Are you suggesting that 

11 all of the comments made on the document are captured in the 

12 system from its draft to its final stage? 

13 MS. TAUSER: That currently is the way InfoSTREAMS 

14 is heading and the way the DOE is intending to do business. 

15 MR. CAMERON: I guess one point there is if you 

16 look at all of the other parties and how they do business, 

17 that it might well fit for changing certain definitions in 

18 terms of, of DOE and InfoSTREAMS, in terms of the document 

19 comment business, but that might not be consistent with the 

20 way it works in other organizations. 

21 MS. TAUSER: What we're suggesting here is to 

22 allow both, not prevent it from going the hard copy route, 

23 but to be sure that the definitions are broad enough to not 

24 preclude having it in an all electronic environment. 

25 MR. SILBERG: I may have forgotten -- I have 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1612 K Street, N.W., Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

(202) 293-3950 



74 

1 forgotten a lot of what's in the LSS rule, but I thought 

2 that comments on documents, unless they were a separate 

3 document, I'm not sure that those would necessarily be 

4 captured unless it was one of these dissenting views when 

5 you had a draft non-concurred document. 

6 MR. CAMERON: You're thinking about what is called 

7 marginalia. If something is written on the document as 

8 opposed to a separate document comments, it would not be 

9 initially captured in the LSS. It might come in through 

10 what's called derivative discovery. 

11 In other words, if a deposition was taken of a 

12 particular person and that person had to bring documents 

13 that were not in the LSS, a document that had marginalia on 

14 it would be a separate document that would be brought in and 

15 then that would be entered at that point. 

16 MR. SILBERG: But were we requiring that all 

17 drafts with marginalia be preserved? 

18 MR. CAMERON: No. 

19 MR. SILBERG: I thought we were leaving that up to 

20 the particular party's document system. 

21 MR. CAMERON: That's right. Under the existing 

22 rule, that's true. 

23 

24 

25 

MR. SILBERG: Yes. 

MR. MURPHY: But they're saying that InfoSTREAMS 

is being developed to do that. Is that correct? 
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1 MS. TAUSER: Correct. 

2 MR. SILBERG: But are you doing that because of a 

3 constraint that you see in the rule or because DOE thinks 

4 that that's the appropriate way to do business? 

5 MR. GRASER: Some of it is in response to QA 

6 requirements in terms of walking a document through the 

7 process of being a QA qualified document. All the comments 

8 made on a particular document, we have to answer to the 

9 higher authority. In this case, it happens to be the QA 

10 requirement that we have to capture the comments made on 

11 that document. All the comments need to be resolved. The 

12 sheet indicating that they've been resolved needs to be 

13 signed off at every step of the way. 

14 In that regard, the whole flow -- once it is 

15 determined that it is not a preliminary draft document; for 

16 example, if it falls under the QA protocol, then, in fact, 

17 yes, InfoSTREAMS is designed to take those things and force 

18 them through the pipeline so that by no method can somebody 

19 prevent them from actually getting their way into the LSS. 

20 MR. SILBERG: But there is a provision that, at 

21 some point, a document is too preliminary to require that 

22 every version show up in the - -

23 MR. GRASER: If it's marked as a preliminary 

24 draft, that is in the exclusion list and I believe it is 

25 also in the definitions. 
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1 MR. CAMERON: Can I just ask a clarification to 

2 see if we're really talking about the same thing here? 

3 There are two ways at the NRC or anywhere, I guess, that 

4 people comment on drafts. One, they will develop a separate 

5 memo and they will send it to the person who originated the 

6 document. Now, that is a separate document. 

7 The other way is to edit the document and then 

8 just send them that document back, and that's the marginalia 

9 that we were talking about there. In terms of this 

10 electronic version that we're talking about, does the 

11 concept of marginalia really have any vitality? 

12 MR. GRASER: There will still be situations where 

13 you do have a paper artifact and somebody chooses to 

14 scribble on the paper and send the answer back that way. Is 

15 that what you're asking? The answer is yes. General 

16 Counsel, for example, is outside of the OCRWM program. If 

17 something went out that required General Counsel, for them 

18 to give the comment back, they would have to send a piece of 

19 paper outside of an external environment. 

20 Not the whole world is going to be on InfoSTREAMS. 

21 MR. CAMERON: Could they take your if you have 

22 an agency-wide E-Mail, though, you can transmit the document 

23 to the General Counsel through E-Mail and instead of the 

24 General Counsel sending back a separate memo on that 

25 document, the General Counsel could go into that document 
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1 and do a line-in/line-out, which is essentially electronic 

2 marginalia, and ship it back to you. 

3 So I guess it does still have the vitality. 

4 MR. GRASER: It depends on the point in the 

5 process that you're talking about. If it's a draft of the 

6 document that's been circulated for supervisory -- what's 

7 the term? If it's been circulated for supervisory review 

8 and approval, I believe was the term in the rule, yes, then 

9 you have that situation where it falls under the rule and we 

10 have to capture that, whether they scribble it on a piece of 

11 paper or whether they send an E-Mail message back, whatever 

12 the case may be. 

13 What we're trying to do with InfoSTREAMS is to get 

14 the predominant number of those types of transactions within 

15 the program at least on an automated pipeline that's going 

16 to force them into a disk that gets delivered to the LSS in 

17 order to meet that. 

18 MR. BALCOM: Dan, do you know if the compliance 

19 assessment program, or maybe this is a question for NRC, as 

20 well, is anticipating this electronic routing slip and 

21 approval process in terms of oversight, in terms of 

22 management of design? 

23 MR. GRASER: Yes. I think I can speak for Jerry 

24 right now and say that, yes, they are aware of that and some 

25 of the discussions we have had in terms of the specific 
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1 technology, the enabling technology, is that there is an 

2 entire archive level tracking system behind the entire 

3 InfoSTREAMS environment that gives you an audit trail, when 

4 it went out, who saw it, when did they return to it, did 

5 they comment on it, did they approve it, did they not 

6 approve it, did they send back through E-Mail a whole new 

7 memo or did they mark up the original draft. 

8 There's a whole audit system behind that. We've 

9 had technical discussions with Jerry and I believe they're 

10 probably already anticipating that that audit trail, that 

11 routing and concurrence, and, in fact, this is one of the 

12 later presentations, the enhancements to the header records 

13 that we're going to suggest be investigated based on our 

14 design approach would indicate that there's additional 

15 information that we can provide that would go a long way 

16 towards looking at the whole document environment rather 

17 than just the paper artifact that you end up seeing because 

18 we have the image of the document. 

19 MR. SILBERG: Let me come back to this question on 

20 capturing the comments. You said that preliminary drafts 

21 were excluded. When I looked back at the rule, preliminary 

22 draft is any non-final document that's not a circulated 

23 draft. So preliminary draft is very -- as I understand it, 

24 is a very large category of non-final documents. 

25 In fact, most non-final documents are going to 
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1 fall in that definition, as I understand it. From what I 

2 hear you saying, InfoSTREAMS is going to capture most non-

3 final documents. It seems to me if your description is 

4 correct, you're not really following the definition of the 

5 rule in terms of what Inf oSTREAMS is and is not going to 

6 capture. 

7 MR. GRASER: We are following the definition of 

8 the circulated -- the definition that you find in the 

9 circulated draft where it specifies that if it is being 

10 circulated for --

11 MR. SILBERG: Concurrence or signature. 

12 MR. GRASER: -- concurrence or signature. 

13 MR. SILBERG: In which the original author or 

14 others in the concurrence process have non-concurred. 

15 MR. GRASER: Right. A circulated draft meeting 

16 the above criterion includes a draft of the document that 

17 eventually does become final and a draft of the document 

18 that does not become a final document due to either a 

19 decision not to finalize the document or the passage of a 

20 substantial period of time in which no action has been 

21 taken. 

22 MR. SILBERG: But it has to have a non-

23 concurrence. 

24 MR. GRASER: And on a document that has been --

25 that meets the definition of the circulated draft, those are 
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1 all covered under the system design. If it is not a 

2 preliminary draft -- in other words, if it is some type of 

3 draft and it meets the requirements of the circulated draft, 

4 then the InfoSTREAMS is going to grab it and snatch it out 

5 of the backdoor and drop it into the records system and it's 

6 going to have a flag on it that says this is LSS-required 

7 delivery. 

8 MR. SILBERG: Okay. But to be captured, it has to 

9 have a non-concurrence. 

10 MR. GRASER: No. 

11 MR. SILBERG: That's the definition of a 

12 circulated draft. It requires a non-concurrence. 

13 MR. GRASER: But we also have documents that do 

14 eventually become a final document. 

15 MR. CAMERON: That's modified by the 

16 MR. SILBERG: Documents don't become final 

17 documents that have a non-concurrence of it. It's not all 

18 documents that become final documents. 

19 The first sentence of the definition is key. You 

20 have to meet both the first sentence of the definition, 

21 which is have a non-concurrence, and half of the second 

22 sentence, which is either one that becomes final or one that 

23 doesn't become final. But in all cases, it's got to have a 

24 non-concurrence for it to be a circulated draft. If you're 

25 capturing things that don't have non-concurrence, you're 
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1 capturing a lot of stuff that is in the definition of 

2 preliminary draft and is not supposed to be in the LSS. 

3 MR. CAMERON: To give you just a little bit of 

4 history on this, circulated draft is a --

5 MR. SILBERG: Term of art. 

6 MR. CAMERON: -- misnomer. Term of art is 

7 probably the --

8 MR. SILBERG: Charitable. 

9 MR. CAMERON: Charitable, yes. But the idea was, 

10 at the time, we don't want to have the system clogged up 

11 with every draft that's done, but we do want to make sure 

12 that if there is a so-called smoking gun out there, to use 

13 the type of terminology that Murphy uses all the time, that 

14 that would be in the system. 

15 So the compromise was, although the word was not 

16 changed, because originally we started to use -- we wanted 

17 to put any draft that would go out of a branch or a division 

18 that is a circulated draft would be in the system. 

19 We drew back from that and only wanted to put in 

20 the drafts that had the objection or non-concurrence in it. 

21 But for some reason, we kept the word "circulated draft" on 

22 there. The finality thing had to do with -- it's explained 

23 in the supplementary information. It was more addressing 

24 the problem of could the agency just sort of sit on the 

25 thing. It would never become a final document. So that you 
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1 wouldn't have that smoking gun put in the system. 

2 So as Jay points out, the first sentence is 

3 operative in terms of the modifier. 

4 MR. GRASER: That's fine, but the direct effect of 

5 all of that circular thinking is to put us in a position of 

6 we don't know when the document is going to stall. 

7 MR. SILBERG: It doesn't matter, but you know when 

8 a document has a non-concurrence. 

9 MR. GRASER: But in terms of --

10 MR. SILBERG: And until it has --

11 MR. GRASER: It we won't know until it has a non-

12 concurrence. So until then, I have to make the assumption 

13 that the minute it comes from the author of the document and 

14 is being circulated with the request for review and 

15 concurrence and approval, that I will not know until such 

16 time as it either makes it all the way through or it doesn't 

17 get a concurrence what is going to happen to that document. 

18 So, yes, from a systems point of view, I have to 

19 take that document right at that point in time and start 

20 accounting for that document, not knowing what the eventual 

21 outcome is going to be. So it is forcing us to build an 

22 internal system design that is looking at the requirement to 

23 say once we watch it, the decision tree could go any number 

24 of different ways at any different point in the process, but 

25 I have to be able to say that when it happens, I have the 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1612 K Street, N.W., Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

(202) 293-3950 



83 

1 version that was circulated and I have an explanation of 

2 what caused it to kill. 

3 So, yes, it put us into a situation of having to 

4 collect very sophisticated tracking of what do we say, it is 

5 no longer a preliminary draft document in order to meet the 

6 requirements of the rule. Yes. It put us in a situation of 

7 having to collect a lot of that stuff and be very precise 

8 with the system design about exactly what somebody is doing 

9 at what point in the document. 

10 MR. CAMERON: I guess I don't understand why you 

11 need to do that to meet the rule. In other words, why would 

12 you want to capture -- why don't you wait till there is 

13 if I understand this, why don't you wait till there's a 

14 final document and then capture that? 

15 MR. SILBERG: You don't even have to do that. The 

16 main point is you won't 

17 MR. GRASER: I don't have a final document. I 

18 have a document that was in a draft that stalled and sat on 

19 somebody's desk for four-and-a-half months with no action. 

20 That still meets the requirement. 

21 MR. SILBERG: No, it doesn't, not unless there's a 

22 non-concurrence. 

23 MR. GRASER: I'll have to change the terms a 

24 little bit. 

25 MR. SILBERG: No, no. The rule is 
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1 MR. GRASER: It stalled for no action. 

2 MR. SILBERG: The rule is very clear. It's only a 

3 circulated draft if it stalls and if there's a non-

4 concurrence. 

5 MR. CAMERON: That's right. 

6 MR. SILBERG: Until there's a non-concurrence, you 

7 don't pick up that document. Now, the question is how do 

8 you know when there's a non-concurrence. If you get a memo 

9 that just says I non-concur in document X, now you've got to 

10 go back and find document X. But I don't think that's 

11 likely to happen. 

12 I think if there's a non-concurrence, it's going 

13 to accompany that document and, at that point, the document 

14 and the non-concurrence go into the system and from there on 

15 you keep track of the document. Up to that point, you don't 

16 put it in the system. Otherwise, we're going to have this 

17 system overrun with documents. 

18 If we thought that ten million documents was high 

19 three years ago, you've increased that by a factor of ten, 

20 given the levels of review that these documents get in the 

21 M&O and in DOE. It's crazy. 

22 MR. MURPHY: I don't think that the second 

23 statement is necessarily true, Jay. 

24 

25 

MR. SILBERG: No. I believe that it's crazy. 

MR. MURPHY: No, no, no. The factor -- it is 
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1 crazy, I agree with that. The factor of ten I don't agree 

2 with. But because you guys are so concerned about cost, I 

3 would suggest that this system is going to be overloaded 

4 with documents in any case. 

5 There's nothing any of us here are going to be 

6 able to do with that. There's just going to be tons and 

7 tons of 

8 MR. SILBERG: We've just heard, though, of 

9 something that's going to increase by -- I think it's going 

10 to be --

11 MR. MURPHY: I think in the final analysis, it is 

12 less expensive to do it the way Dan is suggesting and grab 

13 that document at its inception rather than have to go back 

14 later on, four months, six months, a year-and-a-half later 

15 and say, well, you know, we had this document floating 

16 around and now it's become a circulated draft and we didn't 

17 know whether it was a circulated draft, so now let's 

18 everybody stop and go find that document and let's get it 

19 into the system. 

20 I think there may be more paperwork involved, but 

21 in terms of ultimate expense to the nuclear waste fund, my 

22 guess is, this is just sort of a visceral reaction, it's 

23 less expensive to do it from the outset than it is to try to 

24 go back and --

25 MR. CAMERON: It's not just the capture, though, 
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1 of the document. You have to think about the other end of 

2 the thing, which is you're going to have a header for each 

3 of these documents and they're all going to be in the search 

4 and retrieval system. So you're going to be, in some cases, 

5 searching -- you know, there's going to be ten drafts in 

6 there that you're going to be doing a full text search in. 

7 And, believe me, if you want to talk about cost, 

8 can you imagine trying to sort out like whether this is the 

9 draft or what version? 

10 MR. MURPHY: But that's a cost to the participant. 

11 MR. SILBERG: Mal, let me propose 

12 MR. MURPHY: That's a cost to the person who's 

13 doing the searching. 

14 MR. SILBERG: Mal, let me propose something here. 

15 I think what we heard is a misunderstanding at least of what 

16 we think the rule is and I think any reading of the rule 

17 would support that. I would ask Dan and your folks to go 

18 back and look at the system a~chitecture you've created, or 

19 whatever you call it, the process, the capture procedures, 

20 and see if you can't read the rule the way we think it ought 

21 to be read and see if there's a better way to design your 

22 system that will capture at a higher level without getting 

23 all these drafts until the non-concurrence occurs, and then 

24 everything kicks in. 

25 I think you will screen out a tremendous mass of 
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1 documents at the bottom if you can do that. So I would 

2 leave this as a I don't think we can solve the problem of 

3 whether they do or not, but I would ask them to look at that 

4 and see whether it's doable, bearing in mind your comment. 

5 MR. MURPHY: That's true and I think your point is 

6 well taken, but if you remember the negotiations, what 

7 they're doing now is what we originally wanted done and we 

8 compromised a way to the circulated draft. So stick to your 

9 guns, Dan. 

10 MR. CAMERON: And, Dan, you don't have any OCRWM-

11 specific reason to do it this way. You're just 

12 MR. GRASER: Sure do. Yes, we do. 

13 MR. CAMERON: So in other words, you'd want to do 

14 this anyway, even if the LSS rule 

15 MR. GRASER: Certainly. The way you have to 

16 approach it is to recognize that a situation where you're 

17 talking about proliferation of X number of versions of the 

18 draft documents, that's already happening in the paper mode. 

19 MR. CAMERON: But that's capture. You wouldn't 

20 want to put all these in would you put all these in the 

21 LSS because of the OCRWM 

22 MR. GRASER: No, no. 

23 MR. SILBERG: That's not what he's saying. 

24 MR. GRASER: But I'm saying once you have a 

25 document that is not a preliminary draft, it's in a draft 
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1 mode, I have some actual conditions that I need to address. 

2 MR. SILBERG: But the definition in Part 2, and 

3 that ought to be the same definition as your QA, it remains 

4 a preliminary draft until it becomes final or it becomes a 

5 circulated draft. 

6 MR. GRASER: That's correct. 

7 MR. MURPHY: Maybe we're not all understanding 

8 exactly what it is you're saying, Dan. If I understand it 

9 correct, and this is based partly on what I've read, partly 

10 on what you're saying today, and partly on what Barbara 

11 started telling me a couple years ago, you're going to 

12 capture that document at its inception in InfoSTREAMS under 

13 your QA requirement, but that won't necessarily be an LSS 

14 document at that moment. 

15 MR. GRASER: That's correct. 

16 MR. MURPHY: And at some point in time -- if, at 

17 some point in time in the future, that document becomes a 

18 final draft or a circulated draft or otherwise meets the 

19 definitional requirements of the LSS rule, then you push 

20 another button and, zip, it goes over and becomes an LSS 

21 document. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MR. GRASER: It's not even a matter of pushing the 

MR. MURPHY: Well, yes, but --

MR. GRASER: If you launch a document in a certain 
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1 desktop area of the InfoSTREAMS environment, it's going 

2 whether you push a button or not. Once it meets a logic 

3 test and says is this a preliminary draft, is this still a 

4 preliminary, the answer is no. Then you say --

5 MR. SILBERG: Under your current scheme, when does 

6 it cease to be a preliminary draft? 

7 MR. GRASER: When does it cease to be a 

8 preliminary draft? When it is routed for supervisory review 

9 and concurrence. 

10 MR. SILBERG: But then you'd leave out the second 

11 part of that sentence, in which the original author or 

12 others in the concurrence process have non-concurred. 

13 MR. GRASER: When do I start tracking it? I start 

14 tracking it at the point where it's a draft document that 

15 somebody is launching it off for a supervisory review and 

16 concurrence. Now, when I launch it, two things can happen. 

17 I can either get a non-concur or I can get a concurrence all 

18 the way through the point of signing the document. 

19 The rule says I have to deliver the ones that 

20 either fail because they didn't get a concurrence or the 

21 ones that fail because somebody just didn't act on it. So 

22 from the systems point of view, if I'm automating the 

23 process, I have to have it automated at the point where my 

24 decision tree says these certain LSS conditions could start 

25 to it and, if they do, I need to deliver it anyhow, even 
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1 though it's not a Federal record, so to speak. 

2 MR. MURPHY: Yes. And the operative word is 

3 "could." 

4 MR. GRASER: Right. There is decision logic 

5 through the whole thing. We have followed the verbiage in 

6 the rule in that regard. 

7 MR. SILBERG: Maybe we shouldn't spend more time 

8 on this. I don't think you have or maybe I don't understand 

9 fully what you're doing or maybe both, but I'd like to at 

10 least have some further discussions with you guys on that. 

11 MR. HOYLE: Let me just tag onto that. What 

12 you're describing to us now is what you're going to be 

13 putting into InfoSTREAMS. You haven't yet told uf of that 

14 group what's going to be tagged for the LSS or how that 

15 mechanism is going to work. 

16 Isn't it true that everything in InfoSTREAMS will 

17 not be a candidate for LSS? 

18 MR. GRASER: That is correct. InfoSTREAMS is the 

19 environment for all of the Federal record documentation in 

20 the program, whether it's LSS bound or not. The LSS bound 

21 are a subset. 

22 MR. HOYLE: So what this panel is interested in is 

23 making sure that those that are earmarked for the LSS will 

24 follow the rule. 

25 MR. GRASER: Absolutely. That's what needs to be 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1612 K Street, N.W., Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

(202) 293-3950 

/' 



-, 

91 

1 audited. 

2 MR. BALCOM: Dan, could there be some situations 

3 where materials are appropriate for the LSS that are not 

4 going to find their way into InfoSTREAMS? 

5 MR. GRASER: Yes. 

6 

7 

MR. BALCOM: Other than the obvious core samples, 

stuff like that, documentary materials. 

8 MR. SILBERG: You mean DOE-originated. 

9 MR. BALCOM: Right. 

10 MR. GRASER: Sure. There are many classes of 

11 materials that typically fall into special handling type 

12 situations. You will not see them in InfoSTREAMS. One-of-

13 a-kind that could not be microfilmed or could not be imaged 

14 or whatever matter, like physical artifacts, core samples. 

15 There will be certain materials which, because 

16 they are of Personnel Act coverage, we will not include in 

17 the InfoSTREAMS environment because they have to fall under 

18 the DOE Systems 80 or the new DOE Systems 24 personnel 

19 system, and that has limited access and that could not find 

20 its way into InfoSTREAMS. 

21 MR. SILBERG: Those aren't LSS documents, are 

22 they? 

23 MR. GRASER: The QA qualifications are personnel 

24 records. They have to be delivered. If you want to look at 

25 the qualifications of somebody who actually dealt with the 
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1 reports, you would say, well, what are the qualifications of 

2 this guy for doing that. 

3 The actual personnel records, there are Privacy 

4 Act limitations on who can see it. I think in the LSS 

5 design, it was anticipated that those types of documents 

6 would be given to the LSS Administrator, we may have a 

7 header for it, but the actual resume or vitae of the person 

8 would be locked up in the file. 

9 A similar situation would be safeguards 

10 information, talking about the specific safeguards that 

11 would be taken for perimeter security or whatever else the 

12 case may be. We cannot put those into the InfoSTREAMS 

13 environment and we cannot put them into the LSS environment 

14 because we'd be walking into a raft of -- it can't be 

15 unclassified system at that point if you put the safeguards 

16 information in there. 

17 We might be able to put a header in there, but 

18 that stuff would also have to be off in a separate satellite 

19 file somewhere. So there are a number of examples of 

20 documents that eventually would have to find their way into 

21 LSS process that couldn't make their way there through the 

22 InfoSTREAMS simply because of either special handling or 

23 some other reason. 

24 MR. BALCOM: And I'm going to assume that we're 

25 going to address that, maybe not today, but sometime soon, 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1612 K Street, N.W., Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

(202) 293-3950 



93 

1 because there are a lot of gray areas when you get into the 

2 electronic collection of documents that I think certainly 

3 can effect 

4 MR. GRASER: In fact, I think in many cases, 

5 though, they are the sort of things that could be addressed 

6 in a fairly straightforward manner by the LSSA establishing 

7 the protocols under which certain categories of data need to 

8 be delivered; exactly how do you drive up to the back door 

9 with safeguards information. 

10 MR. BALCOM: I was thinking also in terms of the 

11 compliance assessment program, as well. 

12 MS. TAUSER: Some of the things as far as future 

13 automated technology that InfoSTREAMS is currently looking 

14 at, as we've talked about already, is the totally electronic 

15 document. That's the normal way that DOE would like to do 

16 this. Computer-based training is currently being 

17 implemented for our training program and for on-line help. 

18 It possibly is going to -- well, it is definitely going to 

19 be looked at to include things as video objects and voice 

20 annotations in the future. 

21 MR. SILBERG: What is voice annotations? 

22 MR. HENKEL: Could you define both those terms? 

23 MS. TAUSER: You could click on an icon, for 

24 instance, and hear the system telling you in a training 

25 scenario, for instance. So an icon would launch a voice 
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1 output. And the same with video. An icon would launch a 

2 video. 

3 MR. HENKEL: So in other words, a press report 

4 that ran on the program I would capture. Is that what 

5 you're saying? I mean a videotape of news might be captured 

6 in here? 

7 MS. TAUSER: One current practical example of that 

8 would be the technical data environment where they videotape 

9 core samples. So you have this header for this core sample. 

10 You could theoretically click on the icon and see the video 

11 that pertains to that core sample or to that tunneling 

12 experiment or something along those lines. 

13 MR. CAMERON: So if you tuned into the header for 

14 that --

15 MS. TAUSER: Yes. 

16 MR. CAMERON: -- and you click on and see the tape 

17 or hear a voice annotation. 

18 MS. TAUSER: Yes. 

19 MR. BALCOM: How about the possibility of voice 

20 that's not an annotation, but simply is voice response to a 

21 document that may be tied to a specific document? Do you 

22 forsee something like that? 

23 MR. GRASER: Yes. Technologically, the same board 

24 that allows you to hear the video is a board that you could 

25 put into the machine and make a voice commentary on a 
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1 If the consensus is those are bells and whistles 

2 and Cadillacs, we just want to see it condensed down into 

3 text, searchable type material, so be it, I can follow that 

4 guidance. I'm just trying to raise the awareness about the 

5 sorts of situations that the future technologies are going 

6 to bring to us. 

7 MR. BALCOM: I have a more basic question. Can 

8 one of the two of you define technology lever for me? 

9 That's a new phrase for me. 

10 MS. TAUSER: Let me do that. I wrote that slide. 

11 What I was meaning with that were just examples of 

12 technology that were possibly precluded from the rule, one 

13 example being an electronic signature, where the filings 

14 require that hard copy be the signature. So we want to be 

15 able to lever some of these upcoming technologies. 

16 MR. ALEXANDER: A question. When you do this and 

17 you're planning for this in InfoSTREAMS, have you made 

18 estimates on the cost of the communications capacity 

19 required to ship video clips out to somebody sitting at a PC 

20 in the field or voice or for storing that anyplace? 

21 MS. TAUSER: No. Like I said, these are just some 

22 future thoughts. They're not currently in the design, but 

23 it's just little things that we're keeping our eye on for 

24 the future. 

25 MR. ALEXANDER: Those are big grabbers of 
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1 document. In that case, the file that you're capturing is 

2 an object as opposed to a print or ASCII representation of 

3 the file. 

4 MR. SILBERG: I might suggest we have microphones 

5 at every desk at DOE and record everything that everyone 

6 says. 

7 MR. GRASER: The point is that what we're trying 

8 to highlight is that this kind of technology that would 

9 enable these sorts of things is either here right now or on 

10 the very near horizon. If you look at the licensing support 

11 system as a static paper-based environment, you're going to 

12 have to come to grips with what how you expect to see that 

13 information delivered, with the expectation being that if 

14 you have a video click that you condense that down into 

15 freeze frames and have the frames digitized for 

16 representation or for voice annotation, sometime five years 

17 from now, that some voice recognition, automatically convert 

18 that into a readable type text or would you simply, looking 

19 at the InfoSTREAMS environment, say, well, hell, if the guy 

20 can put it in verbally, I can listen to it verbally and I 

21 can know what the voice annotation said. 

22 So it's just a question of raising where 

23 technology is going on the near horizon and trying to 

24 extrapolate the sorts or things that we're going to have to 

25 come to grips with. 
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capacity, both for communications and storage and it would 

be costly to do it. 

MS. TAUSER: Absolutely. They're just figments of 

our imagination so far. 

MR. MURPHY: I have another question that just 

occurred to me and I think, Dan, you probably need to 

address it. Maybe this has all been -- I hope it has all 

been thought of already, but how does -- since InfoSTREAMS 

is an OCRWM system, it isn't yet Department-wide, how are 

you -- are you taking any steps to ensure that the Defense 

side documents which may someday become relevant to the 

licensing process for the repository, such as documents 

relating to the vitrification process for high level waste, 

for example, high level waste container information, that 

kind of stuff, how are you ensuring that that material will 

be inputted into InfoSTREAMS and thus become available for 

the LSS? 

How does it get into the LSS? 

MR. GRASER: The materials you're talking about, 

the actual custody of those materials can be transferred 

into the OCRWM custody. We have a draft implementation plan 

for actually how we're going to go about doing the exchange 

of the custody and then once those materials come into the 

custody of the program, how would we treat them in terms of 

scrutinizing them for potential LSS need and so forth. 
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1 MR. MURPHY: You will get custody only of -- and I 

2 use this term loosely now -- final documents, right? 

3 MR. GRASER: Paper. 

4 MR. MURPHY: Paper, right. So that all of the 

5 rigmarole that Jay is concerned about, we would not have 

6 access to even the circulated draft within Defense systems, 

7 outside, any non-OCRWM circulated draft. Presumably, you 

8 guys wouldn't even get into InfoSTREAMS. Maybe I shouldn't 

9 limit it just to -- I mean, material that's produced in the 

10 secretary's office doesn't get into InfoSTREAMS until 

11 somebody turns it over to you, right? 

12 MR. GRASER: That's correct. From the records 

13 perspective, the source organization is the organization 

14 responsible for getting that material into a records 

15 disposition schedule and collecting the records, from the 

16 records perspective. 

17 So if it's created by the secretary, if it gets 

18 sent to us, in all likelihood, we will capture it because it 

19 ends up in somebody important's reading file. They have it 

20 in their reading file and it falls under our schedule. So 

21 it would end up in both places. 

22 MR. MURPHY: So that right now, it's --

23 MR. GRASER: Defense materials in terms of 

24 preliminary type -- not even preliminary. Draft materials, 

25 for example, and comments. Not having seen the nature of 
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1 the way they collected their paper collections, I can't 

2 really say what to expect in that regard. 

3 MR. MURPHY: So that right now, there is a large 

4 body of information within DOE which fits the definition of 

5 document or relevance, whatever it is, in the LSS rule, 

6 information or documents that may potentially become 

7 relevant and admissible in a licensing proceeding which are 

8 not being captured by InfoSTREAMS, but which will be 

9 required to be put into the LSS to meet the requirements of 

10 the rule. 

11 MR. GRASER: That's correct. 

12 MR. MURPHY: How is DOE addressing that issue? 

13 MR. GRASER: Well, if we bring them into our 

14 custody, for example, we are not going to be microfilming 

15 them. We will only do microfilm as an output product to 

16 meet their requirements. We would bring those documents in 

17 en masse in a whole collection, 150 boxes at a time, and go 

18 through those materials and put them through our capture 

19 stations and begin the process of getting a bit map image of 

20 those documents . 

21 MR. MURPHY: But until it meets the definition of 

22 a circulated draft under the LSS rule, if there's a memo 

23 circulating on the other side of the aisle in DOE saying 

24 that the computations with respect to the leach rate of 

25 borosilicate glass are bad and it's going to leach 
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1 radionuclides at a factor of ten greater than we're saying 

2 it is and that doesn't become a circulated draft, right now 

3 that doesn't get into InfoSTREAMS and, therefore, does not 

4 get into the LSS. 

5 Is that what you're saying? 

6 MR. GRASER: If it's in a program external to 

7 OCRWM right now, it does not get into InfoSTREAMS. 

8 MR. MURPHY: But it's not in a program which is 

9 external to the Department of Energy and the Department of 

10 Energy -- it's the Department of Energy's responsibility to 

11 meet the requirements of the LSS. 

12 MR. GRASER: Yes. 

13 MR. MURPHY: And it's the Department of Energy 

14 which will be the license applicant to the NRC. 

15 MR. GRASER: That is correct. And as I said 

16 before, I cannot speak to the state of the files that they 

17 have to date, not having gone through them. They haven't 

18 been in our custody, so we haven't had an opportunity to see 

19 if, in fact, they did retain paper copies of the circulated 

20 drafts. 

21 MR. MURPHY: But eventually you guys are going to 

22 be responsible to satisfy the QA requirements on that kind 

23 of documentation. The LSS QA requirements, not the 

24 technical. 

25 MR. GRASER: Yes, yes. 
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1 MR. BALCOM: Dan, I was going to raise this later, 

2 but it sounds like the time is appropriate to talk about the 

3 concept of using natural language or water-based filters to 

4 look at a computer-based program that would make some 

5 decision about whether the language in a document includes 

6 it in the collection or not. 

7 Can you say something about that? 

8 MR. GRASER: It was something that we had been 

9 looking at in terms of future technology. It was something 

10 that we had anticipated would be the foundation for what 

11 we're calling our Increment 3 capability. That is to have a 

12 document -- the ASCII screen be able to go through the same 

13 sort of products used for text search and retrieval and use 

14 those products as a front-end analytical engine to analyze 

15 the content of a fairly large technical document and to do 

16 that in a consistent and relatively fast manner, once you 

17 anticipated that the document had a likely prospect of being 

18 an LSS document. 

19 The intent was to have that software look at the 

20 document and do things like assign key words and descriptors 

21 and so forth based on an analysis of the occurrence of terms 

22 in a document and so forth. Some of the thinking in that 

23 regard is still ongoing and we haven't come to a conclusion 

24 as to whether or not that is the correct place to start the 

25 analytical process. 
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1 It may very well be that there are certain 

2 preconditions that if you meet those preconditions, you 

3 don't need to exercise the documents against that software 

4 to determine whether or not it's potentially LSS relevant 

5 and whether or not it meets the topical guidelines. 

6 If you look at a document, for example, and it has 

7 a QA status stamped on the top righthand corner of the 

8 document, you can continue on past go and collect your $200 

9 because you know the document in all likelihood will be LSS 

10 bound. 

11 So you wouldn't go to the cost and expense of bit 

12 map imaging and OCR converting the document in order to have 

13 something to run through that sort of filter. So we've been 

14 looking at the technology, but in terms of when it would be 

15 appropriate and cost-effective to use that technology is 

16 still very much an open issue and we're looking at that as 

17 our Increment 2.0 list of technology features that we're 

18 going to be examining in that prioritization. 

19 MR. BALCOM: Like a year from now, two years from 

20 now? 

21 MR. GRASER: Yes. I would say sometime within the 

22 next two years. But depending on where it falls in terms of 

23 our program requirements, it may fall toward the outside of 

24 that two-year envelope. 

25 MR. GRASER: Shall we try one more time? 
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1 MS. TAUSER: The final two slides in my part of 

2 the presentation, again, are just some suggestions for 

3 changes to the text of the rule, the first being the 

4 definition of a document, to expand, to specifically allow 

5 total electronic document generation and signature. 

6 For the text portion of the rule, the suggestion 

7 would be to remove the mandatory hard copies, to allow them, 

8 but don't mandate them. 

9 MR. SILBERG: How does NRC feel about that? 

10 MR. HOYLE: Well, this is the first time we've 

11 actually seen a suggestion that that be deleted. We're 

12 watching the technology, too. I think the Secretary right 

13 now would be uncomfortable till he sees something more in 

14 the field to let this go, but he knows it's coming. He 

15 knows the courts are beginning to accept electronic 

16 signatures. 

17 MS. TAUSER: The final suggestion for modification 

18 is to eliminate the terminology "paper copy" and replace 

19 that with the term "image." The definition of image already 

20 includes either paper copy or a bit map image. So it's 

21 covered by merely using the terminology "image." 

22 If there are no more questions, I'll go ahead and 

23 let Dan stand up and stay up. 

24 MR. BALCOM: Would "image" possibly prelude the 

25 text file? In other words, if you go from "paper copy" to 
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1 "image," will the technology allow you then to hand that to 

2 OCR to put it back into machine-readable form so it can be a 

3 full text document? I'm thinking about depositions. I just 

4 don't want you to box yourself in there, or us. 

5 MR. GRASER: Do you want to rephrase that? 

6 MR. BALCOM: I'm thinking of the term "image" as 

7 narrowing the possibility of having a machine-readable text 

8 file which then can go into a search and retrieval system 

9 and be indexed. 

10 MR. GRASER: Yes. That's a good point. In fact, 

11 that just kind of validates the process that this needs to 

12 be looked at by more than one set of eyes. 

13 MR. BALCOM: I would suggest this definitional 

14 stuff is appropriate to be addressed here at some point. I 

15 don't know when. 

16 MR. GRASER: You can see the sorts of issues that 

17 it's raising. For example, the whole thing about electronic 

18 documents depending on which supposed experts you have to be 

19 talking to at a given point in time. They say, well, it's 

20 all perfectly legal right now, we just haven't got it in 

21 appeals court and a decision to affirm any of this, but 

22 nobody has thrown out a case based on using electronic 

23 evidence, electronic signature, blah, blah, blah. 

24 I don't know what the answers are going to be. 

25 From a certain perspective, I can say it's easier to forge a 
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1 piece of paper than to forge an electronic document because 

2 it then requires some collusion conspiracy or very high 

3 powered access to undo an encrypted electronic signature 

4 versus picking up a pen. 

5 Give me five minutes and I could make my signature 

6 look somebody else's quite simply. And if you have a paper 

7 artifact and, culturally, you'll have more confidence in the 

8 piece of paper right now. I'm saying five years from now, 

9 culturally, we may have more confidence in the electronic 

10 version of that. 

11 But a lot of it has to do with acceptance and what 

12 somebody chooses to accept. Some of the early decisions I 

13 had with some of the Administrative Judge and people over at 

14 the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the indication was if you 

15 submit your motions practice electronically and then follow 

16 it up with a piece of paper with a signature scribbled on 

17 it, we may choose at the time just to rely on the electronic 

18 version anyhow and they will address that at a later time. 

19 So a lot of it is a cultural sort of thing. Over 

20 here it's an awareness issue. Certainly there's a lot of 

21 work that could be done and it just depends on the extent of 

22 if you're going to be going into the rule, do you want to 

23 be doing cosmetic things or do you want to be going back 

24 into the heart and soul of what took three years to hammer 

25 out. 
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1 MR. MURPHY: But another problem that John alluded 

2 to is that the NRC has an obligation, if there's an appeal 

3 from one of their decisions, to deliver a ''record" to the 

4 Court of Appeals down the street. Since the Federal courts 

5 are moving to accept electronic submissions of everything, 

6 before this license application is filed, things are going 

7 to change. 

8 But right now they have to deliver a record and 

9 that record has to be made out of paper. 

10 MR. GRASER: I just don't want to get nine miles 

11 downstream and then have somebody turn around and say why 

12 did you guys do this. 

13 MR. MURPHY: Right. 

14 MR. GRASER: Because then there's many dollars at 

15 stake downstream to do that sort of a decision. The next 

16 small section that we were going to discuss was some of the 

17 things that we've come across in terms of our definition. 

18 There was a header working group that was 

19 assembled and went through the effort to identify 28/29 

20 fields of information that everybody agreed would represent 

21 the LSS header record. In the course of developing 

22 InfoSTREAMS, we have come across some additional types of 

23 information that, if we were going to use InfoSTREAMS as the 

24 foundation, we would like to draw to your attention. 

25 Some of those fields -- Chart No. 13 shows the 
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1 original 28 fields. Chart No. 14 presents some additional 

2 suggestion of proposed fields that we could look at. We 

3 also handed out a summary table that gives a bunch more 

4 specific information about each of those fields as they are 

5 incarnated in the InfoSTREAMS design. You can read that on 

6 the long flight home. 

7 MR. SILBERG: That's what you call the proposed 

8 LSS field definition summary table. 

9 MR. GRASER: Right, that's it. Again, this is 

10 food for thought. The bottom line recommendation on this is 

11 that if, in fact, InfoSTREAMS is going to be used as a 

12 foundation, it may be appropriate to reconstitute the header 

13 working group, such as was originally constituted, and have 

14 experts from various participant organizations again go 

15 through the drill of examining these fields and their 

16 appropriate use within the LSS environment. 

17 From our perspective, though, we think there's a 

18 certain amount of win-win situation reflected in these 

19 suggestions. Some of the fields are, in fact, just 

20 housekeeping, but in the non-imaged document world -- in 

21 other words, a totally electronic, you never have a paper 

22 artifact. In the non-imaged document world, how you 

23 establish the equivalent of the cc list, if we never reduce 

24 the document out of its electronic version, we won't have to 

25 confront how do you know who saw a document when. 
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1 Distribution lists and cc lists are critical to 

2 having that tool available to you. Since there is no paper 

3 artifact, other things, not just the concurrence tables, are 

4 also susceptible to that sort of analysis. 

5 In addition to those sorts of considerations, 

6 other developments within the program in terms of document 

7 management, technical data management, have led us to 

8 develop internal processes and procedures for linking work 

9 that has been done on a specific research topic or on a 

10 specific work package level of down to the specific study 

11 guide level, the configuration management within the program 

12 is consolidated enough that we've agreed on methodologies 

13 for assigning configuration identifier and document 

14 identifier numbers for configurable items within the 

15 program. 

16 For example, if there is a specific aspect of 

17 technology that you are interested in, all of the 

18 documentation, all of the products, all of the even physical 

19 items that are related to that particular activity will be 

20 marked and labeled using a standard configuration item 

21 identifier. 

22 So when you look at these things and, for example, 

23 you look at a QA document, you understand what is involved 

24 in developing a QA document, you will realize that when you 

25 see the QA marker at the top of the document and you say, 
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1 oh, I have a document here that was developed under the QA 

2 program, I can make some assumptions about how much more 

3 effort I should expend researching that particular activity. 

4 Some of the assumptions you could make, for 

5 example, would be understanding the fact that the person 

6 doing the work has had QA training. The qualifications of 

7 that individual have been investigated. It agrees they have 

8 been certified and so forth. 

9 So the recommendation is to look at a number of 

10 the fields that we've come up with, the QA record, the 

11 traceability number, traceability code, those sorts of 

12 pieces of information that would readily be accessible in 

13 the InfoSTREAMS environment, we'd like to be able to make 

14 them available to the LSS, as well. 

15 MR. SILBERG: Before you get off that, when you've 

16 identified these new header topics, have you determined 

17 which ones are going to be required or proposed to be 

18 required for non-DOE and NRC participants? 

19 MR. GRASER: I could give you an opinion, but I 

20 think it would be most appropriate to have the whole 

21 Committee examine that. 

22 MR. SILBERG: That is something. There's supposed 

23 to be a minimum set that's required for the non-governmental 

24 parties, at least. I don't want to get into a situation 

25 where you guys, for InfoSTREAMS' purposes, are creating a 
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1 very long list that you're then going to load up on Nye 

2 County, Nevada and PDIU Waste and whoever else. 

3 MR. GRASER: For that matter, the way you can look 

4 at it, Jay, is that we have a list that's probably 

5 approaching 50 fields with InfoSTREAMS and we're only having 

6 to deliver a small subset of those. So whether or not you 

7 choose to build it on the foundation of the InfoSTREAMS 

8 environment, I already have that many fields myself. 

9 Again, if we get into a situation where we start 

10 to consider that electronic versions of documents may be 

11 created out there in the future, everybody is eventually 

12 going to have to come to grips with it. 

13 I don't want to impose my judgment on what I feel 

14 would be most appropriately done by having that header 

15 committee reconvened. 

16 MR. HOYLE: We'll talk about it later. 

17 MR. GRASER: The next short topic we have is 

18 copyrights and royalties. Again, this is kind of an 

19 internal problem that has surf aced that has potential LSS 

20 ramifications. During the LSS prototype, we found documents 

21 that had specifically printed on the front of them "This 

22 document shall not be used or replicated or included in any 

23 electronic system," da-da-da. 

24 Essentially what happens is that any documents or 

25 reports that are not generated by a DOE-funded organization, 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1612 K Street, N.W., Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

(202) 293-3950 



111 

1 one of our participant organizations, if a citation has been 

2 made to one of those documents and it is not generally 

3 available and we do have to include it in the LSS, we have 

4 to figure out a way of recognizing that the document may 

5 have copyright restrictions placed on it and what are we 

6 going to do about that. 

7 Our initial inclination was to say, well, maybe we 

8 should look at the copyright law and say are we not, in 

9 fact, in the LSS environment, doing a functional job of a 

10 research library and that is one of the exemptions, a fair 

11 use exemption from the copyright law. 

12 If that didn't carry any weight, the other way we 

13 could look at it is to say, well, what is the LSS if it is 

14 not the docket of a legal proceeding and legal use and legal 

15 proceeding also falls under one of the fair use exclusions 

16 under the normal copyright law. 

17 We thought that that was a fairly reasonable 

18 position to take. When we asked the fool's question of 

19 General Counsel, of course, we got an appropriate answer for 

20 that. The bottom line was they said, well, if you're going 

21 to be including material that is copyrighted in a system 

22 like that, then you have to make arrangements for doing 

23 royalty payments, etcetera, etcetera, etcetera. 

24 This could turn into a very, very costly 

25 administrative drill. 
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1 MR. MURPHY: Dan, your first alternative is the 

2 only one to pursue. Either get the General Counsel to 

3 change his position or get a new General Counsel. 

4 MR. GRASER: I'll take that under advisement. 

5 Thank you. 

6 MR. SILBERG: They just got a new one. So get him 

7 while he's fresh. 

8 MR. GRASER: We didn't verbalize the position very 

9 well the first time, I think. So we're going to have to 

10 take a second bite at that and see if, in fact, we can have 

11 them reconsider that. But depending on who else is charged 

12 with the responsibility for maintaining and operating it the 

13 way the rule currently says it's done at the NRC, the advice 

14 we got from our General Counsel was to say, by the way, make 

15 sure NRC's General Counsel recognizes that they have to ask 

16 for the permission, etcetera. 

17 MR. MURPHY: Your General Counsel is forgetting 

18 something. If the NRC doesn't get all of the information 

19 the NRC wants, the NRC says you can't have your license. 

20 Then the Secretary can go back to her General Counsel and 

21 say not only can't you have your license, we're not going to 

22 docket your license application. We're not going to start 

23 this process until we get that information. 

24 You go back to your General Counsel and figure out 

25 how you're going to do that, but you want a construction 
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1 authorization, you want a license to receive and possess 

2 nuclear material, you give us this information. That's the 

3 position the NRC is in. 

4 The Department is Energy is making a grotesque 

5 mistake if they think that they're going to be able to bully 

6 the NRC into paying for copyright material. The NRC has the 

7 only piece of paper that matters in this process and that's 

8 the one that says "license" up on the top of it. 

9 MR. HENKEL: You're making a gross mistake if you 

10 think Dan can bully the GC. 

11 MR. SILBERG: Then you get a new GC. Get a GC 

12 that can spell the word "reality." 

13 MR. SILBERG: And "copyright." 

14 MR. GRASER: As soon as I'm introduced to the 

15 General Counsel, I will make those points. That is one 

16 option, obviously, to explore that. There are a few other 

17 alternatives and let me just touch on them briefly. The 

18 first would be to have the verbiage in the rule modified to 

19 exclude the requirement for the actual text and images of 

20 copyrighted materials . 

21 In that regard, just put the header citation in 

22 there and that allows somebody to recognize that this item 

23 is here and that will be a small subset of the document 

24 collection for which we would not have text and image 

25 capability, even though the text and the image were 
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1 available. 

2 Another alternative would be to do something in 

3 the rule to address cost recovery, perhaps an approach that 

4 says under this particular environment, the copyright 

5 royalties do not apply. That would certainly be something 

6 we would have to explore a couple of different options and 

7 alternatives on what can be said within the rule in terms of 

8 the cost recovery issue on copyright royalty payments that 

9 would be due. 

10 In some cases, they can amount to a dollar or two 

11 bucks a page and in a 100-page document, that can add up 

12 fairly quickly. The other thing is that the mechanisms to 

13 be able to track each use of that are just phenomenally 

14 expensive. When you consider the fact that you will have 

15 the ability to download a document, sort on your C drive, 

16 print out any number of copies that you choose at a later 

17 time and disseminate them to whomever you choose at a later 

18 time and we're the ones who are the administrators of the 

19 LSS and are at the initial liability for having our copy go 

20 out and have multiple, multiple versions. 

21 I don't want to find myself in the situation of 

22 having to fight that number of lawsuits concurrently with 

23 trying to get the license application in. 

24 The fourth alternative I think is one that is most 

25 reasonable. That is to look at those particular items and 
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1 to recognize that the Department of Energy already has two 

2 technical information center repositories already 

3 established that already deal with this situation. Those 

4 are documents which are not produced by our program that do 

5 have copyright and royalty type considerations on them. 

6 The documents do have cross-reference references 

7 into our records information system right now. So access to 

8 a number of those documents in the technical information 

9 center is already available to our records system and would, 

10 therefore, be available to InfoSTREAMS so that it gets to 

11 the licensing support system. 

12 This would be a variation on simply saying let us 

13 put a header record out there and say that if an individual 

14 wants a copy of that, they can go to either one of these two 

15 centers and follow the normal procedure there in terms of 

16 requesting, just like a library requesting a copy of that 

17 document and cough up the appropriate payment to cover the 

18 royalty. 

19 I'm not quite sure how these issues are going to 

20 work out. I could make some recommendations in terms of 

21 issue closure on all of the things that we've brought up so 

22 far. Obviously, a broader context would be to go into the 

23 verbiage of the rule and look at it for technology-specific 

24 verbiage that is in there and to try to make it more 

25 functional, to remove those roadblocks, to encourage 
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1 recognizing the technology, to encourage technology 

2 insertion when it is most appropriate. 

3 And if, in fact, we expect to have cost decreases 

4 resulting from new technology, we ought to make sure that 

5 the rule gives us the latitude to do that. 

6 In terms of the header records and the 

7 recommendations, if, in fact, you can you know, you want 

8 to recognize the fact that electronic documents are going to 

9 happen to us sooner or later, you may want to consider 

10 reassembling the header working group, if, in fact, there is 

11 a general understanding that we would be reusing 

12 InfoSTREAMS. 

13 Third, obviously, is to further develop the 

14 copyright strategy. All of these relate to InfoSTREAMS 

15 reusability. If, in fact, we're going to acknowledge 

16 InfoSTREAMS as the foundation for LSS, these all become very 

17 critical. They become critical for us because we have open 

18 design issues on InfoSTREAMS that are hanging on whether or 

19 not people feel that this is going to be a go. 

20 We are kind of holding back on firmly establishing 

21 electronic documents as the way the program is going to go. 

22 We are holding back on introducing electronic signature. We 

23 are holding back on all the steps necessary to make our QA 

24 program an electronic QA program. That's a whole set of 

25 headaches, if you've ever dealt with the QA folks before. 
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1 So in that regard, we would like to move forward 

2 knowing one way or another whether or not there is going to 

3 be a sense of direction as to whether or not these things 

4 are doable and when they're doable or even if they should be 

5 done. I think some of those more fundamental questions 

6 Jay and Mal certainly are very good at raising those 

7 fundamental questions. 

8 I want to thank you for the opportunity for us to 

9 at least present what we see as a number of the potential 

10 issues that will face us if, in fact, we do decide to look 

11 at things like Option 3 that we were recommending earlier 

12 today. 

13 Thank you all very much for your patience. I'm 

14 sorry I had to jump up and down so much like this. I didn't 

15 plan it that way. 

16 MR. HOYLE: Thank you very much, Dan and Janice, 

17 for your presentation. We do need to take a break here and 

18 get some lunch. It is now 12:40. We've allowed an hour. 

19 So I think we'd better do that. 

20 Let me, before you break up, invite those in the 

21 audience this afternoon to use the chairs that are at the 

22 table. You don't have to sit at the table. You can move 

23 back a little bit, but bring yourselves forward. If any of 

24 you want to bring chairs up in front, you're welcome to do 

25 that. 
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1 This has been a very tough kind of room to operate 

2 like this in. So take advantage of the walls and anywhere 

3 you want. We'll see you in an hour. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
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10 

11 
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[Whereupon, at 12:40 p.m., the meeting was 

recessed, to reconvene this same day at 1:40 p.m.J 
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1 AFTERNOON SESSION 

2 [1:40 p.m.] 

3 MR. HOYLE: Let's get started. As I said this 

4 morning, we're switching the two afternoon presentations. 

5 So we'll start with the one on InfoSTREAMS as the LSS 

6 vehicle. Dan Graser will be back up to do that for us, with 

7 help from George Hallnor of TRW. 

8 MR. GRASER: I'm going to speak only very shortly 

9 this time, I promise, because I'm heading back to my seat as 

10 soon as I get away from the microphone. The presentation, 

11 the next round of presentation is going to be presented by 

12 George Hallnor, who is with TRW's Environment Support 

13 Services. They are the managing and operating contractor 

14 for the program. 

15 Within the TRW environment, there is a group 

16 specifically charged with the responsibility for being the 

17 system architects and engineers for the development of our 

18 internal systems. This is an ongoing effort. The 

19 InfoSTREAMS activity was actually launched, I would imagine, 

20 in about May of 1991. The team has been doing sort of 

21 engineering work from ground up for the InfoSTREAMS that is 

22 currently employed within the program. 

23 The InfoSTREAMS increment plot does reflect an 

24 office automation flavor. One of the foundations we had to 

25 lay was to gut the entire program, focus on a single desktop 
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1 environment using standard software packages, and then once 

2 we did that, to deploy some initial applications development 

3 for supporting the routing for supervisory review and get 

4 concurrence materials that were subject to those sorts of 

5 review procedures within the program. 

6 We took a lot of feedback from that and 

7 incorporated that into a design for Increment 2. The design 

8 for Increment 2 is a much different looking user interface 

9 than we're going to be presenting to our user community, 

10 still focused primarily on the office automation side of it. 

11 The next major rounds of development that we do 

12 will be to plug that upfront off ice automation environment 

13 into a back-end records management system that will take the 

14 desktops and networks and deliver them with markers on them 

15 to the records people, indicating what sort of addition 

16 process that your disposition needs to be done with those 

17 materials. 

18 So George is going to get up and he's going to be 

19 talking fairly broadly-based, but with specific attention to 

20 the breadth and scope of the enterprise that is being 

21 developed. He will focus on some of the specific technical 

22 aspects of the architecture that is being built for the 

23 program. 

24 I want to leave the podium to George at this point 

25 and I want to leave you with a thought; just to understand 
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that InfoSTREAMS is not necessarily a single product. It 

has certainly got some product features to it, but it also 

represents information infrastructure that is being put in 

place now that will support the program, anticipated to 

support the program over the next ten years. 

In that regard, InfoSTREAMS is also an 

architecture. It is a response to dealing with a QA 

environment. It is a response to dealing with document 

tracking requirements. It's a response to management 

information systems and action item tracking systems. 

So Inf oSTREAMS is many things and you have to keep 

it all in mind and keep an open mind as George walks through 

is presentation. At this point, I'll let George get right 

into it. 

MR. HALLNOR: What I will do is I will walk you 

through the background of InfoSTREAMS, why it happened, what 

it will try to accomplish, go through a functional review of 

the architecture in some detail so we understand how the 

system works, and then, lastly, address it in terms of 

what's near and dear to our heart. 

In terms of InfoSTREAMS, it obviously was 

sponsored by DOE or the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste 

Management as their document management system. We know 

clearly that in this license application we're trying to 

develop, there would be a very large number of documents and 
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1 pages. We estimate that, based on the SAIC study, over 40 

2 million pages will be LSS documents. 

3 The Federal regulations require us to migrate 

4 records as text and image in the licensing support system 

5 and microfilms will be at the National Archives. To do so, 

6 we need to develop a document management system that aids us 

7 in the long-term collecting of information. 

8 MR. SILBERG: The requirement to go to National 

9 Archives is in whose regulations? 

10 MR. HALLNOR: That's the Federal regulations that 

11 certain Federal records have to be archived. 

12 MR. SILBERG: And that must be in microfilm. 

13 MR. HALLNOR: They have options now for microfilm, 

14 paper, and nine-track tape. They just can't handle the 

15 quantity of data. 

16 In terms of the off ice automation, we try and 

17 provide OCRWM with an integrated and comprehensive 

18 capability to generate documents, to review them, to 

19 communicate to reviewers, and to maintain this data in terms 

20 of the LSS. In terms of the records management, we have to 

21 provide OCRWM the capability to identify what needs to be 

22 collected, stored, retrieved and also to protect and dispose 

23 of documents. They have to keep all materials around these 

24 policies, positions, procedures, well documented so we have 

25 a logical trace on how these reeords were created and how 
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they find their way into the LSS environment, both for the 

licensing process and also for research. 

Benefits. Clearly, they will see a uniform 

environment enterprise. The interface will look the same to 

the user in Washington as it does in -- as a matter of fact, 

being in travel, you can work on the records in Washington. 

You will be able to have concurrent generation of the 

documents to multiple authors who will be able to work on it 

and always acknowledge that they're working on the latest 

document. 

Likewise, document reviewers would have a uniform 

interface into which they can collect comments and comments 

would be automatically captured and entered into the record 

management system. Once again, the reviewers will be 

assured to always have the latest version of any document 

that they are reviewing, because the latest version is the 

only version that has been distributed at the time. 

Also, with the documents review process, we have a 

means of setting out items like if a signature is not 

necessarily required, silence is consent, schedules is much 

easier for us. You can call the guy and say are you going 

to make comments. 

Also, people that generate documents will have an 

easier time because one repository with all the information, 

they can search that for data, they can search historical 
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1 records and collect the information that's required to 

2 develop a letter or report that they're working on. 

3 Records management, once again, has a single spot 

4 where they pick up all the information. They will also be 

5 assured through the system that there's no duplicates in the 

6 system, which was a big problem in the paper world because 

7 they had multiple entry points into the system. 

8 In terms of program management, obviously, program 

9 management, we have immediate insight into how the process 

10 is evolving. They see the schedules of documents, they see 

11 the paper response with action items, and they have a very 

12 easy time tracking the evolution of the license 

13 applications. 

14 License preparation is on schedule and we have the 

15 benefit of single points where you handle all the 

16 information. We also have the search capabilities that 

17 allows us to respond to any requests within InfoSTREAMS that 

18 NRC or some outside agency may ask us to deliver in terms of 

19 documents or pertinent material. Obviously, during license 

20 hearings, we'll be able to support any requests for 

21 information very easily. 

22 In terms of history, we began work on the 

23 InfoSTREAMS and -- we did not look only at the DOE needs. 

24 We looked at the research requirements to see how to mesh 

25 them, because that, in the long run, even if the LSS was a 
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1 totally separate system, it would simplify this process of 

2 handling records. We had LSS in view when we did that. 

3 At the time, we decided that the best approach was 

4 to do a phased development where the off ice automation 

5 capability would generate documents was the first step and 

6 then the generation process also included the document 

7 review process. Later increments addressed things like 

8 storing things away into permanent storage and also within 

9 the search capability you need to have once you start 

10 building some volume into the system. 

11 In December 1991, we started nearing our first 

12 increment, which was permanent office automation and 

13 document review increment and started deployment in July of 

14 1992. In December 1992, we essentially created the uniform 

15 user interface or started the uniform user interface across 

16 the enterprise. It was complete and we are currently in the 

17 coding and integration phase of that for the deployment in 

18 early 1993. 

19 In terms of what is in it, some worked long and 

20 hard on an acronym, intuitively what it meant and also it 

21 also meant something spelled out, such as information 

22 storage, retrieval, management system. What it got straight 

23 for us is nationwide distributed information management 

24 document image, imaging our records archival system. 

25 Currently, we provide, as I said, the document 
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1 creation, dissemination and review using work group 

2 processes. Then, as I said, we are building the future 

3 increments to address the pre-licensing records management 

4 process that provides state-of-the-art capability in the IRM 

5 environment. 

6 MR. SILBERG: What do you mean by work group 

7 computing concepts? 

8 MR. HALLNOR: This is where you have the 

9 capability to have multiple authors working on one document. 

10 They create work groups by access rights. So all members of 

11 the work group have access to certain material. You can 

12 create your own databases. You have concurrent authoring 

13 capability and things like that. 

14 It means to electronically do the work that you 

15 normally do --

16 MR. BALCOM: Can I go back one slide to your time 

17 table? 

18 MR. HALLNOR: Yes. 

19 MR. BALCOM: Can you give us an estimate of what's 

20 next in the next couple of years? 

21 MR. HALLNOR: In terms of Increment 3, we'll focus 

22 more on the document storage, actually getting documents 

23 into the permanent store, capture of documents, and related 

24 items of capturing information. Increment 4, right now we 

25 still have not laid out the detail functional things, but 
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1 Increment 4 is directed towards the search capability. 

2 MR. BALCOM: That's what I was getting at. The 

3 full text search capability wasn't originally part of 

4 InfoSTREAMS. 

5 MR. HALLNOR: Yes, there is one. The difference 

6 between InfoSTREAMS and LSS, I believe, and I will address 

7 that a little bit later, is in terms of the capacity. I 

8 believe that InfoSTREAMS users, which are primarily 

9 generators of the documents, they would inherently use the 

10 text search capability, no different than what people that 

11 are using the search for supporting the license hearing 

12 process. 

13 MR. BALCOM: I've heard you talk about Increments 

14 3 and 4. Do you have any time associated with that? 

15 MR. HALLNOR: We originally had a time schedule 

16 that would have Increment 4 completed about two-and-a-half, 

17 two years from now. Of course, it depends on what we decide 

18 to do here. As I will stress later on, it's kind of 

19 important that we get some direction findings in terms of 

20 LSS' interest in using the system, in that there are not 

21 functional issues, but capacity issues. 

22 There are capacity issues that have to be 

23 addressed in the architecture; not that it cannot be done, 

24 but it's nice to know upfront, because if you don't know 

25 upfront, then you may sign yourself into a back alley. 
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1 MR. BALCOM: Would you say a little bit more about 

2 capacity? I am going to guess that this system is going to 

3 dramatically the LSS requirement is going to dramatically 

4 impact the original capacity issues that you have designed 

5 for within DOE. 

6 MR. HALLNOR: DOE, we estimate is going to have, 

7 based on the SAIC study, which was done a few years ago, we 

8 estimate that DOE will have processed between 75 and 80 

9 percent of all holdings that go into LSS. In addition to 

10 that, DOE has processed additional material that's outside 

11 the LSS realm. That will all be done with this system. 

12 So the major difference is not in terms of 

13 management of the data going through. It is the on-line 

14 holdings and also the search capacity, in terms of how many 

15 searches can you do and what kind of searches can you do. 

16 Right now the target that InfoSTREAMS has is five 

17 million pages on-line, because we would typically be looking 

18 at a time slot window that will address documents in a 

19 certain period of time and when it's finished, put them off 

20 into the archive. 

21 We estimate, based on the SAIC study, a minimum of 

22 40 million pages in the LSS and I personally believe that 

23 there will probably be substantially more than that, but the 

24 architecture we have assigned is capable of handling that by 

25 expansion. 
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MR. SILBERG: When you say five million pages on-

line. 

MR. HALLNOR: Right. That is you can get -

MR. SILBERG: How does that --

MR. HALLNOR: You can get at a page within one --

probably less than 30 seconds. 

MR. SILBERG: Thirty seconds, did you say? 

MR. HALLNOR: Less than 30 seconds. The typical 

search times will be five to ten seconds. 

MR. BECHTEL: You're talking about a rolling 

timeframe. What happens to the material that's archived? 

MR. HALLNOR: It goes out to storage and it's 

still managed in the sense of it now -- the material is 

stored, what is on the storage can then go on. 

MR. GRASER: Dennis, the concept behind five 

million pages always had the assumption that the balance of 

the materials that have already been completed, once we 

delivered them to the licensing support system, we wouldn't 

need to keep them on-line, because if we needed them again, 

we could go into the LSS. 

The LSS would always have them. All we needed to 

keep on-line was the documents we needed for the immediate 

sections of the license application that we were working on 

at any given time. But if you're going to use the 

InfoSTREAMS to do double duty, that assumption doesn't work 
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1 anymore. 

2 MR. CAMERON: Are there any significant user 

3 interface implications from the point that you made earlier; 

4 that is the typical InfoSTREAMS user being the generator of 

5 a document will use different search patterns than someone 

6 who is looking from an archival LSS perspective? 

7 MR. HALLNOR: In terms of searching, we will 

8 address that in more detail tomorrow. In principal, the 

9 only difference I see is in terms of the back-end capacity, 

10 moving data around. 

11 MR. CAMERON: So it quantities and movement. 

12 MR. HALLNOR: It's quantities more than complexity 

13 of search or type of search or anything like that. 

14 MR. SILBERG: When you say the five million pages 

15 on-line, that's for InfoSTREAMS purpose. 

16 MR. HALLNOR: Right. 

17 MR. SILBERG: If it becomes LSS within 

18 InfoSTREAMS, then you have to have all the documents on-

19 line. 

20 MR. HALLNOR: We have to have all the LSS 

21 documents on-line, plus whatever documentation DOE has as 

22 internal DOE documentation. 

23 MR. GRASER: That's under Option 3, if, in fact, 

24 Option 3 is acted on. 

25 MR. HALLNOR: Right. But I want to stress, 
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1 though, that that documentation will be segregated. There 

2 will be a number of access levels assigned to each 

3 individual using the system. We know that these systems 

4 work because we've built several of them already to other 

5 customers. 

6 MR. ALEXANDER: Did you say that LOTUS NOTES is 

7 the foundation software for the whole system? 

8 MR. HALLNOR: No, no. This is just for Increment 

9 1, which was a quick way to get out the work group concept, 

10 to get work groups to work together and to establish the 

11 manner of document review by sending electronic copies by 

12 attachments through the system and people could work on 

13 those. I was a convenient vehicle. 

14 It turns out that, in my terms, LOTUS NOTES is 

15 what you've put in here becomes LOTUS NOTES-specific and 

16 it's very hard to get it out again without losing formatting 

17 information. 

18 MR. ALEXANDER: What is the foundation software? 

19 MR. HALLNOR: The foundational software is --

20 well, let me get into --

21 MR. ALEXANDER: I don't want to rush you ahead. 

22 If you're going to answer it later on, fine. 

23 MR. SILBERG: Before you get off that slide, 

24 though, you said Increment 1 is essentially off ice 

25 automation and desktop stuff. 
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1 MR. HALLNOR: Right. 

2 MR. SILBERG: What's the description of Increment 

3 2? 

4 MR. HALLNOR: Let me try that on the next chart. 

5 MR. HENKEL: I've got a couple questions here, 

6 too, if I could. First of all, have there been any cost 

7 estimates for this overall system? I assume there have 

8 been. 

9 MR. HALLNOR: There have been. I don't have those 

10 figures off the top of my head. 

11 MR. HENKEL: I would really appreciate seeing 

12 those, when possible. Also, I assume there was some 

13 decision analysis documentation done when deciding to go 

14 with something like InfoSTREAMS as opposed to other options. 

15 MR. HALLNOR: What other options are there? 

16 MR. HENKEL: Doing business the way it's been done 

17 all along, for one option. 

18 MR. HALLNOR: Paper. 

19 MR. HENKEL: That is an option. That is an 

20 option. I'd like to request a chance to see some of that 

21 documentation. 

22 MR. HOYLE: You're questioning whether DOE thinks 

23 it had the option just to continue with paper for its own -

24 

25 MR. HENKEL: I'm saying that there could have been 
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1 other options besides just paper. I'm just saying that 

2 there are other options besides InfoSTREAMS. To say that 

3 Inf oSTREAMS is the only way that DOE can do business for the 

4 next decade is a pretty narrow-sided outlook. 

5 MR. HOYLE: I understand that, but this Committee 

6 doesn't have the focus on what DOE is doing for its 

7 documents. I'm trying to get it in the context of what 

8 we're doing. 

9 MR. HENKEL: Except that this InfoSTREAMS is now 

10 becoming the basis of the LSS. If you prefer I question it 

11 outside this Committee, I'll do that. 

12 MR. HOYLE: No, no. I just wanted to be sure, in 

13 my own mind, I knew how we were entering the path for more 

14 information. 

15 MR. HENKEL: My thought process here, and I hate 

16 to be the only one focusing on cost here, is that rather 

17 than a $63 million cost savings, what we're really doing is 

18 paying for a much more expensive LSS, when you consider the 

19 cost of the InfoSTREAMS system and the LSS together. 

20 MR. CAMERON: You mean might be paying for a more 

21 expensive LSS. 

22 

23 

24 the --

25 

MR. HENKEL: Might be. I would like --

MR. CAMERON: That remains to be seen, but that's 

MR. HENKEL: You're correct. 
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1 MR. CAMERON: -- point of your question. 

2 MR. SILBERG: You can't know whether there are 

3 cost savings until you know what the basis is. 

4 MR. GRASER: There was a detailed breakout of the 

5 total cost that resulted in $63 million of cost savings. 

6 There was a detailed breakout of the costs that were 

7 associated specifically with DOE's requirements to do what 

8 it needed to do anyhow to meet its records management 

9 requirements. There was a separate breakout that identified 

10 that amount of the activity that was specifically towards 

11 meeting LSS-specific requirements. 

12 That information I'm sure Gerry Cranford and Jim 

13 Shields maintained that information, but that was in the 

14 original cost backup information in the backups that were 

15 provided to the Technical Working Group. 

16 So if you really wanted to see the delta costs 

17 over what we would normally expect to be incurring for our 

18 own internal records management versus the add costs of the 

19 offsets for what it would take to make that LSS, the 

20 financial analysis is available and it was done by the 

21 Technical Working Group and that is in your possession 

22 already. 

23 MR. HOYLE: I will make sure that the Committee 

24 members get it. 

25 MR. HOLDEN: Would those costs include in-line 
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1 users? For instance, I'm thinking of 20 or so tribal 

2 governments and what it would cost them to access the 

3 hardware, software, so forth. 

4 MR. CAMERON: I don't think it included access 

5 user costs, did it? 

6 MR. GRASER: It was directly analogous to the cost 

7 elements that were in the original $200-odd million estimate 

8 from the SAIC study. So the same degree of treatment was 

9 given, the same assumptions were made in terms of how much 

10 cost would be coming from the waste fund versus how much 

11 would be expected from an individual participant. All of 

12 those assumptions were the same. 

13 MR. SILBERG: I guess the relevant question is 

14 whether the costs that would be borne by individual 

15 participants would vary if you put LSS within InfoSTREAMS as 

16 opposed to dealing with it the way the Subpart J intended to 

17 deal with it. I think that's the relevant question. 

18 MR. GRASER: All of the alternatives were priced 

19 out. At least all of them that ended up in the final 

20 cluster. Options 1 and 2 offer varying degrees of 

21 reusability and you can see the delta between if we only 

22 intended to attempt to utilize the capture system and some 

23 of the retrieval software and then Option 2 and then Option 

24 3. 

25 So all three of those were costed out and you can 
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1 look at those and make analyses and comparisons. 

2 MR. HALLNOR: Let's proceed on with the functional 

3 architecture here. Because of the functional hierarchy, 

4 InfoSTREAMS does not vary from the way we see LSS looking. 

5 Create records package, program records, access 

6 documents, those are the major functional elements. 

7 InfoSTREAMS, in my mind, falls a little bit to the center of 

8 gravity somewhat to the left side here for program records 

9 and access documents. LSS is clearly falling a little bit 

10 more to the right for the access of documents. 

11 In this chart, the black in the rectangular areas 

12 illustrates what has been accomplished to date. That is 

13 Increment 1 that is now implemented now. We are working on 

14 Increment 2. 

15 MR. SILBERG: What would that cover on this chart? 

16 MR. HALLNOR: We are starting to create -- it's 

17 not really creating records yet. It's concentrating on the 

18 program license and generate the documents. What we're 

19 doing is we're beginning to collect the header information. 

20 We do some minimal duplicate checking in the system and we, 

21 of course, store the documents that are generated in the 

22 native form at this time for WordPerfect files and LOTUS 1-

23 2-3 spreadsheet files and so forth. 

24 We also have the distribution of documents. We 

25 have the document search and retrieval, where we -- search 
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1 and retrieval, in this case, means that you can do searches 

2 on the header data. We do not have the text search in now 

3 and will not until a later increment. 

4 Then we have document access and control built 

5 into the system such that it cannot override the system and 

6 so forth. Of course, we have the communication to be able 

7 to do the distribution documentation within InfoSTREAMS. 

8 In terms of specifics here, I want to point out 

9 that the header creation, as Dan pointed out earlier, we're 

10 looking at tools there to aid in the development of the 

11 header, by doing some key searches and so forth and putting 

12 some expert systems in. Right now we have very 

13 knowledgeable people that go by a set of rules on assigned 

14 documents and we think we can help them by providing the 

15 sorting and then let them do the fine sorting that is 

16 required. 

17 We will also start very quickly to scan images 

18 into the system from paper and then look into using OCR, and 

19 Dr. Nartker will talk a little bit about that tomorrow. The 

20 duplicate check will be enhanced in Increment 2. Once the 

21 full text search is in place, it will start to be 

22 implemented. 

23 In terms of the data, we have -- on the lefthand 

24 side, you see a number of the users themselves, other 

25 participants and external originators cannot get access to 
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1 the systems. The InfoSTREAMS users that create internal 

2 record packages using the InfoSTREAMS systems, they do 

3 distribution, control distribution list. We have set up a 

4 list that has known individuals on it that is used to 

5 distribute the documents for access control and so forth. 

6 These lists are not out by the authors. I have to 

7 actually requests lists to be sent out for specific 

8 purposes. We have good control over those items. 

9 In terms of items coming in from the outside, we 

10 have a room that accepts paper copies that will be scanned 

11 in and we will also set up stackers for putting today in 

12 electronic form and that is currently being done. 

13 The program item database is our structured 

14 information holding for management of documents. It 

15 contains essentially all the other LSS-relevant fields and 

16 this is the database in the picture. It is implemented and 

17 gives is the capability to structure data, title, date of 

18 creation, author, organization, key words, abstracts. 

19 Also, it contains the access controls that each 

20 individual user is assigned, so that we don't give 

21 unauthorized use or access. 

22 What we also associate with that is a disposition 

23 process that we will put into place so that we won't hold 

24 records which are leaving, but only beyond disposition 

25 records in the LSS. Out of the program item database, we 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1612 K Street, N.W., Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

(202) 293-3950 



139 

1 transfer information to the LSS, program records, as we also 

2 do on the document holdings. 

3 Recipients of the data, of course, are other 

4 InfoSTREAMS users, other participants, external data 

5 requestors, NRC, LSS, and our office, specifically data on 

6 microfilm. 

7 MR. ALEXANDER: Have you done any studies to date 

8 or any models to determine if this system is -- the 

9 scalability of this system in other words, to be able to 

10 grow it to support the LSS with what you're currently 

11 building? 

12 MR. HALLNOR: I believe so. It may be clearer 

13 from the next picture when I go through the structure. 

14 MR. ALEXANDER: You have modeled it. You know 

15 it's going to work and you're not going to have problems 

16 with capacity, storage or anything. 

17 MR. HALLNOR: The storage is not an issue. The 

18 issue is always the communication, how fat is the pipe. 

19 MR. ALEXANDER: Are you talking about Tl lines or 

20 T3 lines or what are you talking about? 

21 MR. HALLNOR: The system is more likely to talk on 

22 Tl, especially when we actually shift compressed images 

23 around. Right now, primarily we've made files which are 

24 WordPerfect files, so forth, and we are quite confident 

25 MR. ALEXANDER: The system won't stagger or 
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1 crumble or response time won't go to minutes instead of 30 

2 seconds. 

3 MR. HALLNOR: No. Let's get into the physical 

4 architecture. What we did very cautiously is to select a 

5 system that's -- it's a distributed system used in the 

6 architectures. The process network, those whole enterprise 

7 is going about mapping transactions and transactions are 

8 opened and closed. So you have a full event within one 

9 transaction. 

10 MR. ALEXANDER: What is the protocol for your 

11 client/server? 

12 MR. HALLNOR: Protocol in terms of --

13 MR. ALEXANDER: Client/server protocol. 

14 MR. HALLNOR: You mean the network? 

15 MR. ALEXANDER: Is it Z-39.50 or what is the 

16 interface between the client and server? 

17 MR. HALLNOR: Right now we're sitting on RPX for 

18 the target. The servers map between themselves. We heading 

19 for an XR-400 and XR-500 compliance. 

20 In terms of the use and the service and the data 

21 management library, those are items that are written by us. 

22 So they are uniform and tie together the off ice automation 

23 tools in packages, like WordPerfect, Spreadsheets 1-2-3. We 

24 have DBASE for the database and a graphics package, all PC-

25 oriented things. 
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1 The reason we selected PC is that that's a 

2 platform that can be had, a very capable machine for less 

3 than $2,000. It is probably, in my opinion, right now, 

4 marginal to run images because the image will take some time 

5 to put up. But in the timeframe we're looking at for the 

6 LSS, even four years from now, you'll be able to buy a 100-

7 MIP machine for the same $2,000. 

8 The world is changing rapidly in that arena. 

9 MR. SILBERG: Pardon my ignorance. What is COTS? 

10 MR. HALLNOR: Commercial off-the-shelf. These are 

11 packages you buy and don't modify. What we do is we use 

12 what is known as application program interface to call them 

13 up. We write a piece of code that launches WordPerfect with 

14 a particular file so you get right into the documents. 

15 MR. BALCOM: It's Egghead software. 

16 MR. HALLNOR: Yes, Egghead software. 

17 MR. SILBERG: What is that INGRES at the bottom? 

18 MR. HALLNOR: INGRES is a large database 

19 management system. The client talks to the back-end server 

20 through a local area network or a wide area network, and 

21 we'll look at a little bit at the network in a minute here. 

22 They do so through a Digital Equipment Corporation 

23 product that is -- two products. One is called distributed 

24 services library and one is called storage monitor. The 

25 distributed service library is a transaction-oriented system 
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1 that allows you to access databases on the back-end server 

2 in the transaction mode. That does the reviewing of 

3 requests. It does the distribution of requests on the 

4 database in the background and works quite effectively. 

5 They actually have used that in some banking 

6 systems, large transaction systems. I think this is the 

7 type of software you will see more and more of. They 

8 essentially provide you the protocols and transport 

9 mechanism in the system. 

10 The storage monitor is a specific piece of 

11 software that hides the operations of a complete cache 

12 management, cache being fast access and data, and the 

13 optical system that you store archival data on. So you go 

14 in and ask for a document or you put a document into the 

15 system and the storage monitor goes out and finds it for 

16 you. 

17 The storage monitor itself has the capability of 

18 holding ten-to-the-18 different items. It's going to be a 

19 while before we run out of space there. Of course, you can 

20 put multiple of these on the back end so you'd have the 

21 flexibility. ~ 

22 MR. BALCOM: Which increment are you looking at 

23 

24 

25 

here with this particular --

MR. HALLNOR: This is Increment 2. 

MR. BALCOM: Okay. Are we going to get to three 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1612 K Street, N.W., Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

(202) 293-3 950 



143 

1 and four here later? 

2 MR. HALLNOR: This is three and four, as well. 

3 The only difference is that in this picture, you do not have 

4 a separate system for the text search ending. That is the 

5 only thing that's going to be added. 

6 MR. BALCOM: That was going to be my question. 

7 MR. HALLNOR: I will come to that tomorrow. On 

8 the server side, when you get a transaction from the client, 

9 the client can be located anywhere where there's access to 

10 the LAN or we may also consider a dial-up access as a means 

11 to get into the system. 

12 The services library, before it gives you access 

13 to any of the data, first of all, you have to be able to log 

14 onto the system. That is standard system security features. 

15 You've got to have a password to get on the system. 

16 Even so, when you do a request for a document, it 

17 checks your access code against the access code that's 

18 stored on the system against the document access level to 

19 prevent you from getting a piece of data that you should not 

20 have. 

21 Furthermore, each transaction to do with moving a 

22 document, putting in a document or whatever is logged in an 

23 audit trail so we have a record of the activities, major 

24 events in the system. In addition, we have implicitly a 

25 content audit because in the database, in the comments and 
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1 so forth, those two documents are captured, as well. 

2 The document storage, as we see it today, consists 

3 of three elements monitored by the storage monitors. So we 

4 have very little to do with it, which is unfortunate, 

5 because that's a complex type of code. We have cache. This 

6 is the storage you put the document in first and also 

7 retrieve documents from. 

8 If you try to retrieve a document that is not in 

9 the cache, the cash is the fast magnetic storage access, 

10 you're talking about fractions of seconds here. If it's not 

11 in the cache, the storage monitor automatically goes out and 

12 searches its own jukebox, the one it's attached to the 

13 certain location you are on, tries to find the document 

14 there, finds it, it downloads to the cache and then moves it 

15 in automatically. 

16 If it doesn't find it at the site to do the 

17 initial request, it goes out and searches companion storage 

18 monitors and you don't have to do anything. Furthermore, 

19 not only does it manage an optical jukebox system, it also 

20 manages an optical tape. This is a brand new thing, to tell 

21 the truth. On a 12-inch reel, you can store one byte of 

22 data. Two reels, $20,000, would hold close to 15 million 

23 bytes, images. The cost of that is less than sooths of a 

24 cent a page. 

25 This is just the beginning. Storage costs would 
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drop so fast they would provide optical storage at less than 

four cents a page. IBM is working with little green lasers 

that will have a factor of five reduction, less than one 

cent in less than four years. 

Ten years, the LSS is going to get out there, it 

will be down to thousandths of a cent per page. This is 

very inexpensive storage. The issue is always going to be 

can we afford to move the data and that is where we have to 

think of things that may be other than direct on-line 

access. You may be able to have on-line access for 

relatively modest amounts of data, but if you want you 

may want to have another means of distributing it, including 

a search ending with the data. 

In terms of the problems raised in the DOE 

networks, it's interesting to note that the network has no 

amplifications which are of interest to the LSS, as well. 

It's an easy task to have the existing DOE network become 

the backbone of an enlarged LSS. 

So looking at InfoSTREAMS versus LSS, what are the 

changes there? As I tried to imply, InfoSTREAMS is 

primarily centered on the document generation, the actual 

creation of documents, review process, the access of data 

sufficient enough for you to do your work in creating a 

document to respond to a specific request and also review 

the data within the InfoSTREAMS environment. 
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1 The LSS is primarily a document access, document 

2 search and substantially higher capacity complications. So 

3 what we have to do is we have to increase the capacity to 

4 handle the LSS users. Right now, in the SAIC study, as I 

5 recall, there was a number of around 250 of those mentioned. 

6 However, I think that is not probably 250 persons. 

7 I think that is 250 connection points. That would be a much 

8 larger body of people. 

9 You would increase the on-line holdings, increase 

10 the text throughput and database search endings in the LSS, 

11 we can do that parallel. 

12 What I want to stress is that we probably want to 

13 look at the decision here because the longer InfoSTREAMS 

14 goes on, the DOE --

15 MR. CAMERON: In terms of that, I don't know if 

16 you or Dan are going to give us an idea at some point about 

17 what is the -- Dan, you mentioned a couple years this 

18 morning when you were talking. Do you have a timeline on 

19 this whole thing about when we should make a decision about 

20 using InfoSTREAMS all the way out to when the LSS might be 

21 available? 

22 You mentioned ten years a couple minutes ago and 

23 I'm just trying to get an idea of what we're talking about. 

24 

25 

MR. HALLNOR: That's the life span. 

MR. CAMERON: I see. 
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MR. HALLNOR: That's generating documents before 

the license application. 

MR. GRASER: I think from the time at which 

somebody says, okay, move forward and start thinking in 

those terms, my recommendation would be that once we get the 

go ahead to do something like that, that we come back to the 

ARP with a specific schedule, a more specific roll-up of the 

anticipated costs and whatever else is needed in terms of 

giving the ARP something more than discussing a potential 

situation. 

At that point, we would have to be saying to 

ourselves, all right, this is going to be our plan, this is 

our implementation plan, because obviously it's in 

everybody's best interest to know when they can expect the 

system; is it going to be real or is this more smoking 

mirrors. The way to do that is to have the opportunity to 

do a correct implementation plan. 

Well, however long it's going to take, it may be a 

matter of six months because of the amount of groundwork 

that has been already done just to look at the various 

options and alternatives and the pricing and all the rest of 

that. That may move out fairly quickly, but then it would 

also require coming back and making a report on that 

implementation plan, maintaining the consensus to move 

forward and so forth. 
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1 Then once we do that, obviously, it becomes a 

2 question of earmarking money within the Federal budget 

3 process to support the budget that the implementation plan 

4 was done by. So there are a bunch of little synergies that 

5 have to go on there, but I would say it's a couple of years, 

6 probably two years out before, even under the most 

7 aggressive schedule we would take, that we would do all of 

8 the things necessary that might have to be changed in terms 

9 of verbiage in the rule for us to go out and do that 

10 implementation plan, bring it back and present it and so 

11 forth and get the money earmarked. 

12 It might take us another whole budget cycle 

13 because 1995 is already being formulated. So I would say 

14 it's probably a couple of years out to be able to make it an 

15 actually identifiable activity that people can say this is 

16 LSS now and it's moving forward. 

17 But I think we deserve the opportunity to do it 

18 properly and to do what would be the equivalent of an 

19 implementation plan for it. 

20 MR. HALLNOR: I would like also to very briefly 

21 address some forms of security. We are keenly aware of the 

22 records, have them monitored, when it happened, what form, 

23 so forth, and also being able to assure that the data -- our 

24 protection mechanisms we have are such that the record 

25 cannot be changed. 
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1 There are a number of technical solutions to that. 

2 Many times, there's a simple solution. You have a 

3 statistical file, snapshot, writing the file out to a media 

4 and then say write once, many types of media, and that gives 

5 you a fairly decent protection in terms that no one can 

6 change anything on that without it being detected. 

7 So combined with standard system security 

8 features, access levels associated with each individual user 

9 and all the using of write-only, I think it's easy to assure 

10 that we have a process in place in order to assure the 

11 records cannot be changed. 

12 Furthermore, a big issue in these kinds of systems 

13 is the signature issue. It has been successfully solved in 

14 other fields. For example, banking shifts daily over a 

15 trillion dollars around the United States on digital 

16 signatures. It's the only record they have. The whole 

17 national shipping is based on EDI, which is essentially an 

18 encoded, encrypted signature profile. They know exactly 

19 what is on each ship sitting out there at sea, which was 

20 unknown when they used the paper systems. 

21 So our belief is that any technologies that exist 

22 today, secure signature, digital signature is being 

23 developed and is on the verge of becoming a common standard. 

24 We can assure that we have a signature electronic document 

25 that is traceable to an individual and verified that that 
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1 individual signed, provided, of course, it doesn't give his 

2 password or whatever method we use to someone else. 

3 But we can't stop that, even in today's system. 

4 If someone gives away his key, there is nothing we can do. 

5 MR. SILBERG: Can I encourage you not to use the 

6 word "guarantee?" Reasonable assurance or something. 

7 MR. HALLNOR: Reasonable assurance, all right. 

8 MR. SILBERG: I don't think anybody can guarantee 

9 anything. 

10 MR. HALLNOR: The problem is that this whole thing 

11 is not strictly -- there are still legal parts about this. 

12 It has been accepted in certain fields. It's also a 

13 cultural step. 

14 In conclusion, I think that InfoSTREAMS does 

15 incorporate the state-of-the-art technologies. It is a 

16 practical solution to all the requirements in the CRM. 

17 MR. SILBERG: CFR. 

18 MR. HALLNOR: CFR. It will increase productivity 

19 and provide data and provide the tools for --

20 MR. BALCOM: Can I ask you a quick question going 

21 back to the volume and client/server issues? I would think 

22 TRW has worked with the intelligence community and that 

23 maybe this is where your assurance about being able to 

24 handle high volumes comes from. 

25 MR. HALLNOR: In this type of process, we are 
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1 really handling data in blocks here. We don't do anything 

2 inside the blocks until it's on client. This is very akin 

3 to single processing, in a sense, having large volumes of 

4 data streaming through massive architectures. 

5 MR. BALCOM: In kind of layman's terms, can you 

6 say that you're aware of other organizations that are 

7 dealing with the volumes that we're looking at here? 

8 MR. HALLNOR: There are some organizations that do 

9 similar things. Typically, a terminal-oriented structure 

10 centered around a mainframe where you have direct terminal 

11 connect, and that is fine for some reasonable limit of 

12 distances and they are typically characterized -- there's 

13 very, very few systems that are image-based out there today. 

14 Also, the image -- essentially, I guess over the 

15 last two or three years, they were small systems from work 

16 group type of environments. The other thing is that we're 

17 also talking about access restrictions based on who you are. 

18 That typically is not built into the existing document 

19 system. You may have different categories of documents, but 

20 not the flexibility we have built in in terms of what your 

21 profile is. 

22 MS. LARIMORE: Sally Larimore, Nuclear Waste 

23 Division, Clark County. My question is a followup on the 

24 architecture with respect to the network. Could you give 

25 some clarification in your plans in terms of handling the 
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1 obvious contention for CPU cycles in the network throughput? 

2 It wasn't clear what sort of issues or what sort of analysis 

3 you've given to the issues of throughput, both at the 

4 communications hubs and also in terms of being somewhat CPU-

5 bound. ~ 

6 MR. HALLNOR: I don't believe you will be CPU-

7 bound five years from now. We see other things coming on-

8 line now. I don't think Tl will be the leading choice five 

9 years from now. I think ATM will be. You buy things by how 

10 much you actually use the system. If you need 20,000 

11 packages, you buy 20,000 packages; if you need a million 

12 packages, you buy a million. 

13 You don't put out the Tl line there that sits 

14 empty most of the time. 

15 MS. LARIMORE: Your architecture doesn't quite 

16 give me a clue in terms of the diagram you have for the 

17 physical architecture with respect to using things such as 

18 network servers or what sort of parallel processors for the 

19 server you might use or what kind of fault tolerance the 

20 system will have in terms of reliability or recovery from 

21 catastrophic failures and things like that. 

22 MR. HALLNOR: I have not addressed that here, no. 

23 That's much more detailed. 

24 MS. LARIMORE: Will that be addressed in Increment 

25 1, Increment 2, or when? 
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MR. HALLNOR: That is inherent in the architecture 

and we have not presented any reports on that at this time. 

MS. LARIMORE: I guess my confusion was some 

elements are represented with some detail and others are 

not. 

MR. HALLNOR: You, as a user, what you will have, 

you will have a client that is maybe attached directly 

through an ATM linkup or a dial-up linkup, potentially, and 

book into our server side directly. 

MS. LARIMORE: Correct. 

MR. HALLNOR: Or you may have a network that you 

sit on in-house and it's your network and then you put that 

network through an ATM or Tl or something like that. 

MS. LARIMORE: Sure. I see the client side. I'm 

not seeing the server side of the architecture. Could you 

perhaps provide us with some of those details and, also, 

could you tell me what your thoughts are with respect to 

accessibility? You said you were going to plan to hook up 

to the DOE network as a backbone. Are there any plans to 

set up a connection through INTERNET? 

MR. HALLNOR: We have not looked at INTERNET, no, 

at this time. There's nothing to prevent us from doing 

that. 

MS. LARIMORE: So there are no constraints from 

the DOE side that you're aware of. 
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1 MR. HALLNOR: No. It's a matter of how much you 

2 would spend on this. 

3 MS. LARIMORE: Well, it looks rather limited when 

4 I look at the map for the geographic base backbone that you 

5 have. 

6 MR. HALLNOR: That is today's map. That is 

7 today's existing lines. Five years from now, you're going 

8 to get it from the phone company, get the ATM and get the 

9 address to where you want to go. It will not look like this 

10 five years from now. 

11 MR. ALEXANDER: I think what she's saying right 

12 now is it doesn't look that way. You can get on INTERNET 

13 almost anyplace in the world, let alone in the United 

14 States, and it's not that expensive. 

15 MS. LARIMORE: It looks limited now in that 

16 regard. 

17 MR. HALLNOR: Not to us, because we deal with the 

18 people who are hooked up to these. We're not saying that we 

19 will not supply that commercial or INTERNET service for 

20 anyone else who wants to hook up. 

21 MS. LARIMORE: I understand. It's just you had 

22 earlier said that you thought of LSS as you built this 

23 architecture. So it seemed like a major deficiency not to 

24 be able to get into INTERNET. 

25 MR. HALLNOR: I'm talking about InfoSTREAMS. LSS 
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1 will expand into whatever we need. 

2 MR. GRASER: I'd just like to expand on that a 

3 little bit. The Department of Energy users at headquarters, 

4 for example, already do have a mechanism to get access into 

5 INTERNET. But within our program, INTERNET is not used as a 

6 primary method of communicating back and forth between 

7 program participants, but it is done. 

8 Today, I believe we have a number of participants 

9 that are still currently using some INTERNET connectivity 

10 for E-Mail type communications between the Project Office 

11 and the various laboratories. 

12 So some of that capability we already have within 

13 the program, but it is not an essential highlight feature of 

14 the InfoSTREAMS design. 

15 MS. LARIMORE: Okay. I still don't understand, 

16 because without -- it's not clear to me without the INTERNET 

17 accessibility how the users, from the LSS point of view, 

18 would make most use of the system. It seems like something 

19 they wouldn't be able to capitalize on very easily. 

20 MR. HALLNOR: It's something that should be 

21 incorporated in the architecture. 

22 MR. HOYLE: Thank you very much, George. The 

23 remainder of the afternoon will be left to hear from Gerald 

24 Cranford on the compliance assessment. Why don't we take a 

25 short break and then have Gerald give us that presentation. 
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1 [Recess.] 

2 MR. HOYLE: Please take your seats and let's get 

3 started. Let's have our attention given to Gerald Cranford. 

4 We're going to talk about the most important aspect of these 

5 discussions, the LSS compliance assessment and audit 

6 program. Gerald? 

7 MR. CRANFORD: Thank you, John. Before I begin, 

8 I'd like to say that what I'm going to present is a draft 

9 proposal. It's something that we've been working on over 

10 the last year or so. Of course, the compliance assessment 

11 program that we were thinking about at that time was 

12 tailored to the existing rule. 

13 Of course, if we do change the rule, then the 

14 compliance assessment program is going to be different. So 

15 my presentation today is also tailored around the paper that 

16 we attempted to send out. I believe we tried to Fed Ex it 

17 last Thursday. So some of you may have received it, others 

18 probably not. But I do believe that it's part of your 

19 handouts that were at your chairs this morning. 

20 We talk about standards, we talk about other 

21 issues, but keep in mind that they're strawman standards. 

22 The standards that ultimately I hope we come up with are the 

23 standards that would be developed through interaction with 

24 this group. 

25 This slide addresses the LSSA's responsibility as 
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far as the compliance assessment program is concerned. As 

the bullets speak to the problem, I'm just going to kind of 

add to those. Of course, you can read the bullets. 

The first one, in order to assure a successful 

LSS, we need to clearly define the participation rules so 

that they are understood and hopefully achievable. As far as 

the guidance is concerned, we need one single source to 

establish guidance to assist the LSS participants as we wind 

our way through this program. 

We need to evaluate the participant performance 

against requirements. The LSSA must be able to ensure that 

each participant is adhering to the requirements. We need 

also to oversee the DOE design. This is probably the one 

singlemost important function that the LSS will perform from 

an operational perspective. Once the LSS is up and running, 

then that's probably the most important thing that this 

office is going to be responsible for. 

We also need to certify the participant compliance 

or the participant non-compliance, what corrective measures 

would be required to bring non-compliance into compliance, 

if that does occur. 

What information is needed for the LSSA 

facilitation of participant access to all relevant 

documentary material? We need adequate information for 

planning. We need workload estimates. We need to be able 
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1 to schedule our audits to establish sizes for QA samples and 

2 so forth. 

3 We need to be able to check against compliance 

4 plan schedules to make sure that the LSS database is being 

5 updated on schedule and that the proper information is 

6 contained in the LSS database. We need a means to ensure 

7 that the LSS is an accurate and complete database. 

8 In order to do this, we would perform QA audits of 

9 the LSS database. We need to be familiar with each 

10 participant's operation in order to perform the necessary 

11 checks to ensure compliance. 

12 MR. SILBERG: Do you read the current rule as 

13 requiring certification of non-DOE participants or is this 

14 something that you want in the future? 

15 MS. SHELBURNE: The rule currently requires each 

16 participant to certify that they are in compliance. That is 

17 in the rule. What we intended in order to back up that, to 

18 tell the Commission and everyone else that the database 

19 integrity was to audit the participants and audit their 

20 incoming material. It is not in the rule that we evaluate 

21 each participant, other than DOE on a periodic basis. We 

22 are taking that as an implied function in order to assure 

23 the accuracy of the database. 

24 That could be brought up in the rule to clarify 

25 that point. 
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1 MR. CRANFORD: We're preparing a commitments 

2 document that will enable us to establish that each of the 

3 participant's, plus DOE's and NRC's responsibilities vis-a-

4 vis the rule are spelled out. We need to propose standards 

5 and non-compliance thresholds. 

6 Again, the standards will allow us to -- it will 

7 give us something to audit against, but the standards 

8 themselves are something I think this group should be 

9 involved in establishing. 

10 MR. SILBERG: What about the group being involved 

11 in determining whether there ought to be such audits? 

12 MR. CRANFORD: Yes. Yes. To the extent we build 

13 a usable tool, then we will have done a lot better job. We 

14 need to define a method for measuring participant 

15 performance. 

16 The next several slides that we'll see, we will 

17 use as an example one of the commitments and run it through 

18 what we would propose would be needed in order to measure 

19 that particular commitment. 

20 The bottom line is we need your review and 

21 comments. I think this is an important component of the 

22 compliance assessment program, the fact that we get 

23 participation from the LSSARP. 

24 This slide shows the four possible areas of LSS 

25 participant commitment. Group 1 is the one that I'm going 
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1 to take you through. That's the one that identifies the 

2 document universe, the screening, etcetera. Group 2 talks 

3 about the physical condition of the submitted materials, 

4 header prep, unitization, those types of issues. 

5 Group 3 is participant management requirements and 

6 conditions for gaining and maintaining access to the LSS. 

7 It describes what each participant must do to manage their 

8 commitments. Group 4 will describe DOE's obligations 

9 relative to the design development and operation and 

10 maintenance of the LSS. 

11 I'll talk about things like access, predictability 

12 of performance, user assistance, user assistance for 

13 submitting material, user assistance for searching the LSS, 

14 those types of issues. 

15 I want to point out that this is not an exhaustive 

16 list. It's an illustrative list that shows for this 

17 example, I want to key in on Item lA, which is the document 

18 universe identification and shows the commitments that we 

19 would propose for this particular item. 

20 The participant management requirement for this, 

21 I'll just pick on a couple. The 3A, the designated LSS 

22 official, this is the person responsible for assuring and 

23 certifying compliance with the LSSA. It would also talk 

24 about the compliance program plan, LSS audits, those types 

25 of things. 
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1 The definition of each commitment must be agreed 

2 upon by the LSSARP. This one, as I said, talks about the 

3 document universe identification that defines the conditions 

4 for identifying the documents that will be contained in the 

5 LSS for that particular participant. 

6 This standard says the DLO must report all 

7 existing and potential LSS materials. The rationale behind 

8 that is if we're not aware, we do not expose even a single 

9 potential source, that significant amounts of information 

10 will be maintained in the LSS. So it's critical that we 

11 define the relevant document that was contained in the LSS. 

12 This slide shows the non-compliance reporting 

13 threshold for the document universe identification. The 

14 threshold is the standard in which the LSSA will report 

15 deficiencies to the Commission; in other words, non-

16 compliance. 

17 This slide shows the compliance assessment method 

18 for determining what the LSSA would do in terms of working 

19 with the DLO to investigate claims that a particular set of 

20 documents might not be in the LSS, things like on-site 

21 audits or anything else that the LSSA would have to do to 

22 determine whether or not there was compliance with this 

23 particular item. 

24 This slide depicts the LSS participant's 

25 compliance program plan to assure that all participants' 
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1 programs are governed by the same set of rules, standards, 

2 guidance, and so forth. It sets the stage for the 

3 participant involvement in the LSS program. 

4 This presentation, to the extent possible, is 

5 tailored around the paper that hopefully you received. This 

6 is the sequence of events for the LSS participant compliance 

7 program. The first thing would be the participant commits 

8 to providing a plan and provides limited high level plan 

9 information. In other words, you wold tell us the 

10 identify your DLO, your designated LSS official. 

11 The second step would be for the LSSA to issue 

12 guidance on the format and content of the LSS participant 

13 compliance program plan. With LSSARP review and comment, 

14 the LSSA would issue specific guidance, present clear 

15 objectives, outline required content of the plan itself. 

16 The third point, the LSSA will review and request 

17 modification, if needed, and approve the plan itself. The 

18 participants will be audited against these plans. The 

19 individual plan will be the basis for the LSSA audit. 

20 The participant's adherence to the plan better 

21 ensures an accurate and complete LSS database. It will be 

22 the responsibility of each participant to provide as 

23 accurate a plan as possible to ensure ongoing compliance 

24 with the LSS. 

25 The plan itself will contain three key items. 
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1 will identify the participant management, LSS management, 

2 identify the designated LSS official, etcetera. There will 

3 also be a materials division plan which will have estimates 

4 of document backlog, total population of documents, current 

5 and projected, priority document loading schedule is 

6 required. Then there will be an implementation plan, how 

7 the participant plans to participate, including processes, 

8 tasks, subtasks to be performed, staffing plans, training 

9 plan, QC plan, things that are relative to the day-to-day 

10 processing of the documents. 

11 The next slide shows how the LSSA will evaluate 

12 participant performance. First, do the proposed 

13 requirements satisfy LSS requirements. This is not a 

14 technical review. It's really a functional review of the 

15 requirements as proposed by DOE. 

16 LSS oversight of DOE development, operation and 

17 maintenance of the LSS, this will be accomplished through 

18 audits, on-site observations, quality assessment of the LSS, 

19 and so forth. There will also be an LSS audit program. 

20 Audits will be broken down into two categories; an adequacy 

21 audit, which looks at the program plan from the standpoint 

22 of the organization structure; the program design, document 

23 processing, QC plans. 

24 Then there will be process audits, which will look 

25 at the operations themselves, the header prep, the 
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1 screening, duplication check, utilization, those types of 

2 functions. 

3 Finally, there will be an LSSA QA facility, which 

4 will be a contractor-managed facility. It will be the QA of 

5 the participant processing materials, how the participants 

6 are processing material. We'll develop a random sampling 

7 approach where we will look at particular records to 

8 determine compliance with the program, particularly in the 

9 areas of header preparation, image legibility, quality, text 

10 format and accuracy, the linkage with other documents and so 

11 forth. 

12 As far as the LSSA role in the DOE design and 

13 development of the LSS, we need to -- one of the key 

14 functions there is the LSSA will review and approve 

15 requirements with LSSARP advice. The LSSA will review and 

16 approve based upon the functional needs of the LSS. The 

17 rest of them are fairly self-explanatory. 

18 Those are the types of auditing that we would 

19 propose the LSSA do. Of course, as I said, manage the 

20 audit, contractors, do periodic audits on the DOE 

21 development of the LSS. Interim observation audits; if, 

22 during a periodic audit, a particular operation appears to 

23 be marginal, that might be something that we might -- yes. 

24 MR. BALCOM: Would the LSSA also hire the audit 

25 contractor? 
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1 MR. CRANFORD: At this point, yes. It would be 

2 through regular government contracting. 

3 MR. MURPHY: Let me just follow up on that. That 

4 means, I take it, that the LSSA is focusing on DOE now. The 

5 LSSA will itself direct, through a contractor perhaps, but 

6 will itself directly audit DOE's implementation of the LSS 

7 rather than audit DOE's audits of its own implementation. 

8 MR. CRANFORD: Right. As Dave points out, I guess 

9 it could be a combination of each, but keep in mind that we 

10 would have a separate contractor working for LSSA who would 

11 perform the audits. 

12 MR. MURPHY: But the model I have in mind and I 

13 think Kirk probably was referring to, as well, is that in 

14 the technical QA program right now, the NRC observes DOE's 

15 audits. 

16 MR. CRANFORD: Right. 

17 MR. MURPHY: You're saying that the LSSA is going 

18 to be doing the audit. 

19 MR. CRANFORD: Right, have an on-site presence. 

20 MR. SILBERG: Why is there that difference? 

21 MS. SHELBURNE: One of the major driving forces 

22 was that the LSS Administrator was responsible for the 

23 database. It's DOE's system, but it's NRC's assurance of 

24 discovery for all participants. So we certainly looked at 

25 what the technical program was doing, but where DOE was 
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1 responsible for the quality of their application, NRC, the 

2 LSS Administrator is responsible for the integrity of the 

3 database. 

4 MR. SILBERG: Ultimately, NRC is responsible for 

5 its decision, which is based on the adequacy of DOE's 

6 information. So I don't know why you should be doing more 

7 for this data than you are for the safety of the repository 

8 itself. That just doesn't seem to make any sense. 

9 MS. SHELBURNE: I think that's what the LSS 

10 Administrator felt, given 10 CFR Subpart 2. 

11 MR. CRANFORD: This slide talks about how the 

12 audits of DOE would be done. In addition to the 

13 requirements that DOE feels necessary for the LSS, the LSSA 

14 would also develop requirements to ensure the successful 

15 enactment of the rule. In other words, if there are things 

16 that we would need to have done to ensure compliance with 

17 the rule, then those requirements would be developed by the 

18 LSSA. 

19 I guess the real key point of this slide is the 

20 last bullet, that audit results are key to LSSA 

21 certification of DOE compliance. In order to ensure that 

22 DOE is, in fact, in compliance with the rule, these audits 

23 are essential. 

24 This describes some of the activity at the LSSA QA 

25 facility. For quality assurance review, just submitting 
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1 documentary materials, physical and relevancy. After 

2 review, the participant submissions are accepted as 

3 conforming to standards or rejected. If they can be 

4 corrected by the LSSA, they will be. Otherwise, they will 

5 be returned to the sending participant for repair. 

6 We will operate this facility for the duration of 

7 the LSS program. This is not a short-term, upfront -- yes, 

8 Kirk. 

9 MR. BALCOM: Quality assurance of documentary 

10 materials. How about non-documentary materials and the 

11 management of them? 

12 MR. CRANFORD: Yes. It's really all materials. 

13 As a matter of fact, I guess documentary materials, I think 

14 of that as documents, period. 

15 MR. SILBERG: Is this an audit type function? In 

16 other words, are you looking at a sample of documents or are 

17 you looking at every document? 

18 MR. CRANFORD: This is a sample of the documents 

19 at the QA facility, where we would be on-line to the LSS and 

20 be able to query the LSS QA standard. 

21 How and when will the certification take place? 

22 We propose to certify -- I think the rule says -- does the 

23 

24 

25 

rule say every six months? 

MR. SILBERG: Yes. 

MR. CRANFORD: Every six months. So LSS 

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD. 
Court Reporters 

1612 K Street, N.W., Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

(202) 293-3950 



168 

1 certification review compliance every six months. As far as 

2 the other participants' compliance we see as perhaps 

3 coinciding with the DOE certification schedule. 

4 As I said, the results of the compliance is based 

5 on the results of the audits and the QA facility evaluations • 
6 and non-compliance could result in loss of LSS access or 

7 other appropriate actions. : 

8 We need and want your comments on this plan. We'd 

9 like to hope that you would be able to send your comments to 

10 us no later than November 1, 1993. We want you to send them 

11 to Dave Drapkin. The address is here. Not too much more I 

12 can say about that. 

13 MR. SILBERG: Are you publishing this in the 

14 Federal Register for comment? 

15 MR. CRANFORD: I guess we could. 

16 MS. SHELBURNE: Are you talking about the report 

17 that we sent you? 

18 MR. SILBERG: I mean you're asking for comments on 

19 a document. 

20 MR. CRANFORD: On the advice of the --

21 MR. SILBERG: Okay. This is an LSSARP request. 

22 MR. CAMERON: Yes. I think that this November 

23 request for comments has to be folded into the Panel's 

24 discussion of what they want to send to the Commission. 

25 MR. HENKEL: We would send our comments to LSSA 
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1 right now, right? 

2 MR. MURPHY: We may reach consensus later on today 

3 that November 1 is -- even November 1 is a draft date, 

4 right? A draft deadline. 

5 MR. CRANFORD: Yes, yes. Correct. We just picked 

6 a date that may or may not be reasonable, depending how the 

7 remainder of this meeting and tomorrow goes. 

8 MR. SILBERG: And this is also based on 

9 Alternative 3. 

10 MR. CAMERON: Yes. That's why it has to be --

11 MR. MURPHY: No, that's not necessarily true, is 

12 it? 

13 MS. SHELBURNE: Well, a lot of this program is not 

14 Alternative 3 specific. 

15 MR. SILBERG: You would have a compliance 

16 assessment program under any alternative. 

17 MR. CRANFORD: As a matter of fact, as I pointed 

18 out in the beginning, we've already begun before this got 

19 superseded by the study for Alternative 3. We're already 

20 into developing a compliance program under the old -- under 

21 the existing alternative. 

22 The final slide. Obviously, we've got to include 

23 an effective compliance program to give reasonable assurance 

24 to the Commission, DOE, the participants that the parties 

25 have entered the proper accurate mode of documentary 
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1 material and then it would be available through the LSS. 

2 MR. SILBERG: Have you made any estimates as to 

3 how much any of this will cost and how many people are 

4 involved and what the size of this QA facility is and all 

5 those other questions? 

6 MR. CRANFORD: We've done some preliminary 

7 costing. I think over a 12-year cycle, I think it averages 

8 out to about $3 million a year. Of course, it's based upon 

9 what I just presented as far as the types of audits we would 

10 do. Of course, the costs will be reflected in what we as a 

11 group decide, as well. We can relax certain standards if 

12 certain quality of document is not necessary. Of course, 

13 that's going to lower the overall cost. No? 

14 MS. SHELBURNE: No. 

15 MR. CRANFORD: Okay. 

16 MS. SHELBURNE: The standard -- if the standard 

17 for ASCII is 98 percent or 99.5, that is a standard against 

18 which we audit. Those standards for document submission, 

19 document quality all will be proposed for your concurrence, 

20 comments on the standards. 

21 Once we start auditing, the cost will not vary. 

22 It will only vary if the number of documents is less. If we 

23 choose to do -- if you feel we don't need to do as many 

24 audits as we planned. Those are the cost elements for the 

25 QA program. 
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1 MR. MURPHY: The one point you just mentioned 

2 about if we don't feel we need to do as many audits as we 

3 planned, one thing -- and I'm sure we'll incorporate these 

4 into our written comments, I'm sure. But one thing we need 

5 to consider, and Jay is going to support me on this, I'm 

6 certain. 

7 MR. SILBERG: Absolutely. 

8 MR. MURPHY: I think as in other QA aspects that 

9 will apply to the overall repository program, you have to 

10 keep in mind that only the Department of Energy is asking 

11 for the right to receive and possess nuclear material. They 

12 need to be subject, both technically and in their 

13 engineering and scientific programs and in this program, to 

14 stricter quality controls than other participants and 

15 intervenors and etcetera. 

16 So we may very well suggest after reflecting on 

17 this somewhat that you don't need to audit all of the non-

18 DOE participants every six months. You need to ensure that 

19 the data we're submitting and that our compliance with the 

20 LSS is sufficient so that our participation in the licensing 

21 proceedings is going to be based on reliable information and 

22 that DOE -- and, remember, DOE is really the only one that's 

23 interested in digging into our data, pretty much. 

24 There is going to be some reliability associated 

25 with our participation, but it's not to the same extent that 
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1 DOE's entry of data, as well as the data that they are 

2 entering needs to be quality assured, because they're the 

3 ones that are going to be handling nuclear materials if this 

4 repository is licensed, not us. 

5 MS. SHELBURNE: Well, we intend to propose an 

6 audit program and it is certainly subject to your review. 

7 MR. MURPHY: You could save some money. And Jay's 

8 concern is not trivial. You could save a significant amount 

9 of money, it seems to me, by -- this is just an off-the-

10 top-of-the-head suggestion, though -- by auditing DOE every 

11 six months and other participants every year, for example. 

12 MR. CAMERON: It may be that -- I don't know how 

13 the rationale that you presented now in terms of DOE because 

14 of its position as a license applicant needs to be audited 

15 more stringently than other participants in the licensing 

16 proceeding. 

17 But it may be that because of the size of the 

18 document universe, for non-participants, that there wouldn't 

19 be a need to audit. 

20 MR. MURPHY: That's right. 

21 MR. CAMERON: Every six months. 

22 MR. MURPHY: People have to remember that the 

23 amount of -- the mound and amount of documentary material 

24 that's passing through participants' hands, that crosses my 

25 desk or Lloyd's desk or Carl Johnson's desk, 90 or 95 
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1 percent of that are not documents that we are going to be 

2 responsible for inputting into the LSS, because they come 

3 from someone else. They're DOE documents or they're NRC 

4 documents and we're not going to have to worry about them. 

5 Much of that stuff is going to get thrown away 

6 after we read it and comment on it. So that of the 

7 thousands and thousands and thousands of pages of documents 

8 that cross my desk as Nye County's regulatory and licensing 

9 advisor, only what I generate on behalf of Nye County will 

10 need to be -- and only then if it doesn't qualify for some 

11 privilege will that need to be inputted into the LSS. 

12 There isn't any reason to come visit me every six 

13 months. You'd look at 30 or 40 documents, maybe. 

14 MR. HENKEL: Aside from the volume aspect, I'd 

15 like to point out that the State of Nevada and the 

16 participant counties analysis of DOE's data or collection of 

17 their own data may be as important to the success or failure 

18 of the licensing process as what DOE does themselves. 

19 MR. MURPHY: No question about it. But compared 

20 to -- even with the state and Nye County having proactive 

21 technical programs, compared to the data that DOE is 

22 generating and will be responsible for inputting into the 

23 LSS or even compared to the data that the NRC and the CNWRA 

24 is generating that will be inputted into the LSS, what we 

25 generate in terms of review and independent data generation 
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1 is minuscule. 

2 MR. HENKEL: On a volume basis, you're absolutely 

3 right. 

4 MR. MURPHY: On a volume basis. On a significance 

5 basis, there's no comparison. Ours is much more 

6 significant. 

7 MR. SILBERG: Have you figured out what size of 

8 staff the requirements that you propose to be laid onto 

9 other participants would involve? You talk about training, 

10 about QC, about DLO or DOL or whatever he is. What's the 

11 minimum size LSS staff that a non-DOE participant is going 

12 to have to have? In other words, how much is this system 

13 going to cost at the other end? 

14 MS. SHELBURNE: We have not evaluated that. That 

15 is something that, as we go through putting together the 

16 format and content of the compliance plan, may fall out. 

17 But we don't want to impose how on participants. 

18 MR. CAMERON: Even though we don't want to impose 

19 how, I think that it's a legitimate point and Jay raised 

20 something earlier on this. What are the costs going to be 

21 on an individual --

22 MR. CRANFORD: I think we have to look at their 

23 compliance. Each will be different, obviously. 

24 MR. CAMERON: That's right. I think that it's 

25 another example of where, at some point in this process, we 
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1 may want to specify the types of costs that an individual 

2 participant might incur, not just the audit QA business, but 

3 also the access, the document submission, which, of course, 

4 is going to depend on a number of factors. 

5 But I know Robert has some concerns there about 

6 what is this all going to cost an LSS participant. 

7 MR. DRAPKIN: I think the answer is you're going 

8 to tell us what you can do. 

9 MR. SILBERG: Not if you give us a document that 

10 says you've got to do X, Y and Z. That's what you're 

11 talking about doing. You're saying you've got to have a 

12 training program, you've got to have a QA program. 

13 MR. DRAPKIN: No, no. Those are issues that you 

14 should address in your plan. You say I've got five 

15 documents. I don't need a training program. That's how you 

16 address the training program. 

17 MS. SHELBURNE: There is a section also in the 

18 rule that talks about setting up procedures and training 

19 programs, 1009. 

20 MR. CAMERON: That was the LSS Administrator's 

21 responsibility for setting up a training program. 

22 MS. SHELBURNE: No, no, no. Each participant. 

23 1009 designates that each participant shall designate a DLO, 

24 set up procedures and a training program, and the 

25 supplementary material talks about making sure that your 
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1 contractors -- and all of this is derivative from our 

2 analysis on the rule. 

3 Basically, it is to go and to assure that 

4 participants are prepared to certify compliance. So I agree 

5 that we do need to do some listing with elements of cost. 

6 MR. MURPHY: 109 doesn't say anything about 

7 establishing a training program. It says "shall provide 

8 training to its staff." That could be a five-minute 

9 overview of what they're required to do. 

10 MS. SHELBURNE: That may be it. 

11 MR. CAMERON: Robert, did you want to talk about 

12 the general costs? 

13 MR. HOLDEN: And those concomitant costs are going 

14 to depend on who establishes the parties, for instance. The 

15 Department of Energy in the Yucca Mountain project area has 

16 made a determination that 20 tribes or 16 tribes have a 

17 vested interest in the Yucca Mountain project because they 

18 have cultural treaties and other types of ties to this area. 

19 Who is going to make that determination and on 

20 what basis? There is some language in here that addresses 

21 that, but, still, your overall costs are going to vary. On 

22 top of that, NRC is just like the Department of Energy. The 

23 Department of Energy is not doing this -- well, I shouldn't 

24 say because they're good guys, because they want to. 

25 sort of like they have to because there's a trust 
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1 responsibility to those tribes that have treaties and that 

2 trust responsibility is what we were able to mandate them to 

3 do for those tribes. 

4 NRC, also as an arm of the Federal Government, as 

5 an agency, Federal agency, has that responsibility to 

6 provide those costs to the tribes, whether it means 

7 providing them software, hardware, training, all of the 

8 above. So that's something that needs to be factored into 

9 these costs. 

10 It's something also that needs to make sure that 

11 the input and all this information is going to those tribes, 

12 at a minimum of 16 tribes, and we haven't even talked about 

13 some that are involving transportation routes in other parts 

14 of this area. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

MR. MURPHY: Parts of the country. 

MR. HOLDEN: Country, right. 

MR. MURPHY: On transportation. 

MR. HOLDEN: Exactly. 

MR. CRANFORD: Are there other questions or 

20 comments on this? 

21 MR. BALCOM: I have a question about the document 

22 universe, going back to Slide 10 and the ones before that. 

23 Had you given any thought to Slide 10 talks about 

24 undisclosed potential source of LSS material from someone 

25 other than the -- the LSSA will ask the responsible DLO to 
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1 investigate this potential source. 

2 I'm wondering if you had taken into account, say, 

3 other participants, other than NRC and DOE in this process 

4 of looking at the document universe, what role some of the 

5 other participants could play in that and whether or not we 

6 would have a way to trigger some of this concern if it came 

7 up. 

8 You're asking the DLO to go back in and look at 

9 their own materials. 

10 MS. SHELBURNE: Are you saying 

11 MR. CRANFORD: This is not necessarily just.DOE, 

12 right? This would be any DLO. Each participant is going to 

13 provide us with a plan in which they name their DLO. That's 

14 part of the audit of that particular plan. If we find that 

15 either information has not been provided or has been 

16 withheld, then I think that's what this is really intended 

17 to get at. 

18 MR. BALCOM: Then let's say the State of Nevada, 

19 for some reason, raises the issue about materials not having 

20 come in and we suggest that you have some concern that that 

21 is worth looking into. Then you will ask the DLO to go back 

22 in and certify that that's the case. 

23 

24 

25 

MS. SHELBURNE: And what would be your --

MR. BALCOM: The fox guarding the hen house, if I 

might use that old phrase. I'm just wondering if you had 
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thought about the role other participants would play in this 

business of the document universe. 

MR. CRANFORD: I guess I don't know, but if you 

read a little bit further, it says that the LSSA will 

perform on-site audits. That's not really just a question 

of whether or not we believe the DLO. If you've got some 

ideas or thoughts on how the other participants might play 

in this. 

MR. BALCOM: I'll probably do that. I'm just 

raising this because I'm seeing it for the first time. 

MS. SHELBURNE: What this was to be is on each 

commitment, we intend to provide the same blocks of 

information; a definition, a standard, proposed standard, 

non-compliance threshold, and compliance assessment, all for 

review and comment in every aspect. 

Your particular comment here is that the 

assumption is that once the universes of documents to be 

screened is identified in the compliance program plan, those 

would be subject to review by everyone. The idea -- the 

scenario that we thought about was, oh, wait a minute, you 

forgot about so-and-so contractor that had some materials 

back then. 

So all of this would be open for review to make 

sure that everyone felt comfortable. But if there are any 

suggested controls, additional controls or methods for 
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1 assurance, that's what we want to hear for discussion. 

2 MR. CAMERON: The LSS rule does require the 

3 circulation of the LSS Administrator's compliance evaluation 

4 reports to the 

5 MR. SILBERG: For DOE. 

6 MR. CAMERON: For DOE, right -- to the parties. 

7 Jay, maybe correct me on this if I'm wrong, but at some 

8 point during the negotiated rulemaking, didn't we talk about 

9 having some sort of an audit committee composed of some of 

10 the users? That is sort of the point. 

11 MR. SILBERG: I don't recall one way or the other 

12 whether we did or not. 

13 MR. CAMERON: I think Jay said it would be a 

14 better idea for the LSS Administrator to establish this 

15 audit program for the non-participant. You don't remember 

16 that, do you? 

17 MR. SILBERG: No. It sounds good. 

18 MR. BALCOM: It's just a little bit like the last 

19 year-and-a-half of the working group, for example, and some 

20 of us having been excluded from that process and having to 

21 get up to speed here really quickly. To me, it just smacks 

22 a little bit of the same thing. I'm just suggesting that 

23 maybe you'd figure out a way for the rest of us. 

24 

25 

MR. CRANFORD: Okay. 

MR. BECHTEL: A question about Slide 7. You 
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1 indicate that all LSS participants will report to the LSSA 

2 for their potential LSS material. At the end, these will 

3 constitute all the sources of material to be screened for 

4 topical guidelines of relevancy. 

5 I wonder if maybe you could speak to the screening 

6 process, the relevancy issue. 

7 MR. CRANFORD: Betsy? 

8 MS. SHELBURNE: The assumption is that every 

9 participant has more to do than just work on the waste 

10 program and that there are certain off ices and certain 

11 repositories of material which either exists now and should 

12 be reviewed or a backlog. Not every piece of paper that NRC 

13 has in its offices should be subject to screening against 

14 the topical guidelines. 

15 When we get into an ongoing mode, not every office 

16 within NRC or DOE or the State of Nevada or your county 

17 should be subject to the rules. Every person doing that 

18 screening -- every person working on generating documents 

19 doesn't necessarily have to be trained. 

20 So the idea is to ask people to think ahead of 

21 time what repositories of existing documents needed to be 

22 reviewed to say this is in, this is out, this is in, this is 

23 out, the backlog, and then what offices or contractors or 

24 facilities had the potential for generating LSS-relevant 

25 material. 
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1 MR. BECHTEL: So it's up to the participant to 

2 define the relevancy. 

3 MS. SHELBURNE: Definitely. The topical 

4 guidelines are out there. The issue is are they being 

5 applied to the right complete sets of material. 

6 MR. MURPHY: This is an issue for backlog 

7 material. 

8 MS. SHELBURNE: Yes. 

9 MR. MURPHY: Not for 

10 MS. SHELBURNE: In the ongoing certain 

11 contractors, certain offices are generating materials. 

12 MR. MURPHY: But that's not the same problem as 

13 figuring out what backlog gets pumped into the database. 

14 MS. SHELBURNE: Right. 

15 MR. HOLDEN: Excuse me. Not being well versed in 

16 all of this, is there any consideration given to certain 

17 types of material or information that would be privileged 

18 material to just certain players that have access? Let me 

19 give an example, better than trying to explain. 

20 If, for instance, a tribe has a sacred site area 

21 and archaeologists, anthropologists who work for the 

22 Department of Energy came upon some of these areas and they 

23 want to put some of this information into the info system, 

24 how privileged would that be? Because it would be something 

25 that those tribes would not want to divulge, would not want 
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to discuss. 

For instance, it could lead to wholesale ravaging 

and looting of some of these areas. It's happened in a lot 

of certain Federal agencies; for instance, Park Service, 

folks who don't have any cultural sensitivity will announce 

and publish certain findings and so forth and the tribes 

lose when these situations happen. 

MR. CAMERON: That's the type of material that 

could be entered in through a protective order file 

controlled by the Hearing Licensing Board. There is no 

specific provision for it in there now and I'm not sure 

there's a category of privilege it would fall under at this 

point. 

But if there isn't, I think we definitely should -

MR. MURPHY: Let's consider it. Let's put that 

down on the agenda for any changes to the rule. 

MR. WARRINER: Could I speak to that? Dave 

Warriner, Department of Energy, Records Manager. That type 

of documentation is covered by statute and by regulation. 

It is privileged and is not going to be submitted to the 

InfoSTREAMS environment. It's covered by separate -- people 

within DOE are aware of those regulations and are protecting 

such documentation at this time. 

MR. MURPHY: But the people within other potential 
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1 participants are not necessarily aware and not subject to 

2 that statute. 

3 MR. WARRINER: So they should become aware. They 

4 should be 

5 MR. MURPHY: Well, it's something we need to 

6 consider. 

7 MR. HOLDEN: There needs to be safeguards. 

8 MR. MURPHY: Ravaging and looting is going to take 

9 place just as quickly if I disclose it as it will if you 

10 disclose it. Send a copy .of the statute to the Department 

11 of Interior. 

12 MR. SILBERG: I don't think you need to change the 

13 rule, because it's covered by regulation and it's covered 

14 under the NRC's current regulations, I think 2.790. It's 

15 just a question of making sure everyone knows what the rules 

16 are and that's certainly something that people need to be 

17 sensitized to. 

18 MR. CAMERON: It's an interesting issue about 

19 whether it is covered by 2.790. 

20 MR. MURPHY: I still think it's something we ought 

21 to at least put on the agenda for consideration when we make 

22 changes, if we make any change to this rule. 

23 

24 

25 on that. 

MR. HOLDEN: Yes. I think it should be. 

MR. GRASER: I'll just put my two cents worth in 

In the InfoSTREAMS design that we have right now, 
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for example, there are a number of classes of documentation 

that fall under the Federal records umbrella, what we're 

charged to collect from a records perspective, that already 

have within our records system flags on them to indicate 

that we have something that may be attorney privileged 

material, covered by the Privacy Act type considerations. 

Documentation that the contractors may be 

submitting to us in terms of budget formulation that may 

have overhead and profit rates that they don't want 

everybody else to see and maybe confidential business 

information. 

MR. MURPHY: Gilbert wants to see it. 

MR. GRASER: And that may be that when the 

indication is that that protection exists, it can certainly 

be given out under the proper procedures that the LSSA says, 

well, okay, we have this information; if you want to see it, 

come over here and I'll open up the file cabinet for you. 

But we just don't release that stuff wholesale. 

MR. MURPHY: And that was covered in the rule. We 

spent a fair amount of time considering the subject of 

privilege in the negotiated rulemaking. 

MR. HOLDEN: Actually, I'd probably have more 

confidence in the users and the people who are setting up 

this than I do those people that are out in the field, 

because just right out here at Yucca Mountain, it's happened 
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1 where the tribes are the last to know that things have been 

2 discovered and moved. 

3 Their idea of mitigation, for instance, is, well, 

4 there's a dig -- there's a trench here and there's a fault 

5 line here. The fault line runs for 200 miles, but we've got 

6 to dig right here where this site is where there are, 

7 indeed, artifacts. Their idea of mitigation is dig it up 

8 and then put whatever is left back there. 

9 So that's not mitigation, in the mind of the 

10 Indian people. 

11 MR. CRANFORD: Any other questions or comments? 

12 [No response.] 

13 MR. CRANFORD: Thank you. 

14 MR. HOYLE: Why were there no more questions? The 

15 answer to that is you've just really seen the program 

16 outlined. 

17 MR. GRASER: I will ask one more question of 

18 Gerald. How quickly do you think you would be able to put 

19 the audit capability in place, specifically for something 

20 that we anticipated would be starting sooner, a component 

21 like capturing, as opposed to a component that might be 

22 happening later on, like search and retrieval? 

23 If I'm going to be in the process of starting to 

24 capture my stuff and digitize it and all the rest of that, I 

25 would like to have at least that component of the plan in 
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1 place as soon as possible so that everything downstream from 

2 that falls within the QA program. 

3 So the question is how quickly do we think we 

4 could have pieces of that put into place. 

5 MR. CRANFORD: I don't know that I can give you an 

6 answer off the top of my head, but I suspect that if we knew 

7 what your requirements were and could spell them out in some 

8 type of a contract specification, that we could get a 

9 contractor on board in I would think a fairly reasonable 

10 period of time. I can't tell you what that would be, but 

11 we're talking probably months and not years. 

12 MR. SILBERG: What is the rationale for having the 

13 QA facility be a contractor-run facility as opposed to an 

14 NRC employee-run facility? 

15 MR. CRANFORD: It's really a question of staff 

16 FTE. We're very constrained at this point in the 

17 availability of staff to do something. 

18 MR. DRAPKIN: NRC will also be audited. It's 

19 probably inappropriate for NRC staff to audit NRC 

20 activities. A contractor would provide a better and more 

21 unbiased view. 

22 MR. MURPHY: That's debatable. 

23 MR. SILBERG: I would disagree with that. It's 

24 contrary to the whole philosophy of quality assurance. If 

25 that's true, then every quality assurance program in the 
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1 word is invalid. 

2 MR. DRAPKIN: This isn't quality assurance, but 

3 auditing. 

4 MR. SILBERG: The same with audit. You have 

5 licensees who audit themselves every day of the week and NRC 

6 requires it and NRC regulations require it. So you're 

7 saying that 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B is wrong and it just 

8 ain't right. 

9 MR. MURPHY: I also think that it is probably more 

10 likely that an NRC employee subject to the Federal Personnel 

11 Management System's protections is more likely or might be 

12 more likely to issue demerits to the NRC's own staff than a 

13 contractor, who is subject to the discretion of the NRC. I 

14 just think that the fundamental underpinning of the 

15 statement that a contractor selected by the NRC is going to 

16 be more independent than the NRC staff itself is just 

17 fallacious. 

18 MR. CRANFORD: We retract that last statement. 

19 The real problem is one of employees, of having the people 

20 on the staff to do that. 

21 MR. SILBERG: If it's important enough, then 

22 you've got to go to Congress and tell them you need the 

23 employees. If it's not, it shouldn't be done. Congress 

24 doesn't want it to be done by not authorizing FTEs, then, by 

25 God, let's not do it. 
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1 MR. CRANFORD: There's a lot of things that 

2 Congress won't authorize FTEs first. You get down to a lot 

3 of things. 

4 MR. MURPHY: I don't think we will get the 

5 affected units of local government to agree that nothing in 

6 this program should be done that Congress doesn't 

7 specifically want. 

8 MR. HOYLE: All right. We've had a day of it. We 

9 have a couple other things planned for tomorrow morning, but 

10 I think we need to stop at this point and decide how we want 

11 to proceed. 

12 You've got an awful lot of information so far 

13 today that you really haven't seen before, haven't heard 

14 much. Some of it is new. Some of it is a reminder of 

15 things we've heard two years ago. There is an expansion on 

16 the audit program that was already under consideration. 

17 That has to be looked at, thought about and 

18 analyzed a little bit by each of you, I'm sure, before 

19 you're prepared fully to comment on it. 

20 I guess I'd like to hear suggestions on how we 

21 want to proceed, let's say, for the moment, on the 

22 compliance program, knowing that you also have to think of 

23 it in the context of Alternative 3. There's going to be a 

24 compliance program if there is an LSS. 

25 The compliance program proposed today in draft is 
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1 tied more specifically to an Alternative 3 approach. So 

2 that's really the basic focus for us. We could spend some 

3 more time this afternoon, but I'm not sure it would be 

4 fruitful. 

5 You need to read the material some more and think 

6 about and talk to each other about it. We have only for 

7 tomorrow morning presentations that take us up to 10:30 or 

8 so. We could talk some more after that tomorrow morning. 

9 I'm willing to hear what you think about it. 

10 Chip? 

11 MR. CAMERON: I would just want to make sure that 

12 we give the Panel enough time to tell us what their concerns 

13 are with Alternative 3 and have a discussion about how we 

14 might be able to alleviate those concerns. I don't think we 

15 want to go back -- end this meeting without hearing those 

16 concerns and also without hearing some plan of action from 

17 the Panel about whether they want to develop some written 

18 statement that they want to send to the Commission or how 

19 they're going to proceed on that. 

20 As Dan has pointed out, getting a decision on 

21 whether InfoSTREAMS is going to essentially be the 

22 foundation for the LSS, that's a decision that should be 

23 made sooner rather than later, for various design reasons. 

24 I know that's what you planned to do. I just want 

25 to make sure that we hear everything that people have to 
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1 say. 

2 MR. SILBERG: I think you raised a lot of issues 

3 today. There's a lot of information which is out there, 

4 which none of us non-NRC or DOE people are privy to, that I 

5 think effects us from one vantage point or another. 

6 What are the alternatives and what costs and 

7 benefits went into rejecting them? How much do any of these 

8 things cost? I think all of us, from our own particular 

9 viewpoints, need to know those things to reach a decision as 

10 to whether Alternative 3 is worth pursuing or not. 

11 And if it is worth pursuing, I think people need 

12 to express their views on whether there are any set of 

13 circumstances under which it would be acceptable to them. I 

14 think that's kind of a yes/no question from Mal and from 

15 Kirk and from others who have that concern. 

16 Then from our standpoint, without having really 

17 discussed it and putting aside the cost, I don't know that 

18 we're ideologically opposed to DOE running the program, but 

19 we need to know what are the alternatives or how much -- I 

20 hate to get back to cost -- would it cost for an LSS-only 

21 system versus an Inf oSTREAMS that does the minimum of what 

22 DOE needs to do absent LSS. 

23 Then how much of Inf oSTREAMS really incorporates 

24 features which we think may be above and beyond the call of 

25 duty. We each need a lot of information from our own 
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1 vantage points to reach a decision. 

2 And assuming that you want to proceed with 

3 Alternative 3, you get to the question about what kind of 

4 protections do the people who are worried about DOE being in 

5 charge of the chicken coop need, assuming that there are 

6 some, and then we need to discuss those. 

7 Since the first set of questions I think will 

8 require review of documents that I don't think we're going 

9 to get tonight or tomorrow morning and then some time to 

10 look at them, maybe we have to step over that question. 

11 Let's make the assumption or let's go right to the issue of, 

12 ideologically, are there any set of circumstances on which 

13 Alternative 3 would be acceptable to some of the 

14 participants around the table. 

15 If the answer to that is yes -- if the answer to 

16 that is no, then those people at least can be non-consenters 

17 and --

18 MR. MURPHY: You mean withhold -- what's the word 

19 consensus? 

20 MR. SILBERG: Right. With that in mind, we can go 

21 ahead and discuss what are possible bells and whistles that 

22 could be added to the program to give people comfort to the 

23 extent DOE is running it. 

24 MR. MURPHY: I think the last point you make, just 

25 to focus on that, is a good one and going back in history, 
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1 because there may be parties at the table, and I'm not 

2 suggesting that it's necessarily Nye County or the state or 

3 anyone else, but there may be parties at the table who 

4 simply cannot agree under any circumstances to turn over the 

5 control of their documents to the Department of Energy. 

6 MR. SILBERG: Right. I think we ought to know 

7 that. That's something I think 

8 MR. MURPHY: You'll need to know that. But the 

9 industry representatives, you and Chris, were able to 

10 withhold your consent to consensus in the LSS rule without 

11 saying screw this, we're going to pick up our marbles and go 

12 home. You have continued to participate in the process, 

13 even though you didn't agree with the rule. 

14 MR. SILBERG: And I would hope that 

15 MR. MURPHY: We may not be able to publicly say we 

16 agree to having DOE control our documents, but that does not 

17 mean that any particular party to this process is going to 

18 leave the room. Some may. 

19 MR. SILBERG: If I left that impression, I 

20 certainly didn't intend to. 

21 MR. MURPHY: But it seems to me we can break this 

22 down into various components of what we have to decide. But 

23 just looking at that question, there's really two sub-

24 questions. One is is InfoSTREAMS an appropriate vehicle to 

25 proceed with developing a licensing support system and --
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1 MR. SILBERG: From a technical standpoint. 

2 MR. MURPHY: Yes, from a technical standpoint. 

3 And a second question is should the Department of Energy, 

4 for LSS purposes, not for their internal interest, but for 

5 LSS purposes, should the Department of Energy control all or 

6 part of InfoSTREAMS as the LSS. 

7 I guess another question is -- it seems to me that 

8 at least worth discussing is are there ways are there 

9 other alternatives, Alternative 3A or 3B or 3C that aren't 

10 written down yet that are worth talking about. 

11 The one that occurs to me, this is just off the 

12 top of my head and it may not work, but it's worth talking 

13 about, is is there some other way for parties who feel 

14 uncomfortable in giving DOE their documents and letting DOE 

15 manage their documents and inputting them into the LSS, for 

16 getting those documents into an LSS even if it's made up of 

17 InfoSTREAMS. 

18 As an example, would we -- when I say we, I mean a 

19 party that feels uncomfortable enough just simply not to 

20 agree -- turn over documents to the LSSA and, for those 

21 purposes, limited purposes of servicing one or more non-

22 consenting participants, perhaps the LSSA becomes the 

23 responsible official for ensuring input into the LSS. 

24 I think there's more than one way to skin this 

25 cat. 
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1 MR. CAMERON: There are and I think that's why it 

2 would be valuable to skip over, for the time being, the cost 

3 and the technical issues in terms of Inf oSTREAMS being the 

4 vehicle and get to that point. But I guess there's control 

5 -- there's the submission of documents issue that you 

6 raised, Mal, and there is also control of the system issue. 

7 There might be a way for parties who don't feel 

8 comfortable to turn over their documents to the LSSA for 

9 entry. Basically, if you look at the Commission paper, I 

10 think that option is laid out in the Commission paper even 

11 for Option 3, isn't it? Where the documents would go 

12 non-DOE documents would be turned over to an NRC LSSA 

13 contractor before they're submitted to the Department of 

14 Energy for capture and loading. 

15 MR. MURPHY: But it's not Alternative 3. It's one 

16 of the other alternatives. 

17 MS. SHELBURNE: Under Alternative 3, that was the 

18 purpose of ensuring compliance by the non-participants. We 

19 would receive the material. We would review and accept it 

20 in the audit trail before we sent it off to DOE for capture. 

21 Now, if you're talking about not allowing DOE to 

22 capture or characterize the material, that was Alternative 

23 2. And wasn't there a copy of the paper in your --

24 MR. MURPHY: Yes. You looked at 11 alternatives. 

25 You compressed that down to three and then you chose 
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1 Alternative 3. What I'm suggesting is maybe there are bits 

2 and pieces of all 11 that we can put together and come up 

3 with Alternative 4. 

4 One of them might be some potential participant, 

5 and I use this advisedly, for political reasons, for reasons 

6 of public perception, may not be able to turn over their 

7 repository related documents to the Department of Energy for 

8 processing into that system. It may simply not be publicly 

9 acceptable. 

10 And, yet, those same participants may feel 

11 perfectly comfortable in letting Betsy input their documents 

12 into the system and the control of the information in the 

13 system after those documents are inputted is another issue 

14 all together. Those same participants may feel comfortable 

15 knowing that Betsy is going to be looking over Dan's 

16 shoulder. 

17 MR. CAMERON: And that's the type of controls that 

18 we need to talk about, because it may be easy to deal with 

19 the first question about Betsy capturing the documents than 

20 it is to deal with somehow segmenting control of the system. 

21 There's just no -- there's not going to be any easy way to 

22 do that. 

23 MR. MURPHY: I'm not suggesting that the 

24 Department of Energy people are going to go in and start 

25 cutting and pasting and changing all the no's to yeses in 
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1 Nye County's documents, but what I am suggesting is that if 

2 it is conceivable that as get closer and closer to licensing 

3 and crunch time has really arrived and there is a pile of 

4 documents, a truckload of documents delivered from the State 

5 of Nevada to the InfoSTREAMS office, and a boxcar of 

6 documents or electronic data coming in from the Yucca 

7 Mountain Project Office and the deadline for complying with 

8 the LSS is upon them, what choice is Dan going to make? 

9 Is he going to say I'm going to input Carl 

10 Johnson's documents or am I going to input Carl Dirches' 

11 documents? Then the deadline passes and all of a sudden the 

12 LSS Administrator is all over the State of Nevada's butt, 

13 saying you people haven't complied with the LSS and we're 

14 not going to allow you to participate in the licensing 

15 process. 

16 MR. GRASER: And they'll say no, no, no. 

17 MR. MURPHY: And then there's a big huge fight. 

18 So the first fight is over the first litigation which goes 

19 all the way up to the Court of Appeals, whether or not 

20 somebody complied with the LSS or whether or not somebody 

21 else acted in good faith, etcetera, etcetera. Those things 

22 should be avoided and on way to avoid it is to not make Dan 

23 

24 

25 

responsible for putting my documents in, as well as his. 

MR. GRASER: Having to prioritize who goes first. 

MR. MURPHY: Exactly. I can just see them having 
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1 the Las Vegas office call and say why aren't these documents 

2 in, we sent them up two weeks ago. I'm working on Nye 

3 County's documents. You're what? 

4 I just don't think it makes much sense to put 

5 either us or the Department of Energy or the NRC under those 

6 kind of pressures when there are better ways to approach the 

7 problem it seems to me. 

8 MR. HOLDEN: Two comments. One is that in a 

9 historical context, even though it's a matter of semantics, 

10 when you talk to the tribal governments out here who are 

11 still questioning the validity of a treaty signed in 1854, 

12 when you talk about capturing documents, that will stir the 

13 hearts and souls of those people out there. 

14 But, also, regarding the documents and what should 

15 or should not go into these systems, the tribal governments 

16 work in an entirely different manner and sometimes the 

17 decision as to what can and should and will be released 

18 takes a lot of deliberation, sometimes more than just the 

19 tribal governing body or council, one person won't be making 

20 that decision. It can go to a body of the whole, the nation 

21 as a whole. 

22 These are still tribal governments and, as 

23 governments were intended to be, sometimes they go back to 

24 people for input. These are governments of the people. 

25 MR. HENKEL: I'd just like to say that as the 
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1 person who was beating the table all day about costs, I 

2 agree with what Jay and Chip said about we ought to overlook 

3 that question for tomorrow and go on to can we implement 

4 Option 3 or pOme variation of that. 

5 However, from a personal perspective, and I think 

6 I speak for Jay, as well, if we're going to endorse at some 

7 point that there is, say, a net savings of $63 million with 

8 Option 3, I have to feel confident that the InfoSTREAMS 

9 system is justified unto itself against that $63 million net 

10 savings. 

11 So I do want to follow up with that in the future, 

12 but I don't think we need to do it tomorrow. I don't think 

13 we can do it tomorrow. 

14 MR. MURPHY: I don't think we can do that until we 

15 get that Technical Working Group document. 

16 MR. HENKEL: Right. 

17 MR. CAMERON: When you talk about whether the 

18 InfoSTREAMS system is justified, in and of itself, what type 

19 of decision criteria would you be looking at to determine 

20 that? 

21 MR. HENKEL: Off the top of my head, I would say 

22 does that system provide a waste management system in a more 

23 time-effective manner, a more cost-effective manner, or with 

24 more certainty that some other option, even if that option 

25 is just status quo operating principals now. But there's 
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1 probably some other options in between there, as well. 

2 If, based on those three conditions or some 

3 combination of those three versus the cost of the 

4 InfoSTREAMS system, it can be justified, then it's a 

5 justifiable system, in my opinion. 

6 MR. CAMERON: I imagine that's the type of stuff 

7 that you probably have already had to work up, Dan, and 

8 proceed with InfoSTREAMS, right? Pretty basically. 

9 MR. GRASER: Yes. 

10 MR. CAMERON: Are you going to take an envelope 

11 out now? 

12 MR. GRASER: No, no, no. Yes, indeed. We've had 

13 to go through the whole normal -- if anybody has ever been 

14 involved in a Federal ADP buy, you will know all the hoops 

15 you have to jump through just to be able to get a delegation 

16 of authority from GSA and some of the hoops you have to jump 

17 through include doing the benefit-cost analysis, the 

18 analysis 

19 MR. CAMERON: Al Gore is going to take care of 

20 that for you. 

21 MR. GRASER: Al Gore came to the table a year or 

22 two too late. The launch of InfoSTREAMS happened back in 

23 1991 already. So that was on ex-President Bush's watch, I 

24 believe. 

25 MR. MURPHY: Chris, why doesn't the Edison 
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1 Electric Institute propose to get that NRC LSS auditing 

2 contract and you can recapture some of the nuclear waste? 

3 MR. HENKEL: I guess getting to the question --

4 MR. MURPHY: It's okay with us if it's okay with 

5 you. 

6 MR. HENKEL: The issue of the cost-benefit 

7 analysis, you're absolutely right. The government 

8 procurement process doesn't allow for that. But what was 

9 the basis of that cost-benefit analysis? Was it the cost 

10 over the next five years? Was it the total system cost? 

11 I'm not asking you to answer that now. I'm just saying that 

12 that's some of the issues that I would like to get resolved. 

13 MR. GRASER: I can tell you now the foundation of 

14 the justification for that sort of system eventually pointed 

15 right back to the analysis of benefits and costs that was 

16 done by SAIC as Volume No. 4, when they went back in and did 

17 the analysis of how much it would cost to develop the 

18 licensing support system. 

19 I don't know if you have a copy of that. But the 

20 same sort of driving factors that were recognized in that 

21 analysis of benefit and cost apply directly to what it takes 

22 for us to assemble and prepare all this stuff just to 

23 deliver it. 

24 So some of the foundations go right back to those 

25 documents that came out as a result of 10 CFR 2 action. 
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1 Subpart J really did whip and drive a lot of the things that 

2 eventually we recognized we had to do. So the causal effect 

3 of all of it goes right back to the thing we're talking 

4 about right now. 

5 MR. CAMERON: I guess I'm just concerned about 

6 there's a lot of cost information and analysis that you have 

7 not seen that you have to see. 

8 MR. GRASER: Yes. 

9 MR. CAMERON: I would just hope that that type of 

10 information would be the type that would be satisfactory. 

11 MR. HENKEL: I suggest that rather than spending 

12 more time during this meeting, that we get what information 

13 DOE has available and then deliberate that at a future 

14 meeting, perhaps. 

15 MR. GRASER: And what NRC has. 

16 MR. MURPHY: John, does the Commission or the 

17 Chairman expect, as a result of this meeting, some signal 

18 from the LSSARP as to whether or not Alternative 3 at least 

19 passes the wretch test? 

20 MR. HOYLE: This meeting and any followup 

21 submission of comments or a followup meeting, if necessary, 

22 no. I shouldn't take the word back tomorrow whether this 

23 group has agreed or disagreed, unless it wants to do that. 

24 MR. MURPHY: We could wait until you obtain the 

25 release of the Technical Working Group document and give us 
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1 a chance to consider it, to review it and reflect on it; 

2 perhaps then have another meeting of this Panel and then 

3 maybe come up with an LSSARP recommended approach, which 

4 might be Alternative 3 or Alternative 3A or Alternative 6. 

5 MR. CAMERON: And you could factor in the 

6 discussion tomorrow at the beginning of that ARP 

7 recommendation. 

8 MR. MURPHY: Sure. That's good, because if the 

9 Chairman expected an up or down answer as a result of this 

10 day-and-a-half meeting, our answer would be no. 

11 MR. HOYLE: No. He doesn't expect it. The 

12 Commission realizes, recognizes that you haven't had all of 

13 the information that it has had. A lot of time has gone by; 

14 not because we were doing a lot of analysis over time. As 

15 you know, I tried to schedule a meeting, I think a year ago 

16 I started doing it. That was the time the working group's 

17 report was expected to be finalized. 

18 Things just kept changing and I couldn't get 

19 anything going. So it's not that we have studied the heck 

20 out of it for the past year. Let me see what I can get 

21 released. We can continue this discussion tomorrow and 

22 decide tomorrow about when we would like to meet, assuming I 

23 can get the material out. 

24 MR. MURPHY: One other thing. Are we going to 

25 have an opportunity tomorrow to discuss the topical 
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1 guidelines? 

2 MR. HOYLE: I hadn't specifically set any time for 

3 that. I don't know that the NRC staff is here to help with 

4 that discussion, if you need the NRC people here, but we're 

5 going to end up around 11:00. We could spend -- how much 

6 time do you think you'd want? 

7 MR. MURPHY: The Federal Register notice calls for 

8 comments on the draft NUREG by October 29. We aren't going 

9 to meet again in this Panel between now and October 29. 

10 It's always been our understanding and I'm sure it's been 

11 Jay's and Chris' understanding, DOE's and everybody else's 

12 that the topical guidelines would not be cast in concrete 

13 until the ARP had an opportunity to review them. That was 

14 the result, I thought, of the infamous meeting in October 

15 and the letter that Silberg so artfully handwrote, which 

16 resulted in your memo to Bob Bernero. 

17 MR. HOYLE: That's right and the Commission agreed 

18 with that approach. 

19 MR. MURPHY: But I do think we need -- I feel at 

20 least that there needs to be some discussion of the draft 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

NUREG tomorrow or right now. What NRC staff is not here who 

needs to participate in that discussion? 

MR. HOYLE: Ken Kalmean is here. 

MR. MURPHY: Chip is here. He can take notes and 
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1 MR. CAMERON: I can take notes. 

2 MR. MURPHY: He can take notes and take back to 

3 Bethesda what 

4 MR. HOYLE: Ken, do you want to speak? 

5 MR. KALMEAN: Yes. I can honestly say I'm not the 

6 person to speak to it. I'm not the person you're going to 

7 need to speak to. If Joe Helage can make it, he might be 

8 able to entertain some discussion. Otherwise, Mark Delgadi 

9 was also the contact person in that and he's not here. 

10 MR. CAMERON: And I guess it depends on how 

11 extensive a discussion, what you want to address in the 

12 topical guidelines. I'm certainly familiar with the issues. 

13 As Ken points out, the key technical staff aren't here, but 

14 we can talk about it. 

15 MR. KALMEAN: The best I can do is call Helage and 

16 see if he can show up tomorrow. 

17 MR. MURPHY: I talked to Joe at the other 

18 technical exchange this morning. He was here this morning. 

19 He was back over there when I was back over there this 

20 afternoon. He told me this morning that he was going to be 

21 here at this meeting tomorrow. 

22 But this is an LSS topical guideline. Why does -

23 - I'm not saying that I -- you know, I think Joe should 

24 participate to the fullest extent, but why does high level 

25 waste management -- why do we have to wait for high level 
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1 waste management to talk about LSS topical guidelines when 

2 the acting LSS Administrator and staff are here? 

3 MR. KALMEAN: The only reason I think Helage 

4 should be here is because the paper did come out of our 

5 shop. 

6 MR. MURPHY: That's good. I'm glad it did come 

7 out of their shop rather than General Counsel's. General 

8 Counsel screwed it up last time. 

9 MR. HOYLE: Why don't we 

10 MR. MURPHY: Not you, Jim. 

11 MR. HOYLE: All right. I will be prepared to open 

12 the floor at the regular session tomorrow. 

13 MR. MURPHY: I don't think it has to be very 

14 extensive, but some of us, I think, have some things on our 

15 minds that we want to talk about and we have to submit 

16 formal comments by the 29th of October. 

17 MR. HOYLE: We'll do it tomorrow. Anything else 

18 for tonight? 

19 [No response.] 

20 MR. HOYLE: We'll start at 8:30 tomorrow. 

21 [Whereupon, at 4:45 p.m., the meeting was 

22 recessed, to reconvene the following day, Wednesday, October 

23 6, 1993, at 8:30 a.m.] 

24 

25 
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